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Abstract

In recent years, the underwater image formation model has
found extensive use in the generation of synthetic under-
water data. Although many approaches focus on scenes
primarily affected by discoloration, they often overlook the
model’s ability to capture the complex, distance-dependent
visibility loss present in highly turbid environments. In
this work, we propose an improved synthetic data gen-
eration pipeline that includes the commonly omitted for-
ward scattering term, while also considering a nonuniform
medium. Additionally, we collected the BUCKET dataset
under controlled turbidity conditions to acquire real turbid
footage with the corresponding reference images. Our re-
sults demonstrate qualitative improvements over the refer-
ence model, particularly under increasing turbidity, with a
selection rate of 82. 5% by survey participants. Data and
code can be accessed on the project page: vap.aau.dk/sea-
ing-through-scattered-rays.

1. Introduction
Underwater computer vision has gained significant momen-
tum in recent years, driven largely by the growing urgency
of environmental monitoring. As marine ecosystems face
unprecedented threats from climate change, pollution, and
overfishing, there is a need for tools that can support long-
term ecological assessment and conservation efforts. Given
the significant progress of data-driven methods in more
common terrestrial applications, they present a strong foun-
dation for addressing this problem. However, underwa-
ter settings come with unique challenges compared to their
above-sea counterparts.

The physical underwater environment makes collecting
data particularly hard. Among other things, getting record-
ing equipment underwater is not trivial, as it requires spe-
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Figure 1. In high-turbidity environments, blur due to forward scat-
tering is not negligible. Left: the real underwater image. Middle:
results from a standard IFM using both low and high attenuation
settings. Right: our proposed model under high attenuation. When
attenuation is overestimated (middle), backscatter dominates be-
fore blur becomes perceptible. Best viewed when zoomed in.

cialized casings, divers, or expensive remotely operated ve-
hicles (ROVs) and a degree of maintenance that is not al-
ways feasible or practical.

Another hindrance is the low visibility that comes as a
result of the properties of the medium. Light is attenu-
ated differently in water compared to the atmosphere, with
longer wavelengths absorbed at very short depths, leading
to discolorations of the footage [20]. Natural light does not
penetrate the medium after a certain depth, making artifi-
cial lighting necessary. That in turn amplifies backscatter-
ing and introduces new degradations, such as uneven illu-
mination [24, 29]. The attenuation caused by seawater is
further intensified by the presence of suspended particles
and sediment, commonly referred to as turbidity. Seawater
composition is often described using the Jerlov classifica-
tion scheme [11], which distinguishes between five coastal
(1C, 3C, 5C, 7C, 9C) and five oceanic (I, IA, IB, II, III)
water types based on optical depth. Coastal waters are gen-
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erally more affected by turbidity.
Due to the challenges and high costs of collecting under-

water footage, available data is sparse, with source locations
heavily skewed towards clearer and ’interesting’ habitats. In
contrast, murky environments have been largely neglected.

Synthetic data generation has been widely proposed as a
solution to data scarcity [15, 28], particularly in the domain
of image enhancement and restoration, where access to ref-
erence images is crucial. One common approach uses the
underwater image formation model (IFM) to simulate var-
ious underwater effects on clean images [4, 5, 8, 26, 28].
This method is computationally efficient and straightfor-
ward to implement. However, it often produces visually un-
realistic results, especially in turbid conditions. We believe
that this approach has been misrepresented in the literature,
with oversimplified or inconsistent formulations and evalu-
ation on only a limited subset of relevant environments.

In this work, we examine the subtle differences among
IFM implementations and their impact on the synthesized
images. Furthermore, we propose improvements with a par-
ticular focus on better modeling and synthesizing of high-
turbidity environments. The contributions of this paper can
be summarized as follows:
• A detailed review of prior work in synthetic data gener-

ation using the underwater IFM, highlighting important
challenges that have not been adequately addressed.

• A dataset of induced turbidity in a controlled environ-
ment. The dataset showcases the effects of particulates
in the water medium with respect to scene discoloration
and information loss.

• An improved synthetic data generation pipeline that in-
cludes the commonly omitted forward scattering term of
the underwater IFM and considers inhomogeneities in the
medium. Qualitative results show that our method pro-
duces more realistic outputs than the default IFM, partic-
ularly in high turbidity conditions.

2. Related work
In this paper, the related work is categorized into two main
areas to highlight their distinct focuses. The first, discussed
in Sec. 2.1, concerns the development, evaluation, and re-
finement of the underwater IFM over time. The second
area, presented in Sec. 2.2, centers on one of the model’s
common applications: the generation of synthetic data for
learning-based methods.

2.1. Underwater image formation model
Only a portion of the light that gets reflected from an un-
derwater scene towards a camera reaches the lens uninter-
rupted. The rest can be scattered at small angles within the
field of view, scattered at larger angles and diverge from
the camera, or be completely absorbed due to particles of
varying sizes. Additionally, these particles can scatter light

towards the camera before it even reaches the scene, pro-
viding no relevant information to the captured image.

These processes are typically approximated by the un-
derwater image formation model, also known as the Jaffe-
McGlamery model [10, 19]. In its simplified form, it is de-
fined as:

I(x) = D(x) + F(x) +B(x) (1)

where I(x) is the degraded image, D(x) is the direct
transmission, F(x) is the small-angle forward scattering,
and B(x) is the backscatter. Bold letters indicate 2-
dimensional arrays representing images.

In [21], Schechner and Karpel argued that the effects of
the forward scattering term are minimal and can be ignored.
By assuming that forward scattering only introduces blur,
they simplified the direct and forward components to be a
signal of the form:

D(x) + F(x) = D(x)blurred (2)

and showed that reduced contrast due to backscatter seem-
ingly overpowers any blurring effects.

The direct transmission, D(x), is produced through at-
tenuation of the latent true scene radiance, J(x), which rep-
resents the image that would be captured in the absence of
water between the scene and the camera [19].

D(x) = J(x) · t(x) = J(x) · e−βD
c ·z(x) (3)

Here, t(x) denotes the transmission map, which is the
proportion of scene radiance that reaches the camera lens
after traveling through the water medium. It is mod-
eled according to the Beer–Lambert law of exponential de-
cay and is a function of the distance between the camera
and the scene, z(x), as well as an attenuation coefficient
βD
c [2, 10, 19, 20].
β(λ) is the collimated beam attenuation coefficient, and

is an inherent optical property (IOP) of the medium [20].
It is the sum of an absorption, a(λ), and a scattering, b(λ),
coefficient, both of which are dependent on the wavelength
of light. Akkaynak et al. [2] showed that βD

c is a function of
β(λ), along with the camera’s spectral response and scene
distance, and can diverge from the medium’s IOPs.

Backscattering is modeled similarly:

B(x) =

∫ z

0

b(λ) · E(d, λ) · e−βB
c ·z(x)dz

= B∞ · [1− e−βB
c ·z(x))] (4)

and represents the characteristic hazy veil commonly ob-
served in underwater imagery. B∞ is the value of the veil
at an infinite distance

B∞(λ) =
b(λ)E(d, λ)

β(λ)
(5)



where E(d, λ) is the ambient light at vertical depth d, this
time calculated through the diffuse attenuation coefficient
for downwelling irradiance Kd(λ):

E(d, λ) = E(0, λ) · e−Kd(λ)·d (6)

Akkaynak et al. [1], showed that the backscattering atten-
uation coefficient βB

c is a distinct function of β(λ), and it
differs from the direct transmission coefficient βD

c , which
had previously been assumed to be identical.

The forward scattering component has been modeled to
have the following form [10, 19]:

F(x) =
[(

e−G(λ)·z(x) − eβ(λ)·z(x)
)
· J(x)

]
∗H(x) (7)

H(x) = F−1(e−ϕ·z(x)) (8)

where G(λ) and ϕ ≥ 0 are empirical, ∗ signifies convolu-
tion and F−1 is the inverse Fourier transform. Intuitively,
this is a weighted and blurred version of J(x).

The papers of McGlamery [19] and Jaffe [10] disagree
on the use of J(x) or D(x) for the calculation, with [19]
specifying the former should be used, as it is the true source
of the scattered particles. They also disagree on the empir-
ical limits of G(λ), with [19] proposing a(λ) ≤ G(λ) ≤
Kd(λ) and [10] proposing |G(λ)| ≤ β(λ).

When using J(x) in the forward scattering term, the ef-
fective attenuation coefficient of D(x) + F(x) is G(λ). If
G(λ) ≈ β(λ), the forward scattering term vanishes. How-
ever, as β(λ) grows and G(λ) < β(λ), the forward scatter-
ing term increases, reducing the effective signal attenuation
in addition to the introduction of blur.

The analysis of Schechner and Karpel [21], along with
the computational difficulty of the term and the discrepan-
cies between [19] and [10], have led to the forward scatter-
ing term being overlooked in recent years. This omission
persists despite the fact that the majority of scattering hap-
pens at angles less than 90◦ [25], potentially within the field
of view of a camera. Forward scattering may significantly
impact apparent attenuation, especially in turbid environ-
ments. Therefore, in this work, we reintroduce the term and
study its effects in practice.

2.2. Synthetic data using the underwater IFM
The underwater IFM has been widely used to synthesize
data, using source images from both terrestrial and under-
water environments. Although transforming terrestrial im-
ages into underwater scenes and modifying the attenuation
of already underwater images are technically distinct tasks,
their primary differences lie in the illumination profile, lens
distortions, and content of the source images. However,
these aspects are not addressed by the IFM, which solely
models light attenuation in the medium between the scene
and the camera. Therefore, within the scope of the IFM,

there is little justification for treating the two tasks as fun-
damentally different.

Hou et al. [8] use a simplified version of the IFM that re-
solves the need for distance information. They propose cal-
culating the complete transmission map of real underwater
images using the red channel prior [7] and applying it to ter-
restrial images. However, a transmission map should trans-
fer shape information in the form of artifacts on the synthet-
ically degraded images, an effect that does not appear in the
resulting SUID dataset. It is thus assumed, that transmis-
sion coefficients were calculated instead. The synthesized
images exhibit the characteristic blue-green tint typical of
underwater footage, but lack horizontal depth dependence
and the gradual fading observed over large distances.

The authors in [3, 14, 26] apply the underwater IFM
on the NYU-depth V2 dataset [22], which provides depth
maps. In all works, B∞ is selected randomly within a
range, effectively decoupling its color from the attenuation
coefficients. This allows for greater flexibility and variabil-
ity, though the resulting color can be uncharacteristic of un-
derwater environments. In [3, 14], the attenuation coeffi-
cient is simplified to the medium’s inherent value. In con-
trast, [26] computes it across the full wavelength spectrum,
taking into account all other dependencies—though it does
not distinguish between the direct and backscattering terms
and uses βD

c for both. All studies consider the effect of
vertical depth; however, [3, 14] do not clearly explain how
depth is incorporated, and [26] uses the beam attenuation
coefficient in place of the diffuse attenuation coefficient.

Desai et al. [4], introduce the distinction between βD
c and

βB
c as proposed by [1]. Working on the same NYU-depth

V2 dataset [22], the resulting images appear to darken with
changes in water type rather than showing increased turbid-
ity, and lack the typical color distortions characteristic of
underwater environments. It is unclear whether this visual
deviation is due to the introduction of βB

c , or to another as-
pect of their implementation.

Desai et al. [5] approach varying depth simulation
through a downwelling term in the direct transmission, and
analytical B∞ calculation using Kd. They synthesize the
RSUIGM1 dataset with source images from SUID [8], but
do not clarify how distance information is obtained.

Utilizing the scene structure, Liu et al. [18] simulate uni-
form, parallel, and artificial light conditions. They apply
their approach to the EUVP [9] dataset, with depth maps
extracted using megaDepth [17] and random rescaling.

All aforementioned works have used the synthesized im-
ages to develop or evaluate image restoration frameworks.
Their key implementation differences are summarized in
Tab. 1.

1An underwater version of RSUIGM has been published by the authors
in the context of a workshop challenge[13].



A critical look
In much of the prior work, examples shown for coastal wa-
ter types exhibit minimal visible attenuation, likely due to
significantly underestimated horizontal distances. When ac-
curate distances are available, the synthesized images often
appear increasingly artificial as attenuation coefficients rise.
At the same time, evaluations tend to focus on heavily dis-
colored but low-scattering scenes, typically overlooking the
quality of more turbid data.

This trend extends to work focused directly on the IFM.
Measurements and studies of physical processes, such as
forward scattering and its effects, are typically based on
oceanic water types. However, due to the exponential nature
of attenuation, deviations from physical realism are less no-
ticeable in low-turbidity environments, making it easier to
overlook model inaccuracies.

Although prior work has claimed to cover the full range
of Jerlov water types, it remains unclear whether these ap-
proaches can reliably generalize to scattering-dominated,
turbid environments. Therefore, in this work, we specifi-
cally shift our focus to that regime.

3. Methods
Our proposed method involves the inclusion of the forward-
scattering term in the underwater IFM along with coeffi-
cient adjustments. Additionally, we introduce a stochastic
approach to medium inhomogeneity, allowing for synthetic
data with higher variation.

Since code of prior work is not available, we define and
implement the following reference model, on which we
apply our modifications: The revised IFM with βD

C , βB
C

and B(x) calculated for the entire range of wavelengths,
as proposed by the authors in [1, 2], with the inclusion of
downwelling attenuation, similar to [5]. The full pipeline is
shown in Fig. 2

3.1. Small angle forward scattering
We reintroduce the forward scattering term of Eq. (7) into
the underwater IFM, and parametrize G(λ) as:

G(λ) = a(λ) + g · b(λ) (9)

Here, a(λ) and b(λ) are the absorption and scattering coeffi-
cients described in Sec. 2.1 and g ≤ 1 represents the portion
of light scattered away from the line of sight (LOS) between
the scene and the camera. This parametrization is consistent
with recent studies in water optical properties [6, 25].

Similarly, we change the effective attenuation coefficient
of the backscattering term to match G(λ). This choice is
important for consistency, i.e., if we assume some of the
scattered rays from the scene reach the lens, the same must
be true of backscattered rays.

B(x) = B∞ · [1− e−GB
c ·z(x)] (10)

Finally, we reduce the scattering coefficient in the back-
light calculation (Eq. (5)) through constant µ ≤ 1, which is
not necessarily the same as g. This reflects the assumption
that not all light scattered by particles is initially directed
toward the camera, even before accounting for attenuation
along the LOS. The final backlight calculation is performed
as follows:

B∞(λ) =
µ · b(λ) · E(d, λ)

G(λ)
(11)

Notice the use of G(λ) which results from the integration
in Eq. (4). The convolution in Eq. (7) is performed directly
in the image domain, with a depth-variable Gaussian kernel
and σ = ϕ · z(x).

3.2. Medium non-uniformity
A core assumption of the underwater IFM model is that the
medium is uniform. Unlike marine snow, which consists
of relatively large, visible particles, the non-uniformity re-
ferred to here arises from subtle, indistinguishable varia-
tions in the water that cause local fluctuations in absorption
and scattering coefficients. These inhomogeneities cannot
be analytically modeled or reliably approximated, as they
are the result of chaotic fluid dynamics in unbounded vol-
umes without clearly defined sources or initial conditions.
Nonetheless, incorporating such randomness and variability
can have a significant impact on the realism and effective-
ness of synthetic data generation.

Work Data type z(x) B∞ d F(x) Availability
[8] Terrestrial - Extracted No No Dataset

[3, 14] Terrestrial Kinect Rand. homog. Undefined No -
[26] Terrestrial Kinect Rand. homog. b(λ) No -
[4] Terrestrial Kinect Analytical Undefined No -
[5] Both Undefined Analytical Kd No Dataset

[18] Underwater megaDepth [17] Analytical Incident No -
Ours Underwater DepthAnythingv2[30] Analytical Kd Yes Code

Table 1. Existing variations of synthetic data generation pipelines based on the underwater IFM. The column Availability corresponds to
either the synthesized dataset or code availability, that would allow for the full range of outputs to be accessed.
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Figure 2. The proposed synthetic data generation pipeline. The
inputs are a clear underwater image, along with a depth map mul-
tiplied with a Gaussian Random Field. The direct, forward, and
backscattering components are calculated using the desired water
type coefficients through their respective functions, Eqs. (3), (4)
and (7). Their sum is the degraded image I(x). The white-patch
behavior for all Jerlov water types [23] is displayed on the bottom
left. *The direct and forward scattering images have had their
contrast and brightness enhanced for visualization purposes.

Gaussian random fields (GRFs) have been used to de-
scribe natural physical processes, such as the deviations in
homogeneity of the Cosmic Microwave Background [27],
and have also been applied in generating synthetic image
data [16]. Specifically, scale-free Gaussian Random Fields
have a fractal structure with spatial correlations on differ-
ent scales, and visually resemble smoke effects. A GRF is
generated for every image and its values are scaled to small
variations around 1. It is then multiplied by the depth map,

(a) (b)

Figure 3. The BUCKET dataset. a) The data collection setup. b)
Some example images at increasing turbidity.

which effectively corresponds to density variations.
It is important to note that this process is not proposed as

an extension of the underwater IFM, but rather as a general-
purpose degradation technique.

4. Experiments and results

4.1. The BUCKET dataset

A reappearing problem in synthetic image generation is the
lack of ground truth. Without a ground truth, it is not
trivial to evaluate the quality of the result. Motivated by
this, we propose an image dataset, the Baseline for Un-
derwater Conditions in Known Environments and Turbidity
(BUCKET).

The data collection setup involves four GoPro cameras,
equally spaced along the perimeter of a cylindrical tank with
opaque walls. All data collection took place in a dark room,
and lighting was introduced through four Blue Robotics Lu-
men subsea lights and a diffused lamp centered above the
tank. Turbidity was simulated using increasing amounts
of oat milk and clay, and was accurately measured. On
the bottom of the tank, sets of objects were placed on a
LEGO baseplate, retaining object positions. This ensures
the preservation of the scene between the clear reference
images and the ones collected as turbidity increases. Ob-
jects include, but are not limited to, artificial and real rocks,
as well as trash of different shapes and colors. A visualiza-
tion of the setup, along with sample images, is presented in
Fig. 3.

The setup and collection protocol were designed to gen-
erate a diverse range of conditions, enabling the resulting
images to support multiple underwater vision tasks, such as
image restoration, object detection, and multi-view recon-
struction. A total of 64 images, captured only under ambi-
ent light from the overhead lamp, comprise a preliminary
version of the dataset and are considered in this work. They
will be made publicly available through the project page.



4.2. Comparison with reference images

To obtain usable depth information for the collected
footage, we employed the state-of-the-art monocular depth
estimation model, Depth-Anything-v2 [30], and generated
depth maps from the clean images. The predicted relative
depths were then scaled using the known setup dimensions.

Since the induced turbidity does not correspond pre-
cisely to any standard Jerlov water type, coefficients were
approximated to visually match the ground truth images:
βD
c = βB

c = βapprox
c . As such, this is a simplified version

of the reference model defined in Sec. 3. Detailed values
are provided in the supplementary material.

Fig. 4 shows a comparison of real and synthetic images.
The turbidity measurements for the real underwater images
are 1.2, 6.53, 16.07, 20.20, and 30.43 NTU, respectively,
and the added substance was oatmilk. All synthesized im-
ages share a horizontal depth range of 0.3-0.7m and a verti-
cal depth of 0.5m.

4.3. Evaluation survey

In order to evaluate the proposed pipeline on images without
references, we collected the mean opinion ranking (MOR)
through a survey. Images were randomly selected from
the EUVP dataset [9], and manually filtered to remove any
footage that was either not clear enough or with a horizon-

tal depth too short to showcase the effects of turbidity (e.g.,
zoomed-in pictures of a fish). A subset of these images was
then randomly split into 9 groups of 2, corresponding to the
water types IA-9C. Water type I was skipped due to its high
similarity with IA and low overall degradation.

Images had their conditions synthetically altered with
both the reference model and ours, resulting in 18 pairs. The
vertical and horizontal depths were set to 1m and 1-5m, re-
spectively, across all images in the survey. These values are
not necessarily accurate for all images, but the process is
representative of randomized data generation at scale. For
each water type, coefficients were taken from [23], and the
spectral response of a Nikon D90 was considered [12]. All
other model parameters are listed in Tab. 2

The 20 survey participants were experienced in the field
of computer vision and potentially familiar with synthetic
data, though not necessarily with underwater environments.
They were shown a set of unedited underwater images of
different conditions at the start of the survey as a reference,
and were then asked to choose the most realistic image for
each pair. The order in which choices appeared was ran-
domized. All survey images can be found in the supple-
mentary, while results are displayed in Fig. 6.

Randomly scaling the horizontal depth, as done here and
in prior work [18], can have undesirable outcomes. To study
this effect, we alter depth scaling on an image from the

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Figure 4. Comparison of the underwater IFM with real data. Columns indicate increasing turbidity. a) Real underwater data. b) Synthetic
data with the reference model. c) Synthetic data with the reference model but beffc = g · bapproxc . d) Synthetic data with the proposed
model. Rows c and d share the same effective attenuation coefficients. However, d includes blur, inhomogeneity effects, and a backlight
adjusted through µ. Our proposed model is not equivalent to only reducing the scattering coefficient.



(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

Figure 5. Example synthesized images for Jerlov water types 3C-9C [23]. The first column is the clean source image [9]. For each figure
(a–d): top row shows the reference model; bottom row shows our proposed model. Differences are best observed when zoomed in.



g µ ϕ GRF
0.2 0.3 0.3 · b [0.7− 1.3]

Table 2. Model parameters. b is the mean across all channels.
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Figure 7. Effect of depth scaling. Simulation of type II and 7C
waters is shown next to the scaled depth map. Top row: 0-20m
with linear scaling. Middle row: 0-20m with a gamma value of 3.
Bottom row: 0-20m with a gamma value of 6.

EUVP dataset [9], while maintaining all other parameters
consistent. The results can be seen in Fig. 7. Finally, a few
example images with customized depth and parameters can
be seen in Fig. 5.

5. Discussion

Contrary to the conclusions of [21], our experiments show
that image blur is noticeable, even at short distances in tur-
bid conditions. This can be seen in Fig. 4, and is highlighted
in Fig. 1, particularly around edges and the baseplate de-
tails. While part of this discrepancy can be attributed to the

empirical constant ϕ in Eq. (7), we believe it is also largely
due to an overestimated attenuation.

As scattering coefficients increase, the reference model
assumes a large β, resulting in a heavily reduced direct sig-
nal and overpwoering backscatter. However, when consid-
ering that the scattered rays reaching the camera contain
information and not only “blur”, the effective attenuation
decreases enough for the blur to be visible.

Within this framework of effective scattering coefficients
corresponding to specific scattering angle ranges, the back-
light and attenuation intensities can be decoupled to some
degree. That is contained within constant µ (Eq. (11)),
which introduces more flexibility and variation to the ref-
erence b(λ)

β(λ) term. The practical implications can be seen
in Fig. 4, particularly, in the way the last two rows di-
verge. They both have the same attenuation, but row d has
a brighter backlight, similar to the ground truth.

Focusing on visual realism, applying GRFs to the depth
maps helps the added effects blend more naturally, with
transitions that are smoother and less tightly bound to ob-
ject edges. This results in more gradual and realistic fading.
GRFs also help mitigate common artifacts from learning-
based depth estimators, such as overly smooth or artificially
rounded edges.

Results of the evaluation survey support our claims about
realism, with our proposed pipeline being preferred over the
reference in 73.9% of the responses across all water types
and 82.5% for coastal ones. Notably, the decline in partici-
pant choice separation between water types IA and II coin-
cides with a decrease in the forward scattering term, making
visual differences increasingly imperceptible.

Despite the improvements, accurate depth remains a
weak point of this approach to synthesizing data. Fig. 7
showcases the large divergence between images as the depth
scaling is altered. Note how the minimum and maximum
values remain identical, and it is only a gamma term that
is modified. The potential impact that inaccurate depth can
have on downstream tasks remains to be studied.

6. Conclusion
In this work, we introduced an improved synthetic under-
water data generation process based on the IFM. It incor-
porates medium inhomogeneity and the forward scattering
term, which is commonly overlooked in traditional mod-
els. Qualitative evaluations demonstrate that by integrating
these components into the pipeline, our approach yields sig-
nificantly more realistic results, particularly in turbid condi-
tions.
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