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Abstract

Imaging inverse problems can be solved in an unsuper-
vised manner using pre-trained diffusion models. In most
cases, that involves approximating the gradient of the
measurement-conditional score function in the reverse pro-
cess. Since the approximations produced by existing meth-
ods are quite poor, especially early in the reverse pro-
cess, we propose a new approach that re-estimates and
“renoises” the image several times per diffusion step.
Renoising aims to ensure that the pre-trained diffusion
model sees white-Gaussian error, in accordance with how
it was trained. We demonstrate the effectiveness of our
“DDfire” method at 20, 100, and 1000 neural function eval-
uations on linear inverse problems and phase retrieval.

1. Introduction

Diffusion modeling has emerged as a powerful approach to
generate samples from a complex distribution py [21, 38,
39, 41, 42]. Recently, diffusion has also been used to solve
inverse problems (see the survey [10]), where the goal is to
recover £y ~ pgo from incomplete, distorted, and/or noisy
measurements y. The methodology is “unsupervised,” in
that a diffusion model is trained to generate samples from
po and, at test time, the reverse process is modified to incor-
porate knowledge of the measurements y, with the goal of
sampling from the posterior distribution p(xzg|y).

A key challenge in the reverse process is approximat-
ing the conditional score Vg Inp(x:|y) at each step ¢,
where x; is a additive-white-Gaussian-noise (AWGN) cor-
rupted and possibly scaled version of &g € X% and
y € Y™ is treated as a draw from an assumed likeli-
hood function p(y|xg). (Additional details will be given
in Section 2.) Many existing approaches fall into one
of two categories. The first writes Vg Inp:(x:|y) =
Vaz Inp(x:) + Vg In pi(y|a:), where an approximation of
Ve lnp:(x;) is readily available from the po-trained dif-
fusion model, and then approximates V, In p;(y|x;) (e.g.,
[7, 40]). The second approach uses Tweedie’s formula [15]
to write Vg Inp,(x;|y) as an affine function of the con-

ditional denoiser E{x|x+,y} (see (4)), and then approxi-
mates that denoiser (e.g., [9, 24, 43, 45]).

A key shortcoming of the aforementioned approaches is
that their conditional-score approximations are not very ac-
curate, especially early in the reverse process. For the meth-
ods that approximate E{x|x:,y}, we can assess the ap-
proximation quality both visually and via PSNR, since the
exact E{x¢|x:, y} maximizes PSNR given x; and y. For
the methods that approximate V In p; (@ |y), we can com-
pute their equivalent approximations of E{xq|x,y} using
Tweedie’s rule:

x+ (1 — @) Ve lnp(x|y)
Vay '

Figure S| shows E{xg|x:,y}-approximations from the
DDRM [24], DiffPIR [45], and DPS [7] solvers at differ-
ent times in the reverse process for noiseless 4x-super-
resolution. The approximations show unwanted artifacts
and oversmoothing, especially early in the reverse process.
(See Figure S1 for an inpainting example.)

We thus seek an efficient way to improve the approxi-
mation of E{xq|xs, y} at each step t. We take inspiration
from approximate message passing (AMP) [2, 14, 18, 34]
for linear inverse problems, where y = Ax+w for known
A and AWGN w. AMP iterates between unconditional
denoising and linear estimation from y. When used with
a large random A, the distinguishing feature of AMP is
that it presents the denoiser with additive white Gaussian
noise (AWGN) at each iteration. This precisely matches
how most denoisers (especially diffusion denoisers [21, 39])
are trained. With large random A and mean-squared-error
(MSE)-optimal denoising, AMP converges exponentially
fast to the conditional-mean estimate E{xo|y}. But with
the structured A that manifests in, e.g., inpainting, deblur-
ring, and super-resolution, AMP performs poorly.

In this paper, we propose an iterative approach to ap-
proximating E{x¢|z:, y}, called Fast Iterative REnoising
(FIRE). Like AMP, FIRE iterates unconditional denoising
with linear estimation from y. But unlike AMP, FIRE
achieves AGWN-like denoiser input error by renoising, i.e.,
adding appropriately colored noise to the linear-estimation

E{w0|wt7y} =

ey



DDfire (.

" PSNR?

20) DDRM (20)

o
25% NFEs

PsNR’.X}so
B

N
.05
/

3
75

-,

50% NFEs

FIRE
75% NFEs

DDfire (100)

DiffPIR (100) DPS (1000)

PSNR™15.78

DDfire (1000)

Figure 1. Left column: True o, noiseless 4 x-super-resolution y, and 50-iteration FIRE approximation of E{@o|y}. Other columns:
Approximations of E{x|x¢, y} at different ¢ (as measured by % NFEs). Note the over-smoothing with DDRM, DiffPIR, and DPS. For
example, the mole on the subject’s forehead, visible in both &g and vy, is missing from all DDRM, DiffPIR, and DPS images.

output, and works with any A. Figure 1 shows the 50-

iteration FIRE approximation to E{x|zT,y} = E{xo|y},

which is relatively free of artifacts. Our proposed “DDfire”
approach is then obtained by using FIRE in the denois-
ing diffusion implicit model (DDIM) [39] reverse process.

Figure 1 shows examples of DDfire’s E{x|x;, y} approx-

imation when configured to run with 20, 100, and 1000

neural function evaluations (NFEs). DDfire’s E{x¢|x:, y}

approximations have fewer structural artifacts and higher

PSNR than its competitors at equal NFEs.

The contributions of this work are as follows:

1. For AWGN-corrupted linear inverse problems, we pro-
pose a diffusion sampler based on Fast Iterative REnois-
ing (FIRE), which we call “DDfire.”

2. For generalized linear inverse problems, we propose an
extension of DDfire inspired by expectation propagation.

3. We demonstrate advantages over several existing diffu-
sion samplers on box inpainting, Gaussian and motion
blur, super-resolution, and phase retrieval, in both recov-
ery accuracy and runtime.

2. Background

Diffusion models corrupt training data from py with ever-
increasing amounts of noise, and then learn to reverse this
process in a way that can generate samples from py.

The popular “variance preserving” (VP) incarnation of
diffusion [42] writes the forward process as a stochastic dif-
ferential equation (SDE) dw = —33(t)z dt + /B(t) dw
over ¢ from 0 to T, where 5(t) is a variance schedule
and dw is the standard Wiener process (SWP). The corre-
sponding reverse process runs the SDE dw = [—13(t)x —

B(t)Vg Inp(x)] dt + +/B(t) dw backwards over ¢ from T’
to 0, where p;(-) is the marginal distribution of « at ¢ and
dw is the SWP run backwards. The “score” Vg Inp;(x)
can be approximated using a deep neural network (DNN)
sg(x, t) trained via denoising score matching [22].

In DDPM [21], the SDEs are discretized at ¢t €
{0,1,...,T}, yielding the VP forward process x; =
\/1 — ﬁtxt—l + \/E'wt_l with i.i.d we ~ N(O, I) This

implies, using a; £ 1 — B, and @, £ Hi:l o, that
T =Varxyg+ V1 —Qi€, € NN(O,I) 2)
A 1-T

The DDPM reverse process uses o7 = 1—at1 [, to write

T = \/%[mt—i—ﬂtvm Inpi(xy)| 4042 for zy ~ N(0,I).

To exploit side information about x(, such as the mea-
surements y in an inverse problem, one can simply replace
p¢(+) with py(-]y) in the above equations [42]. In the unsu-
pervised case, sg(x,t) = Vg lnp(x;) is learned during
training but y is presented only during the inference stage,
which complicates the evaluation of Vg In py (@, |y).

There are two major approaches to approximate
VzInpi(xi|y). The first uses the Bayes rule to write
Velnp(zi|y) = Velnpi(w:) + Velnp(yle:) and
then replaces Vg lnp:(x;) with the score approxima-
tion sg(x¢,t). But Vglnp,(y|x,) is intractable be-
cause p(y|zy) = [ p(y|xo)p(xo|x:) dey with unknown
p(xo|x:), and so several approximations have been pro-
posed. For example, DPS [7] approximates p(xo|x:) as
d(xo — Zoy¢), Where X, is the approximation of E{xo|x; }
computed from sg (x4, t) using Tweedie’s formula [15]:

~ z + (1 —a@)se(xy, t)

w0|t = \/a_t
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Similarly, TIGDM [40] approximates p(xzg|x:) as
N(mo;io‘t,ag‘tI) for some ‘78|t' However, a drawback
of these approaches is that they require backpropagation
through sg, which i) increases the cost of generating a
single sample and ii) prevents efficient batch generation. In
Figure 6, we show that DDfire offers a 5x speedup over
DPS at an equal number of NFEs.

The second major approach to approximating
Ve Inpi(x:|y) uses Tweedie’s formula and (2) to write

_ Vo E{zolzy, y} — @

Vo Inp(z:|y) = i (4)

and then approximates E{xq|x;, y} by a quantity that we’ll
refer to as Zgj¢,. Note that E{xg|x;,y} is the MMSE
estimate of xy from the measurements y and the DDPM
information x; from (2). For example, assuming y from
(5), DDNM [43] approximates E{xo|x:,y} by first com-
puting Z, and then performing the hard data-consistency
step To|y,y = Aty + (I - A+A)£0|t, where (-)T denotes
pseudo-inverse. DDS [9] and DiffPIR [45] instead use the
soft data-consistency step Zo|;, = arg ming ||y — Az||* +
pelle — Zop||* with some p; > 0. DDRM [24] is a re-
lated technique that requires a singular value decomposition
(SVD), which is prohibitive in many applications.

Other ways to solve inverse problems with diffusion are
described in the excellent recent overview [10].

3. Approach

We aim to compute an accurate approximation to
E{xo|x:,y} at each DDPM reverse step ¢. Unlike existing
approaches, we denoise (using the score function sg) multi-
ple times per ¢ and inject colored noise to keep the denoiser
input-error white (i.e., “on the manifold” [6]). To constrain
the total number of neural function evaluations (NFEs), we
subsample DDPM’s {t} sequence using DDIM [39].

We consider two classes of inverse problem: i) the stan-
dard linear model (SLM), where

y:A$0+W/M, wNN(()?Im)a 5

for noise precision (i.e., inverse variance) 7y,, and ii) the
generalized linear model (GLM), which can handle linear
inverse problems with additive non-Gaussian noise, as well
as nonlinear inverse problems like phase retrieval [13, 36],
Poisson regression [17], and dequantization [47]. The GLM
version will be described in Section 3.4.

3.1. Fast iterative renoising (FIRE) for the SLM

A high-level summary of the proposed approach is now
given. At each given DDPM step ¢, we initialize » =
@, //ay (recall (2)), initialize +y at the precision of the error
in 7, which equals

8%
v 2 — (6)

and then repeat the following steps I; times:

1. Denoise r to yield y and estimate its error precision 7.

2. Linearly estimate g using the measurements y and the
denoiser output Ty, yielding Z,.

3. Renoise: Increase the target error precision 7y by factor
p and, with appropriate noise n, set » = Ty + m so that
r ~ N(zo,I/7).

The quantity & is used to approximate E{xq|x:, y} in (4).

Details are given below.
From Tweedie’s formula (3), we can write the denoiser

of any T = xo + €/,/7 with e ~ N(0,1) as

- A T+ (1—)sg(x,t)
d = 7
(x,7) = . (7

where tA(y) £ argming_1 2,1 |7 — 7| is the DDPM step
t whose precision v; from (6) is closest to .

For FIRE, we need a statistical model for the denoiser
output error. It would be convenient if we could model
the denoiser output error as AWGN, but this is not true for
d(z,v). To help promote an AWGN error model, we add
AWGN to d(&, ) with variance that matches the pixelwise
average error variance in d(, 7). The corresponding preci-
sion can be precomputed for each DDPM step ¢ as follows

ne 2 E{|ld(zo + €/, ) — xol?/d} T, (8)

where the expectation is over € ~ N(0,I) and validation
images oy ~ Py, and d is the dimension of xy. The modi-
fied denoising step then reads as

Zo = d(z,7) + v/, v~ N(0,I). )

Note that the amount of noise added in (9) grows very small
as t — 0. In the sequel, we assume that

Ty =x0+e/\/n, e~N(0,I). (10)

To estimate 7 in (10), we use (5) to write E{||y— Az ||?} =
m/yw + || Al|%/n, which suggests setting 7 using

— —1
n=|Al%(ly — AZo|* —m/w) - (D

Figure S2 shows that 1 accurately tracks d/|xo — ol|%.
: 2 o 15vL 2
Without an SVD, we can use [|Al|7 ~ + >, [[Aw|
with i.i.d. w; ~ N(0, I) and large enough L.
To linearly estimate x( from the measurements y and the
denoiser output Ty, we compute, for some 7,

To = argmin {Jully — Az||* +nllz —Zo[*}  (12)

using conjugate gradients (CG). For any n > 0, this gives

7= (A"A) A"y, yé{ w%;g] Aé[@ﬂ.ug)
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Figure 2. For FFHQ Gaussian deblurring with both 4, from (17)
and Jw = ~w, the left shows the error spectrum diag(VHCV)
of the linear estimate Zo and the right shows the ideal renoised
spectrum 1/~ and its FIRE approximation diag(VHCV) + A.
Here we used ~, = 10%, DDPM step t = 1000, and p = 66.

When 7y, = Y, (5) and (10) imply that Zq is the minimum
variance unbiased estimate (MVUE) of x. For general 7,

o = (WA A +0I) "' (u Ay + 7o) (14)
=z + (FuA" A+ D)7 (= Aw + (ije), (15)

and so Ty ~ N (xo, C) with covariance

cL @A) (BAA D)@ A (6

By setting 7, < ~w, we can reduce the condition number
cond(ZHZ) and thus speed up CG [26]. In the typical case
that || Al|2 = 1, we have that cond(ZHZ) < Aw/n, and so

we can guarantee cond(A A) < 10* by setting

Yw = nmin{10*, v, /n}. (17)

Although setting 7,, < 7 will degrade Z relative to the
MVUE (see Fig. 2), the degradation is offset by the fact that
less noise will be added in the renoising stage below.

For renoising, we generate n ~ N(0,X) so that the
error in the renoised estimate 7 = Zy + n is AWGN with
target precision . From (5), (10), (15), and (16), we need

z-11-c, (18)

where v must be small enough that 3 > 0. In terms of the
SVD A = USV" with s,, £ [S],,.., we know that

_ si;Y\i/’YW'f‘TI- (19)

B . H _1
3 = V Diag(A) V" for A, = (25t

If that SVD was available, we could generate n ~ N (0, X)
using n = V Diag(A)2e for & ~ A(0,I). But when an
SVD is unavailable, we approximate 32 in (18) by

$—(L-LI+ea"a (20)
= V DiagA) V" for A, = +¢&s2 2D

1_1
Yoo

for v < nand some ¢ > 0. Notice that the approximation is
perfect (i.e., A, = \y) for all n such that s,, = 0. Setting'

2 =2
— L (1 _ Smaxu/owtn

¢= s (G- wsar) (22)
we also get a perfect noise approximation at all n for which
Sp = MAaXy, Sn, = Smax- If Smax Was unknown, it could be
easily computed using the power iteration [33]. Finally, to
generate n ~ N (0, X), we use

n—= |: %—%Id \/EAHi| g, ENN(07Id+’m) (23)

and then renoise via r = Zy + n. Figure 2 shows the agree-
ment between the ideal and approximate renoised spectra.

3.2. DDIM sampling

To control the total NFEs, we use DDIM [39] to subsample
DDPM’s steps {1,...,T} down to {t[k]}_, for some K.
DDIM’s forward process yields, for k =1,... K,

T = \/Cur)To + /1 — Qg €,

where we’ve slightly abused our earlier notation in that
DDIM’s @y, is equivalent to DDPM’s @;[;. The DDIM re-
verse process can be written (see Sec. S1)

ex ~N(0,I) (24

x—1 = ki, + g E{xo|Tk, Y} + orwi (25)
T—a;h A
O = g | o=t 1 — T 26)
11—« —0o2
Ch =\ 1 kat] = Gk = \/Qk—1) — CeJry (27)
for wy ~ N(0,I) Vk and initialization zx ~ N (0, I).

Algorithm | details DDIM with the FIRE approximation of
E{xo|xk, y}, which we refer to as “DDfire.”

3.3. DDfire scheduling

We now discuss how to select the DDIM schedule
{t[k]}X_,, the FIRE iteration schedule {I}X |, and the
renoising precision-increase-factor p to meet a fixed budget
of Iot 2 31, I, NFEs.

We treat the number of DDIM steps K as a tuning pa-
rameter. To set the DDIM schedule {t[k]}X_;, we match
the endpoints to DDPM (i.e., t[1] = T and ¢[K] = 1) and
choose the middle t[k] to uniformly partition the DDPM
log-precisions In ; (recall (6)). Thatis, fork =1,..., K:

logv1 —logyr
K—1

t[k] = argmin’log'yT—l— (k—1) —1og'yt’.
t=1,...,T

This way, the dB gain between ~y;[z] to V;[x41] i approxi-
mately constant over k. See the dashed lines in Fig. 3.

't is straightforward to show that £ > 0 whenever J < Yw.



Algorithm 1 DDfire for the SLM

Require: y7A77W7{[k}§:17p
I: T ~ N(O,I)
2. fork=K K-1,...,1do
3: /I SLM-FIRE

4 T T/ \/Qur], Y e/ Initialize

5 fori=1,...,1;do

6 /I Denoise

7: To < d(r, )*U/\/T (0 I)

§ n e ARy — ABol2 m )

9: /I Linear estimation

10: Fw < nmin{10%, v, /n}

11 Tg + argming Y ||y — Az||? + ||z — Zo)?
12: /I Renoise

13: v + min{pv,n}

T R U =t

15: ne[ =T \fAH]e, e~N(0,I)
16: r—Zo+n

17: // DDIM update

18: Tp_1 = CpT + gLy + OpWE, Wy N/\/(O,I)

19: return Z,

precision

Ythresh
-8 FIREY
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Figure 3. For an FFHQ denoiser: the DDPM precision 7, versus
step ¢, the DDIM-subsampled ¢[k] giving log-uniform (), the
precision inresh corresponding to a §; = 0.4 fraction of single-
FIRE-iteration DDIM steps, and the denoiser input precision -y at
each FIRE iteration of each DDIM step, for K =10 and ;o =25.

We set {1}, }5_, and p so that the denoiser output preci-
sion 7 at the final FIRE iteration equals or exceeds a thresh-
old 7hresh at all DDIM steps k. Equivalently, the denoiser
input precision at the final FIRE iteration must equal or ex-
ceed some Yinresh at all k. To select Yinresh, We treat the
fraction 6, € [0,1) of 1-FIRE-iteration DDIM steps as a
tuning parameter. For a given J;, we set the number of 1-
iteration steps at Ky = 1+ [(K —1)6;] € {1,..., K —1}.
We then set the denoiser-input-precision-threshold at the
precision of the first 1-iteration DDIM step, i.€., Yihresh =
Yi[K +1—K,]- We thus need to find a FIRE schedule {1}, }_,

such that (0" ™! > Ythresn Vk with positive integer .
For a given p, it suffices that

Iy = [max { fEpioning ol 4 1) @8)

To ﬁnd the smallest p that meets the NFE budget Ii,y =
Z x—1 1> with Iy, from (28), we use bisection search.

In summary, for NFE budget [;.:, we treat the number of
DDIM steps K € {1,..., I;x} and the fraction of single-
FIRE-iteration steps §; € [0, 1) as tuning parameters and,
from them, compute {¢[k]}/_,, p, and {I;}1_,. See Fig. 3
for an example. Roughly speaking, K = Iio/2 and §; =
0.5 work well, but (K, d;) are best tuned via grid search.

3.4. DDfire for the GLM

We now propose to extend the SLM-FIRE from Section 3.1
to the generalized linear model (GLM)

y ~ p(ylzo) = [ [ pyi=(vil20,5) with 20 £ Azy  (29)

j=1

where p,|, is some scalar “measurement channel.” Ex-
amples include p,,(y|z) = N (y;|z|,1/7w) for phase re-
trieval, py|,(y|z) = zYe~*/y! for Poisson regression, and
py2(ylz) = f;}‘“ N(7; 2,1/7w) d7 for dequantization.
Our extension is inspired by expectation propagation
(EP) [3, 31] and its application to GLMs in [28, 35].
The idea is to iterate between i) constructing pseudo-
measurements § = Az + w with w ~ N(0,1/7,,) us-
ing py, and an SLM-FIRE-constructed belief that zg ~
N (2o, 1/7,), and then ii) running SLM-FIRE with those
pseudo-measurements and updating its belief on z(. Fig-
ure 4 shows a high-level summary. Details are given below.
To construct the belief on z,, we use the SLM-FIRE
denoiser output model xg ~ N (Tg, I/n) from (10). Be-
cause zg = Axg, we see that zg ~ N (Zy, AAH/n), where
Zy £ Az,. For simplicity, however, we use the white-noise
approximation zo ~ N (2o, I/7,), where 7j, = nm/|| A||%.
Using the scalar belief 2o ; ~ N(Zo,j,1/7,) and the like-
lihood model py,(y;|z0,;), EP suggests to first compute
the posterior mean E{20 ;|y;;%0,,7,} = Zo,; and variance

1 = — 1 A ~
- ZT:l var{zo ;|yj;Zoj,7,} = 1/7; ', and then the pass
“extrinsic” versions of those quantities back to SLM-FIRE:

—7,20) /7w (30)

where they parameterize the pseudo-measurement model
Y=Ax)+w/\/Fy, wW~N(0O,I). (31)

In Fig. S3, we show that GLM-FIRE’s 7, accurately tracks
the noise precision of y.

When py|,(y|z) = N(y; 2, 1 /7). is it straightforward to
show that y = y and 7,, = 7 for any Z( and 7,, in which
case GLM-FIRE reverts to SLM-FIRE.

A~ — — Ay~
w=1M =Ty Y= (020
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Figure 4. High-level overview of GLM-FIRE, which uses EP-style
iterations between SLM-FIRE and an MMSE inference stage that
involves the measurement channel py,.

Algorithm 2 DDfire for the GLM

Table 1. DDfire ablation results for noisy FFHQ 4 Xx-super-
resolution with \/1/4, = 0.05 at 100 NFEs.

Method PSNR1T LPIPS] Runtime
DDfire 27.05  0.2367 6.21s
DDfire w/o including noise in @ 26.73 0.2432 6.21s
DDfire w/o estimating 7 24.34 0.2969 6.21s
DDfire w/ t[k] = |T — %(T —-1)] 2602 02617 6.21s
DDfire w/o CG early stopping 27.06  0.2367 32.71s
DDfire w/ SVD 27.06  0.2365 4.97s

Require: y, A, v, {1t} ,,p
1I: zx ~N(0,1)
2. fork=K K—1,...,1do
3: // GLM-FIRE

4: T < Tp/\/Qur), ¥ e/ Initialize

5: fori:=1,...,I; do

6: /I Denoise

7. Zo < d(r,7) + v/ /i), v ~N(0,I)
8: 1 4 M) /2

9: /I Compute pseudo-measurements

10 7, —nm/| A2

11: Zo < Axg

12: ﬁZ — m/ 271:1 Var{zo,j|yj;20,jaﬁz}

13: 20,5 < E{20,4lv5: %047} Vi

14: Ve 12— T,

15: Y (120 — 71,20) /7w

16: n < | AIE(17 — AZo|* —m/7,)

17: // Linear estimation

18: Aw  nmin{10*,7,, /n}

19: Ty + argming Y ||y — Az|? + ||z — o |2
20: // Renoise
21 v < min{pvy,n}
m e o ( - )

1 [
23; ne[,/%—%I \/EAH} e, e~N(0,I)
24: rTo+n
25: // DDIM update
26: Tp_1 = CxTE + gkig + opwg, wi ~ N(O,I)
27: return T,

In the GLM version of DDfire, we perform one EP up-
date per FIRE iteration, as detailed in Alg. 2.

3.5. Relation to other diffusion methods

SLM-DDfire would resemble DiffPIR [45] if it used one it-
eration for every DDIM step (i.e., I = 1 Vk), in which
case there would be no renoising; both methods first com-
pute g = E{xp|x;} and then Ty = argming |y —
Az||? + ||z — To||. But DDfire designs 7 to accurately
track the error precision of y (see Fig. S2) while DiffPIR
sets 7 at )\n;( ) With a tuning parameter A

SLM-DDfire’s use of multiple denoising/renoising steps
per DDIM iteration k bears some resemblance to RePaint’s
use of “time travel” [27]. At step k of RePaint’s reverse
process, the DDPM forward process is invoked to trans-

form xj, back to x;; for j ~ 10 (which involves adding
noise), after which j reverse steps are performed to obtain
anew xj. This time traveling is repeated » ~ 10 times at
each k, which has the effect of increasing the total NFEs
by the factor . While RePaint handles only inpainting
problems, DDNM™ [43] extends its approach to general
AWGN-corrupted linear inverse problems by using an SVD
in a manner that closely resembles DDRM [24]. In con-
trast, SLM-DDfire does not require an SVD and is designed
to operate with many fewer NFEs.

4. Numerical experiments

We use 256 x 256 FFHQ [23] and ImageNet [1 1] datasets
with pretrained diffusion models from [7] and [12], respec-
tively. As linear inverse problems, we consider box inpaint-
ing with a 128 x 128 mask, Gaussian deblurring with a
61 x 61 blur kernel and standard deviation 3 pixels, motion
deblurring with a 61 x 61 blur kernel and intensity 0.5 gen-
erated using [4], and 4 x bicubic super-resolution. We com-
pare to DDRM [24] and DiffPIR [45] at 20 NFEs, [IGDM
[40] and DiffPIR at 100 NFEs, and DPS [7] at 1000 NFEs.

We also consider phase retrieval with the shot-noise cor-
ruption mechanism from [30] for both oversampled Fourier
(OSF) and coded diffraction pattern (CDP) [5] A at 4x
oversampling with aspor = 8 and 45, respectively. Here,
Qshot 18 the shot-noise strength, as detailed in Sec. S2. We
compare to prDeep [30], DOLPH [37], DPS, and the classi-
cal hybrid input-output (HIO) algorithm [16].

For DDfire, we tuned the (K, J;) hyperparameters to
minimize LPIPS on a separate 100-sample test set (see the
values in Tables S1 and S2) and we did not use an SVD
unless otherwise specified. For phase-retrieval, we used
pyz(yl2) = N(y;|2],1/vw) for all algorithms. Since this
makes the conditional mean and variance in lines 12-13 of
Alg. 2 intractable, we used the Laplace approximation [3].

Section S2 contains additional details on the implemen-
tation of DDfire and the competing methods.

4.1. Ablation study

We first perform an ablation study on the SLM-DDfire de-
sign choices in Section 3.1 using noisy FFHQ 4 x-super-
resolution and 100 NFEs. The results are summarized in
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Figure 5. Example recoveries from noisy linear inverse problems with ImageNet images.

Table 1. Not including the AWGN in the denoiser out-
put To, as in (9), slightly degrades both the PSNR and
LPIPS. A more significant degradation results when 7 is
not estimated via (11) but set at M) /2. Choosing the
DDIM schedule {t[k]})_, to uniformly sample via t[k] =
|T — £=1(T" — 1)] instead of uniformly partitioning the
DDPM log-precisions In 7, also degrades PSNR and LPIPS.
On the other hand, CG without early stopping gives essen-
tially identical PSNR and LPIPS at the expense of signif-
icantly higher runtime. Finally, using an SVD, which ob-
viates both CG and the noise approximation in (21), gives
essentially identical PSNR and LPIPS but faster runtime.

4.2. PSNR, LPIPS, and FID results

For noisy linear inverse problems, Tables 2-3 show PSNR,
LPIPS [44], and FID [20] on a 1000-sample test set for
FFHQ and ImageNet data, respectively. (Noiseless results
are reported in Table S3.) We were unable to run DDRM
on motion deblurring due to the lack of an SVD. Tables 2-3
show that, when comparing to competitors at equal NFEs,
DDfire wins in most cases and otherwise performs well.

Fig. 5 shows image examples for inpainting, motion de-
blurring, Gaussian deblurring, and 4 x super-resolution on
ImageNet. The zoomed regions show that DDfire does a
better job recovering fine details. Additional examples can
be found in Fig. S5.



Table 2. Noisy FFHQ results with measurement noise standard deviation 1/1/~, = 0.05.

Inpaint (box) Deblur (Gaussian) Deblur (Motion) 4x Super-resolution
#NFEs Model PSNRt LPIPS|, FID| PSNRtT LPIPS| FID| PSNRt LPIPS| FID| PSNRT LPIPS| FID|
DiffPIR  20.87 0.2741 4150  23.55 0.3269 4129 2731 0.2704  29.27 2232 0.3560  44.85
20 DDRM 22.02 0.2052 40.61  26.27 0.2896  51.70 - - - 28.62 0.2417 4582
DDfire 21.80  0.1974 2849 27.18 0.2843 36.22 2852 0.2455 2886 27.02 0.2917 37.72
DiffPIR  22.44 0.2415 3198 2457 02936 34.82 26091 0.2683  26.67  26.76 0.3061  32.33
100 IIGDM  21.75 0.2614 4441 24.34 03125 4534 2594 02706 4195 2542 03109 51.41
DDfire 23.78 0.1623 26.75 27.48  0.2274 2548 27.79  0.2193 2591 27.20 0.2399 26.24
1000 DPS 2284 01793 3569 2632 02327 25.18 27.64 02176 27.17 27.11 02360 27.38
DDfire 24.14  0.1579 2456 26.84 02259 24.68 27.71 0.2155 24.57 27.32 02356 25.75
Table 3. Noisy ImageNet results with measurement noise standard deviation /1 /v = 0.05.
Inpaint (box) Deblur (Gaussian) Deblur (Motion) 4x Super-resolution
#NFEs Model PSNRT LPIPS| FID| PSNR{ LPIPS| FID, PSNRt LPIPS| FID| PSNR{ LPIPS| FID|
DiffPIR ~ 17.68 0.3533  84.62  20.06 0.5295 11392  24.81 0.3880 55.99 20.78 04745  71.67
20 DDRM 18.39 0.2837 6747 2312 0.4268  68.78 - - - 2498  0.3462 61.31
DDfire 18.29 0.2834 67.12 2235 0.4263  56.73 23.54 04093 6353 2271 04119 56.32
DiffPIR  18.02  0.3323  65.55 21.31 0.4354  56.35 2436 03685 54.11 2327 04131 6348
100 IIGDM 1792 03939 8636 21.54 04946 7543 22.69 04391 7091 2221 0.4907 78.57
DDfire 19.56 0.2494 59.70 23.48 03712  53.13 23.83 0.3681 53.92 2294 03724 5235
1000 DPS 18.36 0.2814 59.10 21.67 0.4003  50.46 22.08 0.3905 80.27 23.83 0.3536 49.86
DDfire 19.68  0.2404 5496 22.34 03552  50.28 2437 03395 5199 2322 03705 51.19
Table 4. Noisy FFHQ phase retrieval results —— DPS (1000) -¥-. SVD-DDfire (100) /
—*— DDfire (1000) —=— DIffPIR (20)
OSF CDP | -* svD-DDfire (1000) DDRM (20)
'3 = nGDM (100) —=— DDfire (20) /_:
#NFEs Model ~ PSNRt LPIPS| FID| PSNRt LPIPS| FID| = —¥— DiffPIR (100) -# SVD-DDfire (20) _.-=""
- HIO 23.66 0.5299 130.58  17.59 0.5818  84.87 -g —¥— DDfire (100)
10000 DOLPH 14.73 0.7089 389.88 2576  0.2163 32.93 I i P
1000  DPS 23.63 0.3326 5391 29.19 0.1994  27.87 Z -
800 prDeep 30.90 0.1585  31.51 19.24 04352 59.44 E
800 DDfire 33.56 0.1160  28.94 30.01 0.1767  23.49 =
100 DDfire 25.88 0.2643  46.54 30.16  0.1707 23.30 E
Table 4 shows performance on noisy FFHQ phase re- N

trieval. For OSF A, we see that DDfire at 800 NFEs outper-
forms prDeep by a small margin and both DPS and DOLPH
by a large margin. Also, DDfire at 100 NFEs beats DPS and
DOLPH at 1000 NFEs. For CDP A, we see that DDfire per-
forms similarly at 100 and 800 NFEs and that both outper-
form the other methods. Example reconstructions for phase
retrieval can be found in Fig. S4.

4.3. Runtime results

Figure 6 shows runtime vs. the number of generated sam-
ples. DDfire supports batch generation, which increases its
efficiency over methods that don’t. And when an SVD is
available, DDfire can exploit it to reduce runtime. Note the
5x speedup over DPS when both use 1000 NFEs.

5. Conclusion

We proposed DDfire, an unsupervised approach to solv-
ing inverse problems using Fast Iterative Renoising (FIRE).

10t
Number of samples

Figure 6. Runtime vs. # of samples for noisy 4 x super-resolution
on ImageNet. DDfire and DDRM used batch size = # of samples.

FIRE aims to accurately approximate the measurement-
conditional score Vg lnp:(x:|y), or equivalently the
measurement-conditional denoiser E{x|x:, y}, for a fixed
budget of NFEs. Experiments on box inpainting, Gaussian
and motion deblurring, and 4 x super-resolution with FFHQ
and ImageNet images show DDfire outperforming DPS,
IIGDM, DiffPIR, and DDRM at equal NFEs on PSNR,
LPIPS, and FID in most cases. Experiments on noisy FFHQ
phase retrieval (both OSF and CDP versions) show DDfire
outperforming DPS, DOLPH, prDeep, and HIO in all cases.
In terms of runtime, DDfire supports batch generation and
can leverage an SVD for speedup, if available.
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Solving Inverse Problems using Diffusion with Fast Iterative Renoising

Supplementary Material

S1. DDIM details

Adapting the first two equations in [39, App.D.3] to our
notation gives

— xr — /1 — at[k] E{6k|$k}
Tr—1 = at[k*l] \/aTM

+4/1 = Qylk—1] — Jl% E{ek|wk} + orne  (32)

1-— Qy[k—1] Qg
= Nddi —_ 1 - — 33
Ok = Tdd m\/ [ ay Fage_1] (33)

where ny, ~ N(0,I). Applying E{-|x\} to both sides of
(24) gives

Tk =/ O[k] E{.’Bo‘mk} + /1 — O[k] E{Ek.|$(:k}, (34)

which implies

and

Tk — /) E{o| s } (35)

1 7@,5%]

E{ex|zr} =

Plugging (35) into (32) gives
1 = /1) E{zo|xr} + orms (36)

— Ty — /) E{zo|xr }
+4/1— Qk—1] — 0']% ( - L]at[k]
= /-1 E{zo|zr} + ornp

+ ek (@ — /Ay B{mo |21 }) (37)
= ek + gr E{xo|xr} + opnp (38)

for

1 —a 11 — 2
op &y | b = Tk (39)

1 - at[k]
Gk £ Q1] — /) (40)

which gives (25)-(27).

S2. Implementation details
S2.1. Inverse problems

For the linear inverse problems, the measurements were
generated as

y = Az +w/w, w~N(O,1I) 41

with appropriate A. For box inpainting, Gaussian deblur-
ring, and super-resolution we used the A and AH imple-
mentations from [25]. For motion deblurring, we imple-
mented our own A and A" with reflect padding. All meth-
ods used these operators implementations except DiffPIR,
which used the authors’ implementations. Motion-blur ker-
nels were generated using [4].

For phase retrieval, the measurements were generated
using the method from [30]:

2 2 2 2y s

Y; = ‘207]" +wj, wj NN(Ovashot‘ZQH )7 J=1...,m,
42)

where oghor controls the noise level and zyg = Axo,

with the values of x( scaled to lie in the range [0, 255].
This is an approximation of the Poisson shot-noise cor-
ruption model in that the intensity y7/ag., is approxi-
mately Poisson((|zo ;|/ashot)?) distributed for sufficiently
small values of aghot. We implemented the oversampled-
Fourier A by zero-padding the image by 2x in each di-
rection and then passing the result through a unitary FFT.
For CDP phase retrieval, we set A = [A],..., A}]T for
A; = L~Y?F Diag(c;), where F is a d x d FFT and ¢;
contain i.i.d. random entries uniformly distributed on the
unit circle in the complex plane, and where L = 4. In both
cases, AMA=T.

S2.2. Evaluation protocol

For the linear inverse problems, we run each method once
for each measurement y in the 1000-sample test set and
compute average PSNR, average LPIPS, and FID from the
resulting recoveries.

For OSF phase retrieval, following [7], we run each al-
gorithm four times and keep the reconstruction Zg that min-
imizes the measurement residual ||y — |AZo|||. Perfor-
mance metrics are then evaluated after resolving the inher-
ent spatial shift and conjugate flip ambiguities associated
with phase retrieval (see, e.g., [1]). Note global phase am-
biguity is not an issue due to the non-negativity of our im-
ages. For the CDP experiments, we run each algorithm only
once and don’t perform ambiguity resolution, because it is
unnecessary.

S2.3. Unconditional diffusion models

For the FFHQ experiments, all methods used the pretrained
model from [7]. For the ImageNet experiments, all methods
used the pretrained model from [12]. In both cases, T" =
1000.



Table S1. Hyperparameter values used for DDfire.

Inpaint (box) Deblur (Gaussian) Deblur (Motion) 4 X Super-resolution
# NFEs Dataset \/ 1/’)/\,\, K 01 K 01 K 01 K 01

FFHQ 0.00 5 0.25 10 0.25 10 0.25 10 0.25

20 FFHQ 0.05 10 0.50 10 0.50 8 0.20 10 0.50
ImageNet 0.05 10 0.50 15 0.10 8 0.20 15 0.25

FFHQ 0.00 20 0.25 50 0.25 50 0.25 50 0.25

100 FFHQ 0.05 20 0.50 50 0.50 50 0.50 75 0.5
ImageNet 0.05 20 0.50 50 0.50 50 0.50 75 0.5

FFHQ 0.00 100 0.25 500 0.10 500 0.10 500 0.25

1000  FFHQ 0.05 100 0.50 500 0.50 500 0.10 500 0.25
ImageNet 0.05 100 0.50 750 0.50 500 0.10 750 0.50

Table S2. Hyperparameter values used for DDfire phase retrieval.

Operator aghot #NFEs K 01
100 10 0.00
OSF 8 800 20 0.00
100 10 0.00
CDP 4 800 80 0.00
S2.4. Recovery methods

DDfire. Our Python/Pytorch codebase is a modification
of the DPS codebase [8], and our code will released upon
the acceptance of this paper. For all but the runtime study in
Fig. 6, we ran DDfire without an SVD and thus with the ap-
proximate renoising in (23). For the noiseless experiments,
where the true 7,, = oo, we set 7, = 108 in DDfire. For n
estimation, we approximate || A% using L S/ || Aw||?
with i.i.d. w; ~ N(0,I) and L = 25. Table S| shows the
DDfire (K, §1 ) hyperparameters used for each linear inverse
problem. Roughly speaking, K ~ Ii/2 is a good choice
for most problems, but K ~ 1.5I2:5 is better for inpainting.
Reasonable choices for d; are 0.25 in the noiseless case and
0.50 in the noisy case. To attain optimal performance on
a given problem, one can tune (K, d;) via grid search. In
all linear inverse problems we used nq44im = 1, except at 20
NFEs where we used 71q4d4im = 0.50. For the phase retrieval
experiments, we used 7ggim = 0.85 and the (K, d1) values
listed in Table S2.

DDRM. We use the authors’ implementation from [25]
with minor changes to work in our codebase.

DiffPIR. We use the authors’ implementation from [46]
without modification. Hyperparameters were set according
to the reported values in [45].

IIGDM. For the noiseless case, we use the IIGDM im-
plementation from the authors’ repository [32] with minor
changes to work in our codebase. For the noisy case, since
the authors provide no implementation, we wrote our own
IIGDM implementation that computed (AA" + G D)™t
using the efficient SVD implementation of A from the
DDRM codebase [25] on problems for which an SVD is
available, and otherwise used CG.

DPS. For the linear inverse problems, we use the authors’
original implementation from [8] without modification. For
all noisy problems, we use the suggested scale factors from
[7, Sec. D.1]. For the noiseless problems, no suggested
values were given in [7] and so we use grid search to find
the LPIPS-minimizing DPS scale factor for each problem
on a 100 image validation set. For box inpainting, we found
the scale factor 2.0 to be optimal, and for all other problems,
we found the scale factor 1.5 to be optimal.

For phase retrieval, we made minor adjustments to the
DPS authors’ implementation to accommodate the likeli-
hood py,(y|z) = N(y;|2|,1/7w) (used by all methods for
fairness). We used grid-search to find the scale factor that
minimized LPIPS on a 100-image validation set. The re-
sulting values were 0.0075 for OSF and 0.05 for CDP.

DOLPH. As the DOLPH implementation is not publicly
available, we implemented DOLPH in Python/PyTorch and
used grid-search to find the step-size that minimized LPIPS
on a 100-image validation set. The resulting step-sizes were
5 x 1076 for OSF and 5 x 10~7 for CDP.

HIO. We translated the MATLAB implementation of
HIO from [29] to Python and set the step-size parameter
to 0.9. We then followed the runtime procedure described
in [30]: For the OSF experiments, HIO is first run 50 times,
for 50 iterations each, from a random initialization. The es-
timate Z with the lowest measurement residual ||y — | AZ|||
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Figure S1. Left column: True @, noiseless box-inpainting y, and 50-iteration FIRE approximation of E{xo|y}. Other columns: Approx-
imations of E{xo|x:, y} at different ¢ (as measured by % NFEs). Note the artifacts with DDRM, DiffPIR, and DPS.

is then used to reinitialize HIO, after which it is run for 1000
more iterations. Finally, the second and third color channels
in the result are shifted and flipped as needed to best match
the first color channel. For the CDP experiments, HIO is
run once for 200 iterations from a random initialization.

prDeep. We used the Python implementation from [19].
As recommended by the authors of [30], we initialized
prDeep with the HIO estimate for OSF experiments and
with an all-ones initialization for CDP experiments. (Note
that only prDeep uses the HIO initialization; DPS, DOLPH,
and DDfire do not.) We tuned A on a grid to minimize
LPIPS on a 100-image validation set, which led to A =
0.1/,/%w for OSF and A = 0.01/,/7 for CDP.

S2.5. Compute

All experiments were run on a single NVIDIA A100 GPU
with 80GB of memory. The runtime for each method on the
GPU varies, as shown in Figure 6.

S3. Additional experimental results

Figure S1 shows typical approximations of E{xg|x:,y}
from the DDRM, DiffPIR, DPS, and DDfire solvers at dif-
ferent times in the reverse process for noiseless box in-
painting, as well as PSNR of these approximations rela-
tive to the true xp. When approximating E{x¢|z:, y},
PSNR is the appropriate quantitative metric because the ex-
act E{xo|x:, y} is the MMSE estimate of x given x; and
y. The reconstructions from DDfire show some disconti-
nuity across the masked and unmasked regions when the
total NFE budget is small, but no severe artifacts. Also, the
PSNRs of the DDfire approximations are uniformly higher
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Figure S2. SLM-FIRE ~, true denoiser input precision d/||r —
x0||3, SLM-FIRE 7, and true denoiser output precision d/||&o —
x0||3 vs. SLM-FIRE iteration for noisy 4x super-resolution at
t[k] = 1000 for a single validation sample xq.

than those of the other approaches. Finally, the 50-iteration
FIRE approximation of E{xq|y} (which is equivalent to
E{xo|xr,y} because xr is non-informative) also shows
no obvious artifacts.

Figure S2 shows SLM-FIRE’s ~ versus iteration ¢, for
comparison to the true denoiser input precision d/|r —
xol|3, and SLM-FIRE’s 7, for comparison to the true de-
noiser output precision d/||Zo — xol|3, for 25 FIRE it-
erations with p = 1.5 for noisy 4x super-resolution at
t[k] = 1000. We see that the SLM-FIRE estimates ~ and 7
track the true precisions quite closely.

Figure S3 shows a similar figure for GLM-FIRE. In par-



Table S3. Noiseless FFHQ results.

Inpaint (box)

Deblur (Gaussian)

Deblur (Motion)

4x Super-resolution

#NFEs  Model PSNRT LPIPS, FID| PSNRt LPIPS| FID, PSNR{ LPIPS, FID| PSNR{ LPIPS| FID|
DiffPIR 2242 01209 2964 2661 02627 34.62 3624 0.1014 2485 2223 03598 4737
20  DDRM 2225 01146 3052 28.03 02365 3591 - - - 29.83  0.1893 48.04
DDfire (ours)  22.24  0.1097 2924 3126 01514 2570 3545 0.0814 23.01 2884 01832 30.29
DiffPIR 2279 0.1114 2821 2734 02344 2838 3669 0.0810 23.18 2726 02378 30.12
100  IIGDM 2441 01118 2835 2833 02012 3030 2721 02368 3891 2946 0.1654 30.25
DDfire (ours)  23.59  0.0909 2633 31.39 01255 2340 3672 0.0626 2220 2893 01646 26.54
1000 DPS 2109 01315 2997 2758  0.1833 2432 3149  0.1378 2639 28.62 0.1742 28.74
DDfire (ours)  24.69  0.0823 24.86 3114 01252 2327 3676 0.0608 2202 28.69 0.1633 24.61
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Figure S3. GLM-FIRE ~, true denoiser input precision d/||r —
x0||3, GLM-FIRE 7, and true denoiser output precision d/||@o —
x0||3, GLM-FIRE 7,,, and noise precision m/||[g — Axo||3 vs.
GLM-FIRE iteration for noisy CDP phase retrieval at t[k] = 1000
for a single validation sample .

ticular, it shows GLM-FIRE’s v versus iteration ¢, for com-
parison to the true denoiser input precision d/|r — xol|2,
GLM-FIRE’s 7, for comparison to the true denoiser output
precision d/||Z¢ — xo||3, and GLM-FIRE’s 7,,, for com-
parison to the true pseudo-measurement precision m/ ||y —
Awz||? for noisy FFHQ phase retrieval at ¢[k] = 1000. We
see that the GLM-FIRE estimates -y, 1, and 7, track the true
precisions quite closely.

Table S3 shows the PSNR, LPIPS, and FID on a 1000-
sample test set for the noiseless linear inverse problems un-
der consideration (i.e., box inpainting, Gaussian deblurring,
motion deblurring, and 4 x super-resolution) and FFHQ im-
ages. For a fixed number of NFEs, DDfire outperforms
all competitors in LPIPS and FID while also outperform-
ing most competitors in PSNR. The best overall LPIPS/FID
performance comes from DDfire at 1000 NFEs, with DDfire
at 100 NFEs performing second best in most cases.

Example recoveries for noisy phase retrieval with FFHQ
images are given in Figure S4.

Additional example recoveries for the noisy linear in-

verse problems with FFHQ images are shown in Figure S5.
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