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Abstract

Recent advancements in Blind Image Restoration (BIR)
methods, based on Generative Adversarial Networks and
Diffusion Models, have significantly improved visual qual-
ity. However, they present significant challenges for Image
Quality Assessment (IQA), as the existing Full-Reference
IQA methods often rate images with high perceptual qual-
ity poorly. In this paper, we reassess the Solution Non-
Uniqueness and Degradation Indeterminacy issues of BIR,
and propose constructing a specific BIR IQA system. In
stead of directly comparing a restored image with a ref-
erence image, the BIR IQA evaluates fidelity by calculat-
ing the Consistency with Degraded Image (CDI). Specifi-
cally, we propose a wavelet domain Reference Guided CDI
algorithm, which can acquire the consistency with a de-
graded image for various types without requiring knowl-
edge of degradation parameters. The supported degrada-
tion types include down sampling, blur, noise, JPEG and
complex combined degradations etc. In addition, we pro-
pose a Reference Agnostic CDI, enabling BIR fidelity evalu-
ation without reference images. Finally, in order to validate
the rationality of CDI, we create a new Degraded Images
Switch Display Comparison Dataset (DISDCD) for subjec-
tive evaluation of BIR fidelity. Experiments conducted on
DISDCD verify that CDI is markedly superior to common
Full Reference IQA methods for BIR fidelity evaluation. The
source code and the DISDCD dataset will be publicly avail-
able shortly.

1. Introduction
Traditional Image Restoration algorithms, including image
denoising [16, 57], deblurring [18, 53] and super-resolution

*The top two authors contributed equally to this work and should be
considered co-first authors.

†Corresponding author.

(a) Classic IQA

(b) BIR specific IQA

Figure 1. (a) Classic IQA includes Full Reference IQA and No
Reference IQA. (b) The proposed BIR specific IQA applies Con-
sistency with Degraded Image instead of Full Reference IQA

[10, 27, 61] et al., are designed and trained to restore im-
ages specifically with known degradation. However, they
generally have weak generalization abilities and struggle
with restoring degraded images with complex or unknown
degradation. In recent years, Blind Image Restoration (BIR)
[24, 39, 43] has emerged as a promising research direction.
It aims at reconstructing general images degraded by un-
known, real-world factors. BIR is designed to handle a va-
riety of degradation types, making it a promising solution
for numerous applications.
Challenge of BIR IQA Evaluation. The most recent
BIR methods based on Generative Adversarial Networks
(GANs) [39, 54] and Diffusion Models (DMs) [24, 38, 43],
have achieved significant improvement in visual perfor-
mance. Nonetheless, they pose substantial challenges for
Image Quality Assessment (IQA). By utilizing the image
generation ability of GANs and DMs, BIR algorithms are
able to generate visually realistic details and textures. How-
ever, as the visual quality of BIR restored images improves,
the scores [11, 41, 60] of Full Reference IQA (FR IQA)
tend to decrease. These FR IQA methods have a tendency
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Figure 2. BIR resolution is Non-Unique. It is impossible to deter-
mine which one is the Ground Truth reference image using only
the degraded image.

to give high scores to blurry restored images, indicating a
need for further improvement in their assessment methods.
BIR Solution Non-Uniqueness. The process of image
degradation often leads to the loss of image information.
As its inverse process, image restoration is an ill-posed
problem. Figure.2 shows that the BIR usually has an in-
finite number of solutions. Given an image blurred with a
Gaussian filter, three visually distinct images are generated
using existing BIR algorithms (with DEG PSNR maxi-
mization gradient adjustment). The first image has differ-
ent hair textures, the second one features closed eyes, and
the third one exhibits an individual wearing glasses. In ad-
dition to the visual differences, all three images have low
PSNR values. However, once the same Gaussian blur is
applied to them, they appear near-identical to the degraded
image (DEG PSNR > 46dB), indicating that they are all
valid solutions. In fact, the Ground Truth reference image is
merely one of these many solutions. Theoretically, it is im-
possible to definitively determine which one is the Ground
Truth reference image using only the degraded image. Note:
DEG PSNR represents the PSNR of Degraded Images,
which is the PSNR value of two images subjected to the
same degradation operation.
BIR Degradation Indeterminacy. Intuitively, the type of
degradation, such as blur, noise, JPEG compression, etc.
can be roughly identified through the degraded image, but
the accurate degradation parameters cannot be determined.
As shown in Figure.3, given a blurry image degraded by
σ = 1.0 Gaussian kernel, we apply image deblurring with
different σ values and generate three restored images with
significant contrast differences. However, after Gaussian
blurring with different σ parameters, all the images become
almost identical to the degraded images, indicating that they

Figure 3. Given the indeterminate nature of BIR degradation,
it’s impossible to accurately determine the degradation parame-
ters solely through an examination of the degraded image.

are all correct solutions. Therefore, it is impossible to ac-
curately determine degradation parameters based on the de-
graded image alone.
BIR Specific IQA. Figure.1a illustrates structure of the
classic Image Quality Assessment (IQA) [3, 11, 26, 41, 45,
58, 60] system. In this system, the degradation system is
the object of evaluation. Full Reference IQA(FR IQA) is
designed for estimating the pixel or perceptual similarity
between the given degraded images and their correspond-
ing reference images. For the No Reference IQA (NR IQA)
evaluation methodology, only the degraded images are pro-
vided, and no reference images are available.

Contrary to Classic IQA, BIR IQA evaluates the image
quality of restored images in stead of degraded images. In
this context, the restoration system becomes the object of
evaluation rather than the degradation system. BIR IQA
should be evaluated from two different aspects. One is
Consistency with Degraded Image (CDI), the other is Per-
ceptual Quality. Figure.1b shows the proposed BIR spe-
cific IQA, which evaluates CDI by comparing restored im-
ages with degraded images, and evaluates Perceptual Qual-
ity with NR IQA.

Since that the resolution in BIR is Non-Unique and the
reference image is indeterminate, comparing the restored
image with the reference image as done in FR IQA isn’t ra-
tional. The intuitive approach involves applying the same
degradation to the restored image and then comparing it
with the reference image’s degraded version. On the other
hand, considering that BIR degradation is indeterminate,
the degradation function applied to the restored image can
differ from the function used on the degraded image.
Consistency with Degraded Image (CDI). It is not fea-
sible to simply use the same degradation function to de-
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grade the restored image, and calculate the DEG PSNR as
CDI index. First, in BIR, the degradation function is as-
sumed to be unknown, thus DEG PSNR cannot be applied
to scenarios where the reference image is unavailable. Sec-
ond, the degradation noise might be uncontrollable, such
as JPEG noise, and will result in a mismatch between the
degraded restored image and the degraded reference im-
age. In addition, for additive noise degradation, the noise
in the degraded restored image is directly subtracted, so the
DEG PSNR is simplified to a conventional PSNR.

In this paper, we concentrate on CDI calculation and pro-
pose a wavelet-based Reference Guided CDI (RGCDI) al-
gorithm, which splits the degraded image into the attenuated
image and additive noise images as shown in Figure.6. We
further convert signal loss caused by the noise into equiva-
lent image attenuation to guarantee accurate BIR CDI cal-
culation. Besides, we train a Wavelet Attenuation Extrac-
tion Net (WAENet) to simulate the extraction of attenuated
images present in RGCDI, thereby achieving the Reference
Agnostic CDI (RACDI) calculation. Finally, we build a
new Degraded Images Switch Display Comparison Dataset
(DISDCD) for BIR fidelity subjective evaluation. DISDCD
uses an alternating display method to enable data annotator
to measure the differences between degraded images more
accurately. This dataset serves as an effective benchmark
for CDI evaluation.

The contribution of this work is summarized as follows:
• We revisit the Solution Non-Uniqueness and Degrada-

tion Indeterminacy issue associated with BIR and sug-
gest to build an IQA system specifically designed for
BIR.

• A wavelet-based Reference Guided CDI (RGCDI) al-
gorithm is proposed, which can evaluate the consis-
tency with degraded image for various types of degra-
dations without knowing degradation parameters.

• We train a general Wavelet Attenuation Extraction
Net (WAENet), achieving the Reference Agnostic CDI
(RACDI) calculation.

• A new Degraded Images Switch Display Compari-
son Dataset (DISDCD) is built as BIR CDI bench-
mark. Experiments on DISDCD verify that the pro-
posed RGCDI and RACDI are consistent with subjec-
tive evaluation results.

2. Related work
Full-Reference Image Quality Assessment (FR IQA)
methods, such as PSNR, SSIM [41], LPIPS [60], DISTS
[11] et al., measure the similarity between two images. The
early FR IQA methods [41] mainly calculate pixel level
similarity, while the recent FR IQA methods [11, 60] fo-
cus on perceptual similarity. FR IQA methods are widely
used in the evaluation of image/video coding, communica-
tion and images restoration quality. However, for restored

images quality assessment, FR IQA method only compares
the restored image with the reference image, without taking
the degraded image into account.
No-Reference Image Quality Assessment (NR IQA)
methods, for instance, NIQE [58], MANIQA [45],
BRISQUE [26], and PI [3] et al., are proposed to assess
image quality without a reference image. NR IQA meth-
ods mainly evaluate image perceptual quality, but cannot
describe image fidelity.
Reduced-Reference Image Quality Assessment
(RR IQA) methods, such as RRED [36], OSV [42],
evaluate image quality by comparing partial information of
the reference image with the degraded image. Similar to
FR IQA methods, RR IQA methods also ignore degraded
images.
Plug-and-play Image Restoration includes a series of new
promising image restoration methods [9, 13, 40, 56, 63].
Generally, they adopt a two step image degradation mod-
eling and solve image restoration problems by calculating
a Maximum A Posterior (MAP). Then, the image restora-
tion target is split into two items, minimizing the error of
degraded images and maximizing the prior probability of
image. The former can be regarded as a good fidelity quan-
titative evaluation index. However, existing Plug-and-play
methods depend on known degradation operations, cannot
be used in Blind Image Restoration. In this paper, the pro-
posed Consistency with Degraded Image methods do not
rely on degradation information and can be used for BIR
fidelity evaluation.

3. Reference Guided CDI (RGCDI)
For Synthetic Image Restoration datasets, reference images
are available and can be used to assist in the calculation of
CDI. In this section, we propose a wavelet domain Refer-
ence Guided CDI algorithm. Figure.4a illustrates the sys-
tem structure. The main idea is to remove random noise
from the degraded image, and get the attenuated reference
image with only high-frequency attenuation. The restored
image is attenuated accordingly, which is compared with
the attenuated reference image to calculate CDI.

The reference image Ix , degraded image Iy and restored
image It are converted to wavelet domain by 2 dimensional
Discrete Wavelet Transform (DWT). The wavelet coeffi-
cients are denoted as x, y and t respectively. The Wavelet
Noise Splitting (WNS) module splits y into µAx and n.
The Wavelet Noise Equivalent Attenuation (WNEA) mod-
ule further attenuates µAx to µNµAx. The Wavelet Atten-
uation Matching (WAM) module adaptively attenuates t to
best match µNµAx, and obtains µM t. Finally, µNµAx and
µM t are converted back to pixel domain by 2 dimensional
Inverse Discrete Wavelet Transform (IDWT). The corre-
sponding attenuation images are denoted as Iỹ and It̃ re-
spectively. Then we can calculate PSNR for Iỹ and It̃ and
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get the RGCDI PSNR score.

(a) Reference Guided CDI

(b) WAENet Training

(c) Reference Agnostic CDI

Figure 4. (a) Reference Guided CDI calculates the wavelet do-
main attenuated reference image and restored image, and ob-
tains RGCDI PSNR by comparing the attenuated images. (b)
WAENet is trained to predict the attenuated reference image
from the degraded image. (c) Reference Agnostic CDI calculates
RACDI PSNR without reference images.

3.1. Two Step Image Degradation Modeling
Image degradation usually includes high-frequency detail
loss and noise addition, and can be modeled by the gen-
eral two step image degradation [56, 63] Iy = Γ (Ix) + In,
where Γ is a data attenuation operation and In is assumed
to be additive noise, as Figure.5 illustrated.

Similarly, in wavelet domain, image degradation can also
be generally modeled by the two step wavelet degradation
[40, 56, 63] as formula.1 shows, in which µA is the atten-
uation coefficient, n is assumed to be additive white Gaus-
sian noise of standard deviation σn, and i is the block index
of wavelet sub-band. The image wavelet coefficient x [i]
can be modeled using Gaussian Scale Mixture (GSM) [37],
as expressed in formula.2, where s [i] is an RF of positive
scalars and u [i] is a Gaussian vector RF with mean zero and
covariance Cu.

This wavelet domain degradation model can well sim-
ulate the attenuation and noise of high-frequency signals
with different frequencies, and can capture the effects of
real-world distortions adequately in terms of the perceptual
annoyance [34].

Figure 5. Two Step Image Degradation Modeling

y [i] = µAx [i] + n [i] (1)

x [i] = s [i]u [i] (2)

3.2. Wavelet Noise Splitting (WNS)
According to formula.1, we want to split y [i] into µAx [i]
and n [i]. Given the reference x [i], the noise splitting is easy
to solve in view of the fact that COV (n [i] , x [i]) = 0 (x
and n are independent in probability)[34]. (See formula.3,
4)

µA = COV (y, x) /COV (x, x) (3)

n [i] = y [i]− µAx [i] (4)

The standard deviation σn can also be estimated as for-
mula.5 illustrated [34].

σ2
n [i] = COV (y [i] , y [i])− µACOV (y [i] , x [i]) (5)

Figure.6 demonstrates split images of various degrada-
tions. Gaussian Blur and Down Sampling have large high-
frequency attenuation while little noise. Gaussian Noise is
mainly composed of additional noise, with little attenuation.
JPEG and Combined Degradation [39] have both attenua-
tion and noise.

3.3. Wavelet Noise Equivalent Attenuation (WNEA)
The µA attenuation leads to the loss of high-frequency sig-
nals, and similarly, additive noise n can also result in the
loss of image signals. Therefore, the CDI calculation should
take the influence of n into account.

Considering the wavelet domain additive noise degra-
dation shown in formula.6, the solution x̂ [i] can be ob-
tained by solving the Maximum A Posterior (MAP) from
the Bayesian perspective [40, 56, 63]. In formula.7,
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Figure 6. Example sample images of Wavelet Noise Splitting

log (p (y [i] |x [i])) represents the log-likelihood of obser-
vation y [i], log (p (x [i])) represents the prior of reference
image x [i]. The derivation of formula.7 utilizes the Gaus-
sian probability distributions of n [i] and x [i].

y [i] = x [i] + n [i] (6)

x̂ [i] = argmax
x[i]

log (p (y [i] |x [i])) + log (p (x [i]))

= argmin
x[i]

1

σ2
n

∥y [i]− x [i]∥+ x [i]
T
C−1

x x [i]

=
(
I + σ2

nC
−1
x

)−1
y [i]

(7)

Since x [i] in formula.6 has been attenuated by µA, the
covariance matrix Cx needs to be multiplied by µ2

A (See
formula.8). The image signal loss caused by n [i] can be
equivalent to µN attenuation shown by formula.9. In ex-
treme cases, when n is much greater than x, µN approaches
0.

Cx = COV (µAx, µAx) = µ2
ACOV (x, x) (8)

µN =

(
I +

σ2
n

µ2
A

COV (x, x)
−1

)−1

(9)

3.4. Wavelet Attenuation Matching (WAM)
In order to compare the restored image It with the attenu-
ated image Iỹ , It should be attenuated accordingly. Con-
sidering that BIR degradation is indeterminate (Figure.3),

the attenuation coefficients of It can also be different from
µNµA, which can be calculated by minimizing the squared
error as formula.10 shows.

µM = argmin
µM

∥µM t− µNµAx∥

= COV (t, µNµAx) /COV (t, t)
(10)

Subsequently, the RGCDI PSNR score can be com-
puted using formula.11, where Iỹ is the IDWT transforma-
tion of µM t.

RGCDI PSNR (It, Iy) = PSNR (It̃, Iỹ) (11)

3.5. RGCDI Property Analysis
In this section, we combine the above WNS and
WNEA (named Wavelet Attenuation Extraction (WAE)),
WAE (Ix, Iy) = Iỹ . The properties of WAE and RGCDI
are illustrated as follows.
Idempotency. Multiple WAE operations are equivalent to a
single one.

WAE (Ix, Iy) = WAE (Ix,WAE (Ix, Iy))

= WAE (WAE (Ix, Iy) , Iy)
(12)

WAE and Degradation Cascade Exchangeability. The
WAE of cascading multiple degradations is equivalent to
cascading multiple WAEs of a single degradation.

WAE (Ix, D2 (D1 (Ix)))

= WAE (WAE (Ix, D1 (Ix)) , D2 (D1 (Ix)))
(13)

RGCDI PSNR ≥ PSNR (Conditional). In general,
the attenuation coefficients satisfy 0 ≤ µNµA ≤ 1, and the
differences between degraded images is smaller than that of
the original images.

4. Reference Agnostic CDI (RACDI)
In the RGCDI structure, the calculation of Iỹ depends on the
reference images, which cannot be obtained in real-world
image restoration. We proposed a Reference Agnostic CDI
algorithm and achieved CDI calculation without reference
images. By observation, it can be found that the WAE op-
eration removes noise from the degraded image Iy and con-
verts the noise into equivalent image attenuation µN . The
output image Iỹ is a denoised and blurred version of Iy .
This inspires us to adopt a denoising model to directly con-
vert Iy into Iỹ .

As Figure.4b shows, paired (It, It̃) training images of
various types of degradations can be generated through the
WAE module. After end-to-end training, the Wavelet Atten-
uation Extraction Net (WAENet) is able to predict It̃ from
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It generally. Many off the shelf denoise models, such as
SCUNet [55] and Restormer [50] et al., can be used as the
candidate WAENet. In Figure.4c, the output of WAENet is
denoted as It̂. We replace It̃ of the RGCDI structure with
It̂, so that RACDI PSNR scores can be calculated.

Figure 7. DISDCD annotation interface

5. Degraded Images Switch Display Compari-
son Dataset (DISDCD)

Many IQA datasets have been proposed for evaluating IQA
methods, such as LIVE [35], CSIQ [17], TID2008 [31],
TID2013 [30], PieAPP [32], and BAPPS [59], QADS [62],
PIPAL [14]. These datasets provide subjective scores for
various types of distorted images, including restored im-
ages from image restoration algorithms. However, the exist-
ing datasets compare the restored images with reference im-
ages, ignoring the degraded images prior to image restora-
tion.

In order to evaluate the proposed RGCDI and RACDI
methods, we build a new Degraded Images Switch Dis-
play Comparison Dataset (DISDCD). The DISDCD con-
tains restored images of 4 types of degradations, includ-
ing Down Sampling (4x), Gaussian noise (σ = 50), JPEG
(QF10) and combined degradation (Real-ESRGAN second-
order degradation [39]). Each degradation type contains
100 degraded images from DIV2K [2], and 200 restored
images. BIR restoration algorithms include BSRGAN [54],
Real-ESRGAN [39], LDL [23], DASR [22], FeMaSR [4],
LDM [33], StableSR [38], ResShift [49], PASD [46], Diff-
BIR [24], SeeSR [43].

The DISDCD adopts the Two Alternative Forced Choice
(2AFC) [60] for the subjective judgment. We select a ref-
erence image Ix, apply the degradation operation on it, and
obtain the degraded image Iy . Then we randomly select two
BIR algorithms to produce restored images It1, It2 from Iy .

In order to better observe the differences between degraded
images, We apply the same degradation operation on It1
and It2, and obtains Iy1 and Iy2. We then ask a human
which is closer to Iy , and record response h ∈ {0, 1}. It
should be noted that when generating Gaussian noise in the
degradation operation, a fixed random seed is required to
keep the noise unchanged and ensure the consistency of the
noise degraded images.

In order to better distinguish the small differences be-
tween degraded images. We apply the Double-Stimulus
Continuous Quality-Scale (DSCQS) method from ITU-R
BT.500-15 [1] in the subjectivity judgment. Figure.7 illus-
trates the DISDCD annotation interface. The top row dis-
plays two identical degraded images Iy . The middle row
displays two degraded images Iy1 and Iy2. The bottom row
displays two restored images It1 and It2. The participant
can use buttons to repeatedly switch the first row display
images from Iy to Iy1, Iy2, until they can give a clear judg-
ment.

6. Experiments

In this section, We do experiments to verify the effective-
ness of the proposed RGCDI and RACDI. Section 6.1 com-
pares the proposed methods with common FR IQA meth-
ods on DISDCD dataset. Experimental results show that
the 2AFC scores of RGCDI and RACDI is much higher
than others. Section 6.2 compares 4 candidate WAENet
backbone networks on 6 Image Restoration tasks. Exper-
imental results show that the SCUNet has the best perfor-
mance. Section 6.3 tests the errors of RACDI PSNR rela-
tive to RGCDI PSNR. Experimental results show that the
errors of Motion Blur, ClassicSR, Gaussian Noise, Real
Noise and Blind Restoration are less than 3dB, and the max-
imum mean error of JPEG Restoration reaches 6.13dB.

Figure 8. Evaluation on DISDCD. The proposed RGCDI and
RACDI algorithms have significantly higher 2AFC test scores,
close to subjective judgments.
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Method
Set5 Set14 BSD100 Manga109 Urban100

x2 x4 x2 x4 x2 x4 x2 x4 x2 x4
SCUNet 40.00 39.84 39.51 38.82 39.77 39.61 39.85 39.38 39.23 39.01

Restormer 40.00 39.56 39.51 38.77 39.74 39.55 39.81 39.25 39.15 38.86
CGNet 37.50 35.33 38.09 34.44 39.67 39.52 38.64 32.55 38.60 36.47

NAFNet 38.28 36.01 38.29 35.13 39.68 39.53 38.10 33.30 38.64 36.44

Table 1. WAENet Backbone Comparison on ClassicSR validation sets (PSNR): SCUNet and Restormer are obviously better than CGNet
and NAFNet.

Method
CBSD68 Kodak24 McMaster Urban100

SIDD
σ = 15 σ = 25 σ = 50 σ = 15 σ = 25 σ = 50 σ = 15 σ = 25 σ = 50 σ = 15 σ = 25 σ = 50

SCUNet 37.38 36.40 34.55 38.46 37.78 36.62 38.34 37.38 35.60 36.29 35.48 34.40 36.83
Restormer 37.42 36.47 34.78 38.44 37.81 36.71 38.14 37.17 35.44 36.32 35.60 34.59 37.29

CGNet 36.45 34.60 32.66 38.33 37.69 36.76 37.07 35.55 33.62 35.76 35.09 34.12 36.74
NAFNet 36.41 34.96 33.03 38.34 37.73 36.81 37.08 35.62 33.77 35.80 35.13 34.20 36.82

Table 2. WAENet Backbone Comparison on Gaussian De-noise validation sets (PSNR): SCUNet and Restormer are slightly better than
CGNet and NAFNet.

Method SCUNet Restormer CGNet NAFNet
GoPro 36.66 36.13 37.11 37.03
HIDE 37.74 36.62 37.40 37.31

RealBlur-J 33.29 33.14 31.86 32.08
RealBlur-R 38.06 38.14 37.86 37.83

Table 3. WAENet Backbone Comparison on MotionBlur valida-
tion sets (PSNR): There is no significant difference in the PSNR
scores of all models.

Method SCUNet Restormer CGNet NAFNet

LIVE1

QF10 32.76 32.64 32.60 32.64
QF20 34.62 34.48 34.37 34.42
QF30 35.32 35.19 35.03 35.07
QF40 35.73 35.57 35.39 35.43

BSD500

QF10 33.59 33.47 32.48 32.54
QF20 35.38 35.26 34.36 34.34
QF30 36.07 35.98 35.17 35.13
QF40 36.44 36.36 35.65 35.57

Table 4. WAENet Backbone Comparison on JPEG Restoration
validation sets (PSNR): SCUNet is slightly better than other
models.

6.1. Evaluation on DISDCD
This experiment compares the proposed RGCDI and
RACDI methods with common FR IQA methods (in-
cluding PSND, SSIM [41], LPIPS [60], DISTS [11]),
DEG PSNR and Human. DEG PSNR represents the PSNR
score of 2 degraded restored images. The DISDCD vali-
dation sets contain 5 pairwise judgments for each sample.
As [60] suggests, human accuracy can be calculated as for-
mula.14 shows, where p represent subjective judgment sim-
ilarity. For example, if there are 4 preferences for It1 and 1
for It2, p = 0.8.

Method SCUNet Restormer CGNet NAFNet
σ = 5 39.20 37.88 35.47 36.03
σ = 10 37.99 36.64 34.05 34.58
σ = 5 38.96 38.18 35.48 36.29
σ = 10 37.34 36.89 34.17 34.64
σ = 5 39.18 38.40 35.48 36.13
σ = 10 37.43 36.85 34.07 34.57
σ = 5 38.44 37.66 34.79 35.45
σ = 10 36.79 36.24 33.65 34.19

Table 5. WAENet Backbone Comparison on BlindSR validation
sets, use Set14 dataset (PSNR): SCUNet is obviously better than
other models.

Method SCUNet Restormer CGNet NAFNet
DIV2K 33.35 33.17 33.72 33.72
CelebA 34.28 34.09 34.62 34.61
DrealSR 32.05 31.96 31.92 31.80
RealSR 30.80 30.60 30.68 30.61

Table 6. WAENet Backbone Comparison on Blind Restoration
validation sets (PSNR): There is no significant difference in the
PSNR scores of all models.

2AFC Human = p2 + (1− p)
2 (14)

Similar to [60], We calculated the average 2AFC scores
of all subjective judgments as the final 2AFC score. Fig-
ure.8 illustrates the evaluation results on DISDCD. The
2AFC scores of PSNR, SSIM, LPIPS, DISTS are all ob-
viously lower. The DEG PSNR achieves higher scores, ex-
cept for the Gaussian Noise degradation test, because the
DEG PSNR is simplified to the ordinary PSNR in addi-
tive Noise experiments. The proposed RGCDI achieves
the highest score, and even some scores exceed the Hu-
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MT-RNN [29] DMPHN [52] MIMO-UNet+ [8] MPRNet [51] Restormer GRL-B
Motion Blur 38.01 / 1.60 38.09 / 1.57 38.03 / 1.66 37.86 / 1.76 37.92 / 1.72 37.78 / 1.94

RCAN [61] SAN [10] HAN [27] IPT [5] SwinIR [21] GRL-S [20]

ClassicSR x2 39.77 / 0.24 39.80 / 0.19 39.77 / 0.23 39.69 / 0.31 39.73 / 0.23 39.67 / 0.34
x4 39.54 / 0.32 39.61 / 0.28 39.55 / 0.42 39.41 / 0.55 39.47 / 0.43 39.36 / 0.62

DnCNN [16] IPT DRUNet [57] SwinIR Restormer SCUNet

Gaussian
Noise

σ = 15 38.00 / 2.11 - 38.87 / 1.39 39.54 / 1.84 38.81 / 1.20 38.88 / 1.22
σ = 25 37.12 / 1.95 - 38.31 / 1.50 39.29 / 2.24 38.26 / 1.28 38.32 / 1.29
σ = 50 35.32 / 1.38 34.08 / 2.06 37.30 / 1.44 38.88 / 2.71 37.28 / 1.30 37.32 / 1.28

AT-BSN(D) [7] S-Adaptive [19] SDAP [28] InvDN [25] DANet [48] VDN [47]
Real Noise 39.87 / 0.30 39.94 / 0.14 39.80 / 0.26 39.96 / 0.06 39.95 / 0.06 39.95 / 0.06

SeeSR [43] DiffBIR [24] StableSR [38] RealESRGAN BSRGAN [54] FeMaSR [4]
Blind Restoration 32.95 / 1.63 35.28 / 2.47 30.60 / 1.20 34.14 / 2.30 35.21 / 2.91 35.42 / 2.86

QGAC [12] FBCNN [15] GRL-S - - -

JPEG

QF10 39.42 / 5.83 39.93 / 6.13 39.92 / 5.55 - - -
QF20 39.78 / 4.43 39.98 / 4.44 39.96 / 3.91 - - -
QF30 39.82 / 3.66 39.98 / 3.68 39.96 / 3.13 - - -
QF40 39.85 / 3.26 39.98 / 3.28 39.96 / 2.72 - - -

Table 7. RACDI Test Results: For each cell of data in this table, the number on the left represents RACDI PSNR and the number on
the right represents the mean error of RACDI PSNR relative to RGCDI PSNR. (1) Motion Blur task uses GoPro dataset, Maximum Mean
Error 1.94dB, (2) ClassSR task uses Urban100 dataset, Maximum Mean Error 0.62dB, (3) Gaussian Noise task uses Urban100 dataset,
Maximum Mean Error 2.71dB (Note: Official IPT model does not support σ 15, 25), (4) Real Noise task uses SIDD dataset, Maximum
Mean Error 0.3dB, (5) Blind Restoration task uses DIV2K dataset, Maximum Mean error 2.91dB, (6) JPEG task uses BSDS500 dataset,
Maximum Mean Error 6.13dB

man scores. The scores of proposed RACDI are just slightly
lower than that of RGCDI, indicating that the WAENet fits
the attenuated image extraction well.

6.2. WAENet Backbone Networks Comparison
In general, the ordinary image restoration model training
can only be conducted on one specific image restoration
task (such as SR, De-noise, Deblur et al)). If forced to train
on multiple tasks simultaneously, the accuracy of the model
would be very low. Different from ordinary image restora-
tion tasks, the WAENet only needs to predict attenuated ref-
erence images, which is much easier than predicting clean
reference images. Therefore, it is hopeful that we can train
a general WAENet for various Image Restoration tasks.

Specifically, we select 6 kinds of image restoration tasks
including ClassicSR, BlindSR, MotionBlur, Gaussian De-
noise, JPEG Restoration and Blind Restoration [39]. The
datasets of ClassicSR include DIV2k, BSD100, Manga109,
Urban100, Set14 and Set5; The datasets of Gaussian De-
noise include CBSD68, Kodak24, McMaster, Urban100
and SIDD; The datasets of MotionBlur include GoPro,
HIDE, RealBlur-J and RealBlur-R; The datasets of JPEG
Restoration include LIVE1 and BSD500; The dataset of
BlindSR is Set14; The datasets of Blind Restoration include
DIV2K, CelebA, DrealSR and RealSR.

We select 4 kinds of off-the-shelf De-noise networks
(SCUNet [55], Restormer [50], CGNet [44] and NAFNet
[6]) as the candidate WAENet backbone networks. Each
model is trained for 300k iterations, and then tested on var-
ious validation sets. The experimental results show that the

performance of SCUNet is the best. , Restormer is the sec-
ond, and the performance of CGNet and NAFNet is rela-
tively lower.

6.3. RACDI Testing
In this experiment, we apply SCUNet as the WAENet back-
bone network, and test the RACDI on 6 image restora-
tion tasks (ClassicSR, BlindSR, MotionBlur, Gaussian De-
noise, JPEG Restoration and Blind Restoration [39]). For
the JPEG Restoration task, we select 3 common JPEG
Restoration algorithms. For other tasks, we select 6 im-
age restoration algorithms for each task. Table.7 shows that
the mean errors of Motion Blur, ClassicSR, Gaussian Noise,
Real Noise and Blind Restoration are less than 3dB. The
mean errors of JPEG Restoration are higher and the maxi-
mum mean error reaches 6.13dB.

7. Conclusion
In this paper, we focus on the fidelity evaluation of Blind
Image Restoration (BIR). Following an analysis of BIR’s
Solution Non-Uniqueness and Degradation Indeterminacy
issues, we propose constructing an IQA system specific
to BIR. Additionally, we put forward a wavelet-based
Reference Guided CDI (RGCDI) algorithm, which can
evaluate consistency of degraded image more accurately.
Furthermore, we train a general Wavelet Attenuation Ex-
traction Net (WAENet) to realize Reference Agnostic CDI
(RACDI) calculation. Finally, we create a new Degraded
Images Switch Display Comparison Dataset (DISDCD),
Experiments on DISDCD verify that the proposed RGCDI
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and RACDI align with subjective evaluation results. We an-
ticipate the adoption of Consistency with Degraded Image
as a fidelity evaluation metric for Blind Image Restoration.
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CDI: Blind Image Restoration Fidelity Evaluation based on Consistency with
Degraded Image

Supplementary Material

8. Image Restoration Algorithm of Figure.2
Given:

k = Kernel (size = 9× 9, σ = 5)

Iy = conv (Ix, k)
(15)

Using existing BIR algorithms to restore Iy:

It0 = BIR (Iy) (16)

Design Loss function:

L = ∥conv (It, k)− Iy∥+ λ ∥It − It0∥ (17)

Set It0 as the initial value of It. Use gradient descent to
minimize L and update It. In formula.17, λ ∥It − It0∥ is
the regularization term, λ ∈ [0.001, 0.01].

9. Image Restoration Algorithm of Figure.3
Given:

k1 = Kernel (size = 13× 13, σ = 1.0)

k2 = Kernel (size = 13× 13, σ = 1.06 or 1.12 or 1.18)

Iy = conv (Ix, k1)
(18)

Design Loss function:

L = ∥conv (It, k2)− Iy∥+ λ ∥It − Ix∥ (19)

Set Ix as the initial value of It. Use gradient descent to
minimize L and update It. In formula.19, λ ∥It − Ix∥ is
the regularization term, λ ∈ [0.001, 0.01].

10. Proof of RGCDI Property
Idempotency. Multiple WAE operations are equivalent to a
single one.
Given:

x = DWT [Ix]

y = DWT [Iy]

µA = COV (y, x) /COV (x, x)

σ2
n = COV (y, y)− µACOV (y, x)

µN =

(
I +

σ2
n

µ2
A

COV (x, x)
−1

)−1

DWT [WAE (Ix, Iy)] = µNµAx

WAE (Ix, Iy) = IDWT (µNµAx)

(20)

Calculating WAE (Ix,WAE (Ix, Iy)):

WNS (x, µNµAx) = x ∗ COV (x, µNµAx)/COV (x, x)

WNS (x, µNµAx) = µNµAx

WNEA (µNµAx, 0) = µNµAx

DWT [WAE (Ix,WAE (Ix, Iy))] = µNµAx

DWT [WAE (Ix,WAE (Ix, Iy))] = DWT [WAE (Ix, Iy)]

WAE (Ix,WAE (Ix, Iy)) = WAE (Ix, Iy)
(21)

Calculating WAE (WAE (Ix, Iy) , Iy):

WNS (µNµAx, y) =
µNµAx ∗ COV (µNµAx, y)

COV (µNµAx, µNµAx)

WNS (µNµAx, y) = x ∗ COV (x, y)/COV (x, x)

WNS (µNµAx, y) = µAx

WNEA (µAx, y − µAx) = µNµAx

DWT [WAE (WAE (Ix, Iy) , Iy)] = DWT [WAE (Ix, Iy)]

WAE (WAE (Ix, Iy) , Iy) = WAE (Ix, Iy)
(22)

WAE and Degradation Cascade Exchangeability. The
WAE of cascading multiple degradations is equivalent to
cascading multiple WAEs of a single degradation.
Given:

x = DWT [Ix]

y1 = DWT [D1 (Ix)]

µA1 = COV (y1, x) /COV (x, x)

σ2
n1 = COV (y1, y1)− µA1COV (y1, x)

µN1 =

(
I +

σ2
n1

µ2
A1

COV (x, x)
−1

)−1

DWT [WAE (Ix, D1 (Ix))] = µN1µA1x

WAE (Ix, D1 (Ix)) = IDWT (µN1µA1x)

y2 = DWT [D2 (D1 (Ix))]

µA2 = COV (y2, x) /COV (x, x)

σ2
n2 = COV (y2, y2)− µA2COV (y2, x)

µN2 =

(
I +

σ2
n2

µ2
A2

COV (x, x)
−1

)−1

DWT [WAE (Ix, D2 (D1 (Ix)))] = µN2µA2x

WAE (Ix, D2 (D1 (Ix))) = IDWT (µN2µA2x)

(23)
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RCAN SAN HAN IPT SwinIR GRL-S

BSD100 x2 40.00 / 0.14 40.00 / 0.14 40.00 / 0.14 40.00 / 0.13 40.00 / 0.12 40.00 / 0.13
x4 39.95 / 0.25 39.96 / 0.23 39.97 / 0.22 39.95 / 0.24 39.95 / 0.19 39.75 / 0.29

Manga109 x2 39.97 / 0.02 39.98 / 0.02 39.97 / 0.02 39.97 / 0.02 39.97 / 0.03 39.97 / 0.03
x4 39.80 / 0.14 39.82 / 0.12 39.82 / 0.13 39.79 / 0.14 39.74 / 0.19 39.76 / 0.17

Table 8. RACDI Test Results, Classic SR on BSD100 and Manga109: For each cell of data in this table, the number on the left represents
RACDI PSNR and the number on the right represents the mean error of RACDI PSNR relative to RGCDI PSNR. Maximum Mean Error
0.29dB

DnCNN IPT DRUNet SwinIR Restormer SCUNet

CBSD68
σ = 15 39.79 / 2.28 - 39.88 / 2.03 40.00 / 2.06 39.88 / 1.95 39.90 / 1.95
σ = 25 39.11 / 2.49 - 39.54 / 2.47 40.00 / 2.86 39.54 / 2.39 39.60 / 2.43
σ = 50 36.85 / 1.66 33.70 / 2.31 37.98 / 1.91 39.93 / 3.71 37.92 / 1.85 38.08 / 1.89

McMaster
σ = 15 38.68 / 1.29 - 39.59 / 0.76 40.00 / 1.03 39.61 / 0.65 39.64 / 0.68
σ = 25 38.04 / 1.47 - 39.08 / 1.13 40.00 / 1.92 39.12 / 1.01 39.16 / 1.05
σ = 50 36.10 / 1.17 34.66 / 1.79 37.76 / 1.19 39.94 / 3.21 37.78 / 1.04 37.86 / 1.10

Table 9. RACDI Test Results, Gaussian Noise on CBSD68 and McMaster: For each cell of data in this table, the number on the left
represents RACDI PSNR and the number on the right represents the mean error of RACDI PSNR relative to RGCDI PSNR. Maximum
Mean Error 3.71dB

Calculating WAE (WAE (Ix, D1 (Ix)) , D2 (D1 (Ix))):

WNS (µN1µA1x, y2) =
µN1µA1x ∗ COV (µN1µA1x, y2)

COV (µN1µA1x, µN1µA1x)

WNS (µN1µA1x, y2) = x ∗ COV (x, y2)/COV (x, x)

WNS (µN1µA1x, y2) = µA2x

WNEA (µA2x, y2 − µA2x) = µN2µA2x

DWT [WAE (WAE (Ix, D1 (Ix)) , D2 (D1 (Ix)))]

= DWT [WAE (Ix, D2 (D1 (Ix)))]

WAE (WAE (Ix, D1 (Ix)) , D2 (D1 (Ix)))

= WAE (Ix, D2 (D1 (Ix)))
(24)

QGAC FBCNN GRL-S

LIVE1

QF10 38.55 / 5.85 39.43 / 6.47 39.35 / 5.87
QF20 39.29 / 4.78 39.77 / 4.93 39.69 / 4.37
QF30 39.47 / 4.13 39.84 / 4.17 39.74 / 3.57
QF40 39.58 / 3.80 39.88 / 3.77 39.79 / 3.18

Table 10. RACDI Test Results, CDIPSNR. JPEG Compression
on LIVE1: For each cell of data in this table, the number on the
left represents RACDI PSNR and the number on the right repre-
sents the mean error of RACDI PSNR relative to RGCDI PSNR.
Maximum Mean Error 6.47dB

RGCDI PSNR ≥ PSNR (Conditional). In general,
the attenuation coefficients satisfy 0 ≤ µNµA ≤ 1, and the
differences between degraded images is smaller than that of
the original images.

Given:

x = DWT [Ix]

y = DWT [Iy]

t = DWT [It]

µA = COV (y, x) /COV (x, x)

σ2
n = COV (y, y)− µACOV (y, x)

µN =

(
I +

σ2
n

µ2
A

COV (x, x)
−1

)−1

DWT (Iỹ) = µNµAx

µM = argmin
µM

∥µM t− µNµAx∥

DWT (It̃) = µM t

(25)

Calculating ∥It̃ − Iỹ∥: (Note: Wavelet transform adopts an
orthogonal wavelet basis.)

∥It̃ − Iỹ∥ = ∥DWT (It̃)−DWT (Iỹ)∥
= ∥µM t− µNµAx∥
≤ ∥µNµAt− µNµAx∥
= µ2

Nµ2
A ∥t− x∥

(26)

Assume: µNµA ≤ 1

∥It̃ − Iỹ∥ ≤ ∥t− x∥
= ∥IDWT (t)− IDWT (x)∥
= ∥It − Ix∥

(27)

10log
(
2552/ ∥It̃ − Iỹ∥

)
≥ 10log

(
2552/ ∥It − Ix∥

)
RGCDI PSNR (It, Ix) ≥ PSNR (It, Ix)

(28)
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11. RACDI Testing (Supplementary Experi-
mental Results)

We apply SCUNet as the WAENet backbone network, and
test the RACDI on more Datsets. Table.8 shows RACDI
test for Classic SR on the BSD100 and Manga109 datasets.
Similar to the results on the Urban100 dataset, the max-
imum mean error is very small, only reaching 0.29dB.
Table.9 shows RACDI test for Gaussian De-noise on the
CBSD68 and McMaster datasets. Similar to the results on
the Urban100 dataset, the maximum mean error is moder-
ate, reaching 3.71dB. Table.10 shows RACDI test for JPEG
Restoration on the LIVE1 dataset. Similar to the results on
the BSDS500 dataset, the maximum mean error is larger,
reaching 6.47dB.

3


	Introduction
	Related work
	Reference Guided CDI (RGCDI)
	Two Step Image Degradation Modeling
	Wavelet Noise Splitting (WNS)
	Wavelet Noise Equivalent Attenuation (WNEA)
	Wavelet Attenuation Matching (WAM)
	RGCDI Property Analysis

	Reference Agnostic CDI (RACDI)
	Degraded Images Switch Display Comparison Dataset (DISDCD)
	Experiments
	Evaluation on DISDCD
	WAENet Backbone Networks Comparison
	RACDI Testing

	Conclusion
	Image Restoration Algorithm of Figure.2
	Image Restoration Algorithm of Figure.3
	Proof of RGCDI Property
	RACDI Testing (Supplementary Experimental Results)

