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AdaptivePnP: Fast Auto-Tuned Plug-and-Play for Deconvolution
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Abstract—Plug-and-play (PnP) methods reconstruct images by
alternating a data-fitting step with an image denoiser. Their
performance depends on two parameters: the step size γ and the
measurement noise level σ. In practice, γ is often tuned by grid
search over validation images and must be retuned whenever the
problem setting changes, and σ is assumed known or estimated
separately. We propose AdaptivePnP, a PnP framework that
jointly estimates σ and γ at every iteration from the data-
fitting residual. To do so, we apply the PnP virtual model to
the data-fitting proximal map and show that the residual is
zero-mean Gaussian with covariance parameterized by γ and σ.
However, when one parameter is much larger than the other, the
residual carries little information about the smaller one and using
the maximum likelihood (ML) estimator can degrade the PnP
iterations. We therefore introduce the identifiable maximum like-
lihood (IML) estimator, which restricts the ML estimator to an
identifiable window in which the normalized Cramér–Rao bound
of every parameter is bounded by a user-specified tolerance. For
the virtual model, this window is an interval of ratios ρ = γ/σ, so
computing the IML estimate reduces to a one-dimensional search
over ρ. We apply AdaptivePnP to two standard PnP methods,
yielding algorithms that require neither a tuned γ nor a known σ.
On image deblurring and super-resolution, AdaptivePnP matches
or outperforms PnP baselines tuned with the true σ. Code is
available at https://github.com/hdubasullivan/AdaptivePnP.

Index Terms—Plug-and-play priors, parameter estimation,
maximum likelihood, identifiability, Cramér–Rao bound

I. INTRODUCTION

PLUG-AND-PLAY (PnP) methods are a standard approach
for solving inverse imaging problems such as deblurring,

super-resolution (SR), and tomographic reconstruction [1]–[4].
Rather than encoding the image prior as an explicit regularizer,
PnP methods represent it implicitly through an image denoiser,
which allows powerful learned priors to be combined with an
explicit model of the measurement physics.

The quality and convergence of PnP reconstructions depend
strongly on the step size γ and the measurement noise level
σ, which control the denoising strength and data-fitting step-
size [5], [6]. In practice, γ is fixed or annealed along a
schedule tuned by grid search over validation images, and
the tuning must be repeated whenever the problem setting
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changes [2], [3]. Meanwhile, σ is assumed to be known or
estimated separately using the measurements [7].

Several approaches select one or both of these parameters
automatically. Learning-based methods use task-specific data
to train a selection rule in advance, but they must be retrained
whenever the imaging setting changes [8]–[12]. Error-based
criteria select the regularization strength from a scalar measure
of fit or risk such as the discrepancy principle [13], Stein’s
unbiased risk estimate [14], generalized cross-validation [15],
or the L-curve [16]. Adaptive penalty and step-size rules tune
an algorithmic parameter along the trajectory to speed up con-
vergence [5], [17]–[20]. However, none of these approaches
estimate σ and γ jointly.

Statistical model-based approaches come closer to joint
estimation by fitting the parameters to a probabilistic model
of an observed quantity. Approximate message passing (AMP)
methods use a state-evolution prediction of the effective error
variance [21]–[24]; however, AMP methods modify the un-
derlying PnP iteration and assume that the forward model is
a large i.i.d. sub-Gaussian matrix, often causing divergence
when applied to convolutional forward models [25], [26].
Residual whiteness methods enforce whiteness of the measure-
ment residual, typically through its normalized autocorrelation,
but these methods determine only the ratio ρ = γ/σ [27]–[30].
Empirical Bayes methods maximize the marginal likelihood of
the measurements, which yields a closed-form joint estimate of
σ and γ under a Gaussian prior [31]–[33]. For general image
priors, however, the marginal likelihood is intractable; recent
methods address this with Langevin sampling, at a substantial
increase in computational cost [34]–[36].

In this paper, we propose AdaptivePnP, a PnP framework
that jointly estimates σ and γ at every iteration from the data-
fitting residual. Like empirical Bayes, AdaptivePnP fits the
parameters to a likelihood; however, the likelihood is that of
the residual rather than of the measurements. Applying the PnP
virtual model [37, Ch. 10] to the data-fitting proximal map, we
show that the residual is zero-mean Gaussian with covariance
parameterized by σ and γ, which contribute spectrally distinct
components to the covariance. Consequently, we can jointly
estimate σ and γ and the estimator requires no task-specific
training, no modification of the PnP iteration, and no explicit
prior or sampling procedure.

However, when one parameter is much larger than the
other, the residual carries little information about the smaller
one, and the resulting maximum likelihood (ML) estimates
can degrade reconstruction quality. We therefore introduce
the identifiable maximum likelihood (IML) estimator, which
restricts the ML estimator to an identifiable windowWτ where
the normalized Cramér–Rao bound of both parameters is be-
low a user-specified tolerance τ . Unlike identifiability analysis,
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Fig. 1. Overview of the proposed AdaptivePnP framework. Standard PnP methods alternate a data-fitting proximal map with an image denoiser (gray boxes);
AdaptivePnP adds a parameter estimation step in each iteration (blue boxes). Namely, AdaptivePnP applies the identifiable maximum likelihood (IML) estimator
to the data-fitting residual, resulting in a joint estimate of the noise level σ and the step size γ. The estimates are fed back to both the denoiser and the
data-fitting proximal map, so neither a tuned step size nor a known noise level is required.

which diagnoses poorly estimable parameters [38]–[44], the
IML estimator is a constrained ML estimator [45], [46] that
restricts the estimate to values the data can resolve within
a prescribed error tolerance. Figure 1 shows the resulting
proposed AdaptivePnP pipeline.

Our main contributions are:
• A method for adaptive parameter estimation in PnP re-

construction that results in fast and accurate convergence;
• A novel identifiable ML estimator that eliminates param-

eter values the data cannot estimate within a prescribed
error tolerance;

• A virtual model of the data-fitting proximal map that
facilitates analysis and interpretation of PnP algorithms;
and

• An efficient implementation for convolutional forward
models, with experiments on deblurring and SR showing
that AdaptivePnP matches or outperforms PnP baselines
tuned with known σ.

II. ADAPTIVEPNP FRAMEWORK

Our goal is to recover an unknown image x ∈ RN from
observed measurements y ∈ RM such that

y = Ax+ σw, (1)

where A ∈ RM×N is a linear forward operator, w ∼ N (0, I)
is additive white Gaussian noise (AWGN), and σ > 0 is the
standard deviation of the measurement noise.

The maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimate of x is

x̂ = argmin
x
{fσ(x) + g(x)} , (2)

where fσ(x) = − log p(y | x) is the negative log-likelihood
and g(x) = − log p(x) is the negative log-prior. Under the
measurement model in (1),

fσ(x) =
1

2σ2
∥y −Ax∥2. (3)

The proximal map of fσ(x) with step size γ > 0 is given by

Fσ,γ(v; y) = argmin
x

{
fσ(x) +

1

2γ2
∥x− v∥2

}
. (4)

Instead of using g explicitly, PnP methods alternate the
data-fitting proximal map Fσ,γ with an image denoiser Dγ

for AWGN of standard deviation γ. The denoiser Dγ depends
only on γ, while Fσ,γ depends only on the ratio ρ = γ/σ.
As discussed in Section I, choosing these parameters is a key
question when using PnP methods.

Our proposed AdaptivePnP framework removes the need
to choose these parameters in advance by instead estimating
them from the iterates themselves. At iteration k, we form the
data-fitting residual zk = y − Avk from the current denoised
estimate vk and estimate (σ̂k, γ̂k) from zk.

Since these estimates are fed back into the next iteration,
AdaptivePnP works best when σ and γ are identifiable from
the residual. When one parameter dominates the other, the
residual carries little information about the smaller one, and
we show in Section V-B that the resulting ML estimates
can degrade reconstruction quality. We therefore use the IML
estimator, which restricts the ML estimator to parameter values
that the residual can resolve to a prescribed relative tolerance
τ > 0. Section III specifies the model of zk and defines the
IML estimator.

We apply AdaptivePnP to the proximal gradient method
(PGM) and the alternating direction method of multi-
pliers (ADMM), resulting in the AdaptivePnP-PGM and
AdaptivePnP-ADMM methods shown in Algorithms 1 and 2.
We re-estimate the parameters immediately after each denois-
ing step using the IML estimator, i.e.,

(σ̂2
k, γ̂

2
k) = IML(zk,P), (5)

where P = Precompute(A, τ) collects the quantities IML
requires from the forward model and the tolerance, computed
once before reconstruction. The only parameters that must be
set are the number of PnP iterations K and the tolerance τ . We
observe empirically that reconstruction quality is insensitive to
τ once it is large enough, so we fix τ = 0.05.

III. IDENTIFIABLE MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATOR

A. Definition of IML Estimator

Consider estimating a parameter vector θ ∈ Θ ⊆ (0,∞)d

from a random vector Z̃ ∈ RM with likelihood pθ(z̃).
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Algorithm 1 AdaptivePnP-PGM

Input: y, A, K, τ
1: P ← Precompute(A, τ) ▷ Alg. 3
2: x0 ← ATy
3: z0 ← y −Ax0

4: (σ̂2
0 , γ̂

2
0)← IML(z0,P) ▷ Alg. 4

5: for k = 0, . . . ,K − 1 do
6: vk+1 ← Dγ̂k

(xk) ▷ denoising
7: zk+1 ← y −Avk+1

8: (σ̂2
k+1, γ̂

2
k+1)← IML(zk+1,P) ▷ Alg. 4

9: xk+1 ← Fσ̂k+1,γ̂k+1
(vk+1; y) ▷ data fitting

10: end for
11: return xK

Algorithm 2 AdaptivePnP-ADMM

Input: y, A, K, τ
1: P ← Precompute(A, τ) ▷ Alg. 3
2: v0 ← ATy, u0 ← 0
3: z0 ← y −Av0
4: (σ̂2

0 , γ̂
2
0)← IML(z0,P) ▷ Alg. 4

5: for k = 0, . . . ,K − 1 do
6: xk+1 ← Fσ̂k,γ̂k

(vk − γ̂2
kuk; y) ▷ data fitting

7: vk+1 ← Dγ̂k
(xk+1 + γ̂2

kuk) ▷ denoising
8: zk+1 ← y −Avk+1

9: (σ̂2
k+1, γ̂

2
k+1)← IML(zk+1,P) ▷ Alg. 4

10: uk+1 ← uk + γ̂−2
k (xk+1 − vk+1) ▷ dual update

11: end for
12: return vK

Shaded lines are the steps added by AdaptivePnP, which compute the residual and re-estimate the parameters. The remaining lines are standard PnP-PGM
and PnP-ADMM with (σ̂k, γ̂k) in place of fixed (σ, γ).

The standard ML estimator selects the parameter values that
maximize the likelihood of the observed data z̃. However, z̃
may barely depend on one of the parameters, in which case
many different values of that parameter explain the data nearly
equally well. The Cramér–Rao bound quantifies how well
the data can determine each parameter of the vector θ. Our
proposed IML estimator uses this bound to eliminate values
of θ for which some parameter θi cannot be estimated within
a specified error.

Let I(θ) = −E[∇2
θ log pθ(Z̃)] be the Fisher information

matrix of pθ, which is nonsingular on Θ. We define the
normalized Cramér–Rao bound of parameter θi as

Vi(θ) =
[I(θ)−1]i,i

θ2i
. (6)

Then, by the Cramér–Rao bound,
√
Vi(θ) is a lower bound

on the normalized root mean squared error (NRMSE) of any
unbiased estimate of θi.

For a tolerance τ > 0, we define the identifiable window
Wτ as

Wτ =
{
θ ∈ Θ : Vi(θ) ≤ τ2 for all i

}
. (7)

Outside this window, the normalized Cramér–Rao bound ex-
ceeds the tolerance for at least one parameter, so no unbiased
estimator can estimate that parameter within NRMSE τ . We
therefore say that θ is identifiable to tolerance τ when θ ∈ Wτ .

We then define the IML estimator as the standard ML
estimator constrained to this identifiable window,

θ̂IML = argmax
θ∈Wτ

pθ(z̃), (8)

provided Wτ is nonempty. When the standard ML estimate
lies in Wτ , the two estimates coincide; otherwise, the IML
estimator returns the most likely parameter among those the
data can resolve to the stated tolerance.

B. Virtual Model

In PnP methods, the prior proximal map is interpreted as
a MAP denoiser by introducing a virtual model in which
the denoiser input is the true image plus AWGN of standard
deviation γ [37, Ch. 10]. This virtual model is not assumed
to describe how the data were generated. Instead, it is a
probabilistic interpretation of an algorithmic step that makes
the step’s statistical meaning explicit.

Here, we apply the idea of the virtual model to the data-
fitting proximal map of (4). From a Bayesian viewpoint,
fσ(x) encodes the data-fitting loss, and the quadratic term
1

2γ2 ∥x − v∥2 can be interpreted as the negative log of a
Gaussian priorN (v, γ2I) on x. Hence, the minimization in (4)
gives Fσ,γ(v; y) as the MAP estimate of x under this prior and
the data-fitting term from (3) [47].

Stated explicitly, the virtual model is

X = V + γ E , E ∼ N (0, I), (9)

where V ∼ p(v) is a random vector drawn from the image
prior. Then the measurement under the forward model in (1)
is

Y = AX + σW, W ∼ N (0, I). (10)

As noted above, under this virtual model, Fσ,γ(v; y) is the
MAP estimate of X given V = v and Y = y.

To better connect this model with neural networks, we
note that these MAP estimates are MMSE estimates. That is,
since the posterior of X|v, y is Gaussian, the mode and mean
coincide, i.e.,

Fσ,γ(v; y) = E[X | V = v, Y = y]. (11)

Likewise, (9) is exactly the AWGN denoising problem for
standard deviation γ, so the MMSE denoiser is given by

Dγ(x) = E[V | X = x]. (12)
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Thus, the PnP iterations in Algorithms 1 and 2 alternate
MMSE estimates of the two latent variables X and V , with
the measurement Y = y held fixed.

This virtual model allows us to describe the likelihood pθ
of (8), where θ = (σ2, γ2). Under the virtual model, define
the data-fitting residual as Z = Y −AV . Substituting (9) and
(10) and using linearity of A, we have

Z = γAE + σW ∼ N
(
0, γ2AAT + σ2I

)
. (13)

Thus, the residual is the sum of two statistically distinct parts:
a reconstruction error γAE that is shaped by the forward
operator, and measurement noise σW that is white. This is
what makes σ and γ separately identifiable as long as neither
part overwhelms the other.

To make this explicit, let AAT = EΛET be the eigende-
composition of AAT, where E is orthogonal and Λ is diagonal
with nonnegative entries λi. We assume the λi are not all
equal; otherwise the residual would be white and the two
parameters could not be separated. Lemma A.1 shows that
this is exactly the condition for the Fisher information matrix
to be nonsingular. Rotating by E decorrelates the residual,
so Z̃ = ETZ has independent components with variances
γ2λi + σ2. Factoring out σ2 and writing ρ = γ/σ, we have

Z̃ ∼ N (0, σ2Cρ), Cρ = ρ2Λ + I. (14)

The covariance thus separates into an overall scale σ2 and a
spectral shape Cρ that depends only on the ratio ρ.

C. IML Estimator for Virtual Model

We now provide the complete algorithm for computing the
IML estimate of the PnP parameters θ = (σ2, γ2) from the
rotated residual Z̃ ∼ N (0, σ2Cρ). All derivations and proofs
are included in Appendix A.

The identifiable window Wτ of (7) is determined by the
normalized Cramér–Rao bounds of γ2 and σ2; these bounds
are given by

Vγ(ρ; Λ) =
2Tr(C−2

ρ )

ρ4∆(ρ)
, (15)

Vσ(ρ; Λ) =
2Tr(Λ2C−2

ρ )

∆(ρ)
, (16)

where

∆(ρ) = Tr(C−2
ρ ) Tr(Λ2C−2

ρ )−
[
Tr(ΛC−2

ρ )
]2
. (17)

As shown in Lemma A.1, both bounds depend on θ only
through the ratio ρ, soWτ constrains only ρ. This is consistent
with the earlier observation that σ and γ are separately
identifiable as long as neither overwhelms the other.

Theorem A.2 shows that Vγ is decreasing and Vσ is increas-
ing in ρ, so each constraint bounds ρ on one side. Thus, given
τ > 0, Wτ is the set of parameter pairs (σ2, γ2) such that

ρinf ≤ ρ ≤ ρsup, (18)

where ρinf solves Vγ(ρ; Λ) = τ2 and ρsup solves Vσ(ρ; Λ) =
τ2, with ρsup = ∞ if Vσ(ρ; Λ) < τ2 for all ρ. Since both
functions are monotone, each root can be found by bisection.
Algorithm 3 summarizes the computation of ρinf and ρsup. We

Algorithm 3 Precompute(A, τ)

Input: forward operator A, tolerance τ

1: E,Λ← eigendecomposition of AAT

2: ρinf ← solution of Vγ(ρ; Λ) = τ2 ▷ (15)
3: ρsup ← solution of Vσ(ρ; Λ) = τ2, or ∞ if none ▷ (16)
4: return P = (E,Λ, ρinf , ρsup)

Algorithm 4 IML(z,P)
Input: residual z ∈ RM , IML parameters P

1: (E,Λ, ρinf , ρsup)← P ▷ Alg. 3
2: z̃ ← ETz
3: ρ̂← argminρinf≤ρ≤ρsup L(ρ; z̃,Λ) ▷ (20)
4: Cρ̂ ← ρ̂2Λ + I
5: σ̂2 ← 1

M z̃TC−1
ρ̂ z̃

6: γ̂2 ← ρ̂2σ̂2

7: return (σ̂2, γ̂2)

assume that τ is chosen to be large enough that this interval is
nonempty. Corollary A.3 shows that the interval is nonempty
if and only if τ ≥ τ⋆, where τ⋆ is the common value of the
two bounds at the ρ where they cross.

Algorithm 4 computes the IML estimate from a residual z.
Since Wτ constrains only ρ, the likelihood is first maximized
over σ2 for fixed ρ, which gives

σ̂2(ρ) =
1

M
z̃TC−1

ρ z̃. (19)

Substituting this into the negative log-likelihood leaves the
profiled negative log-likelihood of ρ,

L(ρ; z̃,Λ) = M log
(
z̃TC−1

ρ z̃
)
+ log detCρ. (20)

The IML estimate of ρ minimizes L over [ρinf , ρsup], and
Theorem A.4 shows that this minimizer exists. Since Λ is
diagonal, every trace and quadratic form is a sum over the M
eigenvalues, so each evaluation costs O(M).

D. Implementation for Convolutional Forward Models

The IML estimator applies to any forward operator for
which the eigendecomposition of AAT is available. In this
work, we restrict our attention to convolutional forward mod-
els, specifically image deblurring and SR.

For deblurring, A is circular convolution with blur kernel k,
so that Ax = k∗x. Let F denote the discrete Fourier transform
(DFT) matrix and k̂ = Fkpad, where kpad is the kernel
zero-padded to the image dimensions. Circular convolution is
diagonalized by the DFT, so AAT = 1

MF
∗ diag{|k̂i|2}F and

the eigenvalues of AAT are the power spectrum of the kernel,
i.e.,

λi = |k̂i|2. (21)

The rotation z̃ = ETz is the unitary DFT, i.e., z̃ = 1√
M
Fz.1

1Since F is complex, E = M−1/2F∗ is unitary rather than orthogonal.
A real orthogonal eigenbasis of AAT is obtained from the real and imaginary
parts of the DFT basis, and every quantity in Section III-C depends on z̃ only
through |z̃i|2, so we compute with the complex DFT and replace z̃T with
z̃H.
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TABLE I
MEAN PSNR / SSIM OF ADAPTIVEPNP AND TUNED PNP RECONSTRUCTIONS, AVERAGED OVER THE CBSD68 DATASET WITH FOUR KERNELS IN EACH

FAMILY (G1–G4, A1–A4, M1–M4) AND THREE NOISE LEVELS (1%, 3%, AND 5%). TUNED PNP USES THE TRUE σ AND A STEP SIZE SELECTED BY
GRID SEARCH, WHEREAS ADAPTIVEPNP USES NEITHER.THE BEST RESULT WITHIN EACH ALGORITHM AND KERNEL FAMILY IS BOLDED.

Isotropic Gaussian Anisotropic Gaussian Motion

Tuned PnP AdaptivePnP Tuned PnP AdaptivePnP Tuned PnP AdaptivePnP

Deblurring PGM 27.83 / 0.768 28.39 / 0.807 25.49 / 0.701 25.83 / 0.719 26.64 / 0.719 28.01 / 0.777
ADMM 28.27 / 0.793 28.32 / 0.808 25.77 / 0.722 25.79 / 0.719 28.02 / 0.800 27.96 / 0.782

2× Super-Resolution PGM 24.07 / 0.603 26.69 / 0.737 24.83 / 0.634 25.23 / 0.675 22.24 / 0.470 25.47 / 0.650
ADMM 23.88 / 0.623 26.55 / 0.737 25.13 / 0.671 25.28 / 0.685 23.03 / 0.578 25.79 / 0.701
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Fig. 2. The twelve 25× 25 blur kernels used in experiments.

For SR by an integer factor L > 1, the forward model is
Ax = S(k ∗ x), where S subsamples the blurred image by a
factor of L in each spatial dimension. Under circular boundary
conditions, AAT is circulant on the low-resolution grid and
is therefore diagonalized by the low-resolution DFT [48]. Its
eigenvalues are the aliased power spectrum

λi =
1

L2

∑
j∈Ai

|k̂j |2, (22)

where Ai is the set of L2 high-resolution frequencies that alias
onto low-resolution frequency i, and the rotation ETz is the
unitary DFT on the low-resolution grid.

IV. EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

We evaluate AdaptivePnP on image deblurring and 2× SR
using the CBSD68 dataset [49]. Comparisons with the tuned
baselines use all 68 images; the ablations in Sections V-B
and V-C use only the first 20 images. We generate mea-
surements using the twelve 25 × 25 blur kernels shown in
Figure 2, which are distributed with DPIR [2]. This set of
kernels consists of four isotropic Gaussian kernels (G1–G4),
four anisotropic Gaussian kernels (A1–A4), and four motion
blur kernels (M1–M4). Each kernel is normalized to unit sum
and applied with circular boundary conditions, consistent with
Section III-D. For both forward models, we use measurement
noise levels σ ∈ {0.01, 0.03, 0.05} corresponding to 1%, 3%,
and 5% noise.

All methods use the same pretrained color DRUNet denoiser
distributed with DPIR [2]. Additionally, we initialize with
the back-projected measurement ATy and run for K = 10
iterations with no early stopping. We report PSNR and SSIM
computed on the RGB reconstruction against the ground truth
image, excluding a border of 10 pixels.

For all AdaptivePnP results, we use τ = 0.05 based on a
sensitivity analysis included in Section V-B. We compute ρinf
and ρsup by bracketing each root on a 400-point logarithmic
grid over ρ ∈ [10−6, 106], and refine it with Brent’s method
as implemented in SciPy [50], [51]. If Vσ does not reach τ2

on this range, we set ρsup = 106. At each PnP iteration,
the profiled negative log-likelihood from (20) is minimized
over [ρinf , ρsup] with SciPy’s bounded Brent minimizer. On an
NVIDIA A100 GPU, one call of Algorithm 4 on a 481× 321
image takes approximately 6 ms, compared with 12 ms for one
DRUNet evaluation.

The tuned PnP baselines are given the true measurement
noise level σ and a fixed step size γ = ρσ. The ratio ρ
is selected by grid search on a separate validation set of
20 images from DIV2K [52], center-cropped to 256 × 256
and degraded with the same twelve kernels and three noise
levels. For each reconstruction algorithm and forward model,
we evaluate a 25-point logarithmic grid over ρ ∈ [10−2, 102],
and select the value with the highest mean PSNR pooled over
all kernels, noise levels, and validation images. This yields one
validation-tuned ρ per algorithm and forward model: ρ = 2.15
for ADMM and ρ = 1.47 for PGM in deblurring, and ρ = 4.64
for ADMM and ρ = 3.16 for PGM in 2× SR. We pool over
kernels and noise levels rather than tuning each condition
separately since this mirrors how fixed PnP parameters are
most often used in practice. Note that tuned PnP requires the
true σ and paired ground truth validation data to tune ρ, while
AdaptivePnP doesn’t need either of these.

V. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A. Comparison With Tuned PnP Baselines

Table I reports the mean PSNR and SSIM of AdaptivePnP
and tuned PnP after 10 iterations, averaged over the CBSD68
dataset with four kernels in each family and three noise
levels. For deblurring, AdaptivePnP-PGM outperforms tuned
PnP-PGM for all three kernel families, with the largest im-
provement for motion blur. AdaptivePnP-ADMM essentially
matches the tuned ADMM baseline. For SR, AdaptivePnP
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(a) Deblurring

(b) 2× Super-Resolution

Fig. 3. Mean reconstruction PSNR and ratio ρk = γk/σk of AdaptivePnP and tuned PnP over 10 iterations for (a) deblurring and (b) 2× SR. Results are
averaged over the CBSD68 dataset with all 12 kernels and three noise levels. AdaptivePnP rapidly adapts ρk and reaches its final reconstruction quality within
the first few iterations without requiring a validation-tuned parameter choice.

improves PSNR over tuned PnP by more than 2 dB for both
isotropic Gaussian and motion blur kernels.

Figure 3 compares the PSNR and parameter ratio ρk =
γk/σk of AdaptivePnP and tuned PnP over 10 iterations, av-
eraged over the CBSD68 dataset with all 12 kernels and three
noise levels. For both deblurring and 2× SR, the AdaptivePnP
estimate of ρk decreases sharply over the first several iterations
as the reconstruction PSNR increases; both stabilize within
approximately five iterations.

Figures 4 and 5 compare deblurring and 2× SR reconstruc-
tions from AdaptivePnP and tuned PnP for isotropic Gaussian,
anisotropic Gaussian, and motion blur kernels at different mea-
surement noise levels. AdaptivePnP produces reconstructions
comparable to or better than those obtained with the tuned PnP
baselines, despite requiring neither validation-based tuning nor
prior knowledge of the measurement noise level.

B. Impact of IML Estimator

Figure 6 shows the mean PSNR of AdaptivePnP after 10
iterations using varying tolerances τ , averaged over the first
20 images from the CBSD68 dataset with all 12 kernels and
three noise levels. For 2× SR, very small values of τ degrade
reconstruction quality since the resulting identifiable window
is overly restrictive, but performance is nearly constant for τ ≥
0.05. For deblurring, AdaptivePnP-ADMM is more sensitive
to τ than AdaptivePnP-PGM, but the PSNR is within 0.5 dB
of the optimal value for τ ≥ 0.02. These results imply that
the reconstruction is relatively insensitive to the precise choice

of the tolerance once it is sufficiently large. Thus, instead of
tuning τ for optimal performance, we use τ = 0.05 for all
experiments.

Figure 7 shows the resulting identifiable window with τ =
0.05 for each kernel. The window is always nonempty; ρinf
lies between 0.45 and 0.97 for deblurring and between 1.28
and 2.13 for 2× SR, while ρsup exceeds 106 for six of the
deblurring kernels. The threshold τ⋆ of Corollary A.3 ranges
from 0.003 to 0.005 over the twelve kernels for deblurring and
from 0.006 to 0.03 for 2× SR.

Figure 8 compares the mean PSNR of AdaptivePnP over
10 iterations with the proposed IML estimator and the un-
constrained ML estimator, averaged over the first 20 images
in the CBSD68 dataset with all 12 kernels and three noise
levels. At each iteration, the mean PSNR excludes any runs
that have diverged to a non-finite PSNR, which only occurs
for the ML estimator. With the IML estimator, both PGM and
ADMM improve rapidly during the first few iterations before
stabilizing at approximately 27 dB for deblurring and 25 dB for
2× SR. In contrast, the unconstrained ML estimator exhibits
substantially less stable behavior. For PGM, the mean PSNR
plateaus at a lower value, while for ADMM, the mean PSNR
initially increases but subsequently deteriorates, particularly
for 2× SR. These results demonstrate that constraining pa-
rameter estimates to the identifiable window improves both
reconstruction stability and quality.
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Fig. 4. Deblurring reconstructions using AdaptivePnP and tuned PnP; rows show an isotropic Gaussian kernel (G4) with 3% measurement noise, an anisotropic
Gaussian kernel (A1) with 1% noise, and a motion blur kernel (M1) with 5% noise. The ground truth image and blurred noisy measurement are shown
for reference, and the highlighted regions show magnified image details. AdaptivePnP produces visual quality comparable to or better than the tuned PnP
baselines despite estimating both σ and γ directly from the reconstruction.

Fig. 5. 2× SR reconstructions using AdaptivePnP and tuned PnP; rows show an isotropic Gaussian kernel (G3) with 1% measurement noise, an anisotropic
Gaussian kernel (A3) with 3% noise, and a motion blur kernel (M3) with 5% noise. The ground truth image and low-resolution noisy measurement are shown
for reference, and the highlighted regions show magnified image details. AdaptivePnP recovers visibly sharper image detail than the tuned PnP baselines,
consistent with the PSNR and SSIM improvements in Table I.

(a) Deblurring (b) 2× Super-Resolution

Fig. 6. Mean PSNR of AdaptivePnP after 10 iterations using varying tolerances τ for (a) deblurring and (b) 2× SR. Results are averaged over the first
20 images from CBSD68 with all 12 kernels and three noise levels. Reconstruction quality is insensitive to the precise choice of the tolerance once it is
sufficiently large; we use τ = 0.05 (dashed line) for all experiments.
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(a) Deblurring (b) 2× Super-Resolution

Fig. 7. Identifiable windows Wτ at τ = 0.05 for all kernels under (a)
deblurring and (b) 2× SR. Horizontal intervals show [ρinf , ρsup], with arrows
indicating ρsup > 106. All twelve windows are nonempty in both settings.

C. Impact of Noise Level Estimation

Figure 9 compares the mean PSNR of AdaptivePnP over 10
iterations with estimated σk and known σ, averaged over the
first 20 images of CBSD68 with all 12 kernels and three noise
levels. In both settings, γ is estimated at every iteration by the
IML estimator, so the comparison isolates the noise estimate
from the step-size estimate. For both deblurring and 2× SR,
the two trajectories are nearly indistinguishable and reach
the same final PSNR to within 0.1 dB. Thus, AdaptivePnP
removes the need for known measurement noise σ at no cost
in reconstruction quality.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we introduced AdaptivePnP, a framework
for jointly estimating the measurement noise level σ and
PnP step size γ directly from the data-fitting residual during
reconstruction. To estimate the parameters, we propose an
IML estimator that uses the normalized Cramér–Rao bound
to restrict estimated parameters to an identifiable window.
As applied in AdaptivePnP, the IML estimator uses a virtual
model in which the residual has covariance γ2AAT +σ2I , so
σ and γ contribute distinct spectral components that can be
jointly estimated. Using the virtual model, we showed that this
window reduces to an interval of ratios ρ = γ/σ, yielding a
simple 2-step procedure to estimate σ2 and γ2.

We applied AdaptivePnP to PnP-PGM and PnP-ADMM,
yielding algorithms that require neither a tuned γ nor a
known σ. Our experiments on image deblurring and 2×
SR demonstrated that AdaptivePnP matches or outperforms
corresponding PnP baselines that are supplied with the true
measurement noise level and use a step size selected by grid
search on paired ground truth validation data. The improve-
ment is particularly pronounced for 2× SR, where adapting
the parameters during reconstruction substantially outperforms
a single validation-tuned parameter choice. Additionally, we
found that the constrained IML estimator is essential for
reconstruction quality. These results suggest that explicitly
accounting for parameter identifiability can provide a practical
route toward PnP reconstruction methods that adapt their
regularization and noise parameters directly from the observed
data rather than relying on problem-specific offline tuning.

APPENDIX

This appendix proves the results used in Section III-C and
derives the profiled likelihood minimized in Algorithm 4. We
write ρinf(τ) and ρsup(τ) for the endpoints ρinf and ρsup of
Section III-C to make their dependence on τ explicit, and

si = γ2λi + σ2 = σ2
(
1 + ρ2λi

)
, i = 1, . . . ,M, (23)

for the variance of Z̃i, so that σ2Cρ = diag{si}.

Lemma A.1 (Normalized Cramér–Rao Bounds). The Fisher
information matrix of θ = (σ2, γ2) under (14) is

I(θ) = 1

2σ4

[
Tr

(
C−2

ρ

)
Tr

(
ΛC−2

ρ

)
Tr

(
ΛC−2

ρ

)
Tr

(
Λ2C−2

ρ

)] , (24)

and its determinant is

det I(θ) = ∆(ρ)

4σ8
, (25)

with ∆(ρ) as in (17). In particular, I(θ) is nonsingular if and
only if Λ is not a multiple of I , in which case the normalized
Cramér–Rao bounds (6) of σ2 and γ2 are given by (16)
and (15).

Proof. Since the components of Z̃ from (14) are independent
with Z̃i ∼ N (0, si), the negative log-likelihood is

fθ(z̃) =
1

2

M∑
i=1

(
log si +

z̃2i
si

)
, (26)

up to an additive constant. By (23), ∂si/∂σ
2 = 1 and

∂si/∂γ
2 = λi, so the second partial derivatives of fθ are

∂2fθ
∂(σ2)2

=
1

2

M∑
i=1

(
2z̃2i
s3i
− 1

s2i

)
, (27)

∂2fθ
∂σ2 ∂γ2

=
1

2

M∑
i=1

λi

(
2z̃2i
s3i
− 1

s2i

)
, (28)

∂2fθ
∂(γ2)2

=
1

2

M∑
i=1

λ2
i

(
2z̃2i
s3i
− 1

s2i

)
. (29)

Taking expectations with E[Z̃2
i ] = si gives

I(θ) = 1

2

[ ∑
i s

−2
i

∑
i λis

−2
i∑

i λis
−2
i

∑
i λ

2
i s

−2
i

]
, (30)

and substituting s−2
i = σ−4[C−2

ρ ]ii gives (24).
From (30),

4 det I(θ) =
(∑

i

s−2
i

)(∑
i

λ2
i s

−2
i

)
−
(∑

i

λis
−2
i

)2

, (31)

so again substituting s−2
i = σ−4[C−2

ρ ]ii gives (25). By the
Cauchy–Schwarz inequality applied to the vectors (s−1

i )i and
(λis

−1
i )i, the right-hand side of (31) is nonnegative, with

equality if and only if the two vectors are proportional. Since
every si > 0, this happens if and only if all λi are equal.
Therefore, I(θ) is nonsingular if and only if Λ is not a multiple
of I .
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(a) Deblurring (b) 2× Super-Resolution

Fig. 8. Mean PSNR of AdaptivePnP over 10 iterations with the proposed IML estimator and the unconstrained ML estimator for (a) deblurring and (b) 2×
SR. Results are averaged over the first 20 images from CBSD68 with all 12 kernels and three noise levels. At each iteration, the mean PSNR excludes any
runs that have diverged to a non-finite PSNR, which occurs only for the ML estimator. With IML, both algorithms converge within a few iterations, while
using ML degrades quality over iterations.

(a) Deblurring (b) 2× Super-Resolution

Fig. 9. Mean PSNR of AdaptivePnP over 10 iterations with estimated σk and known σ for (a) deblurring and (b) 2× SR. Results are averaged over the first
20 images of CBSD68 with all 12 kernels and three noise levels; γ is estimated by the IML estimator in both settings. AdaptivePnP removes the need for a
known σ at no cost in reconstruction quality.

Finally, when I(θ) is nonsingular, inverting the 2×2 matrix
in (24) gives

I(θ)−1 =
2σ4

∆(ρ)

[
Tr

(
Λ2C−2

ρ

)
−Tr

(
ΛC−2

ρ

)
−Tr

(
ΛC−2

ρ

)
Tr

(
C−2

ρ

) ]
, (32)

and dividing its diagonal entries by γ4 = ρ4σ4 and σ4 respec-
tively gives the normalized Cramér–Rao bounds Vγ(ρ; Λ) and
Vσ(ρ; Λ) from (15) and (16)

Now we show that Vγ(ρ; Λ) is strictly decreasing and
Vσ(ρ; Λ) is increasing in ρ, so that each constraint from the
identifiable window Wτ in (7) bounds ρ on one side. Define

ρinf(τ) = inf{ρ > 0 : Vγ(ρ; Λ) ≤ τ2}, (33)

ρsup(τ) = sup{ρ > 0 : Vσ(ρ; Λ) ≤ τ2}, (34)

with the conventions inf ∅ = ∞ and sup ∅ = 0. Then the
identifiable window is the set of parameter pairs whose ratio
lies between these two limits,

Wτ =

{
(σ2, γ2) : ρ2inf(τ) ≤

γ2

σ2
≤ ρ2sup(τ)

}
, (35)

which is the interval (18) of Section III-C, and is empty if
ρinf(τ) =∞ or ρinf(τ) > ρsup(τ).

Theorem A.2 (Monotonicity and the Identifiable Window).
Assume that Λ is not a multiple of I , and let M0 be the number
of zero eigenvalues of AAT. Then Vσ(ρ; Λ) and Vγ(ρ; Λ) are
continuous on (0,∞), and the following hold.

(i) Vγ(ρ; Λ) is strictly decreasing on (0,∞), Vγ(ρ; Λ)→∞
as ρ→ 0, and

lim
ρ→∞

Vγ(ρ; Λ) =


2

M −M0
, M0 ≥ 1,

2Tr(Λ−2)
M Tr(Λ−2)−[Tr Λ−1]2 , M0 = 0.

(36)
(ii) Vσ(ρ; Λ) is increasing on (0,∞), strictly increasing if

Λ has at least two distinct nonzero eigenvalues, and

lim
ρ→0

Vσ(ρ; Λ) =
2Tr(Λ2)

M Tr(Λ2)− [TrΛ]2
, (37)

lim
ρ→∞

Vσ(ρ; Λ) =

{
2/M0, M0 ≥ 1,

∞, M0 = 0.
(38)

Consequently, for every τ > 0, Wτ is given by (35), and it is
empty if and only if ρinf(τ) =∞ or ρinf(τ) > ρsup(τ).

Proof. For ρ > 0, define

xi =
1

1 + ρ2λi
, yi = 1− xi. (39)
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Additionally, let

T1 =
∑
i

xi, T2 =
∑
i

x2
i (40)

and
S1 =

∑
i

yi, S2 =
∑
i

y2i . (41)

Observe that C−1
ρ = diag{xi} and yi = ρ2λixi. Thus,

Tr(C−2
ρ ) = T2,

Tr(ΛC−2
ρ ) = ρ−2(T1 − T2),

Tr(Λ2C−2
ρ ) = ρ−4S2.

(42)

Substituting into ∆(ρ) given in (17) and using S2 = M −
2T1 + T2 and S1 = M − T1,

ρ4∆(ρ) = T2(M − 2T1 + T2)− (T1 − T2)
2

= MT2 − T 2
1 = MS2 − S2

1 > 0,
(43)

where positivity follows from Lemma A.1. By definition of
Vγ(ρ; Λ) and Vσ(ρ; Λ) given in (15) and (16),

Vγ(ρ; Λ) =
2

M − T 2
1 /T2

, (44)

Vσ(ρ; Λ) =
2

M − S2
1/S2

. (45)

Each xi is continuous in ρ, and the denominators in (44)
and (45) are positive. Thus, Vσ(ρ; Λ) and Vγ(ρ; Λ) are con-
tinuous on (0,∞).

First we will prove (i). By (44), Vγ(ρ; Λ) is strictly decreas-
ing if and only if T 2

1 /T2 is strictly decreasing. Differentiating
with respect to ρ, we have

d

dρ

T 2
1

T2
=

4ρT1

T 2
2

∑
i,j

λix
2
ixj(xi − xj). (46)

Relabeling the summation indices i↔ j leaves the sum in (46)
unchanged, so it equals the average of itself and its relabeled
copy, i.e.,∑

i,j

λix
2
ixj(xi − xj) =

1

2

∑
i,j

(
λix

2
ixj − λjx

2
jxi

)
(xi − xj)

=
1

2

∑
i,j

xixj (xi − xj)(λixi − λjxj).

(47)

Using the definition of xi, for every pair (i, j), we have

−ρ−2(xi − xj) = λixi − λjxj = (λi − λj)xixj . (48)

Substituting (47) and then (48) into (46),

d

dρ

T 2
1

T2
=

2ρT1

T 2
2

∑
i,j

xixj(xi − xj)(λixi − λjxj)

= −2ρ3T1

T 2
2

∑
i,j

(λi − λj)
2 x3

ix
3
j < 0,

(49)

where negativity follows from xi > 0 and λi ̸= λj for at least
one pair. Additionally, limρ→0 xi = 1 for all i, so T 2

1 /T2 →
M . Hence,

lim
ρ→0

Vγ(ρ; Λ) =∞. (50)

Now consider ρ→∞. If M0 ≥ 1, then

lim
ρ→∞

xi =

{
1 if λi = 0

0 else.
(51)

Thus, T 2
1 /T2 →M0 and

lim
ρ→∞

Vγ(ρ; Λ) =
2

M −M0
. (52)

On the other hand, if there are no zero eigenvalues (M0 =
0), then ρ2xi → 1/λi for every i. Thus, T 2

1 /T2 →
(
∑

i λ
−1
i )2/

∑
i λ

−2
i and

lim
ρ→∞

Vγ(ρ; Λ) =
2Tr(Λ−2)

(M Tr(Λ−2)− [TrΛ−1]2)
. (53)

This proves (36).
Next, we will prove (ii). By (45), Vσ(ρ; Λ) is increasing if

and only if S2
1/S2 is increasing. Differentiating with respect

to ρ and substituting yj − yi = xi − xj and yj = ρ2λjxj , we
have

d

dρ

S2
1

S2
=

4ρS1

S2
2

∑
i,j

λix
2
i yj (yj − yi)

=
4ρ3S1

S2
2

∑
i,j

λiλj x
2
ixj (xi − xj).

(54)

Symmetrizing as in (47) and applying (48), we have

d

dρ

S2
1

S2
=

2ρ3S1

S2
2

∑
i,j

λiλj xixj (xi − xj)
2

=
2ρ7S1

S2
2

∑
i,j

λiλj(λi − λj)
2 x3

ix
3
j ≥ 0.

(55)

Each term in this sum is positive exactly when λi, λj > 0
and λi ̸= λj . Thus, Vσ(ρ; Λ) is increasing, and is strictly
increasing if and only if Λ has at least two distinct nonzero
eigenvalues. Additionally, as ρ → 0, yi/ρ2 → λi for every i,
so S2

1/S2 → (
∑

i λi)
2/

∑
i λ

2
i . Hence,

lim
ρ→0

Vσ(ρ; Λ) =
2Tr(Λ2)

(M Tr(Λ2)− [TrΛ]2)
. (56)

This proves (37). Now consider ρ→∞. We know

lim
ρ→∞

yi =

{
0 if λi = 0

1 else.
(57)

Thus, S2
1/S2 →M −M0 and

lim
ρ→∞

Vσ(ρ; Λ) =

{
2/M0 if M0 > 0

∞ if M0 = 0.
(58)

This proves (38).
Finally, fix τ > 0 and let

Lγ = {ρ > 0 : Vγ(ρ; Λ) ≤ τ2}, (59)

Lσ = {ρ > 0 : Vσ(ρ; Λ) ≤ τ2}. (60)

Then, as defined in (33) and (34), ρinf(τ) = inf Lγ and
ρsup(τ) = supLσ , and Wτ is the set of (σ2, γ2) with
γ/σ ∈ Lγ ∩ Lσ . Both sets are closed in (0,∞) because
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Vγ(ρ; Λ) and Vσ(ρ; Λ) are continuous. Using monotonicity and
the limits in (i) and (ii), we have

Lγ =

{
∅, if ρinf(τ) =∞,

[ρinf(τ),∞), if ρinf(τ) <∞,
(61)

and

Lσ =


∅, if ρsup(τ) = 0,

(0, ρsup(τ)], if 0 < ρsup(τ) <∞,

(0,∞), if ρsup(τ) =∞.

(62)

Therefore, Lγ ∩ Lσ = {ρ > 0 : ρinf(τ) ≤ ρ ≤ ρsup(τ)} as
in (35), and this set is empty if and only if ρinf(τ) = ∞ or
ρinf(τ) > ρsup(τ).

Theorem A.2 shows that Wτ is empty when τ is too small;
the following corollary gives the exact threshold for τ such
that Wτ is nonempty.

Corollary A.3 (Smallest Tolerance for Nonempty Window).
Assume that Λ is not a multiple of I and that fewer than half
of its eigenvalues are zero. Then Vγ(ρ; Λ) and Vσ(ρ; Λ) cross
at a unique ρ⋆ > 0, and Wτ is nonempty if and only if

τ2 ≥ τ2⋆ = Vγ(ρ⋆; Λ) = Vσ(ρ⋆; Λ). (63)

Proof. By Theorem A.2, Vγ(ρ; Λ) − Vσ(ρ; Λ) is continuous
and strictly decreasing on (0,∞) and tends to ∞ as ρ → 0.
Additionally, by (36) and (38), its limit as ρ→∞ is negative
when M0 < M/2. Thus, there exists a unique ρ⋆ > 0 such
that (Vγ − Vσ)(ρ⋆; Λ) = 0.

Since Vγ(ρ; Λ) is decreasing and Vσ(ρ; Λ) is increasing, we
know that

max{Vγ(ρ; Λ), Vσ(ρ; Λ)} ≥ τ2⋆ (64)

for every ρ, with equality at ρ⋆. By (7), Wτ is nonempty if
and only if some ρ satisfies max{Vγ(ρ; Λ), Vσ(ρ; Λ)} ≤ τ2,
which holds if and only if τ2 ≥ τ2⋆ .

The negative log-likelihood of z̃ under (14) is

− log pθ(z̃) =
M

2
log σ2+

1

2
log detCρ+

1

2σ2
z̃TC−1

ρ z̃, (65)

up to an additive constant independent of θ. Setting the
derivative with respect to σ2 to zero gives the ML estimate of
σ2 for fixed ρ, i.e.,

σ̂2(ρ) =
1

M
z̃TC−1

ρ z̃. (66)

Note that σ̂2(ρ) is positive whenever z̃ ̸= 0. Substituting (66)
into (65) gives 1

2L(ρ; z̃,Λ) plus an additive constant, with L
as in (20). Since Wτ constrains only ρ, the IML estimate of
ρ is

ρ̂ = argmin
ρ∈[ρinf (τ),ρsup(τ)]

L(ρ; z̃), (67)

and substituting ρ̂ into (66) gives the last two steps of
Algorithm 4.

Theorem A.4 (Existence of the IML Estimate). Assume that
Wτ is nonempty, z̃ ̸= 0, and Λ is not a multiple of I . If
ρsup(τ) = ∞, assume additionally that z̃i ̸= 0 for some i
with λi = 0. Then, the minimum in (67) is attained.

Proof. Let

J = {ρ > 0 : ρinf(τ) ≤ ρ ≤ ρsup(τ)}. (68)

By the identifiable window Wτ given in (35), (σ2, γ2) ∈ Wτ if
and only if γ/σ ∈ J . We want to show that L(ρ; z̃,Λ) in (20)
attains its minimum on J . Since z̃ ̸= 0 and C−1

ρ is positive def-
inite, z̃TC−1

ρ z̃ > 0 for every ρ > 0, so L(ρ; z̃,Λ) is continuous
on (0,∞). Additionally, since Wτ ̸= ∅, Theorem A.2 gives
ρinf(τ) < ∞ and ρinf(τ) ≤ ρsup(τ), so J ̸= ∅. Moreover,
ρinf(τ) > 0 since limρ→0 Vγ = ∞. Thus, if ρsup(τ) < ∞, J
is compact and, therefore, the minimum in (67) is attained.

On the other hand, if ρsup(τ) = ∞, then J is the set of ρ
in [ρinf(τ),∞). Since limρ→∞ Vσ(ρ; Λ) ≤ τ2 <∞, we know
M0 ≥ 1 by (38). Additionally, M0 < M since Λ is not a
multiple of I . Since [C−1

ρ ]ii = (1 + ρ2λi)
−1 tends to 0 if λi

> 0 and equals 1 if λi = 0, we know

lim
ρ→∞

z̃TC−1
ρ z̃ =

∑
i:λi=0

z̃2i > 0, (69)

where positivity holds since z̃ ̸= 0. Additionally, since we
have assumed at least one λi is positive,

lim
ρ→∞

log detCρ = lim
ρ→∞

∑
i:λi>0

log
(
1 + ρ2λi

)
=∞. (70)

Thus,
lim
ρ→∞

L(ρ; z̃,Λ) =∞, (71)

so the sublevel set {ρ ∈ J : L(ρ; z̃,Λ) ≤ L(ρinf(τ); z̃)} is
nonempty, closed, and bounded, hence compact. Therefore,
the minimum in (67) is attained.
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Tourneret, “Fast Single Image Super-Resolution Using a New Analytical
Solution for ℓ2–ℓ2 Problems,” IEEE Transactions on Image Processing,
vol. 25, no. 8, pp. 3683–3697, Aug. 2016.

[49] D. Martin, C. Fowlkes, D. Tal, and J. Malik, “A database of human
segmented natural images and its application to evaluating segmentation
algorithms and measuring ecological statistics,” in Proceedings Eighth
IEEE International Conference on Computer Vision. ICCV 2001, vol. 2,
Jul. 2001, pp. 416–423 vol.2.

[50] R. P. Brent, Algorithms for minimization without derivatives. Courier
Corporation, 2013.

[51] P. Virtanen, R. Gommers, T. E. Oliphant, M. Haberland, T. Reddy,
D. Cournapeau, E. Burovski, P. Peterson, W. Weckesser, J. Bright et al.,
“Scipy 1.0: fundamental algorithms for scientific computing in python,”
Nature methods, vol. 17, no. 3, pp. 261–272, 2020.



13

[52] E. Agustsson and R. Timofte, “NTIRE 2017 Challenge on Single Image
Super-Resolution: Dataset and Study,” in 2017 IEEE Conference on
Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition Workshops (CVPRW), Jul.
2017, pp. 1122–1131, iSSN: 2160-7516.


