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Abstract. Traditional blind image SR methods need to model real-
world degradations precisely. Consequently, current research struggles
with this dilemma by assuming idealized degradations, which leads to
limited applicability to actual user data. Moreover, the ideal scenario -
training models on data from the targeted user base - presents signifi-
cant privacy concerns. To address both challenges, we propose to fuse
image SR with federated learning, allowing real-world degradations to
be directly learned from users without invading their privacy. Further-
more, it enables optimization across many devices without data central-
ization. As this fusion is underexplored, we introduce new benchmarks
specifically designed to evaluate new SR methods in this federated set-
ting. By doing so, we employ known degradation modeling techniques
from SR research. However, rather than aiming to mirror real degra-
dations, our benchmarks use these degradation models to simulate the
variety of degradations found across clients within a distributed user
base. This distinction is crucial as it circumvents the need to precisely
model real-world degradations, which limits contemporary blind image
SR research. Our proposed benchmarks investigate blind image SR un-
der new aspects, namely differently distributed degradation types among
users and varying user numbers. We believe new methods tested within
these benchmarks will perform more similarly in an application, as the
simulated scenario addresses the variety while federated learning enables
the training on actual degradations.
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1 Introduction

Billions of photos are taken daily, representing a rich and untapped resource. The
potential to use these images as training samples to enhance Super-Resolution
(SR) techniques is immense. Image SR is the task of generating High-Resolution
(HR) images from their Low-Resolution (LR) counterparts and is a critical com-
ponent in applications like medical imaging, remote sensing, and consumer elec-
tronics . Yet, the complex nature of real-world image degradation -
comprising blur, noise, and compression artifacts - poses a significant challenge
to image SR.
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In the literature, researchers work with simulated degradations that might
be encountered in practical applications. However, accurately predicting real-
world degradations from HR to LR images remains challenging and depends on
the user base. For example, some studies assume JPEG compression [13,/1§],
while others do not [10}/36]. Ultimately, the relevance of JPEG compression in
training depends on the specific application and the characteristics of the data
of the respective user base |17]. As SR is meant to be applied by users, the
optimal strategy would be to train on the given user data, bypassing the need
to model the degradation encountered. To safely utilize actual user data, we
propose the adoption of Federated Learning (FL), which ensures privacy and
data security [21}]26]. It enables the collaborative training of SR models across
multiple devices while keeping the data localized. Overall, the fusion of image
SR and FL brings the following benefits:

— Direct and local training of SR models on end-user data;

— Global model training without exposing user-sensitive data by using FL;

— Improved robustness to various degradations not part of the training data by
aggregating model weights from different clients with different degradations;

Unfortunately, the fusion of FL with image SR is limited [9] and, to the best
of our knowledge, non-existent under the lens of unknown degradations across
different users. The goal of FL in image SR is to collaboratively train a global
model that is robust to various degradations. To bridge the gap of missing work
in this setting, we introduce new benchmarks designed to evaluate emerging SR
methods in this specific FL setting. These benchmarks aim to empirically assess
the influence of the number of participating clients on model performance and to
explore the effects of varying degradation patterns across user data. We present
preliminary assessments of SR models, namely SRResNet [14] and RRDB [30],
which will serve as a foundation for further research and opportunities for im-
provement in this field. Through this approach, we seek to shed light on the
dynamics of federated SR systems and their adaptability to real-world degrada-
tion scenarios. Our initial experiments showed that more clients lead to robust
global models against complex degradation. We also observe that the distribu-
tion of degradations is important: noisy and JPEG-compressed data proves more
critical than blurred and clean images. Lastly, we propose an evaluation in a one-
client setting to identify an idealistic (centralized) upper-bound performance.

2 Related Work

2.1 Blind Image Super-Resolution

Traditional SR approaches often assume a specific degradation, i.e., bicubic
downsampling, which fails to address complex degradations encountered in real-
world images [17}/23,/24]. This limitation has inspired blind SR research that
addresses unknown degradations. Based on the degradation modeling, methods
can be roughly categorized into explicit modeling, implicit modeling, and
those utilizing internal statistics of single images [17].
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Explicit modeling strategies, such as SRMD [36] and IKC [10], attempt to
parameterize the degradation process directly, often requiring external datasets
for model training. They have to identify and model the specific types of degra-
dation present correctly. These methods have shown proficiency in addressing a
range of degradation types but are constrained by the need for accurate degra-
dation estimation, which makes a real-world application challenging.

Implicit modeling approaches, exemplified by CinCGAN [33] and FSSR
[8], leverage external datasets to learn degradation distributions indirectly. These
methods have demonstrated versatility in handling real-world degradations but
are challenged by the intrinsic limitations of GANs, which can introduce artifacts
into the SR results [23)].

Furthermore, methods capitalizing on the internal statistics of single im-
ages, such as ZSSR [27] and Kernel GAN |[2], offer promising avenues for blind
SR by exploiting the redundancy within a given image. Thus, they do not re-
quire any external training data. However, they are also inherently limited by the
image content, showing variability in performance across different image types
and making real-world applications time-consuming because of multiple training
epochs to super-resolve a single image.

In summary, developing methods that can robustly handle varying real-world
degradations without extensive reliance on external data or suffering from GAN-
induced artifacts remains challenging. We address this by introducing FL, which
can exploit real-world data directly without hurting privacy concerns.

2.2 Federated Learning

McMahan et al. coined the term for Federated Learning (FL) and presented
evidence that model averaging, known as FedAvg, provides a useful algorithm
to aggregate knowledge distributed among different entities [21]. Since then, FL
has gone through extensive research, especially for data heterogeneity [6}[25],
and data privacy [5/22]. On the other hand, fields such as image classification [6]
and text prediction [22] have demonstrated the benefits of FL. The potential
of utilizing federated learning in the field of image SR is, however, yet to be
explored. In our work, we mainly leverage the privacy guarantees of FL while
shedding light on data heterogeneity. Data heterogeneity, also known as the
Non-IID (independent and identically distributed) problem, has been recognized
as the main obstacle for FL applications since it challenges one of the main
assumptions of machine learning, which is that data is IID [26]. FedProx [25]
was introduced to deal with this problem by adding an ls regularization term
to penalize local models from deviating too far away from the global model.
SCAFFOLD |12]| applied stochastic variance reduction to control drift during
training, while FedPVR [15] utilized the same concept on a subset of the layers
focusing on removing variance in later feature extraction layers since earlier
layers learn more abstract and straightforward features. While these methods
alm to mitigate the statistical diversity of the training data distributions, we
aim to exploit this diversity to train image SR models to be more robust against
different types of degradations.
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Fig. 1: Proposed setup of FL for blind image SR. Each client contributes by training
on their local data and individual degradation type to the collaborative training of
a global model. The federated server collects the training results, updates the global
model, and synchronizes the global model with the clients. During testing, the trained
global model is evaluated on variations of the test dataset with all possible combinations
of degradations.

3 Federated Learning for Blind Image SR

Current blind image SR methods, despite being an improvement over classical SR
in mimicking real degradations, still model degradations they might encounter
in practice. Consequently, they yield models optimized for assumed conditions,
which may not align with actual data. Ideally, the optimal strategy employs
training directly on the respective application’s user data to ensure maximal
quality. Yet, this conflicts with the imperative need to uphold user privacy, a sig-
nificant challenge in harmonizing model performance with data confidentiality.
Our proposed solution is to use FL for training image SR models as it allows the
training directly on actual data and guarantees privacy and data safety. Thus, it
facilitates access to a broader range of data that would otherwise remain inacces-
sible. Overall, our introduction of this new setting invites fresh perspectives but
also comes with challenges that necessitate evaluation. This section will address
the most critical aspects, namely how to train on different degradation types
and investigate different dataset degradation distributions.
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3.1 General Setting

The goal of FL for blind image SR is to train a global model that is robust to
various degradations collaboratively. The federated server saves and synchronizes
the global model with its clients, as illustrated in The clients train
the current model on their local data in each training round with individual
degradations. We assume that data is not shared between clients to simulate real-
world scenarios. Clients return the updated weights to the server after training
without sharing any information about their data. The server aggregates the
results and updates the global model by averaging them [21]. The cycle repeats
until convergence or a fixed number of training rounds.

3.2 TImplicit High-Order Degradation Modeling

We adopt a proven approach known as high-order degradation modeling, initially
introduced by Wang et al., for handling multiple degradation settings |1328.[29].
In this setting, one employs complex combinations of various basic degradation
types: clean (no degradation), blur, noise, and JPEG compression. During train-
ing, the kernels, downsampling scales, noise levels, and compression rates are
typically selected randomly and applied on the fly. We then derive a training LR
image x from the HR image y via

x=((y®k)ls +n)sprEa,, (1)

where k is a blur kernel, n the additive noise, s the scaling factor, and ¢ the
quality factor of a JPEG compression.

We, however, exploit[Equation 1|to simulate the diversity of possible degrada-
tion conditions by assigning each client of our FL setting exactly one degradation
type before training. Thus, each client trains on a single degradation type locally
but never on a combination of degradation types, as illustrated on the left side
of Letting each client contribute only one degradation type leads to a
meaningful evaluation against combinations of degradations that have not been
encountered during training (cross-degradation evaluation).

For instance, one client possesses only clean images, while another has only
blurry images, and so on. This differs from the regular, one-client high-order
degradation modeling in a non-FL setting in the literature, where multiple degra-
dations are combined during training |[17]. Consequently, the global model im-
plicitly learns the high-order degradation modeling by aggregating the results of
the degradation-diverse clients. We will test the robustness of the global model
by applying the full combination range of degradations in In other
words, we will evaluate all degradation combinations during the testing phase,
as illustrated on the right side of For example, one variant of a test
dataset has only clean images, another one has images that are both blurred
and JPEG-compressed, and so on. We will further evaluate our results against
a one-client, centralized setting as upper-bound.
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3.3 Degradation and Data Distribution

Sensitive private data, i.e., a highly private image, is usually stored by one user.
Therefore, we simulate a real-world training scenario by storing one image ex-
clusively in one client. In practice, however, some users might have more images
than others. Since we also assume that one client has precisely one degradation
type to ensure a meaningful cross-degradation evaluation (see ,
we can not generally assume a uniform distribution. Some clients have more
data, thereby contributing more of their assigned degradation type to the col-
laborative training. We simulate skewed distributions by using the Dirichlet dis-
tribution [16}32]:

K

1
fdy, ... dgsag, ... ax) = = [ [x¥! )
( ) B(a)il;[l (2)

where the concentration parameter «; controls how uniformly the degradation
type d; is distributed. If «; is high, the data is more uniformly distributed. A
lower a;; means some degradation types will be more common than others. We
follow the standard procedure in FL by setting o = 0.5 [16,32|. The normalizing
factor is a multivariate Beta distribution, which can be expressed in terms of the
Gamma function as:

_ HzK=1 I'(a;)
Bla) = F(Eiliﬂi) 7

By employing skewed distributions through the Dirichlet distribution, we can
simulate a real-world scenario in which data is not uniformly distributed among
users. This distribution analysis allows us to understand how varying amounts of
data with different types of degradation impact the learning process. Typically,
we might expect that skewed distributions, where certain degradation types are
over-represented, could lead to a biased global model towards these degradations.
Conversely, underrepresented degradations might not be learned as effectively,
potentially reducing the overall robustness and performance on degradation-
diverse data as faced in our cross-degradation evaluation, i.e., combinations of
degradations. This exploration is crucial for developing SR models that perform
well across a broad range of degradations encountered by users.

a=(q,...,0K) (3)

4 Experiments

In this section, we present the results of our benchmarks and give hands-on rec-
ommendations on how to perform future experiments in this federated setting.
Our benchmarks evaluate varying numbers of clients, different degradation type
distributions, and a comparison against an idealized (centralized) setting as the
upper bound. We further provide preliminary assessments of SR models as a
foundation for further research. Additional hyper-parameters and implementa-
tion details can be found in the supplementary material.
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Fig. 2: The PSNR (db) results of SRResNet and RRDB with x4 scaling and varying
number of clients (4, 8, 12, 16) on different test datasets (Set14, BSD100, Urban100,
Mangal09). We tested the SR model on eight degradation variations listed in the
legend on the right side (clean, blur, noise, JPEG, and combinations). The degradation
legend shows triangles, circles, and squares for single, double, and triple degradations,
respectively.
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Datasets. We used 800 2K resolution images from DIV2K for training .
For a fair comparison, we distribute each image to precisely one client, so no
two clients have the same training image. For testing, we used the Setb ,
Set14 , BSD100 , Mangal09 , and Urban100 datasets and created
all possible degradation combinations of them according to[Equation 1} We apply
4x upscaling tasks in all experiments.

Architectures. We evaluate two representative SR networks - SRResNet
with 1.5M parameters and RRDB with 16.7M parameters. Our find-
ings can broadly apply to other CNN-based SR networks that feature similar

architectural designs )

4.1 Results

Different Client Numbers. evaluates the influence of different num-
bers of clients with SRResNet and RRDB. Note that the data distribution, i.e.,
which HR image undergoes which degradation, remains the same (uniform dis-
tribution) across all experiments in this section. For SRResNet, as the number
of clients increases, variation in PSNR values is observed across all datasets.
Interestingly, the model robustness improves for combined degradations, such as
those using all degradations simultaneously. This starkly contrasts the dimin-
ished PSNR values noted for images with clean or singularly blurred degrada-
tions, which worsen as more clients participate in the model training. In parallel
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Fig. 3: Experimental results of different degradation distributions on BSD100. On the
left side is the degradation distribution during training. The resulting performance on
the respective degraded test set is on the right side (relative to uniform distribution).
We identified five clusters that exhibit similar performance variations (see left side: Few
Clean or Few Blur; Few Noise; Few JPEG; Few JPEG but Many Noise, Few Clean but
Many Blur).

assessments using the RRDB model, a similar theme of variability emerges with
an expanded pool of clients, albeit with some distinctions. Specifically, the model
demonstrates a decline in handling noise-induced degradations and exhibits var-
ied results for images degraded by blur and noise. Despite these challenges, the
overall trend towards enhanced robustness against composite degradations per-
sists, echoing the observations made with SRResNet.

Benchmark-Recommendation: The results on both SR models indicate that
the number of clients has a regularizing effect on complex degradations (two
and three degradations), even though the data distribution, i.e., which HR im-
age undergoes which degradation, remains the same across all experiments. We
recommend reproducing this experiment for new methods, especially those in-
troducing new regularization.

Different Degradation Distributions. We analyze the impact of varied
degradation type distributions on BSD100 using the Dirichlet distribution (see
subsection 3.3)). This procedure generates 24 distinct train dataset distributions.
The skewed distributions of the four degradation types emphasize one degra-
dation while suppressing another. The remaining two degradations maintain a
similar level. Given the minimal variation between two similar-level degradation
types, we streamlined the analysis by focusing only on half of the train dataset
distributions. This decision was based on the observation that similar degrada-
tion distributions yield comparable results. We encountered five patterns, via
agglomerative clustering of the test set results, for the remaining distributions,
as depicted in The first cluster contains either a low amount of clean or
blur images. Accordingly, the performance drops slightly on clean or blurred im-
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Table 1: SRResNet comparison between a one-client versus FL setting (with 16
clients).

Set14 [34] | BSD100 [19] |Urban100 [11]|Mangal09 |20]
Clients | clean| blur |clean]| blur |clean| blur |clean| blur |
1 25.97| 25.93 [24.86| 24.90 |23.99| 23.71 [19.42| 19.55
16 25.49 | 23.87 [24.70| 23.99 |23.27| 21.60 |[19.65| 20.39

|difference[ -0.48 [ -2.06 [-0.16 | -0.72 [-2.11] -0.91 [+0.23] +0.84 |

Clients |noise | JPEG | noise | JPEG | noise | JPEG | noise | JPEG
1 |22.45[ 23.45 [22.53] 23.45 [21.03| 21.73 [19.29] 19.29
16 [20.34] 22.98 [20.31| 23.17 [19.23| 21.31 |18.11| 19.16

|difference[ -2.11 ] -0.47 [-2.22] -0.28 [-1.80] -0.42 [-1.18] -0.13 |

Clients | b+n | b+j | b4+n | b+j | b4+n | b+j | b+n| b+j
1 |21.92] 22,53 [22.43] 22.98 [20.30| 20.58 [19.46| 19.76
16 [22.38] 22.25 [22.58| 22.81 [20.58 | 20.37 |19.74| 19.49

[difference[+0.46] -0.28 [+0.15] -0.17 [+0.28] -0.21 [+0.28] -0.27 |

Clients | n+j |b4+n+j| n+j |b-+n+j| n+j |b+n+j| n+j | b+n-+j
1 22.07| 21.65 [22.02| 21.92 |20.61| 19.96 |18.75| 19.25
16 21.491 21.10 |21.52| 21.52 |20.08 | 19.62 |18.52| 18.91

|difference] -0.58 [ -0.55 [-0.50 [ -0.40 [-0.53] -0.34 [-0.23] -0.34 |

ages and improves on all other complex combinations. Likewise, another cluster,
which has nearly no clean images but many blurry images, leads to performances
similar to a uniform distribution. This highlights that the amount of clean or
blurry images does not have the same impact as noisy or JPEG images. Another
cluster, which either has a low amount of noise or JPEG images, provides further
evidence for this observation. It leads to a decline in performance in almost all
combinations. We can conclude that noise and JPEG degradations are crucial for
model robustness. With the last cluster, we can observe that more noisy images
can compensate for the absence of JPEG images.

Benchmark-Recommendation: We recommend focusing on one training dis-
tribution per cluster to reduce the number of experiments in the future from
24 to 5: Few Clean or Few Blur; Few Noise; Few JPEG; Few JPEG but Many
Noise; Few Clean but Many Blur.

Centralized Scenario. contrasts FL against the idealized scenario
of a one-client (centralized) setting, which serves as an upper bound due to its ac-
cess to all user data at the cost of privacy. The PSNR for noise and blurred images
is consistently lower than the centralized setting across all datasets. Conversely,
the difference is less pronounced for clean and JPEG degradations, indicating
that FL training is relatively more resilient to these degradations. This suggests
that training data across multiple clients introduces challenges in maintaining
performance on less complex degradations, which aligns with the observations
made while evaluating varying numbers of clients. Another common observation
with the varying numbers of clients is that the model demonstrates an improve-
ment or minimal decrease in performance for combined degradations (b-+n, b+j,
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One-Client FL (16 Clients)

Fig. 4: Visual results on Mangal09 with blur and noise degradations in the LR image.

n-+j, and b+n+j) across most datasets. This improvement suggests that FL, with
a larger and more diverse client base, can potentially enhance its robustness to
complex real-world degradations. Interestingly, the Mangal09 dataset exhibited
unique behavior with improved PSNR for blur degradation. This dataset, known
for its high-contrast and detailed illustrations, might benefit from the diversified
degradation types introduced by FL. illustrates this finding.
Benchmark-Recommendation: We recommend this experiment as it shows
a potential upper bound performance of the federated setting. Moreover, we
suggest investigating Mangal09 more intensively in the future within this setting.

5 Limitations

One significant constraint is the extensive VRAM requirements of the simula-
tions. SRResNet needs approximately 20GB per client. This requirement be-
comes more demanding with RRDB, requiring ca. 40GB. Such high VRAM
demands present a challenge, particularly for researchers with limited access to
high-end hardware. Future work should explore more memory-efficient simula-
tion techniques that reduce VRAM usage without compromising the quality of
the FL setting. Real-world applications are not affected by this limitation.

6 Conclusion

Current research is limited by assuming idealized degradations, hindering ap-
plicability to actual user data. To bridge this gap, we propose to fuse FL with
blind image SR, an uncharted territory that presents a potential avenue for novel
ideas and perspectives. This fusion circumvents the traditional necessity for pre-
cise degradation modeling by directly learning from real-world degradations in
user data while maintaining user privacy. We present comprehensive benchmarks
and recommendations for future work tailored to explore blind image SR within
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an FL context, emphasizing handling diverse degradation types and the par-
ticipation of varied user numbers. Our findings reveal that SR models trained
with FL show potential for robust performance across a spectrum of degrada-
tions, suggesting a promising direction for future SR applications that demand
adaptability to user-specific degradation patterns. By evaluating the impact of
client numbers and degradation distributions, we aim to provide a foundation
for future research that can further refine the potential of FL for blind image
SR. Overall, FL with blind image SR opens new pathways for research and ap-
plication, promising enhanced model robustness, user privacy, and, ultimately,
a closer alignment of SR methods with the complexities of real-world image
degradation.
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Supplementary Material

Implementation Details

The code for our experiments can be found on GitHuHﬂ The details for blind
image SR were extracted from Kong et al. EL which follows the setup of Wang et
al., a standard setting for blind SR [13})28}[29]. For the federated learning aspects
of our work, we used the framework Flowelﬁ by Beutel et al. [3]. All experiments
were performed on multiple NVIDIA A100-80GB GPUs, some required 8 GPUs
in parallel, i.e., evaluations with 16 clients.

Data Preparation

We follow the standard procedure and extracted 480x480 HR crops from DIV2K,
and 120 x 120 LR crops while using a stride of 240 and 60, respectively, to
extract the 4x upscaling datasets [24]. Note that the images were distributed
among clients before cropping. This pre-processing allows faster loading than the
full images with 2K resolution during training. Moreover, we pre-generated the
degraded datasets to enhance training speed further. During the experiments, we
extract 128 x 128 HR patches and their corresponding LR patches for training,
following Kong et al. |13]. For testing data, no patch extraction was applied, and
the full image resolution was used.

Hyper-Parameters for Federated Learning

Locally and for both network architectures (SRResNet and RRDB), each client
trained with a batch size of 16. With each training round, we performed training
on all clients. The local epoch amount was set to 1 within each round, whereas
the number of rounds was set to 200 for all experiments. For optimization, we
used the ADAM optimizer with default settings and a learning rate of 0.0002.

One Client Evaluation

In our study, we assessed the performance of a one-client scenario as depicted in
observing that a mixed degradation distribution yields superior PSNR
scores than those achieved in a federated learning context. Conversely, mod-
els trained on a singular type of degradation underperformed in comparison. It
is important to note that surpassing the one-client setting, commonly used in
blind image SR research, is not the primary goal of our study. Instead, we aim
to pioneer the integration of federated learning into the blind image SR domain.
Although potentially less efficient, this approach introduces significant advan-
tages, including secure data sharing and utilizing client-specific degradations,
thus prioritizing privacy and data diversity.

“https://github.com/WILL-BE- IN- FINAL
® https://github.com/XPixelGroup/RDSR
6 https://github.com/adap/flower


https://github.com/WILL-BE-IN-FINAL
https://github.com/XPixelGroup/RDSR
https://github.com/adap/flower

Federated Learning for Blind Image Super-Resolution 15

Table 2: The PSNR (db) results of SRResNet with x4 scaling and varying degra-
dated datasets for one client setting. We tested the SR model on test sets with eight
different degradation variations (clean, blur, noise, jpeg, and combinations). Worse per-
formances compared to 16 clients with SRResNet and uniform degradation distribution
are marked in red (see main paper).

Setb [4] Set14 [34] |BSD100 |19] [Mangal09 |20||Urban100 [11]
Dataset|clean| blur |clean| blur |[clean| blur |clean| blur |clean| blur
Mix (29.68| 29.50 {25.97| 25.93 |24.86| 24.90 [19.42| 19.55 |23.99| 23.71
Clean [30.04| 25.97 |26.42| 23.81 {24.98| 24.03 [19.37| 20.50 |24.53| 21.44
Blur [18.47| 29.89 [16.99| 26.23 {16.99| 25.03 |15.31| 19.42 |15.20| 24.33
Noise |24.12| 22.52 |22.78| 21.63 |22.62| 21.97 {19.39| 19.57 |21.44| 20.01
JPEG |25.91| 24.57 [24.19] 23.09 |23.97| 23.40 [19.14| 19.98 [22.23| 21.07
Dataset|noise| jpeg |noise| jpeg |noise| jpeg |noise| jpeg |noise| jpeg
Mix [23.66| 25.13 |22.45| 23.45 |22.53| 23.45 [19.29| 19.29 |21.03| 21.73
Clean [13.74| 23.54 [13.22| 22.32 |13.07| 22.77 [13.33| 18.66 |12.96| 20.51
Blur [10.64| 17.71 {10.27| 17.00 |10.06| 17.71 {10.47| 15.08 |9.99 | 14.84
Noise |23.84| 23.17 |22.55| 22.17 |22.59| 22.36 |19.27| 19.16 |(21.18| 20.90
JPEG [16.10| 25.25 |15.20| 23.56 {14.87| 23.53 |15.52| 19.41 |14.91| 21.84

Dataset[b+n| b+j |bin| btj |bin| btj |btn| btj |bin| b+j
Mix [23.21| 23.86 |21.92| 22.53 [22.43| 22.98 [19.46| 19.76 |20.30| 20.58
Clean |18.48] 23.03 |17.90| 21.92 |17.85| 22.61 |16.98| 19.21 |17.00| 20.05
Blur |12.46| 20.45 |11.88| 20.11 [11.78| 21.03 |12.34| 17.34 |11.72| 19.09
Noise [22.59| 21.97 [21.68| 21.23 |22.02| 21.78 [19.61| 19.12 [20.06| 19.64
JPEG [20.94| 23.93 19.97| 22.57 |19.58| 23.02 |18.25| 19.85 |18.54| 20.64

Dataset| n+j |b+n+j| n+j |b+n+j| n+j |b+n+j| n+j | b+n+j | n+j | b+n+j
Mix |23.37| 22.80 |22.07| 21.65 [22.02] 21.92 |18.75| 19.25 |20.61| 19.96
Clean [21.13| 21.34 |20.51| 20.52 |20.71| 20.96 [17.74| 18.40 |19.08| 19.06
Blur [14.06] 15.26 {13.57| 14.66 |13.40| 14.73 |13.44| 14.45 |12.69| 13.74
Noise |23.33| 22.11 |22.37| 21.32 |22.47| 21.87 |19.14| 19.16 (20.95| 19.75
JPEG [23.21] 22.70 |21.99| 21.59 |21.91| 21.84 |18.75| 19.24 |20.51| 19.92

Tables for Varying Number of Clients

This section presents the quantitative results on varying numbers of clients.
[Table 3] shows the PSNR results for SRResNet and [Table 4] shows the PSNR
results for RRDB.
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Table 3: PSNR results of SRResNet with x4 scaling and different number of clients.

Set5 [4] Set14 |34] | BSD100 |19] [Mangal09 [20]|Urban100 |11]7
Clients| clean | blur |clean | blur |clean| blur |clean| blur |clean| blur
4 28.59 | 25.80 [25.59 | 23.74 | 24.65| 23.91 | 19.43 | 20.42 |23.47| 21.54
8 28.55 | 26.05 | 25.54 | 23.94 |24.67| 24.01 |{19.43| 20.42 | 23.39 | 21.69
12 128.44| 26.04 | 25.50 | 23.93 |24.69| 24.01 |{19.53| 20.43 |23.31| 21.68
16 [28.42| 25.96 | 25.49 | 23.87 |24.70| 23.99 [19.65| 20.39 |23.27| 21.60

Clients| noise | jpeg |noise| jpeg |noise| jpeg |noise| jpeg |noise| jpeg
4 20.18 | 24.31 | 19.43 | 22.90 [ 19.40| 23.10 | 17.53 | 18.97 |18.48| 21.23
8 120.91|24.34|20.15|22.90 |20.24| 23.11 |17.99| 19.00 |19.13| 21.24
12 |21.17|24.38 |20.34|22.94 |20.37| 23.14 |18.09| 19.08 |19.26| 21.28
16 |21.21|24.43|20.34|22.98|20.31|23.17|18.11| 19.16 | 19.23| 21.31

Clients| b+n | b+j | b4n | b+j | b+n | b+j [ b+n | b+j | b+n | b+j
4 23.15| 23.46 | 22.00 | 22.24 |22.12| 22.80 | 19.51 | 19.47 |20.30| 20.35
8 [23.48|23.46|22.28| 22.23 |22.49|22.80|19.67| 19.47 [20.53| 20.36
12 |23.64|23.50(22.36|22.27 |22.55| 22.81|19.73| 19.50 [20.58| 20.39
16 |23.66| 23.48 |22.38| 22.25 |22.58| 22.81(19.74| 19.49 |20.58| 20.37

Clients| n+j |b+n+j| n+j |b+n+j| n+j |b+n+j| n+j | b+n+j| n+j |b+n+j
4 22.12| 22.04 | 21.18 | 21.04 |21.24| 21.40 | 18.20| 18.80 |19.79| 19.52
8 22.28|22.08 |21.28|21.09|21.36| 21.45|18.31| 18.84 [19.90| 19.55
12 |22.38/22.12|21.34|21.12|21.39|21.45|18.40| 18.87 [{19.96| 19.58
16 |22.54|22.19|21.49| 21.10 |21.52|21.52|18.52| 18.91 (20.08| 19.62

Table 4: PSNR results of RRDB with x4 scaling and a varying number of clients.

Set5 [4] Set14 [34] [BSD100 [19] [Mangal09 [20][Urban100 [11]]
Clients| clean | blur |clean| blur |clean]| blur |clean| blur |clean| blur |
4 28.53 | 26.02 | 25.50 | 23.90 | 24.49 | 23.99 | 18.67 | 20.48 |23.50 | 21.87
8 28.72|26.07 [25.70| 23.92 [24.63| 24.01 (19.00| 20.49 |23.67| 21.75
12 |28.75|26.13 | 25.68 | 23.95 |24.66| 24.04 |{19.07| 20.47 |23.62| 21.79
16 |28.78|26.13 |25.69|23.97 |24.66| 24.02 |19.14| 20.43 |23.61| 21.77

Clients| noise | jpeg |noise| jpeg |noise| jpeg |noise| jpeg |noise| jpeg
4 19.94 | 24.04 | 19.37 | 22.68 |19.45| 22.97 | 17.35| 18.61 |18.57| 20.94
8 [20.53|24.13|19.83|22.75(19.92|23.00|17.65| 18.76 |18.98| 21.06
12 |20.43|24.22|19.73|22.81|19.81|23.04 |17.65| 18.84 | 18.85| 21.14
16 |20.55|24.30(19.77|22.89|19.76 | 23.08 |17.68| 18.90 [18.87| 21.21

Clients| b+n | b+j | b4n | b+j | b+n | b+j [ b+n | b+j | b+n | b+j
4 22.95| 23.44 | 21.86 | 22.22 [21.97| 22.80 | 19.40 | 19.45 |20.37| 20.36
8 [23.34|23.44 |22.15| 22.22 |22.26| 22.80|19.62| 19.46 [20.56| 20.36
12 23.23|23.47(22.14 | 22.24 | 22.23 | 22.81 | 19.61 | 19.48 | 20.54 | 20.38
16 |23.39|23.47 (22.18|22.25 |22.27|22.81 {19.63| 19.48 | 20.52 | 20.38

Clients| n+j |b+n+j| n+j |b+n+j| n+j |b+n+j| n+j | b4+n+j| n+j |b+n+j
4 2147 21.82|20.70| 20.87 |20.84 | 21.22 | 17.74| 18.68 |19.26 | 19.38
8 |21.70|21.87|20.88|20.91 |20.97|21.26 |17.95| 18.73 [19.49| 19.43
12 |21.89|21.92(20.99|20.95 |21.05| 21.28 |18.06| 18.77 [19.61| 19.45
16 |22.08|22.00(21.14|21.03|21.18|/21.36|18.17| 18.81 [19.76| 19.51
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Additional Visualizations and Results on Different Degradation
Distributions (relative to uniform distribution)
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Fig. 5: Experimental results of different degradation distributions on Set5. On the left
side is the degradation distribution during training. The resulting performance on the
respective degraded test set is on the right side (relative to uniform distribution).
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Fig. 6: Experimental results of different degradation distributions on Set14. On the
left side is the degradation distribution during training. The resulting performance on
the respective degraded test set is on the right side (relative to uniform distribution).
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Fig. 7: Experimental results of different degradation distributions on Urban100. On
the left side is the degradation distribution during training. The resulting performance
on the respective degraded test set is on the right side (relative to uniform distribution).
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Fig. 8: Experimental results of different degradation distributions on Mangal09. On
the left side is the degradation distribution during training. The resulting performance
on the respective degraded test set is on the right side (relative to uniform distribution).
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Additional Visualizations and Results on Different Degradation
Distributions
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Fig. 9: Experimental results of different degradation distributions on BSD100. On the
left side is the degradation distribution during training. The resulting performance on
the respective degraded test set is on the right side.
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Fig. 10: Experimental results of different degradation distributions on Set5. On the
left side is the degradation distribution during training. The resulting performance on
the respective degraded test set is on the right side.
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Fig. 11: Experimental results of different degradation distributions on Set14. On the
left side is the degradation distribution during training. The resulting performance on

the respective degraded test set is on the right side.
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Fig. 12: Experimental results of different degradation distributions on Urban100. On
the left side is the degradation distribution during training. The resulting performance

on the respective degraded test set is on the right side.



Federated Learning for Blind Image Super-Resolution

-# 20.02  20.31
L—l 19.88  20.24
__-_-l 19.48 20.26
__--_l 19.55 20.21
-_J_l 19.23  20.14

19.42 19.78 19.48
19.56 19.84 19.62 19.22
19.25 19.80 19.70 19.17

19.28 19.94 19.59 19.29

19.95 19.54

-.__l 20.54 19.22
-_-J 20.55 19.28
M 20.47 19.47

1 I 2eel

M 20.47 19.25
% 20.36 19.67 19.37
M 20.39 19.35 19.45

clean blur noise JPEG  clean  blur  noise JPEG  b+n b+j n+j  b+n+j

21

Fig. 13: Experimental results of different degradation distributions on Mangal09. On
the left side is the degradation distribution during training. The resulting performance

on the respective degraded test set is on the right side.
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