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When Color-Space Decoupling Meets Diffusion for
Adverse-Weather Image Restoration

Wenxuan Fang, Jili Fan, Chao Wang, Xiantao Hu, Jiangwei Weng, Ying Tai, Jian Yang* and Jun Li*

Abstract—Adverse Weather Image Restoration (AWIR) is a
highly challenging task due to the unpredictable and dynamic
nature of weather-related degradations. Traditional task-specific
methods often fail to generalize to unseen or complex degradation
types, while recent prompt-learning approaches depend heavily
on the degradation estimation capabilities of vision-language
models, resulting in inconsistent restorations. In this paper,
we propose LCDiff, a novel framework comprising two key
components: Lumina-Chroma Decomposition Network (LCDN)
and Lumina-Guided Diffusion Model (LGDM). LCDN processes
degraded images in the YCbCr color space, separately han-
dling degradation-related luminance and degradation-invariant
chrominance components. This decomposition effectively mit-
igates weather-induced degradation while preserving color fi-
delity. To further enhance restoration quality, LGDM leverages
degradation-related luminance information as a guiding con-
dition, eliminating the need for explicit degradation prompts.
Additionally, LGDM incorporates a Dynamic Time Step Loss to
optimize the denoising network, ensuring a balanced recovery
of both low- and high-frequency features in the image. Finally,
we present DriveWeather, a comprehensive all-weather driving
dataset designed to enable robust evaluation. Extensive experi-
ments demonstrate that our approach surpasses state-of-the-art
methods, setting a new benchmark in AWIR. The dataset and
code are available at: https://github.com/fiwy0527/LCDiff.

Index Terms—Adverse weather image restoration, condition
diffusion, color space.

I. INTRODUCTION

ADVERSE Weather Image Restoration (AWIR) focuses on
recovering the clarity and fidelity of images degraded by

various weather conditions, aiming to produce results that are
both visually coherent and semantically consistent. Weather
phenomena such as rain, haze, and snow often diminish image
contrast, obscure fine details, and introduce unwanted artifacts,
all of which can significantly impair the performance of vision-
based tasks, including object tracking [1], [2], object detection
[3], [4] and image segmentation [5], [6].
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Fig. 1. Representative frameworks of adverse weather image restoration. (a)
Degradation-agnostic approaches restore diverse weather with a unified model
but typically operate in RGB where intensity and chroma are entangled. (b)
Prompt-learning methods utilize text prompts or learnable queries for task
adaptability. (c) Our LCDiff handles multi-weather in YCbCr space without
degradation prompts. (d) Visual comparison between OneRestore [7], MoCE-
IR [8] and our approach under mixed conditions of rainfog, and glare.

Existing AWIR methods [9], [10], [8], [11], [12], [13], [14],
[15] are broadly divided into degradation-agnostic models
[13], [12], [14], [16] and prompt-learning approaches [9], [8],
[10]. Degradation-agnostic models train a single network that
maps diverse degradations into a shared representation space
to expose cross-weather commonality (Figure 1(a)). However,
as degradation diversity and volume grow, maintaining both
compactness and separability in this space becomes challeng-
ing, risking representation collapse and degraded performance
on long-tail cases. Prompt-learning methods typically leverage
pre-trained vision–language (PVL) models [17] to generate
weather-specific prompts and thereby handle unseen degra-
dations [9], [10] (Figure 1(b)). While effective in controlled
settings [7], [18], [8], they are brittle to prompt estima-
tion: inaccurate or inconsistent prompts yield uncontrollable
restoration quality. As illustrated in Figure 1(d), OneRestore
[10] produces inconsistent prompts under overlapping rain and
fog, resulting in obvious recovery errors, which is disastrous
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Fig. 2. In the YCbCr color space, weather-induced degradations predominantly affect the luminance (Y) channel, with only minor blurring occurring in the
Chroma (CbCr) channels. By swapping the Y channel of a degraded image with that of a clean image, we can obtain a clear and faithful restoration, even in
images with coexisting rain and fog.

for practical applications.
To develop a robust all-in-one model capable of effectively

addressing the AWIR task, we begin with a strategic exper-
iment by converting RGB images—degraded by haze, rain,
low-light, and snow—into the YCbCr color space in Figure 2.
By swapping the luminance (Y) channels between degraded
and clean images, we observed that degraded images with
the clean Y channel exhibit higher PSNR values, whereas
clean images with the degraded Y channel experience a
significant drop in PSNR. This suggests that weather-induced
degradations predominantly affect the Y channel, while the
chrominance (CbCr) channels remain largely intact, showing
only minor blurring. This key insight drives our core ap-
proach to decompose degraded images into a degradation-
concentrated Y map and degradation-invariant CbCr maps,
enabling more effective recovery of the Y component. Simul-
taneously, leveraging the Y map as a conditioning signal in
the diffusion process eliminates the need for precise weather
prompts, enhancing the model’s ability to handle diverse and
complex real-world degradations.

Based on the aforementioned analysis, we develop a uni-
fied restoration diffusion model, LCDiff, built around two
complementary components. First, the Lumina–Chroma De-
composition Network (LCDN) is proposed operates in
YCbCr to disentangle degradation-concentrated luminance
from degradation-invariant chroma, removing weather artifacts
in Y while preserving the structural coherence of Cb/Cr. This
projection shrinks the restoration search space and mitigates
RGB entanglement, yielding a coarse yet semantically faithful
input to diffusion. Second, the Lumina-Guided Diffusion
Model (LGDM) conditions denoising on the restored Y,
stabilizing reverse trajectories and explicitly steering the model
toward high-frequency recovery that vanilla diffusion under-

recovers [19], [20]. To counter the frequency–SNR imbalance
inherent to DDPMs, LGDM employs a dynamic time-step
loss that emphasizes low-frequency consistency early and
progressively shifts weight to high-frequency details, improv-
ing both texture fidelity and convergence. Unlike prompt-
driven pipelines, LCDiff removes dependence on brittle PVL
prompts, remains robust under overlapping degradations, and
is computationally efficient by avoiding full diffusion on
chroma. Finally, we introduce DriveWeather, a compre-
hensive driving benchmark spanning seven adverse weather
conditions (e.g., haze, rain–fog, glare), enabling rigorous,
reproducible evaluation of unified AWIR systems. In summary,
our contributions are as follows:

• We propose a Lumina-Chroma Decomposition Network
(LCDN) that effectively separates degradation-related
luminance from degradation-invariant chrominance, en-
abling unified restoration of weather-degraded images.

• We propose a Lumina-Guided Diffusion Model (LGDM)
that utilizes the decomposed luminance map as a con-
ditional input, eliminating the need for degradation
prompts. Additionally, we design a dynamic time step
loss to enhance the quality of the restored images.

• By integrating LCDN with LGDM, we present a robust
LCDiff for weather-induced image restoration. To the best
of our knowledge, this is the first work to incorporate the
YCbCr color space within a diffusion model for unified
weather degradation removal.

• We create DriveWeather, a comprehensive driving scenes
dataset for all-weather image restoration, and demonstrate
through extensive experiments that our method outper-
forms related state-of-the-art techniques.
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Fig. 3. Pipeline of our LCDiff including LCDN and LGDM. LCDN is responsible for removing weather degradation in the YCbCr color space, while LGDM
enhances the restoration process by adaptively refining both low and high-frequency details.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Adverse Weather Image Restoration.

Early works in AWIR primarily focused on specific weather
degradations, such as fog [21], [22], rain [23], and snow [24].
In response, degradation-aware methods have emerged, includ-
ing neural architecture search [25], knowledge distillation [26],
and learnable queries [14]. For example, a pioneering work
in this direction, All-In-One [25], employed multiple task-
specific encoders and neural architecture search to address a
range of weather degradations. Following this, Transweather
[14] introduced learnable weather category queries that effec-
tively removed weather-induced degradations. Later, WGWS-
Net [27] focused on both general and weather-specific fea-
tures. Other notable contributions include the application of
clustering [28] and diffusion models [11], [9] in AWIR. In
parallel, recent works have explored the potential of prompt
learning [9], [29] in AWIR, including visual [7], textual
[18], and learnable queries [10]. For instance, OneRestore [7]
utilized both visual and textual prompts to enable adaptive
restoration under complex weather conditions, while MoCE-
IR [8] introduce a complexity-aware allocation mechanism
that preferentially directs tasks to lower-complexity experts for
handling multiple weather conditions. In contrast, our LCDiff
approach decouples degraded visual content by decomposing
images into luminance and chrominance components, enabling
independent recovery and unified weather degradation re-
moval—without relying on linguistic dependencies.

B. Color Space in Image Restoration.

Beyond the standard RGB color model, several studies have
explored the use of alternative color spaces, such as HSV [30],
YCbCr [31], [32], and HVI [33], for specific image restoration
tasks like low-light enhancement [34] and underwater image
enhancement [35]. For example, Bread [31] leveraged the
YCbCr color space for noise reduction and color correction
in low-light image restoration. SGDN [32] integrated YCbCr
features to guide RGB features, improving real-world image
dehazing. MSDC-Net [35] adaptively selected features from
both RGB and HSV color spaces to enhance underwater
image restoration quality. While these methods demonstrate

excellent performance within their specific tasks, their spe-
cialized architectures pose challenges in adapting them to
unified AWIR. In contrast to prior approaches, we observe
that consistent patterns in the YCbCr color space effectively
enable the unified removal of weather-induced degradations.

III. METHODOLOGY

In this section, we propose LCDiff, a novel framework
designed to address complex weather-induced image degra-
dations without relying on explicit degradation prompts, il-
lustrated in Figure 3. The framework consists of two core
components: Lumina-Chroma Decomposition Network and
Lumina-Guided Diffusion Model.

A. Lumina-Chroma Decomposition Network

Given an unknown degraded RGB image Xd ∈ RH×W×3,
a color space conversion to obtain its YCbCr space. This
transformation separates the degraded image into two distinct
components: a degradation-related luminance map Xlum ∈
RH×W×1 and a degradation-invariant chrominance map
Xchrom ∈ RH×W×2. Our LCDN comprises two independent
subnetworks: the Luminance Restoration Module εy(·), the
Frequency Chrominance Restoration Module εc(·) in Figure 3.
Specifically, εy(·) processes the degradation-related luminance
map Xlum, ensuring semantic consistency and preserving im-
age details, while εc(·) processes the degradation-invariant
chrominance map Xchrom, maintaining color authenticity and
consistency. They are formalized as:

X̃lum = εy(Xlum; θY ), X̃chrom = εc(Xchrom; θC), (1)

where X̃lum and X̃chrom are the restored luminance and chromi-
nance, respectively, and θY and θC denote the subnetwork
parameters. These restored maps are then concatenated, gen-
erating the initial input x0 for the subsequent diffusion model.
At this stage, LCDN aims to eliminate degradation informa-
tion from the low-quality image without imposing additional
generative complexity on the subsequent diffusion process.

Luminance Restoration Module (LRM). It specifically
handles the luminance information in the degraded image. In
particular, the luminance is the most affected by degradation.
Leveraging NAFNet’s [36] outstanding performance in image
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Fig. 4. The framework of Frequency Chrominance Restoration Module.

restoration, we employ its pixel and channel attention mecha-
nisms to effectively capture long-range dependencies, leading
to better recovery of image details, especially structural infor-
mation. It is worth noting that established pre-trained models
and frameworks, such as NAFNet [36] and FSNet [37], can
be used in luminance recovery, achieving excellent restoration
results without the need for unique designs.

Frequency Chrominance Restoration Module (FCRM).
In natural images, chrominance components, often represented
in YCbCr color spaces primarily encode color information.
Conventional spatial-domain restoration methods often strug-
gle to balance global chromatic consistency and local detail
preservation, leading to artifacts such as color bleeding or
texture oversmoothing. To address this issue, we design a Fre-
quency Chrominance Restoration Module, which decomposes
chrominance signals into low and high-frequency components
for targeted refinement during the diffusion process.

As shown in Figure 4, we perform frequency decomposition
via a 2D Fourier Transform (FFT) [38]: Xf = F(Xchorm),
allowing explicit separation of low and high-frequency chromi-
nance components:

Xl = F−1(Ml ⊙Xf ), Xh = F−1(Mh ⊙Xf ), (2)

where F and F−1 represent the forward and inverse Fourier
transforms, respectively, and Ml, Mh denote low and high-
frequency masks, ensuring non-overlapping decomposition
(i.e., Ml +Mh = 1). For low-frequency chrominance restora-
tion, we employ a spatial attention mechanism to enhance
global color consistency while suppressing noise. This is
achieved via a gating function:

Sl = σ(Ws ∗ cat(max(Xl), µ(Xl))), (3)

where Ws is a convolutional filter, max(Xl) and µ(Xl) repre-
sent the channel-wise max and mean operations, respectively,
and σ(·) is the sigmoid activation.

For high-frequency chrominance, we introduce a channel
attention mechanism to amplify fine details and prevent over-
smoothing. The attention score is computed as:

Sh = σ(Wc2∗ReLU(Wc1∗(AvgPool(Xh)+MaxPool(Xh)))),
(4)

where Wc1 and Wc2 are learnable convolutional layers, and
both average and max pooling functions help extract global
and local contextual features. By modulating Xh with Sh, the
model selectively enhances significant high-frequency chromi-
nance features while mitigating unwanted noise. We then
splice the high and low frequency outputs together:

Fl = Sl ⊙Xchorm, Fh = Sh ⊙Xchorm, (5)
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Fig. 5. Comparison between LCDN and LCDiff. LCDN effectively removed
degradation but caused some texture distortion. LCDiff more accurately
restored the textures.

Fchorm = Fh + Fl. (6)

Since chrominance restoration requires multi-scale contex-
tual understanding, we employ a Channel Cross-Attention
(CA) mechanism to integrate global and local features:

Q = Wq ∗ Fchorm, K, V = split(Wk ∗Xchorm) (7)

where Wq and Wk are convolutional projections. The attention
scores are computed as:

z = Wo ∗ (αV ), α = softmax
(
QKT

√
d

)
, (8)

where d is the feature dimension. Wo is a projection layer. This
operation enhances the chrominance feature representation by
dynamically attending to spatially relevant chrominance infor-
mation across channels. Finally, we modulate the chroma mul-
tiplicatively and obtain the final chrom X̃chrom = z ⊗Xchrom.

Training loss. The optimization objective is defined as:
Lres = ηLℓ1 + θLssim + λLfft, where Lℓ1 is the ℓ1 loss, Lssim
the structural similarity loss (enhancing perceptual quality),
Lfft is the frequency-domain loss. The parameters η, θ, and λ
are set to 1.0, 0.5, and 0.1, respectively.

B. Lumina-Guided Diffusion Model

After implementing the LCDN in the previous subsection,
the degradation of the luminance map is effectively mitigated.
However, certain challenging scenarios, such as excessive
blurring in the luminance map, can still lead to artifacts in the
restored image (see Figure 5). To overcome this limitation,
we propose the Lumina-Guided Diffusion Model (LGDM),
which integrates the generative capabilities of diffusion models
with the guiding influence of luminance information, thereby
enhancing the recovery of image content.

Forward Diffusion. Starting from a coarsely restored image
[39], [40] brings the initial distribution closer to the clean
target distribution, enabling faster convergence and requir-
ing fewer sampling steps. In the forward diffusion process,
noise is incrementally added to the initial image x0 =
cat(X̃lum, X̃chrom), as defined in Eq. (1), over T time steps.
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This process is modeled as a Markov chain, where noise is
progressively injected at each step:

q(xt|xt−1) = N (xt;
√
1− βtxt−1, βtI), (9)

where xt denote the noisy image at time step t, and βt is the
variance schedule controlling the noise level.

Reverse Denoising. In the reverse denoising process, our
goal is to recover the clean image x̂0, starting from the
noisy image x̂T . However noise and degradation frequently
introduce instability into the generation process. To address
this, we utilize conditional diffusion [40], injecting the restored
luminance condition x̃ = G(X̃lum) to refine the denoising
process. This strategy enables the network to initiate from
a luminance component that has already undergone partial
restoration, thereby guiding a more stable generation process.
It capitalizes on inherent, deterministic prior knowledge to mit-
igate unnecessary noise and unnatural artifacts. This process
is formally characterized by conditional probability:

pθ(x̂t−1|x̂t, x̃) = N (x̂t−1;µθ(x̂t, t, x̃), σ
2
t I), (10)

where σ2
t is the variance, and µθ(x̂t, t, x̃) is the mean value.

Training Process. Here, the overall loss to train the de-
niosing network in LGDM is defined as follows: Lall =
Ldenoise + Ldts, where Ldenoise a DDPM loss and Ldts is a
dynamic time step loss.

DDPM loss. At each time step t, the model predicts
the noise εθ(x̂t, t, x̃), and the objective is to minimize the
difference between the predicted and true noise:

Ldenoise = Ex̂0,t ∥εθ(x̂t, t, x̃)− εt∥22 , (11)

where εt is the true noise term at time step t.
Dynamic Time Step (DTS) Loss. Previous studies [20], [19]

have shown that diffusion models often exhibit a bias toward
restoring low-frequency regions due to the influence of syn-
chronized noise scheduling. This bias delays the recovery of
high-frequency details, ultimately degrading the fine-grained
features of the restored images. Here, we introduce a DTS loss,
which adaptively balances the restoration of low-frequency
and high-frequency features by dynamically adjusting its focus
based on the current time step. The DTS loss is defined as:

Ldts = ωtLlow(x̂
l
0|t, x

l
0) + (1− ωt)Lhigh(x̂

h
0|t, x

h
0 ), (12)

where ωt = e−k× t
T is a dynamic weighting function with

k = 5. x̂0|t = x̂t−
√
1−ᾱt·εθ√
ᾱt

is the intermediate denoising
result through the reverse denoising at time step t, where
ᾱt =

∏t
s=1(1 − βt) is the cumulative product coefficient

of diffusion schedule. A wavelet transform [41] is applied
to both x̂0|t and x0, yielding the low-frequency components
x̂l
0|t, x

l
0 and the high-frequency components x̂h

0|t, x
h
0 . Llow

employs MSE [42] to enforce smoothness and maintain global
consistency. In contrast, Lhigh utilizes SSIM [43] to calculate
the high-frequency loss, enhancing the accurate recovery of
local details and textures.

IV. DRIVEWEATHER DATASET

Existing weather restoration datasets suffer from two critical
limitations [25], [7]: (1) simplistic degradation embeddings
that neglect real-world atmospheric effects such as weather-
induced contrast reduction and background tonal shifts, and
(2) constrained application scenarios focused on static ob-
jects (e.g., buildings, animals) rather than autonomous driv-
ing environments. To address these limitations, we propose
DriveWeather dataset, a comprehensive driving scene dataset
inspired by A-BDD [44]. Our dataset encompasses seven chal-
lenging weather conditions critical to autonomous navigation:
densefog, rainfog, overcast, rainstreaks, puddles, droplets, and
glare. Each condition features five severity levels (mild to
extreme) to simulate progressive degradation intensity.

The dataset comprises 29,750 precisely aligned image pairs
(1280 × 720 resolution), with 28,000 training samples and
1,750 test cases. Unlike A-BDD’s original 63,700-image col-
lection for segmentation, we implement stringent quality con-
trol: 1) Manual verification eliminates misaligned pairs caused
by temporal inconsistencies in dynamic scenes. 2) Photometric
calibration ensures accurate representation of weather-induced
contrast variations. 3) Scenario diversity covers urban roads,
highways, and intersections with moving vehicles, pedestrians,
and traffic signs.

Weather Data Types: As shown in Figure 6, each weather
condition includes five density levels (1-5). Densefog com-
bines fog and overcast, using the scene’s depth map to control
the intensity of the opacity and blur effects. Overcast desat-
urates the image and replaces the sky with a gray tone using
segmentation. Glare simulates light glare from the sky and
ground shadows, with positions calculated from sun location
and depth. Rainstreaks add rain streaks to the image using
a particle system. Raindrops apply overcast and calculates
reflections on surfaces using depth maps for intensity and
position. Puddles simulate puddles with reflections. The pud-
dle shapes are generated with Perlin noise and projected onto
segmented streets. Rainfog combines overcast, rain streaks,
wet streets, lens droplets, and fog.

V. EXPERIMENTS

A. Implementation Details.

We implement LCDiff using the PyTorch framework and
adopt the same backbone architecture as previous approaches
[45]. During the diffusion process, we utilize DDIM sampling
[46]. The model is trained on 4 NVIDIA A40 GPUs for
800K iterations, using the Adam optimizer with momentum
parameters β1 = 0.9 and β2 = 0.999. The initial learning
rate is set to 2 × 10−4, and it is reduced according to a
cosine decay schedule. An exponential moving average (EMA)
strategy is applied for parameter updates, with a decay rate of
0.995. The noise schedule βt ranges from 0.0001 to 0.02. For
data augmentation, we use 256×256 image patches, applying
horizontal flipping and random rotations with fixed angles.
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Fig. 6. Example images of our DriveWeather dataset. It includes 29,750 pairs of clean and degraded images. Each column shows a specific weather scenario.

B. Experimental Settings.
In this section, we conduct extensive experiments on three

all-weather restoration datasets: All-Weather [25], [14], Com-
posite Degradation (CDD11) [7], and our DriveWeather.

To thoroughly evaluate the feasibility and effectiveness of
the AWIR tasks, we compare our approach with two categories
of state-of-the-art methods: general-purpose restoration mod-
els and all-in-one restoration methods. The general-purpose
models include MPRNet [47], NAFNet [36], Restormer
[48], and FSNet [37]. All-in-one models include All-in-one
[25], TransWeather [14], TKL&MR [26], WGWS-Net [27],
WeatherDiff64 [12], PromptIR [10], AWRCP [49], DA-CLIP
[18], MoFME [50], OneRestore [7], TransWeather-TUR [51],
DPPD [29] and MoCE-IR [8]. For a fair comparison under
identical conditions, all competing methods in Table II were
retrained on our DriveWeather dataset.

C. Quantitative comparison.
Our LCDiff tops the list on all benchmarks in Table I,

outperforming both general and all-in-one baselines. Unlike
general models (e.g., FSNet [37], Restormer [48]) that per-
form poorly on mixed weather, LCDiff performs strongly on
RainDrop and Outdoor-Rain, and outperforms AWRCP [49]
by +1.97% and +0.96% in PSNR and SSIM, respectively.
Prompt-driven methods (OneRestore [7], PromptIR [10]) ben-
efit from the VL prior but are inconsistent with overlap
degradation. In the DriveWeather dataset (Table II), LCDiff
performs best across 6 of 7 weather types, achieving +5.3%
and +0.7% higher peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR) and SSIM
than MoCE-IR [8], respectively. LCDiff’s improvements are
particularly significant on the rain and fog (+0.72 dB) and rain
streak (+1.3 dB) datasets. On the glare dataset (Glare), LCDiff
slightly outperforms in SSIM but lags behind by 0.04 dB in
PSNR, indicating room for improvement in highlight suppres-
sion. On the CDD11 dataset (Table III), LCDiff achieves the

best overall average, with PSNR and SSIM higher than MoCE-
IR by +1.6 dB and +0.6 dB, respectively, and shows significant
improvements on both the multi-degraded (L+H+R, up to +1.1
dB) and single-shot low-light (L, +1.55 dB) datasets.

D. Visual Comparison.

As shown in Figs 7, 8, and 9, our LCDiff consistently
produces sharper structures and more natural textures across
diverse degradation types. For instance, Figure 7 demonstrates
that LCDiff removes artifacts better than FSNet, WGWS-
Net, and MoCE-IR while preserving details and illumination.
Figure 8 highlights LCDiff’s ability to restore both global and
local details on DriveWeather, maintaining natural lighting. In
Figure 9, LCDiff achieves clearer structures and finer textures,
especially in challenging cases (L+H+R, L+H+S). Compared
to OneRestore and MoCE-IR, our results show fewer artifacts,
better color fidelity (e.g., cleaner skies, sharper edges, and
more vivid grass). Finally, we present a visual comparison
of image restoration in real-world scenarios (Figure 10). In
rainy and snowy conditions, while methods like FSNet [37],
WGWS-Net [27], and PromptIR [10] remove raindrops, they
struggle with fine texture preservation and consistent lighting.
In contrast, our method not only removes raindrops more
thoroughly but also restores subtle scene details.

VI. ABLATION STUDY

In this subsection, we perform ablation studies to evaluate
the contributions of individual components in LCDiff on the
all-weather dataset.

Effectiveness of Each Components. As summarized in
Tab. IV, each module contributes distinctly to the final per-
formance. (i Decomposition matters. Using only LCDN
already yields strong results, while ablating its LRM (LCDN
w/o LRM) causes the largest degradation across datasets,
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TABLE I
MULTIPLE WEATHER RESTORATION COMPARISONS, INCLUDING IMAGE DESNOWING, DERAINING, DERAINING & DEHAZING. THE 1ST AND 2ND BEST

RESULTS ARE EMPHASIZED WITH RED AND BLUE, RESPECTIVELY.
Ty

pe Methods Venue
Snow100K-S Snow100K-L RainDrop Outdoor-Rain Average

PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM

G
en

er
al

MPRNet [47] CVPR’21 34.97 0.945 29.76 0.894 - - 28.03 0.919 - -
NAFNet [36] ECCV’22 34.79 0.949 30.06 0.901 - - 29.59 0.902 - -

Restormer [48] CVPR’22 35.03 0.948 30.28 0.912 30.91 0.915 30.21 0.920 31.60 0.923
FSNet [37] PAMI’23 36.62 0.961 30.94 0.904 31.06 0.934 31.61 0.923 32.55 0.930

A
ll-

in
-o

ne

All-in-one [25] CVPR’20 - - 28.33 0.882 31.12 0.926 24.71 0.898 - -
TransWeather [14] CVPR’22 32.51 0.934 29.31 0.887 30.17 0.915 28.83 0.900 30.20 0.909

TKL&MR [26] CVPR’22 34.80 0.948 30.24 0.902 30.99 0.927 29.92 0.916 31.48 0.923
WGWS-Net [27] CVPR’23 36.11 0.949 29.71 0.890 31.31 0.930 25.31 0.900 30.61 0.917

WeatherDiff64 [12] PAMI’23 35.83 0.956 30.09 0.904 30.71 0.931 29.64 0.931 31.56 0.930
PromptIR [10] NIPS’23 34.60 0.956 30.52 0.826 30.70 0.913 30.95 0.922 31.69 0.904
AWRCP [49] ICCV’23 36.92 0.965 31.92 0.934 31.93 0.931 31.39 0.932 33.04 0.940
DA-CLIP [18] ICLR’24 32.65 0.869 30.02 0.762 29.03 0.837 29.37 0.870 30.26 0.834
MoFME [50] AAAI’24 - - 29.35 0.893 29.27 0.930 28.66 0.940 - -

OneRestore [7] ECCV’24 36.80 0.956 31.46 0.906 31.77 0.931 30.49 0.932 32.63 0.931
TransWeather-TUR [51] AAAI’25 34.14 0.937 30.32 0.892 31.61 0.933 29.75 0.907 30.67 0.907

MoCE-IR [8] CVPR’25 35.66 0.957 30.49 0.913 30.92 0.917 30.04 0.906 31.78 0.923
LCDiff(Ours) - 37.61 0.965 32.42 0.935 32.62 0.949 32.13 0.948 33.69 0.949

R
ai
nD

ro
p

O
ut
-R
ai
n

FSNetInput WGWS-Net MoCE-IR Ours GT

Sn
ow

PromptIR

Fig. 7. Visual results showcasing restoration performance on Snow100K [24], Outdoor-Rain [52], and RainDrop [53] datasets.

TABLE II
QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON OUR PROPOSED DRIVEWEATHER DATASET.

Methods
/ Venue

Restormer [48] FSNet [37] PromptIR [10] WGWS-Net [27] OneRestore [7] DA-CLIP [18] MoCE-IR [8] LCDiff
CVPR’22 TPAMI’23 NeurIPS’23 CVPR’23 ECCV’24 ICLR’24 CVPR’25 (Ours)

Metrics PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM

Densefog 15.00 0.676 22.45 0.901 22.43 0.900 24.03 0.887 23.93 0.876 23.32 0.886 23.82 0.913 24.36 0.914
Raindrop 15.63 0.776 30.84 0.961 31.36 0.956 32.69 0.954 32.09 0.950 32.45 0.936 30.46 0.958 33.98 0.967
Overcast 16.57 0.785 33.03 0.967 36.02 0.980 36.44 0.980 36.55 0.981 36.43 0.979 37.01 0.978 38.25 0.984
Puddles 15.93 0.770 33.50 0.960 33.67 0.970 35.09 0.960 34.88 0.969 34.89 0.964 35.25 0.973 35.90 0.977
Rainfog 14.76 0.676 20.60 0.869 21.61 0.867 20.67 0.881 18.43 0.849 19.60 0.868 21.73 0.876 22.45 0.884

Rainstreaks 17.29 0.802 26.12 0.930 27.61 0.925 27.44 0.920 26.90 0.903 26.84 0.871 25.15 0.921 28.91 0.938
Glare 16.34 0.827 24.39 0.956 24.09 0.948 24.01 0.954 22.93 0.944 22.15 0.946 24.94 0.958 24.90 0.958

Average 15.93 0.758 27.27 0.934 28.11 0.935 28.62 0.933 27.96 0.938 27.95 0.921 28.33 0.939 29.82 0.946

confirming that removing luminance–domain degradation is
the primary driver of structural recovery. In contrast, removing
FCRM (LCDN w/o FCRM) leads to a milder drop, indicating
FCRM’s role as a color–consistency regulator that stabilizes
chroma and suppresses bleed/oversmoothing. (ii) Generative
refinement helps but is not enough alone. LGDM-only
improves over LCDN on texture–heavy cases (e.g., Snow,
RainDrop) by hallucinating high-frequency details, yet it is

less stable on complex degradations when used without a
deterministic front-end. Combining LCDN+LGDM unlocks
clear gains on all subsets by coupling deterministic decontam-
ination with generative detail synthesis. (iii) Loss scheduling
and conditioning are critical. Removing the Ldts term re-
duces both PSNR and SSIM, evidencing that the dynamic
low→high frequency curriculum is essential for balanced
restoration. Adding conditional guidance (luminance cues)
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Fig. 8. Visual demonstration of the restoration performance on our DriveWeather dataset.

TABLE III
COMPARISON TO STATE-OF-THE-ART ON COMPOSITED DEGRADATIONS IN THE CDD11 DATASET.

Methods Venue
CDD11-Single CDD11-Double CDD11-Triple

Avg
Low(L) Haze(H) Rain(R) Snow(S) L+H L+R L+S H+R H+S L+H+R L+H+S

AirNet CVPR’22 24.83 .778 24.21 .951 26.55 .891 26.79 .919 23.23 .779 22.82 .710 23.29 .723 22.21 .868 23.29 .901 21.80 .708 22.24 .725 23.75 .814
PromptIR NIPS’23 26.32 .805 26.10 .969 31.56 .946 31.53 .960 24.49 .789 25.05 .771 24.51 .761 24.54 .924 23.70 .925 23.74 .752 23.33 .747 25.90 .850

WGWS-Net CVPR’23 24.39 .774 27.90 .982 33.15 .964 34.43 .973 24.27 .800 25.06 .772 24.60 .765 27.23 .955 27.65 .960 23.90 .772 23.97 .771 26.96 .863
WeatherDiff PAMI’23 23.58 .763 21.99 .904 24.85 .885 24.80 .888 21.83 .756 22.69 .730 22.12 .707 21.25 .868 21.99 .868 21.23 .716 21.04 .698 22.49 .799
OneRestore ECCV’24 26.48 .826 32.52 .990 33.40 .964 34.31 .973 25.79 .822 25.58 .799 25.19 .789 29.99 .957 30.21 .964 24.78 .788 24.90 .791 28.47 .878

DPPD TIP’25 27.22 .820 31.08 .988 34.53 .968 35.48 .978 26.29 .812 26.36 .796 26.11 .789 29.87 .958 29.64 .963 25.30 .782 25.37 .781 28.84 .875
MoCE-IR CVPR’25 27.26 .824 32.66 .990 34.31 .970 35.91 .980 26.24 .817 26.25 .800 26.04 .793 29.93 .964 30.19 .970 25.41 .789 25.39 .790 29.05 .881

LCDiff (Ours) - 28.81 .849 33.32 .992 35.17 .970 35.95 .978 26.28 .818 26.24 .797 26.49 .810 31.05 .967 30.27 .971 25.48 .790 25.69 .815 29.52 .887

TABLE IV
ABLATION STUDIES ON THE VARIOUS COMPONENTS.

Snow (Avg) Outdoor-Rain RainDrop
Method

PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM PSNR SSIM

Only LCDN 31.42 0.906 29.80 0.915 30.01 0.919
LCDN w/o FCRM 31.10 0.902 29.54 0.908 29.66 0.917
LCDN w/o LRM 27.20 0.852 25.64 0.832 26.57 0.836
Only LGDM 32.20 0.923 29.96 0.926 31.09 0.920
LCDN+LGDM 34.66 0.942 31.74 0.940 31.99 0.941
w/o Ldts 34.39 0.938 31.62 0.937 31.84 0.936
w/ condition 34.97 0.947 31.82 0.946 32.23 0.946
⋆ LCDiff 35.01 0.950 32.13 0.948 32.62 0.949

further improves fidelity and coherence by constraining the
reverse process to a physically meaningful manifold. Overall,
the LCDiff achieves the best scores consistently, delivering
sharper textures, cleaner structures, and more stable colors
across Snow, Outdoor-Rain, and RainDrop. Figure 11 provides
a visual comparison of the restoration effects across different
configurations.

Effect of k value for Ldts. We conducted a series of

experiments to investigate the impact of the hyperparameter
k in Ldts on model performance. As shown in Figure 13,
varying k ∈ {0, 1, 3, 5, 7} reveals a clear trend on Outdoor-
Rain and RainDrop: PSNR steadily increases up to k = 5
and then drops at k= 7; SSIM attains its best (or near-best)
value likewise at k=5. This behavior follows the weighting
schedule ωt = e−kt/T : small k (0−1) keeps ωt ≈ 1, over-
emphasizing low-frequency MSE and causing over-smoothing;
moderate k (3−5) smoothly shifts supervision toward high-
frequency SSIM, stabilizing global structure early and refining
textures later; excessively large k = 7 over-weights late-stage
high-frequency terms, leading to over-sharpening/ringing and
a metric decline. We therefore adopt k=5 by default, which
aligns with DDPM’s frequency dynamics (high frequencies
vanish earlier than low) and yields the best balance between
structural fidelity and fine-detail recovery. Figure 12 confirms
that incorporating the loss Ldts into the diffusion model
enhances both the quality and consistency of restored images.

Effect of Color Space on Restoration. As shown in
Figure 14, decomposing in YCbCr yields the best results
on both benchmarks. On DriveWeather, YCbCr delivers ap-
proximately +3.5%/+3.8% PSNR gains over RGB/HSV, and
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Fig. 9. Visual demonstration of the restoration performance on CDD11 dataset.

FSNetInput WGWS-Net MoCE-IR OursPromptIR OneRestore

Fig. 10. Visual comparison of real-world adverse weather samples, including real rain images from the RainDS [54] dataset and real snow images from the
Snow100K [24] dataset.

(a)Only LCDN

(d)�/ Condition

(b)Only LGDM

(f) LCDiff

(c)LCDN + LGDM

(e)�/� ℒ dts

Fig. 11. Visual ablation studies for our LCDiff.

about +1.2%/+0.6% SSIM gains. On All-Weather, YCbCr
yields roughly +2.9%/+2.7% PSNR and +0.9%/+0.3% SSIM

(a) Input (b)�/ ℒ dts(� = 0) (c)�/ ℒ dts(� = 1)
 

(d)�/ ℒ dts (� = 3) (e)�/ ℒ dts (� = 7) (f)�/ ℒ dts (� = 5)

Fig. 12. Visual results of k values for Ldts.

improvements compared to RGB/HSV. RGB. Intensity and
chroma are entangled across R/G/B; haze/rain/glare cor-
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Fig. 13. Ablation experiments with k = 0, 1, 3, 5, 7.
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Fig. 14. Performance of our method under different color-space decompo-
sitions (RGB, HSV, YCbCr) on two benchmarks (DriveWeather and All-
Weather). YCbCr consistently delivers the highest PSNR/SSIM, validating
that decoupling luminance and chrominance aligns with weather-degradation
statistics.

TABLE V
COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT DIFFUSION CONFIGURATIONS ON MULTIPLE

WEATHER CONDITIONS.

Snow-S Snow-L RainDrop OutdoorRain Time

Y-Diff 36.97 .956 31.79 .930 31.97 .936 31.88 .924 0.46s

Y/CBCR-Diff 37.48 .961 32.33 .927 32.39 .936 32.08 .931 1.16s

LCDiff(Ours) 37.61 .965 32.42 .935 32.62 .949 32.13 .948 0.61s

Input T3-DiffWeather LCDiff(Ours) GT

Fig. 15. Visual results of the failure cases.

rupt all channels, causing denoising–color-correction gradient
conflict and enlarging the diffusion search space. HSV. The
(H,S, V ) mapping is nonlinear and discontinuous (hue wrap;
ill-defined at low S), so small RGB perturbations induce
large, non-Gaussian errors in H/S, yielding unstable chroma
despite a separate V . YCbCr (Ours). A linear luma–chroma
split concentrates degradation in Y while Cb/Cr remain
low-variance. This matches illumination physics, preserves
Gaussianity under the linear transform, and—by conditioning
diffusion on Y —shrinks the denoising space to improve tex-
ture recovery and convergence, hence higher PSNR/SSIM.

Ablation on Double-Diffusion Strategy To investigate
whether applying separate diffusion models to luminance and
chrominance channels would yield performance gains, we
conduct an ablation comparing three configurations: (1) Y-

Diff, which performs diffusion only on the Y channel; (2)
Y/CBCR-Diff, which applies separate diffusion models to
both Y and Cb/Cr channels; and (3) our proposed unified
model LCDiff. As shown in Table V, Y/CBCR-Diff brings
marginal improvements over Y-Diff (e.g., +0.51 dB PSNR on
Snow-S), but at the cost of 2.5× slower inference time (1.16s
vs. 0.46s). This clearly indicates diminishing returns from
full chrominance diffusion. Chrominance channels (Cb/Cr) are
relatively stable under most weather conditions, contributing
less to structural degradation. Performing full diffusion on
them introduces unnecessary complexity and risk of color
inconsistency, as evident from the non-monotonic SSIM re-
sults in Y/CBCR-Diff (e.g., SSIM drops on Snow-L from .930
to .927 compared to Y-Diff). Our LCDiffusion model strikes
a better balance by employing selective conditioning on the
chrominance components, instead of separate full diffusion.

A. Limitation and Failure Cases

Despite its impressive performance, LCDiff shares a limi-
tation common to current state-of-the-art models: as shown in
Figure 15, in heavily foggy scenes, the distant view is often
obscured by dense fog, leading to significant information loss
in the degraded image. This limitation hinders the restoration
of fine details in distant backgrounds, which remains an open
challenge for future research.

VII. CONCLUSION

We introduced LCDiff, a new method designed to address
image degradation under unknown weather conditions. By
decomposing images into luminance and chrominance compo-
nents in the YCbCr color space, LCDiff effectively removes
degradation while preserving color consistency. Additionally,
our luminance-guided diffusion model enhances restoration,
enabling adaptive refinement of both low- and high-frequency
details. Extensive experiments show that LCDiff outperforms
the related methods across multiple datasets, delivering supe-
rior performance in diverse weather scenarios.
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[12] O. Özdenizci and R. Legenstein, “Restoring vision in adverse weather
conditions with patch-based denoising diffusion models,” IEEE Trans-
actions on Pattern Analysis and Machine Intelligence, vol. 45, no. 8,
pp. 10 346–10 357, 2023.

[13] Y. Cui, S. W. Zamir, S. Khan, A. Knoll, M. Shah, and F. S. Khan,
“Adair: Adaptive all-in-one image restoration via frequency mining and
modulation,” in The Thirteenth International Conference on Learning
Representations, 2025.

[14] J. M. J. Valanarasu, R. Yasarla, and V. M. Patel, “Transweather:
Transformer-based restoration of images degraded by adverse weather
conditions,” in Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer
Vision and Pattern Recognition, 2022, pp. 2353–2363.

[15] X. Yu, S. Zhou, H. Li, and L. Zhu, “Multi-expert adaptive selection:
Task-balancing for all-in-one image restoration,” IEEE Transactions on
Circuits and Systems for Video Technology, 2024.

[16] J. Xu, X. Hu, L. Zhu, and P.-A. Heng, “Unifying physically-informed
weather priors in a single model for image restoration across multiple
adverse weather conditions,” IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems
for Video Technology, 2025.

[17] X. Lai, Z. Tian, Y. Chen, Y. Li, Y. Yuan, S. Liu, and J. Jia, “Lisa:
Reasoning segmentation via large language model,” in Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition,
2024, pp. 9579–9589.

[18] Z. Luo, F. K. Gustafsson, Z. Zhao, J. Sjölund, and T. B. Schön,
“Controlling vision-language models for multi-task image restoration,”
in International Conference on Learning Representations, 2024.

[19] R. San Roman, Y. Adi, A. Deleforge, R. Serizel, G. Synnaeve, and
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