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Abstract

As recent advancements in large-scale Text-to-Image
(T2I) diffusion models have yielded remarkable high-
quality image generation, diverse downstream Image-to-
Image (I2I) applications have emerged. Despite the impres-
sive results achieved by these I2I models, their practical
utility is hampered by their large model size and the compu-
tational burden of the iterative denoising process. In this pa-
per, we explore the compression potential of these I2I mod-
els in a task-oriented manner and introduce a novel method
for reducing both model size and the number of timesteps.
Through extensive experiments, we observe key insights and
use our empirical knowledge to develop practical solutions
that aim for near-optimal results with minimal exploration
costs. We validate the effectiveness of our method by ap-
plying it to InstructPix2Pix for image editing and StableSR
for image restoration. Our approach achieves satisfactory
output quality with 39.2% and 56.4% reduction in model
footprint and 81.4% and 68.7% decrease in latency to In-
structPix2Pix and StableSR, respectively.

1. Introduction
In the advent of large-scale text-to-image (T2I) diffusion
models such as DALL-E [39], Stable Diffusion [42], and
Imagen [45], there has been a dramatic improvement in
image generation quality. This achievement has conse-
quently opened up new opportunities across diverse appli-
cations, including image restoration [29, 55], image compo-
sition [14, 33, 47], image editing [5, 18, 40, 53, 56], condi-
tional image synthesis [3, 15, 35, 61–64], panorama gener-
ation [4, 65], personalized generation [44], creature genera-
tion [41], and even 3D generation [8, 28, 37, 54].

While these applications employing T2I models have
demonstrated unprecedented high-quality results, the ex-
tremely large parameter size combined with an iterative de-
noising process necessitates substantial computational re-
sources, thus limiting their practicality. For instance, typ-
ical restoration networks generate images with fewer than
80 million parameters in a single feedforward pass [6, 7,

57, 59]. Meanwhile, StableSR [55], which utilizes Stable
Diffusion [42] for image restoration tasks, requires approx-
imately 916 million parameters with dozens of iterations.
While StableSR provides a higher quality output, it requires
at least 40 times additional latency, which is an unafford-
able trade-off in many cases. Saving memory footprints and
reducing the computation cost of diffusion models are key
factors for their widespread adoption.

In response to this requirement, numerous studies have
been actively conducted recently. These studies can be
roughly categorized into two topics: reducing the number of
denoising iterations [27, 30, 32, 34, 46, 49, 60] and reducing
model footprint [25]. By focusing on the intrinsic features
of diffusion models, these studies have proposed diverse
task-agnostic optimization techniques. However, while they
offer notable improvements for their respective directions,
they have not yet produced results satisfactory in both met-
rics. To further reduce the implementation barrier of dif-
fusion models, we must investigate the potential for more
aggressive optimization opportunities.

Diffusion models are by default designed to generate
high-quality output images from random noise. However,
certain downstream applications involve input images that
can provide more substantial guidance compared to noise.
For example, in image editing tasks where high-quality im-
ages are already provided as input, the model needs to apply
minor updates on top of the given informative inputs, which
could greatly simplify the model’s structure and generation
processes, but this task-oriented potential for compression
remains unexplored.

In this work, we introduce a task-oriented diffusion
model compression methodology, focusing on Image-to-
Image (I2I) downstream tasks derived from large-scale T2I
models. We hypothesize that due to the relative simplicity of
our target I2I tasks compared to generative tasks, there are
compression strategies uniquely suited to them that can pro-
vide significant benefits in both latency and memory foot-
print over existing task-agnostic techniques.

Our approach comprises two main components. Firstly,
we introduce a depth-skip compression technique that ef-
fectively reduces model size and latency. Empirical experi-
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Figure 1. Overview of our methods. (a) Our depth-skip compression strategy eliminates all network blocks deeper than a specified skip-
connection level, effectively reducing both the model size. (b) Our timestep optimization proposes an optimal sequence of timestep, given
a fixed number of timesteps, based on biased timestep selection. Both approaches are highly effective in downstream Image-to-Image (I2I)
that originates from a large-scale Text-to-Image (T2I) diffusion model.

ments confirm that the low-resolution encoded path, which
primarily corresponds to coarse-grained features, are less
impacted in various downstream tasks. By carefully pruning
unnecessary paths and fine-tuning the model, we achieve
performance benefits with negligible quality degradation.
Secondly, we propose a timestep optimization method. We
have observed that output quality significantly improves
when focusing on a range of timestep that has a larger
impact. Guided by this insight, we introduce an intuitive
method that searches for the optimal sequence of timestep.
Our combined method achieves satisfactory output qual-
ity with 60.8% parameter and 18.6% latency in Instruct-
Pix2Pix [5] and 43.6% parameter and 31.3% latency in Sta-
bleSR [55], respectively.

2. Related Works
2.1. I2I Downstream tasks from T2I

Since large-scale T2I models possess a rich generative prior
for natural images, straightforward way for transferring T2I
capabilities to downstream I2I tasks have achieved state-
of-the-art performance in various domains, such as text-
conditioned image inpainting [42], depth-conditioned gen-
eration [42], image restoration [29, 55], image editing [5],
and conditional image synthesis [35, 64]. These methods
utilize the entire parameters and the complete denoising
process, despite the relative simplicity compared to the gen-
erative tasks that starts from Gaussian noise without any
guidance images. In this paper, we explore the compres-
sion potential of these I2I models, taking into account both
model footprint and denoising iterations.

2.2. Model Compression

The large footprint of diffusion models increases the need
for model compression techniques to enhance their prac-
tical applicability. However, research in model compres-
sion has primarily focused on network architecture, in-

cluding compression techniques for Convolutional Neu-
ral Networks (CNNs) [16, 17, 26, 31] or Vision Trans-
former [9, 22, 36, 51, 52, 67]. Since these methods exclude
the dynamics between the network and timestep, the poten-
tial for diffusion compression remains under-explored.

On a related note, BK-SDM [25] proposes a compression
method for large-scale T2I models using block-removal
knowledge distillation. While their method, similar to our
depth-skip compression, involves removing network com-
ponents with less impact and subsequently retraining the
pruned model, their criteria for selecting network blocks to
be removed appears somewhat arbitrary. For instance, they
discard residual and attention layers situated in the middle
of the network blocks without any theoretical or empirical
justification. In contrast, our depth-skip compression is de-
signed with a focus on task-oriented way and offers a more
principled approach to identifying which blocks to remove,
based on quality constraints of the target task. Furthermore,
while their method solely concentrates on model compres-
sion, our approach encompasses both model compression
and timestep optimization, making it more effective than
their general approach in task-specific scenarios.

2.3. Timestep of Diffusion Models

For fast sampling, alternative ODE or SDE samplers have
been proposed [30, 32, 49], achieving a significant reduc-
tion in iterations from 1000 steps to fewer than a hundred.
Further reduction in iterations to less than 10 has been
achieved through knowledge distillation techniques [34,
46]. While these methods do offer feasible reductions in
time steps, the computational burden is considerable and of-
ten accompanied by noticeable quality degradation.

On the other hand, several methods aim to identify the
optimal sampling schedule within a fixed number of itera-
tions, either through differential optimization [60] or via ge-
netic algorithms [27]. Despite substantially improving out-
put fidelity in limited iterations, these approaches are com-
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Figure 2. Observations applying block-removal and biased timestep to IP2P [5]. (a) Even after removing network-blocks beneath a certain
skip connection, the output has little change. (b) by concentrating on earlier timestep, a viable output is obtained using 5 steps.

putationally expensive, requiring over a day to optimize
even small-scale diffusion models for just 5 steps. This lim-
itation adversely affects both the practicality and flexibility
of these methods. In contrast, our proposed timestep opti-
mization strategy requires less than an hour for optimiza-
tion while delivering superior performance in task-specific
scenarios.

3. Methods
In this section, we outline our methods. Specifically, we
provide a brief explanation of the T2I diffusion model and
transferred I2I model in Sec. 3.1. Next, we discuss the intu-
ition and motivation behind our methods in Sec. 3.2. Subse-
quently, we introduce an approach called depth-skip, which
is effective for reducing the number of parameters in Sec.
3.3. Finally, we describe our timestep optimization method,
designed to find optimal timestep sequence given fixed iter-
ation in Sec. 3.4.

3.1. Diffusion Model

Diffusion models [21, 48, 50] are generative models that
transform Gaussian noise into a target sample over a series
of iterations, using a denoising process guided by a neural
network. In the case of T2I diffusion models, a noise pre-
diction network ϵθ is employed to estimate the noise com-
ponent in the noised image xt conditioned on timestep t and
text prompt P . For the downstream I2I tasks that leverage
T2I models, the model is retrained using the loss formula as

L = ||ϵθ(xt, cI ,P, t)− ϵ||2, (1)

where cI represents an additional input image. To accom-
modate the additional input image, these approaches either
fine-tune the diffusion model with minor modifications to
the input network block [5, 42] or train a feature injection
network while fixing the diffusion parameters [35, 55, 64].

3.2. Motivation

For model compression, we assume that the deeper network
layers of the UNet have a lesser impact on the output image
in the transferred I2I model. This is because the coarse lay-
ers of generative models are primarily responsible for creat-
ing the image structure [23, 24], which is often unnecessary

for certain I2I tasks. Additionally, these coarser-level mod-
ules tend to have many channels, which consume a large
amount of memory. By removing these channels, we can
save footprint without compromising the output quality.

To validate this assertion, we conduct an experiment
where we gradually remove the deepest network layers of
IP2P [5] and check the output quality, as shown in Fig. 2 (a).
Surprisingly, even after removing three sets of skip connec-
tions, the output quality remains comparable to the original.
Please note that the outputs are achieved without additional
fine-tuning after removing the skip connections; therefore,
the coarse layers are scarcely utilized in IP2P tasks. We can
observe a similar trend in different tasks. Inspired by this in-
tuition, we introduce a depth-skip compression in Sec. 3.3,
which effectively reduces the model parameter.

Regarding timestep optimization for transferred I2I mod-
els, we assume that the timestep with larger impact are bi-
ased towards one side. This assumption is based on exist-
ing research which suggests a division of roles between the
early and latter timestep [2, 10, 11]. Specifically, earlier
timestep is primarily involved in generation and the incor-
poration of prompt [2], while latter timestep is more con-
cerned with image refinement [10, 11].

To validate this assertion, we conduct the IP2P task with
only 5 steps at different intervals. In Fig. 2 (b), the black
dashed line represents IP2P generation using uniform time
sequence, while the purple and sky-blue dashed lines rep-
resent non-uniform with a focus on early timestep. As de-
picted in the figure, by prioritizing earlier timestep, we
can attain viable results using only 5 steps. While there
is variation in the preference for either earlier or later
timestep, empirically similar phenomena were observed in
other I2I tasks. This observation has inspired our approach
to timestep optimization described in Sec. 3.4, where we
aim to identify the optimal sequence of timestep given a
fixed number of iterations.

Please note that in this study, we introduce two orthog-
onal methods, depth-skip compression and timestep opti-
mization. Achieving optimal results by simultaneously ap-
plying both methods is highly challenging due to their enor-
mous design space. In this paper, we present practical solu-
tions based on extensive experiments. We have developed
well-optimized solutions for both methods and observed



Baseline (Single depth) (a) Fix param. & Min time (b) Fix time & Max quality (c) Fix quality & Min time
( ∆PSNR < 0.2 dB ) ( ∆Time < 1% ) ( ∆PSNR < 0.2 dB )

Depth PSNR Time(%) Param(%) Time(%) ∆Time(%) PSNR ∆PSNR ∆Param(%) Time(%) ∆Time(%) ∆Param(%)
11 32.86 89.91 79.17 86.44 -3.46 32.87 +0.02 +9.47 86.44 -3.46 +0.00
10 32.34 85.70 69.70 83.08 -2.62 32.68 +0.34 +9.47 81.11 -4.59 +9.47
9 31.39 82.78 60.77 78.51 -4.27 32.48 +1.08 +18.40 77.06 -5.72 +8.93
8 28.65 72.59 43.58 70.37 -2.23 30.18 +1.53 +26.13 66.30 -6.29 +26.13

Table 1. Comparisons between single and muti-depth searches applied to StableSR [55]. The percentages at “Time” and “Param”, which
indicates parameter, are proportion to requirements in full model. The PSNR is measured based on outputs without depth-skip. This results
suggest that our single depth approach efficiently searches the near-optimal point compared to a multi-depth search strategy.

Algorithm 1: Depth-search
Input: input image cI , prompt P , maximum depth

dmax, metric functionM
Output: Optimal depth d
d← dmax

xT ∼ N (0, I)
repeat

d← d− 1
x← SamplerDDIM (xT , cI ,P; d)
m←M(x)

until OverThreshold(m);

that sequentially applying these methods consistently yields
significantly favorable results. In the following sections, we
will provide detailed explanations of each method.

3.3. Depth-Skip Compression

In this section, we describe the details of the depth-skip
compression utilized for reducing model size and lower-
ing inference latency. This method is implemented in the
UNet [43] architecture, which is characterized by skip-
connections that transfer features directly from the encoder
to corresponding decoder blocks. The key concept is to
‘skip’ certain network blocks located beyond a predeter-
mined ‘depth’ of the skip-connection. For example, a depth
8 model, denoted as D8, indicates skipping the network
components situated beyond the 8th skip-connection, as
shown in Fig. 1 (a). Our depth-skip compression consists of
two steps: depth-search and fine-tuning. Firstly, we employ
a depth-search technique to identify the target depth level.
Specifically, using a predefined metric and threshold, we
perform depth-skip starting from the deepest depth level and
incrementally proceeding until meeting the quality thresh-
old, as described in Alg. 1. After searching for the proper
depth, we fine-tune the pruned model to further optimize its
output quality.

3.3.1 Discussions on multi-depth search

In our method, the search space is limited by globally select-
ing the skip level across all time steps. Although we have

designed our method in this manner to minimize search
overhead, choosing the skip level for each time step could
potentially yield additional performance benefits closer to
the global optimum. In this section, we demonstrate that
this alternative method offers marginal gains despite its ex-
ponentially growing search space.

First, we apply our technique, which skips a specific
depth level globally, to the StableSR [55] task and mea-
sure the benefits of ours. Afterward, we employ brute-
force search to identify solutions close to optimal for three
different objectives for extensive analysis: achieving the
fastest performance within restricted parameters, maximiz-
ing quality within a latency margin, and obtaining the fastest
performance within a quality threshold. To manage search
overhead, we limit the depth skip candidates from 7 to 12,
use 10 denoising iterations, and assume that skip target can
vary every two time steps. The overall results are summa-
rized in Tab. 1, and the corresponding analysis on IP2P [5]
is provided in Supplementary Material.

Fix model size When the model size is constrained, the
pruned depth is uniformly applied across all time steps,
same as our method. This is because, to maximize output
quality, it is necessary to use all network blocks up to the al-
lowed depth level for all time steps. Regarding latency, the
improvement over our approach, while maintaining compa-
rable quality, is at most 4.27% , as shown in Tab. 1 (a).

Fix latency When latency is constrained, different parts
of the models are selectively used at various time steps. Be-
cause we need to retain all the parameters, there is no reduc-
tion in memory footprint. In terms of quality, although there
are solutions that offer improved quality, the additional pa-
rameters required are substantial, as indicated in Tab. 1 (b).
For instance, improving by 1.08 dB through greedy search
necessitates an 18% increase in model size compared to
ours at depth level 9.

Fix quality When some degree of quality degradation is
acceptable, it is often possible to save on model size and
latency. For instance, in StableSR, the outputs from depth
levels 11 and 12 show comparable quality, allowing for the
removal of redundant blocks at these levels. In terms of la-
tency, while greedy search can identify faster solutions, the



Algorithm 2: Timestep optimization
Input: step size η, metric functionM, signum

function sgn, small value ϵ, GT iteration N ,
target iteration n,

Output: Optimal timestep Ft(p
s
prev, n)

p← 1 , m←∞ , xT ∼ N (0, I)
xuni ← SamplerDDIM (xT , cI ,P, Ft(p, n))
xpos ← SamplerDDIM (xT , cI ,P, Ft(p+ ϵ, n))
xneg ← SamplerDDIM (xT , cI ,P, Ft((p+ϵ)−1, n))
s← sgn(M(xuni, xneg)−M(xuni, xpos))
x∗ ← SamplerDDIM (xT , cI ,P, Ft(p,N))
repeat

mprev ← m , pprev ← p
p← p+ η
x← SamplerDDIM (xT , cI ,P, Ft(p

s, n))
m←M(x∗, x)

until m > mprev;

trade-off with model size is also significant, as shown in
Tab. 1 (c).

Overall, our simplified algorithm identifies close-to-
optimal solutions with significantly smaller search over-
head, while still maintaining our initial goal of reducing
memory footprint and latency.

3.4. Timestep Optimization

In this section, we describe the details of our timestep opti-
mization method, which aims to determine the optimal gen-
eration time sequence given a fixed number of iterations.
Based on the intuition presented in Sec. 3.2 and Fig. 2 (b),
we simplify the design space by searching for the slope of a
gamma curve as follows:

Ft(γ, n) = T · tγ , γ > 0

t = 0,
1

n− 1
,

2

n− 1
, · · · , 1

(2)

Here, T represents the last timestep, γ is a parameter of the
gamma curve, and n is the number of iterations. If γ > 1,
the generation process concentrates on the early timestep
of generation, while if 0 < γ < 1, it focuses on the later
timestep. Then, our optimization problem become to find a
γ that produces the closest outputs to the original sampling
results using a small n.

However, this straightforward optimization often leads
to unsatisfactory results due to the fixed nature of the first
and last timestep. To alleviate this limitation, we apply a
scale-down mechanism for the gamma curve. Specifically,
we scale down the gamma curve toward T when γ < 1 pro-
portional to decrease of γ value, and vice versa. The formal
definition is as follows:

Ft(γ, n) = T · t′γ , γ > 0 (3)

t′ =
t− tl
tu − tl

, t = 0,
T

n− 1
,

2T

n− 1
, · · · , T (4)

(tl, tu) =

{
(0, T + α(γ − 1)), γ ≥ 1

(α(1− 1/γ), T ), γ < 1
(5)

where α is a coefficient for scale strength. This adjustment
allows for greater flexibility and potentially more effective
optimization of the timestep.

The search process consists of two stages. Firstly, we
determine whether γ increases or decreases by evaluating
which direction yields better outputs. Following this, we
perform a greedy search by progressively increasing or de-
creasing the value of γ until there is no further improvement
in quality, as described in Alg. 2.

4. Experiments
In this section, we offer a comprehensive assessment of the
efficiency and efficacy of our method. Sec. 4.1 demonstrates
the qualitative results obtained through the application of
our method. Sec. 4.2 and Sec. 4.3 provide detailed analy-
ses of depth-skip compression and timestep optimization,
respectively. Sec. 4.4 compares our method with a previ-
ous state-of-the-art approach, AutoDiffusion [27]. Sec. 4.5
showcases various applications where our method is em-
ployed in different downstream tasks. It is important to
note that when discussing computational resources, includ-
ing memory footprint and latency, our focus is exclusively
on the diffusion UNet. This excludes considerations for the
text-encoder [38] and the auto-encoder [12].

Implementation details We conducted evaluations of our
methods on two tasks: image editing with IP2P [5] and im-
age restoration with StableSR [55]. For the depth-skip com-
pression, we set the PSNR threshold at 28 dB, using the
ground truth based on 50 iteration results for StableSR [55].
Regarding IP2P [5], we utilized a combination of CLIP
image similarity [38] and directional CLIP similarity [13],
which are the same metrics employed by IP2P to measure
performance. The threshold values for these metrics were
set at 0.7 and 0.2, respectively. For fine-tuning, we uti-
lized the same dataset and training strategy as the original
method. In the case of timestep optimization, we employed
a bias coefficient of α = 30 and the PSNR metric, utilizing
50-step results from DDIM [49] deterministic process. Both
for depth-skip and timestep optimization, we employed 100
samples for optimization process.

4.1. Qualitative Results

Fig. 3 illustrates the generated results after applying depth-
skip compression and timestep optimization. The label
“Original” represents outputs obtained by the full model
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Figure 3. We achieve satisfactory output images with significantly reduced model size and latency, as described on top of the caption, after
applying our method to InstructPix2Pix [5] and StableSR [55].
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Figure 4. Qualitative comparison of depth-skip compression in
training-free and fine-tuning applied to IP2P [5]. Ours significantly
reduces model size while preserving editing performance.

with 50-step, which is a commonly used number of itera-
tions in practice. Our IP2P [5] and StableSR [55] results are
achieved using reduced parameters and iterations: D9 with
60.8% of the parameters and 10 steps for IP2P, and D8 with
43.6% of the parameters and 20 steps for StableSR. As a
result of the reductions in iterations and parameters, the la-
tencies of IP2P and StableSR have been reduced to 18.6%
and 31.3%, respectively.

4.2. Depth-skip Compression

In this section, we conduct ablation studies using our depth-
skip compression only.

InstructPix2Pix The selected depth is D9 using 60.8%
model parameters. Fig. 4 shows the qualitative comparison
between training-free and fine-tuning using D9 model. For
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Figure 5. Trade-off between consistency of input image and edit-
ing for various depth-skip configurations applied to IP2P [5].

structure-modified editing, the training-free outcomes show
weakened editing strength, as seen in the first row, but the
editing quality is notably recovered after fine-tuning. Re-
garding structure-preserved editing, the training-free results
show comparable quality to the original outcomes.

For quantitative comparison, we plot trade-off values
of CLIP image similarity [38] and directional CLIP simi-
larity [13]. These values indicate input image and editing
prompt consistencies, which is the same evaluation frame-
work used in IP2P [5]. Each dots in the plot corresponds to
various image CFG [20] values ranging of [1.0, 2.2].

As shown in Fig. 5 (a), fine-tuning has the benefit of re-
covering the quality degradation of model pruning. Further-
more, we extend our depth-skip to lower depth levels, as
shown in Fig. 5 (b). Although the quality gradually dete-
riorates as depth level decreases, some editing operations
still work even at D6. For more detailed discussions, please
refer to the Supplementary Material.

StableSR The depth is picked as D8 in StableSR, which
uses 43.6% parameters. As shown in Fig. 6 (d), our pruned



(a) Input (b) Original (d) Fine-tuning(c) Training-free

Depth 8 (43.6% parameters)

Figure 6. Qualitative comparison of depth-skip compression in
training-free and fine-tuning scenarios applied to StableSR [55].

Model FID↓ PSNR↑ LPIPS↓ Parameter
Original 27.70 21.51 0.437 917M (100%)

D8 (Training-free) 40.25 21.40 0.467 400M (43.6%)
D8 (Fine-tune) 30.15 21.48 0.449 400M (43.6%)

Table 2. Quantitative comparison of depth-skip to StableSR [55].
After fine-tuning, FID is significantly restored.

InstructPix2Pix StableSR
Time(s) MACs(T) Time(s) MACs(T)

Original 6.312 50.81 2.807 18.75
D9 5.978 47.27 2.421 17.49
D8 5.685 41.75 2.204 15.57

Table 3. Latency and MACs [66] improvement after depth-skip.
50 iterations and RTX3090 GPU are used.

model produces qualitatively comparable results to the orig-
inal. Quantitative comparison is conducted using the syn-
thetic DIV2K [1] validation set, which is also employed for
testing in StableSR [55]. As shown in Tab. 2, the FID [19]
metric is improved by 10.1 after fine-tuning, with a differ-
ence of less than 3 compared to the original.

Latency and Computation Due to our depth-skip com-
pression, which significantly reduces the model size, both
latency and computational load have also improved, as pre-
sented in Tab. 3. To be specific, we have achieved reductions
of 5.3% and 6.97% in latency and computation for IP2P, and
21.5% and 17.0% in latency and computation for StableSR,
respectively.

4.3. Timestep Optimization

In this section, we conduct ablation studies using our
timestep optimization only. Fig. 7 shows the results of
IP2P [5] using different iterations with uniform and op-
timized timestep. Our optimized approach achieves out-
comes closer to the original, especially with fewer itera-
tions. Regarding StableSR [55], Tab. 8 shows that optimized
timestep produce better edge and texture elements within
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Figure 7. Ours achieves outcomes closer to original than uniform
timestep in IP2P [5].
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Figure 8. Qualitative comparison of timestep optimization to Sta-
bleSR [55] using 20 steps. Ours produces better texture and edge
elements than uniform time sequence.
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Figure 9. We plot speeds to reach comparable PSNR with original
sample for uniform timestep and ours. For all cases, we achieve
same PSNR faster than uniform timestep.

the same iterations. Fig. 9 presents a plot of the speeds re-
quired to achieve comparable PSNR with the original sam-
ple for both uniform and optimized timestep. Our method
outperforms the uniform timestep strategy across various
levels of accuracy. Specifically, our optimal timestep for
IP2P using 5 steps is 1.6 times faster than the uniform ap-
proach. Additionally, the figure suggests that given the high-
level PSNR achieved with a relatively small iteration in a
uniform way, the conventional practice of using 50 itera-
tions is unnecessarily excessive for these I2I tasks. we also
observed that the optimized timestep have little change af-
ter applying depth-skip compression. On the other hand, it
varies in changes of CFG [20] values. For related analysis
and additional quantitative comparisons, please refer to the
Supplementary Material.



Ours AutoDiffusion
Step T T T+L ∆PSNR ∆Time

IP2P 5 22.00 20.64 20.64 0.00 -0.0%
10 25.86 24.79 24.61 -0.18 -0.2%

StableSR 5 27.46 26.58 26.23 -0.35 -2.7%
10 32.46 29.03 27.80 -1.23 -2.8%

Table 4. Quantitative comparison with AutoDiffusion [27]. “T”
and “T+L” indicate the PSNR metrics for the timestep optimiza-
tion and additional network skipping, respectively. “∆PSNR” and
“∆Time” represent degradation and latency reduction after layer-
skip, respectively. Ours outperforms in timestep optimization,
while the benefits gained from layer-skip are marginal.

IP2P StableSR
5 step 10 step 5 step 10 step

AutoDiffusion [27] 40.5 h 75.1 h 16.3 h 27.1 h
Ours 38.7 m 30.9 m 9.5 m 11.1 m

Table 5. The time required for timestep optimization. Our method
is significantly faster than AutoDiffusion [27].

4.4. Comparison with AutoDiffusion

In this section, we compare our method with a state-of-the-
art technique, AutoDiffusion [27], which jointly optimizes
the timestep and skip configuration of network layers us-
ing an evolutionary search. For optimization, we employ the
same criterion and the number of samples as in our timestep
optimization. Tab. 4 illustrates that our method outperforms
AutoDiffusion [27] in timestep optimization. Regarding the
layer-skip search, the acceleration achieved is marginal, and
there is a noticeable performance trade-off. Furthermore,
AutoDiffusion’s layer-skip search fails to find skip config-
urations that remove network parameters, as demonstrated
in Fig. 10. In terms of the time required for optimization,
our method takes less than an hour, whereas AutoDiffu-
sion [27] generally requires more than a day, as indicated
in Tab. 5. Since optimal timestep depends on CFG [20] val-
ues, as described in Sec. 4.3, their expensive search cost
significantly hampers the practical usage. For more detailed
comparisons, please refer to the Supplementary Material.

4.5. Applications

To show a versatility of our method, we apply our method
to high-frequency synthesis and image inpainting tasks.

High-frequency synthesis A recent approach to im-
age restoration involves combining a regression approach,
which is weak in handling high-frequency details, with a
generative prior method, which may lack content consis-
tency [58]. In this application, our method serves as the
generative prior component. For transfer learning, we uti-
lize Stable Diffusion [42] as upstream model. Fig. 11 (a)
demonstrates that our model successfully generates high-
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Figure 10. Layer-skip results of AutoDiffusion. The colored dots
indicate the layers that are skipped at each timestep. A layer to be
removed must be selected across all timestep. They fail to identify
layers to be discarded.
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Figure 11. We apply our method to other downstream tasks: high-
frequency synthesis and inpainting.

frequency details over images restored by HINet [6], using
only 26.6% of the parameters and 20 steps.

Image inpainting We adapt a text-conditioned image in-
painting model [42] for unconditional inpainting tasks. Fig.
11 (b) illustrates that our model can generate plausible con-
tent, utilizing 43.3% of the parameters and 15 steps.

5. Conclusions
In this paper, we introduce a novel task-oriented com-
pression method that combines depth-skip compression,
reducing model size by pruning coarse network layers,
and timestep optimization, finding the optimal timestep
sequence using a scaled-gamma curve. We validate our
method with IP2P [5] and StableSR [55], achieving prac-
tical results, including a 39.2% reduction in parameters and
an 81.4% reduction in latency for IP2P, and a 56.4% re-
duction in parameters and a 68.7% reduction in latency for
StableSR.

Limitation & Future work While timestep optimization
demonstrates effectiveness in small iterations, it faces chal-
lenges in achieving comparable performance with signifi-
cantly reduced iterations, which is a fundamental limita-
tion of optimizing the time schedule [27, 60]. Therefore,
our future work will focus on achieving comparable quality
with significantly fewer iterations by applying a distillation
method [34, 46] in a task-oriented manner.
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