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Abstract

Low-light image enhancement (LLIE) is a fundamental task
in computational photography, aiming to improve illumina-
tion, reduce noise, and enhance the image quality of low-
light images. While recent advancements primarily focus
on customizing complex neural network models, we have
observed significant redundancy in these models, limiting
further performance improvement. In this paper, we inves-
tigate and rethink the model redundancy for LLIE, identify-
ing parameter harmfulness and parameter uselessness. In-
spired by the rethinking, we propose two innovative tech-
niques to mitigate model redundancy while improving the
LLIE performance: Attention Dynamic Reallocation (ADR)
and Parameter Orthogonal Generation (POG). ADR dy-
namically reallocates appropriate attention based on orig-
inal attention, thereby mitigating parameter harmfulness.
POG learns orthogonal basis embeddings of parameters
and prevents degradation to static parameters, thereby mit-
igating parameter uselessness. Experiments validate the ef-
fectiveness of our techniques. We will release the code to
the public.

1. Introduction

Low-light image enhancement (LLIE) aims to improve il-
lumination, reduce noise, and enhance image quality of
the low-light images [74], which is a fundamental task in
computational photography [38] and an essential step for
high-level computer vision tasks [43, 44]. The diverse
degradation impose significant challenges for LLIE meth-
ods [78, 85]. Achieving high-quality results with suitable
color and brightness has been a longstanding objective in
this field [30, 76].

The mainstream approaches train neural network mod-
els to map low-light images to high-light images [5, 38].
In recent years, most research efforts focused on customiz-
ing complex neural network models, evolving from CNN-
based models [32, 78], Transformer-based models [5, 84],
to Mamba-based models [2, 17].
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Figure 1. We observe significant redundancy in low-light im-
age enhancement models. From left to right, the images are as
follows: the low-light image, the image enhanced by the original
well-trained Restormer [84], the image enhanced by the Restormer
in which certain attention mechanism parameters have been reset
to random values, and the reference image. The image enhanced
with the well-trained parameters exhibits overexposure and fading
color, with only 12.72 dB. In contrast, the images enhanced with
random parameters show even higher PSNR values, along with
more accurate color and brightness. This phenomenon suggests
that there is significant model redundancy, as some parameters are
useless or harmful.

However, we have observed significant redundancy
in existing models, particularly in the attention mecha-
nism [61]. Surprisingly, resetting specific parameters to ran-
dom values even improves the enhancement performance
for some images, as illustrated in Figure 1. This observation
underscores the overlooked model redundancy, which pre-
vents the model from fully utilizing the enhancement capac-
ity, posing a substantial barrier against further performance
improvement [8, 54].

Currently, limited research has considered model redun-
dancy in LLIE. In other tasks, such as video object detec-
tion [12] and neural machine translation [62], FLOPs and
accuracy are used to detect model redundancy. Methods to
mitigate model redundancy typically involve network prun-
ing [20, 22, 45], parameter quantization [4, 19, 50], and
model distillation [1, 23]. However, these methods primar-
ily aim to accelerate computation through techniques such
as cutting removable neurons or channels, but inevitably
trade off the performance.

In this paper, we rethink the model redundancy for LLIE,
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which establishes the foundation to mitigate model redun-
dancy while improving LLIE performance. Our investi-
gation stems from resetting parameters to random values
to detect redundancy, which yields insightful observations
about the nature of model redundancy. Inspired by these ob-
servations, we rethink the manifestations and the reasons for
model redundancy, identifying parameter harmfulness and
parameter uselessness. To mitigate model redundancy, we
propose two key techniques: Attention Dynamic Realloca-
tion (ADR) and Parameter Orthogonal Generation (POG).

The underlying reason for parameter harmfulness lies in
the parameter sharing mechanism. Current LLIE models
apply static parameters learned after training to all input
images, disregarding differences in image content. This pa-
rameter sharing mechanism treats all images equally [79],
resulting in harmful parameters for some images. Inspired
by the human brain theory about attention allocation and
error processing [6, 7, 42, 57], we introduce an attention
dynamic reallocation (ADR) technique. ADR dynamically
reallocates appropriate attention based on original attention
to deal with preceding errors, effectively alleviating param-
eter harmfulness.

The underlying reason for parameter uselessness lies in
the dynamic parameter degradation. The current dynamic
parameter mechanism learns multiple candidate parameters
and dynamically weights candidate parameters based on in-
put. However, the similarity and correlation in the can-
didate parameters lead dynamic parameters to degrade to
static parameters, rendering all candidate parameters use-
less. Inspired by matrix analysis theory [25, 47], we pro-
pose a parameter orthogonal generation (POG) technique.
POG learns orthogonal basis embeddings of parameters and
dynamically generates suitable parameters based on the or-
thogonal bases, preventing degradation to static parameters
and alleviating parameter uselessness.

Our contributions are summarized as follows:
• We rethink the model redundancy for LLIE, identify-

ing parameter harmfulness and parameter uselessness.
• We propose an attention dynamic reallocation (ADR)

technique, to mitigate the parameter harmfulness.
• We propose a parameter orthogonal generation (POG)

technique, to mitigate the parameter uselessness.
• Experiments show our techniques mitigate model re-

dundancy while improving the performance of LLIE.

2. Related work

2.1. Low-light image enhancement
Traditional low-light image enhancement methods focus on
employing image priors, for example, histogram equaliza-
tion [52], gama correction [71] and Retinex theory [34, 35].
Histogram-based methods [11, 51–53] and gamma-based
methods [28, 71] focus on directly enhancing illumination.

These methods typically rely on empirically derived prior
knowledge to achieve brightness adjustments. Retinex-
based methods [18, 34, 35, 41, 65] are grounded in human
cognition theories, dividing the image into an illumination
map and a reflectance map. These Retinex-based methods
generally require enhancing the illumination map while si-
multaneously denoising the reflectance map. However, the
ability of these traditional methods in complex degradation
conditions is limited.

With the development of deep learning, learning-based
methods become the mainstream methods. Current main-
stream approaches train neural networks to map low-light
images to high-light images [43, 44]. In recent years, most
research efforts focused on refining the neural network ar-
chitectures [2, 5, 70, 83, 84]. The low-light image en-
hancement methods have evolved from CNN-based meth-
ods [32, 39, 49, 58, 64, 67, 74, 87, 88] to Transformer-based
methods [66, 77, 83, 84], Diffusion-based methods [26, 30,
82, 90] and Mamba-based methods [2, 17, 75, 86]. As
networks become more advanced, the enhancement perfor-
mance improves. However, the significant model redun-
dancy within these methods prevents further performance
improvement.

2.2. Model redundancy
Model redundancy in static parameters has been observed
by various methods [9, 29, 45, 72], but research on model
redundancy in dynamic convolution remains scarce.

Existing researches usually attribute model redundancy
to the presence of removable neurons, features, channels or
blocks, which aim to accelerate computation and achieve a
similar or competitive performance [33, 40]. Thus FLOPs,
accuracy and precision are used to detect model redun-
dancy [31, 81]. Some initial research focuses on reduc-
ing model redundancy during training by decomposing the
weight and learning low-rank weights [27, 54]. More
research targets reducing model redundancy post-training
through techniques such as network pruning [20–22, 45,
48], parameter quantization [4, 19, 50], and model distilla-
tion [1, 23]. For instance, recent methods like [13, 72] prune
related weights using graph theory, while [12, 81] reuse in-
termediate computations to eliminate temporal redundancy
and improve efficiency.

However, limited research has considered model redun-
dancy of low-light image enhancement, leading to a diver-
gence in objectives. Existing methods simply accelerate
computation, but inevitably trade off the performance.

3. Rethinking
As previous researches neglect LLIE, to find solutions
for mitigating model redundancy while improving perfor-
mance, we investigate and rethink the model redundancy
for LLIE.
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Figure 2. Model redundancy manifests as parameter harmfulness and uselessness. Harmfulness: Random parameters can yield better
results than the well-trained parameters for some images. Uselessness: The existing dynamic mechanism (dynamic convolution) tends to
generate similar parameters for different images, thus the parameters in the dynamic mechanism become useless.

Table 1. The first observation is that attention layers exhibit greater
model redundancy than feedforward layers in transformer archi-
tectures.

Reset Parameters All-layers Latent-layers

Attention - 5.52 dB + 0.02 dB

FeedForward - 6.58 dB + 0.02 dB

Table 2. The second observation is that static parameters exhibit
greater model redundancy than dynamic parameters. NOL repre-
sents the number of layer parameters to be reset to random ones.

NOL 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th

Static - 1.72 + 0.05 + 0.30 - 0.99 - 0.01 + 0.01

Dynamic -3.39 -1.55 -0.44 -2.65 -0.16 -0.01

Table 3. The third observation is that certain parameters are harm-
ful. POI represents the percentage of images that get better results
when replacing the well-trained parameters with the random ones.

NOL 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th

POI 40% 33% 33% 27% 27% 33%

3.1. Investigation
To detect model redundancy in parameters, we reset the
well-trained parameters of Restormer [84] to random values
and then evaluate the LLIE performance. We examine two
types of parameters: static parameters and dynamic param-
eters. Static parameters refer to the standard convolution
layers, while dynamic parameters are generated by dynamic
convolution [10]. The dynamic convolution learns multi-
ple candidate parameters and weights candidate parameters
based on the input image characteristics.

There are several intriguing observations and findings.
1. The first observation is that attention layers exhibit

greater model redundancy than feedforward layers in trans-
former architectures. Resetting all attention layers caused

a smaller performance drop than resetting all feedforward
layers, as shown in Table 1, indicating that there is more
redundancy within the attention layers.

2. The second observation is that static parameters ex-
hibit greater model redundancy than dynamic parameters.
Resetting static parameters caused a smaller performance
drop than resetting dynamic parameters, as shown in Ta-
ble 2, indicating that there is more redundancy within static
parameters.

3. The third observation is that certain parameters harm
the performance. Resetting the attention parameters some-
times even improves PSNR as shown in Table 1, Table 2
and Table 3. These results suggest that there is redundancy
in the model, with some well-trained parameters potentially
even harming performance.

The first observation guides us in exploring model re-
dundancy within attention mechanisms. The second obser-
vation suggests that dynamic parameters can help mitigate
model redundancy. However, an alternative method for gen-
erating dynamic parameters may be necessary, as current
dynamic convolution still exhibits model redundancy. The
third observation indicates that static parameters harmfully
impact certain images. These observations inspire us to fur-
ther rethink and investigate the manifestations and underly-
ing reasons for model redundancy. Here, we believe model
redundancy manifests as parameter harmfulness for static
parameters and parameter uselessness for dynamic param-
eters, respectively, as shown in Figure 2. The rethinking,
along with relevant validated experiments and analyses, is
presented below.
Harmfulness. Model redundancy in static parameters
arises because some parameters are harmful at the individ-
ual image level. Our experiments verify that well-trained
parameters can sometimes perform worse than random pa-
rameters for certain images. For instance, resetting the pa-
rameters of a single layer leads to better results for around
30% images as shown in Table 3, even improve 0.3dB
PSNR as shown in Table 2.
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Figure 3. Overview of Attention Dynamic Reallocation (ADR). ADR leverages dynamic parameters to reallocate appropriate attention
from the original attention.

It is reasonable for model redundancy to manifest as pa-
rameter harmfulness. After training, static parameters are
consistently applied to all input images. This parameter
sharing mechanism treats all images equally, disregarding
differences in image content that cause the same parameters
to have different effects on images with different degrada-
tion or textures [10, 59, 79]. As a result, the model tends to
fit more common images while neglecting more challeng-
ing ones. Therefore, resetting some parameters can lead to
decreasing performance for some images, while improving
performance for others.
Uselessness. Model redundancy in dynamic parameters
arises because the parameters are useless. Specifically, cer-
tain dynamic convolutions generate similar parameters for
different images, rendering all candidate convolution pa-
rameters useless. Our experiments demonstrate this phe-
nomenon, as the predicted parameters remain nearly iden-
tical when inputting various images. As shown in Figure 2
(b), dynamic parameters degrade to static parameters.

It is predictable for model redundancy to manifest as pa-
rameter uselessness. Without specific constraints, the dy-
namic convolution easily learns similar or relevant candi-
date convolutions [27], as even initialization [8] can lead to
various correlations. Moreover, the direct weighting across
the entire convolution dimension, rather than operating on
a single parameter, exacerbates the degradation into static
parameters. Consequently, some dynamic convolutions fail
to contribute, yielding useless parameters.

3.2. Discussion

Discussion on differences. Firstly, model redundancy in
dynamic parameters has not yet been explored. Secondly,
the attributed reasons of model redundancy differ. Current
researches attribute model redundancy to removable param-
eters for the whole dataset, which is semblance in our re-
thinking. We attribute model redundancy in static parame-
ters to the harmful parameters at the individual image level.
Lastly, the methods for mitigating model redundancy differ.
While current research typically removes parameters to ac-
celerate computation, we try to revise the error caused by

the harmful parameters.
Discussion on solutions. In summary, model redundancy
manifests as parameter harmfulness in static parameters and
parameter uselessness in dynamic parameters. Parameter
harmfulness primarily stems from the parameter sharing
mechanism and cannot be resolved simply by retraining. A
feasible approach to mitigate harmfulness is adopting dy-
namic parameters to deal with the errors caused by harm-
fulness. However, dynamic parameters face the challenge
of degrading into static parameters and becoming useless.
Therefore, in this paper, we propose a parameter orthogo-
nal generation (POG) technique and an attention dynamic
reallocation (ADR) technique based on POG.

4. Method

4.1. Attention Dynamic Reallocation (ADR)

In this section, we propose attention dynamic realloca-
tion (ADR). ADR reallocates appropriate attention from the
original attention affected by parameter harmfulness, as il-
lustrated in Figure 3.

In Section 3.2, we have discussed that dynamic param-
eters can mitigate parameter harmfulness. We further draw
inspiration from the anterior cingulate cortex (ACC) to pol-
ish the practical details of our idea. The anterior cingulate
cortex (ACC), located on the medial surface of the frontal
lobes, is responsible for attention allocation, conflict mon-
itoring, and error processing [3, 6, 7, 24]. Recent research
has shown that attention allocation plays a role in error pro-
cessing [36, 42, 57, 73]. Inspired by the human brain theory
about attention allocation and error processing, we propose
an attention dynamic reallocation (ADR) technique to ad-
dress errors caused by parameter harmfulness.

ADR first concatenates the original Q, K, and V
to derive the initial image attention denoted as fin ∈
RDh×Dw×Dc :

fin = Contact(Q,K, V ). (1)

Here, Dh, Dw, and Dc represent the height, width, and
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Figure 4. Overview of Parameter Orthogonal Generation (POG). POG learns parameter embedding for each parameter, then constructs
the orthogonal basis embeddings for the parameter, and finally generates specific parameters for the input image.

channel dimensions of the original image attention fin, re-
spectively.

Next, the original attention fin is passed through a bot-
tleneck structure [89] consisting of two convolutional layers
to obtain the new attention fout:

fout = fin + Pθ2 ⊛ (Pθ1 ⊛ fin) (2)

where Pθ1 ∈ RDc×Dm×D2
k and Pθ2 ∈ RDm×Dc×D2

k are
the dynamically generated parameters. In addition, ⊛ de-
notes the convolution operation, Dm denotes the channel
dimension of the output of the first convolution, and Dk de-
notes the kernel size. The constraint Dm < Dc leads to
a squeeze-and-excitation effect on the channel dimension,
forming a bottleneck structure. The bottleneck structure
significantly reduces the parameters [89] while aiding in the
excitation of important information, according to informa-
tion bottleneck theory [60].

Finally, the output fout is split to obtain new Q∗, K∗ and
V ∗:

Q∗,K∗, V ∗ = Split(fout). (3)

The improved attention Q∗, K∗, and V ∗ reallocated by
ADR provide the ability to mitigate parameter harmfulness
while maintaining the overall architecture and processing
flow of the original neural network model.

In summary, ADR draws insights from our observa-
tion to employ dynamic parameters and leverages inspira-
tion from the human brain theory about attention alloca-
tion and error processing to dynamically reallocate atten-
tion, thereby effectively mitigating parameter harmfulness.

4.2. Parameter Orthogonal Generation (POG)
In this section, we introduce parameter orthogonal genera-
tion (POG), as illustrated in Figure 4.

Given an input image features fin, POG generates spe-
cific parameters P ∈ RCin×Cout×D2

k , where Cin, Cout, and
Dk denote the numbers of input channels, output channels,
and convolution kernel size, respectively. POG comprises

two primary steps: basis construction and parameter gener-
ation. Firstly, POG learns an embedding for each param-
eter and constructs orthogonal basis embeddings through
the basis generation process. Subsequently, POG adaptively
weights the basis embeddings to generate the specific em-
bedding for the specific image and decodes specific param-
eters from the specific embedding.
Basis construction. Initially, POG learns parameter em-
beddings Ep ∈ RN×De×1 for the parameters P , where N =
Cin ×Cout ×D2

k and De represents the embedding dimen-
sion. These embeddings, denoted as Ep = [e1, e2, · · · , eN ],
correspond to each parameter ei individually. After that,
POG normalizes each column vector embedding ei to ob-
tain the normalized embeddings Np.

Next, POG constructs basis embeddings Bp for parame-
ters based on the normalized embeddings Np:

Bp = I − 2NpN T
p . (4)

where I is the identity matrix. Here, Bp ∈ RN×De×De

consists of basis embeddings bi ∈ RDe×De . Each basis
embeddings bi consist of one set of De orthogonal bases for
each parameter ei [25], where bi,j ∈ RDe×1, 1 ≤ j ≤ De.
Further theory guarantee regarding orthogonal bases is pro-
vided in the supplementary materials. The basis embed-
dings Bp are fixed after training.
Parameter Generation. The specific parameters for each
image are decoded from specific embeddings, which are
constructed by adaptively weighting the basis embeddings.

The weights, derived from the input fin, are obtained
through the following process. Firstly, POG averages the
spatial space of input fin, then passes them through a 2-
layer MLP [15], and finally applies Softmax to obtain the
weights W = [w1, w2, · · · , wDe

]T ∈ RDe×1:

W = Softmax(Mθ3(Pooling(fin))). (5)

where Mθ3 is a 2-layer MLP parameterized by θ3.
For each parameter, POG adaptively weights the ba-

sis embeddings to derive the specific embedding Sp =



Table 4. Model redundancy among attention mechanism. The
DMR (↓) metric is employed to detect model redundancy. A
smaller DMR indicates a greater difference in the output results
before and after resetting, reflecting lower model redundancy.

Methods LOL-v1 LOL-v2-real LOL-v2-syn

SNR-Net [77] 40.79 41.54 36.63
LLformer [66] 49.94 - -
Retinexmamba [2] 42.86 40.76 42.64

Restormer [84] 48.94 47.34 49.53
Restormer+Ours 45.09 45.09 47.78

Retinexformer [5] 34.88 36.78 36.35
Retinexformer+Ours 29.03 33.42 34.86

CIDNet [14] 33.46 33.57 37.02
CIDNet+Ours 33.40 31.99 36.58

[s1, s2, · · · , sN ] ∈ RN×De specialized for the input fin:

si =

De∑
j=1

wjbi,j . (6)

This specific parameter embedding Sp is then decoded us-
ing a 2-layer MLP Mθ4 parameterized by θ4, extracting the
final parameters P:

P = Mθ4(Sp), (7)

The MLP Mθ4 decodes a parameter from the correspond-
ing specific embedding si. After reshaping the shape of
parameters P , the generation process is concluded.

In summary, POG learns orthogonal basis embeddings
for single parameters, thus avoiding the correlation in em-
beddings and enable to operate at a single parameter level
sensitively.

5. Experiments
5.1. Implementation Details
In the experiments, the channel dimension Dm is usually set
to 32 and the embedding dim De is usually set to 64. As we
aim to employ ADR to correct the harmfulness caused by
preceding networks, we only employ ADR in the decoder
of the Unet. In addition, the dynamic parameters are gen-
erated by the POG technique. More dataset details, imple-
mentation details, and additional visual results are provided
in the supplementary materials.

5.2. Model Redundancy
Most existing studies focus on high-level tasks like object
recognition and object detection, typically using FLOPs,
accuracy rate and precision rate as the evaluation metric.
However, these metrics are not suitable for LLIE. Here, we

Table 5. Comparison (PSNR ↑ / DMR ↓) with methods in high-
level vision tasks for mitigating model redundancy.

Methods LOL-v1 LOL-v2-real LOL-v2-syn

Restormer 20.91 / 48.94 20.79 / 47.34 24.06 / 49.53

PC-0.1 [20] 20.94 / 49.21 20.73 / 46.21 24.00 / 48.11
PC-0.2 [20] 20.83 / 50.00 20.99 / 45.63 23.82 / 48.19
PC-0.3 [20] 20.66 / 51.55 11.00 / ——- 12.63 / ——-
IENNP [21] 18.52 / 49.21 18.79 / 46.26 13.98 / ——-
FPGM [22] 18.07 / 48.89 20.66 / 46.07 13.31 / ——-
ZeroQ [4] 7.98 / ——- 9.75 / ——- 9.81 / ——-

Ours 21.88 / 45.09 21.49 / 45.09 24.56 / 47.78

Detailed

N
o
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y
Input Images Dynamic Convolutions POG (Ours)

Figure 5. Comparison of the generated dynamic parameters.
The dynamic parameters generated by POG for each row and col-
umn image exhibit gradual evolution processes, indicating that
POG recognizes differences and understands similarities between
these images. (The input low-light images have been brightened
for better visibility.)

use the method in motivation experiments (Section 3.1) to
detect model redundancy, denoted this metric as DMR.

Specifically, for each layer to be detected, we reset the
parameters to random values and then calculate the differ-
ences between the images enhanced by the original model
and those enhanced by the model with the reset parameters.
Similar to PSNR, we use the logarithmic MSE to represent
the differences, and the average logarithmic MSE across all
layers is defined as DMR. For a given trained model F , let
Fi represent the model where parameters of the i-th layer
to be detected are reset. For a set of m test images xj , the
redundancy metric DMR is calculated as:

DMR =

n∑
i=1

m∑
j=1

10 · log10
(

I2max

MSE(F (xj), Fi(xj))

)
, (8)

where Imax is the maximum pixel value of the image, typi-
cally 255 for 8-bit images.

A larger value of DMR suggests that even when the pa-
rameters are reset to random values, the model still pro-
duces results similar to a well-trained model with small dif-
ferences, indicating high model redundancy. Conversely, a
smaller DMR implies lower model redundancy.

We detect the model redundancy of the attention layers.
As shown in Table 4, our techniques significantly reduce the



Table 6. Quantitative comparison (PSNR ↑ and SSIM ↑) on paired datasets. Our techniques improve LLIE performance.

LOL-v1 [74] LOL-v2-real [80] LOL-v2-syn [80]
Methods Publication FLOPs (G)

PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑ PSNR ↑ SSIM ↑

RetinexNet [74] BMVC 2018 587.47 16.77 0.560 15.47 0.567 17.13 0.798
KinD [87] MM 2019 34.99 20.86 0.790 14.74 0.641 13.29 0.578
Enlightengan [32] TIP 2021 61.01 17.48 0.650 18.23 0.617 16.57 0.734
RUAS [87] CVPR 2021 0.83 18.23 0.720 18.37 0.723 16.55 0.652
SNRNet [77] CVPR2022 26.35 24.61 0.842 21.48 0.849 24.14 0.928
LLformer [66] AAAI 2023 22.52 23.65 0.816 20.06 0.792 24.04 0.909
GSAD [26] NeurIPS 2023 - 22.88 0.849 20.19 0.847 24.22 0.927
QuadPrior [68] CVPR 2024 - 20.31 0.808 - - - -
RSFNet [56] CVPR 2024 - 19.39 0.755 19.27 0.738 - -
Retinexmamba [2] Arxiv 2024 42.82 24.03 0.827 22.45 0.844 25.89 0.935

Restormer [84] CVPR 2022 144.25 20.91 0.788 20.79 0.816 24.06 0.919
Restormer+Ours - 145.99 21.88 0.797 21.49 0.813 24.56 0.926

Retinexformer [5] ICCV 2023 15.85 25.16 0.845 22.80 0.840 25.67 0.930
Retinexformer+Ours - 16.56 25.29 0.845 22.87 0.842 25.78 0.930

CIDNet [14] Arxiv 2024 7.57 23.81 0.857 23.90 0.866 25.71 0.942
CIDNet+Ours - 8.17 23.97 0.859 24.21 0.866 26.02 0.942

RUASInput SNRNet CIDNetRetinexformer CIDNet+Ours Reference

Figure 6. Qualitative comparison on LOL-v1 [74] and LOL-v2 [80] datasets.

DMR, effectively decreasing model redundancy. Further-
more, as illustrated in Figure 5, POG can accurately gen-
erate unique parameters for each image, while the dynamic
convolution degrades to using fixed parameters.

We also compare methods that are widely recognized
in other tasks for mitigating model redundancy. However,
these methods not only can not effectively reduce DMR,
but also reduce performance as shown in Table 5. On the
LOL-v2-synthetic [80] dataset, many methods (IENNP [21]
and FPGM [22]) reduce 10% channels, but the LLIE per-
formance collapses directly. This phenomenon may result
from the shift in the parameter distribution [50], leading to
color distortion in the output images. Such distortion may

be acceptable for high-level tasks but is unacceptable for
LLIE, which aims to enhance color and illumination.

5.3. Low-Light Image Enhancement
For paired datasets, we conduct experiments following pre-
vious research [2, 14], evaluating our techniques on the
popular LOL-v1 [74], LOL-v2-real [80], and LOL-v2-
synthetic [80] datasets. Table 6 presents a quantitative com-
parison of various methods. Our techniques achieve varying
degrees of PSNR improvement based on different model
redundancy. Specifically, our techniques achieve a PSNR
improvement of about 1 dB compared to the Restormer
method and over 0.3 dB compared to the CIDNet method.
Figure 6 illustrates the visual results for the LOL datasets,
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Figure 7. Qualitative comparison on DICM [37], LIME [18], MEF [46], NPE [65], and VV [63] datasets.

Table 7. Ablation study on the ADR technique and
POG technique.

Methods PSNR ↑ FLOPs (G) ↓

Restormer 20.91 144.25
Restormer + static conv 21.18 145.69

Restormer + ADR 21.60 145.87
Restormer + ADR + POG 21.88 145.99

Table 8. Ablation study on hyperpa-
rameters of ADR.

Methods PSNR ↑ FLOPs (G) ↓

Restormer 20.91 144.25

Dm = 4 21.88 145.99
Dm = 8 21.92 147.55
Dm = 16 21.77 150.67

Table 9. Ablation study on hyperpa-
rameters of POG.

Methods PSNR ↑ FLOPs (G) ↓

Restormer 20.91 144.25

De = 16 21.53 145.88
De = 32 21.86 145.90
De = 64 21.88 145.99

Table 10. Quantitative comparison (NIQE ↓) on unpaired datasets.

Methods DICM LIME MEF NPE VV Mean

KinD [87] 5.15 5.03 5.47 4.98 4.30 4.99
ZeroDCE [39] 4.58 5.82 4.93 4.53 4.81 4.93
RUAS [55] 5.21 4.26 3.83 5.53 4.29 4.62
LLFlow [69] 4.06 4.59 4.70 4.67 4.04 4.41
SNRNet [77] 4.71 5.74 4.18 4.32 9.87 5.76
PairLIE [16] 4.03 4.58 4.06 4.18 3.57 4.08
GLARE [90] 3.61 4.52 3.66 4.19 - 4.10

Restormer [84] 3.49 4.31 3.71 3.97 2.93 3.68
Restormer+Ours 3.42 4.25 3.66 3.96 2.81 3.62

Retinexformer [5] 3.85 4.31 3.67 3.76 3.09 3.74
Retinexformer+Ours 3.51 4.00 3.62 3.92 3.00 3.61

CIDNet [14] 3.79 4.13 3.56 3.74 3.21 3.67
CIDNet+Ours 3.50 3.41 3.08 4.23 3.19 3.48

demonstrating our techniques learn accurate color.
For unpaired datasets, our techniques also achieve effec-

tive improvement, as shown in Table 10 and Figure 7. More
experiments and visual results are provided in the supple-
mentary materials.

5.4. Ablation Study
In this section, we conduct a comprehensive ablation study
of our techniques.

Component Analysis. In the “Restormer+ADR” setting,
the parameters are generated by traditional dynamic convo-
lutions and in “Restormer+ADR+POG”, the parameters are
generated by POG. Incorporating only static convolutions
into Restormer results in a slight improvement as demon-
strated in Table 7. Both our ADR and POG improve the per-
formance, highlighting the effectiveness of each technique.
Hyperparameter Analysis. We further investigate the im-
pact of different hyperparameter settings, as shown in Table
8 and Table 9. Increasing the dimension Dm leads to an
increase in FLOPs but slightly improves the PSNR. This
result aligns with the design goal of employing the bot-
tleneck structure in ADR. In addition, the computation is
more sensitive to the dimension Dm than the embedding
dim De. Thus, for bigger methods (such as Restormer), we
set smaller dimensions Dm (usually Dm = 4) to accelerate
computation.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we rethink the model redundancy of LLIE,
which establishes the foundation to mitigate model redun-
dancy while improving LLIE performance. We identify
model redundancy manifesting as parameter harmfulness
and parameter uselessness and propose ADR and POG to
tackle these issues, respectively. In the future, we will em-
ploy the model redundancy rethinking to guide the effective
architecture design.
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