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Abstract

Diffusion models have gained attention for their ability to represent complex distri-
butions and incorporate uncertainty, making them ideal for robust predictions in
the presence of noisy or incomplete data. In this study, we develop and enhance
score-based diffusion models in field reconstruction tasks, where the goal is to estimate
complete spatial fields from partial observations. We introduce a condition encoding
approach to construct a tractable mapping between observed and unobserved regions
using a learnable integration of sparse observations and interpolated fields as an
inductive bias. With refined sensing representations and an unraveled temporal di-
mension, our method can handle arbitrary moving sensors and effectively reconstruct
fields. Furthermore, we conduct a comprehensive benchmark of our approach against
a deterministic interpolation-based method across various static and time-dependent
PDEs. Our study attempts to addresses the gap in strong baselines for evaluating
performance across varying sampling hyperparameters, noise levels, and conditioning
methods. Our results show that diffusion models with cross-attention and the proposed
conditional encoding generally outperform other methods under noisy conditions,
although the deterministic method excels with noiseless data. Additionally, both the
diffusion models and the deterministic method surpass the numerical approach in
accuracy and computational cost for the steady problem. We also demonstrate the
ability of the model to capture possible reconstructions and improve the accuracy of
fused results in covariance-based correction tasks using ensemble sampling.
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1. Introduction

The global field reconstruction problem, which involves reconstructing a full field
from partial observations, is underdetermined and has long been a challenge across
various science and engineering domains [1, 2, 3]. Various numerical and deep-learning
methods have been proposed to address this challenge, including Kriging [4], iterative
Kalman filtering-based methods [5, 6], Voronoi-tessellation Convolutional Neural
Networks (VCNNs) [1], and Physics-Informed Neural Networks [7].

Among classical numerical methods for solving the field reconstruction tasks,
Gaussian process [8] and its variants, such as the ensemble Kalman filter [9, 10, 11]
and extended Kalman filter [12, 5], are commonly used statistical methods for
approximating fields using Gaussian kernels. For optimization-based approaches, they
are often combined with model reduction techniques to manage high-dimensional
fields and perform field reconstruction [5, 13, 14, 15]. However, these methods remain
computationally expensive, and the optimization formulation can become intractable
for time-dependent PDEs.

Various deep learning frameworks have been developed for field reconstruction
tasks. The VCNN [1, 16] is a convolutional neural network that uses Voronoi
tessellation to map interpolated fields to reconstructed fields. Voronoi tessellation
describes a class of interpolation methods that maps point data to a field. Neural
operators function by simultaneously learning differential operators and field solutions.
Variants such as Physics-Informed Neural Operators (PINOs) [17] and Latent Neural
Operators (LNOs) [18] are also capable of solving inverse problems. Another commonly
used method is the Physics-Informed Neural Network (PINN) [7], which leverages
automatic differentiation to solve PDEs. Several variants of PINNs and automatic
differentiation-based methods have been proposed to address inverse problems [19, 20,
21]. These methods are typically deterministic, and uncertainty quantification is often
performed by injecting noise into the observations. For a fixed set of observations,
fields reconstructed by deterministic methods are fixed and do not support uncertainty
quantification.

Generative models, derived from probabilistic learning and variational inference,
have emerged as a powerful class of methods for generating new samples from data
distribution. In the context of field reconstruction, generative models map an initial
distribution, typically Gaussian, to the target data distribution [22], conditioned on
the observed fields. Previous work has demonstrated that Generative Adversarial
Networks (GANs) can reconstruct patches of turbulence data based on observations
of the remaining fields [23]. However, it has also been shown that diffusion models
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can outperform GANs in image synthesis and are easier to train [24, 25]. Additionally,
diffusion models have demonstrated exceptional ability in learning complex data
distributions across diverse domains [26, 27, 28], making them an ideal candidate for
performing probabilistic generation.

Several works have applied diffusion models to solve forward [29, 30] and inverse
problems [29, 31, 30, 32], as well as the incorporation of physical residual to enhance
the accuracy of generated fields [29, 33, 30]. Most of these works are based on full-field
diffusion models, which are capable of directly backpropagating the physical loss
and integrating seamlessly with partial observations when solving inverse problems.
However, there has also been a growing interest in applying latent diffusion models
to physics field generation tasks [34, 35].

There are various ways to perform field reconstruction tasks with diffusion models
that condition on observations. In the image processing domain, guided sampling
or inpainting is frequently used because these techniques can be directly applied to
trained diffusion models [36, 37, 33]. Guided sampling works by using the diffusion
model to reconstruct unknown regions in the field. When applied in the physical
domain, guided sampling is often combined with physical information to achieve physi-
cally realistic results [29, 30, 38, 32]. Some studies have also adopted the classifier-free
guidance (CFG) [39] method to incorporate sensing information [40, 41] or physical
information [35, 29] as guiding information into diffusion models. This guiding infor-
mation is typically integrated by augmenting the noise scale embedding and the latent
representations of the fields. The cross-attention method is another frequently used
approach for conditioning in the image processing domain [42, 43]. Cross-attention
is a variant of self-attention [44] where the attention mechanism is applied between
the image latent and the conditioning embedding. Compared to the augmentation
performed in CFG, cross-attention has been shown to handle complex conditioning
information [45], which could help capture variations in observation positions. Santos
et al. [21] have investigated applying cross-attention-based deterministic method for
field reconstruction tasks, and demonstrated promising results. However, to the best
of our knowledge, cross-attention has not yet been explored in diffusion models for
field reconstruction tasks.

Despite the success of diffusion models in previous studies, comprehensive bench-
marking of their performance in field reconstruction tasks remains limited, specifically
in terms of comparisons against a strong baseline. Furthermore, previous research
has not thoroughly explored the comparisons between different conditioning meth-
ods when applying diffusion models to physical fields. In our earlier work [29], we
enforced physical consistency in the generated fields during the reverse sampling
process. However, reverse sampling trajectories could be disrupted if the scales of the
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coefficients for the physical and sensing residuals are not properly managed. This
issue is particularly problematic for time-dependent PDEs, where it is difficult to
precisely evaluate the physical residual due to mismatches between the time intervals
of saved snapshots and the actual time steps.

In this study, we propose a conditional encoding approach that leverages inductive
bias and observation positions to construct a tractable mapping between observed and
unobserved regions in a full-field diffusion model for field reconstruction tasks. We
conduct an extensive benchmark comparing the diffusion model with the interpolation-
based deterministic model, VCNN [1]. Furthermore, we evaluate different conditioning
methods, including guided sampling (or inpainting), CFG [39], and cross-attention [46],
while analyzing the effects of sampling hyperparameters. Our results indicate that
applying cross-attention in conjunction with our proposed condition encoding block
results in superior performance compared to the other two conditioning methods.

Field reconstruction from sparse sensor data is closely related to super-resolution
tasks, where the goal is to recover high-resolution fields from limited observations,
as commonly seen in fluid dynamics applications [47]. Recent studies have applied
diffusion models to super-resolution problems, demonstrating their ability to handle
complex nonlinear structures [35, 38]. Although our work focuses on field reconstruc-
tion, the proposed cross-attention method can also be applied to super-resolution
tasks, given the similarity in input data structure and the need for high-fidelity
reconstruction from sparse observations.

The implemented diffusion models are based on a U-Net [48] architecture, which
includes additional connections between down-sampling and up-sampling blocks
enhancing its capability compared to standard CNNs. To ensure a fair comparison,
we adapt the VCNN to VT-UNet and perform self-attention in the middle block of
the UNet. Our benchmark includes one static and three time-dependent PDEs: the
Darcy flow, shallow water equation, diffusion-reaction equation, and compressible
Navier-Stokes equations.

The deep learning models are also compared with the numerical iterative Kalman
filtering method on the Darcy flow problem. Additionally, we demonstrate the
diffusion model’s capability to estimate ensemble mean and uncertainty, which can
be incorporated into a numerical covariance inverse model [49]. This capability is
demonstrated on the shallow water equations [50], where we show that the fused
result can be improved using the uncertainty estimated by the diffusion model. The
code for our models and experiments is publicly available in the Git repository:
https://github.com/tonyzyl/DiffusionReconstruct.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review the
problem formulation and the underlying architecture of the diffusion model with the
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condition encoding block. The benchmark results of diffusion models with various
hyperparameters are compared with the deterministic method in Section 3. Finally,
we conclude with highlights and discuss potential future improvements in Section 4.

2. Methods

2.1. Problem formulation
Consider a two dimensional squared domain Ω ∈ RNd×Nd , where Nd is the grid

size. Let x ∈ RNc×Nd×Nd denote the fields on Ω, where Nc is the number of fields.
We denote M ∈ RNc×Nd×Nd as the observation matrix with the one-hot encoding:

Mi,j,k =

{
1 if (j, k) ∈ Observed points
0 otherwise

(1)

Here, we assume that the observed points across all fields have the same coordinates.
We also define the unobserved matrix Mc such that x = (M ⊙ x) ⊕ (Mc ⊙ x),
where ⊙ and ⊕ denote the element-wise multiplication and addition, respectively.
Let H : RNc×Nd×Nd → RNc×Nobs denote the observation operator, and we have the
observed data as y = H(x).

Let {sc,1, sc,2, . . . , sc,Nobs
} ⊆ Ω denote the set of Voronoi-tessellated field for the

variable xc ∈ RNd×Nd . Each sub-region sc,i is defined as:

sc,i = {x ∈ Ω | ∥x− Pos(yc,i)∥ ≤ ∥x− Pos(yc,j)∥,∀j ̸= i},
with sc,i(x) = yc,i,∀x ∈ sc,i.

(2)

where Pos denotes the position of the observed point for field xc. Let q denote the
reconstructed field, and the reconstructions using VT-UNet, unconditional diffusion
and conditional diffusion models can be obtained as: q = FVT({sc,i}), q = FDiff(ϵ,y),
and q = FCondDiff(ϵ, {sc,i},M⊙ x), respectively. Here, we slightly abuse the notation
for diffusion models because q is generated through iterative calls to the diffusion
model, and ϵ denotes the randomized field initialization. The VT-UNet model is
trained to minimize the mean squared error, Ex,y [∥q − x∥22]

2.2. Diffusion model with spatial feature cross attention
The forward map of diffusion models is a tractable transformation where noise

is gradually added, and the reverse map is approximated by neural networks to
generate the reconstructed fields [51]. We denote the data distribution as π0 and the
random noise as π1 ∼ N (0, I). Let x0 be the initial data sample. Its intermediate
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representations xt at timesteps t ∈ [0, 1] can be obtained through the following
transformation:

xt = atx0 + btϵ, where ϵ ∼ N (0, I), (3)

where at and bt are the parameters of the transformation. Here, the timestep t
is an artificial notation for describing the mapping between the data distribution
and the Gaussian prior, rather than physical time. Various choices exist for these
transformation parameters [52, 26, 53, 22]. The Elucidating Diffusion Model (EDM)
framework [54] can be regarded as a special case of variance-exploding (VE) formula-
tion [55] and it can be expressed as:

x = x0 + σtϵ, (4)

where σt denotes the noise level, sampled from a log-normal distribution during
training. For simplicity, we will drop the subscript of xt and σt. One advantage
of the VE formulation is its capability to handle unevenly distributed data, which
is common in physical fields. Even after normalizing with the mean and standard
deviation of the training dataset, physical fields can exhibit significant variability,
with some regions being highly positive and others highly negative, despite having a
mean close to zero. The variance-exploding formulation is well-suited to address this
issue, as it can accommodate large noise scales.

We also tested a diffusion model with noise prediction using the variance-preserving
(VP) [53] formulation on the Darcy flow problem. We found the model trained with
VP formulation struggled to generate the unevenly distributed fields. One possible
reason is the sampled Gaussian noise typically has a smaller magnitude than the
variability in the uneven regions. In this case, the noise level may not be large
enough to capture the variability in the data distribution, leading to poor generation
performance starting from the Gaussian prior.

For the reverse sampling process, instead of solving the stochastic differential
equation (SDE), Song et al. [53] proposed solving the following probability flow (PF)
ordinary differential equation (ODE):

dx =

[
f(x, t)− 1

2
g(t)2∇ log pt(x; t)

]
dt, (5)

where f and g are the drift and diffusion functions, respectively. log pt(x; t) is the
score function, which is the gradient of the log-likelihood of the data distribution at
time t with respect to the data sample x [56]. For generating physical fields, the PF
ODE is preferred over the SDE due to its deterministic nature, which ensures a more
tractable generation process [29].
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LetD(x;σ) denote the denoiser function that is optimized by the following training
objective [54] to minimize the L2 denoising error:

Ex0∼pdataEn∼N (0,σ2I)∥D(x0 +n;σ)−x0∥22, with∇x log pt(x;σ) =
D(x;σ)− x

σ2
(6)

where n denotes the added noise. Instead of approximating the denoiser function
directly with neural network, it has been shown that scaling the output of denoising
estimator with respect to the noise level, σ, improves overall performance. The
following scaling scheme is utilized in the loss function [54]:

Dθ(x;σ) = cskip(σ)x+ cout(σ)Fθ(cin (σ)x; cnoise(σ)) (7)

Eσ,x0,n

[
λ(σ)cout(σ)

2∥Fθ (cin(σ) · (x0 + n); cnoise(σ))−
1

cout(σ)
(x0 − cskip(σ) · (x0 + n)) ∥22

]
(8)

where λ(σ) is a positive weighting function, cout(σ), cnoise(σ), and cin(σ) are scaling
factors. The function Fθ represents the neural network parameterized by θ. To
generate the full-field solution, we solve the following deterministic ODE, derived by
substituting σ(t) = t as the noise schedule in Equation (6)

dx− = −t∇x log pt(x;σ)dt =
x−Dθ(x;σ)

t
dt (9)

We utilize the multi-step and predictor-corrector methods to solve the ODE.
With access to partial measurements of the field, Song et al. [53] proved that the

score function can be approximated as:

∇z log pt(zt|y) ≈ ∇z log pt(zt|Mc ⊙ x̂t) = ∇z log pt ([zt ⊕ (Mc ⊙ x̂t)) (10)

where zt = Mc⊙xt defines a new diffusion process of the unknown fields, and Mc⊙ x̂
denotes a random sample from pt(Mc ⊙ xt|y).

Using partial observations as conditioning information, we tested three conditioning
methods: guided sampling, classifier-free guidance, and cross-attention. A schematic
of the latter two methods, along with the proposed condition encoding block, is shown
in Figure 1. The guided sampling method is based on the inpainting approach, where
the full fields are initially filled with noise, and an unconditional model is trained to
denoise the fields. For the guided reverse sampling process, the unobserved field is
updated by Equation (9), Mc ⊙ dz−, and the observed field is updated by [57]:

M⊙ xt−1 = M⊙ x0 + σt−1ϵ (11)
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Figure 1: Schematic of the proposed condition encoding block with the UNet-based diffusion model,
Fθ, and two ways of encoding sensor information: (A) cross-attention and (B) classifier-free guidance.

For CFG [39], the pooled embedding of the conditioning information is combined
with the noise scale embedding using the Feature-wise Linear Modulation (FiLM) [58]
to generate the denoised fields. FiLM performs learnable modulations on the hidden
state using the conditional information, offering an effective and flexible way of
modulating the hidden state. In the cross-attention approach [46], cross-attention
is applied between the embedding of the conditioning information and the hidden
states, h, of the diffusion model. Let Eϕ denote the condition encoding block. The
cross-attention has the same formulation as self-attention but with different matrix
assignments:

Attention(Q,K, V ) = softmax
(
QKT

√
dk

)
V, (12)

where Q = Wqh, K = WkEϕ(x), and V = WvEϕ(x). Here, the query (Q) is derived
from the hidden states of the diffusion model, while the key (K) and value (V )
are derived from the condition encoding block Eϕ(x). Wq, Wk, and Wv are learned
projection matrices, and dk is the dimensionality of the key.
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Mathematically, conditioning via cross-attention can be regarded as a form of
CFG, the new score function of the unobserved field can be expressed as:

∇z log pt(zt|Eϕ(y)) =∇z log pt(zt|Eϕ(ynull))+

γ · (∇z log pt(zt|Eϕ(y))−∇z log pt(zt|Eϕ(ynull)))
(13)

where γ is the guidance scale, set to 1, and Eϕ(ynull) denotes the unconditional
encoded state. Compared to Equation (10), we rely on the condition encoding block
to capture the encoded representation and establish a tractable mapping between
observed and unobserved regions. We set the CFG and cross-attention diffusion models
to capture p(z(t)|Eϕ(y)), while retaining Equation (8) as the training objective for
the encoder block to extract the observations. During the reverse sampling process,
we update only the unobserved regions of the field.

Figure 2: Schematic of the proposed condition encoding block. For CFG, mean-pooling is performed
to reduce the dimensionality and to combine it with the noise scale embedding.

The proposed condition encoding block processes information from the Voronoi-
tessellated fields and sensing positions, integrating their patched embeddings using
FiLM. The Voronoi-tessellated fields serve as an inductive bias and have previously
been applied to diffusion model for super-resolution tasks [38]. The encoded states
are further refined through a multilayer perceptron (MLP) and self-attention layers.
A schematic of the proposed encoding block is shown in Figure 2. The adapted
VT-UNet architecture, which mirrors that of the diffusion model, maps the Voronoi-
tessellated fields to the reconstructed fields. For time-dependent PDEs, the temporal
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dimension is unraveled during training, with no physical time provided as conditioning
information. This unravelling approach aligns with the use of Voronoi tessellation for
field inversion [1] and effectively handles field reconstruction from moving sensors.

Each model is trained for 100,000 steps on 8 Nvidia H100 GPUs, with weights
updated using an Exponential Moving Average (EMA). We do not include a validation
step for saving the best weights. Additional details on the training and implementation
are provided in Appendix A.1. A discussion of how the trained models can be
finetuned to handle different resolutions is provided in Appendix C.4.

2.3. Data assimilation as posterior fine-tuning
The prediction of the physical field can be further enhanced using data assimilation

(DA) algorithms based on Bayesian methods. Let xb,t̃ denote the predicted control
vector (also known as the background state) and yt̃ denote the sparse observation at
time t̃ [59]. In this section, t̃ denotes the physical time in simulations. Variational
DA aims to find the optimal compromise between xb,t̃ and yt̃ by minimizing the cost
function Jt̃, defined as:

Jt̃(x) =
1

2
(x− xb,t̃)

TB−1
t̃
(x− xb,t̃) +

1

2
(yt̃ −H(xt̃)).

TR−1
t̃
(yt̃ −H(xt̃)) (14)

=
1

2
||x− xb,t̃||2B−1

t̃

+
1

2
||yt̃ −H(x)||2R−1

t̃

where the operator (·)T in Equation (14) indicates the transpose. The error covariance
matrices associated with xb,t and yt̃ are denoted by Bt̃ and Rt̃, respectively:

Bt̃ = Cov(xb,t̃ − xtrue,t̃,xb,t̃ − xtrue,t̃), Rt̃ = Cov(H(xtrue,t̃)− yt̃,H(xtrue,t̃)− yt̃),
(15)

where xtrue,t̃ represents the ground truth. Equation (14) represents the three-
dimensional variational (3D-Var) approach. The analysis state xa,t̃ corresponds
to the point at which the cost function in Equation (14) reaches its minimum, that is,

xa,t̃ = argmin
x

(
Jt̃(x)

)
. (16)

Typically, DA assumes that the background error (i.e., prior estimation error)
and the observation error are uncorrelated. Since the diffusion model prediction is
generated using the observation points, we adopt the DA framework here only as a
posterior fine-tuning tool. In this context, the background error covariance Bt̃ can
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be empirically estimated from the ensemble output of the diffusion model, a task
that is challenging for deterministic machine learning approaches [60]. Therefore, the
approach proposed in this paper also addresses the bottleneck of prior and posterior
error estimation in inverse modeling [49]. To improve efficiency and effectively capture
the spatial correlation of physical fields, DA is conducted within the reduced-order
space of Principal Component Analysis (PCA). The details of this reduced order DA
algorithm are provided in Appendix A.3.

2.4. Benchmark Problems
We benchmark the performance of the diffusion model with different conditioning

methods against the adapted VT-UNet on three fluid-like systems and one static
system. Below, we provide a brief overview of the benchmark problem setups, with
more detailed information on the data sources and generation procedures available
in Appendix B. A summary of the benchmark problems is provided in Table 1. The
three time-dependent PDEs selected here cover advection and diffusion dynamics
for fluid-like systems, as well as non-linear reaction dynamics. The static problem is
chosen because it is a common benchmark for reconstructing fields from correlated
observations.

Table 1: Summary of datasets used for benchmarking the diffusion model with different conditioning
methods.

PDE Nd Nt
Boundary
Condition

Number of
Simulations

Data
Source

Darcy flow 128× 128 N/A Dirichlet 10,000 [5]
Shallow water 64× 64 50 Periodic 250 [50]

2D Diffusion reaction 128× 128 101 Neumann 1,000 [61]
2D Compressible Navier Stokes 128× 128 21 Periodic 10,000 [61]

2.4.1. Darcy Flow
The Darcy flow equations describe the relationship between fluid pressure, p(x),

and the permeability, α(x, θ), of a porous medium through which the fluid moves.
The pressure and the permeability field are governed by the following relationships:

−∇ · (α(x, θ)∇p(x)) = fs(x), x ∈ D, (17)
p(x) = 0, x ∈ ∂D (18)
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The permeability field is generated using a Karhunen-Loève Expansion (KLE)
of a Gaussian random field. The dataset is generated with 128 modes, and the
corresponding pressure field is computed. In this problem, only partial observations of
the pressure field are available. The numerical iterative Kalman filtering method [5]
optimizes the coefficients of 64 modes to minimize the observation error. We use
the code provided in [5] to generate 10,000 samples, with observation points evenly
spaced across the pressure field. The boundary conditions are set to Dirichlet.

2.4.2. Shallow water
The shallow water equations describe a non-linear wave propagation problem

defined over a spatial domain with three variables: water height, h(x) (in mm),
x-velocity, u, and y-velocity, v. The equations are given by:

∂h

∂t
+∇ · (hu) = 0, (19)

∂u

∂t
+
∂h

∂x
+ bu = 0, (20)

∂v

∂t
+
∂h

∂y
+ bv = 0, (21)

ut=0 = 0, (22)
vt=0 = 0 (23)

The simulations represent a dam break scenario, where a column of water is released
at a random location within the domain. The boundary conditions are periodic,
and We use the data simulated in [50], with partial observations of all three fields
available.

2.4.3. 2D Diffusion-reaction
The 2D diffusion-reaction system consists of two fields: the concentrations of an

activator and an inhibitor. The equations for this system are given by:

∂u

∂t
=Du

∂2u

∂x2
+Du

∂2u

∂y2
+Ru, (24)

∂v

∂t
=Dv

∂2v

∂x2
+Dv

∂2v

∂y2
+Rv, (25)

where u and v are the activator and inhibitor fields, respectively, with diffusion
coefficients Du = 1 × 10−3 and Dv = 5 × 10−3. The reaction terms Ru and Rv are
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defined by the FitzHugh-Nagumo equations:

Ru(u, v) =u− u3 − k − v (26)
Rv(u, v) =u− v (27)

where k = 5× 10−3. The initial concentration at each point in both fields follows a
Gaussian distribution. We use the data simulated in [61], with partial observations of
both fields available. The boundary conditions are set to Neumann.

2.4.4. 2D Compressible Navier-Stokes (CFD)
The compressible Navier-Stokes equations describe the motion of a compressible

fluid. The equations for the 2D compressible Navier-Stokes system are given by:

∂ρ

∂t
+∇ · (ρv) = 0, (28)

ρ

(
∂v

∂t
+ v · ∇v

)
= −∇p+ η∆v +

(
ζ +

η

3

)
∇(∇ · v), (29)

∂

∂t

(
ϵ+

ρv2

2

)
+∇ ·

[(
ϵ+ p+

ρv2

2

)
v − v · σ′

]
= 0, (30)

where ρ is the density, v is the velocity, p is the pressure, σ′ is the viscous stress
tensor, η and ζ are the shear and bulk viscosities, respectively, and ϵ is the internal
energy. The initial conditions are constructed by a randomly initialized superposition
of sinusoidal waves. We use the data simulated in [61], with partial observations of
all four fields available. The selected dataset has η = ζ =M = 0.1. The boundary
conditions are set to periodic.

3. Numerical Results

For performing the field reconstruction tasks, we select the ratio of observed data
points to be 0.3% and 1.37% for the Darcy flow problem, corresponding to 49 and 225
observed points on a 128× 128 grid, respectively. To align with the original numerical
approach, these observed points are evenly spaced across the domain, and the loss
metrics are computed only on the permeability field, for which we do not have any
direct information.

For the remaining three time-dependent PDEs, we select the ratio of observed
data points to be 0.3%, 1%, and 3%, with locations randomly sampled. The three
loss metrics we use, selected from [61], are the root mean squared error (RMSE),
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the normalized root mean squared error (nRMSE), and the RMSE of the conserved
quantity (cRMSE). These metrics are computed in the unknown regions of the
fields. Due to the size of the dataset, we select 1000 samples for each problem for
benchmarking. We abbreviate the 2D compressible Navier-Stokes equations as CFD
in the following sections.

Figure 3: Comparison of the generated permeability fields for the Darcy flow problem with 1.37%
observed data points. Reverse sampling process of the diffusion models is configured with 20 steps,
using a predictor-corrector scheme and a single trajectory. The black crosses denote the observed
data points.

The reconstructed fields from noiseless observations using different methods are
compared in Table 2. The results for the diffusion models are generated from an en-
semble of 25 trajectories using the predictor-corrector scheme with 20 steps. We found
that the predictor-corrector scheme generally provides more robust reconstructions
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than the multistep solver [62]; reconstructions from the multistep solver are included
in Appendix C.1. Among the different conditioning methods, cross-attention consis-
tently shows the best performance in terms of RMSE, nRMSE, and cRMSE across
all PDEs.

With the same number of training steps, VT-UNet with noiseless observations
achieves the best performance in nRMSE for 39 out of 43 cases. This could be caused
by the diffusion model has an additional implicit dimension to learn, specifically, the
noise level, which makes the optimization problem more challenging. Additionally,
diffusion models tend to have higher cRMSE values than VT-UNet, even when the
computed nRMSE is lower. This may be attributed to the architecture of the EDM
formulation, where the model’s output is suppressed in the low-noise region (Equation
(8)), and the log-normal noise schedule primarily focuses on the medium-noise region,
leaving the model less capable of correcting fine details in the low-noise region.

However, VT-UNet is more sensitive to observation noise levels, as shown in Figure
4. The diffusion models demonstrate more stable performance across different noise
levels. When noise levels increase to 5%, the cross-attention method outperforms
VT-UNet in all cases except for the CFD problem. The cross-attention method
generally outperforms other conditioning methods across all observation noise levels.
In contrast, the guided sampling method shows the worst performance for all PDEs
and observation noise levels, indicating that for complex physical systems with sparse
observations, guided sampling is insufficient to steer the sampling trajectory toward
the correct solution. A comparison of the diffusion-reaction problem under colored
noise conditions is provided in Appendix C.5. If unconditional generation capability
is also desired, one should consider using the ControlNet approach [29] or setting the
guidance scale in Equation (13) to be less than one.

We also investigate the effect of the number of reverse steps on the performance
of the diffusion models. The results are shown in Figure 5. The performance of the
diffusion models generally improves as the number of reverse steps increases, and we
do not observe a turning point where the performance starts to degrade. However,
this improvement is only significant in the CFD problem, suggesting that the learned
mapping trajectories between the data distribution and the Gaussian prior for the
other PDEs are less complex. This is because the reverse path solved by the PF ODE
is only an approximation of the continuous reverse path. If comparable performance
can be achieved with fewer reverse steps, it indicates that the flow path has a high
degree of ’straightness’ [22]. Additionally, the improvement diminishes after a certain
number of steps, with 20 steps providing a good trade-off between performance and
computational cost.

We compare the nRMSE of the deep learning methods to that of the numerical
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Figure 4: Bar plot of nRMSE for the PDEs with 1% observed data points (1.37% for the Darcy
flow) and various observation noise levels. The red dashed line denotes the error of reconstructing
the field using the mean of the training data. The diffusion models are configured with 20 steps,
with a predictor-corrector scheme and an ensemble of 25 trajectories.

iterative Kalman filtering approach on the Darcy Flow problem, where sparse mea-
surements of the pressure field are provided to reconstruct two fields. The evaluations
on the reconstructed permeability fields are shown in Table 3. Computation time
is calculated as the average time required to infer a batch of reconstructed fields.
For the deep learning models, the time is measured on a Nvidia H100 GPU, while
for the numerical approach, the time is measured on an Intel 13700K CPU. We set
the number of KLE modes for the numerical method to 64, using the recommended
regularization hyperparameter of 0.5 [5]. The diffusion models with cross-attention
and the VT-UNet both outperform the numerical approach in terms of nRMSE and
computational cost. For the other time-dependent PDEs, the numerical approach is
not applicable due to its high computational cost.

Field reconstruction tasks from sparse observations are underdetermined problems,
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Figure 5: nRMSE of the PDEs with 1% observed data points (1.37% for the Darcy flow) for different
numbers of reverse steps. The diffusion models are configured with a predictor-corrector scheme
and an ensemble of 25 trajectories.

meaning that multiple solutions can exist for the same set of measurements. This is
best illustrated in the Diffusion-Reaction equations, where the concentration profiles
of the activator and inhibitor fields evolve from high-frequency noise to smooth
patterns, as shown in Figure 6.

At the high-frequency stage, the VT-UNet fails to capture the possible details in
the fields, although the mean representation has a lower MSE error. This outcome
is expected since the training objective is formulated as an MSE loss. The diffusion
models, on the other hand, are able to capture the high-frequency patterns in the
fields and provide a possible realization of the observations. This approach offers a
new perspective on understanding the possible underlying structures of the fields,
though it typically results in a larger error compared to the deterministic mean
representation. The capability of generating different outcomes was also reported
in [40]. However, the mean derived from an ensemble of reverse-sampled trajectories
with the same observation points also converges to a similar mean representation.
This indicates that the fields reconstructed by the diffusion models are consistent
with the results obtained from the deterministic method.

In the low-frequency stage, both the VT-UNet and the diffusion models effectively
capture the underlying structure of the fields, with the difference between a single
trajectory and the ensemble mean of the reconstructed fields being less significant.
It is also noted that when the fields are sampled using the multistep solver, the
diffusion models lose the ability to capture possible realizations, as shown in Figure 7.
A comparison between different conditioning methods using multistep sampling is
provided in Appendix C.1. The errors associated with multistep [62] sampling are
generally higher than those of the predictor-corrector method, although multistep
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(a) Reconstructed fields that close to the start of the simulation (step: 11/101).

(b) Reconstructed fields that close to the end of the simulation (step: 91/101).

Figure 6: Comparison of the generated fields by VT-UNet, single trajectory and ensemble mean of
cross-attention diffusion model for the Diffusion Reaction equations with 1% observed data points.
The diffusion models are configured with 20 steps, with a predictor-corrector scheme and an ensemble
of 25 trajectories. The black crosses denote the observed data points.
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Figure 7: Comparison of the generated fields by VT-UNet, single trajectory and ensemble mean of
cross-attention diffusion model for the Diffusion Reaction equations with 1% observed data points.
The diffusion models are configured with 20 steps, with a multistep scheme and an ensemble of 25
trajectories.

sampling achieves better nRMSE for the fine-tuned model (see Appendix C.4).
Therefore, if a mean representation is desired, using the multistep solver can reduce
computational cost with only a slight increase in error.

The results for the compressible Navier-Stokes equations are shown in Figure 8.
The diffusion models with CFG and cross-attention provide better reconstructions of
the velocity fields compared to VT-UNet. However, for the density field, all methods
fail to accurately capture the interface, despite the small relative error. This may be
attributed to the heavy-tailed distribution of the density field, as shown in Figure
B.14, which is not effectively handled by the normalization during data preprocessing.

Figure 9 displays the assimilated velocity field in the shallow water application
following the diffusion model reconstruction. As mentioned in Section 2.3, the
background error covariance in this case is empirically estimated from the ensemble
generated using the diffusion model introduced in this paper. The ensemble size
is fixed at 10 for all DA experiments. As can be clearly observed in Figure 9,
the field reconstruction error is significantly reduced posterior to the DA process,
particularly around the observable points. The estimated variance (i.e., the diagonal
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Figure 8: Comparison of the generated fields by VT-UNet and the ensemble means of diffusion
models for the compressible Navier-Stokes equations with 1% observed data points. The diffusion
models are configured with 20 steps, using a predictor-corrector scheme and an ensemble of 25
trajectories.

of the covariance matrix estimated using the 10 realizations of the diffusion model)
is also shown in Figure 9. An energy plot of the shallow water equation is provided
in Appendix C.6, demonstrating that the models maintain consistent performance
over time, even when each time step is treated as a separate instance.

As a benchmark, we also conducted DA using an identity background error
covariance, which is a common choice in practical DA when Bt̃ cannot be explicitly
specified. Numerical experiments are repeated for all 25 simulations in the test datasets
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Figure 9: Samples of prior (background) and posterior (analysis) error of data assimilation applied
on the 2D shallow water test case at time steps 20 (first row) and 40 (second row). Red dots
illustrate the observation positions.

of the shallow water simulations. We calculate the relative error improvement Imt,
defined as:

Imt =
||xb,t̃ − xtrue,t̃||2 − ||xa,t̃ − xtrue,t̃||2

||xb,t̃ − xtrue,t̃||2
, (31)

which represents the improvement in field reconstruction due to the DA process.The
distribution of Imt in the test dataset, consisting of 50 simulations (each evaluated
on 10 samples), is presented in Figure 10. Overall, both DA methods using either
the diffusion ensemble covariance matrix or the identity covariance matrix, improve
the average field reconstruction accuracy. However, the diffusion ensemble covariance
matrix demonstrates superior performance in most of the corrections applied to the
diffusion model output. It is important to note that the placement of observable
points varies over time at different time steps. In some cases, DA may result in
negative improvement due to the sparsity of observations and potential overfitting by
the PCA algorithm. Overall, these results demonstrate that the proposed diffusion
model can seamlessly incorporate a Bayesian fine-tuning method such as DA, to
further enhance the accuracy of field reconstruction.
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Figure 10: Histogram of relative error improvement Imt distribution with different DA error
covariances.

4. Conclusion

We enhance and evaluate diffusion models for field reconstruction tasks, with
the goal of estimating complete spatio-temporal fields from sparse observations. By
introducing a novel condition encoding block that integrates Voronoi-tessellated fields
and sensing positions as an inductive bias, we constructed a tractable mapping
between observed and unobserved regions. This approach leverages Feature-wise
Linear Modulation (FiLM) and self-attention mechanisms to effectively capture the
conditioning representation and support probabilistic reconstruction. We benchmark
the effectiveness of conditioning using two commonly employed methods: hidden
state augmentation, which we refer to as classifier-guidance free (CFG), and the
cross-attention mechanism, against the adapted deterministic method, VT-UNet,
with the same number of training steps. In addition, we include guided sampling
in our comparison, a commonly used method that operates in the reverse sampling
process without requiring explicit conditioning.

The proposed conditional encoding is shown to enable the diffusion model to
generate high-quality fields from sparse observations. It offers a flexible approach to
handle time-dependent PDEs without the need for explicit physical time conditioning,
making it particularly effective in scenarios involving moving sensors. Our benchmarks
for model evaluations includes Darcy flow, shallow water equations, diffusion-reaction
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equations, and compressible Navier-Stokes equations.
Our numerical experiments show that in the steady state Darcy flow problem,

the diffusion model outperforms traditional numerical iterative method in terms
of accuracy and computational efficiency. Although the diffusion model does not
surpass the interpolation-based deterministic model in noiseless settings with the
same training effort due to the added complexity of learning across various noise levels,
it proves to be more robust under noisy observations, which is critical for real-world
applications. As the number of variables and the resolution of the domain increase,
the difficulty of training the full-field diffusion model is expected to rise significantly,
emphasizing the need for implementing latent diffusion models for high-dimensional
problems.

Among the tested conditioning methods, the cross-attention mechanism within
the condition encoding block generally provides the best performance. Conversely,
the guided sampling method fails to reconstruct the correct fields for all PDEs.
Regarding the different PF ODE solvers for the reverse sampling process, we found
that the predictor-corrector scheme is more robust than the multistep scheme on the
EDM framework, as it able to capture possible realizations of the underdetermined
reconstruction with sparse observations. Furthermore, we demonstrate that the mean
of these realizations converges to the output obtained by the deterministic model,
suggesting that the encoding block effectively extracts information from the inductive
bias and sensing positions. While our tests focus on non-periodic dynamics, we expect
the diffusion model to also perform well on periodic problems, similar to findings
from previous work on VCNN [1].

Additionally, our experiments indicate that data assimilation methods can be
integrated with the proposed diffusion model to further improve accuracy. The
stochastic nature of the diffusion model can also aid in uncertainty quantification in
inverse modeling through an ensemble approach, as demonstrated in this study. In
future work, we plan to further explore the integration of diffusion models within the
ensemble data assimilation framework for high-dimensional dynamical systems.

Data availability

All the data used are publicly available or can be generated from publicly available
code. The source code for the experiments is available on GitHub:
https://github.com/tonyzyl/DiffusionReconstruct.
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Appendix A. Additional Information

Appendix A.1. Implementation and Training details
The hyperparameters of the EDM framework are designed to handle normally

distributed data with a standard deviation of 0.5. Therefore, we scale our data
accordingly to achieve a similar distribution based on the mean and standard deviation
of the training data.

The U-Net architecture is utilized for the denoiser function, Dθ, following the same
design as in [54]. The implementation is based on the PyTorch 2.3.1 and diffusers
0.29.2 libraries. The network consists of Nblock down-sampling and up-sampling blocks,
where Nblock is the number of blocks required to achieve a bottleneck size of 16× 16,
where Nblock is the number of blocks required to achieve a bottleneck size of 16× 16,
the last block in the down-sampling part and the first block in the up-sampling part
do not have down-sampling and up-sampling layers, respectively. Specifically, Nblock

equals 3 for the shallow water equations and 4 for the other problems. The first
down-sampling block has 128 channels, while the remaining blocks have 256 channels.
The up-sampling blocks are symmetric to the down-sampling blocks. The network
uses a 3x3 convolutional layer with a stride of 2 for down-sampling and a nearest
interpolation followed by a 3x3 convolutional layer for up-sampling. FiLM [58] is
applied for both the noise level embedding and the classifier-free guidance (CFG).

Zero padding in CNNs can leak positional information [63], and typically, special
treatment is required for processing different types of periodic conditions [64]. In this
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work, we do not implement these techniques; instead, we rely on skip connections
and self-attention mechanisms to capture global information. However, we expect
that periodic padding could improve the generalizability of the models and could be
explored in future work.

The network is trained using the AdamW optimizer with a learning rate of 10−4

and a weight decay of 0.01 for 100,000 steps, with a batch size of 128 samples per
step, on 8 Nvidia H100 GPUs. The loss is calculated using the MSE between the
noiseless fields and the denoised fields, with weighting as proposed in [54]. The model
weights are updated using an EMA with a decay rate of 0.999, inv_gamma = 1.0,
and power = 0.75. The training data are selected from the first 80% segment of the
dataset, and we do not save the best weights based on validation.

Based on Equation (10), the observed region is randomly sampled from the field
solution with a ratio drawn from a U(0, 0.1) distribution, and the observation is
merged with random noise in the unobserved regions according to the noise schedule.
For the time-dependent PDEs, snapshots from each simulation are unraveled during
training, and physical time is not provided as conditioning information.

Appendix A.2. Noise Schedule
Various noise schedulers exist for diffusion models [51], with the log-normal noise

scheduler first proposed in the EDM framework [54] using parameters Pmean = −1.2
and Pstd = 1.2. It has been shown that the log-normal noise schedule needs to be
tuned for optimal performance [65]. In our experiments, we found that the noise
schedule used during training (Equation (3)) should provide sufficient coverage of
high noise levels to account for the large variability in physical fields. This ensures
that the model encounters enough examples where the added noise is large enough to
cause the field values to approximate a Gaussian distribution. Without this coverage,
the diffusion model may struggle to generate correct fields from the initial Gaussian
prior, even if it can effectively denoise the fields when the noise level is low. In our
testing, we found that setting Pmean = 1.2 and Pstd = 1.7 is robust for our tasks.

Appendix A.3. Reduced order data assimilation
Conducting DA in the complete physical space can be both computationally

intensive and time-consuming due to the high dimensionality of the state space.
Additionally, when the state and observation spaces overlap (e.g., both are sampled
from the velocity field), performing DA in the full physical space without carefully
tuning the error covariance matrices may result in only point-to-point correlations.
In this section, we describe how the proposed method can be combined with a ROM
using PCA to enhance efficiency further.
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Given a set of nstate state snapshots obtained from one or more simulations or
predictions, these snapshots are organized into a matrix X ∈ R(Nd×Nd)×nstate . In this
matrix, each column corresponds to a flattened state at a specific time step, expressed
as:

X =
[
x0

∣∣x1

∣∣ . . . ∣∣xnstate−1

]
. (A.1)

The empirical covariance matrix CX associated with X can be computed and
expressed as:

CX =
1

nstate − 1
XX T = LXDXLX

T (A.2)

Here, the columns of LX represent the principal components of X , and DX is a
diagonal matrix containing the corresponding eigenvalues λX ,i, i = 0, . . . , nstate − 1
arranged in descending order:

DX =

λX ,0

. . .
λX ,nstate−1

 . (A.3)

To reduce the dimensionality of the state variables to a space of dimension
q (q ∈ N+ and q ≤ nstate), we derive a projection operator LX ,q by selecting the
first q columns from LX . The matrix LX can be obtained through Singular Value
Decomposition (SVD), eliminating the need to estimate the full covariance matrix
CX .

For a flattened state field xt̃, the reduced latent vector x̂t̃ is calculated as:

x̂t̃ = LX ,q
Txt̃, (A.4)

which serves as an approximation to the complete vector xt̃.
This latent vector x̂t̃ can then be expanded back to the full space vector xr

t̃
by:

xr
t̃ = LX ,qx̂t̃ = LX ,q(LX ,q)

Txt̃. (A.5)

The assimilation process can be performed in the space of x̂t̃ rather than in xt̃,
resulting in a new state-observation operator Ĥ, which is defined as:

Ĥ = H ◦ LX ,q with yt̃ = H(xt̃) = H ◦ LX ,q(x̂t̃) = Ĥ(x̂t̃). (A.6)
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Thus the background error covariance matrix B̂t̃ associated to (x̂, Ĥ) can be
obtained by

B̂t̃ = LX ,q
TBt̃LX ,q (A.7)

. As mentioned in section 2.3, the Bt̃ is estimated online using the generated
diffusion ensemble. Since the observation operator H and Ĥ are linear, the DA here
(Equation (14)) is performed using the Best Linear Unbiased Estimator (BLUE) with
the python-based ADAO [66] package.

Appendix B. Datasets

Appendix B.1. Darcy Flow
We follow the formulations provided in [5], the source function is defined as:

f(x1, x2) =


1000 if 0 ≤ x2 ≤ 4

6

2000 if 4
6
< x2 ≤ 5

6

3000 if 5
6
< x2 ≤ 1

(B.1)

The generative parameter, θ, is feed to the following KLE of the Gaussian field:

logα(x, θ) =
∑

l∈Z0+×Z0+

θ(l)
√
λlϕl(x), (B.2)

with the eigenpairs formulated as:

ψl(x) =


√
2 cos(πl1x1) l2 = 0√
2 cos(πl2x2) l1 = 0

2 cos(πl1x1) cos(πl2x2) otherwise
, λl = (π2|l|2 + τ 2)−d. (B.3)

We choose d = 1.2, τ = 1.0 to generate 10k simulations of the Darcy flow problem
with a domain size of 128× 128.A histogram of the cell values of the permeability
and pressure fields is shown in Figure B.11.

Appendix B.2. Shallow Water equations
We follow the instruction provided in [50] to generate 250 simulations, each with

50 snapshots, of the shallow water equations with a domain size of 64 × 64. The
problem is evolved using the forward in time centered in space (FTCS) scheme. A
histogram of the cell values of the velocity fields and the water height is shown in
Figure B.12. The u and v components of the water column velocity are initialized at
0.1 m/s, with a fixed height of 0.1 mm and a radius of 4 mm. The spatial domain
has dimensions of 50 mm × 50 mm.
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Figure B.11: Histogram of the cell values of the permeability fields and the pressure fields of the
Darcy flow data.

Figure B.12: Histogram of the cell values of the velocity fields and the water height of the shallow
water equations data.

Appendix B.3. Diffusion Reaction equations
The data is downloaded from the publicly available PDEBench [61], The initial

concentration profiles of the activator and inhibitor fields are sampled from N (0, 1).
The simulation is performed on a 512×512 domain with 500 time steps for t ∈ (0, 500].
The results are downsampled to 128× 128 with 101 timesteps, including the initial
condition. A histogram of the cell values of the activator and inhibitor fields is shown
in Figure B.13.

Appendix B.4. Compressible Navier-Stokes equations
The data is downloaded from the publicly available PDEBench [61]. The velocity

fields are initialized as follows:

v(x, t = 0) =
n∑

i=1

Ai sin(kix+ ϕi), (B.4)

where n = 4, |k|, and ki = 2πni

L
are the wave numbers, with ni uniformly sampled from

[1, nmax]. Here, cs is the speed of sound, and M is the Mach number. The density
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Figure B.13: Histogram of the cell values of the activator and inbibitor fields of the diffusion reaction
equations data.

and pressure are also initialized by adding a uniform background to the perturbation
field (Equation (B.4)). The simulation is performed for 20 timesteps with t ∈ (0, 2].
A histogram of the cell values of the four fields is shown in Figure B.14.

Figure B.14: Histogram of the cell values of the four fields of the compressible Navier-Stokes
equations training data.

Appendix C. Additional Results

Appendix C.1. Diffusion model: Multistep sampling
The results for the diffusion models with the multistep [62] sampling scheme are

shown in Table C.4. These results are generated from an ensemble of 25 trajectories
using the predictor-corrector scheme with 20 steps. In general, the cross-attention
method demonstrates the best performance in terms of RMSE, nRMSE, and cRMSE
across all PDEs.

Appendix C.2. Diffusion model: Generating not Memorizing
Diffusion models can be prone to memorizing training data. As demonstrated

in [67], the extent of memorization in image-generation tasks is negatively correlated
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with the size and diversity of the training data. Additionally, [68] showed that
in conditional generation tasks, similarities in the conditioning information can
exacerbate the problem of memorization in diffusion models. In our case, we design
the condition encoding block to also incorporate the position information of the
sensing array, which introduces additional variability during training.

To demonstrate that the reconstructed fields are not present in the training data,
we perform a t-SNE analysis. We reconstruct fields using 1% of the observed data
points from the sensing information in the testing set of the 2D diffusion-reaction
equation. These reconstructed fields are then projected using the PCA obtained from
the training set, and a t-SNE plot is constructed.

Figure C.15: t-SNE plot of the PCA space of the diffusion-reaction equation training set. The red
dots represent the reconstructed fields from the sensing information, while the blue dots represent
the training set.

The t-SNE plot of the PCA space of the diffusion-reaction equation training set is
shown in Figure C.15. We select the number of components in the PCA to be 1000,
which captures 97% of the variance in the training set. The t-SNE plot reveals that
the training dataset is clustered by simulation, with each line-like cluster representing
fields from the same simulation.

We measure the L2 distances of the t-SNE representations between the recon-
structed fields and the rest of the training data. The ground truth, reconstructed
fields, and the closest fields in the training set are shown in Figure C.16. These
results indicate that the model does not simply draw from the training data when
reconstructing fields but instead generates fields based on the sensing information.
However, under the current problem setup, it is challenging to obtain the initial
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Figure C.16: The ground truth, reconstructed fields from the sensing information, and the snapshot
that is closest to the reconstructed field in the training set.

concentration profiles of the reconstructed fields and verify whether they satisfy the
standard Gaussian initialization.

Appendix C.3. 0.3% observed points with noisy observations
The extreme case of sparse observations, with 0.3% observed data and various

observation noise levels, is shown in Figure C.17. Under these circumstances, the
diffusion models with cross-attention typically perform slightly better than the VT-
UNet. Additionally, the diffusion models with CFG can occasionally outperform
the cross-attention method, possibly because the learned encoded condition is more
generalized than that of the cross-attention method. However, all methods struggle
to reconstruct the fields of the shallow water equations. This difficulty arises because
the wavelet patterns in the fields leave a majority of the domain blank, and under
such extreme sparsity, the uniformly sampled observations are less likely to fall on
the wavelet patterns.

Appendix C.4. Varying resolution
CNN-based models have been shown to generalize well across different resolu-

tions [69, 70], and the backbone of our diffusion model is UNet, which is an variant of
CNN with skip connection at different hierarchical levels. However, in our investiga-
tion with the higher resolution darcy flow problem, we found that both VT-UNet and
the conditional diffusion model fails to generalize. This is likely due to the changes in
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Figure C.17: Bar plot of nRMSE for the PDEs with 0.3% observed data points and various observation
noise levels. The red dashed line denotes the error of reconstructing the field with the mean of the
training data. The diffusion models are configured with 20 steps, with a predictor-corrector scheme
and an ensemble of 25 trajectories.

feature scale perceived by the convolutional kernels as the resolution increases. To
address this issue, popular approaches include scaling input, training with multiple
resolutions (data augmentation), and fine-tuning the model on the target resolution.

The 256× 256 resolution Darcy flow problem is generated with the same hyper-
parameters and seeding as the 128 × 128 resolution. Both models are trained for
20,000 steps with a learning rate of 1e − 5. The smoothed step loss is shown in
Figure C.18. The fine-tuning process demonstrates a faster convergence rate. We
compare the performance of training from scratch and fine-tuning from the 128× 128
resolution in Table C.5. Interestingly, the model trained from scratch shows better
performance with the predictor-corrector sampling method, which aligns with the
findings in the main text. However, the trend reverses for the fine-tuned model, where
the multistep method outperforms the predictor-corrector method. This indicates
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Figure C.18: Step loss comparison between training from scratch and fine-tuning on the Darcy flow
problem with resolution of 256× 256. The fine-tuning process shows a faster convergence rate. Step
loss is smoothed with a moving average of 10 steps.

that the trained model can be adapted to different resolutions, and sampling methods
should be revised accordingly.

Appendix C.5. Colored noise
Results of 1D diffusion-reaction problems with colored noise are shown in Fig-

ure C.19. The performance of the diffusion model is evaluated with respect to noise
levels, where the nRMSE is computed for 1k test data with an ensemble size of 25
and 1% known values. In general, the same tendency is observed across different
types of noise, where the performance of the diffusion model surpasses the VT-UNet
baseline as the noise level increases.

Appendix C.6. Shallow water energy plot
In Figure C.20, we present the normalized energy plot for the shallow water

equations on 10 test set trajectories, with 1% known values, 0% noise, and the cross-
attention diffusion model employing an ensemble of 25 and 20 reverse sampling steps.
This plot supports the findings in the main text, where nRMSE results show that the
VT-UNet model performs better under noise-free conditions. The low RMSE observed
in these noise-free scenarios aligns with this energy-based evaluation, highlighting the
model’s effectiveness in capturing fine-scale features, even with sparse observations.
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Figure C.19: Colored noise performance comparison for the diffusion reaction problem. Results of
nRMSE are computed with 1k test data with an ensemble size of 25 and 1% known values.

Figure C.20: Energy plot of shallow water equations on 10 test set trajectories, with 1% values
known, the cross-attention diffusion model is utilized with an ensemble size of 25 and 20 reverse
sampling steps.
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Table 2: Results of 1000 unseen samples for different PDEs. The diffusion models have an ensemble
size of 25 and solved for 20 steps with the predictor-corrector scheme.

PDEs Obs% Metric Diffusion Model VT-UNET
Guided

Sampling CFG Cross
Attention

Shallow
water

0.3%
RMSE 8.01× 10−3 4.20× 10−3 3.76× 10−3 4.18× 10−3

nRMSE 1.36× 100 8.52× 10−1 7.88× 10−1 8.26× 10−1

cRMSE 7.06× 10−4 3.98× 10−4 3.75× 10−4 4.19× 10−4

1%
RMSE 7.89× 10−3 3.46× 10−3 3.01× 10−3 2.60× 10−3

nRMSE 1.32× 100 4.15× 10−1 3.47× 10−1 3.49× 10−1

cRMSE 6.96× 10−4 2.39× 10−4 2.30× 10−4 2.08× 10−4

3%
RMSE 7.56× 10−3 3.21× 10−3 2.66× 10−3 1.55× 10−3

nRMSE 1.22× 100 3.11× 10−1 2.56× 10−1 1.81× 10−1

cRMSE 6.46× 10−4 1.82× 10−4 1.70× 10−4 1.16× 10−4

Diffusion
reaction

0.3%
RMSE 7.94× 10−2 7.10× 10−2 6.19× 10−2 6.09× 10−2

nRMSE 9.94× 10−1 8.68× 10−1 7.53× 10−1 7.41× 10−1

cRMSE 1.80× 10−2 3.49× 10−3 3.07× 10−3 3.09× 10−3

1%
RMSE 7.81× 10−2 5.93× 10−2 3.47× 10−2 3.46× 10−2

nRMSE 9.73× 10−1 7.09× 10−1 4.06× 10−1 4.04× 10−1

cRMSE 1.75× 10−2 2.03× 10−3 1.43× 10−3 1.39× 10−3

3%
RMSE 7.50× 10−2 4.47× 10−2 1.83× 10−2 1.85× 10−2

nRMSE 9.19× 10−1 5.01× 10−1 1.59× 10−1 1.62× 10−1

cRMSE 1.65× 10−2 1.24× 10−3 7.95× 10−4 7.39× 10−4

CFD

0.3%
RMSE 5.53× 100 2.48× 10−1 2.01× 10−1 1.70× 100

nRMSE 2.46× 100 2.23× 10−1 1.28× 10−1 1.42× 10−1

cRMSE 6.07× 100 1.28× 10−1 8.31× 10−2 4.92× 10−2

1%
RMSE 5.27× 100 1.79× 10−1 1.24× 10−1 8.38× 10−2

nRMSE 2.36× 100 1.47× 10−1 7.89× 10−2 6.89× 10−2

cRMSE 5.78× 100 9.35× 10−2 6.78× 10−2 1.86× 10−2

3%
RMSE 4.57× 100 1.33× 10−1 7.66× 10−2 4.27× 10−2

nRMSE 2.08× 100 1.03× 10−1 5.77× 10−2 3.71× 10−1

cRMSE 5.01× 100 7.11× 10−2 5.26× 10−2 1.02× 10−2

Darcy

0.3%
RMSE 6.43× 10−1 3.91× 10−1 2.36× 10−1 2.34× 10−1

nRMSE 4.76× 10−1 2.91× 10−1 1.78× 10−1 1.76× 10−1

cRMSE 7.80× 10−2 3.54× 10−2 1.38× 10−2 9.91× 10−3

1.37%
RMSE 6.40× 10−1 3.48× 10−1 1.74× 10−1 1.25× 10−1

nRMSE 4.74× 10−1 2.61× 10−1 1.29× 10−1 9.18× 10−2

cRMSE 7.98× 10−2 2.91× 10−2 1.92× 10−2 7.31× 10−3
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Table 3: Comparison of nRMSE and Computation Cost per sample for the Darcy flow, the
computation cost of diffusion models are computed from an ensemble of 25 trajectories with
predictor-corrector and 20 steps.

Guided
sampling CFG Cross-

Attention VT-UNet Numerical

nRMSE (0.3%) 0.476 0.291 0.178 0.176 0.202
nRMSE (1.37%) 0.474 0.261 0.129 0.092 0.180

Computation cost (s) 0.944 0.931 1.769 0.00206 62
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Table C.4: Results of 1000 unseen samples for different PDEs. The diffusion models have an ensemble
size of 25 and solved for 20 steps with the predictor-corrector scheme.

PDEs Obs% Metric Diffusion Model
Guided

Sampling CFG Cross
Attention

Shallow
water

0.3%
RMSE 7.55× 10−3 4.81× 10−3 4.30× 10−3

nRMSE 7.66× 10−1 1.62× 100 9.71× 10−1

cRMSE 8.33× 10−4 5.07× 10−4 4.68× 10−4

1%
RMSE 7.46× 10−3 3.72× 10−3 3.32× 10−3

nRMSE 7.45× 10−1 4.47× 10−1 3.76× 10−1

cRMSE 8.42× 10−4 3.26× 10−4 2.99× 10−4

3%
RMSE 7.05× 10−3 3.32× 10−3 2.85× 10−3

nRMSE 6.94× 10−1 3.35× 10−1 2.83× 10−1

cRMSE 8.52× 10−4 2.50× 10−4 2.12× 10−4

Diffusion
reaction

0.3%
RMSE 7.92× 10−2 7.61× 10−2 6.26× 10−2

nRMSE 9.67× 10−1 9.33× 10−1 7.63× 10−1

cRMSE 2.18× 10−2 1.45× 10−2 6.07× 10−3

1%
RMSE 7.65× 10−2 7.40× 10−2 3.98× 10−2

nRMSE 9.24× 10−1 9.00× 10−1 4.70× 10−1

cRMSE 2.07× 10−2 1.07× 10−2 4.69× 10−3

3%
RMSE 7.12× 10−2 7.22× 10−2 2.56× 10−2

nRMSE 8.34× 10−1 8.65× 10−1 2.59× 10−1

cRMSE 1.86× 10−2 7.90× 10−3 4.15× 10−3

CFD

0.3%
RMSE 2.02× 101 6.68× 10−1 3.55× 10−1

nRMSE 9.10× 100 8.16× 10−1 2.43× 10−1

cRMSE 2.07× 101 4.49× 10−1 1.56× 10−1

1%
RMSE 1.97× 101 6.06× 10−1 2.47× 10−1

nRMSE 8.94× 100 7.48× 10−1 1.92× 10−1

cRMSE 2.02× 101 3.95× 10−1 1.30× 10−1

3%
RMSE 1.83× 101 5.02× 10−1 1.47× 10−1

nRMSE 8.47× 100 6.03× 10−1 1.44× 10−1

cRMSE 1.87× 101 3.17× 10−1 9.26× 10−2

Darcy

0.3%
RMSE 6.72× 10−1 3.91× 10−1 2.49× 10−1

nRMSE 4.99× 10−1 2.91× 10−1 1.86× 10−1

cRMSE 9.76× 10−2 3.54× 10−2 1.58× 10−2

1.37%
RMSE 6.58× 10−1 3.76× 10−1 2.01× 10−1

nRMSE 4.88× 10−1 2.80× 10−1 1.49× 10−1

cRMSE 1.04× 10−1 3.34× 10−2 1.64× 10−2
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Table C.5: Comparison of training from scratch and fine-tuning on the Darcy flow problem with
resolution of 256× 256 on the 1k test data with an ensemble size of 25. The number of sampled
points is 256, which is equivalent to the 1.37% in 128× 128 resolution.

Model Sampling RMSE nRMSE cRMSE

Scratch Predictor-Corrector 0.177 0.133 0.018
Scratch Multistep 0.321 0.234 0.075

Finetune Predictor-Corrector 0.249 0.187 0.019
Finetune Multistep 0.166 0.123 0.016
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