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Abstract

Shadow generation aims to produce photorealistic shad-
ows that are visually consistent with object geometry and
scene illumination. In the physics of shadow formation,
the occluder blocks some light rays casting from the light
source that would otherwise arrive at the surface, creat-
ing a shadow that follows the silhouette of the occluder.
However, such explicit physical modeling has rarely been
used in deep-learning—based shadow generation. In this
paper, we propose a novel framework that embeds explicit
physical modeling—geometry and illumination—into deep-
learning-based shadow generation. First, given a monoc-
ular RGB image, we obtain approximate 3D geometry in
the form of dense point maps and predict a single domi-
nant light direction. These signals allow us to recover fairly
accurate shadow location and shape based on the physics
of shadow formation. We then integrate this physics-based
initial estimate into a diffusion framework that refines the
shadow into a realistic, high-fidelity appearance while en-
suring consistency with scene geometry and illumination.
Trained on DESOBAV2, our model produces shadows that
are both visually realistic and physically coherent, outper-
forming existing approaches, especially in scenes with com-
plex geometry or ambiguous lighting.

1. Introduction

Shadows are among the most visually powerful cues linking
an object’s shape to its surrounding scene. Shadow genera-
tion aims to produce photorealistic shadows that are consis-
tent with object geometry and scene illumination, benefiting
various downstream tasks such as photo editing [35, 46],
AR/VR applications [21, 38], and digital art [50]. Shadow
generation, especially from a single image, is challenging
because the 2D shape and orientation of the shadow are
jointly determined by the 3D geometry of the occluding ob-
ject and the cast surface, along with the 3D direction of
the incident lighting. Large physical inconsistencies with

2UNC Charlotte

{shilhu, jingyixu, dave, samaras}Qcs.stonybrook.edu

"Equal Advising
hle40@charlotte.edu

/| Object Points

Approximate

Directional Light (

i

Composited Image

Shadow Estimate

Figure 1. Shadows estimates from approximate geometry and
light direction. Given a monocular RGB image and foreground
mask, we recover approximate 3D point map and a single domi-
nant light direction to infer a shadow estimate using object points.

the scene geometry or illumination can make the generated
shadows appear unrealistic [37].

Modern deep learning methods [12, 23, 49, 51] approach
the task of shadow generation purely in the 2D pixel space
— where this physical relation between the shadows, geom-
etry, and illumination is expected to implicitly emerge from
data. This often yields inconsistencies, such as misaligned
extents or incorrect orientation of the generated shadows,
especially under complex geometry or ambiguous lighting.
In this work, we augment learning-based generation with an
explicit physics-based modeling of shadow formation, sub-
stantially reducing such failures.

Our physics-grounded generation has three key steps:
1) estimating the 3D scene geometry and 3D light direction
from the composite image; 2) rendering an initial shadow
from these estimates (Fig. 1); and 3) conditioning a diffu-
sion-based generator on the initial shadow.

More specifically, our pipeline is as follows: we first
compute the initial shadow estimate using the point map,
the estimated light direction, and the object mask. Can-
didate occlusions and contacts are identified via a sim-
ple angular alignment check, retaining object—receiver pairs
whose connecting ray closely aligns with the estimated light
direction. These candidates provide a coarse shadow loca-
tion and shape estimate. The estimate is then stacked with
the denoising U-Net decoder features and passed through a
coarse-to-fine mask predictor to produce a high-resolution
shadow mask. During denoising, the refined shadow mask
gates latent noise using scale and bias from a frozen in-
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Figure 2. Comparison with state-of-the-art shadow generation methods. Our physics-grounded approach produces shadows that more
faithfully align with the occluder geometry and scene lighting than state-of-the-art methods, SGDiffusion [23] and GPSD [51]. We evaluate
both on scenes with reference object-shadow pairs in the background (BOS) and BOS-free scenes.

tensity encoder, enforcing a consistent location and shape

while diffusion refines the final appearance. This design

makes physical reasoning operational within a generative
model, allowing geometry, illumination, and appearance to
cooperate seamlessly.

We evaluate our method on DESOBAV?2 [23], which
contains 27,823 training and 750 testing tuples of composite
images, foreground/background shadow masks, and fore-
ground/background object masks. We obtain point maps
using an off-the-shelf monocular geometry estimator [41].
Experimental results show that our method outperforms
state-of-the-art approaches in generated image quality and
shadow mask accuracy, producing more realistic, physically
consistent shadows. As shown in Fig. 2, our method pro-
duces shadows that align faithfully with the occluder even
in ambiguously lit scenes without background reference ob-
ject—shadow pairs (top), and better preserves shadow shape
and appearance under complex object geometry (bottom).

To summarize, our contributions are as follows:

* We propose a diffusion-based framework that integrates
explicit physical modeling into shadow generation.

* We demonstrate that an initial physics-grounded estimate
from monocular geometry and light estimation provides
coherent shadow support for subsequent synthesis.

» Experiments show SOTA performance, with superior im-
age quality and shadow accuracy where the shadow aligns
faithfully with the occluder and light direction.

2. Related Works

Shadows have long been a fundamental focus in scene un-
derstanding [19, 20]. While shadow detection [3, 11, 13,
18,40, 42, 52, 53] and shadow removal [4, 6,7, 10, 12, 15—
17, 17,25, 29] primarily operate on observed image content
by identifying or correcting differences between shadow
and non-shadow regions, shadow generation poses a more
challenging task. It requires not only synthesizing realistic
shadow appearance, but also reasoning about spatial rela-
tionships to ensure consistency with scene geometry, light-
ing conditions, and the shape of newly inserted objects in

complex environments.

Shadow generation methods can be broadly categorized
into 3D-based rendering approaches and 2D-based gener-
ative models. 3D-based methods rely on explicit scene
representations—such as object geometry, lighting direction,
and camera parameters—to simulate shadows via physically
based rendering. Early techniques [2, 31] used depth maps
and known light sources to produce soft shadow effects in
screen space. More recently, Sheng et al. [32] replaced full
3D geometry with a manually provided pixel height map
and user-specified lighting to generate controllable shad-
ows. While accurate and physically grounded, these meth-
ods require either detailed 3D models or manual input,
limiting their applicability in general image composition
tasks. In contrast, 2D-based generative approaches bypass
the need for explicit 3D modeling by learning to synthe-
size shadows directly in image space, typically conditioned
on object masks or compositional cues. Liu et al. [22]
proposed a GAN-based framework that learns a mapping
from object masks to shadows, conditioned on the back-
ground appearance. Hong et al. [9] introduced a two-stage
model that first predicts a shadow mask and then refines
the shadow appearance, using an image-formation function.
Most recently, [23] proposed a diffusion-based framework
built on ControlNet [48] to guide shadow generation using
the composite image and object mask as control signals.
However, these methods overlook the physical constraints
governing shadow formation, relying purely on learned im-
age features. As a result, they often hallucinate unrealistic
or inconsistent shadows.

Recent progress in depth and lighting estimation makes
it feasible to recover reliable geometry and illumination
from a single image. Monocular depth models perform
well on diverse scenes, with [43, 44] providing strong rel-
ative depth, and [28, 45] demonstrating accurate metric
depth. Illumination is commonly represented as environ-
ment maps [33, 39], light probes [1, 27], or parameterized
lighting directions [5, 47]. In this work, we use the off-
the-shelf MoGe-2 [41] to recover metric point maps from
single images and to estimate parameterized lighting direc-
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Figure 3. Framework overview. We inject monocular geometry by stacking the shadow-free image, foreground object mask, and dense
point map as a control signal. This feeds a control encoder and a light predictor; the predictor outputs a 3D light vector to render a shadow
estimate. A mask predictor fuses the shadow estimate with diffusion features to predict the shadow mask in a coarse-to-fine scheme. The

denoising U-Net and the intensity encoder are frozen during training.

tions, which we then use as guidance.

Our method addresses the limitations of prior 2D-based
shadow generation approaches by explicitly incorporating
geometry and illumination guidance into the generation
process. By adhering to the physics of shadow formation
and explicitly linking occluder shape and light direction to a
geometry-consistent shadow estimate, our approach yields
shadows with improved shape and placement consistency
relative to their occluders and scene illumination.

3. Method

Our task is to generate a physically faithful foreground
shadow mask My, and the corresponding shadow image
given a composite image /. and its foreground object mask
Mypy,. Inspired by the baseline [23], our framework con-
sists of five modules: (1) a frozen Stable Diffusion U-Net
[30] for shadow image synthesis, (2) a frozen intensity en-
coder that predicts affine parameters for the shadow region,
(3) a control encoder enriched with geometric cues, (4) a
light predictor that regresses a three-dimensional light vec-
tor from the control signals, and (5) a mask predictor that
estimates the foreground shadow mask. Fig. 3 shows the
overall architecture. As in the baseline, we use an empty
text prompt for the diffusion model by default.

3.1. Control Encoder

As shown in Fig. 3, the control encoder receives a shadow-
free RGB image, a foreground object mask, and a per-
pixel point map as control signals. We concatenate them to
form a 7-channel input. The shadow-free image and object

mask convey scene appearance and object locality, while the
dense point map augments the control with explicit geome-
try—encoding object—background relationships and surface
layout. Together, these cues improve spatial interpretability
and provide stronger guidance to the downstream modules.

3.2. Light Predictor

We estimate a scene-wide 3D light direction for the com-
posite I. using a lightweight ConvNeXt-Small[24] head
over the control stack. The backbone processes the stack;
this is followed by a global average pooling and a 2-layer
MLP to regress a 3D light vector 1 € R3, and finally nor-
malize it to a unit vector 1 = 1/|1]|o. Note that our light
direction is defined to point toward the source. This design
yields a stable scene-level estimate while keeping computa-
tion minimal. We supervise the predicted direction with a
cosine-similarity loss as follows:

Lip=1—1-1g, (1)

where igt is the approximate ground-truth light direction ob-
tained as described in Sec. 3.5. Because the light predictor
is trained separately from the denoising path, we detach its
output before feeding it to the mask predictor. Thus, denois-
ing losses do not back-propagate into the light head, and
light-loss gradients remain confined to the light head. This
prevents gradient leakage between branches and ensures su-
pervision targets the intended components.
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Figure 4. Mask Predictor. From the foreground mask M, point map P, and predicted light 1, we form an illumination-consistent shadow
estimate at 64 x 64. The coarse stage stacks this estimate with denoising U-Net decoder features, upsamples to 512 x 512, and the fine
stage concatenates the coarse map with My,, P, and a broadcast light map, then applies a residual refinement for the final mask.

3.3. Mask Predictor

Using the foreground object mask My,, the point map P
and the estimated light direction i, we follow the shadow-
formation principle to derive an illumination-consistent
shadow estimate. Let P(z,y) € R3 be the 3D point for
pixel (z,y), and let O and R denote the sets of object and
receiver pixels, respectively. We define the flow direction
as D = —1, pointing from occluder toward receiver. For
any object-receiver pair (0,7) € O x R with 3D positions
O = P(0) and R = P(r), we compute:

v=R -0,

p=v-D, ¢F=|vl3-p", @

where v is the displacement from the occluder point to the
receiver point, p is the forward component of v along the
flow direction D, and ¢? is the squared perpendicular com-
ponent of v with respect to D.

We define that a receiver r is shadowed by object point o
if it lies forward along D and within an angular tolerance 7
around D:

p>0 and ¢® < (tanT)?p? 3)

Equivalently, this enforces that the angle between v and D
is at most 7. The estimate at  is then:

estimate(r) = {1’ Jo € O s.t. Eq. (3) holds, @

0, otherwise.

In practice we evaluate these dot products for all (o, ) pairs
in parallel at 64 x 64 resolution and set estimate(r) = 1 if
any object pixel satisfies the condition.

We then adopt a coarse-to-fine refinement strategy to
predict the shadow mask. As depicted in Fig. 4, at the coarse
stage (64 x 64), we concatenate the illumination-consistent
shadow estimate, M ¢, and the point map P with the denois-
ing U-Net decoder features to produce a coarse map, which
is then upsampled to 512 x 512 resolution.

At the fine stage, we concatenate the upsampled coarse
map with the object mask, the point map, and a broadcast

3-channel light map, where each pixel repeats the predicted
3D light vector. A residual refinement block processes this
stack and predicts a correction that is added to the coarse
map, yielding the final shadow mask prediction, M ts- We
constrain the shadow mask loss as a combination of the
BCE loss and the Dice [36] loss:

Lask = BCE(Mfsa Mfs) + AlDice(Mfm Mfs)y @)

where M ts 1s the ground-truth foreground shadow mask
and and )\, is a scalar weight.

3.4. Generation Process

The generative backbone is built on a frozen Stable Diffu-
sion denoising U-Net, denoted f(-), conditioned by a Con-
trolNet gy (-). Given a timestep ¢ and noise € ~ N (0,I),
we construct the noised latent

z, =\ 2o+ V1 — ay €, (6)

and predict the additive Gaussian noise with the backbone
using control features ¢y, = gy (Ic, My,, P):

é(Zt,tC{/)) :f(Zt7t,C1/)). (7)
The standard diffusion objective is
Laisy =E[lle = &z, t,cy)l3] ®)

To capture the generated shadow intensity, we use a
frozen intensity encoder from [23] that predicts per-latent-
channel scale s and bias b from the composite image and
background shadow mask. The background shadow mask
is all zeros if there is no background object. Let m €
[0, 1]H#*W denote the binarized predicted shadow mask. We
modulate the predicted noise only in shadow regions:

€, =(1-mOeE+mOo(s©e+b), )

where © is element-wise multiplication. The training ob-
jective for generation becomes:

Lgen(h) =E [|le — &3] , (10)



Table 1. Comparison of baselines on DESOBAV2. We report global (G) and local (L, shadow-region) RMSE, SSIM, and BER for both
BOS and BOS-free settings. GAN-based methods are pretrained on DESOBA, while diffusion-based methods are trained on DESOBAV?2.

Best scores are in bold.

Method ‘ BOS

| BOS-free

| GRMSE| LRMSE| GSSIMt LSSIMt GBER| LBER| | GRMSE| LRMSE| GSSIMt LSSIM} GBER| LBER|

ShadowGANT[49] 8.681 70.459 0.961 0.174 0.470 0.938 19.146 87.149 0.903 0.052 0.483 0.961
Mask-SG[12] 10.450 73.776 0.938 0.186 0.485 0.966 19.662 89.637 0.895 0.054 0.488 0.972
AR-SG[22] 8.873 69.336 0.957 0.190 0.463 0.922 19.594 84.939 0.896 0.057 0.468 0.925
SGRNet[8] 9.017 71.582 0.961 0.189 0.446 0.887 20.883 85.841 0.894 0.056 0.450 0.881
SGDiftussion[23] 7.366 51.830 0.962 0.332 0.218 0.433 14.664 54.931 0914 0.168 0.179 0.348
GPSD[51] 6.694 41.266 0.967 0.449 0.140 0.274 18.207 52.602 0.906 0.178 0.147 0.271
Ours ‘ 6.399 41.405 0.964 0.448 0.109 0.214 ‘ 13.201 45.657 0.916 0.224 0.109 0.208

which updates only the ControlNet parameters v/, while the
denoising U-Net and intensity encoder remain frozen.
The total loss for the generation process is the sum:

£total = ‘cgen + £mask + )\2£lit- (1 1)

3.5. Point Map and Approximate Light Direction

For our framework, we use monocular geometry and an
approximate light direction. Dense point maps are ob-
tained per scene with the off-the-shelf MoGe-2 [41] model.
We then estimate a single light direction by aligning a
lightweight, differentiable shadow render to the observed
shadow mask. In a camera-centric frame, we define the light
as a unit vector:

L(p,0) = [ — cos ¢ cosf, —sinf, — sin ¢ cos 9}, (12)

with azimuth ¢ and elevation 6, pointing toward the source.
Using the object geometry and an estimated receiver plane
IT: (p — po)-n = 0, candidate shadows are produced by
ray—plane intersection from occluder points x; along —¥¢:

(Po —Xi)'ﬂ

T

Vi =X; +t;(—£), (13)

The resulting intersections y; are mapped into receiver co-
ordinates and softly splatted to form a differentiable density
R,. The light is obtained by minimizing a mask-matching
objective with regularization for invalid casts:

2<R£7 M>

e+ w ), (14)
[Rellx + | M]]x

min L(4,0)=1-
where M is the observed shadow mask and () aggregates
penalties, including negative ¢;, back-facing rays, and off-
receiver projections. We perform a coarse angular sweep
followed by a gradient refinement to obtain the final approx-
imate light direction, (qAS, é), we treat this optimized direc-
tion and its corresponding unit vector as supervision for the
light predictor. The full pipeline is automated, and addi-
tional details are provided in the supplementary material.

4. Experiments and Results

Dataset and Evaluation Metrics. We conduct experi-
ments on the DESOBAV2 [23] dataset, which contains
21,575 scenes with 28,573 image tuples. The dataset is
split into 27,823 training tuples and 750 testing tuples. The
test set covers two conditions: background-object-shadow
(BOS), where background reference object—shadow pairs
are present in the image; and BOS-free, where there is only
a single object—shadow pair. We obtain per-image point
maps from MoGe-2 [41] and derive 22,364 approximate
light directions via our automated pipeline, which we use
as supervision for light prediction when available.

For baselines, we compare with recent learning-
based shadow generation methods, including GAN-
based methods: ShadowGAN|[49], MaskShadowGAN[12],
ARShadowGAN][22], and SGRNet[8]. Note that we use
their models pretrained on DESOBA and apply them di-
rectly to DESOBAV2. We also compare with SOTA
diffusion-based methods, SGDiffusion[23] and GPSD[51],
which are trained and evaluated on DESOBAV2. We eval-
uate both generated image quality and shadow mask accu-
racy. Following [23, 51], we report RMSE and SSIM for
image quality, and BER for mask accuracy. All metrics are
reported on the global image (G) and the local foreground-
shadow region (L). Because diffusion models are stochastic,
we generate five samples per test case with different ran-
dom seeds and report the one with the highest local SSIM
(LSSIM) against the ground truth.

Implementation Details. We implement our method in Py-
Torch [26]. The model is trained with the Adam [14] opti-
mizer at a learning rate of 1 x 10~°. We use the pre-trained
denoising U-Net and intensity encoder from [23] and keep
both frozen during training. The model is trained for 30
epochs on two NVIDIA RTX A6000 GPUs, with a batch
size of 8. We set hyperparameter 7 to 5° and A1, Ao to 0.1,
0.5, respectively. At inference, we use DDIM [34] with 25
steps and then apply the post-processing network from [23]
as-is, without additional training. Further architectural and
training details are provided in the supplementary material.
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Figure 5. Qualitative comparison with SOTA. Visual results in both BOS (with background reference object—shadow pairs) and BOS-free
(single object—shadow pair) settings. We compare generated images and predicted shadow masks against SGDiffusion[23], GPSDI[51],
and ground truth. Our method consistently produces higher image fidelity and more accurate shadow masks that better respect oc-

cluder—receiver—illumination relationships.

4.1. Comparisons with SOTA

Quantitative Results. On the DESOBAV?2 test set (Tab. 1),
our method achieves the best overall performance among
nearly all baselines. In the BOS-free setting, we obtain the
lowest global and local RMSE, the highest global and local
SSIM, indicating consistently better reconstruction quality
and shadow localization. In the BOS setting, our method
achieves the lowest GRMSE, while remaining competitive
in LRMSE and SSIM against GPSD. This is mainly be-
cause the shadows occupy a smaller fraction of the im-
age, making SSIM less sensitive to local improvements.
Overall, our generated images show reduced reconstruc-
tion error and strong local fidelity around the foreground
shadow region. For mask accuracy, our method consis-
tently improves over SOTA diffusion-based baselines in
both settings. Compared to GPSD in the BOS split, our

GBER/LBER of 0.109/0.214 represent roughly a 22% rel-
ative reduction from 0.140/0.274, while in the BOS-free
split our 0.109/0.208 improve over 0.147/0.271 by about
25-30%. These reductions indicate that the geometry-
and light-aware, physics-grounded shadow estimate effec-
tively suppresses false darkening and misalignment, yield-
ing masks that better match the true occluder—receiver con-
figuration under the predicted illumination.

Qualitative Results. Fig. 5 shows the qualitative com-
parisons against SGDiffusion [23] and GPSD [51]. We
visualize both the generated images and the predicted
masks. SGDiffusion often produces shadows with incom-
plete shapes and an incorrect inferred light direction, and
its shadow intensities can be inconsistent with the scene il-
lumination (rows 2, 3 and 6). GPSD leverages an object-
conditioned shape prior, but as a learned prior it can hal-
lucinate and drift, yielding incorrect shadow extents and



Table 2. Light prediction performance on DESOBAV?2 test set. We
report the count of scenes with valid approximate light directions
in each setting and the mean angular error of our predictions.

Scene Number With Approximate Mean Angular Error

BOS 500 375 3.829
BOS-free 250 235 8.689
All 750 610 5.701

Shadow Estimate GT at64

Shadow Free

Light Direction

Figure 6. Light prediction and Shadow Estimate. Examples
of predicted light directions and the resulting light-constrained
shadow estimate. Light predictions match the approximates, and
the estimate localizes shadows accurately while preserving shape.

topology (rows 1, 3, and 5). In contrast, our method an-
chors shadow location and shape with a physics-grounded
estimate and then refines details at high resolution, lead-
ing to masks that align more closely with ground truth in
both BOS and BOS-free settings. The resulting images also
show better photometric consistency with the ground truth
shadows. Overall, these results indicate stronger modeling
of the occluder-receiver—illumination relationship, reduc-
ing misplacement and shape errors.

4.2. Light and Shadow Estimate

Tab. 2 summarizes light prediction accuracy. We report the
mean angular error (in degrees) between our predicted di-
rections and the approximate light targets. Overall, the error
is below 6°, with better accuracy in the BOS setting, where
background reference object-shadow pairs provide addi-
tional cues. We show the predicted light directions and their
induced shadow estimates in Fig. 6. The predictions closely
match the approximate directions derived from geometry,
and the corresponding shadow estimates preserve shadow
location accurately while capturing the coarse shape. Dur-
ing training, we deliberately disable the approximate light
estimation for scenes with clearly spatially varying illumi-

Input Ours image Ours shadow GT

Figure 7. Hard cases. Examples where we disable approximate-
light supervision during training: (top) spatially varying illumina-
tion and (bot) out-of-frame shadows. The model learns to predict
reasonable lighting from data and produces plausible shadows.

Input Ours GT

Figure 8. Limitations. Top: Failures from incomplete fore-
ground object — our shadow estimate cannot hallucinate missing
parts. Bottom: Intensity errors under multi-light illumination — the
shadow is placed correctly but its intensity is off due to our single-
light assumption.

nation and for cases with out-of-frame shadows, where a
reliable elevation cannot be derived. However, our method
still learns a foreground-object—focused light direction from
data during training. As depicted in Fig. 7, the top row in-
cludes the sun in frame and shows spatially varying direc-
tions; yet our model correctly orients the cast shadow of the
chair. The bottom row likewise demonstrates accurate light
prediction and a plausible partial shadow on the receiver.

4.3. Ablation Study

We study the impact of our additional conditioning signals
on the diffusion-based baseline. First, we experiment with
geometry-only guidance over the baseline [23]. In Tab. 3,
we compare the performance of the baseline model aug-
mented with different geometry priors: relative depth maps
from [44] versus metric point maps from [41]. Both geom-
etry priors improve shadow generation performance. The
depth-map-guided baseline yields better performance in the



Table 3. Comparisons of ablation studies. We compare our geometry-light-guided model against geometry-only-guided models. We report
the RMSE, SSIM, and BER for both BOS and BOS-free settings. Best scores are in bold.

| BOS | BOS-free
Method

| GRMSE| LRMSE| GSSIMt LSSIM{ GBER| LBER| | GRMSE| LRMSE| GSSIM{ LSSIM GBER| LBER|
SGDiffussion[23] | 7.366 51.830 0962 0332 0218 0433 | 14664 54931 0914 0168 0179 0348
+ Depth Map 6.454 43447 0960 0431 0127 0251 | 13538 47811 0911 0211 0124 0238
+ Point Map 6.280 42549 0964 0424 0135 0267 | 13286 46168 0915 0220  0.114 0216
Ours | 6.399 41404 0964 0448 0109 0214 | 13201 45657 0916 0224  0.109  0.208

Input FG Object Depth Map-guided

Point Map-guided

Ours w. Shadow Estimate GTimage GT Shadow

Figure 9. Ablations. Visual comparison of three variants of our method: (i) depth-guided, (ii)point map-guided, and (iii) proposed
shadow—estimate—guided model. With extra illumination guidance, our method yields images that better align with scene geometry and
produces shadow masks with more accurate shapes than geometry-only-guided variants.

BOS setting, with higher LSSIM and lower BER, while the
point-map-guided baseline performs better in the BOS-free
setting. This pattern reflects their representations: relative
depth is image-consistent but lacks metric scale and offset,
whereas the metric point map provides absolute 3D struc-
ture that better constrains contact regions and shadow ex-
tent. With extra illumination-guided cues, our method out-
performs them on all metrics except GRMSE in the BOS
setting. Fig. 9 shows the qualitative comparisons across
configurations; our full model shows better photometric and
geometric consistency and recovers finer shadow shapes.

5. Limitations

Although our method outperforms existing methods, there
are still several limitations. First, since we rely on the fore-
ground object geometry as a control signal and to build
the shadow estimate, incomplete or erroneous geometry can
lead to failure cases, as shown in Fig. 8 (first row). When the
foreground object is only partially visible, our method can-
not hallucinate the missing shape. The second row shows
a failure case under multi-light conditions: although our

method correctly predicts the shadow’s location and shape,
the resulting intensity is not correct. The primary reason is
that we assume a single, shared light direction across the
scene, and multi-light cases are rare in the dataset. Future
work should address more complex lighting, such as indoor
scenes with spatially varying illumination, and adopt more
expressive light representations, for example, environment
maps or area-light models that can better capture multi-
source illumination.

6. Conclusion

We present a physics-guided shadow generation framework
that conditions a diffusion backbone on monocular point-
map geometry and an estimated single, scene-wide light di-
rection vector. Following the shadow formation principle,
we derive a shadow estimate from the geometry via an an-
gular constraint, and then apply a coarse-to-fine refinement
strategy to recover fine-grained shadow location and shape.
By injecting this simple, explicit physics into the generation
process, our method moves beyond purely 2D image-only
mappings and enforces consistency between occluders, re-



ceivers, and illumination. Experiments on the DESOBAV?2
benchmark, across both BOS and BOS-free settings, show
that this design outperforms prior GAN- and diffusion-
based approaches, yielding improved local shadow fidelity,
reduced mask errors, and enhanced global image quality.
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