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Abstract

Consistent improvement of image priors over the years has
led to the development of better inverse problem solvers.
Diffusion models are the newcomers to this arena, posing
the strongest known prior to date. Recently, such models
operating in a latent space have become increasingly pre-
dominant due to their efficiency. In recent works, these mod-
els have been applied to solve inverse problems. Working
in the latent space typically requires multiple applications
of an Autoencoder during the restoration process, which
leads to both computational and restoration quality chal-
lenges. In this work, we propose a new approach for han-
dling inverse problems with latent diffusion models, where
a learned degradation function operates within the latent
space, emulating a known image space degradation. Usage
of the learned operator reduces the dependency on the Au-
toencoder to only the initial and final steps of the restoration
process, facilitating faster sampling and superior restora-
tion quality. We demonstrate the effectiveness of our method
on a variety of image restoration tasks and datasets, achiev-
ing significant improvements over prior art.

1. Introduction
Methods for solving inverse problems aim to recover an
unknown signal from its degraded measurements. As-
suming that an image x has been drawn from the prob-
ability density function p(x), in this work we consider a
degradation operator A(·) which forms the given observa-
tion y ∼ N (A(x), σ2

yI). Over the past several decades,
countless techniques have been developed to tackle such
inverse problems, adopting various directions. Owing to
these methods, it is possible to sharpen and denoise images
[6, 10, 13, 14, 17, 18], accelerate CT scans [15, 53], and get
information on the atmosphere’s composition [40].

Most inverse problems are ill-posed, not having a unique
solution, and the majority of the solutions do not corre-
spond with natural images. An appealing approach to ad-
dress these challenges is to harness methods that can sam-
ple from the prior p(x), and adapt them to sample from the

Figure 1. Measurements and their corresponding reconstructions
using our proposed latent inverse solver, SILO (Algorithm 1).

posterior distribution x ∼ p(x|y) [7, 26, 36, 38, 58]. If sam-
pled correctly, we recover a signal that is simultaneously in
the distribution of real-world signals while being consistent
with the measurement y.

Diffusion models [2, 11, 21, 48, 51, 52] learn the score
function of the prior, allowing to sample from it faithfully.
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Figure 2. Computational schemes of prior work and SILO. (a): Prior work enforces consistency to the measurement in pixel space,
resulting in differentiation through the decoder. (b): SILO keeps all calculations in the latent space. This allows faster reconstructions
while improving their perceptual quality compared to prior work, as seen in Fig. 4 and Tabs. 2 and 3.

These models are responsible for the significant advance-
ment in generative methods in recent years, enabling the
generation of imaginary photos of scenes that do not ex-
ist [11, 42, 45]. Unfortunately, sampling images with a
diffusion model is relatively slow. Latent diffusion mod-
els (LDM) [42] aim to resolve this issue by moving the
diffusion process to a latent space of a lower dimension,
thereby enabling faster score computation. At the end of
the sampling, a decoder is used to convert the latent vector
into an image in the pixel space. This decoder is part of a
pre-trained Autoencoder [29] that LDMs employ.

Works that aim to solve inverse problems using latent
diffusion, such as PSLD [43] and ReSample [49] bene-
fit from these models’ speed and the fact they are usu-
ally trained on larger and possibly more diverse datasets.
The latter fact allows the model to handle general natu-
ral images instead of focusing on specific domains (e.g.,
face images). Alongside these clear benefits of leaning on
LDM, the challenge is that while the diffusion process oc-
curs fully in the latent space, the information needed to
enforce consistency to the observation lies in the measure-
ment (pixel-based) space. The prevailing solution involves
repeatedly using and differentiating through the Autoen-
coder during sampling. This leads to weaknesses such as
slow sampling as well as blurry and noisy reconstructions.
Prior works that address inverse problems via LDMs tried
to mitigate these symptoms by proposing different regular-
izations [9, 27, 43, 44, 49], achieving mixed results.

This work eliminates the repeated use of the Autoen-
coder, transferring the entire restoration process to the latent
space. To do so, we suggest learning a latent operator as
a small neural network that emulates known degradations,
and migrate them from the image-space to the latent-space.

By eliminating the need to use the decoder for consistency
guidance. The Autoencoder is used only twice, regardless
of the number of diffusion steps. In this way, the guidance
and sampling steps are done in the latent space (Fig. 2),
and the Autoencoder is used to encode the observation and
decode the final restoration to the image space. Our key
contributions are the following:
1. We propose a novel approach for solving inverse prob-

lems with LDMs without using the Autoencoder during
the diffusion process.

2. This approach accelerates the restoration process by
eliminating the multiple uses of the Autoencoder and its
differentiation.

3. Our method achieves state-of-the-art results in various
inverse problems and datasets.

2. Background
2.1. Inverse problems
Inverse problems generally refer to the task of recovering
a clean and probable signal that correlates to observed de-
graded measurement. Specifically, our problem can be de-
scribed as

y = A(x) + v (1)

where x ∈ Rd is the unknown clean image, A(·) : Rd →
Rn is a degradation operator (e.g. Gaussian blur) v is noise
sampled from a normal distribution, N (0, σ2

yI), with vari-
ance σ2

y and y ∈ Rn is the observed measurement.
Due to the problem’s ill-posed nature, some assumptions

must be made. In our case of recovering degraded images,
we assume prior knowledge on the behavior of real-world
(natural) images. Over several decades, many methods
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have been proposed to incorporate our understanding of the
properties of images to solve inverse problems. Nowadays,
methods that leverage deep learning achieve state-of-the-art
results [6, 24, 32, 37, 57, 59, 61]. The connection between
inverse problems and machine learning is natural, as we
can aim to learn the prior of natural images using the enor-
mous amount of available data. Given a robust prior, one
can recover clean images from degraded ones using tech-
niques such as plug-and-play [5, 41, 54, 64], score-based
[7, 8, 26, 37, 64], sparsity-based [1, 16, 60], and more.

2.2. Diffusion models
Diffusion models sample from p(x) by applying a series
of activations of pretrained minimum mean squared error
(MMSE) denoisers [14]. Specifically, following DDPM’s
notations [21], a forward process is first defined as the
creation of a sequence of noisy images xt for timesteps
{t = 0, 1, . . . , T} via

xt ∼ N (xt;
√
ᾱtx0, (1− ᾱt)I), (2)

where x0 is a clean image, ᾱt = Πt
s=1αs, αt := 1− βt and

{βs}Ts=1 is a chosen variance schedule. Generating images
with diffusion models is achieved by reversing the above
forward process. This is done via the recursive relation [52]

xt−1 =
1
√
αt

(xt + βt∇xt ln p(xt)) +
√
βtu, (3)

where u ∼ N (0, I) is a noise perturbation. The term
sθ(xt) := ∇xt

ln p(xt) is known as the score function [50,
52, 55], obtained via Tweedie’s formula [12]:

∇xt
ln p(xt) =

1

1− ᾱt
(−xt+

√
ᾱtExt∼p(xt)[x0|xt]). (4)

The expression Ext∼p(xt)[x0|xt] is nothing but the MMSE
estimate of x0 given xt, i.e. an image denoiser that aims to
remove white additive Gaussian noise while striving to get
the smallest L2 error. This denoiser is formed as a learned
neural network, being the only portion of the process that
relies on training. The common practice is to train a net-
work ϵθ(xt, t), which predicts the noise added to create xt,
conditioned on the timestep t. Thus, given ϵθ(xt, t), the
synthesis process amounts to the update step [21]

xt−1 =
1
√
αt

(
xt −

βt√
1− ᾱt

ϵθ(xt, t)

)
+
√
βtu, (5)

initialized from xT ∼ N (0, I) and iteratively progresses
towards x0, a sample from p(x).

2.3. Latent diffusion
Sampling x ∼ p(x) with a diffusion model is tedious, as it
requires multitude (50−1000, depending on the approxima-
tion scheme) of activations of the denoiser network, follow-
ing the iterative manner of equation Eq. (5). To mitigate this

problem, it was suggested to perform the diffusion process
in a lower dimensional latent space [42]. In this approach,
an Autoencoder is used to encode images to the latent space
and decode latent vectors (latents for short) back to the im-
age space as follows:

z = E(x), x ≈ D(z), (6)

where x is an image, z is a latent, E(·) : Rd → Rk is
the encoder and D(·) : Rk → Rd is the decoder. In our
case, k ≪ d implies that the diffusion process occurs in
the lower dimension latent space, and each network pass is
thus much faster, leading to more efficient training and sam-
pling. Since the diffusion process is performed on latents z,
instead of images x, the creation of noisy latents is adapted
from Eq. (2), transforming to

zt ∼ N (zt;
√
ᾱtz0, (1− ᾱt)I), (7)

where z0 is a clean latent. In the latent domain, the reverse
process takes the form of Eq. (5), and translates to

zt−1 =
1
√
αt

(
zt −

βt√
1− ᾱt

ϵθ(zt, t)

)
+
√

βtuz. (8)

3. LDM for inverse problems: related work
To sample from the posterior, x ∼ p(x|y), one need to use
the conditional score∇xt

ln p(xt|y). When migrating to the
latent space, this score becomes ∇zt ln p(zt|y). Following
Bayes rule we get

∇zt ln p(zt|y) = ∇zt ln p(zt) +∇zt ln p(y|zt). (9)

The prior score function (first term in RHS) is obtained from
the latent diffusion model. On the other hand, the score
likelihood term (second term in RHS) involve calculations
in the image space, since the degradation operator A is ap-
plied to images. For example, DPS [7], which uses image
space diffusion, relies on the approximation

∇xt
ln p(y|xt) ≈ −

1

σ2
y

∇xt
∥y −A(x̂t

0)∥22, (10)

where x̂t
0 = Ext∼p(xt)[x0|xt]. This expression implies that

calculating the update term within each step of the diffu-
sion process requires a differentiation of both the degrada-
tion operator and the denoiser. If this is to be adjusted to
operate in the latent space, the naive approach would be to
decode the latent at each step and calculate the score likeli-
hood approximation as follows:

∇zt ln p(y|zt) ≈ −
1

σ2
y

∇zt∥y −A(D(ẑt0))∥22, (11)

where,

ẑt0 = Ezt∼p(zt)[z0|zt] =
(
zt −

√
1− ᾱtϵθ(zt, t)

)
√
ᾱt

. (12)
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This pulls the reconstruction to be consistent with the mea-
surement in the pixel space, resulting in differentiating with
respect to the latent zt through the decoder. In practice, this
approach leads to blurry and noisy reconstructions due to
the reliance on the Autoencoder and its gradients [49]. Re-
call that the Autoencoder is trained to decode clean and real
latents z0. However, especially during the early stages of
the restoration, the latents, ẑt0, differ from that condition,
and thus we decode latents that are out-of-distribution to
the training data of the Autoencoder. Moreover, backprop-
agating through a large neural network can produce noisy
gradients, corrupting the information needed for the recon-
struction. Previous work approached these difficulties in
different ways, all heavily relying on the decoder in one way
or another. In LDPS [49], every diffusion step is followed
by Eq. (11). GML-DPS [43] adds a projection step,

∇zt∥ẑt0 − E(D(ẑt0))∥22, (13)

that pulls the latent vector towards a fixed point of the
encoder-decoder. PSLD [43] performs orthogonal projec-
tion, which changes the step in Eq. (13) to

∇zt∥ẑt0 − E(AT y + (I −ATA)D(ẑt0))∥22. (14)

Taking a somewhat different approach, ReSample [49]
solves the optimization problem

ẑ∗(y) ∈ argmin
z
∥y −A(D(z)∥22 (15)

during reconstruction, and adds noise to the solution to cre-
ate the next latent for the diffusion process. STSL [44]
stabilizes and accelerates the conditional sampling process
by combining LDPS steps with Tweedie’s second-order
approximation. A separate line of work regularizes the
restoration process by harnessing the fact that LDMs are
commonly text-conditioned. In P2L [9], the text embedding
is updated during reconstruction, providing another way to
promote consistency. Similarly, TReg [27] updates the neg-
ative text embedding to minimize the similarity between it
and the CLIP encoding [39] of the restored image.

4. Proposed method
Since the diffusion process and the measurement operator,
A, operate in different domains, there is no way to avoid
using the Autoencoder completely. There are two plausible
ways to use it: (1) We could use the decoder during the dif-
fusion process to decode latents and use the known operator
A in the pixel space. Alternatively, (2) we could bring the
measurement and degradation operator to the latent space.
The first paradigm has been employed in all previous works
in the field. In the Appendix, we demonstrate two flaws
in using the decoder and differentiating through it. These

flaws manifest as artifacts, as seen in Sec. 5 and as reported
in ReSample (Appendix D in [49]).

In the second suggested paradigm, which is the one we
propose in this work, the measurement, y, is encoded to the
latent space, naively by w = E(y). Additionally, a learned
operator, Hθ, needs to mimic the degradation operator A
while operating entirely in the latent domain. This sugges-
tion gives rise to four critical questions:
Q1: Clearly, y is not a natural high-quality image. Why
would it be allowed to apply the encoder E onto it?
Q2: What are our requirements from the operator Hθ, and
how do we promote consistency to the measurement?
Q3: How should the operator Hθ be learned?
Q4: How can this operator aid in restoration?
In the following subsections, we will explore and answer
these questions in detail.

4.1. Encoding the measurement

Referring to Q1, we acknowledge that computing w for a
degraded image requires using the encoder on an image that
is out-of-distribution relative to its training data1. To gain
confidence that this is a valid step to take, we first inves-
tigate how much the encoding-decoding process changes
an image. Specifically, we compare the PSNR values of
images and their encoded-decoded versions by applying
f(·) = D(E(·)), average over 1000 images using various
degradations and include the results in Tab. 1. The full ex-
periment settings are described in Sec. 5. From the results,
we see that for noiseless degraded images, ynl = A(x),
the PSNR with their decoded-encoded counterpart, f(ynl),
is higher than for natural images. In addition, a denoising
effect occurs when applying f on noisy measurements, y,
as for the majority of the tested degradations, we observe
PSNR(ynl, f(y)) > PSNR(y, f(y)). This reassures us that
applying the encoder on degraded images should not be a
major bottleneck in our method.

1While our choice is to use w = E(y), future work may consider better
ways to compute w, possibly considering learned alternatives.

Degradation x, f(x) ynl, f(ynl) y, f(y) ynl, f(y)

Gaussian blur 46.03 37.57 40.93
SR ×8 45.72 43.25 40.31
SR ×4 31.23 40.81 37.90 38.22
Inpaint 32.23 31.23 31.89
JPEG 32.04 30.81 31.36

Table 1. PSNR values for four types of image pairs with various
degradations. The settings are consistent with those in Sec. 5.2.
We see the loss of information when encoding clean and degraded
images to the latent space (full analysis in Sec. 4.1).
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4.2. Score likelihood in latent space
Moving to Q2, it is necessary to understand how the ap-
proximation of the score likelihood in Eq. (10) can be trans-
formed to allow sampling in the latent space alone. Con-
sider a measurement y∗ created from an unknown signal
x∗ using Eq. (1). Assuming that the Autoencoder en-
ables a near-perfect reconstruction on degraded images,
D(E(y)) ∼= y, we can write

∥y∗ −A(x)∥22 ∼= ∥D(E(y∗))−D(E(A(x)))∥22. (16)

To provide an answer to Q2, suppose we have access to
a trained operator Hθ(z) = E(A(x)), where z = E(x).
This operator aims to mimic the degradation A(x) while
operating fully in the latent domain. Then, Eq. (16) can be
rewritten as:

∥y∗ −A(x)∥22 ∼= ∥D(E(y∗))−D(E(A(x)))∥22
∼= ∥D(E(y∗))−D(Hθ(z))∥22. (17)

Since D is differentiable, it is also Lipschitz continuous,
therefore, a constant C exists2 such that

∥D(E(y∗))−D(Hθ(z))∥22 ≤ C∥E(y∗)−Hθ(z)∥22. (18)

Ultimately, since the RHS in Eq. (18) bounds the LHF in
Eq. (16), we can minimize it as a proxy to Eq. (10), yielding,

∇zt ln p(y|zt) ≈ −
Const

σ2
y

∇zt∥w −Hθ(ẑ
t
0)∥22, (19)

where w = E(y∗). This motivates us to design such Hθ,
that will allow for reconstructions using Eq. (19).

4.3. The latent degradation operator
According to the assumptions that led to Eq. (19), Hθ

should be trained in a way that approximates Hθ(z) ≈
E(y). Thus, answering Q3, we train the operator Hθ with
the following loss:

L = E x∼p(x)

y|x∼N (A(x),σ2
yI)

t∼U[0,T ]

[∥Hθ(ẑ
t
0, t)− E(y)∥1]. (20)

The expectation sweeps through ideal images x ∼ p(x),
and creates y from them according to Eq. (1). ẑt0 is created
from the same images x after encoding, adding noise and
denoising (Eqs. (6), (7) and (12)). The computation graph
for the training of Hθ is presented in Figure 3. We refer to
Hθ as a learned degradation operator since for t = 0, Hθ

gets a clean latent, E(x), and outputs the encoding of the de-
graded image, E(y). Additional information on the design
and nature of Hθ is provided in Sec. 5.2 and Appendix.

2A redesign of the Autoencoder to lower the value of C may have a
positive impact on the overall performance of LDM in general, and for our
proposed inverse problem solver in particular. This is left for future work.

Pixel Space

Denoiser

Calculate

Add
Noise

Latent Space
🔥

Figure 3. Training scheme of the latent operator, Hθ . In train-
ing, gradients flow from L to update the parameters of Hθ . Note
that no gradients pass through the pixel space. Hθ learns to mimic
the effect of the degradation operator in the latent space, allowing
us to use SILO to solve inverse problems using LDMs.

4.4. Reconstruction

We are left with Q4, questioning the way to deploy the
trained operator Hθ in solving inverse problems. Algo-
rithm 1 describes the proposed recovery scheme, termed
SILO (Solving Inverse Problems with Latent Operators).
Following the ablation study in DPS (Appendix C in [7]),
we use a term similar to Eq. (19) in step 9 of the algo-
rithm, taking a gradient of the square root of the RHS in
Eq. (18). Note that in Algorithm 1, the decoder and encoder
are each used once. Furthermore, gradients are never calcu-
lated through the decoder or encoder during sampling; they
are only calculated through the denoiser and the learned op-
erator, Hθ in the latent space.

Algorithm 1: SILO: Reconstruction Algorithm
Data: measurement y, encoder E , decoder D, latent

diffusion model ϵθ, trained degradation
operator Hθ, text condition C, consistency
scale η, noise schedule {βt}Tt=0

Result: A reconstruction x̂
1 zT ∼ N (0, I);
2 Encoding: w = clamp(E(y),-4,4);
3 for t = T to 1 do
4 ϵ̂← ϵθ(zt, t, C);
5 ẑt0 ← 1√

ᾱt

(
zt −

√
1− ᾱtϵ̂

)
;

6 n ∼ N (0, I);
7 z′t−1 ←√

αt(1−ᾱt−1)
1−ᾱt

zt +
√
ᾱt−1βt

1−ᾱt
ẑt0 +

√
1−ᾱt−1

1−ᾱt
βtn;

8 ŵt ← Hθ(ẑ
t
0, t);

9 zt−1 ← z′t−1 − η∇zt∥w − ŵt∥2;

10 Decoding: x̂ = D(z0);
11 return x̂;
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5. Experiments
In this section, we present experiments comparing our
method, SILO, with other latent diffusion-based methods
that are reproducible using public implementations. The
methods in our comparison include LDPS [49], GML-DPS
[43], PSLD [43] and ReSample [49]. We begin by describ-
ing the metrics used in our evaluation, provide details on the
tested degradations, and then present the experimental re-
sults. Implementation details are described in the Appendix.

5.1. Metrics
Relying solely on distortion or perceptual metrics can be
misleading. Low distortion does not imply a realistic image,
and high perceptual quality does not imply low discrepancy
with the ground-truth image [4]. Thus, we include a com-
prehensive set of metrics in our experiments to provide a
thorough comparison of SILO with other methods. These
include the following:
Distortion. We report PSNR and LPIPS3 [62] values be-
tween the restorations and groudn-truth images for each
degradation separately, averaged over the test set.
Perception. The perception metrics we provide are Fréchet
inception distance (FID) [19], and kernel inception distance
(KID) [3] multiplied by a factor of 103. These reported val-
ues assess the distance between px (the real image distribu-
tion from the test set) and px̂.
Runtime. We measure the algorithms’ duration from start
to end of the restoration process [seconds]. Computations
are performed on an NVIDIA L40S GPU with full precision
(FP32) and averaged over 100 images. Runtime measure-
ments refer to the Super-resolution ×8 task.

5.2. Degradations, datasets and models
We evaluate SILO and the competing methods across a va-
riety of common degradations:
Gaussian blur. The images are padded with reflection and
convolved with a Gaussian kernel of size 61 × 61 with a

3As recommended by [63], we use AlexNet [30] for evaluation, as it
is preferred over VGG [47]. Unlike prior work, we present LPIPSAlex in
Sec. 5.3 and include both versions in Appendix for completeness.

standard deviation of 3.
Super-resolution ×4 or ×8. The image are downscaled
by a factor of 4 or 8 with a bicubic kernel.
Inpainting. A box mask of size 256 by 256 pixels is applied
to the center of the image.
JPEG. JPEG decompression with quality factor 10 is ap-
plied to the image.

Linear degradations are applied for all methods, with an
additional non-linear degradation for methods that support
it. Images are normalized to the range [−1, 1], processed
through A, and, unless otherwise specified, white Gaussian
noise with σy = 0.01 is added in accordance with Eq. (1).
This noise level is chosen for consistency with previous
works using latent diffusion [9, 44, 49].

For face restoration tasks, experiments are performed
over the FFHQ dataset [25], scaled to 512 × 512. The test
set consists of the first 1, 000 images in the dataset, and the
training set consists of the remaining images. For general
restorations, the training set is LSDIR-train [31], and the
test set is the first 1, 000 images of COCO-val2017 [33].

We use SD-v1.5 [42] and RV-v5.1 [46] as our pretrained
diffusion models. These models share the same architec-
ture, but RV-v5.1 produces more realistic generations. For
the Autoencoder [29], we use the default model for SD-
v1.5, which is also compatible with RV-v5.1.

For simplicity, we choose Hθ as Readout-Guidence
(RG), the network suggested in [35], with a minor modifica-
tion to condition on the noise level, σy , in the measurement.
As described in the paper, this operator extracts features
from the denoising network and learns how to combine and
process them to produce the desired output. Notably, Hθ is
also t-dependent by design, unlike A, which does not de-
pend on the diffusion timestep. We present a preliminary
ablation on this matter in Sec. 5.3 and leave further investi-
gation for future research.

5.3. Results
Quantitative results in Tabs. 2 and 3 show that our method
consistently outperforms all other methods by FID, KID,
and LPIPS while achieving a shorter reconstruction time
by a factor of ∼ 3 compared to PSLD and ∼ 10 compared

Gaussian blur Super-Resolution ×4

Method Time [sec] PSNR LPIPS FID KID PSNR LPIPS FID KID
Ours (RV) 149 26.70 0.222 28.34 8.21 27.03 0.182 23.82 5.10
Ours (SD) 148 26.55 0.236 30.33 9.68 26.95 0.200 26.51 7.34
ReSample 1418 27.92 0.253 29.61 10.74 24.62 0.433 45.02 25.50
PSLD 390 28.63 0.288 38.44 12.23 28.23 0.249 29.63 10.11
GML-DPS 389 28.74 0.309 42.68 16.58 29.34 0.247 30.71 9.05
LDPS 331 28.00 0.327 47.38 19.95 29.06 0.281 34.44 11.69

Table 2. Comparison of inverse problem solvers using latent diffusion on the FFHQ dataset. We mark the first , second , and third
best-performing methods in each metric.
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x y Ours (RV) Ours (SD) ReSample PSLD

Figure 4. Comparison of SILO to other methods. From left to right: the clean image, x, the measurement y, the reconstructions using
SILO (with RV and SD), ReSample, and PSLD. Each row contains the image and a zoom-in to show the differences better. From top to
bottom the degredations are inpainting, super-resolution (8), and Gaussian blur. The settings are detailed in Sec. 5.2.

Super-Resolution ×8 Inpainting JPEG

Method Time [sec] PSNR LPIPS FID KID PSNR LPIPS FID KID PSNR LPIPS FID KID
Ours (RV) 149 26.28 0.226 27.10 5.23 22.51 0.139 18.98 1.80 25.52 0.203 25.48 4.21
Ours (SD) 148 26.13 0.253 30.71 8.47 22.23 0.151 21.04 4.32 25.40 0.212 27.30 6.02
ReSample 1418 22.80 0.575 131.75 118.57 16.91 0.273 146.08 119.34 25.69 0.456 39.71 20.17
PSLD 390 25.08 0.320 41.58 14.90 20.58 0.357 50.84 17.23 cannot compute for nonlinear A
GML-DPS 389 27.01 0.327 38.71 12.99 20.64 0.356 49.89 16.54 27.60 0.268 33.69 7.54
LDPS 331 26.89 0.343 38.50 12.94 20.58 0.368 49.56 16.02 24.53 0.373 53.21 17.71

Table 3. Comparison of inverse problem solvers using latent diffusion on the FFHQ dataset.

to ReSample. Qualitative comparisons in Fig. 4 reveal the
differences in reconstruction results. PSLD and ReSample
lack high perceptual quality, as manifested by noticeable ar-
tifacts in their reconstructions. In contrast, SILO generates
natural-looking images while maintaining consistent recon-
structions, all while using the same diffusion prior as other
methods.

We further demonstrate our method’s advantages
through additional experiments, showing (1) enhanced ro-
bustness to measurement noise, (2) improved performance
when leveraging high-quality text conditions, (3) general-
izability across diverse datasets, and (4) usage of a learned

operator that is not conditioned on t.
Noisier measurements. Works using LDMs add a small
amount of noise to the measurements. This choice might re-
late to the observation that these methods struggle to main-
tain high perceptual quality at higher noise levels. As shown
in Tab. 4, and the second row in Fig. 1, our method achieves
reasonable results even at a higher noise level (σy = 0.03).
Priors and text conditioning. Since the diffusion priors
are text-conditioned, we explore the relationship between
an informative prompt, which includes details about the
clean image, and the method’s ability to reconstruct it as
a sharp, clean image. In Tab. 5, we compare the quality of
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Method PSNR LPIPS FID KID
Ours (RV) 25.27 0.252 30.28 6.04
Ours (SD) 25.21 0.279 32.77 8.00
ReSample 16.18 0.724 235.8 253.1
PSLD 24.37 0.359 61.99 33.23
GML-DPS 26.19 0.354 41.06 13.69
LDPS 26.20 0.359 39.61 12.80

Table 4. Comparison of inverse problem solvers using LDMs on
the FFHQ dataset, for SR ×8 with σy = 0.03.

Model CFG Prompt PSNR LPIPS FID KID

RV
4

HQ 25.78 0.219 24.43 2.27
generic 26.06 0.222 26.21 3.96

1
generic 26.28 0.226 27.10 5.23

null 26.35 0.230 27.63 5.83

SD
4

HQ 26.08 0.252 29.29 7.65
generic 26.05 0.246 29.24 7.03

1
generic 26.13 0.253 30.71 8.47

null 26.18 0.263 32.55 10.3

Table 5. Comparison of using SILO on FFHQ dataset, for SR ×8,
when different models, CFG levels, and text-conditions are used.

y Ours (SD) ReSample PSLD

Figure 5. Restorations of masked images from the COCO dataset.

reconstructions generated using RV-v5.1 and SD-v1.5. For
each model, we use Algorithm 1 with varying prompts and
classifier-free guidance (CFG) [20]. We test three types of
prompts: a null prompt (an empty string), a generic prompt
(“A high quality photo of a face”), and a set of high-quality
(HQ) prompts, specific to each image. The HQ prompts
are generated using Qwen [56], a vision-language model.
Looking at Tab. 5, we observe that better diffusion models,
using detailed text conditions and sampling with CFG, can
improve the reconstructions’ perceptual quality.
Results on COCO. To show that SILO is not limited to a
specific domain of images such as face images, we com-
pare solutions of inpainting on the COCO dataset. In Tab. 6
and Fig. 5, we demonstrate that SILO outperforms compet-
ing methods in this challenging dataset as well, providing
sharp and plausible reconstructions.

Method PSNR LPIPS FID KID
Ours (RV) 18.51 0.214 48.96 3.74
Ours (SD) 18.30 0.221 45.59 2.15
ReSample 16.53 0.297 104.37 54.16
PSLD 18.24 0.454 90.38 24.40
GML-DPS 18.25 0.453 88.16 21.99
LDPS 18.26 0.474 92.67 24.98

Table 6. Comparison of inverse problem solvers using latent dif-
fusion on 1,000 images from the COCO dataset with inpainting.

Method Time [sec] PSNR LPIPS FID KID
Ours (RG-RV) 149 26.28 0.226 27.10 5.23
Ours (CNN-RV) 109 26.34 0.230 26.88 4.65

Table 7. Results of SILO using RG and a CNN that is not condi-
tioned on t, on the FFHQ dataset, for SR ×8.

Learned operator ablation. The proposed Hθ is t-
dependent. This choice is not inherently tied to SILO or the
assumptions that led to the development of Algorithm 1.
In Tab. 7 we show that even when Hθ is a small time-
independent convolutional neural network (CNN) [22, 23,
30], SILO provides good reconstructions and requires even
less compute power.

6. Conclusion
This work introduced a novel approach to solving inverse
problems using LDMs. Rather than enforcing consistency
to the measurement in the pixel domain, our method oper-
ates entirely within the latent space, improving both recon-
struction quality and sampling runtime.
Limitations. Since we use the Autoencoder of SD to create
w, we expect successful reconstructions when the measure-
ment somewhat resembles a natural image. This behavior
holds for most common degradations. For cases that diverge
from this assumption significantly (e.g., phase retrieval), al-
ternative methods of generating w from y may be needed.
Additionally, SILO requires a preliminary stage of training
Hθ to mimicA. This is done once, and then Hθ can be used
for limitless restorations afterward.
Future work. Our approach opens up several directions
for future research. Using alternative encoders or feature
extractors to compute w could enable SILO to handle a
broader range of degradations and further enhance recon-
struction quality. Another potential extension is to design
Hθ to mimic a parametric family of degradations, condi-
tioned on the parameters of A, resulting in more versatile
latent operators. Since our method bridges the gap in cases
where the score likelihood and data score are computed in
different domains, future work could build upon this con-
cept, potentially extending SILO’s contributions even fur-
ther.
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SILO: Solving Inverse Problems with Latent Operators

Supplementary Material

A. Flaws of bi-domain LDM restoration
The MMSE denoiser employed in the diffusion process of
LDMs is designed to denoise latents, not images, while the
observation y resides in the measurement space. Thus, the
approximation of DPS,

∇xt ln p(y|xt) ≈ −
1

σ2
y

∇xt∥y −A(x̂t
0)∥22, (21)

is no longer applicable. As mentioned in Sec. 4, one possi-
ble solution is to decode the latents to the pixel (measure-
ment) space during the restoration process, allowing, for ex-
ample, the use of

∇zt ln p(y|zt) ≈ −
1

σ2
y

∇zt∥y −A(D(ẑt0))∥22. (22)

We categorize such solutions as part of the “bi-domain”
family, as they compute gradients in both the pixel and la-
tent domains. To the best of our knowledge, all existing
methods leveraging LDMs for inverse problems (apart from
SILO) fall within this category. In this section, we demon-
strate the underlying flaws in solutions belonging to this
family.

During the training process, the decoder is exposed only
to clean latents, z0. Moreover, we do not require that its
Jacobian be informative or well-behaved. This leads to two
main problems when using the decoder during restoration.
First, the decoder is applied to out-of-distribution (OOD)
latents compared to its training data, as the latents in the
restoration process, ẑt0, are MMSE denoised, thus com-
ing from a different distribution. Second, differentiating
through the decoder transforms the score-likelihood gradi-
ent from the pixel to the latent space, introducing a pos-
sibly uninformative Jacobian to the backpropagation pro-
cess. These two problems are tightly related to each other.
An OOD latent leads to an unpredictable Jacobian, further
destabilizing the differentiation process of the likelihood.

To demonstrate these problems, we focus on LDPS [49]
and PSLD [43] as representatives of the bi-domain family.
LDPS (Eq. (11)) is the starting ground for all other methods
in this family, and PSLD (Eq. (14)) is an extension of it. As
we see in Figs. 11 to 17, the reconstructions of LDPS and its
derivatives often suffer from the presence of “blob” artifacts
and noise patterns. To investigate this matter, we record the
gradients

∇ẑt
0
∥y −A(D(ẑt0))∥22 (23)

during the restoration process of LDPS and PSLD. Note the
subtle difference between Eq. (23) and Eq. (22); the two dif-

fer only in the Jacobian of the denoiser, which is irrelevant
to our analysis as it is independent of the decoder.

In Fig. 6, we see that from the early stages of the restora-
tion process, these gradients contain a patch that causes the
latent to change in a way that does not correlate with the
measurement. This effect prevails throughout the diffusion
process, leading to a closely-related defect in the resulting
image. Qualitatively, from t ≈ 500 onward, the gradients
exhibit a noise pattern that dominates the signal, leading to
a similar noise pattern in the reconstructed image. This be-
havior is inherent to the use of the decoder in the way prac-
ticed by LDPS and PSLD. Adding projections and a regular-
ization could improve the restoration, but only to some ex-
tent. For example, PSLD attempts to mitigate this by guid-
ing the latents to areas the encoder-decoder handles better,
yet similar artifacts are still presented as seen in Fig. 6. An-
other example is ReSample, which performs likelihood op-
timization in pixel space followed by an encoding step in
parts of the restoration process to avoid those blob artifacts
(Appendix B of [49]).

In summary, differentiating through the decoder might
corrupt the information required for faithful reconstruction.
This motivates us to avoid using the decoder altogether dur-
ing the restoration process.

B. Diverse reconstructions using SILO

Similar to DPS [7], SILO is a stochastic solver of inverse
problems. To demonstrate the effect of this stochasticity,
we present in Fig. 7 reconstruction examples using SILO for
the box inpainting task. We present multiple reconstruction
per input, each is the result of a different random seed. We
see large variability in the reconstructions, while keeping
the consistency intact.

C. Implementation details

C.1. General details
The degradations described in Sec. 5.2 are done using the
original code base4 of DPS [7]. For JPEG, we use the pub-
licly available implementation from kornia5. For the dif-
fusion models, we use Stable Diffusion v1.56 (denoted as
SD or SD-v1.5) and Realistic Vision v5.17 (denoted as RV
or Rv-v5.1). In order to generate the HQ captions from

4github.com/DPS2022/diffusion-posterior-sampling
5kornia.readthedocs.io/en/latest/enhance.html#kornia.enhance.

jpeg codec differentiable
6huggingface.co/botp/stable-diffusion-v1-5
7huggingface.co/stablediffusionapi/realistic-vision-v51
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Figure 6. The decoder’s artifacts. We present the likelihood’s gradient through the decoder (Eq. (23)) at different timesteps t. Each
gradient is presented as four single-channel images, clipped to [−3, 3] and scaled by 102 for better visualization. At the bottom, we present
the resulting image of the restoration process. The decoder’s Jacobian introduces “blob” artifacts and noise patterns that are present in the
final restorations.

Sec. 5.3, we use Qwen2-VL-7B-Instruct 8.

C.2. Metrics
The metrics we use are divided into 2 groups: distortion and
perception metrics.

Distortion Metrics. Distortion metrics are calculated be-
tween two images. PSNR evaluates how close a reconstruc-
tion, x̂, is to the original image, x,

PSNR(x, x̂) = 10log10

(
22

mean (∥x− x̂∥22)

)
. (24)

8https://huggingface.co/Qwen/Qwen2-VL-7B-Instruct

Since the images can have values in the range [−1, 1], 2 is
used as the data range to calculate the PSNR. The denomi-
nator transfers ∥x− x̂∥22 to a per-pixel error via the ‘mean’
operation. Similarly, CPSNR evaluates whether a recon-
struction, x̂, is consistent with the measurement, meaning
it could have been the underlying signal that created it. We
define it by

CPSNR(x, x̂) = PSNR(A(x),A(x̂)). (25)

LPIPS measures the perceptual similarity between two im-
ages and can be computed using different neural networks.
As recommended by [63], we use AlexNet [30] for evalu-
ation, as it is preferred over VGG [47]. Unlike prior work,
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Figure 7. Diverse reconstructions. We present two measurements from FFHQ corrupted by a box mask at the top. Below each measure-
ment are several reconstructions using SILO. The reconstructions’ hyperparameters are identical over all the images except for the random
seed used. We see great variability in the details reconstructed inside the missing box, all while being consistent outside of it.

which primarily reports LPIPS-VGG, we present LPIPS-
Alex in Sec. 5.3 and include both LPIPS-Alex and LPIPS-
VGG in Appendix F for completeness.

Perception Metrics. Perception metrics assess the diver-
gence between the distribution of real images, px, and the
distribution of reconstructed images, px̂. When these dis-
tributions are close, it indicates that our algorithm approx-
imately samples from the real image distribution. The per-
ception measures we provide are Fréchet Inception Distance
(FID) [19], and Kernel Inception Distance (KID) [3] mul-
tiplied by a factor of 103.

C.3. Hyperparameters of results in paper

In this subsection, we detail the exact hyperparameters used
for all results presented in the paper. Reproducing a re-
construction involves using the eight variables listed below
along with the same dataset. The information provided here,
combined with the details in the tables or figures in the pa-
per, ensures that all necessary information for reproducing
the results is available.
• seed: The random seed to the process is fixed to 1, 000

throughout the paper unless otherwise mentioned.
• Model: Either SD or RV, as defined in Appendix C.
• idx: The index of the image from the given dataset, when

the count starts at 0.

• prompt: If the dataset is FFHQ, then the options are null,
general and HQ. They are defined in Sec. 5.3 and the HQ
prompts are given in the supplementary material. If the
dataset is COCO, we only use a null prompt. One can use
“A high quality photo” as a general prompt, but we did
not experiment with it.

• CFG: Classifier-free guidance [20] allows for reconstruc-
tion that adhere more to the given prompt. We use either
1 (equal to not performing CFG) or 4.

• A : The degradation operator, as defined in Sec. 5.2. In
the appendix, we use the following abbreviations: GB
for Gaussian blur, IP for inpaining, JP for JPEG, SR8 for
Super-resolution ×8, and SR4 for Super-resolution ×4.

• σy : The amount of noise added to create the measure-
ments was either 0.01 or 0.03 in all experiments. Note
that in our code, these values are doubled (0.02 and 0.06,
respectively) because the noise is added after the images
are normalized to the range [−1, 1].

• η : This parameter determines the scale (i.e., step size) of
the guidance term. Higher scales result in more consistent
reconstructions at the expense of perceptual quality. We
set η = 0.5 for all tasks, except for inpainting, where
η = 1 is used.

For all the results of SILO (denoted as “Ours”) in Tabs. 2
and 3 we use a CFG of 1. For Tab. 6, we use, σy = 0.01,
η = 1, null prompt and CFG of 1. For Tab. 7, the settings
are the same as for Tab. 3.The sampling parameters of Fig. 1
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Row idx A σy η prompt CFG model
1 629 IP 0.01 1 general 1 RV
2 647 SR8 0.03 0.5 general 4 RV
3 982 JP 0.01 0.5 general 1 RV

Table 8. Hyperparameters used in Fig. 1

Row idx A σy η prompt CFG
1 713 IP 0.01 1 general 1
2 880 SR 8 0.01 0.5 general 1
3 485 GB 0.01 0.5 general 1

Table 9. Hyperparameters used in Fig. 4, the model is specified at
the top of the figure.

Row idx A σy η prompt CFG model
1 130 IP 0.01 1 null 1 SD
2 491 IP 0.01 1 null 1 SD

Table 10. Hyperparameters used in Fig. 5.

are presented in Tab. 8, of Fig. 4 in Tab. 9 and of Fig. 5 in
Tab. 10.

C.4. Architecture of CNN operator
In Tab. 7 and Sec. 5.3, we show that even when Hθ is a sim-
ple CNN, SILO still performs well on the Super-resolution
×8 task. The architecture of the CNN is depicted in Fig. 8,
and the implementation is provided in the supplementary
files.

D. Comparison to other methods
In this section, we describe how SILO was compared to Re-
Sample, PSLD, GML, and LDPS. SILO utilizes SD to gen-
erate reconstructions at a resolution of 512 × 512. PSLD,
GML, and LDPS natively support this resolution and dif-
fusion prior, as implemented in the PSLD GitHub reposi-
tory 9. Resample use the LDM-VQ4, trained on FFHQ 10

as the diffusion prior, which generates images of size 256×
256. Hence, to give a fair comparison to ReSample, we had
to adapt their publicly available code.

PSLD. We made no modifications to the PSLD code, ex-
cept for adapting the data-loading process to enable sam-
pling from the COCO dataset. The hyperparameters used
were identical to those provided in the official repository
for each task. For tasks not explicitly included (JPEG and
SR×8), we applied the same hyperparameters as those used
for the SR ×4 task.

9github.com/LituRout/PSLD
10github.com/CompVis/latent-diffusion/tree/main?tab=readme-ov-

file#model-zoo

GML-DPS. We used the same implementation as for
PSLD, replacing the PSLD step (Eq. (14)) with the GML
step (Eq. (13)). The hyperparameters were identical to those
used for PSLD.

LDPS. We used the same implementation as for PSLD,
except that the PSLD step (Eq. (14)) was omitted entirely.
This removes the associated computational requirements.
The hyperparameters remained the same as those used for
PSLD.

ReSample. As mentioned earlier, the reported results for
ReSample are based on 256 × 256 reconstructions, gen-
erated using a different diffusion prior than SD, which
was trained specifically on face images. To implement
ReSample-SD, we started with the publicly available Re-
Sample codebase 11. We replaced the LDM-VQ4 denoiser
with the SD one, updated the Autoencoder to match the one
used for SD (consistent with all other methods), and ad-
justed the data-loading process to handle larger images. The
hyperparameters used were identical to those in the original
codebase. We acknowledge that the results of ReSample-
SD differ from the reported results in ReSample, particu-
larly for box inpainting. This discrepancy could stem from
changes in the diffusion prior and image size, as well as
suboptimal hyperparameters (due to these changes). The
authors of the original paper were contacted to discuss the
discrepancies we encountered. We should note that recon-
struction time remains a significant factor – ReSample is
notably slower than SILO, which achieves speedups of 10×
and 18× for SR ×8 and JPEG tasks, respectively.

E. Training

The training scheme for the degradation operator is illus-
trated in Fig. 3, and the training scripts are provided as sup-
plementary material. As a reminder, we employed a Read-
out Guidance [35] network for most of our experiments and
included a comparison where Hθ is implemented as a CNN
in Tab. 7. Training procedures for both setups are presented.

E.1. Training a RG operator
When training a Readout Guidance operator Hθ, the in-
puts are features extracted from the denoising network.
We followed the same settings as described in RG [35].
The learning rate was set to 2×10−4, using the AdamW
optimizer 12 [34]. Training was conducted on a single
NVIDIA A100-SXM4-80GB card with a batch size of 16,
for 7.5×104 steps, taking approximately 28 hours. Train-
ing loss vs. the number of optimization steps for the Super-

11github.com/soominkwon/resample
12pytorch.org/docs/stable/generated/torch.optim.AdamW
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Figure 8. Architecture of the CNN used to get the results of the CNN-RV row in Tab. 7
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Figure 9. Training loss when learning a RG Hθ to mimic the
Super-resolution ×8 operator.

resolution ×8 operator is shown in Fig. 9. We did not opti-
mize the training process at all.

E.2. Training a CNN operator
The CNN-based Hθ takes a latent z as input and produces
ŵ as output. The training scheme for the CNN is similar
to that depicted in Fig. 3, with the key difference being the
omission of noise addition and denoiser usage during train-
ing. The learning rate was set to 10−3, using the Adam opti-

mizer 13 [28]. Training was conducted on a single NVIDIA
L40S card with a batch size of 16, for 105 steps, requiring
approximately 28 hours. Training loss vs. the number of
optimization steps for the Super-resolution ×8 operator is
shown in Fig. 10. We did not optimize the training process
or network architecture at all.
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Figure 10. Training loss when learning a CNN Hθ to mimic the
Super-resolution ×8 operator.

13pytorch.org/docs/stable/generated/torch.optim.Adam
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F. Additional results
We reprint the results in Tabs. 2 to 4 and 6 in Tabs. 11
to 15, this time including LPIPS-VGG and CPSNR for com-
pleteness. In Figs. 11 to 17, we provide additional recon-
structions examples of SILO, ReSample, PSLD, GML, and
LDPS. These images are sampled with the settings used for
Tabs. 2 and 3.

Method PSNR CPSNR LPIPS-A LPIPS-V FID KID
Ours (RV) 25.27 30.47 0.252 0.357 30.28 6.04
Ours (SD) 25.21 30.07 0.279 0.377 32.77 8.00
ReSample 16.18 31.22 0.724 0.740 235.8 253.1
PSLD 24.37 35.52 0.359 0.493 61.99 33.23
GML-DPS 26.19 34.30 0.354 0.425 41.06 13.69
LDPS 26.20 34.87 0.359 0.423 39.61 12.80

Table 11. Comparison of inverse problem solvers using LDMs on
the FFHQ dataset, for SR ×8 with σy = 0.03.

Method PSNR CPSNR LPIPS-A LPIPS-V FID KID
Ours (RV) 18.51 27.92 0.214 0.286 48.96 3.74
Ours (SD) 18.30 27.12 0.221 0.302 45.59 2.15
ReSample 16.53 33.66 0.297 0.368 104.37 54.16
PSLD 18.24 27.27 0.454 0.513 90.38 24.40
GML-DPS 18.25 27.27 0.453 0.513 88.16 21.99
LDPS 18.26 26.94 0.474 0.513 92.67 24.98

Table 12. Comparison of inverse problem solvers using latent dif-
fusion on 1,000 images from the COCO dataset with inpainting.
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Super-Resolution ×8 Inpainting

Method Time [sec] PSNR CPSNR LPIPS-A LPIPS-V FID KID PSNR CPSNR LPIPS-A LPIPS-V FID KID
Ours (RV) 149 26.28 32.60 0.226 0.327 27.10 5.23 22.51 29.75 0.139 0.239 18.98 1.80
Ours (SD) 148 26.13 32.41 0.253 0.344 30.71 8.47 22.23 29.10 0.151 0.258 21.04 4.32
ReSample 1418 22.80 41.23 0.575 0.603 131.75 118.57 16.91 36.11 0.273 0.359 146.08 119.34
PSLD 390 25.08 40.91 0.320 0.419 41.58 14.90 20.58 30.04 0.357 0.445 50.84 17.23
GML-DPS 389 27.01 38.04 0.327 0.399 38.71 12.99 20.64 30.09 0.356 0.443 49.89 16.54
LDPS 331 26.89 38.73 0.343 0.404 38.50 12.94 20.58 29.81 0.368 0.440 49.56 16.02

Table 13. Comparison of inverse problem solvers using latent diffusion on the FFHQ dataset.

Gaussian blur Super-Resolution ×4

Method Time [sec] PSNR CPSNR LPIPS-A LPIPS-V FID KID PSNR CPSNR LPIPS-A LPIPS-V FID KID
Ours (RV) 149 26.70 32.17 0.222 0.311 28.34 8.21 27.03 30.49 0.182 0.291 23.82 5.10
Ours (SD) 148 26.55 31.35 0.236 0.327 30.33 9.68 26.95 30.23 0.200 0.306 26.51 7.34
ReSample 1418 27.92 50.66 0.253 0.411 29.61 10.74 24.62 42.74 0.433 0.504 45.02 25.50
PSLD 390 28.63 44.18 0.288 0.372 38.44 12.23 28.23 38.76 0.249 0.355 29.63 10.11
GML-DPS 389 28.74 44.07 0.309 0.359 42.68 16.58 29.34 36.69 0.247 0.335 30.71 9.05
LDPS 331 28.00 42.69 0.327 0.378 47.38 19.95 29.06 36.39 0.281 0.362 34.44 11.69

Table 14. Comparison of inverse problem solvers using latent diffusion on the FFHQ dataset.

JPEG

Method Time [sec] PSNR CPSNR LPIPS-A LPIPS-V FID KID
Ours (RV) 138 25.52 25.73 0.203 0.326 25.48 4.21
Ours (SD) 133 25.40 25.60 0.212 0.341 27.30 6.02
ReSample 2438 25.69 38.74 0.456 0.493 39.71 20.17
PSLD cannot compute for nonlinear A
GML-DPS 402 27.60 29.53 0.268 0.373 33.69 7.54
LDPS 412 24.53 25.82 0.373 0.445 53.21 17.71

Table 15. Comparison of inverse problem solvers using latent diffusion on the FFHQ dataset. In this table, the time values are for the JPEG
decompression task.
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x y Ours (RV) Ours (SD) ReSample PSLD GML LDPS

Figure 11. Box inpainting with σy = 0.01, COCO dataset. Additional results.
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x y Ours (RV) Ours (SD) ReSample PSLD GML LDPS

Figure 12. Box inpainting with σy = 0.01, FFHQ dataset. Additional results.
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x y Ours (RV) Ours (SD) ReSample PSLD GML LDPS

Figure 13. SR×4 with σy = 0.01, FFHQ dataset. Additional results.
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x y Ours (RV) Ours (SD) ReSample PSLD GML LDPS

Figure 14. SR×8, FFHQ dataset. Additional results.
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x y Ours (RV) Ours (SD) ReSample PSLD GML LDPS

Figure 15. JPEG with σy = 0.01, FFHQ dataset. Additional results.
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x y Ours (RV) Ours (SD) ReSample PSLD GML LDPS

Figure 16. Gaussian blur with σy = 0.01, FFHQ dataset. Additional results.

13



x y Ours (RV) Ours (SD) ReSample PSLD GML LDPS

Figure 17. SR×8 with σy = 0.03, FFHQ dataset. Additional results.
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