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Abstract

Recent advances in post-training paradigms have
achieved remarkable success in high-level generation tasks,
yet their potential for low-level vision remains rarely ex-
plored. Existing image restoration (IR) methods rely on
pixel-level hard-fitting to ground-truth images, struggling
with over-smoothing and poor generalization. To address
these limitations, we propose IRPO, a low-level GRPO-
based post-training paradigm that systematically explores
both data formulation and reward modeling. We first
explore a data formulation principle for low-level post-
training paradigm, in which selecting underperforming
samples from the pre-training stage yields optimal perfor-
mance and improved efficiency. Furthermore, we model a
reward-level criteria system that balances objective accu-
racy and human perceptual preference through three com-
plementary components: a General Reward for structural
fidelity, an Expert Reward leveraging Qwen-VL for per-
ceptual alignment, and a Restoration Reward for task-
specific low-level quality. Comprehensive experiments on
six in-domain and five out-of-domain (OOD) low-level
benchmarks demonstrate that IRPO achieves state-of-the-
art results across diverse degradation types, surpassing the
AdaIR baseline by 0.83 dB on in-domain tasks and 3.43
dB on OOD settings. Our code can be shown in https:
//github.com/HaoxuanXU1024/IRPO.

1. Introduction
In recent years, the development of the pre-training and
post-training paradigm [84] has driven remarkable progress
in generative tasks such as image generation [38, 44], video
generation [26, 35, 40], and 3D generation [22]. Funda-
mentally, the post-training paradigm refines a pre-trained
model’s distribution modeling capability through a small
amount of high-quality data and reward signals [30]. In gen-
erative modeling, post-training paradigm serves as an align-
ment phase [39], transforming a model from merely gener-
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Figure 1. An overview of our IRPO post-training paradigm and its
performance. (Left) Radar plot comparing average PSNR, show-
ing IRPO achieves SOTA In-Domain performance and vastly su-
perior Out-of-Domain generalization. (Right) The two pillars of
our paradigm: Data-oriented, which finds that training on the 30%
Weak Data (underperforming subset) is optimal , and Reward-
oriented showing the benefit of our reward components.

ating plausible outputs to producing results that more faith-
fully reflect human intent [16]. The success of post-training
in high-level generative tasks [56] naturally suggests its po-
tential for low-level tasks as well. While high-level tasks
focus on semantic richness in the generated outputs, low-
level tasks also require a balance between physical accu-
racy and perceptual naturalness [58, 82]. This insight re-
veals that post-training can serve as a key mechanism for
human-aligned restoration in low-level vision tasks, shift-
ing the optimization focus from pixel-level reconstruction
toward perceptually coherent restoration. Consequently, a
valuable research problem is to effectively and efficiently
adapt the post-training paradigm to low-level image restora-
tion (IR) tasks.

Existing training strategies for low-level IR models can
generally be categorized into three paradigms: 1) Single-
stage training: which trains a restoration network end-to-
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end using all data in one pass, directly mapping degraded in-
puts to clean outputs [25]. Although simple and efficient, it
often struggles to handle complex degradations due to lim-
ited representation adaptability. 2) Progressive training:
which is trained in multiple sequential stages [43, 72], typ-
ically moving from low-quality to high-quality restoration
[74]. While this approach improves stability and can yield
higher-quality results, it requires handcrafted curriculum
scheduling and fine-tuning of intermediate objectives, mak-
ing it harder to generalize. 3) Task-specific fine-tuning:
which further fine-tuned on a specific dataset, yielding high
accuracy on the target domain [42, 62, 66]. However, it
requires large amounts of task-specific labeled data, incurs
high computational cost for every new task, and sacrifices
generalization across multiple degradation types. Overall,
these training paradigms follow a deterministic supervision
framework [65] that hard-fits static objectives. Such rigid,
hard-fitting approach is fundamentally misaligned with hu-
man perceptual preferences [5], which limits the model’s
generalization and adaptability to real-world degradations.

The limitation of hard-fitting supervision training calls
for a novel fine-tuning optimization paradigm. The human-
like “understanding” process is essentially a complex, non-
differentiable objective that aligns with perceptual quality
and human preference, rather than simple pixel distance.
As a post-training paradigm, Reinforcement Learning (RL),
particularly Group Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO)
[57], is perfectly suited for this challenge due to its ability
to effectively optimize complex and arbitrary reward signals
[68]. This motivates us to re-frame the IR post-training pro-
cess as a policy optimization problem. To achieve this goal,
the target post-training paradigm for low-level IR tasks
we seek must possess two properties: 1) Data Formula-
tion, unlike high-level tasks where multiple outputs can be
ranked according to human preference, IR tasks lack an in-
tuitive and consistent criterion to determine which restora-
tion result is superior. Moreover, obtaining high-quality
paired training data of degraded and ground-truth images
for low-level tasks is expensive and time-consuming [31],
while synthetic degradations often fail to represent real-
world scenarios. 2) Reward Modeling, conventional IR
models are typically optimized using deterministic supervi-
sion training [28], which poorly reflect human perceptual
judgment. Such objectives fail to adaptively address differ-
ent types of degradations, resulting in weak and ambiguous
reward signals in low-level image restoration tasks.

To address these issues, this paper proposes an Image
Restoration framework powered by a systematic GRPO-
based post-training paradigm (IRPO), consisting of data-
oriented supervision and reward-oriented optimization
paradigm (Figure 1). We first explore the data formula-
tion for low-level post-training paradigm through extensive
random sampling and performance-based selection, formu-

lating a simple yet effective data-oriented principle: post-
training exclusively on the 30% underperforming samples
from the pre-training stage yields the optimal balance of
performance and efficiency. Next, in low-level tasks, there
exist substantial differences across task types, and the opti-
mization objectives must satisfy both objective metrics and
human subjective perception. To this end, we build a task-
aware, human-aligned reward system with three parts: (1)
General Reward to ensure a well-formatted and structured
restoration process. (2) Expert Reward: using QwenVL
for multi-faceted judgments of quality, realism, and consis-
tency; and (3) Restoration Reward to specifically assesses
the extent of low-level processing. Finally, motivated by
all-in-one IR [10, 49], we evaluate GRPO post-training un-
der mixed-degradation training, highlighting its adaptability
to real-world scenarios.

In summary, our contributions are as follows:
• To the best of our knowledge, this is the first low-level

GRPO-based post-training paradigm that systematically
explores both data formulation and reward modeling, lay-
ing the foundation for more generalizable and accurate
image restoration.

• We advance the low-level post-training paradigm by mod-
eling reward-level criteria and exploring a simple yet ef-
fective performance-based data-oriented principle, com-
prehensively guiding the restoration process to generate
more realistic images.

• We further explore the adaptability of the GRPO post-
training paradigm under all-in-one mixed training set-
tings, showing superior performance even without relying
on prior degradation information.

• We evaluate our method on six in-domain and five out-
of-domain (OOD) low-level benchmarks , demonstrating
that our post-training paradigm achieves state-of-the-art
performance against existing IR training paradigm and
superior robustness on generalizable scenes.

2. Related Work
2.1. Low Level Training Paradigm
Training strategies for low-level vision largely fall into three
paradigms: 1) Single-stage Training. Models are trained
end-to-end to map degraded inputs to clean outputs. Early
CNN-based restorers such as DnCNN [78] and SRCNN
[12], and later transformer variants like SwinIR [36] and
Restormer [73], demonstrate that strong architectures can
learn the restoration mapping efficiently. 2) Progressive
Training. Outputs are refined from coarse to fine via multi-
stage designs like MPRNet [72] and MIRNet [74], or pro-
gressive learning strategies such as Diff-Mamba [43] that
improve stability and final accuracy. However, this strat-
egy introduces significant complexity, requiring carefully
designed intermediate supervision and being susceptible to
error propagation across stages, which can hinder general-
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ization. 3) Task-specific Fine-tuning. Broadly pre-trained
models are adapted to specific domains[71], e.g., transfer-
ring synthetic denoisers like DnCNN [78] to real camera
noise in CBDNet [18], customizing ESRGAN [63] to anime
styles in APISR [33] or facial details [19, 20], or specializ-
ing video restorers like VRT [37] for motion blur or com-
pression artifacts [42]. While accurate on-target, this re-
quires extra labeled data per task and often induces catas-
trophic forgetting across degradations.

While existing methods employ diverse training strate-
gies to optimize pixel-level metrics, they still rely on hard
fitting to the training set for an understanding-generative
problem formulation, which results in poor restoration per-
formance on OOD test sets [5, 28]. We explore a sys-
tematic GRPO-based post-training paradigm for low-level
tasks, consisting of data-oriented supervision and reward-
oriented optimization paradigm, demonstrating exceptional
robustness and generalization in adapting to diverse real-
world scenarios.

2.2. Reinforcement Learning
Recent progress in RL has markedly boosted LLMs’ rea-
soning by post-training that elicits deliberate, stepwise
thinking [53, 60]. OpenAI’s o1 [24] exemplifies how RL
strengthens structured reasoning. Unlike RLHF [4] with
heavy value networks, GRPO [57] uses intra-group rela-
tive advantages for stable, efficient learning. Building on
this, DeepSeek-R1 [17] combines rule-based rewards with
GRPO to encourage thorough reasoning before answers.
Owing to its efficiency and generality, GRPO has quickly
extended beyond NLP to multimodal generation [9, 68, 77],
high-level image/video generation [35, 44], speech under-
standing [29], and decision-making [50, 70], achieving
strong results across high-level domains.

Despite these advances, GRPO-style post-training is
largely unexplored for low-level restoration due to scarce
data [31] and challenging reward design [5]. As in high-
level tasks, low-level restoration must balance physical fi-
delity with perceptual naturalness [58]. We therefore inves-
tigate a low-level GRPO paradigm that systematically ad-
dresses data formulation and reward modeling, aiming for
more generalizable and accurate image restoration.

3. Method

3.1. A Post-Training Paradigm for Low-Level Vi-
sion

The prevailing paradigm for training image restoration
models is monolithic, end-to-end supervision. This ap-
proach has two main limitations. First, by treating all data
points equally, it struggles to fix complex, long-tail degra-
dations, which limits model robustness. Second, it relies
on simple determintic supervision framework, with a static
pixel-level objective that is often misaligned with human

perceptual preferences (like texture and realism) and leads
to overly smooth results.

To overcome these issues, we re-frame the process from
single-stage training to a focused post-training phase. We
introduce a new post-training paradigm designed to enhance
both robustness and perceptual quality. As illustrated in
Figure 2, our approach consists of two main pillars: Data-
Oriented Supervision, which rectifies the model’s failures
on underperformance data (Sec. 3.2), and Reward-Oriented
Optimization, which optimizes for complex perceptual re-
wards (Sec. 3.3).

3.2. Pillar 1: Data-Oriented Supervision
Exploration on Data Curation. We first investigate how
data selection impacts post-training. Our exploration re-
veals that naive fine-tuning on the full training dataset, or
even on randomly sampled subsets, yields only marginal
gains (as shown in Figure 5). This lead us to a critical in-
sight: post-training is maximally effective only when it fo-
cuses on the hard-tail of the data distribution—the samples
that the pre-trained model failed to learn.

Based on this exploration, we utilize a specific subset
Dhard ⊂ D, which contains the worst-performing 30% of
the training data. Our Data-Oriented pillar concentrates all
supervisory signals exclusively on this set.
Differentiable Supervision on Dhard. For this hard-data
subset, we optimize the restoration backbone F using two
differentiable, data-driven losses. First, we identify the
best-scoring sample yg⋆ (where g⋆ = argmaxi ri via our
reward model) from a group of G stochastic rollouts (see
Sec. 3.3). We then impose a standard ℓ1 loss:

Lsup = ℓ1
(
yg⋆ , ŷ

)
, (1)

where ŷ is the ground-truth clean image. This provides a
strong gradient signal to the backbone.

Second, to ensure stability, we compute a deterministic
output ydet (using the mean of the Beta policy distributions)
and enforce a consistency objective:

Lcons = ℓ1
(
yg⋆ , ydet

)
, (2)

This loss anchors the stochastic policy’s best output to its
stable, deterministic counterpart.

3.3. Pillar 2: Reward-Oriented Optimization
The supervised losses in Pillar 1 can only optimize for
pixel-level fidelity (L1). To align our model with complex
human preferences, we must incorporate non-differentiable
reward signals. Our reward function (detailed below) in-
cludes metrics crucial for perception but unusable as a di-
rect loss, such as Rqwen (worked as a expert judge) and Raes
(aesthetic score, a component of Rgen). Since gradients can-
not be backpropagated through these scores, we must adopt
a policy gradient method (GRPO) to optimize our policy πθ

using these rewards.
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Figure 2. The overview of our proposed post-training paradigm, visually structured around its two pillars. Pillar 1 (Data-Oriented, left):
A pre-trained model evaluates the full dataset to curate Dhard, which serves as the post-training data. Pillar 2 (Reward-Oriented, right):
A multi-component reward model (General, Expert, Task-Aware) provides signals to train the policy (πθ). The Image Restoration Net
restores underperforming data Dhard, including some TB (Transformer Block) and GDM (GRPO-Driven Model,bottom-middle).

Reward Modeling. We design a composite reward signal
based on three core principles:

R(yg⋆ , ŷ) = λgenRgen + λqwenRqwen + λtaskRtask, (3)

where yg⋆ is the restored output, ŷ is the ground-truth, and
λgen, λqwen, λtask are fixed balancing hyperparameters.
• Generic Quality (Rgen): A broad-spectrum reward ag-

gregating metrics like LPIPS, CLIP similarity, and Aes-
thetic score, alongside PSNR and SSIM, to ensure foun-
dational fidelity.

• Expert Preference (Rqwen): An expert Qwen-VL model
that provides a high-level (1-5) score for perceptual plau-
sibility, steering the model towards human preference.

• Task-Aware Reward (Rtask): A specialized heuristic re-
ward (e.g., gradient consistency for denoising) that guides
the policy to fix the correct attributes for each specific
degradation task.

All detailed formulas and rewards are seen in Appendix B.
Policy Parametrization. To be optimized by RL, we
adapt the deterministic AdaIR [10] backbone F into a
stochastic policy πθ. We design a GRPO-Driven Model
(GDM) adding lightweight policy heads to adapt to the
stochastic characteristics of GRPO (see Figure 2, bottom-
middle), exposing four continuous controls (rh, rl, gf , go)
as the action a. A policy head πθ outputs Beta distribution
parameters (α,β) ∈ R4

+ for these controls:

ak ∼ Beta(αk, βk), for k ∈ {h, l, f, o}. (4)

The joint log-probability log πθ(a | x) has a closed form.
The sampled action ai = (rh, rl, gf , go)i is obtained from

the GDM modules. We design the Adaptive Frequency
Block to extracts high and low frequency (rh, rl) from in-
put image xi. The first two actions, (rh, rl)i, obtained from
Sampling Policy, control the frequency-domain mask used
to generate an intermediate output feature Oi. The final two
actions, (gf , go)i, obtained from Merging Policy, dynami-
cally fuse this new feature Oi with the original Latent Fea-
ture yi in Assign Process:

y′i = gf,i · yi + go,i ·Oi, for i ∈ {1, 2, 3}, (5)

where y′i is the new feature passed to the next decoder block.
This stochastic modulation results in the final restored can-
didate yg = F(x). We sample G such actions for each input
image x. (See Appendix D for full implementation).
Optimization Objective. To optimize the policy πθ us-
ing our non-differentiable reward R, we employ the GRPO
framework. We provide a detailed background on GRPO
in Appendix A. In brief, GRPO is a policy gradient algo-
rithm that constructs a group-normalized relative advantage
Ai from a group of G rollouts. This Ai is then used in a
clipped, PPO-like surrogate objective to update the policy.
Our full RL objective, LRL, is:

LRL(θ) =

− 1

G

G∑
i=1

min
(
ρi(θ)Ai, clip(ρi(θ), 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ)Ai

)
+ β D̂KL(πθ∥πref)− τ H(πθ),

(6)
where ρi(θ) is the likelihood ratio, Ai is the group-
normalized advantage, β controls the KL penalty, τ is the
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Table 1. Single-task comparisons for dehazing (a), deraining (b), and denoising (c). For this setting, each model was trained separately on
its respective dataset. IRPO achieves new SOTA performance across all three benchmarks. All metrics shown are PSNR/SSIM.

(a) Dehaze (SOTS) (b) Derain (Rain100L) (c) Denoise (Urban100+BSD68)

Method PSNR SSIM Method PSNR SSIM Method
Urban100 BSD68

Average
σ = 15 σ = 25 σ = 50 σ = 15 σ = 25 σ = 50

DehazeNet [6] 22.46 0.851 DIDMDN [75] 23.79 0.773 CBM3D [11] 33.93/0.941 31.36/0.909 27.93/0.840 33.50/0.922 30.69/0.868 27.36/0.763 30.80/0.874
MSCNN [54] 22.06 0.908 UMR [69] 32.39 0.921 DnCNN [78] 32.98/0.931 30.81/0.902 27.59/0.833 33.89/0.930 31.23/0.883 27.92/0.789 30.74/0.878
EPDN [51] 22.57 0.863 MSPFN [27] 33.50 0.948 IRCNN [79] 27.59/0.833 31.20/0.909 27.70/0.840 33.87/0.929 31.18/0.882 27.88/0.790 29.90/0.864
FDGAN [13] 23.15 0.921 LPNet [15] 33.61 0.958 FFDNet [80] 33.83/0.942 31.40/0.912 28.05/0.848 33.87/0.929 31.21/0.882 27.96/0.789 31.05/0.884
AirNet [33] 23.18 0.900 AirNet [33] 34.90 0.977 BRDNet [59] 34.42/0.946 31.99/0.919 28.56/0.858 34.10/0.929 31.43/0.885 28.16/0.794 31.44/0.889
Restormer [73] 30.87 0.969 Restormer [73] 36.74 0.978 AirNet [33] 34.40/0.949 32.10/0.924 28.88/0.871 34.14/0.936 31.48/0.893 28.23/0.806 31.54/0.897
PromptIR [49] 31.31 0.973 PromptIR [49] 37.04 0.979 PromptIR [49] 34.77/0.952 32.49/0.929 29.39/0.881 34.34/0.938 31.71/0.897 28.49/0.813 31.87/0.902
AdaIR [10] 31.80 0.981 AdaIR [10] 38.90 0.985 Adair [10] 34.96/0.953 32.74/0.931 29.70/0.885 34.36/0.938 31.72/0.897 28.49/0.813 32.00/0.903
IRPO (Ours) 32.31 0.983 IRPO (Ours) 39.38 0.988 IRPO (Ours) 35.08/0.954 32.95/0.933 30.07/0.888 34.45/0.940 31.91/0.899 28.71/0.815 32.19/0.905

Table 2. Comparisons for five-degradation all-in-one restoration. Denoising results are reported for the noise level σ = 25. The top
super-row methods denote the general image restoration approaches, and the rest are specialized all-in-one approaches. Our model attains
a remarkable average gain of 0.83 dB over AdaIR [10].

Method Dehazing Deraining Denoising Deblurring Low-Light Averageon SOTS on Rain100L on BSD68 on GoPro on LOL

NAFNet [8] 25.23/0.939 35.56/0.967 31.02/0.883 26.53/0.808 20.49/0.809 27.76/0.881
HINet [7] 24.74/0.937 35.67/0.969 31.00/0.881 26.12/0.788 19.47/0.800 27.40/0.875
MPRNet [72] 24.27/0.937 38.16/0.981 31.35/0.889 26.87/0.823 20.84/0.824 28.27/0.890
DGUNet [47] 24.78/0.940 36.62/0.971 31.10/0.883 27.25/0.837 21.87/0.823 28.32/0.891
MIRNetV2 [74] 24.03/0.927 33.89/0.954 30.97/0.881 26.30/0.799 21.52/0.815 27.34/0.875
SwinIR [36] 21.50/0.891 30.78/0.923 30.59/0.868 24.52/0.773 17.81/0.723 25.04/0.835
Restormer [73] 24.09/0.927 34.81/0.962 31.49/0.884 27.22/0.829 20.41/0.806 27.60/0.881

DL [14] 20.54/0.826 21.96/0.762 23.09/0.745 19.86/0.672 19.83/0.712 21.05/0.743
Transweather [61] 21.32/0.885 29.43/0.905 29.00/0.841 25.12/0.757 21.21/0.792 25.22/0.836
TAPE [41] 22.16/0.861 29.67/0.904 30.18/0.855 24.47/0.763 18.97/0.621 25.09/0.801
AirNet [33] 21.04/0.884 32.98/0.951 30.91/0.882 24.35/0.781 18.18/0.735 25.49/0.846
IDR [76] 25.24/0.943 35.63/0.965 31.60/0.887 27.87/0.846 21.34/0.826 28.34/0.893
AdaIR [10] 30.53/0.978 38.02/0.981 31.35/0.889 28.12/0.858 23.00/0.845 30.20/0.910

IRPO (Ours) 31.36/0.982 38.72/0.987 32.13/0.896 28.89/0.863 24.08/0.858 31.03/0.917

entropy bonus, πref denotes the reference policy for KL reg-
ularization, and πθ is the policy being optimized.

3.4. Final Hybrid Objective

Our final objective combines the pillars. We jointly opti-
mize the policy πθ (via LRL from Pillar 2) and the backbone
F (via Lsup and Lcons from Pillar 1). All computations are
performed on our curated hard-data subset Dhard:

Ltotal(θ) = E(x,g)∼Dhard

[
LRL(θ)+λsupLsup+λconsLcons

]
,

(7)
where λsup and λcons are weights with linear annealing
schedules (see Implementation Details in Appendix C).

4. Experiment

4.1. Experimental Setup

Datasets. In preparing datasets for training and testing, we
closely follow prior state-of-the-art works [10, 33, 49].

In-Domain (ID) Datasets. Our training and evaluation
cover five restoration tasks. For image dehazing, we use
SOTS [32] dataset that comprises 72,135 training images
and 500 testing images. For image deraining, we utilize
the Rain100L [67] dataset, which contains 200 clean-rainy
image pairs for training and 100 pairs for testing. For im-
age deblurring, we use the GoPro dataset [48], providing
2,103 training pairs and 1,111 testing pairs. For low-light
enhancement, we use the LOL dataset [64], which consists
of 485 training pairs and 15 test pairs. For image denoising,
we combine images of BSD400 [2] and WED [45] datasets
for model training; the BSD400 encompasses 400 training
images, while the WED dataset consists of 4,744 images.
Based on these clean images, we generate their correspond-
ing noisy versions by adding Gaussian noise with varying
levels (σ ∈ {15, 25, 50}). Denoising task evaluation is per-
formed on the BSD68 [46] and Urban100 [21] datasets.

Out-of-Domain (OOD) Datasets. To evaluate the gen-
eralization capabilities of our model, we test it on five
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Table 3. Quantitative comparison on the out-of-domain (OOD) real-world test set, including RRSHID [83] for dehazing, GT-Rain [3] for
deraining, SIDD [1] for denoising, ReLoBlur [34] for deblurring, and LoLi-Street [23] for low-light enhancement.Our IRPO demonstrates
significant generalization gains, achieving an average of 2.53 dB PSNR improvement over the strong baseline AdaIR.

Method Dehazing Deraining Denoising Deblurring Low-Light Average
PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM

AirNet 16.13 0.465 18.93 0.657 25.78 0.841 - - - - 20.28 0.654
PromptIR 16.45 0.472 19.47 0.686 30.99 0.918 - - - - 22.30 0.692
AdaIR 16.71 0.475 19.58 0.684 28.83 0.902 20.43 0.806 15.96 0.781 20.30 0.730
IRPO 19.94 0.623 21.17 0.692 33.18 0.919 21.94 0.837 22.43 0.875 23.73 0.809

Input AirNet PromptIR Adair IRPO Reference

Rainy Image 41.26 dB 43.71 dB 44.25 dB 45.99 dB GT

Haze Image 21.84 dB 23.17 dB 21.55 dB 27.15 dB GT

Noise Image 36.77 dB 36.98 dB 36.94 dB 37.29 dB GT

Figure 3. Visual comparisons for different restoration tasks. The first row is derain, the second row is dehaze, and the third row is denoise
(noise level 50). Please zoom in for better details.

challenging OOD datasets corresponding to our five tasks
(results shown in Table 3). For dehazing, we use
RRSHID [83], a real-world paired dataset specifically de-
signed for residual-streak-based image dehazing. For de-
raining, we use GT-Rain [3], a high-quality real-world
dataset that provides ground-truth rain-free images by cap-
turing scenes before and after rain events, moving beyond
simple streak simulation. For real-world denoising, we use
the Smartphone Image Denoising Dataset (SIDD) [1], a
widely-used benchmark containing real-world noise cap-
tured from various smartphone cameras. For real-world
deblurring, we use the ReLoBlur dataset [34], which fo-
cuses on real-world deep local motion deblurring by pro-
viding high-resolution video frames with complex local mo-
tion. Finally, for OOD low-light enhancement, we use the
LoLi-Street dataset [23], which features challenging real-
world street scenes with paired low-light and long-exposure
ground-truth images.

Implementation Details. Our IRPO framework is initial-
ized with the pre-trained AdaIR [10] backbone, preserv-
ing its 4-level encoder-decoder structure with [4, 6, 6, 8]

transformer blocks and three AFLB modules. We introduce
lightweight policy heads to each AFLB to parameterize the
4-dimensional Beta distributions for actions (rh, rl, gf , go).
Crucially, we identify and fine-tune only on the 30% of
training samples with the lowest initial restoration quality.
During GRPO fine-tuning, we set the group size G = 4 and
30 epochs total.

Optimization is performed using Adam (β1 = 0.9, β2 =
0.999) with a base learning rate of 3× 10−5 for 30 epochs.
To stabilize RL training, we apply higher learning rate mul-
tipliers to the policy heads (6×). We further incorporate
auxiliary objectives with linear annealing schedules: a su-
pervised L1 loss on the best candidate (λsup: star from 0.35
to 0.1 end) and a consistency constraint (λcons: start from
0.2 to 0.05 end). Following AdaIR [10], we use 128 × 128
random crops and standard augmentations. The model is
trained on two NVIDIA 4090 GPUs with a batch size of
one per GPU and additional two GPUs to deploy Qwen2.5-
VL-7B-Instruct model. A comprehensive list of hyperpa-
rameters is provided in Appendix C.
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Table 4. Ablation study on the reward components. We compare the Baseline (AdaIR) with models post-trained by adding each of our
three reward components (Rgen, Rqwen, Rtask) individually.

Method Dehazing Deraining Denoising Deblurring Low-Light Average

Baseline 30.53/0.978 38.02/0.981 31.35/0.889 28.12/0.858 23.0/0.845 30.2/0.910
+ Rgen 31.08/0.980 38.57/0.985 31.95/0.893 28.64/0.861 23.68/0.852 30.78/0.914
+ Rqwen 30.71/0.979 38.28/0.983 31.64/0.891 28.35/0.859 23.31/0.848 30.46/0.912
+ Rtask 30.89/0.980 38.42/0.984 31.83/0.893 28.57/0.861 23.57/0.850 30.66/0.914
IRPO 31.36/0.982 38.72/0.987 32.13/0.896 28.89/0.863 24.08/0.858 31.04/0.917

Input Adair IRPO Reference

Blur Image 16.33 dB 19.67 dB GT

Haze Image 18.70 dB 22.92 dB GT

Noise Image 18.45 dB 40.81 dB GT

Rainy Image 18.96 dB 25.64 dB GT

Low-light Image 8.85 dB 31.94 dB GT

Figure 4. Visual comparisons on real-world datasets. From top to
bottom: deblurring, dehazing, denoising, deraining, and low-light
enhancement.Please zoom in for better details.

Table 5. Ablation study on the GRPO group size (G). Perfor-
mance is measured by average PSNR (dB) on the all-in-one 5-task
benchmark. G = 4 provides the optimal trade-off between perfor-
mance and computational cost.

Group Dehazing Deraining Denoising Deblurring Low-Light Average

3 31.27 38.59 31.89 28.32 24.03 30.82
4 31.36 38.72 32.13 28.89 24.08 31.04
5 31.35 38.71 32.15 28.91 24.05 31.03

4.2. Main Experiments

We validate the efficacy of our proposed IRPO frame-
work through comprehensive experiments on both stan-
dard single-task benchmarks and more challenging all-in-
one settings.

Single-Task Restoration. We first evaluate IRPO by
training separate, specialized models for three core low-
level tasks. As shown in Table 1, our GRPO post-training
strategy demonstrates a clear and consistent advantage
across the board. On all three tasks (dehazing, derain-
ing, and denoising), IRPO achieves new state-of-the-art
(SOTA) performance, surpassing all competitors includ-
ing the strong AdaIR baseline and PromptIR. For instance,
IRPO outperforms PromptIR by a significant 1.0 dB on de-
hazing (Table 1a) and 2.34 dB on deraining (Table 1b).
Notably, on the challenging Urban100 (σ = 50) denois-
ing task (Table 1c), our method achieves the largest gain of
+0.37 dB, highlighting its robustness to heavy degradations.

All-in-One Restoration. We now focus on the more com-
plex all-in-one setting, which serves as an extension of
the basic low-level tasks. We compare IRPO against (1)
general-purpose IR methods (e.g., NAFNet, Restormer)
and (2) specialized all-in-one approaches (e.g., PromptIR,
AdaIR). As shown in Table 2 (five-degradation setting),
our IRPO again achieves SOTA performance across all five
tasks. The results clearly indicate that our GRPO post-
training successfully elevates the performance ceiling of
the already-strong AdaIR baseline. Compared to AdaIR,
IRPO achieves consistent performance gains across all met-
rics, culminating in a significant 0.83 dB average PSNR
improvement. The boost is particularly significant on low-
light enhancement (+1.08 dB) and denoising (+0.78 dB).
We also provide visual examples in Figure 3 for dehaz-
ing, deraining, and denoising. These examples show that
our IRPO is effective in removing degradations, and gener-
ates images that are visually closer to the ground truth than
Adair. More result in image restoration can be seen in Ap-
pendix E and visual result can be seen in Appendix F.

4.3. Evaluation on Out-of-Domain (OOD) General-
ization

One of the central challenges for all-in-one models is their
generalization capability. To assess the performance of
IRPO on unseen OOD data, we evaluate it on a compre-
hensive OOD test set (Table 3). This dataset, comprising
degradation types and levels unseen during training, serves
as a crucial litmus test for the model’s generalization.
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Figure 5. Post-training on underperforming vs. random subsets
for the All-in-One five tasks. The left y-axis shows average PSNR
(dB) and the right y-axis shows post-training time (GPU days);
the dashed line marks the AdaIR baseline (30.2 dB). Balancing
accuracy and cost, the 30% underperforming subset offers the best
trade-off (31.4 dB in 4.2 days, comparable to 100% data but three
times faster).
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Figure 6. Training curves for our IRPO post-training (mean and
std. dev. over 30 epoch). (Left) The Total loss (Ltotal) smoothly
converges, demonstrating training stability. (Right) The reward
mean steadily increases and converges to a high plateau, proving
the policy is effectively learning to optimize our reward objectives.

Our method achieves an average PSNR of 23.73 dB,
which is a significant 3.43 dB improvement over the base-
line AdaIR’s 20.30 dB. Similarly, the average SSIM is
boosted from 0.730 to 0.809. This result strongly supports
our motivation: conventional L1/L2 losses tend to overfit
to the training distribution, leading to limited generaliza-
tion (as seen by AdaIR’s modest OOD performance). In
contrast, our IRPO successfully breaks free from the con-
straints of pixel-level loss. The model is no longer memo-
rizing the training data but is learning a more generalizable
restoration policy that aligns better with human preference
and real-world priors. The radical improvements, especially
on low-light +6.47 dB and denoising +4.35 dB, establish
our framework as a new and effective paradigm for enhanc-
ing the generalization of low-level vision models. We pro-
vide visual examples in Figure 4 for dehazing, deraining,
denoising, deblurring, and low-light enhancement. Adair
struggles to correctly identify the specific degradation type
in OOD degraded images, leading to incorrect restoration
like the low-light image, while IRPO exhibits significantly
better generalization performance on OOD data.

4.4. Ablation Study
We conduct comprehensive ablation studies to validate the
core components of our proposed paradigm. We analyze the
data selection strategy, the contribution of each reward, the
GRPO group size, and overall training stability.

Effect of Data Portion. As shown in Figure 5, we vali-
date our data-oriented approach. Fine-tuning on randomly
sampled data (purple line) scales poorly with data size and
computational cost. In contrast, focusing on the underper-
forming subset (teal line) provides a much stronger and
more efficient performance gain. We identify 30% as the
optimal trade-off, achieving 31.4 dB (a +1.2 dB gain over
baseline) in 4.2 GPU days, which is 3× faster than model
trained on 100% data.

Effect of Reward Components. We analyze the contri-
bution of each reward component in Table 4. Fine-tuning
the baseline (30.20 dB) with Rgen provides the largest indi-
vidual boost (+0.58 dB), confirming the value of its aggre-
gated perceptual metrics. While Rtask (+0.46 dB) delivers
a clear boost, the smaller gain from Rqwen (+0.26 dB) may
stem from its lack of a concrete metric and the potential hal-
lucinations from Qwen. Our full IRPO model (31.04 dB),
which combines all three, outperforms any individual com-
ponent, proving that the general, expert, and task-specific
rewards are complementary and work in synergy.

Effect of GRPO Group Size. We investigate the impact
of the GRPO group size G in Table 5. We observe that
G = 3 (30.82 dB) is suboptimal, likely due to unstable ad-
vantage estimates. Increasing G to 4 provides a significant
performance jump to 31.04 dB. G = 5 (31.03 dB) yields
no further meaningful benefits while increasing computa-
tional cost. Thus, we choose G = 4 as the optimal trade-off
between performance and efficiency.

Training Stability. As visualized in Figure 6, the total
loss (left) smoothly converges without divergence, while the
mean reward (right) consistently increases and saturates at
a high value. This demonstrates that our policy effectively
learns to optimize the complex reward signals without sac-
rificing training stability.

5. Conclusion
This study introduces IRPO, the first low-level post-training
paradigm centered on GRPO, which systematically en-
hances model robustness and perceptual quality. Our work
makes two key contributions to this new paradigm. First,
we explore and validate a data-oriented principle, demon-
strating that focusing post-training on the 30% underper-
forming hard data is the most effective and efficient strategy.
Second, we design a reward-oriented framework with three
complementary components (General, Expert, and Task-
Aware) to align the model with human preferences and task-
specific quality standards. Extensive experiments show that
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our paradigm achieves SOTA performance with strong gen-
eralization on OOD benchmarks. We hope the principles
of data-centric and reward-centric optimization presented in
IRPO will encourage further research into more robust and
human-aligned image restoration.
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IRPO: Boosting Image Restoration via Post-training GRPO

Supplementary Material

A. Background on GRPO
Our reward-oriented optimization pillar is based on Group
Relative Policy Optimization (GRPO). Here, we provide the
detailed formulation for completeness.

Given a context x (the degraded image), a behavior pol-
icy πθold(· | x) draws a group of G responses {ai}Gi=1 (ac-
tions, i.e., control parameters). Each corresponding output
yi is scored by our reward model R (Sec. 3.3) to produce
{ri}Gi=1.

GRPO constructs a group-normalized relative advantage
Ai within the same input group, which serves as a stable,
value-free advantage estimate:

r̄ =
1

G

G∑
i=1

ri, s =

√√√√ 1

G

G∑
i=1

(ri − r̄)2 + ε,

Ai =
ri − r̄

s
. (8)

Let the likelihood ratio be:

ρi(θ) =
πθ(ai | x)
πθold(ai | x)

. (9)

GRPO then maximizes a clipped surrogate objective JGRPO(θ),
which is identical to PPO but replaces the standard advantage with
Ai. It further enforces a KL penalty on a reference policy πref :

JGRPO(θ) =

Ex∼D,{ai}∼πθold

[
1

G

G∑
i=1

min
(
ρi(θ)Ai, clip

(
ρi(θ), 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ

)
Ai

)
− β D̂KL

(
πθ(· | x) ∥ πref(· | x)

)]
.

(10)
] The KL divergence term is estimated on the batch using samples
from πθold :

D̂KL

(
πθ∥πref

)
=

1

G

G∑
i=1

ρi(θ) [log πθ(ai | x)− log πref(ai | x)] .
(11)

The full objective used in the main paper, LRL (Eq. 6), is the neg-
ative of Eq. (10) plus an entropy bonus. Ai is treated as a stop-
gradient statistic in practice.

B. Reward Details
Notation and utilities. We work with linear RGB in [0, 1]. Let
ŷ denote the ground-truth image and y the restored output. Let
clip[0,1](t) = min(max(t, 0), 1) and ε = 10−6. For luminance
we use Y =0.299R + 0.587G + 0.114B. Sobel gradients of an

image Z are Gx = Sobelx(Z), Gy = Sobely(Z), and magnitude
M(Z) =

√
G2

x +G2
y + 10−12. When needed, µ(·), σ2(·), and

std(·) denote spatial mean, variance, and standard deviation.

B.1. Generic Quality Term Rgen

This reward is a comprehensive blend of five metrics, each nor-
malized to [0, 1].

Rgen(y, ŷ) = 0.25 ·Rclip(y, ŷ) + 0.25 ·RLPIPS(y, ŷ) + 0.15 ·Raes(y)

+ 0.20 ·RPSNR(y, ŷ) + 0.15 ·RSSIM(y, ŷ)

where Rclip is the CLIP similarity [52], RLPIPS is the normal-
ized LPIPS perceptual score [81], Raes is a normalized aesthetic
score from a pre-trained predictor [55], RPSNR is the PSNR score
mapped to [0, 1] via fixed thresholds (τmin, τmax), and RSSIM is the
standard SSIM score.

B.2. Qwen-based Verifier Rqwen

We use Qwen-2.5VL-7B model as an expert judge. We provide
it with the degraded input (x), the restored output (y), and the
ground-truth (ŷ). The model provides a score from 1 to 5, which
we linearly rescale.

B.3. Task-aware Shaping Rtask

For each degradation type, we define a specialized reward.

(1) Denoising — gradient consistency. Let Mg = M(Yg),
Mrest = M(y). Define the GT baseline and mean magnitude devi-
ation:

B = µ
(
Mg

)
, D = µ

(
|Mrest −Mg|

)
. (12)

The reward encourages the restored gradients to approach the
clean target:

Rgrad = clip[0,1]

(
1− D

B + ε

)
. (13)

This reward ensures that the restored image’s texture and edge gra-
dients (Mrest) statistically match the ground truth (Mg), preventing
the common failure mode of over-smoothing (i.e., ”losing” tex-
ture) during denoising.

(2) Deraining — anisotropy consistency. Compute aver-
age absolute Sobel responses on luminance:

Ex = µ
(
|Gx(y)|

)
, Ey = µ

(
|Gy(y)|

)
. (14)

Define normalized anisotropy

A =
|Ex − Ey|

max(Ex + Ey, ε)
. (15)

The reward favors isotropy (i.e., A ≈ 0):

Raniso = 1− clip[0,1](A). (16)
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Qwen-VL Verifier Prompt

You are an image-restoration expert. You will be given
three images:
1. The degraded input that suffers from a certain type of

degradation.
2. The restored output generated by a model.
3. The clean ground-truth reference.
Task:
1. Identify the most plausible degradation type of the

input image. Consider categories such as denoising
(0/1/2, different noise levels), deraining (3), dehaz-
ing (4), deblurring (5), or low-light enhancement (6).
Briefly justify your reasoning.

2. Compare the restored output against the ground truth
with respect to the identified degradation type. Pay
attention to:
• Noise or streak removal quality for denois-

ing/deraining.
• Contrast and haze removal for dehazing.
• Sharpness recovery for deblurring.
• Exposure and color constancy for low-light en-

hancement.
3. Highlight specific improvements and any remaining

artifacts.
4. Provide a final quality score from 1 to 5, where:

• 1: severe artifacts or almost no improvement,
• 2: minor improvement but significant issues remain,
• 3: moderate improvement with noticeable gaps,
• 4: strong restoration with only small flaws,
• 5: near-perfect restoration indistinguishable from

ground truth.
Respond in the following XML-style format:

<Assessment>
<Degradation>

[type and reasoning]
</Degradation>
<Analysis>

[detailed comparison]
</Analysis>
<Score>X</Score>

</Assessment>

Rain streaks are highly anisotropic (directional), creating a strong
bias in gradient orientation (Ex ̸= Ey). A clean, rain-free image
is typically isotropic (Ex ≈ Ey). This reward pushes the model to
produce an isotropic output, which is characteristic of a success-
fully derained image.

(3) Dehazing — contrast closeness. Let C(Z) = std(YZ)
be a proxy for the contrast of image Z. We measure symmetry-
aware contrast closeness to ground truth:

Rcontrast = clip[0,1]

(
min

(
Crest

Cg + ε
,

Cg

Crest + ε

))
. (17)

Haze is a low-frequency component that severely reduces image
contrast (lowers std(Y )). This reward ensures the restored im-
age’s contrast Crest is restored to the level of the ground truth Cg ,
penalizing both under-enhancement (remaining haze) and over-
enhancement (oversaturation).

(4) Deblurring — sharpness closeness. Using the mean
gradient magnitude S(Z) = µ(M(Z)) as a proxy for sharpness:

Rsharp = clip[0,1]

(
min

(
Srest

Sg + ε
,

Sg

Srest + ε

))
. (18)

Blurring is a loss of high-frequency information, resulting in low
gradient magnitudes (low sharpness). This reward, similar to con-
trast, pushes the mean sharpness Srest to match the ground truth
Sg , directly encouraging the recovery of edges and details.

(5) Low-light — exposure & color consistency. Exposure
alignment on luminance means:

d =
∣∣µ(y)− µ(Yg)

∣∣, Rexp = clip[0,1]

(
1− d

0.5

)
. (19)

Color consistency sums mean-channel deviations
(c ∈ {R,G,B}):

dc =
∑
c

∣∣µ(crest)− µ(cg)
∣∣, Rcolor = clip[0,1]

(
1− dc

0.6

)
.

(20)
Low-light enhancement has two goals: fidelity and brightness.
Rexp ensures the overall luminance µ(y) matches the target, while
Rcolor prevents color shifts (e.g., a green or purple tint) by penaliz-
ing deviation in individual R, G, B channels.

Putting the task terms together. For each sample, we select
the reward(s) corresponding to its degradation:

R
(denoise)
task = Rgrad, R

(derain)
task = Raniso,

R
(dehaze)
task = Rcontrast, R

(deblur)
task = Rsharp,

R
(low-light)
task = 0.2 ·Rexp + 0.1 ·Rcolor.

(21)

B.4. Final Reward Combination
The final reward signal used in Eq. (3) of the main paper is the
weighted sum of the three components:

R(y, yg) = 0.6 ·Rgen(y, ŷ)

+ 0.1 ·Rqwen(y)

+ 0.3 ·R(k)
task(y, ŷ) (22)

where k is the known degradation type for the training sample.

C. Additional Implementation Details
We provide a comprehensive list of hyperparameters used in our
IRPO post-training in Table 6. These parameters cover the core
model architecture, data handling, optimization, and the specific
settings for the GRPO training phase.
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Table 6. Detailed hyperparameters for IRPO post-training.

Hyperparameter Value / Description

Base Channel Width
(model dim)

48

Encoder-Decoder Levels 4 levels
Transformer Blocks [4, 6, 6, 8]
Multi-head Attention
Heads

[1, 2, 4, 8]

Refinement Blocks 4
FFN Expansion Factor 2.66
Frequency Policy (AFLB) 3 modules inserted between decoder levels
Action Space 4D continuous (rh, rl, gf , go) ∈ (0, 1)4

Input Patch Size 128× 128

Augmentation Random horizontal/vertical flips
Hard-Mining Ratio Top 30% hardest samples
Optimizer Adam (β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999)
Base Learning Rate (LR) 3× 10−5

Total Epochs 30 (default for main results)
Batch Size 1 per GPU (constrained by G = 4)
Group Size (G) 4
Entropy Regularization 0.01
Supervised Loss Weight
(λsup)

Linear decay: 0.35 → 0.1

Consistency Loss Weight
(λcons)

Linear decay: 0.2 → 0.05

D. Policy Parametrization Details
Our policy πθ consists of 6 independent policy heads distributed
across the 3 AFLB modules in the AdaIR decoder. Each AFLB
module contains two heads: (1) a Policy Rate head, and (2) a
Policy Fuse head, which correspond to the actions (rh, rl) and
(gf , go) respectively.

Policy Rate Head (rh, rl). The Policy Rate head determines
the size of the frequency-domain mask.
• Input: It takes the initial degraded image x (which is fed to all

AFLB modules) and passes it through an FFT.
• Process: A small CNN head takes the pooled features of x and

outputs four positive scalars (αh, βh, αl, βl).
• Action: These scalars parameterize two Beta distributions.

During training, we sample rh ∼ Beta(αh, βh) and rl ∼
Beta(αl, βl). These actions (rh, rl) ∈ (0, 1)2 define the height
and width of the low-frequency mask. This mask is applied to
the FFT of x to separate frequency components, which are then
used to generate the intermediate feature Oi (the ”Output Fea-
ture” in Figure 2).

Policy Fuse Head (gf , go). The ”Policy Fuse” head deter-
mines how to blend the intermediate feature with the decoder’s
latent feature.
• Input: It takes the latent feature yi (the ”Latent Feature” in

Figure 2) coming from the previous decoder block.
• Process: A separate small CNN head takes the pooled features

of yi and outputs four positive scalars (α1, β1, α2, β2).
• Action: We sample gl ∼ Beta(α1, β1) and go ∼
Beta(α2, β2). These actions (gf , go) ∈ (0, 1) are the dynamic

weights used in the final fusion, as shown in Eq. (5) in the main
paper.

Log-Probability Calculation. The policy πθ is the joint dis-
tribution of these 4 independent actions. The log-probability
log πθ(a |x, y) is required for the policy gradient calculation (e.g.,
in Eq. 11). This function has the following closed form:

log πθ(a |x, y) =
∑

k∈{h,l,f,o}

[
(αk−1) log ak + (βk−1) log

(
1− ak

)]
−

∑
k∈{h,l,f,o}

logB(αk, βk),

(23)
where ak is the sampled action for k ∈ {h, l, f, o}, (αk, βk)
are the distribution parameters output by the corresponding pol-
icy head, and B(·, ·) is the Beta function.

E. Additional Experiment Results
The superiority of our model is further validated in the three-
degradation setting (Table 7). IRPO comprehensively outperforms
all competitors, surpassing AdaIR by 0.69 dB and the strong SOTA
method PromptIR by 1.32 dB. A key observation is the 1.37 dB
gain on the heavy noise (σ = 50) test, strongly proving that our
GRPO post-training, guided by robust rewards, learns to handle
difficult degradation cases that are challenging to optimize for us-
ing L1/L2 loss alone.

F. Additional Visual Results
To further demonstrate the superiority of our proposed method, we
provide extensive visual comparisons against state-of-the-art com-
petitors (AirNet [33], PromptIR [49], and AdaIR [10]) on three
core restoration tasks: dehazing, denoising, and deraining.
Image Dehazing (Figure 7). As shown in Figure 7, competing
methods often suffer from color distortion or residual haze. For
instance, in the second row, AirNet and AdaIR fail to completely
remove the dense haze in the distance, resulting in low contrast.
In contrast, IRPO successfully recovers clear visibility and vibrant
colors while maintaining the naturalness of the sky regions, veri-
fying the effectiveness of our General Reward in preserving struc-
tural fidelity.
Image Denoising (Figure 8). We present results on the challeng-
ing σ = 50 noise level in Figure 8. Severe noise often leads mod-
els to over-smooth details. As observed in the ”Face” example
(fourth row), baselines like PromptIR and AdaIR tend to blur fa-
cial features and hair textures. IRPO, guided by our Task-Aware
Reward (gradient consistency), strikes a better balance between
noise removal and texture retention, reconstructing sharper edges
and more realistic details.
Image Deraining (Figure 9). Rain streaks often exhibit strong
directionality and varying density. In Figure 9, we observe that
baselines occasionally leave rain artifacts (first row) or introduce
blurring artifacts in background details (third row, fruit stand). Our
IRPO leverages the anisotropy consistency reward to effectively
distinguish rain streaks from background textures, achieving the
cleanest removal performance with minimal artifacts.

3



Table 7. Comparisons under the three-degradation all-in-one setting: a unified model is trained on a combined set of images obtained from
all degradation types and levels. Our model attains a significant average gain of 0.69 dB over AdaIR [10].

Method Dehazing Deraining Denoising on BSD68 [46] Averageon SOTS [32] on Rain100L [67] σ = 15 σ = 25 σ = 50

BRDNet [59] 23.23/0.895 27.42/0.895 32.26/0.898 29.76/0.836 26.34/0.693 27.80/0.843
LPNet [15] 20.84/0.828 24.88/0.784 26.47/0.778 24.77/0.748 21.26/0.552 23.64/0.738
FDGAN [13] 24.71/0.929 29.89/0.933 30.25/0.910 28.81/0.868 26.43/0.776 28.02/0.883
MPRNet [72] 25.28/0.955 33.57/0.954 33.54/0.927 30.89/0.880 27.56/0.779 30.17/0.899
DL [14] 26.92/0.931 32.62/0.931 33.05/0.914 30.41/0.861 26.90/0.740 29.98/0.876
AirNet [33] 27.94/0.962 34.90/0.968 33.92/0.933 31.26/0.888 28.00/0.797 31.20/0.910
PromptIR [49] 30.58/0.974 36.37/0.972 33.98/0.933 31.31/0.888 28.06/0.799 32.06/0.913
AdaIR [10] 31.06/0.980 38.64/0.983 34.12/0.935 31.45/0.892 28.19/0.802 32.69/0.918
IRPO (Ours) 31.62/0.983 39.13/0.988 34.54/0.938 32.04/0.905 29.56/0.823 33.38/0.927

These qualitative comparisons consistently align with our
quantitative results, confirming that our data-oriented and reward-
oriented paradigm enables the model to generate perceptually su-
perior outcomes across diverse degradations.
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Input AirNet PromptIR Adair IRPO Reference

Hazy Image 25.24 dB 30.29 dB 24.28 dB 31.01 dB GT

Hazy Image 28.70 dB 31.39 dB 31.14 dB 37.91 dB GT

Hazy Image 21.63 dB 26.32 dB 24.23 dB 29.06 dB GT

Hazy Image 15.50 dB 18.82 dB 17.08 dB 21.89 dB GT

Figure 7. Supplementary visual comparisons for image dehazing on synthetic datasets. Our method (IRPO) achieves the highest PSNR
scores.
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Input AirNet PromptIR Adair IRPO Reference

Noisy Image 27.62 dB 27.66 dB 27.68 dB 27.93 dB GT

Noisy Image 30.80 dB 31.09 dB 31.04 dB 31.31 dB GT

Noisy Image 26.50 dB 26.46 dB 26.56 dB 26.78 dB GT

Noisy Image 32.50 dB 32.55 dB 32.60 dB 32.86 dB GT

Figure 8. Supplementary visual comparisons for image denoising (noise level 50) on synthetic datasets. Our method (IRPO) consistently
recovers finer details.
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Input AirNet PromptIR Adair IRPO Reference

Rainy Image 36.19 dB 38.51 dB 38.45 dB 40.12 dB GT

Rainy Image 36.37 dB 39.98 dB 39.63 dB 41.19 dB GT

Rainy Image 33.74 dB 35.21 dB 35.53 dB 37.37 dB GT

Rainy Image 24.02 dB 22.76 dB 19.07 dB 22.78 dB GT

Figure 9. Supplementary visual comparisons for image deraining on synthetic datasets. IRPO achieves superior restoration quality.
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