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Abstract

Underwater images suffer from colour shifts, low con-
trast, and haziness due to light absorption, refraction, scat-
tering and restoring these images has warranted much at-
tention. In this work, we present Unsupervised Underwa-
ter Neural Radiance Field (U2NeRF), a transformer-based
architecture that learns to render and restore novel views
conditioned on multi-view geometry simultaneously. Due
to the absence of supervision, we attempt to implicitly bake
restoring capabilities onto the NeRF pipeline and disentan-
gle the predicted color into several components - scene ra-
diance, direct transmission map, backscatter transmission
map, and global background light, and when combined re-
construct the underwater image in a self-supervised man-
ner. In addition, we release an Underwater View Synthesis
(UVS) dataset consisting of 12 underwater scenes, contain-
ing both synthetically-generated and real-world data. Our
experiments demonstrate that when optimized on a single
scene, U2NeRF outperforms several baselines by as much
LPIPS ↓11%, UIQM ↑5%, UCIQE ↑4% (on average) and
showcases improved rendering and restoration capabilities.
Code will be made available upon acceptance.

1. Introduction
Underwater images suffer from degradation due to poor,

complex lighting conditions in water - more specifically due
to light scattering, absorption and refraction [11]. There-
fore, it is important to develop methods that can enhance
underwater images, so that they are more suitable for visu-
alization and downstream tasks like detection, tracking, etc.
Recent advancements in deep learning has enabled great
performance in several computer vision tasks [10, 13], in-
cluding underwater image enhancement [7, 12]. Most of
these methods [9, 39] rely on synthetic training data due
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(a) Restoration

(b) Rendering (c) Ours

Figure 1. Unlike standalone methods like Radiance Fields
(for rendering) and Image Enhancement (for restoration), our
method U2NeRF simultaneously restores and renders an under-
water scene.

to the absence of large-scale real-world underwater im-
age datasets with corresponding ground truth restored im-
ages. However, the synthesized data may not capture com-
plex real-world degradation and thus suffer from domain
shifts [7]. More recently, “zero-shot” methods [4, 15] train
a small image-specific network during test time and do not
use any supervision other than the input image itself. How-
ever, they are not suitable for real-world applications due to
a large number of optimization iterations at test time.

Neural Radiance Fields [20] and its follow-up works [1,
6, 21] have achieved remarkable success on novel view
synthesis, generating photo-realistic, high-resolution, and
view-consistent scenes. However, all these methods are
trained on scenes containing clean, high-resolution images.
Since NeRFs integrate information from multiple views, we
hypothesize that these methods have a strong potential to be
leveraged in multi-frame image restoration tasks - and in the
context of this paper, underwater image enhancement.

In this paper, we attempt to use NeRFs for simultaneous
novel view rendering and restoration. However, most meth-
ods operate at a pixel level, limiting its capacity to auto-
matically restore the predicted color. We demonstrate that
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by predicting image patches (rather than pixels), we pro-
vide sufficient spatial context for restoration. Motivated by
[4], our method disentangles the predicted image patch into
4 components, namely scene radiance, direct transmission
map, back scatter transmission map, and global background
light. These components are later combined to reconstruct
the original image, and along with suitable regularization
enables our network to be trained in a self-supervised man-
ner in the absence of clean ground truth image. Towards this
end, we adapt the recently proposed Generalizable NeRF
Transformer (GNT) [30], which is composed of a view
transformer to aggregate multi-view information and ren-
der a novel view by composing colors along a ray using ray
transformer. Our method dubbed U2NeRF (Unsupervised
Underwater Neural Radiance Field), trained in a fully unsu-
pervised setting, learns to simultaneously render and restore
a novel view. Our primary contributions can be summarized
as follows:

1. We extend the idea of radiance fields for the novel task
of simultaneously rendering and restoring novel views,
more specifically for underwater scenes.

2. Our proposed method U2NeRF, augments existing ra-
diance fields with spatial awareness, and when com-
bined with a physics-informed image formation model
can successfully restore underwater images.

3. We contribute novel UVS Dataset consisting of 12
underwater scenes, containing both synthetically-
generated and real-world data for novel view synthe-
sis. Our proposed approach achieves best performance
across perceptual (LPIPS ↓11%) and color restoration
metrics (UIQM ↑5%, UCIQE ↑4%).

4. Our results indicate that U2NeRF implicitly learns
to generate physically meaningful image components,
bringing us one step closer to using transformers as a
universal modeling tool for graphics.

2. Related Work
Neural Radiance Fields. NeRF introduced by [20] syn-
thesizes consistent and photorealistic novel views by fit-
ting each scene as a continuous 5D radiance field param-
eterized by an MLP. Since then, several works have im-
proved NeRFs further. For example, Mip-NeRF [1, 2] ef-
ficiently addresses scale of objects in unbounded scenes,
Nex [35] models large view dependent effects, others [22,
32, 38] improve the surface representation, extend to dy-
namic scenes [24, 25, 27] , introduce lighting and reflection
modeling [5, 31], or leverage depth to regress from few
views [8, 36]. A recent work [26] demonstrates the abil-
ity of NeRFs for burst denoising. Unlike other methods,
our work aims to simultaneously render and restore a novel
view, more specifically in the context of underwater scenes.

Underwater Image Enhancement. To compare our
contribution to existing works for underwater image en-
hancement, two key factors must be considered: whether
supervision is involved and whether the model refers to a
certain physics model.

3. Unsupervised Underwater Neural Radiance
Fields

Our method U2NeRF extends GNT for the task for ren-
dering and restoring novel views in underwater scenes. In
this section, we first describe the preliminary of radiance
fields, GNT, followed by a detailed description of our pro-
posed method.

3.1. Preliminary

Neural Radiance Fields. NeRFs [20] converts multi-
view images into a radiance field and interpolates novel
views by re-rendering the radiance field from a new an-
gle. Technically, NeRF models the underlying 3D scene
as a continuous radiance field F : (x,θ) 7→ (c, σ) parame-
terized by a Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP) Θ, which maps
a spatial coordinate x ∈ R3 together with the viewing di-
rection θ ∈ [−π, π]2 to a color c ∈ R3 plus density σ ∈ R+

tuple. To form an image, NeRF performs the ray-based ren-
dering, where it casts a ray r = (o,d) from the optical cen-
ter o ∈ R3 through each pixel (towards direction d ∈ R3),
and then leverages volume rendering [14] to compose the
color and density along the ray between the near-far planes:

C(r|Θ) =

∫ tf

tn

T (t)σ(r(t))c(r(t),d)dt, (1)

where T (t) = exp

(
−
∫ t

tn

σ(s)ds

)
where r(t) = o+ td, tn and tf are the near and far planes
respectively. In practice, the Eqn. 1 is numerically esti-
mated using quadrature rules [17]. Given images captured
from surrounding views with known camera parameters,
NeRF fits the radiance field by maximizing the likelihood of
simulated results. Suppose we collect all pairs of rays and
pixel colors as the training set D = {(ri, Ĉi)}Ni=1, where
N is the total number of rays sampled, and Ĉi denotes the
ground-truth color of the i-th ray, then we train the implicit
representation Θ via the following loss function:

L(Θ|R) = E(r,Ĉ)∈D∥C(r|Θ)− Ĉ(r)∥22, (2)

Generalizable NeRF Transformer. GNT [30] considers
the problem of novel view synthesis as a two stage infor-
mation process: the multi-view image feature fusion, fol-
lowed by the sampling-based rendering integration. It is
composed of (i) view transformer to aggregate pixel-aligned



Figure 2. Overview of U2NeRF: 1) Identify source views for a given target view, 2) Extract features for epipolar points using a trainable
U-Net like model, 3) For each ray in the target view, sample points and directly predict a target patch disentangled into scene radiance,
direct and backscatter transmission maps, and global background light. 4) The individual components are combined based on the image
formation model to reconstruct the underwater image which is used as a self-supervision loss.

image features from corresponding epipolar lines to predict
coordinate-wise features, (ii) ray transformer to compose
coordinate-wise point features along a traced ray via atten-
tion mechanism. More formally, the entire operation can be
summarized as follows:

F(x,θ) = View-Transformer(F 1(Π1(x),θ), · · · , (3)

FN (ΠN (x),θ)),

where View-Transformer(·) is a transformer encoder,
Πi(x) projects position x ∈ R3 onto the i-th image plane
by applying extrinsic matrix, and F i(z,θ) ∈ Rd computes
the feature vector at position z ∈ R2 via bilinear inter-
polation on the feature grids. The multi-view aggregated
point features are fed into the ray transformer, and the out-
put from the ray transformer is fed into a view transformer
and this process is repeated where the view transformer and
ray transformer are stacked alternatively. Then the features
from the last ray transformer are pooled to extract a single
ray feature to predict the target pixel color.

C(r) = MLP ◦Mean ◦Ray-Transformer(F(o+ t1d,θ), · · · , (4)

F(o+ tMd,θ)),

where t1, · · · , tM are uniformly sampled between near
and far plane, Ray-Transformer is a standard transformer
encoder.

3.2. Baking Restoration Capabilities onto U2NeRF

NeRF represents 3D scene as a radiance field F :
(x,θ) 7→ (c, σ), where each spatial coordinate x ∈ R3

together with the viewing direction θ ∈ [−π, π]2 is mapped

to a color c ∈ R3 plus density σ ∈ R+ tuple. However,
a single pixel does not provide sufficient context for auto-
matic restoration. In our work, we first adapt GNT to ren-
der an image patch of size p. The final ray feature obtained
from the ray transformer block is passed on to a sequence
of convolution and upsampling layers. Motivated by [4],
we disentangle the underwater image into several compo-
nents - scene radiance (J), global background light (A) and
degradation components - direct and back scatter transmis-
sion maps (TD, TB) that account for attenuation and light
reflection respectively. These individual components can be
combined to reconstruct the original image I at pixel i as:

I(i) = J(i)TD(i) + (1− TB(i))A (5)

This enables our network to be trained in a fully self-
supervised manner in the absence of ground truth image.
To predict J , TD, and TB , we initialize separate output
heads to project the final ray feature to the desired patch
size. Since A is independent of the input image content,
we pass the nearest source image from the target view di-
rection onto a Variational AutoEncoder (VAE) to estimate
global background light. In addition to the photometric
loss given in Eqn. 2 (Lrec), we (1) minimize the differ-
ence between encoded feature z and latent code sampled
from Gaussian ẑ in the vae (Lkl), (2) minimize the differ-
ence between the saturation and brightness of the predicted
scene radiance to reduce haze (Lcon), (3) minimize the po-
tential color deviations in the scene radiance(Lcol), (4) en-
sure constant back-scatter coefficients (Ltrans) across chan-
nels, (5) enforce constant global background light by mini-
mizing variance within each local neighbourhood (Lglob) as



proposed in the original paper [4]. Together, the network is
trained to optimize:

L = λ1Lrec,+λ2Lcon + λ3Lcol + λ4Lkl (6)
+λ5Ltrans + λ6Lglob

where λ indicates the weight for each loss term.

4. Experiments
We conduct extensive experiments to compare U2NeRF

with several baseline methods for novel view synthesis and
restoration in the context of underwater scenes. We first
provide qualitative and quantitative results in the single
scene training setting, followed by extending our approach
for generalization to unseen scenes.

4.1. Implementation Details

Source and Target view sampling. As described in [33],
we construct a training pair of source and target views by
first selecting a target view, then identifying a pool of k × N
nearby views, from which N views are randomly sampled
as source views. This sampling strategy simulates various
view densities during training and therefore helps the net-
work generalize better. During training, the values for k and
N are uniformly sampled at random from [1-3] and [8-12],
respectively.
Network Architecture. To extract features from the
source views, we use a U-Net like architecture with a
ResNet34 encoder, followed by two up-sampling layers
as decoder [33]. Each view transformer block contains
a single-headed cross-attention layer while the ray trans-
former block contains a multi-headed self-attention layer
with four heads. The outputs from these attention layers are
passed onto corresponding feedforward blocks with a Recti-
fied Linear Unit (RELU) activation and a hidden dimension
of 256. A residual connection is applied between the pre-
normalized inputs (LayerNorm) and outputs at each layer.
For all our single scene experiments, we alternatively stack
4 view and ray transformer blocks while our larger gener-
alization experiments use 8 blocks each. All transformer
blocks (view and ray) are of dimension 64. We set the patch
size p as 4 for all our experiments to arrive at a balance
between performance and network complexity. The VAE
network contains 4 convolution layers with dimensions [16,
32, 64, 128] in the encoder, each followed by relu activation.
The encoded input is projected to 100 dimension feature
vector before Gaussian re-sampling. The sampled Gaussian
latent is then passed onto a 3-layer decoder network with
dimensions [128, 64, 32] to predict global background light
A.

Training / Inference Details. We train both the feature
extraction network and U2NeRF end-to-end on datasets of

multi-view posed images using the Adam optimizer to min-
imize the loss given in Eqn. 6. We empirically set the values
of λ to λ1 = 1, λ2 = 0.1, λ3 = 1, λ4 = 1, λ5 = 0.1, λ6 = 0.1.
The base learning rates for the feature extraction network
and U2NeRF are 10−3 and 5 × 10−4 respectively, which
decay exponentially over training steps. During finetuning,
we optimize the feature extraction network and U2NeRF
using a smaller learning rate of 5× 10−4 and 2× 10−4. For
the single scene and cross scene generalization experiments,
we train U2NeRF for 250,000 steps with 512 rays sampled
in each iteration while during fine-tuning on each scene,
the pre-trained network is only fine-tuned for 50,000 steps
with 256 rays sampled in each iteration. Unlike most NeRF
methods, we do not use separate coarse, fine networks and
therefore to bring GNT to a comparable experimental setup,
we sample 192 coarse points per ray across all experiments
(unless otherwise specified).

Metrics. To evaluate our method’s rendering and restora-
tion quality, we use widely adopted metrics: Peak Signal-
to-Noise Ratio (PSNR), Structural Similarity Index Mea-
sure (SSIM) [34], Learned Perceptual Image Patch Simi-
larity (LPIPS) [40], Underwater Image Quality Measure-
ment (UIQM) [23], and the Underwater Color Image Qual-
ity Evaluation Metric (UCIQE) [37]. We report the aver-
ages of each metric over different views in each scene and
across multiple scenes in each dataset. Following previous
works [20,30], we compute the PSNR, SSIM, LPIPS scores
between the rendered and ground truth restored views in the
case of synthetic scenes, and the UIQM, UCIQE scores to
evaluate real underwater scenes, with no reference restored
image. In the case of real world data, we additionally report
LPIPS scores between the gray scale image of rendered and
restored target views using [7] (to remove color differences)
and quantitatively measure the rendering capabilities of dif-
ferent methods.

4.2. Underwater View Synthesis Dataset

Due to the absence of multi-view underwater scene
datasets suitable to evaluate novel-view rendering, we
establish a new benchmark Underwater View Synthesis
(UVS) Dataset containing 12 scenes, equally split into easy
(synthetic underwater scenes), medium (real-world high
quality), hard (real-world low quality). The easy split con-
tains 4 scenes from the LLFF dataset [18], namely “fern”,
“fortress”, “flower”, “trex” that were synthetically cor-
rupted to simulate underwater scenes [9]. For real-world
data, we hand-pick 4 scenes from high quality youtube
videos to form the medium split, while the hard split
is composed of low-quality noisy real-world captures ob-
tained during a diving expedition. For each scene from
the medium and hard splits, we select roughly 100-150 im-
ages and calibrate them using Structure-from-Motion (SfM)



(a) Underwater Image (b) UIESS (c) UPIFM (d) NeRF + Clean (e) U2NeRF

Figure 3. Qualitative results for single-scene rendering. In the Debris scene (row-1), U2NeRF is able to successfully recover and restore
fishes, and enhance its visibility. In the Starfish scene (row-2), U2NeRF reconstructs edges with greater detail and even comparable to
the non-rendering baselines. In scene2 from ‘hard’ split (row-3), U2NeRF renders complex, moving structures (rope) with higher visual
quality.

Models PSNR↑ SSIM↑ LPIPS↓
UPIFM 12.883 0.329 0.399
UIESS 18.818 0.790 0.174

NeRF 12.283 0.558 0.360
NeRF + Clean 17.948 0.741 0.297

U2NeRF 13.978 0.594 0.230

(a) Easy Split

Models UIQM↑ UCIQE↑ LPIPS (gray)↓
UPIFM 1.424 32.940 -
UIESS 1.136 30.534 -

NeRF 0.501 31.622 0.208
NeRF + Clean 0.865 31.054 0.223
Clean + NeRF 0.858 30.336 0.198

U2NeRF 1.570 32.556 0.174

(b) Medium Split

Models UIQM↑ UCIQE↑ LPIPS (gray)↓
UPIFM 1.182 28.537 -
UIESS 0.649 27.161 -

NeRF 0.463 18.370 0.334
NeRF + Clean 0.486 27.453 0.328
Clean + NeRF 0.456 26.530 0.292

U2NeRF 1.100 26.788 0.260

(c) Hard Split

Table 1. Comparison of U2NeRF against baseline methods for single-scene rendering on the UVS dataset

algorithm in an open-source software package COLMAP
[28, 29]. For COLMAP, we use a “simple radial” cam-
era model with a single radial distortion coefficient and a
shared intrinsic for all images. We use a “sift feature guided
matching” option in the exhaustive matcher step of SfM and
also refine principle points of the intrinsic during the bun-
dle adjustment. Fig. 5 provides an illustration of the scenes
present in the easy, medium, hard splits.

4.3. Baselines

The task of simultaneous restoration and rendering is
novel and hence we establish several baselines to compare
U2NeRF against in the UVS benchmark. We select NeRF
as our neural renderer and identify different strategies to au-
tomatically “restore” the rendered views. As an initial base-
line (labelled NeRF), we train a vanilla NeRF model on the
original underwater scenes, append state-of-the-art (SOTA)
restoration methods as a post processing strategy (labelled
NeRF + Clean), and even train a NeRF model on restored
images (labelled Clean + NeRF). Additionally, we also con-
sider non-rendering baselines where we assume access to

the target view and attempt to restore it. We leverage SOTA
underwater image restoration pipelines - UIESS [7], Under-
water Physics-informed Image Formation Model (which we
label UPIFM) [4].

4.4. Single Scene Results

Datasets. To evaluate the single scene view generation
capacity of U2NeRF, we perform experiments on the easy,
medium and hard splits from the UVS dataset. We report
average scores across all scenes within each split - easy:
[Fern, Fortress, Flower, Trex], medium: [Starfish, Coral,
Debris, Shipwreck], hard: [scene1, scene2, scene3, scene4]
in Tables. 1a, 1b, 1c respectively.

Discussion. We compare U2NeRF against the base-
lines discussed in Sec. 4.3. On the easy split, our pro-
posed method achieves moderate PSNR scores but best
LPIPS scores when compared to other rendering baselines
by 20%. This could be because PSNR fails to measure
structural distortions, blurring, has high sensitivity towards
brightness, and hence does not effectively measure visual
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(a) Scene 1(Hard) (b) Debris(Medium) (c) Starfish(Medium) (d) Scene 4(Hard)

Figure 4. Qualitative results for cross-scene rendering. We visualize the underwater scene (row-1), novel views rendered using the pre-
trained network (row-2), novel views rendered using the finetuned network across different scenes (from left to right). U2NeRF successfully
generalizes across scenes and when finetuned captures more intricate details.

Models UIQM↑ UCIQE↑ LPIPS (gray)↓
U2NeRF Single Scene 1.570 32.556 0.174
U2NeRF Generalized 1.426 32.293 0.279

U2NeRF Generalized
+ Finetuned 1.856 34.113 0.222

(a) Medium Split

Models UIQM↑ UCIQE↑ LPIPS (gray)↓
U2NeRF Single Scene 1.100 26.788 0.260
U2NeRF Generalized 1.000 23.548 0.290

U2NeRF (Generalized
+ Finetuned) 1.093 23.530 0.265

(b) Hard Split

Table 2. Comparison of U2NeRF (with and without fine-tuning) against baseline methods for cross-scene rendering on the UVS dataset

(a) Scene1 from hard split (b) Coral from medium split

(c) Fern from easy split

Figure 5. Illustrative examples of scenes from the UVS Dataset,
one scene from each split is shown here.

quality. Similar inferences are discussed in [16] regarding
discrepancies in PSNR scores and their correlation to ren-
dered image quality. In the case of more complex scenes

present in the medium, hard data splits, we can clearly
see the superiority of U2NeRF both in terms of rendering
(LPIPS ↓ 11%), and color restoration quality (UIQM ↑ 5%,
UCIQE ↑ 4%). More interestingly, we find that U2NeRF
even outperforms no rendering baselines, that is, those algo-
rithms that assume direct access to the target view and per-
form only restoration. Although our method extends upon
UPIFM, we still manage to outperform the ‘only restora-
tion’ baseline with sufficient margin. This signifies the rel-
evance of multi-view geometry to automatically restore a
target view. We show qualitative results in Fig. 3, and can
clearly see that U2NeRF renders and restores images with
greater visual quality when compared to other methods. In
the case of debris, U2NeRF successfully recovers the fishes
and enhances its visibility to improve restoration quality,
while in the case of scene2, U2NeRF is able to render com-
plex, moving structures like ropes while still maintaining
higher detail along the surface of the rock.



4.5. Cross Scene Results

Datasets. U2NeRF leverages multi-view features com-
plying with epipolar geometry, enabling generalization to
unseen scenes. We randomly select scenes from video data
captured during our diving expedition, and we use a total
of 45 scenes for training. Table. 2 discusses results of the
trained network on all 8 scenes from the medium and hard
splits in the UVS dataset. Please note that the scenes from
the UVS dataset are held out during training to gauge the
model’s generalization performance.

Discussion. We compare U2NeRF’s generalization per-
formance with a corresponding network trained only on
a single scene. Although the network is only trained on
data captured during our diving expedition, it still man-
ages to generalize to unseen objects present in the medium
split. Once finetuned (with as little as 50k training steps),
U2NeRF manages to perform as well or even outperform a
vanilla NeRF trained on each scene. Fig. 4 visualizes quali-
tative results on the UVS dataset. We can clearly see that the
pre-trained model can successfully generalize across several
scenes and when finetuned, further improves performance.

4.6. Ablation Studies

Models UIQM↑ UCIQE↑ LPIPS (gray)↓
U2NeRF (p = 2) 1.964 34.234 0.249
U2NeRF (p = 4) 2.222 35.120 0.187
U2NeRF (p = 8) 2.096 34.011 0.202

Table 3. Effect of Patch Size

Models UIQM↑ UCIQE↑ LPIPS (gray)↓
U2NeRF (N = 3) 2.208 35.084 0.191
U2NeRF (N = 5) 2.214 35.106 0.189
U2NeRF (N = 8) 2.220 35.116 0.188
U2NeRF (N = 10) 2.222 35.120 0.187

Table 4. Effect of number of source views

Effect of patch size. To verify the effect of patch size on
the rendered image quality, we train U2NeRF on the starfish
scene with varying patch sizes (2, 4, and 8). From Table. 3,
we can clearly see that p = 4 yields the best results across all
three metrics. A larger patch size requires more information
(beyond just epipolar points), for accurate reconstruction,
while a smaller patch size does not act as a useful prior for
restoration. Therefore, patch size = 4 strikes the ideal bal-
ance between performance and network complexity.

Effect of sparse source views. To test the performance
of U2NeRF in the presence of sparse views, we evaluate a

(a) Underwater Image (b) U2NeRF

Figure 6. Denoising results of U2NeRF

trained model on the starfish scene but with fewer source
views. From Table. 4, we can see that as the number of
source views increase, the model performs better. How-
ever, there is almost no significant drop in performance even
when only 3 source views are given as input. This verifies
the suitability of U2NeRF even in the presence of sparse
input views.

Effect of Gaussian noise. Unlike standard NeRF meth-
ods, U2NeRF predicts an image patch rather than a single
pixel color. Therefore, we hypothesize that without explicit
training, U2NeRF can denoise small perturbations present
in the scene. To verify this claim, we evaluate a trained
U2NeRF model on scenes corrupted using a Gaussian noise
(unseen) with mean 0, and standard deviation 0.05. We
show qualitative results in Fig 6.

4.7. Physical Interpretation of U2NeRF

U2NeRF attempts to implicitly predict individual image
components J , TD, TB and A which when combined re-
stores the underwater image. Fig 7 visualizes examples of
underwater scenes with their corresponding predicted im-
age components. We can clearly see that visualized TD and
TB maps closely simulate depth which is consistent with
the physics-informed image formation model [4]. A indi-
cates the global background light which corresponds to the
brightest pixel in the scene which can be confirmed from
Fig 7. The restored image in Fig 7 corresponds to the scene
radiance. Therefore, with no explicit supervision, U2NeRF
learns to physically ground its learnable operations.

5. Conclusion
We present Unsupervised Underwater NeRF (U2NeRF),

that extends radiance fields to simultaneously render and
restore novel views, more specifically in the context of
underwater images. We demonstrate that by augmenting



(a) Degraded Image (b) Restored Image (c) Direct Transmission (d) Backscatter Trans. (e) Global Light

Figure 7. Visualisations of the predicted image components (scene radiance, transmission maps, global light).

existing radiance fields with spatial awareness, and when
combined with a physics-informed underwater image for-
mation model can successfully restore underwater images.
Additionally, we contribute a novel Underwater View Syn-
thesis Dataset (UVSDataset) consisting of 12 underwater
scenes, containing both synthetically generated, and real-
world data. Extensive experiments reveal that U2NeRF
outperforms existing baselines and achieves best perceptual
metric scores (LPIPS ↓ 11%, UIQM ↑ 5%, UCIQE ↑ 4%).
These results demonstrate that transformers can be success-
fully used to model the underlying physics in 3D vision.
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A. Loss Functions

To achieve the rendering and restoration in an unsuper-
vised manner, it is important to regularise the model with
appropriate losses. We propose 6 distinct loss functions
which act upon the different output maps similar to [4]

A.1. Reconstruction Loss

We use reconstruction loss to self-supervise the layer de-
composition process. We supervise it using an MSE loss
between the original underwater picture and the predicted
image. We aim to minimize the loss LRec as below

LRec = ||I − x||22 (7)

where I is the ground truth image and x represents the pre-
dicted image.

A.2. Contrast Enhancement Loss

The difference between brightness and saturation is al-
most zero in a clean image as observed in [41]. The contrast
enhancement loss LCon is created as follows to supervise
scene radiance map(J):

LCon = ||V (J(x))− S(J(x))||22 (8)

where V represents brightness and S represents saturation
of scene radiance J(x)

A.3. Color Constancy Loss

To rectify any potential colour inconsistencies in the re-
covered image, we build a colour constancy loss in line with
the Gray-World colour constancy theory [3]. LCol describes
the loss as follows:

LCol =
∑
c∈Ω

||µ(Jc)− 0.5||22,Ω = R,G,B (9)

where µ(Jc) represents the average intensity value of color
channel c in the estimated scene radiance.

A.4. Light Global Property Loss

In order to reduce the discrepancy between the latent
code z and the reconstruction of the latent code ẑ in the A-
Net, light global property loss Lkl is created for variational
inference.

Lkl = KL(N (µz, σ
2
z)||N (0, I)) (10)

where KL(·) denotes the Kullback-Leibler divergence be-
tween two distributions, N (µz, σ

2
z) denotes the learned la-

tent Gaussian distribution, and N (0, I) refers to the standard
normal distribution.

A.5. Transmission Consistency Loss

Since the backscatter co-efficient solely depend on the
optical properties of the water, they should be constants in
the backscatter transmission map. We propose a transmis-
sion consistency loss to supervise backscatter transmission
map(TB). According to the loss LT ,

LT =
∑

c1,c2∈ϵ

|| log T
c
1

log T c
2

− µ(
log T c

1

log T c
2

)||22 (11)

where Tc stands for the estimated backscatter transmission
map of the c channel, µ is the average factor, and ϵ =
{(R,G), (R,B), (G,B)} is a collection of colour pairs.

A.6. Global Consistency Loss

The goal of global consistency loss LGlob is to
blur/smoothen the global background light(A) completely.
This loss indirectly enforces the smoothness criteria by re-
quiring each pixel to have the same colour as the adjacent
pixel.

Total Loss The total loss of our method is as below:

L = λ1LRec,+λ2LCon + λ3LCol + λ4Lkl

+λ5LT + λ6LGlob

where λ is the weight. We set λ1 = 1,λ2 = 0.1, λ3 = 1,
λ4 = 1, λ5 = 0.1, λ6 = 1 to obtain the best results.

B. Results
We provide complete Qualitative (Fig. 8 and Fig. ??)

and Quantitative (Table. 5, Table. 6) results of our
method on all 3 splits which includes 12 scenes in to-
tal. For the medium and hard splits, we display seven dis-
tinct qualitative findings, including baselines such as NeRF,
Clean+NeRF, and NeRF+Clean where the restoration is car-
ried out using [7]. We also display the qualitative out-
comes of two different restoration techniques ( [7] and [4]).
For the easy split, we display baselines such as NeRF and
NeRF+Clean as well as outcomes from two restoration
techniques. We use [9] to degrade the LLFF [19] data to
create the easy split.

C. Limitations/Future Work
In the hard split, we particularly observe the blurriness

in the regions of the rendered image where there is a signif-
icant movement of plants. This opens up some intriguing
possibilities for the future, particularly in terms of solving
the issue of object motion.



(a) Underwater Image (b) UIESS (c) UPIFM (d) NeRF (e) NeRF + Clean (f) Clean + NeRF (g) U2NeRF

Figure 8. Qualitative results on single-scene rendering for Medium and Hard Scenes. The top 4 rows depict the scenes from the hard
split(Scene 1, Scene 2, Scene 3 and Scene 4 respectively) and the last 4 rows depict the scene from the medium split(coral, shipwreck,
starfish and debris respectively). (a) represents the actual underwater image from the scene, (b) & (c) represents the no rendering baseline
methods ( [7] & [4]), (d), (e) & (f) refers to the renderings from NeRF on raw underwater image, restored view after NeRF rendering and
NeRF rendering on restored input underwater images respectively, and (g) refers to results from our method: U2NeRF. U2NeRF is able to
render better high-quality images when compared to other rendering+restoring methods.



Setting Models Scene 1 Scene 2 Scene 3 Scene 4

UIQM↑ UCIQE↑ LPIPS↓ UIQM↑ UCIQE↑ LPIPS↓ UIQM↑ UCIQE↑ LPIPS↓ UIQM↑ UCIQE↑ LPIPS↓

No Rendering UIESS 0.63 25.19 - 0.68 28.06 - 0.57 29.85 - 0.70 25.53 -
UPIFM 0.89 23.03 - 1.19 29.80 - 1.23 30.75 - 1.41 30.56 -

Rendering

NeRF 0.32 14.01 0.26 0.68 22.91 0.32 0.32 20.48 0.31 0.51 16.06 0.43
NeRF+Clean 0.50 25.82 0.25 0.53 27.84 0.32 0.34 30.06 0.30 0.57 26.08 0.42
Clean+NeRF 0.44 24.37 0.21 0.49 27.62 0.30 0.35 29.42 0.30 0.52 24.69 0.34

U2NeRF 0.84 23.33 0.22 1.32 30.42 0.21 1.04 29.60 0.22 1.18 23.80 0.37

Table 5. Comparison of U2NeRF against SOTA methods for single scene rendering on the UVS Dataset, Hard Split (scene-wise).

Setting Models Coral Debris Starfish Shipwreck

UIQM↑ UCIQE↑ LPIPS↓ UIQM↑ UCIQE↑ LPIPS↓ UIQM↑ UCIQE↑ LPIPS↓ UIQM↑ UCIQE↑ LPIPS↓

No Rendering UIESS 1.11 28.11 - 0.84 31.83 - 1.61 32.55 - 0.98 29.63 -
UPIFM 1.30 32.05 - 1.11 32.09 - 1.91 33.85 - 1.35 33.75 -

Rendering

NeRF 0.19 28.19 0.22 0.50 34.45 0.175 0.94 31.60 0.21 0.35 32.23 0.21
NeRF+Clean 0.71 28.01 0.23 0.70 32.57 0.20 1.34 32.96 0.23 0.70 30.65 0.22
Clean+NeRF 0.69 27.93 0.21 0.68 31.51 0.175 1.33 32.50 0.20 0.71 29.39 0.20

U2NeRF 1.34 31.17 0.16 1.17 32.08 0.17 2.22 35.12 0.18 1.54 31.83 0.17

Table 6. Comparison of U2NeRF against SOTA methods for single scene rendering on the UVS Dataset, Medium Split (scene-wise).
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