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Abstract— Underwater environments pose significant chal-
lenges due to the selective absorption and scattering of light by
water, which affects image clarity, contrast, and color fidelity. To
overcome these, we introduce OceanLens, a method that models
underwater image physics—encompassing both backscatter and
attenuation—using neural networks. Our model incorporates
adaptive backscatter and edge correction losses, specifically
Sobel and LoG losses, to manage image variance and luminance,
resulting in clearer and more accurate outputs. Additionally,
we demonstrate the relevance of pre-trained monocular depth
estimation models for generating underwater depth maps. Our
evaluation compares the performance of various loss functions
against state-of-the-art methods using the SeeThru dataset,
revealing significant improvements. Specifically, we observe an
average of 65% reduction in Grayscale Patch Mean Angular
Error (GPMAE) and a 60% increase in the Underwater
Image Quality Metric (UIQM) compared to the SeeThru and
DeepSeeColor methods. Further, the results were improved with
additional convolution layers that capture subtle image details
more effectively with OceanLens. This architecture is validated
on the UIEB dataset, with model performance assessed using
Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR) and Structural Similarity
Index Measure (SSIM) metrics. OceanLens with multiple con-
volutional layers achieves up to 12-15% improvement in the
SSIM. https://github.com/AIRLabIISc/OceanLens

I. INTRODUCTION

Exploring the depths of the ocean through imaging
presents various challenges and obstacles due to the optical
characteristics of underwater surroundings. These challenges
stem from water’s ability to absorb and scatter light waves
selectively based on their wavelength preferences [1]. The
presence of these factors can significantly abate the clarity
of images by diminishing the contrast [2] and distorting
colors while introducing noise that can obscure details and
make accurate visual understanding difficult, consequently
resulting in underwater images lacking the sharpness and
detail compared to those found in their aerial counterparts.

Scattering, especially by suspended particles and microor-
ganisms [3], disperses light on a wider scale—reducing
image sharpness and loss of clear detail. The other effect
is backscattering [4] where light is scattered straight back
towards the camera, which contributes to increased noise and
decreased contrast. Spectrally Selective Light Attenuation
leads to a diminishing signal-to-noise ratio making it difficult
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to capture detailed images specifically in murkier waters
complicating the capture of finer details [5]. The optical
properties of natural water bodies differ drastically from that
of the atmosphere. Coastal ports of the ocean are brownish
and muddy but offshore blue-green hues dominate other
colors further reducing color fidelity [6].

Underwater images, much like terrestrial ones, often suffer
from a dense, fog-like distortion caused by insufficient
ambient light [7]. Traditional enhancement techniques often
fall short in effectively improving the visual quality of these
images [8]. However, the recent surge in available underwater
datasets has opened new avenues for applying deep learning
techniques to enhance underwater imagery. These advanced
methods can significantly improve image quality while also
reducing computational demands [9]. Despite access to an
abundance of large image datasets, the oceanic domain has
yet to fully exploit the potential of deep learning techniques,
especially those that are computationally efficient. While
recent advancements have been promising, current models
still face challenges, particularly in accurately preserving
edges, adapting to varying lighting conditions, and not only
maintaining color fidelity but also achieving the full range
of color accuracy in underwater environments.

In this paper, we propose a novel architecture, OceanLens,
inspired by the [9] framework. The model employs edge
loss functions—Laplacian of Gaussian (LoG) and Sobel—for
enhanced edge detection and detail capture. Additionally, we
incorporate an adaptive backscatter loss to manage varying
lighting conditions. Our approach also explores the use of
monocular depth estimation models, such as MonoDepth2
[10] and Depth-Anything-V2-Large [11], demonstrating that
these models can deliver performance comparable to tradi-
tional Structure-from-Motion (SfM) techniques for underwa-
ter image enhancement. Our results are compared against
SeeThru and DeepSeeColor using the GPMAE metric, show-
ing significant improvements and enhanced UIQM, indicat-
ing better overall image quality. Additionally, we enhance
the OceanLens architecture by adding additional convolution
layers, increasing the network’s capacity to capture subtle
image features. This architecture is validated with the UIEB
dataset. Since UIEB dataset has reference images, we show
our model’s efficacy with PSNR and SSIM metrics.

The paper is structured as follows: Section II provides
an overview of the existing work in the field of underwa-
ter image enhancement. Section III presents the proposed
OceanLens methodology. Results obtained from the Ocean-
Lens method are discussed in Section IV. Section V provides
the conclusion of the work.
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II. RELATED WORK

Underwater image enhancement has significantly ad-
vanced in recent years, especially when new comprehensive
datasets and novel algorithms appeared. Due to the unique
challenges posed by aquatic environments, underwater image
enhancement has attracted widespread attention.

A. Pre-Processing Methods

Commonly used techniques for underwater image en-
hancement include dehazing [12], [13], white balance correc-
tion [14], gamma correction [15], and histogram equalization
[16]. Gamma correction adjusts the image intensity to com-
pensate for the reduced contrast caused by light absorption
in water, helping to restore visual clarity [15]. The Dark
Channel Prior (DCP) [17] is a well-known dehazing method
that mitigates scattering effects by leveraging the physical
properties of light propagation in water. White balancing [18]
tackles the issue of color cast by adjusting color channels to
improve the natural appearance of underwater images.

B. Image Enhancement Methods

The performance of computer vision algorithms for im-
age classification and scene reconstruction is significantly
hindered by color distortions, affecting both deep neural
networks and traditional feature detection methods [19], [20].
Fusion-based models have recently gained traction, combin-
ing feature extraction with color and white balance correction
[21], and hybrid fusion techniques [22] to address underwater
photography’s unique challenges. Traditional methods often
struggle with the complexity of underwater imagery.

Deep learning models, particularly convolution neural net-
works (CNNs), have shown promise in overcoming these
limitations by being trained on large underwater datasets
to perform robust color correction [23]. Physics-based en-
hancement techniques further contribute by simulating how
light interacts with water molecules, allowing for the approx-
imation of image formation parameters to accurately reverse
color shifts, enhance contrast, and reduce noise [24], [25].

The work in [26] introduced the UIEB dataset, a large-
scale collection of 950 underwater images, and proposed
Water-Net, a CNN using learned confidence maps to enhance
image quality. However, it faces limitations in maintaining
color reconstruction consistency under varying illumination
conditions, making it less reliable than physics-based meth-
ods. Other approaches use generative adversarial networks
(GANs) for paired and unpaired training data enhancement
[27], or generate synthetic underwater images from in-air
scatter images and depth maps [28]. These methodologies
illustrate the ongoing efforts to refine underwater image
enhancement, each with its strengths and challenges.

C. Use of Range-Maps for Image Reconstruction

Originally, the underwater image formation model relied
on using multiple color chart calibration targets to validate
color correction and image restoration accuracy [4]. Depth
maps have since emerged as valuable tools for enhancing
underwater images by providing crucial 3D information

that aids in improving various aspects of image quality
[29]. Depth-driven enhancement techniques utilize this depth
information to adjust contrast and correct colors, effectively
highlighting regions of interest based on their depth [30].
Some methods even employ stereo imaging for depth esti-
mation [31]. Monocular depth estimation has proven crucial
for enabling real-time 3D perception of underwater environ-
ments, as shown by Bryson et al. [32], who demonstrated
that accurate distance maps could generate high-resolution
images from low-resolution underwater scenes.

Akkaynak et al. [7] introduced a method that significantly
enhances image clarity by leveraging the physics of light
propagation in water. By estimating range-dependent atten-
uation coefficients for both direct and backscattered signals,
their approach employs structure-from-motion (SfM) [33] to
generate range maps, often used to measure the structural
complexity of underwater reefs. While some earlier works fo-
cused on high-quality offline color reconstruction [12], [32],
Jamieson et al. [5] proposed an adaptive color correction
algorithm using range maps generated from stereo images
to tackle issues like light attenuation and color distortions,
achieving real-time processing.

Other approaches have incorporated depth map optimiza-
tion and background light estimation [34], while some esti-
mate illumination through depth mapping to automatically
adjust the global color distribution of images [9], [24],
[35]. These methods have shown effectiveness in enhancing
specific aspects like contrast and depth map generation.

To the best of the authors’ knowledge, existing models can
enhance aspects like contrast, saturation, illuminance, and
variance, but they struggle with edge preservation, adapting
to varying lighting conditions, and maintaining color accu-
racy in underwater environments. This work aims to address
and overcome these limitations.

III. METHODOLOGY

The underwater image enhancement involves the estima-
tion of two main components: attenuation and backscatter.
The attenuation component is primarily controlled by the
distance, while the backscatter component is affected by
water type and ambient illumination. The OceanLens ap-
proach estimates these parameters using neural networks to
accurately enhance underwater images.

Fig. 1: Illustration of the OceanLens Architecture.

The proposed OceanLens architecture operates with two
key inputs: an underwater image and its corresponding
range or depth map. These inputs are processed through
two specialized neural networks—the backscatter correction



network and the deattenuation network—working in tandem,
as depicted in Fig. 1.

The backscatter correction network first analyzes the un-
derwater image to estimate the backscatter component, which
represents the scattered light that contributes to haze and
reduced visibility. This estimated backscatter information
is then passed on to the deattenuation network. The deat-
tenuation network uses the estimated backscatter image to
reconstruct the ”direct image”, representing the scene as it
would appear without scattered light interference. Addition-
ally, when combined with the range map, the direct image
enables the network to compute the attenuation corrections
required to restore the original underwater image. Subsequent
sections provide more details on the proposed OceanLens
architecture.

A. Underwater Image Formation Method

The underwater image captured by the camera is modeled
as follows [4]:

Ic = IcD + IcB (1)

where c ∈ {R,G,B} represents the color channel, Ic is the
observed image distorted by the underwater environment, IcD
is the ”direct image” including attenuation effects, and IcB
is the ”backscatter” resulting from reflections off suspended
particles. The components IcD and IcB are given by:

IcD = IcJ exp(−acD(z)z) (2)
IcB = IcB∞

(1− exp(−bcz)) (3)

Here, z denotes the distance between the camera and the
target object in the underwater scene. IcJ represents the
image of interest to be retrieved, and IB∞ is a parameter
that quantifies the backscatter due to veiling light. The
exponential terms in (2) and (3) are crucial as they model
how signal attenuation and backscatter vary with range z.
Specifically, acD controls the attenuation in IcD and is a
function of z, while bc governs the backscatter in IcB . Thus
the IcJ can be reconstructed as,

IcJ = IcD(IcA)
−1, (4)

where, IcD = Ic − IcB and

IcA = exp(−acD(z)z), (5)

where acD(z) is the coefficient of attenuation and it is a
function of z. We provide details of how the OceanLens
model estimates the backscatter component IcB and the
attenuation component IcA.

B. Backscatter Modeling

As we venture deeper into the ocean, the backscatter
increases exponentially with depth z and eventually saturates.
When all the light is absorbed or the image falls into com-
plete darkness (shadow), the RGB intensity Ic approaches
IcB . The backscatter component IcB , previously described in
(3), can be further modeled as:

IcB = IcB∞
(1− exp(−bc1z)) + Ic

′

B exp(−bc2z), (6)

Fig. 2: Network Architecture for Backscatter: The network takes
Range map Z as input and predicts backscatter image ÎB , with the
kernel parameters in each convolution layer corresponding to those
of the backscatter estimation model in (6).

where the second term models a small residual component of
the direct signal. Here, IcB∞

and Ic
′

B are network parameters.
The BackscatterNet network is designed to estimate the
direct component of an underwater image by isolating the
backscatter effect. The values of these parameters typically
range from 0 to 1. This is achieved through the neural
network architecture depicted in Fig. 2. First, the depth map
D is processed through convolution layers to generate the
initial coefficients: b1 and b2. The model consists of P 2D-
CNN layer. Each term in (6) is implemented within the
network as

ÎcB = FP
p=1[I

c
B∞

(CCEAF (−bp1
Z))]+

FP
p=1[I

c′

B (CEAF (−bp2
Z))], (7)

Here, P defines the number of convolutional layers, F
represents concatenation, and Cx represents convolution with
x as its activation function. The Complementary Exponential
Activation Function (CEAF) and Exponential Activation
Function (EAF) are taken from [9] and defined as.

EAF (s) =

{
1 s ≤ 0

exp (−s) s > 0
(8)

The outputs of the two networks, which correspond to two
different terms, are summed and then passed through the
sigmoid function, σ(s) = 1

1+e−s , to obtain the estimated
backscatter ÎcB . Subsequently, the direct image component
ÎcD is estimated by subtracting ÎcB from the original image
Ic, given by ÎcD = Ic − ÎcB .

1) Backscatter Loss Function: We introduce an Adaptive
Huber Loss function, given by [36]:

LB =

{
(ÎD)2 if |ÎD| ≤ δ

βδ · (|ÎD| − δ
2 ) otherwise,

(9)

where, δ is a threshold parameter controlling the transition
between quadratic and linear loss. The constant β is a
hyperparameter that balances the relative importance of the
two loss components. This adaptive loss is preferred because
it combines robustness to outliers with smoothness and
adaptability, offering a balance between positive and negative
characteristics of ÎcD. Also, helps in adapting to different
image conditions, such as lighting variation.



Fig. 3: Network Architecture for Deattenuation α̂c
D(Z): The

network generates the α̂c
D(Z) from range map Z, with the kernel

parameters ac
pi in each convolution layer corresponding to the

parameters of the attenuation coefficient ac
D function as described

in (10).

C. Deattenuation Modeling

The deattenuation model aims to correct the observed
image based on depth and attenuation factors. The coefficient
of attenuation acD in (5) is modeled as,

acD(z) =

P∑
p=1

a′cp exp(−acpz), (10)

where, a′p, ap ∈ [0 1], P represents the number of expo-
nential functions that can approximate the attenuation. Thus
the deattnuation (IcA)

−1 = α̂c
D(Z) is estimated with neural

network as,

α̂c
D(Z) = CEAF

(
FP

p1=1

[
(Z ∗ alcp1

)⊙ CEAF (Z ∗ acp1
)
]
+

, . . . ,+FP
pT=1

[
(Z ∗ alcpT

)⊙ CEAF (Z ∗ acpT
)
])
,

(11)

where T represents the number of exponentials and ⊙
represents element-wise multiplication. The implementation
of this in a similar way to a backscatter neural network as
shown in Fig. 3. However, we use only EAF as the activa-
tion function for the convolutional layers and the sigmoid
function is replaced with EAF. The reconstructed image ÎcJ
is obtained as

ÎcJ = ÎcDα̂
c
D(z) (12)

1) Deattenuation Loss Function: We employ a composite
loss function that incorporates several components to capture
various aspects of image quality. The overall loss function,
LA, is defined as:

LA = Lsat + Lint + Lvar + Lsobel + Llog. (13)

Each term in the loss function addresses the different at-
tributes of the images. We use five different losses. The first
loss function is the saturation loss Lsat, which penalizes de-
viations of pixel values from the range [0, 1]. It is computed

as:

Lsat =
1

3

∑
c

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

(
max(0,−ÎJi

)

+max(0, ÎJi − Isat−tar)
)2)

, (14)

where subscript i denotes the pixel number of the estimate
ÎJ . The target saturation Isat−tar value of 1 effectively en-
hances underwater images. It allows for flexible and localized
adjustments, but care should be taken to avoid artifacts.
Second, the intensity loss Lint enforces the desired target
intensity for the image channels. It is calculated as:

Lint =
1

3

∑
c

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

(ĪJi − Itar)
2

)
, (15)

where ĪJi
is the mean intensity of the i and Itar is the

target intensity values. It might be set to standard reference
values such as mid-gray (e.g., 0.5 in normalized units) or
white (e.g., 1.0). Third is variation loss Lvar, which measures
the discrepancy in spatial variability between the input and
reference images and is calculated as

Lvar =
1

3

∑
c

(
SD(ÎcJ)− SD(ÎcD)

)2
, (16)

where SD(x) is the standard deviation (SD) of x. This tries
to preserve the variance with the direct signal.

Finally, we add two edge preservation losses to enhance
the edges which play an important role in enhancement.
Sobel Edge loss Lsobel evaluates the difference in edge
information between the ÎcJ and direct signal ÎcD. It is
computed using the Sobel filters Sx and Sy to detect edges
in both the x and y coordinates:

Lsobel =
1

3

∑
c

(∣∣∣Sx ∗ ÎcJ − Sx ∗ ÎcD
∣∣∣

+
∣∣∣Sy ∗ ÎcJ − Sy ∗ ÎcD

∣∣∣) , (17)

where ∗ denotes convolution, Sx and Sy are the Sobel
filters that compute the edge information and are defined as
follows:

Sx =

1 0 −1
2 0 −2
1 0 −1

 , Sy =

 1 2 1
0 0 0
−1 −2 −1

 (18)

The next edge loss function introduced is the Laplacian
of Gaussian loss Llog. This loss captures high-frequency
variations by applying a Laplacian of Gaussian (LoG) filter,
which is defined as follows:

Llog =
1

3

∑
c

(
1

N

N∑
i=1

∣∣∣(LoG ∗ (ÎcJi
)
)
−
(
LoG ∗ (ÎcDi

)
)∣∣∣) ,

(19)
where LoG represents the Laplacian of Gaussian filter.

The Gaussian kernel and Laplacian filter are defined as:

G =
1

16

1 2 1
2 4 2
1 2 1

 , L =

 0 −1 0
−1 4 −1
0 −1 0

 (20)



TABLE I: Gray Patch Mean Angular Error (GPMAE) values
(in degrees) for images from SeeThru Dataset (D1 to D5) [4]
across various image enhancement methods: ST (SeeThru) [7],
DSC (DeepseeColor) [9], and OceanLens (Ours) with three depth
maps: Original Depth Map (ODM), MonoDepth2 (MD) [10], and
Depth-Anything-V2-Large (DA) [11]. Lower values indicate better
performance, with bold values highlighting the best results.

Image Raw ST DSC OceanLens
ODM MD DA

D1 3272 26 8 14 2.02 2.61 1.2
D2 3647 26 8 10 5.34 3.63 1.22
D3 4910 22 8 5 3.64 2.97 0.57
D4 0209 23 4 4 2.73 1.19 1.04

D5 3374 17/16
/15/17

4/3
/5/3

9/10
/10/11

11/28
/30/30

20/27
/29/28

9/20
/28/25

TABLE II: Underwater Image Quality Measure (UIQM) scores
for OceanLens with one convolutional layer (Ours). Higher values
indicate better performance, with bold values highlighting the best
results.

Image Name Raw Pre-processed OceanLens
ODM MD DA

D1 3272 1.3748 1.9625 2.1523 1.8210 1.1451
D2 3647 1.5029 2.4996 3.3734 2.9410 3.3916
D3 4910 1.6124 1.4755 2.4545 2.4335 1.7935
D4 0209 1.1404 2.0448 2.6454 2.6622 2.6628
D5 3374 1.1648 1.7970 0.6348 0.6301 0.4452

Each component of the loss function is designed to address
specific distortions and ensure that the output image closely
matches the desired characteristics, resulting in an overall
loss that balances saturation, intensity, spatial variation, edge
preservation, and high-frequency details.

IV. RESULTS

To demonstrate the efficacy of OceanLens, we evaluated
underwater image enhancement using three datasets: See-
Thru [4], US Virgin Islands [37], and UIEB [26]. These
datasets, each with unique underwater conditions and image
quality challenges, are ideal for testing our techniques. For
depth maps, we utilized original maps and those generated
by MonoDepth2 [10] and Depth-Anything-V2-Large [11],
[38], originally trained on terrestrial data. Our preprocessing
involved white balancing and gamma correction. All mod-
els are implemented using PyTorch and are trained on an
NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090 GPU. On average, OceanLens
takes approximately 4-5 milliseconds to process images with
sizes ranging between 7 to 12 MB.

TABLE III: GPMAE values (in degrees) for images from SeeThru
Dataset (D1 to D5) [4] for ST, DSC, and OceanLens with Multiple
Convolutional layers (Ours).

Image Raw ST DSC OceanLens
ODM MD DA

D1 3272 26 8 14 2.25 9.72 4.33
D2 3647 26 8 10 1.04 2.19 1.20
D3 4910 22 8 5 3.10 2.50 0.40
D4 0209 23 4 4 2.50 3.05 4.81

D5 3374 17/16
/15/17

4/3
/5/3

9/10
/10/11

10/21
/32/9

19/27
31/20

13/24
/31/14

TABLE IV: UIQM scores for OceanLens with multiple convolu-
tional layers (Ours).

Image Name Raw Pre-processed OceanLens
ODM MD DA

D1 3272 1.3748 1.9625 2.1837 2.0226 1.5291
D2 3647 1.5029 2.4996 3.3777 3.3741 3.4216
D3 4910 1.6124 1.4755 1.9834 2.0252 2.1432
D4 0209 1.1404 2.0448 2.4512 2.4952 2.7642
D5 3374 1.1648 1.7970 0.7506 0.7054 0.7072

TABLE V: Comparison of the Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR)
and the Structural Similarity Index Measure (SSIM) for OceanLens,
utilizing multiple convolutional layers, against the UIEB benchmark
dataset [26] (↑ : higher is better).

Image Raw OceanLens
SSIM (↑) PSNR (↑) SSIM (↑) PSNR (↑)

Image1 0.0428 14.623 0.413 18.128
Image2 -0.0062 8.520 0.0308 7.773
Image3 0.678 17.46 0.7209 17.00

A. Evalution Metrics

1) Gray Patch Mean Angular error (GPMAE) [12]: The
average angular error is defined as

ψ̄ =
1

6

∑
xi

cos−1

(
I(xi) · (1, 1, 1)
∥I(xi)∥ ·

√
3

)
, (21)

where xi is the coordinates of the grayscale patches in
the image. Lower angles indicate a more accurate color
restoration.

2) Underwater Image Quality Measure (UIQM) [39]:
The overall underwater image quality measure is defined as

UIQM = c1 × UICM + c2 × UISM + c3 × UIConM, (22)

where UICM, UISM, and UIConM represent the colorful-
ness, sharpness, and contrast measures, respectively, and are
linearly combined to assess image quality and coefficients
are c1 = 0.0282, c2 = 0.2953, and c3 = 3.5753. A greater
UIQM value corresponds to an image with a better quality
[40].

3) Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio (PSNR) and Structural Sim-
ilarity Index (SSIM) [40]: PSNR measures image fidelity by
comparing pixel values [26], with higher values indicating
better noise reduction. SSIM assesses perceptual image qual-
ity by evaluating structural details, luminance, and contrast.
Increased SSIM signifies improved preservation of structural
and textural details, reflecting better visual quality. Together,
PSNR provides insight into noise suppression, while SSIM
offers a more nuanced view of perceptual similarity and
detail preservation.

B. Experimental Results

OceanLens demonstrates significant improvements in im-
age quality over the SeeThru (ST) and DeepSeeColor (DSC)
networks for a single convolutional layer as seen in Fig. 4.
Specifically, our method using Original Depth Map (ODM),
MonoDepth2 (MD), and Depth-Anything-V2-Large (DA)
respectively, achieves approximately 74.7%, 67.3%, and 85%
reductions in angular error for D1 as compared to ST, and



(a) (b) (c) (d)

Fig. 4: (a) Raw Images from SeeThru [4] (Row 1 - 4) and US Virgin Islands [37] dataset (Row 5). (b), (c), (d) Enhanced images obtained
through OceanLens with one convolutional layer using ODM, MD and DA respectively.

85.5%, 81.3%, and 91.42% reduction as compared to DSC
as seen in Table I . This trend is similar for D2, D3 and D4.
Also, DA achieves the lowest angular error values, with 1.2
for D1 and 0.57 for D3. DA also shows notable reductions
in GPMAE: a 40.6% reduction for D1 compared to ODM
and a 76.5% reduction in D3 compared to MD. In terms
of UIQM values, our method with ODM, MD, and DA
shows improvements of 56.47%, 32.45%, 5.5% respectively,
as compared to the raw image as seen in Table II. Among
the three methods, DA generally outperforms ODM and MD.
For UIQM scores, we see an increasing trend with respect
to all the depth maps. Our method, OceanLens, also excels
at preserving the integrity of the color palette, particularly
maintaining the vibrancy of colors such as yellow, brown,
violet, and red.

While OceanLens performs well in many cases, it has
notable failures. For instance, in Image D5-3374 (Table I)
a low-lit underwater image, our approach results in a higher
angular error than the ST and DSC methods. Moreover, the
UIQM scores (Table II) for the raw D5 image are higher
than those of the enhanced images, highlighting the need for
pre-processing the low-lit underwater images. Despite using
white balancing and gamma correction, the lower luminance
in D5 contributed to this failure, emphasizing the difficulty

of achieving optimal enhancement in all scenarios.

We also present results with OceanLens featuring multiple
convolutional layers, tested on the datasets from [7] and
[37]. Utilizing all the depth maps, the model performed well
and we observe clear improvements in image enhancement
compared to the raw images, as shown in Fig. 5. UIQM
scores and GPMAE are given in Table IV and Table III
respectively. We emphasize that the model outperformed the
one with a single convolutional layer. Further validation
was performed using the UIEB benchmark dataset [26],
with network weights stored as checkpoints. The enhanced
images obtained can be seen in Fig. 6. Given the availability
of reference images in UIEB, we evaluated our enhanced
images using SSIM and PSNR metrics. Table V reveals
that multi-layered convolutional in OceanLens consistently
improved SSIM, reflecting better detail preservation com-
pared to the raw images. For example, SSIM for Image3
increased by 6.3%, and for Image2, it rose from −0.0062
to 0.0308. However, PSNR results showed mixed outcomes:
while Image1 saw an increase (14.623 to 18.128), Image3
and Image2 experienced slight decreases (17.46 to 17.00 and
8.520 to 7.773, respectively), suggesting potential for further
noise reduction improvements. These results demonstrate the
effectiveness of our model in enhancing image structure



(a) (b) (c) (d)

Fig. 5: (a) Raw Images from SeeThru (Row 1-4) and US Virgin Islands dataset (Row 5). (b), (c), (d) Enhanced images obtained through
OceanLens with multiple convolutional layer using ODM, MD and DA respectively.

(a) (b) (c)

Fig. 6: (a) Raw Images from UIEB dataset [26]. (b) Corresponding
reference images. (c) Enhanced images - OceanLens with multiple
convolutional layers using DA depth map.

while also indicating areas for further refinement.

C. Ablation Study

The results presented in the graphs illustrate the impact
of various parameters on network performance. Fig. 7 (a)
highlights how increasing the number of convolutional layers
N influences UIQM scores. For N = 2 layers using ODM,
N = 3 layers using DA and N = 4 layers using MD, the
model demonstrates strong performance, as reflected in the
increased UIQM scores. Fig. 7 (b) demonstrates that the use
of Sobel and LoG loss functions significantly enhances net-

work performance. Fig. 7 (c) shows the relationship between
UIQM and δ indicating that an optimal value of δ = 0.5 yields
superior performance. Together, these findings emphasize the
importance of parameter selection in optimizing performance
for underwater image enhancement tasks.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we introduced OceanLens, which offers a
robust solution for tackling the challenges of underwater
image enhancement by combining neural network architec-
ture with specialized loss functions for edge preservation
and accurate backscatter modeling. By integrating physics-
based principles and utilizing monocular depth estimation
models like MonoDepth2 and Depth-Anything-V2-Large,
OceanLens effectively enhances image quality and fidelity.
The method delivers substantial improvements, including a
65% reduction in GPMAE and a 60% boost in UIQM,
showcasing its superiority over traditional methods such as
SeeThru and DeepSeeColor. The performance of OceanLens
on the UIEB benchmark dataset, with significant gains in
SSIM, further demonstrates its ability to provide accurate
corrections and facilitate near real-time processing.
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