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Figure 1. Overview of the TIDE framework. The pipeline consists of two stages. (1) Base restoration (left): The degraded image is
processed by an encoder E , producing features for degradation estimation and hypothesis generation. Multiple specialized restoration
hypotheses are generated and fused based on estimated degradation maps via a learned mapping function. (2) Progressive refinement
(right): The initial restoration and input image are analyzed to estimate residual degradations. Targeted corrections from refinement
experts are selectively applied through a safety-gated fusion mechanism, yielding the final restored result.

Abstract

Underwater image restoration is essential for marine ap-
plications ranging from ecological monitoring to archaeo-
logical surveys, but effectively addressing the complex and
spatially varying nature of underwater degradations re-
mains a challenge. Existing methods typically apply uni-
form restoration strategies across the entire image, strug-
gling to handle multiple co-occurring degradations that
vary spatially and with water conditions. We introduce
TIDE, a two stage inverse degradation estimation frame-
work that explicitly models degradation characteristics and
applies targeted restoration through specialized prior de-
composition. Our approach disentangles the restoration
process into multiple specialized hypotheses that are adap-
tively fused based on local degradation patterns, followed
by a progressive refinement stage that corrects residual ar-
tifacts. Specifically, TIDE decomposes underwater degra-
dations into four key factors, namely color distortion, haze,
detail loss, and noise, and designs restoration experts spe-
cialized for each. By generating specialized restoration
hypotheses, TIDE balances competing degradation factors
and produces natural results even in highly degraded re-
gions. Extensive experiments across both standard bench-
marks and challenging turbid water conditions show that

*Equal contribution.

TIDE achieves competitive performance on reference based
fidelity metrics while outperforming state of the art meth-
ods on non reference perceptual quality metrics, with strong
improvements in color correction and contrast enhance-
ment. Our code is available at: https://rakesh-
123-cryp.github.io/TIDE/.

1. Introduction
Underwater image restoration (UIR) is a critical problem
in computer vision with applications in marine biology,
archaeology, robotics, and ocean engineering. Underwa-
ter images suffer from wavelength-dependent color distor-
tion, low contrast, haze from scattering, blurriness, and
noise, which degrade both visual quality and downstream
tasks such as detection and scene understanding. Deep
learning methods, including generative approaches [8, 22],
zero-shot methods [16, 29, 49], and medium-guided strate-
gies [21], have advanced the field, yet they struggle with
the complex, spatially varying nature of underwater degra-
dations. A single image may simultaneously contain re-
gions with different types and severities of distortions due
to variations in depth, lighting, and water properties. How-
ever, existing methods implicitly assume a generic and
homogeneous degradation distribution across images in a
dataset, overlooking this inherent spatial and contextual
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variability. As a result, they often deliver suboptimal out-
comes: when tuned for severely degraded regions, they
over-process well-preserved areas and introduce artifacts;
when calibrated conservatively, they leave challenging re-
gions under-restored.

Recent approaches have attempted to address spatially
varying degradations in underwater imagery. Multi-scale
architectures [9, 28, 32, 42] extract features at differ-
ent resolutions to capture degradations of varying scales.
Attention-based methods [32, 45, 51, 57] dynamically
weight features based on their importance for restoration.
Some approaches [23, 41, 46, 55] employ dual-branch net-
works that separately handle color correction and dehazing
before fusion. Graph-based methods [19, 50] model rela-
tionships between different image regions to adapt restora-
tion parameters locally. While these approaches improve
upon uniform processing, they typically generate a single
restoration output directly and lack explicit mechanisms to
handle the co-occurrence of multiple degradation types in
different regions. Additionally, they often struggle with er-
ror accumulation, where inaccuracies in initial processing
stages propagate to the final output without corrections.

To this end, we introduce TIDE, a framework for UIR
through explicit degradation modeling and progressive re-
finement. TIDE implements two key innovations: (1) in-
verse degradation mapping with specialized prior decom-
position, which disentangles different degradation types
and applies targeted restoration strategies; and (2) two-
stage degradation compensation, which identifies and cor-
rects residual degradations after initial restoration. In the
first stage, TIDE estimates pixel-wise degradation maps for
color distortion, contrast reduction, detail loss, and noise.
Then it generates specialized restoration hypotheses us-
ing decoders designed with inductive biases for each type
of degradation. These hypotheses are dynamically fused
based on the estimated degradation maps, producing a spa-
tially varying restoration that addresses each region’s spe-
cific degradation characteristics. Despite this targeted ap-
proach, severely degraded regions (e.g., turbid water or low-
light areas) may retain residual artifacts after the first stage.
Our second stage explicitly analyzes these residual degrada-
tions, generating targeted correction terms through focused
refinement experts, and applying these corrections selec-
tively to regions requiring further enhancement.

Figure 1 illustrates the TIDE framework architecture.
The base model first extracts multi-scale features from the
degraded input image. These features serve two parallel
paths: (1) degradation estimation, which produces pixel-
wise maps indicating the spatial distribution and severity of
different degradation types, and (2) hypothesis generation,
where specialized decoders generate restoration candidates
targeting specific degradation types. Each decoder em-
beds domain-specific inductive biases, and a learned map-

ping function adaptively fuses these hypotheses based on
the degradation maps, producing an initial restoration. The
second stage focuses on residual degradations by contrast-
ing the input with the initial restoration. This differential
signal steers refinement experts that predict targeted correc-
tions, which are then fused through a gated mechanism to
enhance only the degraded regions while preserving well-
restored areas. Such progressive refinement lets TIDE han-
dle complex, non-uniform degradations more effectively
than single-stage methods, as seen in Figure 1.

To summarize, our main contributions are:
• We present TIDE, a framework that addresses com-

plex, spatially varying underwater degradations through
a structured, multi-stage restoration process.

• We introduce a degradation-specific hypothesis genera-
tion and fusion strategy, which produces targeted correc-
tions for distinct degradation types and combines them
adaptively to handle heterogeneous distortions.

• We develop a residual-aware refinement mechanism that
selectively enhances poorly restored regions, improving
overall fidelity and perceptual quality without compro-
mising well-recovered areas.

2. Related Works
Underwater Image Restoration. UIR typically relied on
traditional image processing techniques such as histogram
equalization, white balance correction, and physics-based
dehazing methods [6, 10, 17]. While these methods im-
prove visual contrast and partially correct color distortions,
they often struggle to generalize across diverse underwater
scenes and miss fine image details. Deep learning solutions
have achieved significant improvements [13, 18, 20, 21, 35,
43, 44, 48]. GANs, in particular, enable realistic dataset
synthesis and unpaired image enhancement [11, 12, 26].
Ucolor addresses color distortion and poor contrast using
a multi-color space encoder with attention [21], FUSION
leverages spatial and frequency domain information for ef-
fective fusion and color recalibration [45], and FUnIE-GAN
and Water-Net restore color fidelity and perceptual real-
ism via adversarial optimization and confidence-guided fu-
sion [24, 54].

Multi-Hypothesis and Progressive Image Recovery.
Progressive architectures and multi-hypothesis strategies,
such as recursive residual networks and staged refine-
ment modules, have proven effective for complex im-
age restoration by simplifying optimization and improv-
ing accuracy [36, 52]. Recent work extends this by ex-
plicitly modeling degradation or domain characteristics,
e.g., ingredient-aware reformulations [53], severity-aware
weather removal [5], and multi-weather restoration via do-
main translation [30]. In the super-resolution domain,
multi-hypothesis techniques have been used to fuse spa-
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Figure 2. Architecture of the TIDE framework. The top shows the overall flow: the input image is first processed by the base model
to generate an initial restoration, which along with the original image feeds into the residual degradation estimator (RDE) and refinement
fusion (RF) to produce the final output. The bottom left shows the base model details, where a feature extractor E feeds specialized
decoders D1-D4 that generate restoration hypotheses H1-H4, while also estimating degradation maps. These hypotheses are combined
through a learned mapping function for initial restoration. The bottom right illustrates the refinement stage, where the original and initially
restored images are processed by shared convolutional processing before being fed to specialized refinement experts E1-E4 that generate
targeted corrections for color, contrast, detail, and noise, which are then adaptively scaled and combined.

tially offset patches and improve restoration of compressed
screen content [47]. Other approaches combine progressive
designs with semantic priors or reference images to tackle
specific tasks, such as face restoration through semantic-
aware style transfer [3], reference-guided multi-degradation
refinement [56], and staged fusion for HDR reconstruction
with attention [4]. Task-specific systems like PRISM pro-
gressively reconstruct scene graph image edits [15], while
lensless image restoration frameworks integrate multi-stage
supervision with GAN refinement [25].

3. Method

3.1. Overview

We approach UIR via inverse degradation estimation and
prior disentanglement. Instead of directly mapping de-
graded images I to clean ones, we explicitly model degra-
dations and apply targeted restoration. The process is for-
mulated as Ĵ = R(I,D(I)), where Ĵ is the restored image,
R is the restoration function, and D estimates degradation
maps M = {M1, . . . ,MK} for K degradation types.

Different degradations require specialized treatment.
Through prior disentanglement, we generate multiple hy-

potheses H = {H1, . . . ,HK}, each addressing a specific
degradation via Hi = Fi(I), where Fi is the corresponding
specialized function. TIDE implements this in two stages:
first, degradation-guided multi-hypothesis restoration com-
bines specialized hypotheses (§ 3.2); second, a refinement
stage corrects residual degradations (§ 3.3). Fig. 2 illus-
trates the architecture with its targeted components and pro-
gressive refinement.

3.2. Inverse Degradation Mapping with Specialized
Prior Decomposition

The first stage of TIDE performs inverse degradation map-
ping to identify the spatial distribution and severity of dif-
ferent degradation types, followed by specialized prior de-
composition to generate targeted restoration hypotheses.

Degradation Estimation. To restore underwater images
effectively, we first identify the degradations affecting each
spatial location. We design a lightweight encoder-decoder
network D that maps an input image I ∈ R3×H×W to K
degradation maps M = D(I) ∈ RK×H×W , where each
element Mk(x, y) ∈ [0, 1] indicates the severity of degra-
dation type k at spatial location (x, y). The network uses
a multi-scale architecture with skip connections to capture
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both local and global patterns. It consists of an initial fea-
ture extraction layer f0, a series of downsampling layers
{f id}Ni=1, a global context module fg , and upsampling layers
{f iu}Ni=1 with skip connections. The global context module
aggregates spatial information via global average pooling
followed by channel-wise modulation. The output degra-
dation maps are generated through a sigmoid activation,
M = σ

(
Wof

1
u(f

2
u(· · · fNu (g, zN−1) · · · ), z0)

)
, where Wo

is the output projection and f iu(a,b) denotes the i-th up-
sampling layer with skip connection from feature map b.

Inverse Degradation Mapping with Specialized Prior
Decomposition. We decompose underwater image degra-
dation into four fundamental types - color distortion, con-
trast reduction, detail loss, and noise - motivated by the
underlying imaging physics [1, 7, 14]. Color distor-
tion arises from wavelength-dependent attenuation, where
longer wavelengths (red) diminish faster than shorter ones
(blue/green) [2]. The reduction in contrast occurs due to the
scattering of light by suspended particles, which produces
haze and reduces the dynamic range [37]. Detail loss re-
sults from absorption and forward scattering that blur fine
structures [34], while noise originates from sensor limita-
tions in low-light conditions and scattering effects such as
marine snow [40]. While other degradation types such as
extreme low-light or turbidity-related scatter could be con-
sidered, our experiments show these are effectively captured
by the existing experts: low-light effects manifest primar-
ily as contrast reduction and increased noise, and turbidity-
related scatter is captured by the noise decoder. Our abla-
tions (Table 2) justify that these four types of degradation
form a minimal but sufficient set for effective restoration,
balancing restoration quality with computational efficiency
while avoiding unnecessary complexity.

Specialized Restoration Decoders. We design K = 4
specialized decoders, each targeting one degradation type:
color distortion, contrast reduction, detail loss, and noise.
All decoders share a common feature extraction back-
bone E , which generates hierarchical representations F =
{f0, f1, . . . , fN} from the input image I, i.e., F = E(I).
Each specialized decoder produces a restoration hypothesis
Hk = Fk(F) for k ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, with architectural induc-
tive biases that guide them toward their target degradation.

The color restoration decoder F1 uses channel-wise at-
tention (RC → RC/r → RC) to correct wavelength-
dependent attenuation. The contrast enhancement decoder
F2 employs residual blocks ϕ : RC×H×W → RC×H×W

to address scattering-induced contrast loss. The detail re-
covery decoder F3 implements cascaded residual blocks
with cumulative enhancement Ed(x) = x +

∑L
i=1Ri(x)

to recover fine structures lost through medium absorption.
The denoising decoder F4 applies group convolutions with
g = min(⌊C/8⌋, C) partitions to remove noise from sus-

Degraded Initial Restoration Refinement

Figure 3. Visual comparison of input degradations, initial restora-
tion, and expert refinement stages, illustrating TIDE’s progressive
restoration process.

pended particles.
This specialization is reinforced during train-

ing via two losses. The diversity loss Ldiv(H) =
1

Npairs

∑K
i=1

∑K
j=i+1 cos sim(Hi, Hj) regularizes

similarity between hypotheses, preventing redundant
representations, and the degradation consistency loss
Ldc(M, I,J) = LMSE(

∑K
k=1Mk, norm(|I − J|)) aligns

estimated degradation maps with actual degradation
patterns. Together, these losses allow each decoder to
develop optimal strategies for its target degradation without
requiring explicit labels, enabling the system to handle
complex, co-occurring degradations effectively.

Adaptive Fusion Mechanism. Given the K specialized
restoration hypotheses {H1, H2, . . . ,HK} and the degra-
dation maps M, we perform an adaptive fusion to combine
them into the final restored image. The fusion process gen-
erates pixel-wise weights W ∈ RK×H×W that determine
the contribution of each hypothesis at each spatial location:

Ĵ1 =

K∑
k=1

Wk ⊙Hk (1)

where Wk is the weight map for hypothesis Hk, and ⊙ rep-
resents element-wise multiplication. We implement three
fusion strategies, with the learned fusion being our pri-
mary approach. The learned fusion mechanism transforms
degradation maps into fusion weights through a non-linear
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mapping. This enables the model to select the appropriate
restoration strategy for each image region based on its spe-
cific degradation characteristics.

3.3. Two-Stage Degradation Compensation with
Expert-Guided Correction

Our second stage implements a progressive refinement ap-
proach that explicitly identifies and addresses these remain-
ing artifacts through differential degradation analysis and
expert-guided correction.

Differential Degradation Analysis. Residual degrada-
tions are identified by estimating discrepancies between the
initial restoration Ĵ1 and the degraded input I. We imple-
ment this through a differential degradation analysis func-
tion D2, which predicts spatial residuals: Mr = D2(I, Ĵ1),
where Mr ∈ RK×H×W represents the residual degradation
maps for the K degradation types. First, it computes an ab-
solute difference map D = |I− Ĵ1| to localize regions with
remaining degradations. Since not all discrepancies indicate
incomplete restoration, we process the concatenated input
[I, Ĵ1] ∈ R6×H×W through an attention network guided by
D:

Mr = σ(fr([I, Ĵ1]) · (1 + α · fd(D))) (2)

where fr is the residual estimation network, fd is the dif-
ference enhancement network, α is a learnable scaling fac-
tor, and σ is the sigmoid function. This allows the network
to focus on regions with significant residual degradations
while considering contextual information from both the in-
put and initial restoration.

Expert-Guided Correction Generation. Based on the
residual degradation maps, we generate targeted corrections
for each degradation type using specialized refinement ex-
perts. Each expert Ek takes the original image and ini-
tial restoration as inputs and produces a correction term
Ck = Ek(I, Ĵ1), k ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}, specific to its degradation
type. We design four refinement experts corresponding to
the same degradation types addressed in the first stage. Each
expert implements specialized processing tailored to its tar-
get degradation, generating a correction term rather than a
complete restoration. To prevent excessive corrections that
might introduce artifacts, each expert includes an adaptive
scaling mechanism Ck = tanh(fk(I, Ĵ1)) · σ(sk), where
fk denotes the expert’s processing function, tanh constrains
the correction range to [−1, 1], and sk is a learnable scaling
parameter controlling the correction magnitude.

Safety-Gated Fusion. The correction terms from indi-
vidual experts are then carefully combined to avoid over-
correction. We implement a safety-gated fusion mechanism
that considers both the residual degradation maps and the
quality of the initial restoration:

C =

(
K∑

k=1

(Mr)k ⊙ Ck

)
·G(Ĵ1) · σ(sg) (3)

where (Mr)k is the residual map for degradation type k,
G is a safety gate function that limits corrections in well-
restored regions, and sg is a global scaling factor. The
safety gate G examines the initial restoration Ĵ1 and pro-
duces a spatial mask that modulates the correction inten-
sity, computed as G(Ĵ1) = σ(fg(Ĵ1)), where fg consists
of convolutional layers that identify regions requiring min-
imal correction. The final restoration is then obtained by
adding the fused correction map C to the initial restoration
as Ĵ = Ĵ1+C, followed by a clamping operation to ensure
that the pixel values remain within the valid range [0, 1].

Optimization. We train our two-stage framework with
a structured two-phase optimization. In stage 1, we op-
timize only the base model with reconstruction, diver-
sity, and degradation-consistency losses: L1 = λℓ1Lℓ1 +
λssimLssim+λpLp+λdivLdiv+λdcLdc, whereLℓ1 ,Lssim,
Lp are L1, SSIM, and perceptual reconstruction losses,Ldiv

encourages diverse hypotheses, and Ldc enforces consis-
tency between predicted and actual degradations. In stage
2, the base model is frozen and the refinement components
are trained with a progressive improvement loss: L2 =
Lrecon + λmag∥C∥1 + λimpLimp, where Lrecon combines
L1, SSIM, and perceptual losses, ∥C∥1 penalizes large cor-
rections, and Limp = max

(
0, ∥Ĵ− J∥1 − ∥Ĵ1 − J∥1 + ϵ

)
enforces explicit improvement over the base output.

4. Experiments

Experimental Settings. We evaluate TIDE on three stan-
dard underwater image datasets: UIEB [20], EUVP [13],
and SUIM-E [33], with all images resized to 256 × 256
for training and testing. We compare against state-of-
the-art UIR methods using both full-reference (PSNR,
SSIM, LPIPS) and no-reference metrics (UIQM, UISM,
BRISQUE), along with UICM and UIConM, which specif-
ically measure color cast correction and local contrast en-
hancement (detailed experimental settings and metric defi-
nitions are provided in the supplementary).

4.1. Comparison with State-of-the-Art
Figure 4 and Table 1 show that TIDE achieves consistent
improvements across diverse degradations. Existing meth-
ods often address specific degradations but fail on others:
U-GAN variants restore color but leave haze, FUSION pre-
serves contrast while losing fine details, and DWNet re-
moves haze at the cost of color fidelity, reflecting the chal-
lenge of spatially varying, co-occurring degradations in un-
derwater scenes. TIDE mitigates this issue by applying
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Figure 4. Qualitative restoration results across EUVP, UIEB, and SUIM-E datasets.

degradation-specific processing, yielding balanced restora-
tion in all cases. In the EUVP ship scene (row 3), it re-
covers low contrast, color distortions, and fine details si-
multaneously without introducing artifacts. Similarly, in
the grass and statue examples from UIEB, TIDE maintains
fine textures and structural details while removing color
casts, whereas other methods either over-saturate or retain
residual haze. Quantitatively, TIDE achieves higher fidelity
and perceptual quality, reaching 0.910 SSIM on UIEB (vs.
0.883 for FUSION) and 3.440 UIQM (vs. 3.432 for U-
GAN). These results stem from inverse degradation map-
ping, which disentangles co-occurring distortions, and the
refinement stage, which reduces residual artifacts.

To evaluate TIDE under real-world conditions beyond

clear-water datasets, we test it on the RUIE dataset [27]
using weights trained on UIEB. We focus on the UIQS
and UCCS subsets, which capture naturally turbid scenes
with strong color casts. UIEB was chosen for training as it
provides sufficient paired data to learn robust enhancement
mappings while remaining limited enough to test general-
ization. For comparison, we include FUSION [45] and Lit-
Net [32], the two strongest baselines from Table 1 to assess
both relative performance and generalization. As shown in
Fig. 5, TIDE consistently achieves higher UICM (2.13 vs.
0.43 and 0.98) and UIConM (9.28 vs. 5.93 and 7.11) scores.
Qualitatively, it better handles heavily distorted regions: in
row 1, TIDE restores natural rock textures while correcting
the green cast, whereas FUSION introduces yellowish arti-
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Table 1. Performance comparison of UIE methods across EUVP, UIEB, and SUIM-E test sets. ↓ indicates lower is better. First, second,
and third best performances are represented with red , blue , and green background colors, respectively.

EUVP UIEB SUIM-E
Method PSNR SSIM UIQM LPIPS ↓ UISM BRISQUE ↓ PSNR SSIM LPIPS ↓ UIQM UISM BRISQUE ↓ PSNR SSIM LPIPS ↓ UIQM UISM BRISQUE ↓
DWNet [38] 28.654 0.835 3.042 0.173 7.051 30.856 23.165 0.843 0.162 2.897 7.089 24.863 24.850 0.861 0.133 2.707 7.381 20.757
UGAN [8] 26.551 0.807 2.896 0.220 6.833 35.859 23.322 0.815 0.199 3.432 7.241 27.011 24.704 0.826 0.190 2.894 7.175 20.288
UGAN-P [8] 26.549 0.805 2.931 0.223 6.816 35.099 23.550 0.814 0.192 3.396 7.262 25.382 25.050 0.827 0.188 2.901 7.184 18.768
FUSION [45] 28.671 0.862 3.220 0.174 7.048 29.547 23.717 0.883 0.112 3.414 7.429 23.193 25.989 0.850 0.118 3.183 7.679 18.655
Lit-Net [32] 29.477 0.851 3.027 0.169 7.011 32.109 23.603 0.863 0.130 3.145 7.396 23.038 25.117 0.884 0.118 2.918 7.368 19.602
FUnIE-GAN [13] 26.220 0.792 2.971 0.212 6.892 30.912 21.043 0.785 0.173 3.250 7.202 24.522 23.590 0.825 0.189 2.918 7.121 22.560
Ushape [31] 26.822 0.811 3.052 0.187 6.843 35.648 21.084 0.744 0.220 3.161 7.183 24.128 22.647 0.783 0.213 2.873 7.061 22.876
SGUIE-Net [33] - - - - - - 23.496 0.853 0.136 3.004 7.362 24.607 25.987 0.857 0.153 2.637 7.090 25.927
ULAP [39] - - - - - - 19.863 0.724 0.256 2.328 7.362 25.113 19.148 0.744 0.231 2.115 7.475 21.250
TIDE (Ours) 29.469 0.906 3.281 0.159 7.066 29.545 23.753 0.910 0.115 3.440 7.439 22.991 25.987 0.906 0.119 3.195 7.685 18.605

0.9801.1461.675

1.416 0.603 0.781

2.131 0.430 0.977

RAW TIDE (Ours) FUSION LitNet
19.469 15.633 18.381

8.4416.1809.400

9.280 5.927 7.112

RAW TIDE (Ours) FUSION LitNet
1.868 17.928 0.913 13.665 1.030 16.305

9.8371.8248.2191.05411.0272.138

6.7981.0225.2110.8018.7182.807

8.7270.8825.5231.2599.5493.014

6.5061.4114.2981.7507.2093.556

Figure 5. Qualitative comparison on naturally turbid underwater images from the RUIE dataset. The left group corresponds to the UCCS
dataset, while the right group corresponds to the UIQS dataset. For each result, the two metrics displayed in the top corners are UICM
(left, measuring color correction) and UIConM (right, measuring contrast enhancement). Higher values indicate better performance for
both metrics.

facts and LitNet leaves residual haze; in rows 4–5, it yields
finer details of marine life with more natural coloration.

4.2. Hardware Efficiency Analysis
TIDE achieves remarkable inference efficiency through its
architectural design, even with its substantial model size of
115.8M parameters. We evaluate performance on an RTX
4070 Ti SUPER to demonstrate computational efficiency on
high-end consumer hardware, representing the upper bound
of deployment performance potential. Figure 6 demon-
strates that our model achieves real-time performance (>30
FPS) at 256 × 256 resolution with a single batch, and sig-
nificantly higher throughput (123.4 FPS) at 128 × 128 res-
olution with batch size 8, while maintaining minimal mem-
ory footprint (0.46 GB). This efficiency arises from three
design choices: (1) decoupled specialized decoders that
process shared features in parallel rather than sequentially;
(2) a refinement stage that introduces only 1.1% overhead
(1.25M params) by generating sparse corrections instead of
full restorations; and (3) degradation-guided fusion that se-

lectively applies computation to degraded regions, avoid-
ing redundant processing in well-preserved areas. This en-
ables TIDE to scale efficiently with batch size: throughput
increases from 40.3 FPS to 123.4 FPS when moving from
batch size 1 to 8 at 128×128 resolution with only a marginal
0.02 GB memory increase, while at 256 × 256 resolution,
the model maintains consistent real-time performance (∼33
FPS) when scaling from batch size 1 to 4 with minimal
memory overhead (0.04 GB ↑), making it well-suited for
both real-time applications and high-throughput batch pro-
cessing scenarios on modern consumer hardware.

4.3. Ablation Study
We conduct a comprehensive ablation study to assess the
contribution of each component (Table 2). For the de-
coders, a color-only variant reaches 22.39 dB PSNR on
EUVP but struggles with diverse degradations. Adding
additional decoders consistently improves performance,
with certain combinations showing clear complemen-
tarity: color–detail–denoise achieves 23.33 dB PSNR,
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Table 2. Ablation study of TIDE components. Removing specialized decoders, loss terms, or the refinement stage reduces performance
across multiple datasets. The metrics displayed are an average over all the images in the test set.

Config EUVP UIEB SUIM-E UIQS UCCS

color contrast detail denoise LPIPS ↓ PSNR SSIM LPIPS ↓ PSNR SSIM LPIPS ↓ PSNR SSIM UICM UIConM UICM UIConM

D
ec

od
er

Ty
pe

s ✓ ✗ ✗ ✗ 0.216 22.391 0.867 0.158 22.809 0.890 0.158 22.517 0.882 13.451 0.847 13.563 0.862
✓ ✓ ✗ ✗ 0.209 22.623 0.873 0.205 23.333 0.901 0.204 23.216 0.900 13.642 0.894 13.731 0.908
✓ ✗ ✓ ✗ 0.210 22.565 0.872 0.207 23.239 0.899 0.206 23.096 0.898 13.598 0.885 13.694 0.901
✓ ✗ ✗ ✓ 0.207 22.713 0.876 0.203 23.210 0.899 0.207 22.853 0.892 13.683 0.909 13.768 0.923
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No Refinement 0.188 23.414 0.892 0.202 23.547 0.904 0.202 23.417 0.905 14.294 1.065 14.385 1.089
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Figure 6. Performance analysis of TIDE across different resolu-
tions and batch sizes on RTX 4070 Ti SUPER. Bubble size indi-
cates processing speed (inverse latency), while position represents
the throughput-memory tradeoff. The horizontal red line marks the
30 FPS real-time processing threshold. Even at 256× 256 resolu-
tion, TIDE achieves real-time performance (33.7 FPS) with min-
imal memory usage (0.44 GB), while smaller resolutions enable
substantial throughput improvements with negligible overhead.

slightly higher than color–contrast–detail at 23.25 dB.
Similar behavior is observed on turbid datasets, where
color–detail–denoise obtains 14.15 and 14.25 UICM on
UIQS and UCCS, compared to 13.45 and 13.56 for color-
only, indicating that dedicated processing paths are more
effective than a single-purpose design. Loss function ab-
lations show that removing degradation consistency or di-
versity losses substantially reduces performance across all
datasets (e.g., LPIPS rises from 0.159 to 0.354 on EUVP
without consistency), with particularly large drops on tur-
bid water (UICM decreases from 14.65 to 13.21 on UIQS).
Architectural ablations show similar trends: direct fusion
in place of adaptive fusion, omitting degradation maps, or
using a single hypothesis each reduce performance. Re-

moving the refinement stage results in the most pronounced
degradation, with EUVP PSNR dropping by 6.06 dB and
UIQS UICM decreasing from 14.65 to 14.29.

Limitations. While TIDE demonstrates significant im-
provements over existing methods, some limitations re-
main. In scenes with extreme lighting variations (e.g., areas
affected simultaneously by direct sunlight and deep shad-
ows), degradation maps may not balance restoration per-
fectly, potentially causing overprocessing in some regions
while leaving subtle degradations in others. This stems
from the inherent difficulty of disentangling heavily inter-
twined degradations rather than our four-category frame-
work. Additionally, TIDE may struggle with uncommon
underwater phenomena, such as complex caustics or un-
usual particulate scattering. Although evaluations on chal-
lenging real-world datasets show good generalization, per-
formance could be further enhanced using physics-guided
approaches that model these rare optical effects without ex-
tensive additional training data.

5. Conclusion
We introduced TIDE, a two-stage framework for UIR
that addresses spatially varying degradations through
inverse degradation mapping with specialized prior de-
composition and progressive refinement. By explicitly
modeling four fundamental degradation types, TIDE
effectively handles the heterogeneous combination of
color distortion, contrast reduction, detail loss, and noise
in underwater imagery. Experiments across standard
benchmarks and challenging turbid water scenarios
demonstrate consistent performance improvements in both
reference-based metrics and perceptual quality measures.
We hope TIDE will inspire future research on more
effective underwater image/video processing systems
that adapt to diverse degradations, benefiting applica-
tions in underwater robotics and archaeological surveys.
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TIDE: Two-Stage Inverse Degradation Estimation with Guided Prior
Disentanglement for Underwater Image Restoration

Supplementary Material

A1. Extended Methodology
In this section, we provide detailed elaboration of our Two-
stage Inverse Degradation Estimation (TIDE) framework.
We describe the architectural components, fusion mecha-
nisms, and optimization strategies that enable effective un-
derwater image restoration through degradation-aware pro-
cessing.

A1.1. Network Architecture and Component De-
tails

Our framework builds upon a multi-scale feature extrac-
tion backbone coupled with specialized processing mod-
ules. Here we provide a detailed examination of each com-
ponent’s internal structure and mathematical formulation.

The feature extraction module E employs a hierarchical
encoder structure with N downsampling operations, gener-
ating feature maps at progressively lower resolutions. For
an input image I ∈ R3×H×W , the initial features are ex-
tracted via:

f0 = ϕ(I,W0,b0) (4)

where ϕ represents a convolution operation with normal-
ization and non-linear activation, parameterized by weights
W0 and bias b0. Subsequent feature maps are computed
recursively as fi = ψ(fi−1,Wi,bi) for i ∈ {1, 2, ..., N},
where ψ incorporates strided convolution for downsam-
pling. At the bottleneck, we apply multiple residual blocks
to enhance feature representation without altering spatial di-
mensions:

fN = fN +

R∑
j=1

ρj(fN ) (5)

where ρj represents the j-th residual block with R = 2 in
our implementation. The complete feature hierarchy F =
{f0, f1, ..., fN} captures multi-scale information critical for
addressing different degradation types.

The degradation estimation module D implements a
lightweight encoder-decoder structure augmented with a
global context module. The encoder follows a similar hi-
erarchical design as E but with fewer channels, generat-
ing a compact feature representation zN . The global con-
text module enhances this representation by modeling long-
range dependencies:

g = zN ⊙ σ(W2(δ(W1(GAP(zN ))))) (6)

where GAP denotes global average pooling, W1 and W2

are linear transformations, δ is ReLU activation, and σ
is sigmoid activation. This global context g is concate-
nated with zN before progressive upsampling with skip
connections from the encoder. The final degradation maps
M ∈ RK×H×W are computed as:

M = σ(Wo(u0)) (7)

where u0 is the final upsampled feature map and Wo is a
1 × 1 convolution projecting to K channels, followed by
sigmoid activation to ensure Mk(x, y) ∈ [0, 1].

A1.2. Degradation Types and Specialized Decoders
We decompose underwater image degradation into four fun-
damental types based on the physical processes affecting
underwater light propagation:
1. Color distortion: Caused by wavelength-dependent at-

tenuation where red light (longer wavelengths) is ab-
sorbed more rapidly than green and blue light (shorter
wavelengths), resulting in the characteristic blue-green
color cast of underwater images.

2. Contrast reduction: Results from light scattering by
suspended particles, creating haze and reducing the dy-
namic range of the image, particularly at greater depths
or in turbid waters.

3. Detail loss: Occurs due to medium absorption and for-
ward scattering effects that blur fine structures and high-
frequency details, especially at increasing distances from
the camera.

4. Noise: Originates from sensor limitations in low-light
underwater conditions and from optical effects of sus-
pended particles such as marine snow.
For each degradation type, we design a specialized

decoder with architectural inductive biases that naturally
guide it toward addressing its target degradation without
requiring explicit degradation-specific supervision. Algo-
rithm 1 outlines the general structure of our specialized de-
coders.

The specialized processing functions for each decoder
are designed with inductive biases tailored to their target
degradation types:

Color Restoration Decoder. The color decoder imple-
ments channel-wise attention mechanisms at multiple scales
to recalibrate color-specific features. For feature map x ∈
RC×h×w at scale i, the specialized processing computes:

1



Algorithm 1 Specialized Restoration Decoder

Require: Hierarchical features F = {f0, f1, ..., fN}
Ensure: Restoration hypothesis H ∈ R3×H×W

x← fN {Start with bottleneck features}
for i = N − 1 down to 0 do
x← Upsample(x) {2× bilinear upsampling}
x← Concatenate(x, fi) {Skip connection}
x← ϕi(x) {Channel calibration convolution}
x ← SpecializedProcessingi(x) {Decoder-specific
processing}

end for
x← ϕout(x) {Output convolution}
H← (tanh(x) + 1)/2 {Range normalization to [0,1]}
return H

SpecializedProcessingi(x) = x⊙ σ(W2,i(δ(W1,i(x))))
(8)

where W1,i : RC → RC/r and W2,i : RC/r → RC are
learned projections with reduction ratio r = max(4, C/16).
This squeeze-and-excitation attention structure excels at
channel recalibration, making it particularly effective for
addressing wavelength-dependent color distortions that af-
fect different color channels non-uniformly.

Contrast Enhancement Decoder. The contrast decoder
uses residual blocks designed to enhance local contrast
while preserving structural information:

SpecializedProcessingi(x) = x+ ϕc,i(x) (9)

where ϕc,i consists of convolutional layers with normaliza-
tion and non-linear activation. This architecture is particu-
larly effective at countering the haze and contrast reduction
caused by light scattering, as it can amplify local contrast
variations without introducing artifacts.

Detail Recovery Decoder. The detail decoder employs
cascaded residual blocks specifically designed for high-
frequency information recovery:

SpecializedProcessingi(x) = x+

L∑
j=1

ϕd,i,j(x) (10)

where L = 2 and each ϕd,i,j represents a residual block
with edge-preserving operations. This cumulative enhance-
ment approach is particularly suited for recovering fine de-
tails lost through medium absorption, as it progressively re-
fines high-frequency components while maintaining struc-
tural coherence.

Denoising Decoder. The noise decoder utilizes group
convolutions to exploit local correlations while preserving
structural information:

SpecializedProcessingi(x) = Conv1×1(GConv3×3(ϕn,i(x)))
(11)

where GConv3×3 denotes group convolution with g =
min(⌊C/8⌋, C) groups, allowing specialized filtering
within channel subgroups, followed by a 1× 1 convolution
for cross-group information exchange. This architecture is
particularly effective for handling the noise from suspended
particles while preserving important image structures.

A1.3. Fusion and Progressive Refinement Mecha-
nisms

Our framework incorporates two fusion mechanisms: adap-
tive hypothesis fusion in the first stage and safety-gated re-
finement fusion in the second stage. Additionally, we im-
plement a differential degradation analysis for targeted re-
finement.

Adaptive Hypothesis Fusion. The base model combines
multiple restoration hypotheses {H1, H2, ...,HK} using
degradation-guided weights. We implement three fusion
variants, with learned fusion being our primary approach.
The direct fusion establishes a one-to-one mapping between
degradation maps and hypotheses:

Ĵ1 =

K∑
k=1

Mk ⊙Hk (12)

assumingK degradation types correspond directly toK hy-
potheses. In contrast, our learned fusion approach imple-
ments a non-linear mapping from degradation maps to fu-
sion weights:

W = softmax(fW (M)) (13)

where fW consists of convolutional layers with residual
connections, and the softmax ensures that weights sum to
1 at each spatial location. The fused output is then:

Ĵ1 =

K∑
k=1

Wk ⊙Hk (14)

This learned mapping enables more complex relation-
ships between degradation characteristics and restoration
strategies, adapting to various underwater scenes.

Residual Degradation Analysis. The second stage be-
gins with analyzing residual degradations after initial
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Algorithm 2 Expert-guided Refinement Generation

Require: Original image I, initial restoration Ĵ1, expert
type k

Ensure: Correction term Ck

x← Concatenate(I, Ĵ1) {6-channel input}
x← ϕinit,k(x) {Initial feature extraction}
x← ϕres1,k(x) + x {First residual block}
x← ϕres2,k(x) + x {Second residual block}
if k = color then
x← ϕcolor(x) {Color-specific processing}

else if k = contrast then
x← ϕcontrast(x) {Contrast-specific processing}

else if k = detail then
x← ϕdetail(x) {Detail-specific processing}

else if k = noise then
x← ϕnoise(x) {Noise-specific processing}

end if
Ck ← tanh(x) · σ(sk) {Apply adaptive scaling}
return Ck

restoration. We formulate this as a difference-guided esti-
mation process that takes both the original degraded image
I and initial restoration Ĵ1 as inputs:

Mr = D2(I, Ĵ1) (15)

The residual estimatorD2 first computes an absolute dif-
ference map D = |I− Ĵ1| that highlights regions with sig-
nificant changes. A difference enhancement module pro-
cesses this map to create an attention signal:

A = σ(fd(D)) (16)

where fd consists of convolutional layers that extract mean-
ingful patterns from the difference map. The concatenated
input [I, Ĵ1] is processed through an encoder-decoder net-
work whose features are modulated by the attention signal:

z = fr([I, Ĵ1])⊙ (1 + α ·A) (17)

where fr is the residual estimation network and α is a learn-
able parameter that controls the influence of the difference
enhancement. The final residual degradation maps are ob-
tained by applying a 1×1 convolution followed by sigmoid
activation:

Mr = σ(Wr(z)) (18)

Expert-guided Refinement. For each residual degrada-
tion type, we design a specialized refinement expert that
generates targeted corrections. Algorithm 2 outlines the re-
finement process for each expert.

Each expert implements specialized processing tailored
to its degradation type:

• Color refinement expert focuses on correcting resid-
ual color distortions through sequential convolutions that
maintain spatial dimensions while refining color relation-
ships.

• Contrast refinement expert enhances local contrast
through a combination of standard convolutions and a
residual block that preserves structural integrity.

• Detail refinement expert employs a more complex path-
way with channel expansion and multiple residual con-
nections:

ϕdetail(x) = Conv1×1(ϕ3(ϕ2(ϕ1(x)+x)+ϕ1(x))+ϕ2(ϕ1(x)))
(19)

where ϕ1, ϕ2, and ϕ3 are convolutional layers with nor-
malization and activation.

• Noise refinement expert utilizes group convolutions
with multiple paths:

ϕnoise(x) = Conv1×1(GConv3×3(ϕn(x))) (20)

with groups g = min(C/4, C) to process channel subsets
independently.
Each expert produces a correction term Ck with adaptive

scaling controlled by a learnable parameter sk. The scaling
ensures that corrections remain moderate and prevents over-
correction.

Safety-gated Fusion. The individual correction terms are
combined through a residual degradation-guided fusion
with an additional safety mechanism:

Wr = softmax(fr(Mr)) (21)

where fr is a mapping function consisting of convolutional
layers that transform residual degradation maps into fusion
weights. The fused correction is computed as:

C′ =

K∑
k=1

(Wr)k ⊙Ck (22)

To prevent unnecessary corrections in well-restored re-
gions, we implement a safety gate that examines the initial
restoration:

G(Ĵ1) = σ(fg(Ĵ1)) (23)

where fg consists of convolutional layers that identify re-
gions requiring minimal correction. The safety gate pro-
duces a spatial mask G ∈ R1×H×W with values in [0, 1],
where lower values indicate well-restored regions. The fi-
nal correction is modulated by this gate and a global scaling
factor:

C = C′ ⊙G(Ĵ1) · σ(sg) (24)
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where sg is a learnable parameter controlling the overall re-
finement intensity. The final restoration is obtained by:

Ĵ = clamp(Ĵ1 +C, 0, 1) (25)

ensuring that the pixel values remain within the valid range.

A1.4. Specialization Through Architecture and
Loss Functions

A key aspect of our approach is how specialization emerges
without explicit supervision for each degradation type. This
is achieved through a combination of architectural inductive
biases and specialized loss functions.

Architectural Inductive Biases. Each decoder and re-
finement expert incorporates architectural elements specifi-
cally designed for its target degradation type:
• The color restoration decoder’s channel attention mecha-

nism is particularly effective for addressing wavelength-
dependent color distortions because it can selectively re-
calibrate different color channels with varying intensities.

• The contrast enhancement decoder’s residual blocks are
designed to amplify local contrast variations while pre-
serving structural integrity, making them well-suited for
addressing the haze and low contrast caused by light scat-
tering.

• The detail recovery decoder’s cascaded residual struc-
ture with multiple pathways excels at recovering high-
frequency information lost through medium absorption
and forward scattering.

• The denoising decoder’s group convolutions enable spe-
cialized filtering within channel subgroups followed by
cross-group information exchange, which is particularly
effective for removing noise while preserving important
image structures.
These architectural choices provide implicit guidance for

each decoder to specialize in its target degradation type,
even without explicit supervision signals.

Specialized Loss Functions. We reinforce this special-
ization through carefully designed loss functions during
training:
• Diversity Loss: By explicitly penalizing similarity be-

tween different hypotheses, this loss encourages each de-
coder to develop unique restoration capabilities:

Ldiv =
1

K(K − 1)/2

K∑
i=1

K∑
j=i+1

cos sim(Hi, Hj) (26)

where cos sim(Hi, Hj) computes the cosine similarity
between flattened hypothesis tensors. This loss is mini-
mized when hypotheses are orthogonal, encouraging spe-
cialization.

• Degradation Consistency Loss: This loss ensures that
the estimated degradation maps correlate with actual
degradations:

Ldc = ∥norm(Msum)− norm(∥I− J∥1)∥22 (27)

where Msum =
∑K

k=1Mk is the summed degradation
map, and norm(·) normalizes the values to [0, 1] range.
This guides the degradation estimator to produce mean-
ingful maps that reflect the spatial distribution and sever-
ity of degradations.

Through the combination of these architectural inductive
biases and specialized loss functions, each decoder natu-
rally develops specialization in addressing its target degra-
dation type without requiring explicit degradation-specific
supervision.

A1.5. Loss Functions and Training Strategy

We employ a multi-stage training strategy with carefully de-
signed loss functions to ensure effective learning at each
stage.

Base Model Training. The first stage trains only the base
model with a combination of five loss components:

L1 = λℓ1Lℓ1 + λssimLssim + λpLp + λdivLdiv + λdcLdc

(28)
The reconstruction losses include L1 loss, SSIM loss,

and perceptual loss:

Lℓ1 = ∥Ĵ1 − J∥1 (29)

Lssim = 1− SSIM(Ĵ1,J) (30)

Lp =
∑
l

λl∥Φl(Ĵ1)− Φl(J)∥1 (31)

where J is the ground truth reference image, SSIM is the
structural similarity index, and Φl represents the l-th layer
features of a pre-trained VGG-19 network.

We also apply auxiliary losses to individual hypotheses:

Laux =
1

K

K∑
k=1

∥Hk − J∥1 (32)

encouraging each hypothesis to approximate the reference
image, though with less weight than the primary losses.
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Refinement Stage Training. In the second stage, we
freeze the base model parameters and train only the refine-
ment components using:

L2 = Lrecon + λmagLmag + λimpLimp (33)

The reconstruction loss Lrecon combines L1, SSIM, and
perceptual losses for the final output Ĵ, similar to the first
stage. The magnitude loss penalizes excessive correction:

Lmag = ∥C∥1 (34)

encouraging minimal refinement where possible. The pro-
gressive improvement loss explicitly requires the final out-
put to be better than the initial restoration:

Limp = max(0, ∥Ĵ− J∥1 − ∥Ĵ1 − J∥1 + ϵ) (35)

where ϵ = 0.01 is a small constant that encourages a mini-
mum level of improvement. This loss is activated only when
the final restoration has higher error than the initial restora-
tion, penalizing cases where refinement degrades quality.

Training Strategy. We implement a two-phase training
strategy:

1. Base Model Training: We train the degradation es-
timation, hypothesis generation, and fusion components for
300 epochs using the Adam optimizer with an initial learn-
ing rate of 10−4 and cosine annealing schedule.

2. Refinement Training: With the base model frozen,
we train the residual estimation and refinement components
for 100 epochs with a reduced learning rate of 5× 10−5.

This staged approach ensures stable learning, with each
component trained to fulfill its specific role in the restora-
tion pipeline. During inference, the model processes images
in a single forward pass through both stages, with negligi-
ble additional computational cost for the refinement stage
compared to single-stage approaches.

A2. Experimental Setup and Implementation
Details

A2.1. Training Configuration
We implement our TIDE framework in PyTorch and con-
duct all experiments on a single NVIDIA RTX 4070 Ti SU-
PER GPU. For network optimization, we employ a multi-
stage training strategy with carefully tuned hyperparame-
ters. In the base model training phase, we use the Adam
optimizer with an initial learning rate of 1 × 10−4, weight
decay of 1×10−4, and train for 300 epochs with a batch size
of 16. We apply cosine annealing with warm restarts for
the learning rate schedule, with cycle length of 50 epochs.
During the refinement stage training, we freeze the base

model parameters and train the refinement components for
100 epochs using a reduced learning rate of 5× 10−5 while
maintaining the same optimizer configuration.

We determine the optimal loss function weights through
a grid search for hyperparameter tuning. During base model
training, we use λℓ1 = 1.0, λssim = 0.1, λperceptual = 0.1,
λdiversity = 0.05, and λdegradation = 0.1. In the refine-
ment stage, we set λrecon = 1.0, λmagnitude = 0.1, and
λimprove = 0.5. For the progressive combined loss dur-
ing fine-tuning, we balance the base and refinement objec-
tives with λbase = 0.7 and λrefinement = 1.0. We apply
gradient clipping with a threshold of 1.0 during all training
phases to ensure stable convergence. Mixed precision train-
ing is employed to improve computational efficiency while
maintaining numerical stability.

A2.2. Network Architecture
The feature extraction backbone consists of 5 downsam-
pling layers starting with 64 base channels and doubling
the channel count at each downsampling step up to a max-
imum of 512 channels. The degradation estimation module
employs a lightweight structure with 32 base channels and
4 degradation types corresponding to color distortion, con-
trast reduction, detail loss, and noise. For normalization,
we use instance normalization throughout the network, and
LeakyReLU with slope 0.2 as the activation function. The
specialized decoders share the same general architecture but
incorporate domain-specific processing blocks as detailed
in Section A1.

The fusion mechanism implements our learned mapping
approach by default, though we also explore a direct fusion
alternative in our ablation studies. The residual degradation
estimator uses a condensed encoder-decoder structure with
2 downsampling layers, while each refinement expert em-
ploys adaptive scaling parameters initialized to 0.1 to ensure
gradual refinement during early training. The safety gate in
the refinement fusion module uses 16 intermediate channels
to generate the spatial modulation mask.

A2.3. Dataset Details
We conduct experiments on three widely-used underwa-
ter image datasets for training and standard evaluation:
UIEB [20], EUVP [13], and SUIM-E [33]. Additionally,
we include the RUIE dataset [27] specifically to evaluate
performance on turbid water conditions.

Standard Benchmark Datasets. The EUVP dataset pro-
vides 11,435 paired images for training and 515 pairs for
testing, all at the same resolution. From the UIEB dataset,
which contains 890 paired images, we follow the protocol
in [20] by selecting 800 images for training and using the
remaining 90 for testing. The SUIM-E dataset consists of
1,635 images, where 1,525 images are used for training and
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110 are reserved for evaluation, following the procedure
in [32].

Turbid Water Evaluation. To evaluate TIDE under chal-
lenging real-world conditions beyond clear-water scenarios,
we utilize the RUIE dataset [27], focusing on its UIQS (Un-
derwater Image Quality Set) and UCCS (Underwater Color
Cast Set) subsets. The UIQS subset comprises 3,630 images
of real-world underwater scenes systematically grouped
into five quality levels (A–E) based on the UCIQE metric,
which quantifies image quality using chromaticity, satura-
tion, and contrast measurements. This graded organization
enables comprehensive assessment across varying degrees
of turbidity and visual degradation. The UCCS subset con-
tains 300 images selected from UIQS, specifically target-
ing color restoration capabilities. These images are equally
divided into three groups - bluish, greenish/yellowish, and
blue-green - each corresponding to common underwater
color cast conditions encountered in practice.

For turbid water evaluation, we use the model trained
on UIEB without any fine-tuning or domain adaptation, al-
lowing us to assess both relative performance and general-
ization capabilities. This approach tests whether the model
can generalize to significantly more challenging underwater
environments with optical properties different from those
represented in the training data. We compare TIDE against
FUSION [45] and LitNet [32], the two strongest baselines
from our main experiments, using both quantitative metrics
(UICM and UIConM) and qualitative visual assessments fo-
cused on color correction, contrast enhancement, and detail
preservation in turbid conditions.

A2.4. Turbid Water Evaluation Metrics
For turbid water evaluation, we utilize metrics specifically
designed to assess underwater image quality. These met-
rics target the unique challenges of turbid water conditions,
focusing on color cast correction and contrast enhancement:

Underwater Image Colorfulness Measure (UICM).
This metric quantifies the color quality in underwater im-
ages by analyzing the chromatic components in the LAB
color space. For an input image I , we first convert it to
the LAB color space and extract the a and b channels,
which represent the green-red and blue-yellow opponent
color pairs, respectively. The UICM is then calculated as:

UICM(I) = −0.0268·
√
µ2
a + µ2

b+0.1586·(σa+σb) (36)

where µa and µb are the means of the a and b channels,
while σa and σb are their respective standard deviations.
This formulation has two key components: the negative
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13.26 dB
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12.43 dB
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10.78 dB
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10.78 dB

UDCP

6.98 dB
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Figure 7. Comparison between traditional UIR methods. Abbre-
viations: WB - White Balance, GC - Gamma Correction (1.5), HE
- Histogram Equalization, CLAHE - Contrast Limited Adaptive
Histogram Equalization, DCP - Dark Channel Prior, UDCP - Un-
derwater Dark Channel Prior, RCP - Red Channel Prior.

term penalizes strong color casts (high mean values in ei-
ther direction), while the positive term rewards color varia-
tion and richness (high standard deviations). Higher UICM
values indicate better color balance and diversity, which is
particularly important for turbid underwater scenes where
color distortion is severe.

Underwater Image Contrast Measure (UIConM). This
metric evaluates local contrast enhancement, which is cru-
cial for visibility in turbid waters. For an image converted
to grayscale G, UIConM analyzes the local standard devia-
tions across the entire image:

UIConM(I) =
1

HW

H∑
i=1

W∑
j=1

σij (37)

where σij is the local standard deviation in a 5× 5 window
centered at pixel position (i, j), calculated as:

σij =

√√√√ 1

N

∑
(p,q)∈Wij

(G(p, q)− µij)2 (38)

where Wij is the 5× 5 window around pixel (i, j), N = 25
is the window size, and µij is the local mean in the win-
dow. Higher UIConM values indicate better local contrast
enhancement, which improves visibility of structures and
details in turbid underwater environments.

Together, these metrics provide a comprehensive assess-
ment of color correction and contrast enhancement capa-
bilities, which are particularly challenging in turbid water
conditions. They complement the standard metrics (PSNR,
SSIM, LPIPS) used in our main experiments by specifi-
cally targeting the unique challenges of underwater image
restoration in turbid environments.
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(a) Progressive improvement visualization showing the diver scene. From left to right: degraded input, initial restoration (PSNR=24.26, SSIM=0.8907),
final restoration (PSNR=24.50, SSIM=0.8955), and reference image. Our refinement stage achieves a +0.24dB PSNR and +0.0047 SSIM improvement over
the initial restoration.

(b) Complete restoration pipeline for the diver scene. From left to right: degraded input, initial restoration, refinement visualization (5× amplified for
visibility), final restored result, reference image, and the four specialized hypotheses (color, contrast, detail, and denoising).

(c) Degradation and residual maps for the diver scene. Left four images: the estimated degradation maps from the first stage, highlighting color distortion,
contrast reduction, detail loss, and noise. Right four images: the residual degradation maps from the second stage, indicating regions requiring additional
refinement.

Figure 8. Comprehensive analysis of the diver scene. The degraded image suffers from greenish color cast and reduced contrast. The
initial restoration significantly improves color balance, while the refinement stage enhances detail visibility in the diver’s equipment and
seafloor textures. The degradation maps clearly identify the upper region as having more severe color distortion, while the residual maps
focus refinement efforts on the diver and foreground elements.

A3. Additional Experiments

A3.1. Comparison with Traditional Methods

We compare our TIDE framework against several classical
image processing techniques commonly used for underwa-
ter image enhancement. As shown in Figure 7, traditional
methods exhibit notable limitations. White Balance adjusts
RGB channels using the gray-world assumption but fails to
account for wavelength-dependent attenuation, leading to
unnatural colors. Gamma Correction (1.5) boosts bright-
ness but doesn’t correct color distortion or adapt to local
degradation. Histogram Equalization improves global con-
trast yet often amplifies noise and causes oversaturation,
while CLAHE offers better local contrast but still enhances
noise and fails to address color casts. Dark Channel Prior,
designed for land-based dehazing, performs poorly under-
water due to its invalid assumptions in bluish environments.

Its underwater variant accounts for wavelength attenuation
but still leaves a bluish tint. The Red Channel Prior en-
hances the lost red component but tends to overcompensate,
resulting in unrealistic reddish tones.

A3.2. Extended Hardware Efficiency Analysis

We provide a detailed analysis of TIDE’s computational ef-
ficiency to demonstrate its viability for both real-time appli-
cations and high-throughput batch processing. Our archi-
tecture achieves this efficiency through thoughtful design
choices that minimize overhead despite the sophisticated
two-stage approach.

Table 3 quantifies the minimal computational burden in-
troduced by our refinement stage. Adding only 1.25M pa-
rameters (1.1% overhead), the refinement components gen-
erate targeted correction terms rather than full restorations,
enabling efficient resource utilization. The runtime memory
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Table 3. Hardware efficiency analysis on RTX 4070 Ti SUPER
showing the minimal overhead of the refinement stage.

Model Architecture

Component Parameters (M) Size (MB) Overhead Memory (GB)
Base Model 114.5 436.9 - 0.44
Refinement Stage 1.25 4.8 1.1% +0.0
Total Progressive 115.8 441.6 1.1% 0.44

footprint remains unchanged at 0.44GB when adding the
refinement stage, demonstrating effective activation reuse
between stages. Figure 9 visualizes TIDE’s performance
characteristics across different configurations, highlighting
three key efficiency mechanisms:

Parallel Feature Processing. TIDE’s specialized de-
coders operate on shared features simultaneously rather
than sequentially, enabling efficient hypothesis generation.
This parallel architecture yields impressive throughput: at
128×128 resolution with batch size 8, the model achieves
123.4 FPS (8.1ms latency) while maintaining a modest
0.46GB memory footprint. Even at 256×256 resolution, our
model delivers real-time performance of 33.4 FPS (30.0ms
latency) with batch size 1.

Selective Computation via Degradation-Guided Fu-
sion. By applying computation proportionally to degra-
dation severity, TIDE avoids redundant processing in well-
preserved regions. This targeted approach enables excellent
batch scaling properties: at 128×128 resolution, through-
put increases 3× from 40.3 FPS (batch 1) to 123.4 FPS
(batch 8) with only a 0.02GB memory increase. Simi-
larly, at 256×256 resolution, the model maintains consistent
real-time performance when scaling from batch size 1 (33.4
FPS) to batch size 4 (33.0 FPS) with minimal memory over-
head (0.04GB).

Lightweight Refinement Design. Our refinement stage
achieves efficiency through sparse correction generation
rather than full image reprocessing. This approach results
in no measurable increase in runtime memory usage while
significantly improving restoration quality. The complete
performance profile reveals five real-time capable configu-
rations:

• 128×128 (batch 1): 40.3 FPS, 24.8ms latency, 0.439GB
memory

• 128×128 (batch 4): 116.8 FPS, 8.6ms latency, 0.44GB
memory

• 128×128 (batch 8): 123.4 FPS, 8.1ms latency, 0.46GB
memory

• 256×256 (batch 1): 33.4 FPS, 30.0ms latency, 0.44GB
memory

Figure 9. Memory vs. latency analysis across different resolutions
and batch sizes. Bubble size corresponds to throughput (FPS). The
plot demonstrates TIDE’s scalability and efficiency, with configu-
rations in the lower left quadrant achieving real-time performance
(>30 FPS) with minimal memory usage.

• 256×256 (batch 4): 33.0 FPS, 30.3ms latency, 0.48GB
memory

For higher resolution applications (512×512), the model
maintains consistent throughput of 7.5-8.0 FPS across dif-
ferent batch sizes, suitable for offline processing of high-
resolution underwater imagery. These results demonstrate
that TIDE’s sophisticated degradation modeling and two-
stage approach achieve superior restoration quality without
imposing prohibitive computational requirements, making
it viable for deployment across a spectrum of hardware con-
figurations and application scenarios.

A3.3. Extended Qualitative Analysis
To further demonstrate the effectiveness of our two-stage
approach, we present additional qualitative results across
different datasets. These examples showcase TIDE’s abil-
ity to handle diverse underwater degradations and provide
a comprehensive view of our restoration pipeline’s internal
workings.

These examples provide a comprehensive view of
TIDE’s internal workings across diverse underwater scenes.
For each example, we present: (1) the progressive improve-
ment from initial to final restoration with quantitative met-
rics, (2) the complete restoration pipeline including special-
ized hypotheses, and (3) the degradation and residual maps
that guide our restoration process.

In Figure 8, we analyze a diver scene with significant
greenish color cast. The progressive improvement visual-
ization shows a +0.24dB PSNR gain from the refinement
stage, with noticeable enhancements in the diver’s equip-
ment details and seafloor texture. The hypotheses visualiza-
tion reveals how different decoders contribute to the restora-
tion: the color decoder effectively corrects the greenish tint,
while the contrast and detail decoders enhance visibility of

8



(a) Progressive improvement visualization showing an underwater scene with coral formations. From left to right: degraded input, initial restoration
(PSNR=21.15, SSIM=0.9153), final restoration (PSNR=22.03, SSIM=0.9304), and reference image. Our refinement stage achieves a significant +0.88dB
PSNR and +0.0151 SSIM improvement.

(b) Complete restoration pipeline for the coral scene. From left to right: degraded input, initial restoration, refinement visualization (5× amplified), final
restored result, reference image, and the four specialized hypotheses (color, contrast, detail, and denoising).

(c) Degradation and residual maps for the coral scene. The degradation maps (left four) show strong color distortion in the water column and significant
detail loss in the coral region. The residual maps (right four) indicate that refinement focuses on enhancing the diver’s equipment and the coral textures.

Figure 10. Comprehensive analysis of the coral scene. This example demonstrates TIDE’s ability to handle scenes with complex foreground
structures and varying degradation characteristics. The degradation maps indicate stronger color distortion in the water column and noise
in the coral regions, while the hypotheses show how each decoder contributes differently to the final restoration.

the diver’s equipment. The degradation maps highlight that
color distortion is more severe in the upper region of the im-
age, while the residual maps show that refinement focuses
primarily on the diver and foreground elements.

Figure 10 examines a scene with complex coral for-
mations and a diver. This example demonstrates a more
substantial refinement improvement of +0.88dB PSNR and
+0.0151 SSIM. The hypotheses visualization shows the
complementary nature of our specialized decoders: while
the color decoder establishes the overall color balance, the
detail decoder is crucial for recovering the fine textures
in the coral formations. The degradation maps indicate
stronger color distortion in the water column and detail loss
in the coral region, while the residual maps show targeted
refinement in these areas.

Figure 11 showcases the underwater statue example,
which exhibits the most significant refinement improvement
among our examples (+1.40dB PSNR). The initial restora-
tion successfully corrects the dominant blue-green color

cast, but the refinement stage substantially enhances the
statue’s textural details and fine structures. The degradation
maps reveal stronger color distortion and detail loss concen-
trated around the statue, while the hypotheses visualization
shows that the color and contrast decoders contribute most
significantly to the overall restoration in this case.

These examples collectively highlight several key
strengths of our approach. First, the progressive refine-
ment stage consistently improves restoration quality, with
PSNR gains ranging from 0.24 dB to 1.40 dB across differ-
ent cases. Second, the degradation and residual maps reveal
the model’s ability to detect and adapt to spatially varying
degradation patterns, enabling localized, context-aware ad-
justments. Third, the specialized decoders produce comple-
mentary hypotheses that target different degradation types,
which are then effectively fused through adaptive weight-
ing. Finally, the residual maps guide the refinement stage to
selectively focus on areas that require further enhancement,
while preserving regions that have already been satisfacto-
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(a) Progressive improvement visualization showing the underwater statue. From left to right: degraded input, initial restoration (PSNR=25.15,
SSIM=0.8984), final restoration (PSNR=26.56, SSIM=0.9153), and reference image. The refinement stage achieves a substantial +1.40dB PSNR and
+0.0169 SSIM improvement.

(b) Complete restoration pipeline for the statue scene. From left to right: degraded input, initial restoration, refinement visualization (5× amplified), final
restored result, reference image, and the four specialized hypotheses. Note how the color and contrast hypotheses (first two) contribute most to the overall
restoration.

(c) Degradation and residual maps for the statue scene. The degradation maps show stronger color distortion and detail loss around the statue, while the
residual maps highlight regions requiring additional refinement, particularly in the statue’s textural details and the water surface.

Figure 11. Comprehensive analysis of the underwater statue scene. This example demonstrates the largest quantitative improvement among
our examples (+1.40dB PSNR), highlighting the effectiveness of our two-stage approach on challenging scenes with complex structures
and non-uniform degradation.

rily restored.
The internal visualizations provided here offer insights

into why our approach outperforms existing methods, par-
ticularly on challenging scenes with non-uniform degrada-
tion characteristics. By explicitly modeling different degra-
dation types and their spatial distribution, TIDE achieves
more targeted and effective restoration compared to conven-
tional approaches that apply uniform processing across the
entire image.
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