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Abstract. Recent inverse problem solvers that leverage generative dif-
fusion priors have garnered significant attention due to their exceptional
quality. However, adaptation of the prior is necessary when there exists a
discrepancy between the training and testing distributions. In this work,
we propose deep diffusion image prior (DDIP), which generalizes the re-
cent adaptation method of SCD [3] by introducing a formal connection
to the deep image prior. Under this framework, we propose an efficient
adaptation method dubbed D3IP, specified for 3D measurements, which
accelerates DDIP by orders of magnitude while achieving superior per-
formance. D3IP enables seamless integration of 3D inverse solvers and
thus leads to coherent 3D reconstruction. Moreover, we show that meta-
learning techniques can also be applied to yield even better performance.
We show that our method is capable of solving diverse 3D reconstructive
tasks from the generative prior trained only with phantom images that
are vastly different from the training set, opening up new opportunities of
applying diffusion inverse solvers even when training with gold standard
data is impossible. Code: https://github.com/HJ-harry/DDIP3D
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1 Introduction

Diffusion models (DM) have shown remarkable performance as general inverse
problem solvers [6, 31, 33]. The advantage naturally comes from the powerful
capabilities of DMs to accurately model the prior distribution effectively learned
from the collected training data. Unfortunately, there are numerous cases where
the collection of high-quality gold standard data is not possible. For instance, it
is difficult and expensive to collect large-scale data in medical imaging [18, 61],
black hole imaging [11] and cryo-EM imaging [23, 63], etc. Consequently, one
either has to resort to phantoms [11, 19] for generative modeling, or leverage
implicit priors [63]. In these challenging cases, one faces an out-of-distribution
(OOD) problem arising from mismatched priors [47], as the training data will
be sufficiently different from the underlying true data distribution.

While it has been shown that DM-based inverse problem solvers (DIS) are
less prone to distribution shifts [10,29], the performance is significantly compro-
mised [3,47], leading to large gaps in performance. In the reconstructed images,
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the discrepancy in the distributions is characterized as artifacts and hallucina-
tions. As there exist provable bounds in the performance [47] when considering
standard DIS with fixed parameters, the goal is to adapt the parameters of the
diffusion model so that it better covers the true distribution, even when all we
have access to is a degraded measurement.

Fig. 1: OOD inverse problem setting. Pre-
trained diffusion model learns pθ(x), but at
test time we only have yout obtained from
unknown OOD distributions, and aim to
sample from pout(x|yout).

Recently, SCD [3] was proposed as
the first work to demonstrate that one
can adapt the parameters of the dif-
fusion models during the reverse dif-
fusion sampling process to steer the
distribution towards the unknown.
While it has been demonstrated that
SCD is effective for boosting perfor-
mance on several medical imaging in-
verse problems, there exist clear limi-
tations of the work. First, the inverse
problems considered such as com-
puted tomography (CT) and mag-
netic resonance imaging (MRI) recon-
struction problems are inherently vol-
umetric. However, SCD requires dif-
ferent adapted parameters for every
different slice of the 3D volume. As
the adaptation framework slows down the inference time of DIS by ×5 ∼ 30
factor [3], the required reconstruction time for a 2563 volume requires more than
6 hours of inference time on a single commodity GPU. On top of computation
and memory requirements growing with O(N) where N is the number of 2D
slices1, it is also counter-intuitive that one needs a different set of parameters
for adjacent slices, as the components are very similar. Ideally, the parameters
should get better adapted as we increase the number of measurements, learning
the common characteristics from the group. In contrast, we observe that the
performance of SCD does not improve even if we try to gradually adapt the
parameters with multiple samples.

In this work, we propose a novel framework that clarifies and solves all the
aforementioned problems. Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

1. We show a formal link between deep image prior (DIP) [55] and the adap-
tation framework introduced in SCD [3]: when we correct for some factors
in SCD, it is a multi-scale DIP constructed on the probability-flow ODE
path [53]. Under this view, SCD can be generalized as a deep diffusion im-
age prior (DDIP).

2. An efficient adaptation method specified for 3D inverse problem solving [6,
38], called D3IP, is proposed. It requires O(1) memory and compute, achiev-
ing significant acceleration while reaching performance on par with DDIP.

1 This only considers the complexity along the slice dimension. The exact complexity
will be presented in detail in Sec. 4.
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3. We show that D3IP can also benefit from using a more advanced solver
suited for 3D reconstruction by seamlessly combining it with 3D DIS (e.g.
DiffusionMBIR [6]). This lets us sample reconstructions that are spatially
coherent across all the dimensions.

4. We present a meta-learning [20, 45] algorithm for initializing a 3D adap-
tation model, and later fine-tuning to specific 2D slices, achieving higher
performance by benefiting both from the volume statistics while also being
able to fit a specific characteristic.

5. Experimentally, we focus on the problem settings where we train a diffusion
model on phantoms that can be generated on-the-fly, and hence can be con-
sidered fully unsupervised. This highlights the applicability to challenging
imaging applications.

2 Background and Related Works

2.1 Diffusion models for inverse problems

In inverse problems, we aim to retrieve the signal x from the measurement y,
where

y = Ax+ n, y ∈ Rm, x ∈ Rn, A ∈ Rm×n, n ∼ N (0, σ2
yI). (1)

As the problem is ill-posed, a natural way to solve the problem is through
Bayesian inference, aiming to sample from the posterior distribution p(x|y) ∝
pdata(x)p(y|x) by defining a suitable prior pdata(x). A powerful way to do so
is through generative modeling [22, 25, 36], a predominant modern choice being
diffusion models (DM) [25,49,53].

In DMs, a time variable t ∈ [0, T ] is introduced, where p0(x0) = pdata(x),
and pT (xT ) approaches an isotropic normal distribution N as t → T through
a Gaussian noising process p(xt|x0) = N (x0, t

2I). Interestingly, the reverse of
such a process can be characterized as a stochastic differential equation (SDE)
or a probability-flow ODE (PF-ODE)

dxt = −t∇xt
log p(xt) dt =

xt − E[x0|xt]

t
dt, p(xT ) ∼ N , (2)

where the second equality holds from Tweedie’s formula E[x0|xt] = xt+t2∇xt
log p(xt) [17].

Due to this equivalence, one can train a denoiser Dθ through denoising score
matching [52,56], which estimates the denoised x0 from xt

θ∗ = argmin
θ

Et∼Unif(ε,T ),xt∼p(xt|x0),x0∼p(x0)

[
∥Dθ(xt)− x0∥22

]
, (3)

leading to Dθ∗(xt) ≈ E[x0|xt]. Solving Eq. (2) numerically by plugging Dθ∗ in
Eq. (2) leads to sampling from the prior distribution p(x0).

When aiming for posterior sampling, one can additionally condition the PF-
ODE with y, which reads

dxt = −t∇xt
log p(xt|y) dt =

xt − E[x0|xt,y]

t
dt, p(xT ) ∼ N . (4)
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As E[x0|xt,y] (equivalently∇xt
log p(xt|y)) is intractable, various methods have

been proposed to approximate the posterior sampling process [6,7,57,64]. DPS [6]
approximates

E[x0|xt,y] = E[x0|xt] + t2∇xt
log p(y|xt) ≈ x̂0|t +

t2

2σ2
y

∇xt
∥y −Ax̂0|t∥22, (5)

with x̂0|t := Dθ∗(xt)
2. As taking backprop w.r.t. xt through the network is

expensive and unstable [46], a way to avoid this was proposed in DDS [7], which
uses

E[x0|xt,y] ≈ argmin
x0

1

2
∥y −Ax0∥22 +

γ

2
∥x0 − x̂0|t∥22, (6)

solved with M -step conjugate gradient (CG), which we simply denote as CG(x̂0|t,M).
Existing DIS can be considered as different ways of approximating the em-
pirical conditional posterior, which we denote as E[x0|xt,y] ≈ Dθ(xt|y) (See
Appendix A for details and a review of existing methods). Note that while
we present an introduction to DMs in a variance exploding (VE) framework
as in [32], extension to the variance preserving (VP) framework is straightfor-
ward [25]. In the following sections and all the experiments, we leverage the
VP framework with standard notations adopted from [25]. In most DIS, the
predicted conditional posterior mean is used along with DDIM sampling [50]

xt−1 = DDIMθ(xt, η) :=
√
ᾱt−1Dθ(xt|y) +

√
1− ᾱt−1

(
ηϵ+ (1− η)ϵθ

)
, (7)

where η ∈ [0, 1] controls the stochasticity and ϵθ is the predicted noise.

2.2 Steerable Conditional Diffusion (SCD)

While solving Eq. (4) with DIS approximations lets us perform posterior sam-
pling, this is only true when the underlying prior distribution, and the distri-
bution that Dθ∗ models, are close enough (i.e. in-distribution). When yout is a
measurement obtained from Eq. (1) with xout ∼ pout ̸= pθ, it was shown that
one can close the gap by running the following iteration

for t = T, . . . , 1 : θt−1 ← argmin
θt

∥yout −ACG(x̂0|t(xt; θt), 1)∥22, (8)

xt−1 ←DDIMθt−1
(CG(x̂0|t(xt; θt−1),M), η) (9)

where additional LoRA [27] parameters are introduced for adaptation to keep
the original network parameters intact, and one-step CG was used to move the
Tweedie denoised estimate closer towards yout. Adaptation of the network pa-
rameters in Eq. (8) is performed in between every DDS sampling step in Eq. (9)
2 This notation is taken for simplicity. When emphasizing the dependence, we denote
x̂0|t(xt; θ

∗)
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for a fixed number of optimization steps L, which enables adaptation of the
parameters on-the-fly during the sampling process.

Nevertheless, one major limitation of SCD was the lack of understanding
on why the algorithm works well in practice: Which design components are the
key? What can we improve? Moreover, SCD requires running Eq. (8) for every
different measurement yi

out, where i = 1, . . . , N denotes the slice index across a
single volume with a total of N slices. Re-initializing the parameters θi, . . . , θN ,
the process is N times slower, memory expensive, and does not synergistically
leverage information from adjacent slices.

2.3 Related Works

When the training data is unavailable, one of the most standard approaches in
inverse imaging is the use of deep image prior (DIP) [55]

θ∗ = argmin
θ
∥y −AGθ(z)∥22, z ∼ N (0, I), (10)

where Gθ produces the reconstruction, and some means of early stopping is used
to prevent the network from too much overfitting. As neural networks favor out-
put signals that lie in the natural data manifold [55], and it can be considered
a natural signal representation analogous to Fourier or Wavelets [26], optimiz-
ing for Eq. (10) leads to a decent reconstruction without any direct ground
truth supervision. Over the years, there have been numerous advances in each of
these components: design of the loss function, early stopping criterion, network
parametrization, and initialization [2, 4, 24, 30, 40]. Despite the advances, DIP
is still hard to optimize, and computationally demanding. For instance, apply-
ing DIP to a relatively small 3D data (1673 resolution) requires about a day of
training on a single RTX 3090 GPU [4].

In this work, we extend the idea of DIP into the realm of diffusion inverse
solvers, showing that we can yield a superior algorithm in speed, robustness, and
quality by leveraging the merits of diffusion models. Two works that are perhaps
the most related are Educated DIP [4] (EDIP) and Baguer et al . [2]. EDIP [4]
shows that initializing Gθ with a network trained for reconstruction helps in
convergence. [2] proposes to use some initial reconstruction as an input to Gθ,
rather than some random vector z. As will be later seen, our method naturally
leverages both of these techniques by pivoting along the PF-ODE path.

On the other hand, there have been efforts to train a diffusion prior from
corrupted measurements alone [13, 34]. However, this is only possible when the
measurements satisfy strict conditions, and one needs abundant training data
obtained from these identical conditions. Our work is orthogonal from such ap-
proaches as we are free from conditions, and our goal is not to train a new
generative prior but to adapt an OOD prior for reconstruction.
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Solver DDS DDNM DPS DDIP

E[x0|xt,y] DDS DDNM DPS DDS DDNM DPS

K - - - 1 (SCD [3]) 3 5 (ours) 1 5 10 20 (ours) 1 (ours)

PSNR 31.37 30.69 23.49 35.43 35.83 36.31 34.92 35.50 35.98 36.07 31.32
SSIM 0.887 0.870 0.608 0.911 0.921 0.922 0.902 0.911 0.920 0.920 0.841

Table 1: Sparse-view CT reconstruction results on Ellipses→ AAPM OOD recon-
struction by varying the solver, E[x0|xt,y] approximation method, and the number of
CG iterations K. Standard non-adapted DIS , SCD [3] , Proposed DDIP method .

3 Proposed Method

3.1 Deep Diffusion Image Prior as a generalization of SCD

Recall that DIP optimizes the network parameters with the fidelity loss in
Eq. (10). As the optimization is held specific to y, Eq. (10) aims to implic-
itly recover the posterior mean E[x0|z,y]. On the other hand, as pointed out in
Sec. 2.1, DIS at time t during sampling, produces some estimate of the condi-
tional posterior mean E[x0|xt,y] ≈ Dθ(xt|y). As xt is equivalent to z at t = T
(initial noise), we can generalize DIP in Eq. (10) to multi-scale DIP over multiple
noise scales

for t = T, . . . , 1 : θt−1 ← argmin
θt

∥y −ADθt(xt|y)∥22, (11)

xt−1 ←DDIMθt−1
(Dθt−1

(xt|y), η) (12)

where Eq. (12) denotes some diffusion inverse problem solver that proceeds by
leveraging the adapted parameters θt−1. It is easy to see that Eq. (11) is equiv-
alent to Eq. (10) when t = T , but it is beneficial because 1) the optimization
steps are performed in a coarse-to-fine manner starting from large noise scale,
2) the trajectory is pivoted along the original PF-ODE trajectory, providing a
good initialization3. We define a general method presented in Eq. (11), Eq. (12)
as deep diffusion image prior (DDIP).

Revisiting Eq. (8) from this perspective immediately reveals that there exists
a discrepancy between the conditional posterior mean estimation used for adap-
tation (with 1 CG iteration), and the conditional posterior mean estimation used
for sampling (with K > 1 CG iterations). In Tab. 1, we show that simply rectify-
ing this error by using K CG iterations also for adaptation significantly improves
the performance, highlighting the advantage of our interpretation. Moreover, it
now becomes clear that the parametrization of Eq. (8) is merely a design choice:
any choice of producing the posterior mean can be used. To emphasize that
DDIP is agnostic to the choice of the approximation, we show in Tab. 1 that
DDIP consistently improves performance on OOD reconstruction regardless of
the choices made.
3 As pointed out in Sec. 2.3, our approach introduces a better initialization in the

network parameters as in [4], and also a better initialization in the input to the
network [2] for t < T .
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Algorithm 1 DDIP
Require: θ,Dt, N, T ′, η,y
1: L(x,y, Dθ) := ∥y −ADθ(x|y)∥22
2: for i = 1 to N do
3: θ

(i)

T ′ ← θ
4: ϵ ∼ N (0, I)

5: x
(i)
T ←

√
ᾱT ′A†y +

√
1− ᾱT ′ϵ

6: for t = T ′ to 1 do
7: θit−1 ← argmin

θit

L(xi
t,y

i, Dt
θit
)

8: x̂i
0|t ← Dt

θit−1
(xi

t|yi)

9: xi
t−1 ← DDIM(x̂i

0|t, η)
10: end for
11: return xi

0

12: end for

Algorithm 2 D3IP
Require: θ,Dt, N, T ′,K, η,Y
1: L(x,y, Dθ) := ∥y −ADθ(x|y)∥22
2: θT ′ ← θ
3: ϵ1, ϵN ∼ N (0, I)
4: ϵ← slerp(ϵ1, ϵN , i

N
)

5: XT ′ ←
√
ᾱT ′A†Y +

√
1− ᾱT ′ϵ

6: for t = T ′ to 1 do
7: x

{i}
t ,y{i} ∼ MC((Xt,Y ),K)

8: θt−1 ← argmin
θt

L(x{i}
t ,y{i}, Dt

θt)

9: X̂0|t ← Dt
θt−1

(Xt|Y )

10: Xt−1 ← DDIM(X̂0|t, η)
11: end for
12: return X0

3.2 Extending DDIP to 3D

Let X ∈ Rn×N = [x(1), . . . ,x(N)] a stacked 3D tensor with N slices, and Y its
corresponding measurement. In [3], it was proposed to independently run Eq. (8)
for every different slice, which requires a prohibitively long amount of time for
adaptation/sampling. Concretely, with a 2563-sized volume that we consider in
this work, it requires 90 seconds per slice, which is > 6 hours per volume.

Eq. (11) is a sequential optimization problem that minimizes the fidelity loss
in a multi-grid fashion for every slice i. In SCD, the authors solve this opti-
mization independently across all slices, as illustrated in Fig. 2 (a). Instead, we
propose to optimize Eq. (11) so that the adaptation can be done synergistically
in expectation (See Fig. 2 (b) for an illustration)

for t = T, . . . , 1 : min
θ

Ei

[
∥yi −ADt

θ(x
i
t|yi)∥22

]
≈ 1

K

K∑
i=1

∥yi −ADt
θ(x

i
t|yi)∥22,

(13)

where i denotes the index across the slices, and we can use K Monte Carlo
samples to compute the expectation. In practice, we find even using a small
K suffices for stable optimization and the performance plateaus for K > 64,
yielding a compute-effective algorithm. The formulation of Eq. (13) lets us adapt
the parameters that are suited for the whole 3D volume so that the memory and
computation are reduced to O(1). We name our method D3IP (base), which will
be shown to be improvable in specific settings, as we investigate in the following
sections. We highlight the difference of D3IP against DDIP in Alg. 1,2, where
MC(·,K) in L6 of Alg. 2 represents K-Monte Carlo sampling, and x{i} denotes
the sampled vectors stacked into a single tensor. Surprisingly, not only is D3IP
4 See App. D for further discussion.
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Fig. 2: OOD adaptation schemes in DIS. (a) DDIP/SCD performs independent adap-
tation across slices and requires O(N) compute & memory. (b) D3IP (base) performs
joint adaptation with stochastic gradients from MC sampling (blue dotted line) and
requires O(1) compute & memory. (c) θvol adapted from D3IP (base) can be used as a
meta-parameter to be further adapted to specific slices.

an order of magnitude cheaper and faster than DDIP, but it performs better
than DDIP. This can be attributed to D3IP learning from a broader and richer
context, whereas DDIP is only allowed to learn from a single slice of information.
Incorporating 3D DIS to D3IP. Another big advantage of D3IP is that we
can now seamlessly integrate 3D DIS methods [8,38] into our framework. As [38]
would require adapting two diffusion models operating on different orientations,
we choose DiffusionMBIR [8] accelerated with DDS [7] as our approximator
(simply denoted DiffusionMBIR hereafter). Concretely, the approximation reads

Dt
θ(Xt|Y ) = argmin

X0

1

2
∥y −AX0∥22 +

γ

2
∥TX0∥1, (14)

where T computes the finite difference along the stacked slice dimension, and the
optimization is solved with a few-step ADMM [5] initialized with X̂0|t(Xt; θt)
to induce proximal regularization.

One caveat is that Eq. (14) requires computing total variation (TV) regu-
larization for adjacent slices, which cannot be done if we randomly sample K
slices as done in D3IP (base). Instead, this can be effectively approximated by
sampling K < N neighboring slices, i.e. modifying L6 of Alg. 2 to

xi:i+K−1
t ,yi:i+K−1 ∼ MC((Xt,Y ),K). (15)

We refer to this method with D3IP (mbir). The regularization in Eq. (14) is
already useful for the OOD setting as it is independent of training data, and
3D samplers typically provide a better estimate in 3D inverse problem settings.
Consequently, we observe improved performance in the adapted setting by simply
incorporating a 3D DIS.

Notice that for D3IP, we keep a single set of updated neural network parame-
ters that are shared across the volume to save memory and compute. When one
is willing to max out the performance by trading off more compute/memory,
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we show that one can do so by leveraging meta-learning. In fact, we reveal an
interesting connection of D3IP to the widely used Reptile algorithm [45] and
show that one can easily leverage meta-learning into our framework. Details can
be found in Appendix B.

3.3 Technical Advances

On top of the fundamental innovations, we propose several technical advances to
the adaptation algorithm that yield faster and more robust optimization. These
advances are orthogonal to the contributions that are proposed in the rest of the
section, and can be applied to all adaptation methods.
Constraining the optimization horizon. It is known that the empirical
score functions exhibit problematic behavior in the end regimes [32, 35] as the
estimation tends to be inaccurate and volatile. Motivated from the score distil-
lation sampling literature [46,58], we truncate the regime where we optimize for
Eq. (11) or Eq. (13), so that for t /∈ [ζ, T − ζ], we only run standard DIS, with
ζ = 40 unless specified otherwise. We find that including adaptation outside this
regime deteriorates the performance.
Initialization strategy. It is standard practice to initialize DIS with random
Gaussian noise [6, 33, 51, 57]. However, it is also known that due to the non-
zero terminal SNR of diffusion models [39], the low-frequency component of the
initialization is carried out to the sample. Due to this property, some works
propose to initialize the Gaussian noise with low-frequency part replaced from
a similar sample [59]. In the case of inverse problems, this often comes for free.
For instance, one can use the pseudo-inverse of the measurement. Moreover,
motivated by the initialization strategy for DIP [60] and diffusion models [21]
for video, which has correlations across time frames, we propose to sample two
random noise vectors for the end slices and leverage the spherically interpolated
(slerp) vector for the initialization noise. Summing up, our initialization reads

x
(i)
T ′ ←

√
ᾱT ′A†y(i) +

√
1− ᾱT ′slerp(ϵ1, ϵN ,

i

N
), ϵ0, ϵN ∼ N (0, I), (16)

with T ′ < T typically set to 980. This not only lets us start from a correlated
initial noise vector with low-frequency components consistent with the measure-
ment but also lets us avoid any instabilities arising from the non-zero terminal
SNR problem [39].

4 Experiments

We consider three canonical inverse problems in medical imaging: 3D sparse-view
CT reconstruction (3D SV-CT), 3D MRI reconstruction (3D MRI), and multi-
coil MRI reconstruction (CS-MRI), as these are the cases where the different
measurement slices originate from the same volume. For the CT reconstruction
task, we have a few hundred test slices originating from the same volume. For
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Method 3D SV-CT
(Ellipses→ AAPM)

3D MRI
(Ellipses→ BRATS)

Mult. coil CS-MRI
(BRAIN→ KNEE) Compute Memory

PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓ ∗K ≪ T < N

ADMM-TV 25.35 0.783 0.220 23.89 0.508 0.441 24.64 0.689 0.340 - -

DDNM [57] 23.55 0.765 0.241 14.59 0.281 0.753 a19.35 0.354 0.493 O(T ) O(1)
DPS [6] 17.85 0.470 0.463 27.30 0.394 0.410 27.26 0.732 0.312 O(T ) O(1)
DDS [7] 27.65 0.805 0.188 24.59 0.532 0.339 28.36 0.741 0.278 O(T ) O(1)
DiffusionMBIR [8] 28.92 0.845 0.199 26.97 0.620 0.299 - - - O(T ) O(1)
SCD [3] 32.91 0.904 0.184 26.00 0.561 0.338 29.01 0.752 0.269 O(KNT ) O(N)
DDIP 33.13 0.903 0.164 27.46 0.647 0.289 29.11 0.775 0.246 O(KNT ) O(N)
D3IP (base) 31.73 0.908 0.141 30.59 0.859 0.152 29.00 0.789 0.233 O(KT ) O(1)
D3IP (mbir) 33.69 0.919 0.133 33.89 0.907 0.103 - - - O(KT ) O(1)
D3IP (meta) 33.96 0.917 0.136 32.60 0.877 0.126 29.52 0.779 0.216 O(KNT ) O(N)

Table 2: Quantitative measure of OOD Inverse problem solving on 3 main tasks.
Non-adapted standard DIS , the family of proposed methods .

the first two tasks, we use a diffusion prior trained only on Ellipses phan-
toms [1] generated on-the-fly, which are completely irrelevant to the target data
distribution. We focus on such setting this leads to a completely unsupervised
approach for a reconstructive task, requiring no collection of gold standard data.

For the MRI reconstruction task, we consider two different realistic cases:
when the acquisition scheme is truly 3D and the volume consists of a few hun-
dred slices, and when the acquisition scheme is 2D but the slices originate from
the same volume, yielding a few ten slices. For all tasks, we consider variance
preserving (VP) diffusion models trained under the ADM [15] framework unless
specified otherwise.

4.1 Experimental settings

3D SV-CT. Following [3], we take a diffusion model trained on the Ellipses
dataset [1] and test it on a volume of the American Association of Physicists in
Medicine (AAPM) grand challenge [44] dataset, following the settings of [8, 9].
This is a particularly useful and interesting setting, as the Ellipses dataset
are phantoms that can be easily generated on-the-fly, requiring no collection of
data, a realistic condition when acquiring high-quality ground truth images is
impossible. We consider parallel CT geometry with 60-angle measurements to
be consistent with [3].
3D MRI reconstruction We take the same Ellipses diffusion model used
for 3D SV-CT, and adapt it to the multimodal brain tumor image segmentation
benchmark (BRATS) 2018 [43]. The test set consists of 5 T1 contrast / 5 T2
contrast volumes. We consider variable density (VD) Poisson disc sampling pat-
tern [16] (×8 acceleration) for 3D volume measurements in a single-coil setting.
2D Multi-coil MRI reconstruction. A diffusion model trained on fastMRI [61]
BRAIN data was taken from [7]5. The evaluation was done on fastMRI KNEE data,
consisting of 10 test volumes and 294 slices. The measurement was simulated
using the uniform 1D subsampling (×4 acceleration) with 8% Auto Calibrating

5 https://github.com/HJ-harry/DDS

https://github.com/HJ-harry/DDS
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Fig. 3: Representative results on 3 different tasks. (row 1-2): 3D SV-CT, (row 3-4):
3D MRI, (row 5-6): CS-MRI. Comparison against DPS [6], DDS [7], and SCD [3].
Ours: D3IP (base). Cyan arrows indicate regions of remaining artifacts even after
adaptation with SCD. Green boxes illustrate the acquisition scheme of the measurement
(acquisition angle, sub-sampling pattern).

Signal (ACS) region, as proposed in [61]. Since we consider multi-coil measure-
ments in this task, the coil sensitivity maps are estimated using ESPiRiT [54].

For all inverse problems considered, we add σy = 0.01 measurement noise
when simulating with forward operators. Further details can be found in App. C.

4.2 Diffusion samplers

For all DIS methods including the proposed method, we consider 50 NFE DDIM
sampling with η = 0.85 unless specified otherwise. One exception is DPS [6],
where we take 1000 NFE with η = 1.0 (i.e. DDPM sampling) to achieve satis-
factory results.
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Fig. 4: 3D-MRI reconstruction with DDS [7], DDIP, D3IP (mbir). Cyan and red ar-
rows indicate artifacts from prior mismatch and slice-wise independent reconstruction,
respectively. 1-4th row: xy, yz, xz slice, and 3D rendering.

Adaptation. For the family of the proposed method (DDIP, D3IP), we take
DDS [7] as our estimator Dθ for E[x0|xt,y], which runs 5 CG optimization step
per diffusion denoising step. In 3D SV-CT and 3D MRI tasks, K is set to 6, and
for CS-MRI, K = 3. For D3IP (mbir), we use the approximation in Eq. (14),
which is solved with 5 ADMM iterations per diffusion step. D3IP (meta) runs
D3IP in Alg. 2 with linearly decreasing step size from α = 1.0 to α = 0.5 in
Eq. (30). The obtained meta-parameter θvol is then fine-tuned with respect to
each slice using DDIP in Alg. 1 initialized from this meta-parameter.

Method PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑
DDIP(baseline) 35.62 0.908
+ constrained horizon 35.98 0.916
+ init. strategy 36.31 0.922

Table 3: Improvements from con-
figurations introduced in Sec. 3.3.

Comparison methods. We consider several
strong DIS baselines: DDNM [57], DPS [6],
DDS [7], DiffusionMBIR [8], and SCD [3] for
comparison. In order to apply DDNM, one
needs access to the pseudo-inverse operator,
which is often hard to compute, or numeri-
cally unstable. We circumvent this by lever-
aging CG updates motivated from [7]. We note that DiffusionMBIR is the only
3D-aware DIS, and SCD is the only adaptation-based DIS among the comparison
methods. See App. C for details.
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4.3 Results

Ablation study on the technical advances. Before diving into the main
results, we first conduct an ablation study introduced in Sec. 3.3, as these tech-
niques can be leveraged by all adaptation samplers. In Tab. 3, it is evident
that the techniques provide improvements in the metrics, hence we keep the
final configuration through all our experiments, including our proof-of-concept
experiment presented in Tab. 1.
Main Results. In Tab. 2, we present a thorough comparison study on all three
tasks that we consider in this work. Here, we see that D3IP not only dramatically
reduces the computation cost of the adaptation, but also often results in a better
reconstruction quality than DDIP. Specifically, this effect is most evidently seen
in the 3D MRI task, where there is more than 3 dB difference in PSNR, and the
perceptual LPIPS metric improves also by a large margin. Among all the tasks
and the metrics considered, only the PSNR values of 3D SV-CT and Multi-coil
CS-MRI fall short of DDIP. For the rest of the cases, D3IP outperforms DDIP,
thanks to the richer information provided during the optimization process. In
App. D, we further show the intriguing properties of D3IP: robustness to the
choice of hyperparameters, and higher capacity.

In Fig. 3, we compare the qualitative results of our proposed D3IP (base)
solver against SOTA DIS - DPS, DDS, and the previous adapted sampler SCD.
It is clear that the results obtained with DPS and DDS are contaminated with
artifacts and hallucinations that originate from the training data (elliptical phan-
toms). While SCD greatly alleviates these artifacts, the details are typically
blurred out, erasing structures that can even be seen from the measurement
(e.g. 1st row of Fig. 3). Notably, this happens even without any TV regulariza-
tion that was used in [3]. Introducing such regularization yields even blurrier
results. In contrast, the proposed method is capable of restoring crisp features
without such blurring. Moreover, D3IP further eliminates leftover artifacts that
are still apparent in SCD, as pointed out with cyan arrows.

Fig. 5: Comparison of reconstructions with D3IP
(base) and D3IP (meta).

It should be noted that
all these advances take place
while also being much faster
and cheaper in memory. On
a single 3090 RTX GPU, for
a 2563 volume, D3IP (base)
requires 40 minutes, whereas
SCD requires ∼6.2 hours,
as it should be conducted
slice-wise. Moreover, by us-
ing D3IP, we can reduce the
memory requirements of the
LoRA parameters from 2.9
Gb to 14.5 Mb as we only
need to keep a single set of pa-
rameters for the whole volume, rather than specific parameters for each slice.
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Incorporating DiffusionMBIR. While D3IP (base) enables the use of av-
erage gradients computed from multiple slices, it does not guarantee smooth
reconstruction across slices, which can be effectively counteracted by leveraging
3D solvers. In Fig. 4, we visualize the 3D rendering as well as the coronal and the
sagittal slices of the reconstruction, highlighting the advantage of the proposed
method by allowing a plug-and-play incorporation of 3D DIS.
Meta-learning further improves D3IP. By initializing a meta-parameter
θvol and further adapting the parameters toward specific slices, we see in Fig. 5
and Tab. 2 that we can achieve even better performance by trading off com-
pute. In contrast, gradually adapting the parameters across different slices with
SCD does not lead to noticeable improvements, compared to the case where the
weights are re-initialized for every slice.

5 Conclusion

In this work, we proposed DDIP, a method of adapting diffusion priors trained on
OOD distribution for solving inverse imaging tasks. We clarified that DDIP is a
generalization of DIP constructed on the PF-ODE trajectory of diffusion, which
makes the method much stabler than standard DIP. Focusing on 3D inverse prob-
lems, we proposed D3IP, which significantly reduces the computation cost while
achieving better performance. We showed that D3IP can be further enhanced by
incorporating 3D inverse problem solvers, or by leveraging meta-learning to in-
duce a meta-parameter, then fine-tuning to specific 2D measurements. Notably,
our work improves previous approaches in reconstruction quality, closing the gap
against in-distribution DIS; it accelerates the speed of the algorithm to a regime
where it will be practical for real-world usage; it enhances the interpretability of
the algorithm and clarifies why the method works. We believe that our work can
become the ground for many inverse imaging applications where unsupervised
reconstruction remains crucial, such as in biomedical imaging and astronomy.
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A Diffusion model-based inverse problem solvers

In this section, we give an overview of the different diffusion model-based inverse
problem solvers (DIS), and what different approximations are used for each
method, focusing on the methods that are used as comparison methods and how
they are practically implemented. Recall the PF-ODE for posterior sampling in
the VE setup (Eq. (4))

dxt = −t∇xt
log p(xt|y) dt =

xt − E[x0|xt,y]

t
dt, p(xT ) ∼ N , (17)

where we clearly see that the PF-ODE is governed by the conditional posterior
mean E[x0|xt,y]. The Tweedie’s formula [17] states that

E[x0|xt] = xt + t2∇xt
log p(xt) ≈ xt + t2sθ∗(xt), (18)

where sθ∗(·) is a diffusion model parametrized as a score function and trained
through denoising score matching (DSM) [28]. Alternatively, one can directly
utilize the parametrization in Eq. (18) and treat the neural network as a denoiser
E[x0|xt] ≈ Dθ∗(xt). Leveraging Bayes rule

∇xt
log p(xt|y) = ∇xt

log p(xt) +∇xt
log p(y|xt), (19)

we have

E[x0|xt,y] = xt + t2∇xt
log p(xt|y) (20)

= xt + t2∇xt log p(xt) + t2∇xt log p(y|xt) (21)

= E[x0|xt] + t2∇xt
log p(y|xt) (22)

≈ Dθ∗(xt) + t2∇xt log p(y|xt). (23)

Here, we see that approximating E[x0|xt,y] is equivalent to approximating
∇xt

log p(y|xt). Consequently, the methods that aim to modify the Tweedie de-
noised estimate [7,57,64] and the methods that aim to approximate∇xt log p(y|xt) [6,
29] can be understood in a unified framework. In the following, we review repre-
sentative DIS methods that are also used as comparison methods for the study.
For each method, we also discuss their implementation details and the hyper-
parameters used.
DDNM [57] aims for projection to match perfect measurement consistency
via range-null space decomposition

E[x0|xt,y]
(DDNM)
≈ (I −A†A)Dθ∗(xt) +A†y (24)

As for many medical imaging applications, directly applying the pseudo-inverse
operator is either infeasible or unstable, we can instead solve A⊤ADθ∗(xt) = y
through conjugate gradient (CG), i.e. CG(Dθ∗(xt),M) with a sufficiently large
M . For our experiments, we set M = 30.
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DPS [6] approximates

∇xt
log p(y|xt)

(DPS)
≈ ρ∇xt

∥y −ADθ∗(xt)∥2, (25)

where the Jensen gap is induced by using the empirical posterior mean Dθ∗(xt)
in the place of xt. Empirically, it was found that using a static step size with a
non-squared norm as in Eq. (25) was shown to be effective. In our experiments,
we use ρ = 0.5. Note that this is equivalent to the following approximation

E[x0|xt,y]
(DPS)
≈ E[x0|xt] + t2ρ∇xt

∥y −ADθ∗(xt)∥2. (26)

DDS [7] performs the following proximal optimization

E[x0|xt,y]
(DDS)
≈ argmin

x0

γ

2
∥y −Ax0∥22 +

1

2
∥x0 −Dθ∗(xt)∥22, (27)

which amounts to solving the following linear system of equation

(γA⊤A+ I)x∗
0 = γy +Dθ∗(xt) (28)

through CG. To prevent falling off from the data manifold, Eq. (28) is solved in
a coarse manner by using a small number of iterations. We use M = 5, γ = 5
for all our experiments, as well as the adaptation solvers that are based on the
DDS approximation.
DiffusionMBIR [8] is a method that explicitly induces smooth transition
across otherwise-independent slices by using the following optimization

E[X0|Xt,Y ]
(DiffusionMBIR)

≈ argmin
X0

1

2
∥y −Ax0∥22 +

λ

2
∥TDθ∗(xt)∥1, (29)

3D SV-CT 3D MRI

K PSNR↑ SSIM↑ PSNR↑ SSIM↑
1 34.82 0.915 31.48 0.852
2 35.05 0.922 31.49 0.853
3 35.09 0.920 31.50 0.852
4 35.16 0.923 31.53 0.852
6 35.60 0.926 31.53 0.852
12 35.46 0.925 31.51 0.850
24 35.56 0.924 31.52 0.849

Table 4: Effect of varying K in
D3IP.

which can be solved with ADMM [5, 8]. To
solve the method with ADMM, we have ρ, a
constant set for the method of multipliers, and
γ, a constant that weights the importance of
the TV regularization. For both 3D CT and
3D SV-CT, we run grid search over these two
parameters and use the best combination for
both DiffusionMBIR and D3IP (mbir). For 3D
MRI, we use ρ = 1e − 3, λ = 1e − 5. For 3D
SV-CT, we use ρ = 0.5, λ = 0.01. For every
timestep t, we run 5 ADMM steps and 5 inner-
CG steps for optimization.

B Meta-learning D3IP

The main motivation of D3IP was to reduce the memory and computation cost
for OOD adaptation of diffusion models. Nevertheless, we see in practice that
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3D SV-CT 3D MRI CS-MRI

Method SCD [3] DDIP D3IP
(base)

D3IP
(mbir)

D3IP
(meta) SCD [3] DDIP D3IP

(base)
D3IP
(mbir)

D3IP
(meta) SCD [3] DDIP D3IP

(base)
D3IP
(meta)

K 1 1 6 6 6 1 1 6 6 6 1 1 3 3
L 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 5 10 5 5 5 5
lr 1e-3 1e-3 1e-3 1e-3 1e-3 1e-5 1e-5 1e-4 1e-5 1e-5 1e-3 1e-3 1e-3 1e-3

Table 5: Hyperparameters for the adaptation DIS methods presented in this study.

D3IP does not always achieve better performance than SCD, which can be at-
tributed to the fact that the parameters are being adapted to an average direc-
tion. Negative transfer classically arising in multi-task optimization [12, 14] can
lead to a suboptimal result for each slice.

On the other hand, consider meta-learning [20, 45], where the objective is
to find a good meta parameter that can be quickly adapted to different tasks
that one considers. Interestingly, our formulation can be cast as a meta-learning
problem when we view the optimization problem with respect to each slice, a
single task. Recall that the Reptile algorithm [45], at the t-th step going on to
t− 1-th step, follows

θ̃t ← U c
{i}(θt), θt−1 ← θt + α(θ̃t − θt), αt ∈ (0, 1], (30)

where U c
{i}(·) is c-step gradient update using an optimizer where the sampled

tasks are in {i}. Interestingly, under this view, Alg. 2 is already the Reptile
algorithm [45] where the optimization problem of L7 is solved with U c

{i}(·), and
a constant step size αt = 1.0 is chosen, corresponding to making full updates.
Following [45], we define D3IP (meta) by choosing a value of αt to linearly decay
starting from 1.0 at the initial iteration, providing a better initialization point
to be further fitted to each slice. We refer to the meta-parameter as θvol.

After running the meta-learning algorithm, when one is willing to trade-off
more compute with better performance, we can further fine-tune our adapted
meta-parameter θ on respective slices to obtain a parameter set {ϕ1, . . . , ϕN}
with the usual DDIP, initializing Alg. 1 for every slice from θvol, achieving higher
quality reconstruction than standard DDIP without meta-learning. The illustra-
tion of the idea is shown in Fig. 2 (c).

C Experimental details

Following SCD [3], we expand the parameters of the original pre-trained diffusion
model with LoRA parameters injected to all the convolutional residual blocks
and the attention blocks with rank 4, unless specified otherwise. The newly
introduced parameters consist of approximately 0.61% of the total number of
parameters. When running the adaptation, we use the AdamW optimizer [41]
with default parameters. The three parameters specified for the adaptation, K
(the number of MC samples used for stochastic gradients), L (the number of it-
erations for optimizing Eq. (11) or Eq. (13)), and the learning rate, are presented
in Tab. 5.
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RANK=4 8 12 16 20 24 28 32 36 40

34.1

34.5

34.9

35.3

35.7

PSNR

DDIP

D3IP

(a) PSNR values in 3D SV-CT taks by varying
the LoRA [27] rank

DDIP D3IP

lr
L 3 5 10 3 5 10

1e-3 29.95 30.24 27.63 30.76 30.75 30.76
1e-4 30.46 30.40 30.21 30.41 30.63 30.66

(b) PSNR values in 3D MRI task by
varying the hyperparameters for adap-
tation.

Fig. 6: Ablation studies performed with 3D SV-CT and 3D MRI tasks.

D Ablation studies

Monte Carlo sampling for D3IP. D3IP in Alg. 2 utilizes K-MC sampling,
where the gradients would be more accurately computed when we set K to
the number of slices that we consider in the volume (e.g. 256 for 3D SV-CT).
Nevertheless, as we are mostly concerned with compute-efficient scenario where
we utilize a single GPU, setting K > 3 yields OOM issues. In Tab. 4, we in-
spect whether increasing the value of K indeed leads to better reconstruction
performance.
Robustness to variation in adaptation. In standard DIP [55], early stop-
ping as well as finding the right learning rate is of crucial importance. Running
the optimization for too long or using too large of a learning rate could easily
lead to divergence. While we find that a similar trend persists for the proposed
method, in Tab. 6b we show that D3IP is more robust to the variations in the
hyper-parameters: L (number of iterations per timestep t) and learning rate. For
instance, with lr=1e-3 and L = 10, DDIP fails to provide a better reconstruc-
tion than DDS, whereas D3IP is stable. This is another advantage of D3IP that
would be of great importance for practical usage.
LoRA adaptation. While our default LoRA rank was set to 4 for all the
experiments that were conducted, we can increase the LoRA rank if we wish the
network to have a higher capacity to be fitted better to the given measurement.
In Fig. 6 (a), we perform an ablation study on 3D SV-CT on DDIP and D3IP
to inspect the optimal LoRA rank for each. Aligned with the intuition, we can
see that the optimal rank of D3IP is larger than that of DDIP, as it has more
information to learn from. The PSNR values plateau faster than D3IP. As an
additional note, in our initial experiments, we found that full model finetuning
achieves worse performance than LoRA adaptation and that introducing LoRA
parameters not only to the attention blocks but to the residual blocks leads to
better performance.
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E Discussion and Limitations

The proposed method adapts the parameters of the diffusion models on-the-fly,
consequently using different parameters θt at every timestep. Hence, in order
to replicate the behavior after sampling, one needs to store different θt for all
t. When we simply use the final LoRA parameters θ∗0 and run standard DIS,
the performance degrades. As we impose no regularization to the learned LoRA
parameters during adaptation, the in-distribution reconstruction performance
typically degrades due to catastrophic forgetting [37,42]. This can be only coun-
teracted by manually turning the LoRA parameters on and off depending on the
membership of the measurement, which is cumbersome. These issues stem from
the fact that the adaptation is done online during reverse diffusion sampling, as
opposed to offline adaptation methods often leveraged in diffusion model litera-
ture, where parameter expansion is used [48,62]. We leave this venue for a future
direction of research.

F Further experimental results
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Fig. 7: Additional results on 3 different tasks. (row 1-2): 3D SV-CT, (row 3-4): 3D MRI,
(row 5-6): CS-MRI. Comparison against DPS [6], DDS [7], and SCD [3]. Ours: D3IP
(base). Cyan arrows indicate regions of remaining artifacts even after adaptation with
SCD. Green boxes illustrate the acquisition scheme of the measurement (acquisition
angle, sub-sampling pattern).
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Fig. 8: 3D-MRI reconstruction with DDS [7], DDIP, D3IP (mbir). Cyan and red ar-
rows indicate artifacts from prior mismatch and slice-wise independent reconstruction,
respectively. 1-4th row: xy, yz, xz slice, and 3D rendering.
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