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ABSTRACT

Phase unwrapping is a fundamental problem in InSAR data
processing, supporting geophysical applications such as de-
formation monitoring and hazard assessment. Its reliability
is limited by noise and decorrelation in radar acquisitions,
which makes accurate reconstruction of the deformation sig-
nal challenging. We propose a denoising diffusion probabilis-
tic model (DDPM)-based framework for InSAR phase un-
wrapping, UnwrapDiff, in which the output of the traditional
minimum cost flow algorithm (SNAPHU) is incorporated as
conditional guidance. To evaluate robustness, we construct a
synthetic dataset that incorporates atmospheric effects and di-
verse noise patterns, representative of realistic InSAR obser-
vations. Experiments show that the proposed model leverages
the conditional prior while reducing the effect of diverse noise
patterns, achieving on average a 10.11% reduction in NRMSE
compared to SNAPHU. It also achieves better reconstruction
quality in difficult cases such as dyke intrusions.

Index Terms— InSAR, Phase Unwrapping, Diffusion
model, SNAPHU

1. INTRODUCTION

Interferometric Synthetic Aperture Radar (InSAR) is a pow-
erful technique for monitoring ground deformation related
to earthquakes, volcanic activity and other geophysical pro-
cesses [1–3]. A key step in InSAR processing is phase un-
wrapping. Radar phase measurements are recorded modulo
2π, which introduces discontinuities in the observed signal.
The unwrapped phase represents the true ground deformation
and can be directly used for subsequent geophysical analy-
sis. The goal is to reconstruct the absolute interferometric
phase from wrapped observations. The problem is inherently
ill-posed, because both the continuous phase and the inte-
ger ambiguity must be determined. Accurate unwrapping is
essential for reliable deformation mapping. However, it re-
mains challenging in certain cases, particularly where noise,
decorrelation, or sharp deformation gradients occur [4].

Traditional phase unwrapping methods can be grouped
into path-following and optimization-based approaches.
Path-following methods, such as branch-cut [5], unwrap

Fig. 1: Unwrapping results of a dyke intrusion scene with wa-
ter body patches, shown as dark blue regions in the wrapped
interferogram.

phase by integrating along paths while cutting around residues.
Optimization-based methods, such as Statistical-cost, Network-
flow Algorithm for Phase Unwrapping (SNAPHU) [6], solve
a minimum-cost flow problem to enforce global consistency.
These approaches are effective in simple cases, but they per-
form poorly in low-coherence regions (e.g. water bodies)
or under sharp deformation gradients (as shown in Fig. 1),
where discontinuities and incorrect branch cuts often appear.

Deep learning has only recently been applied to InSAR
phase unwrapping, and the number of task-specific designs
remains limited. PhaseNet [7] first formulated unwrapping
as a multi-class classification task by predicting wrap counts,
and was later extended by PhaseNet 2.0 [8], which improved
the network architecture and training objectives to enhance
robustness. U3Net [9] introduces an unsupervised strategy
using deep unrolling that leverages coherence-driven and re-
construction losses to reduce dependence on paired ground
truth. SQD-LSTM [10] captures sequential dependencies in
the wrapped-to-unwrapped mapping through recurrent mod-
eling. Beyond methods designed specifically for unwrapping,
the networks originally designed for image restoration have
also been adapted to this task. Transformer-based architec-
tures, such as Restormer [11], have been applied to phase
unwrapping by modifying their loss functions [9]. More re-
cently, generative approaches have been considered [12]. Dif-
fusion probabilistic models [13, 14] learn to reverse a pro-
gressive noising process and have achieved state-of-the-art
performance in image restoration. Although diffusion mod-
els have shown high potential in image generation and recon-
struction tasks, their potential for phase unwrapping remains
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unexplored.
In this paper, we address the aforementioned challenges

by proposing UnwrapDiff, a conditional diffusion framework
for InSAR phase unwrapping. The method uses SNAPHU
outputs as priors to provide global consistency while correct-
ing local errors in noisy and high-gradient regions as shown
in Fig. 1c. Diffusion models offer unique advantages for this
task: their iterative denoising process not only captures lo-
cal textures and global spatial structures, but also enables sta-
ble reconstruction across phase discontinuities. This prop-
erty is consistent with their demonstrated success in image in-
painting and missing-data restoration, where diffusion-based
methods recover continuous spatial fields despite gaps, noise,
or severe corruption. Compared to direct regression or dis-
criminative networks, diffusion models are therefore particu-
larly suited to enforcing spatial constraints and global consis-
tency in phase unwrapping.

To enable systematic evaluation, we construct a synthetic
dataset that integrates deformation, atmospheric effects, and
multiple noise patterns to enable systematic robustness evalu-
ation. Experiments demonstrate that the proposed approach
achieves higher reconstruction accuracy than exiting meth-
ods, particularly under decorrelation and complex deforma-
tion. These results suggest that diffusion models have strong
potential as a robust alternative for InSAR phase unwrapping.

2. METHODOLOGY

2.1. Preliminaries

Phase Unwrapping Problem: Phase unwrapping seeks to
recover a continuous phase field from wrapped interferomet-
ric observations. For an interferogram ϕwrap ∈ (−π, π], the
objective is to reconstruct the true unwrapped signal ϕ. For-
mally, the wrapped measurement is expressed as

ϕw(x) = mod(ϕ(x) + π, 2π)− π, (1)

where ϕ(x) is the continuous phase and ϕw(x) its wrapped
counterpart. In practice, ϕw(x) is the observed signal, while
ϕ(x) is the unknown quantity to be recovered. Algorithms
such as SNAPHU address this problem by estimating the cor-
rect integer multiple of 2π across all pixels through global
optimization strategies.

This can be equivalently viewed as recovering an integer
offset field that links the wrapped and unwrapped phases. In
the ideal case, the phase gradient is preserved under wrap-
ping, i.e., ∇ϕ(x) ≈ ∇ϕw(x). In practice, the phase gradient
of the wrapped and unwrapped signals should ideally be con-
sistent. Discontinuities such as wrapping between −π and π,
noise, and missing values often violate this assumption. As a
result, inconsistencies arise in the gradient field. These incon-
sistencies appear as residues, defined as non-zero circulation
of the wrapped gradient around a closed loop [15]. Address-

Fig. 2: Diagram of the proposed UnwrapDiff.

ing residues in a globally consistent manner renders phase
unwrapping an ill-posed and challenging problem.

SNAPHU Algorithm: Among classical approaches, the
SNAPHU [6] is one of the most widely used. It partitions an
interferogram into smaller tiles and unwrapped individually.
Within each tile, irregularly shaped, independent regions of
high reliability are identified, and the relative phase offsets
between these regions are resolved through a secondary opti-
mization problem. This problem maximizes the a posteriori
probability of the full-phase estimate and is formulated as a
network flow, minimizing a cost function:

min
fij∈Z

∑
(i,j)

cijfij , (2)

where fij denotes the integer flow along edge (i, j) and cij is
its associated cost. The cost is derived from statistical models
of noise and coherence, so edges in low-coherence regions
are penalized less. By solving this optimization, SNAPHU
enforces global consistency. However, its performance de-
grades in practice when phase gradients are large or when
strong noise is present, often leading to unwrapping errors.

2.2. Conditional Diffusion Framework

The proposed method adopts an improved denoising diffusion
probabilistic model (DDPM) for InSAR phase unwrapping.
The design incorporates the output of SNAPHU as a condi-
tional prior, as shown in Fig. 2. This prior provides global
consistency while allowing the diffusion model to correct lo-
cal errors in noisy or high-gradient regions.

The forward process gradually perturbs the clean un-
wrapped phase ϕ (x0 = ϕ) into a noisy variable xT via a



Markov chain:

q(xt|xt−1) = N (xt;
√
1− βt xt−1, βtI), (3)

with a cosine variance schedule {βt}Tt=1. After T steps the
distribution approaches an isotropic Gaussian.

The reverse process reconstructs the clean signal from
Gaussian noise, while the SNAPHU prior c is incorporated
into the U-Net as an additional input channel, enabling the
model to leverage this prior during denoising:

pθ(xt−1|xt, c) = N
(
xt−1;µθ(xt, t, c), σ

2
θ(xt, t)I

)
. (4)

Here µθ and σ2
θ are predicted by the network, where σ2

θ is
parameterized between fixed bounds and trained jointly. This
formulation enables the model to leverage the prior from
SNAPHU while maintaining flexibility to correct its system-
atic errors.

2.3. Training and Loss Functions

Training requires paired wrapped and unwrapped samples.
The synthetic dataset integrates deformation models, atmo-
spheric turbulence, stratified delays, and multiple noise types,
providing a diverse and controlled environment for robustness
evaluation.

Following the improved DDPM formulation [14], the
model is trained to predict the noise ϵ added at each step of
the forward process. The training objective is a weighted
mean squared error:

LDDPM = Et,x0,ϵ

[
wt · ∥ϵ− ϵθ(xt, c, t)∥22

]
, (5)

where xt is the noisy sample at step t, c denotes the SNAPHU
prior, and wt is a variance-schedule-dependent weight.

This objective directly follows the improved diffusion
framework and ensures stable and efficient training, while the
conditional prior c provides additional guidance to correct
systematic errors from SNAPHU.

3. EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

3.1. Dataset

The synthetic dataset is generated by combining three key
components [16]: surface deformation, stratified atmospheric
delays, and turbulent atmospheric artefacts. Deformation sig-
nals are derived from elastic source models, stratified delays
from GACOS products, and turbulence from statistical simu-
lations based on Sentinel-1 data. Interferograms are formed
as linear combinations of these components and wrapped into
(−π, π], providing a controlled yet realistic benchmark for
evaluation [17]. In addition, three types of noise frequently
encountered in InSAR observations are incorporated, namely
pepper, speckle, and patchy noise. Pepper noise, owing to its
straightforward nature, is not further elaborated. The dataset

comprises 11,000 samples in total, with 10,000 used for train-
ing and 1,000 reserved for testing.

Speckle noise generation. We follow the Goodman
statistical model to simulate correlated single-look complex
(SLC) pairs [18]. Given a clean phase field ϕ(x) and am-
plitude A(x), two correlated samples (z1, z2) are generated
with local coherence γ(x). The interferogram is then formed
as I = z1z

∗
2 , and the observed phase ϕ̂ = arg(Ī) after L-

look averaging represents the speckle-contaminated signal.
This ensures physically consistent second-order statistics,
with phase variance approximately Var(ϕ̂) ≈ 1−|γ|2

2L|γ|2 under
high-coherence conditions [19].

Patchy noise generation. Patchy distortions are simu-
lated by thresholding a smoothed Gaussian random field to
create irregular low-coherence regions. Within each patch,
phase values are either replaced with random jumps of 2kπ,
mimicking decorrelation effects near water bodies or vegeta-
tion boundaries. This produces spatially clustered corruption
patterns, distinct from pixel-wise noise such as speckle.

3.2. Comparative Evaluation

We compared the proposed method against a range of base-
lines, including both traditional and learning-based ap-
proaches. We compare against both optimization-based
method (SNAPHU [6]) and learning-based methods, in-
cluding PUNet [20], U3Net [9], SQD-LSTM [10], and
Restormer [11]. Except for PUNet, which is evaluated with
official pretrained weights, all models are retrained on our
synthetic dataset for fair comparison.The performance is
reported in normalized root mean square error (NRMSE).
Lower values indicate better performance.

The results in Table 1 and Fig.3 show that SNAPHU per-
forms well in clean regions, but it lacks mechanisms to handle
noise. PUNet generates globally smoothed solutions, which
reduce atmospheric artefacts but fail to reconstruct sharp
dyking deformation. U3Net provides only partial recovery,
and its unsupervised design struggles with strong gradients.
Restormer restores some deformation in low-noise areas, but
it breaks down under severe atmospheric effects. SQD-LSTM
achieves good overall unwrapping, yet error maps reveal lo-
cal artefacts. In contrast, our UnwrapDiff achieves the lowest
error, as it leverages SNAPHU priors while correcting local
inconsistencies, leading to accurate recovery of both global
patterns and fine details.

We also conducted validation on real InSAR observations,
using a Sentinel-1 TOPS-SAR ascending interferogram cap-
turing the coseismic deformation of the 29 November 2020
Mw 5.7 Humahuaca earthquake in the central Andes of Ar-
gentina. The wrapped and unwrapped phases were obtained
from previously published results [21], where the coseismic
displacement field was reconstructed from InSAR time-series
spanning two years before and after the earthquake. Due to
the lack of GNSS observations for validation, this time-series



Fig. 3: Unwrapping results (top row) on a simulated dyke intrusion, with the ground truth shown in (a) and the input wrapped
interferogram shown in (h). Corresponding error maps are shown in the bottom row.

Table 1: Comparison of different phase unwrapping methods
based on NRMSE. Lower values indicate better performance.

Method NRMSE (%)↓

SNAPHU [6] 11.56
PUNet [20] 14.30
U3Net [9] 18.47
Restormer [11] 10.69
SQD-LSTM [10] 3.39
Ours 1.45

Fig. 4: Unwrapped results from real wrapped interferogram
of the 2020 Humahuaca earthquake, Argentina.

reconstruction provides a pseudo-ground truth against which
unwrapping performance can be evaluated. On this event,
our model achieved an NRMSE of 1.97% showed in Fig4,
demonstrating its capability to generalize from synthetic
training data to real seismic deformation scenarios.

3.3. Robustness Analysis

We evaluate the robustness of UnwrapDiff by varying noise
levels. Table 2 demonstrates that SNAPHU exhibits a clear
sensitivity to increasing noise levels, with reconstruction er-
rors growing rapidly as corruption intensifies. In contrast,
our UnwrapDiff shows only marginal variation across noise
severities in both speckle and patchy noises. These results
confirm that the conditional diffusion design generalizes well

Table 2: Robustness analysis under varying noise proportions
for speckle and patchy corruption.

Speckle noise Patchy noise

Method 35% 45% 65% 10% 20% 40%

SNAPHU 6.57 9.34 14.67 2.74 4.19 8.50
Ours 1.25 1.27 1.34 1.28 1.34 1.66

to noise and preserves fidelity where optimization-based ap-
proaches struggle.

3.4. Ablations Study

i) Training with only wrapped interferograms: The model
yields an NRMSE of 2.92%, indicating limited reconstruction
accuracy due to the inherent difficulty of resolving phase am-
biguities from raw observations alone. ii) Introducing SNA-
PHU outputs as conditioning priors: This significantly re-
duces the error to 1.45%, demonstrating that classical opti-
mization results provide valuable global constraints, which
can be effectively refined by the diffusion process. This high-
lights the critical role of conditional guidance in enhancing
robustness and accuracy in phase unwrapping.

4. CONCLUSIONS

This paper presents a conditional diffusion framework for
InSAR phase unwrapping, which integrates traditional op-
timization outputs as conditioning priors and refines them
through a data-driven diffusion process. Experimental eval-
uations demonstrate that the framework substantially out-
performs both classical and learning-based baselines under
diverse noise conditions, achieving superior accuracy while
preserving both global consistency and local detail. Our
conditional priors enhance precision and robustness across
varying noise types and intensities.
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