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Abstract. Inverse ellipsometry, i.e., reconstructing optical constants
and film thickness from the measured phase difference A and ampli-
tude ratio ¥, is a fundamentally ill-posed problem. Traditional solutions
rely on slow, expert-driven iterative fitting, while the development of
machine learning approaches has been severely limited by the lack of
large-scale, physically consistent datasets. To address this gap, we intro-
duce EllipBench, a comprehensive benchmark comprising over 8 million
high-precision samples spanning 98 thin-film materials and 5 substrates.
Building upon this benchmark, we conduct a systematic evaluation of
a broad spectrum of methods, including traditional machine learning
models, deep neural networks, and Physics-Informed Neural Networks,
and show that existing paradigms consistently struggle to fully resolve
the inverse ellipsometry task. To better capture its inherent ambiguity,
we further propose a novel Decoupled Conditional Flow Matching
(DCFM) framework. Rather than formulating the problem as deter-
ministic point-to-point regression, DCFM explicitly decouples geometric
film thickness and incorporates it as a robust physical condition to guide
a continuous vector field for modeling the inverse probability distribution
of wavelength-dependent optical constants. Combined with a gradient de-
tachment strategy and physics-based constraints, our joint architecture
effectively mitigates intrinsic physical ambiguities and delivers a robust
and accurate solution for inverse ellipsometry.

Keywords: Ellipsometry Inversion - Benchmark - Flow Matching - Deep
Learning

1 Introduction

Thin films are essential components in modern technological applications, includ-
ing optoelectronics, microelectronics, energy conversion, and aerospace engineer-
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ing [25]. Their optical properties, specifically the refractive index and extinction
coefficient, heavily dictate the performance of these advanced devices [30]. Spec-
troscopic ellipsometry serves as a fundamental optical metrology technique for
characterizing these properties alongside film thickness [11]. The core princi-
ple of ellipsometry is illustrated in Figure 1. This technique offers significant
advantages over alternative analytical tools. It is non-destructive, requires no
specialized sample preparation, and provides exceptional precision for ultra-thin
films down to the sub-nanometer scale, outperforming traditional interferometry
by orders of magnitude [33].

Despite these advantages, ellipsometry is fundamentally an indirect measure-
ment technique. Determining the physical parameters requires complex mathe-
matical modeling to map the measured amplitude ratio ¥ and phase difference
A back to the optical constants and thickness [10]. This classical inversion re-
lies heavily on iterative regression algorithms, such as the Levenberg-Marquardt
method, to minimize the discrepancy between experimental data and theoretical
models [15]. As shown in Figure 1, finding an exact analytical solution F~! for
the inverse ellipsometry problem is generally unfeasible. The conventional fitting
procedures demand extensive expert intervention to establish accurate optical
models and provide reasonable initial guesses for the sample properties [39].
Without proper initialization, algorithms frequently converge to non-physical
local minima. This reliance on human expertise makes the analysis exception-
ally slow and difficult to scale for high-throughput applications. Furthermore, the
inverse mapping is notoriously ill-posed. Different combinations of film thickness
and optical constants can produce nearly identical ellipsometric spectra, lead-
ing to severe one-to-many mapping ambiguities [1]. Developing computational
frameworks to robustly reconstruct these parameters without manual interven-
tion represents a critical challenge in optical metrology [27].

Machine learning has recently shown strong potential in materials science and
physical property characterization [38]. These data-driven methodologies offer a
promising pathway to bypass traditional iterative fitting. However, the develop-
ment of robust large-scale models for ellipsometry has been severely restricted
by the lack of massive, publicly available, and physically consistent data. To
bridge this gap, we construct a comprehensive large-scale ellipsometry dataset,
EllipBench, which is dedicated to thin film optical properties. This dataset en-
compasses 98 distinct thin film materials deposited on 5 different substrates,
yielding over 8 million highly precise data points. Detailed specifications are
provided in Table 1. To systematically evaluate computational capabilities on
this complex task, we test a wide range of methods. These encompass tradi-
tional machine learning algorithms as well as Physics-Informed Neural Networks
(PINNS) that integrate fundamental optical equations into the optimization pro-
cess [17,31]. While these methods demonstrate varying degrees of success, they
struggle to fully resolve the inherent ambiguities of the ellipsometric inversion
process.

To better address the inverse ellipsometry problem, we propose a novel De-
coupled Conditional Flow Matching framework [3,20]. Instead of relying on de-
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Fig. 1. Schematic of light refraction and interference in a thin film system. The forward
process analytically maps the unknown film properties (n2, k2, d) to the measured ellip-
sometric parameters ¥ and A. However, the inverse mapping lacks an exact analytical
formula.

terministic point-to-point regression, our method decouples geometric thickness
from wavelength-dependent optical constants and uses thickness as a physical
condition to guide the modeling of their inverse distribution [21]. Combined with
physics-based constraints, this design provides a robust and effective solution for
inverse ellipsometry.

1.1 Main Contributions

First, we introduce an open-source, large-scale inverse ellipsometry dataset El-
lipBench, accompanied by comprehensive baseline benchmarking. Second, we
introduce EC FError, a physics-inspired residual metric for analyzing power-
balance consistency and identifying physically challenging regions in the bench-
mark. Finally, we present Decoupled Conditional Flow Matching (DCFM), a
novel framework that achieves state-of-the-art performance on our benchmark.

2 Related Work

2.1 Ellipsometry Datasets

The progression of computational methods in optical metrology heavily relies
on the availability of comprehensive datasets. However, the ellipsometry domain
currently lacks large-scale and publicly accessible benchmarks. Previous stud-
ies often relied on private or simulated data collections. For instance, Jiang et
al. [14] utilized a dataset of 660000 simulated grating parameters for deep learn-
ing assisted analysis. Similarly, Wang et al. [36] generated 90000 input output
pairs derived from 450000 multilayer stack structures using the C2DB database
for their EllipsoNet model, and subsequently applied a comparable dataset for
ReflectoNet [37]. Arunachalam et al. [5] employed a mixture of experimental



4 Y. Ma et al.

Table 1. Film and substrate materials in the EllipBench.

Type Category Materials

Metal Ag, Al, Au, Be, Cd, Co, Cr, Cs, Cu, Fe, Hg, In, Ir, K, Li, Mg,
Mn, Mo, Na, Nb, Ni, Os, Pd, Pt, Re, Rh, Sn, Ta, Ti, V, W,

Film Zr, Ru

Alloy AITi, AITiC, Ins3GaAs, NiFe, NiP, TiW

Compound Al;O3, AlAs, AlGaAs, AIN, AlSb, BaTiO3, CaFq, CdS,
CdSe, CdTe, Cr203, Cuz0, Fex0O3, GaAs, GaN, GaP, GaSb,
CuO, HgSe, HgTe, In203, InAs, InGaAs, InN, InP, InSb,
ITO, MgFQ, MgO, 1\/[I12()37 Nb205, PbS7 PbSe7 PbTe, Si3N4,
SiC, SiO, SiOg, TazOs5, TasNs, TaN, ZrOg, TiC, TiN, TiO2,
TiSi, VN, ZnS, ZnSe, ZrN

Polymer PDMS, PMMA

Others Glass, Diamond, Si, Ge, Te, Sb

Substrate Others a-Si, ITO, SrTiOs, Si, PI

and simulated titanium dioxide data without specifying the exact volume. Liu
et al. [22] utilized a much smaller collection comprising 6240 parameter pairs
sourced from the established Palik and Sopra databases. The restricted scale and
private nature of these datasets limit the development and rigorous evaluation
of advanced algorithms. In contrast, our work introduces a publicly reproducible
dataset exceeding 8 million entries across 98 materials, establishing a robust
foundation for future research.

2.2 Mathematics-Based Inversion Methods

Ellipsometry is an indispensable optical measurement technique in semiconduc-
tor and optoelectronic manufacturing [11]. As an indirect measurement, ex-
tracting physical properties (e.g., optical constants and film thickness) from
the acquired amplitude ratio ¥ and phase difference A constitutes a classic,
intrinsically ill-posed inverse problem [2,7]. Traditionally, resolving this requires
constructing a layered physical model via Fresnel equations [33] and employing
iterative optimization (e.g., Levenberg-Marquardt) to minimize the discrepancy
between theoretical and experimental spectra [15,23]|. However, this fitting pro-
cedure is computationally demanding due to severe parameter correlations and
frequent convergence to non-physical local minima [13]. Consequently, it relies
heavily on expert intervention for model definition and parameter initialization,
rendering it highly inefficient for modern high-throughput applications [39].
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2.3 Machine-Learning-Based Inversion Methods

The rapid evolution of machine learning has introduced powerful large-scale mod-
els to tackle complex scientific problems, achieving remarkable success across di-
verse disciplines such as structural biology, computational chemistry, materials
discovery, and quantum physics [8, 16,26, 32]. Inspired by these achievements,
researchers have increasingly integrated deep learning architectures into ellipso-
metric data analysis to circumvent the limitations of traditional mathematical
fitting. Early attempts by Urban et al. [34] utilized shallow neural networks as
preprocessors to generate better initial parameter guesses for subsequent regres-
sion algorithms. More recently, data-driven approaches have attempted direct
parameter prediction. As discussed previously, models like EllipsoNet [36] and
ReflectoNet [37] utilize deep neural networks to approximate the inverse map-
ping. Other works have explored PINNs to embed physical constraints directly
into the learning process [17]. Despite these efforts, conventional regression net-
works struggle significantly with the extreme one-to-many mapping ambiguity
inherent in inverse ellipsometry. In these ill-posed scenarios, identical optical
spectra can originate from entirely different physical configurations, causing stan-
dard deterministic models to predict physically invalid averages of multiple pos-
sible states [4]. To resolve this mathematical ambiguity, recent advancements in
continuous normalizing flows and probabilistic modeling have demonstrated im-
mense potential in capturing complex posterior distributions for physical inverse
problems [18]. Building upon these theoretical foundations, our work diverges
entirely from standard deterministic regression. We propose the Decoupled Con-
ditional Flow Matching framework.

3 EllipBench

3.1 Task Statement and Problem Formulation

As shown in Figure 1, the forward process of ellipsometry involves calculating the
ellipsometric parameters A and ¥ from the physical properties of the materials.
This forward mapping is governed by fundamental optical interactions, beginning
with Snell’s law. Let N = n + ik represent the complex refractive index and 6
represent the angle of refraction. The relationship across the air (1), thin film
(2), and substrate (3) interfaces is defined as:

N1 sin91 :stin92:N3sin93 (1)

Based on these refraction angles, the Fresnel equations characterize the reflec-
tion behavior at each interface [6]. These single layer reflections are subsequently
extended to multi-layer structures to derive the total complex amplitude reflec-
tion coefficients r,, and 7., for parallel and perpendicular polarization states.
The detailed mathematical derivations for these intermediate reflection coeffi-
cients and their corresponding phase differences are provided in Appendix. Ulti-
mately, this forward model establishes the precise mathematical mapping from
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the physical properties of the thin films to the measured ellipsometric spectra:

tan ¥ exp(1A) = Tep (2)

Tss

In optical metrology, the practical objective is to solve the inverse ellipsome-
try problem. This task aims to deduce the unknown film thickness d and optical
constants ny and ko directly from the measured optical spectra A and ¥. This
inversion is an inherently ill-posed problem [33]. The inverse mapping is highly
non-linear and suffers from severe parameter correlations [12]. Most critically, it
presents an extreme one-to-many mapping ambiguity where completely differ-
ent physical configurations of film thickness and optical constants can produce
nearly identical ellipsometric spectra [11].

When modeling this inverse problem for deep learning approaches, the ob-
jective is to approximate this inverse mapping function [28]. The input features
to the neural network inherently consist of the measured ellipsometry angles ¥
and A, the wavelength of the incident light A\, and the known optical constants
of the substrate ng and k3. The target outputs that the network must predict
are the corresponding properties of the thin film, specifically ns, ko, and d.

3.2 Dataset Physical Consistency Validation

To assess the physical consistency of the generated dataset, we introduce the
Energy Conservation Error (EC Error) as a practical quality assessment metric.
The metric is derived from the optical power-balance relation and measures the
residual deviation of the reflected and transmitted energy from unity for the two
polarization states [25]. We define it as

N
EC Error = % > (Rpi+ Tpi = 1+ |Rei + Tai — 1)), (3)
i=1
where N denotes the total number of samples. Here, the reflectance terms
are computed from the complex reflection coefficients as R, = |ri23,[* and
R, = |r123,5\2, while the transmittance terms are computed from the complex
transmission coefficients as T}, = fgﬁigzzﬂtm,pP and Ty = %‘tlggﬁsp. The
coefficients ri23. and ti23,. are obtained from the standard multilayer interfer-
ence formalism.

Since EllipBench includes absorptive materials, R+1 is not expected to equal

1 exactly in general. Therefore, EC Error should be interpreted as a residual-
based consistency indicator rather than a strict violation measure. Smaller values
indicate closer agreement with the idealized power-balance condition, whereas
larger values typically highlight strongly absorptive or numerically sensitive
regimes. In this work, we use EC Error as a lightweight physical diagnostic to
profile data quality across material categories, thickness ranges, and wavelength
intervals. Detailed derivations and implementation procedures are provided in
the Appendix.
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Fig. 2. Simulated ellipsometric spectra for five representative thin films on an amor-
phous silicon substrate across four thickness levels. Solid and dashed lines denote the
amplitude ratio ¥ on the left axis and phase difference A on the right axis over the
380 to 1000 nm wavelength range.

3.3 Dataset Generation and Characteristics

We introduce EllipBench, a comprehensive benchmark designed for inverse ellip-
sometry research utilizing machine-learning methods. The dataset builds upon
experimentally derived optical constants for 98 thin film materials (metals, al-
loys, inorganic compounds, and polymers) across five widely used substrates
(amorphous Silicon, Indium Tin Oxide, crystalline silicon, Strontium Titanate,
and Polyimide). Spectral data were sampled from 380.28 to 999.87 nm with a
2.6 nm resolution. We generated ellipsometric spectra via the forward Fresnel
formalism at a 70 degree incident angle, systematically varying film thickness
across 20 logarithmic steps from 1 to 96 nm. After applying a strict energy con-
servation filter to guarantee physical validity [24], the final dataset comprises
over 8 million entries.

To illustrate the inherent physical complexity, Figure 2 presents the spec-
tral variations for five representative materials on amorphous Silicon. As film
thickness increases, the optical responses exhibit highly non-linear behaviors
and pronounced interference oscillations. The intricate crossing of these curves
visually demonstrates the extreme one-to-many mapping ambiguity, reinforcing
the necessity of a massive dataset to train robust analytical models.

To further investigate data quality, Figure 3 visualizes the energy conser-
vation error across thickness and wavelength domains. The error exhibits a
non-linear correlation with film thickness, with the Metal category presenting
significant measurement challenges in the 16 to 31 nm range. This indicates
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Fig. 3. Energy Conservation Error Analysis across material categories: (a) Error dis-
tribution across thickness; (b) Error distribution across wavelength spectral ranges.

a potential blind spot for highly reflective materials caused by destructive in-
terference and surface-bulk interactions. Conversely, Polymer and Compound
categories maintain consistently low error levels. Spectral analysis further re-
veals that metallic films exhibit pronounced error intensities in the 380 to 600
nm region. Ultimately, EllipBench effectively captures complex thickness depen-
dent optical behaviors, but researchers must carefully consider these inherent
physical measurement limitations when utilizing the dataset.

4 Method

In this section, we present our complete approach for solving the ill-posed in-
verse ellipsometry problem [11]. Extracting physical parameters from measured
optical spectra requires overcoming severe one-to-many mapping ambiguities.
Traditional regression networks often fail in this context by predicting the non-
physical mean of multiple valid states. To overcome this fundamental limitation,
we propose the Decoupled Conditional Flow Matching framework. Instead of
performing deterministic point regression, our method constructs a continuous
probability density path to explicitly model the complex posterior distribution
of the physical properties, conditioned on rigorously decoupled geometric con-
straints.

4.1 Preliminaries on Rectified Flow Matching

Flow Matching trains continuous normalizing flows to transform a base proba-
bility distribution into a complex target distribution via an ordinary differential
equation [20]. For target physical parameters ¥ ~ pgaio(¥) and base Gaussian
noise € ~ N(0, I), Rectified Flow Matching constructs a linear interpolation path
over time t € [0, 1]:

yi=(1—t)e+ty (4)
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Fig. 4. Overview of the Decoupled Conditional Flow Matching framework. A deter-
ministic predictor extracts the geometric thickness, injecting it via Feature-wise Linear
Modulation into a conditional vector field network that models the optical constants.
Gradient detachment isolates the thickness branch for training stability. The system is
jointly optimized using thickness supervision, vector field matching, and an optional
physics-based Fresnel reconstruction loss.

A neural vector field vy is optimized via mean squared error to approximate
the target velocity u* = y — e driving this transition. During inference, numer-
ical integration solves the differential equation forward from ¢ = 0 to t = 1,
reconstructing the physical parameters from pure noise [9].

4.2 Decoupled Conditional Flow Matching Framework

Solving inverse optical problems requires strict conditioning on measured spec-
tra. Furthermore, directly predicting the physically entangled parameters of ge-
ometric film thickness and wavelength dependent optical constants inevitably
destabilizes generative training. To alleviate this bottleneck, our framework, as
illustrated in Figure 4 and formalized in Algorithm 1, explicitly isolates the
macroscopic geometric thickness from the microscopic continuous dispersion
properties. We process these modalities through separate specialized branches
while jointly optimizing them in a single backward pass. Let the input point-
wise spectral features be denoted as X € RP= the target optical constants as
¥ = [7, k] € R?, and the ground truth thickness as d.

Decoupled Thickness Predictor Optical spectra are simultaneously modu-
lated by the macroscopic scalar film thickness and the continuous optical con-
stants. Forcing a single network to resolve both modalities inherently exacerbates
the one-to-many ambiguity. To address this issue, our framework introduces an
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Algorithm 1 Conditional Rectified Flow Matching

1: Input: point dataset D = {(%i, ¥, di)}, vector field vg, optional thickness context
detx, time-embed dim Dy

2: for iteration = 1,2,... do

3 Sample minibatch (,§,d) ~ D

4: Construct thickness context deix > detx € {2, CZ, stopgrad(d~)}
5: Sample ¢t ~ U(0,1), e ~ N(0,1) >t €[0,1], € € R¥dim
6: g (1 —t)e+ty > Rectified interpolation
7 u i~ g —€ > Target velocity field
8: ho < TransformerEnc([toky, tokz, tok:]) > readout from tokg
9: 4+ FiLM(ho, detx) > FiLM-modulated readout
10: Lrm + ||t — u*H%

11: Update(0, VoLrm) > gradient step
12: end for

13: return vy

independent thickness network denoted as g4. Utilizing a Transformer architec-
ture [35], this branch extracts features from the incident ellipsometry parameters
to produce a deterministic scalar prediction for the film thickness:

d = gy(%) € REX! (5)

By isolating the thickness prediction into a dedicated regression task, we substan-
tially reduce the geometric uncertainty from the generative process. This pre-
dicted thickness subsequently serves as an absolutely critical and robust physical
context cim to guide the generation of the remaining optical constants.

Conditional Vector Field Network and Feature Modulation With the
geometric ambiguity resolved, the generation of the optical constants y = [n, k|
is handled by the flow matching network, which learns the velocity field &1 =
v (¥, t; X, cicm). To integrate these diverse modalities, we process the interme-
diate state and input features through distinct linear projections to form their
computational tokens tok, and tok,. Simultaneously, the continuous time vari-
able t is encoded into the time token tok; via a sinusoidal time embedding
followed by a linear projection. These tokens are then concatenated to construct
the input sequence Sy = [tok,, tok,, tok,]. After adding learnable token type
embeddings and applying layer normalization, the sequence is processed by a
Transformer Encoder [35] to extract the readout representation hy.

Rather than naively concatenating the thickness condition, we employ a
Feature-wise Linear Modulation (FiLM) mechanism [29]. The thickness context
ety is projected through a multilayer perceptron to scaling and shift parameters
~ and . The readout feature is then modulated as:

FiLM(hg, d.;) = (1 + tanh(y)) @ hg + 8 (6)
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The final velocity prediction is obtained via a linear projection of this modulated
feature. By modulating the readout features based on the thickness, the vector
field is explicitly and guided toward the correct physical subspace.

Joint Training with Gradient Detachment. A critical engineering chal-
lenge in our dual-branch architecture is training stability: if the flow-matching
network backpropagates its error gradients through the thickness condition degx,
it can severely disrupt the convergence of the thickness predictor. We therefore
introduce a gradient detachment strategy using a stopgrad(-) operator. During
training, we sample a binary mask z ~ Bernoulli(ptr) following an annealed
teacher-forcing schedule, and construct the conditioning context as

detx = z-d + (1 — 2) - stopgrad(d), (7)

where d = dnet () is the thickness predicted by the thickness network and d de-
notes the ground-truth thickness in the same scaled representation. Furthermore,
to prevent the flow-matching network from over-relying on the thickness condi-
tion, we inject sample-wise Gaussian noise € ~ N(0,1) as detx < detx + g€, and
apply condition dropout at the batch level. When condition dropout is triggered,
we set dux = @ and skip the FiLM, forcing the learned vector field to remain
effective even without thickness cues. At evaluation time, we disable teacher
forcing and stochastic regularization (i.e., prr = 0, no noise, and no dropout),
S0 dctx provides a deterministic conditioning signal.

Optimization Objectives and Physics Constraints The entire framework
is trained end-to-end through a comprehensive joint optimization strategy. First,
the thickness network is supervised using a mean squared error loss against the

true film thickness, denoted as Lgper = MSE(CZ, ci) Second, the flow matching
network minimizes the velocity field error:

Lry = |la—u’l3 (8)

Finally, to guarantee that the generated optical parameters maintain abso-
lute adherence to the laws of optics, we incorporate an optional physics recon-
struction loss L;econ. The predicted parameters are fed back into the forward
Fresnel equations to reconstruct the complex reflection ratio. The total objective
function is expressed as:

L= ACFM + )\dﬁdnet + areconﬂrecon (9>

This joint optimization ensures that the learned continuous mappings are sta-
tistically accurate while constrained by fundamental electromagnetic principles
[31]. The detailed mathematical formulations and computational procedures for
all loss components are comprehensively documented in the Appendix.
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5 Experiments

In this section, we systematically evaluate the performance of the proposed
method on the EllipBench. We provide a comprehensive comparison with a wide
range of baseline methods and conduct ablation studies to verify the effectiveness
of each component.

5.1 Experiment Settings

To comprehensively assess our proposed framework, we configured a rigorous ex-
perimental setup. The EllipBench dataset was partitioned into training, valida-
tion, and testing sets using an 8 : 1 : 1 ratio. We ensured a balanced distribution
of all material categories across these subsets to prevent sampling bias.

Implementation Details Our framework was implemented using the PyTorch
library and optimized via the Adam algorithm to ensure stable gradient estima-
tion over the diverse material dataset. During the inference phase of the flow
matching network, we utilized numerical integration to sample the continuous
vector field and seamlessly construct the final optical parameters. Exhaustive
implementation details are provided in the Appendix.

Evaluation Metrics For the evaluation metrics, we quantified the regression
performance for each of the target physical parameters independently. Specifi-
cally, to evaluate the predictive accuracy and variance explanation for the refrac-
tive index no, the extinction coefficient ko, and the film thickness d, we employed
three standard regression metrics for each variable. These metrics comprise the
Mean Absolute Error (MAE), the Root Mean Square Error (RMSE), and the co-
efficient of determination R?. The detailed mathematical formulations for these
evaluation metrics are provided in the Appendix.

Baseline Methods To benchmark our approach, we selected a diverse array of
algorithms strategically categorized into four paradigms. These comprise conven-
tional regression models (Ridge Regression and ElasticNet) for establishing lin-
ear mapping baselines, and robust tree-based ensemble learning methods (Ran-
dom Forest, XGBoost, and Light GBM) tailored for numerical tabular data. For
deep learning baselines, we evaluated purely data-driven structures, specifically
Multi-Layer Perceptrons (MLP) [19] and standard Transformer [35], which rely
on large-scale datasets to learn deterministic mappings. Finally, we implemented
a Physics-Informed Neural Network (PINN) [31] as our advanced baseline, which
integrates fundamental electromagnetic equations into its optimization process
through specialized penalty terms. Comprehensive implementation details, net-
work architectures, and hyperparameter configurations for all evaluated baseline
models are thoroughly documented in the Appendix.
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Table 2. Performance Comparison of Baseline Methods on EllipBench. We
report the comprehensive evaluation metrics across four progressive methodological
paradigms. Bold indicates the optimal performance in each column.

Refractive Index (n2) Extinction Coeff. (k2) Thickness (d)
Method MAE | RMSE | R*t MAE | RMSE | R?1 MAE | RMSE | R*¢
GROUP I: CONVENTIONAL REGRESSION METHOD
Ridge Regression 0.927 1.260 0.137 1.288 1.661 0.362 2.097 2.520 0.237
ElasticNet Regression 0.927 1.260  0.137 1.288 1.661 0.362 2.097 2.520  0.237

Support Vector Regressor 0.410 0.663  0.761 0.681 1.225 0.653 1.638 2.181  0.428

GROUP II: ENSEMBLE LEARNING METHOD

Random Forest 0.246 0.441 0.894 0.394 0.748 0.871 0.955 1.444  0.749
XGBoost 0.319 0.495 0.867 0.532 0.873 0.824 1.287 1.713  0.648
Light GBM 0.313 0.489 0.870 0.524 0.861 0.829 1.264 1.685  0.659
GRroupP III: DEEP LEARNING METHOD
MLP 0.278 0.437  0.896 0.450 0.770  0.863 1.066 1.483 0.735
Transformer 0.279 0.441 0.894 0.464 0.776  0.861 1.006 1.443  0.749
GRouUP IV: PHYsics INFORMED METHOD
PINN 0.622 0.882  0.577 0.788 1.133  0.703 1.396 1.838 0.594
DCFM (Ours) 0.237 0.428 0.900 0.390 0.764 0.865 0.807 1.192 0.829

5.2 Main Results

Table 2 reports the performance of all compared methods on EllipBench. DCFM
achieves the strongest overall performance among the compared methods, at-
taining the lowest MAE and RMSE and the highest R? for refractive index no
and thickness d, while remaining competitive on extinction coefficient ks. Con-
ventional regression methods perform worst, showing that simple deterministic
mappings are inadequate for the strong nonlinearity of inverse ellipsometry. En-
semble methods, including Random Forest, XGBoost, and Light GBM, improve
substantially over linear baselines, but still remain limited, particularly for the
joint recovery of optical constants and thickness. Among them, Random Forest
is the strongest baseline, achieving competitive results on ny and ks, yet still
trailing DCFM, especially in thickness prediction.

Deep learning models further improve performance by leveraging large-scale
data. Both MLP and Transformer outperform most conventional baselines on
optical-constant prediction, but their gains on thickness estimation are modest,
indicating that standard discriminative models still struggle with the ambiguity
of the inverse mapping. PINN also fails to outperform purely data-driven deep
models, despite incorporating explicit physical constraints. This suggests that
physics regularization alone is insufficient to resolve the ill-posedness of inverse
ellipsometry. In contrast, DCFM delivers the most robust and balanced perfor-
mance, with particularly strong gains in thickness recovery: compared with the
strongest deep baseline, it reduces the thickness MAE from 1.006 to 0.807 and
improves R? from 0.749 to 0.829. These results show that explicitly modeling
the inverse distribution under decoupled geometric conditioning is more effective
than deterministic regression or constraint-only formulations.
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Table 3. Ablation Study on Core Components of DCFM. We report the evalu-
ation metrics for different architectural variants. The notation w/o denotes the removal
of a specific component from the full model. Bold indicates the optimal performance.

Refractive Index (n2) Extinction Coeff. (k2) Thickness (d)
Model Variant

MAE | RMSE| R?’t MAE| RMSE| R?’t MAE| RMSE | R?%

w /o Thickness Cond. 0.316 0.543 0.840  0.505 0.917 0.806  0.801 1.217 0.822
w/o FILM Modulation  0.270 0.474 0.878  0.402 0.784 0.858  0.841 1.264 0.808
w/o Recon. Loss 0.251 0.432 0.898  0.392 0.760 0.866 0.806 1.222 0.820

Full DCFM (Ours) 0.237 0.428 0.900 0.390 0.764 0.865  0.807 1.192  0.829

5.3 Ablation Study

To validate our core architectural innovations, we evaluated three ablated vari-
ants of our framework, with details presented in Table 3. First, removing the
geometric thickness condition forced the flow matching network to rely purely
on spectral inputs without any physical prior. This unconditioned variant suf-
fered a severe degradation in optical constant predictions, notably increasing
the MAE for the extinction coefficient from 0.390 to 0.505, while the indepen-
dent thickness prediction remained stable. This result suggests that supplying
a decoupled geometric scalar is important to resolve the inherent one-to-many
mapping ambiguity.

Second, replacing the Feature-wise Linear Modulation with a naive token con-
catenation strategy caused comprehensive performance drops across all physical
parameters, confirming that dynamically scaling hidden representations is sig-
nificantly more effective than simple token aggregation. Finally, eliminating the
Fresnel based physics reconstruction loss increased the overall prediction vari-
ance, specifically elevating the RMSE for film thickness and refractive index.
This highlights its critical role as a physical regularizer that binds the continu-
ous mappings to fundamental electromagnetic principles and ensures structural
stability.

6 Conclusion

In conclusion, this paper introduces EllipBench, a large-scale open-source bench-
mark covering diverse materials and substrate configurations, together with a
novel physical metric based on energy conservation error. To address the one-
to-many ambiguity inherent in inverse ellipsometry, we further propose the De-
coupled Conditional Flow Matching (DCFM) framework, which explicitly
decouples geometric thickness and injects it as a physical prior through Feature-
wise Linear Modulation, thereby modeling the complex inverse distribution of
optical constants and achieving state-of-the-art predictive performance on Ellip-
Bench. Notably, DCFM is designed for dense-spectrum inversion, where (¥, A)
are observed on a predefined wavelength grid and (n, k) are predicted in a point-
wise manner conditioned on thickness. While this formulation aligns well with
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our benchmark and supports scalable training on millions of samples, it also
defines the current scope of the method: scenarios involving sparse, irregular, or
missing wavelength measurements require exploiting spectral coherence at the
function level, which our present model does not explicitly enforce across wave-
lengths. Since EllipBench can naturally support settings in which only a subset
of wavelength points is observed and the full spectral segment must be inferred,
an important direction for future work is to extend DCFM toward sparse-to-
dense spectral reconstruction using masked conditioning, sequence models, or
operator-style parameterizations. We hope that EllipBench will provide a strong
foundation for and stimulate further research on partial-measurement ellipsom-
etry inversion.
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