
1

Measured Albedo in the Wild: Filling the Gap in
Intrinsics Evaluation
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Abstract—Intrinsic image decomposition and inverse rendering are long-standing problems in computer vision. To evaluate albedo
recovery, most algorithms report their quantitative performance with a mean Weighted Human Disagreement Rate (WHDR) metric on
the IIW dataset. However, WHDR focuses only on relative albedo values and often fails to capture overall quality of the albedo. In order
to comprehensively evaluate albedo, we collect a new dataset, Measured Albedo in the Wild (MAW), and propose three new metrics
that complement WHDR: intensity, chromaticity and texture metrics. We show that existing algorithms often improve WHDR metric but
perform poorly on other metrics. We then finetune different algorithms on our MAW dataset to significantly improve the quality of the
reconstructed albedo both quantitatively and qualitatively. Since the proposed intensity, chromaticity, and texture metrics and the
WHDR are all complementary we further introduce a relative performance measure that captures average performance. By analysing
existing algorithms we show that there is significant room for improvement. Our dataset and evaluation metrics will enable researchers
to develop algorithms that improve albedo reconstruction. Code and Data available at: https://measuredalbedo.github.io/

Index Terms—Intrinsic image decomposition, Inverse rendering, Albedo, Shading, Computational Photography, Benchmark &
Datasets

✦

1 INTRODUCTION

Single-image intrinsic image decomposition and inverse
rendering have a long history in computer vision. In their
seminal work, Barrow et al. [1] defines intrinsic as “range,
orientation, reflectance, and incidental illumination”. How-
ever, most recent work [2], [3], [4], [5], [6], [7], [8], [9],
[10] focuses on decomposing an image I into albedo A
and shading S, following the model I = A · S, where ·
is element-wise multiplication. The closely related problem,
inverse rendering, attempts to jointly infer material proper-
ties including albedo, geometry, and lighting from images
[11], [12], [13], [14], [15]. Recovering scene properties from
single images of indoor scenes is highly challenging and
under-constrained due to complicated material, lighting,
and geometry. Recently, significant progress has been made
using deep learning and large-scale photo-realistic synthetic
datasets [7], [16], [17]. [2], [3], [4], [5], [6], [7], [12], [13], [15],
[18], [19], [20], [21], [22], [23], [24], [25].

Progress in empirical research heavily relies on the
availability of well constructed benchmarks to evaluate
different algorithms. For the task of albedo prediction, for
Intrinsic Image Decomposition and Inverse Rendering, the
most widely used metric is the mean Weighted Human
Disagreement Rate (WHDR) score on the IIW dataset [18]
consisting of images of indoor scenes in-the-wild. WHDR
score captures how well an algorithm agrees with human
judgment of relative intensities in the albedo of a pair
of points (darker, brighter, or equal). Despite its popu-
larity, WHDR on IIW is incomplete. The authors of IIW
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Fig. 1. Better WHDR metric (lower is better) often do not produce better
albedo, due to worse chromaticity (first row), intensity (second row),
and texture (third row). Second row is shown in grayscale for best
visualization of intensity. Additional discussions are in section 2.

[18] themselves acknowledged that WHDR won’t identify
when colored shading is pushed into albedo or texture
is interpreted as shading. Nevertheless, the authors found
that “algorithms that achieved lower WHDR also achieved
qualitatively better results” [18]. Subsequent research [24]
showed that some methods with good WHDR “produce
quite odd colors”, and “display colored paper effect”, which
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Fig. 2. With all four metrics, we can correctly capture errors (lower is
better) in chromaticity (first row), intensity (second row), and texture
(third row). Second row is shown in grayscale for best visualization of
intensity. Additional discussions are in section 5.1.

is the artifact of a piece-wise constant albedo. While initially
after the publication of IIW [18], lower WHDR might predict
qualitatively better results, we found researchers have since
then overfit to the metric. As shown in Figure 1, algorithms
with better WHDR metric often produce worse albedo re-
construction quality, especially in terms of recovering the
correct intensity, chromaticity, and texture.

To address the limitations of the WHDR metric on the
IIW dataset, we introduce a new benchmark for albedo
estimation of indoor scenes in-the-wild. We present the Mea-
sured Albedo in the Wild (MAW) dataset, which contains
888 images of 46 indoor scenes with measured albedo and
shading of 434 unique objects or regions. We introduce a
novel and easy albedo measurement technique that allows
a user to measure the albedo of an object in-the-wild scenes
without requiring any expensive capture setup or con-
straints. Our method only requires a widely available gray
card, a tripod, and a camera. This allows us to measure the
albedo of most common objects, including curved objects,
in a scene as long as they have a relatively small area (at
least 1′′ × 1′′) that is flat, homogeneous, and approximately
diffuse. Ground truth shading images are derived from mea-
sured albedo. We then introduce several metrics to evaluate
albedo including intensity, chromaticity and texture metrics
which are complimentary to the WHDR metric. To evaluate
the shading component, we use the same metric proposed
in the MIT Intrinsics dataset [26].

We first evaluate existing intrinsic decomposition or in-
verse rendering approaches on our proposed MAW dataset.

Since these algorithms are only evaluated on WHDR met-
ric for indoor scenes, the resulting algorithms often infer
albedos that have low WHDR score but strong artifacts,
as shown in Figure 1. However, the additional metrics
introduced in this paper, related to intensity, chromaticity,
and texture, can capture these artifacts in the inferred albedo
as shown in Table 1 and Figure 2.

Our proposed MAW dataset and evaluation metrics can
not only serve as a benchmark but also be used to train
models to improve albedo predictions. We finetune various
SOTA algorithms (Sengupta 2019 [12], Li 2020 [13], and
NIID-Net [25]) on our MAW dataset using all four metrics
(WHDR, intensity, chromaticity, and texture). We observe
that finetuning significantly improves the predicted albedo
and produces minimal artifacts, as shown in Table 2 and
Figure 12. Specifically, finetuning improves the albedo in
terms of intensity, chromaticity and texture metrics (36%,
18% and 8% respectively on average) while slightly degrad-
ing WHDR (2% on average).

In summary, our contributions are as follows:
• We introduce a new dataset called Measured Albedo

in the Wild (MAW) that consists of 888 images of
indoor scenes with ground truth albedo for evaluation.
Shading can also be evaluated with shading annotation
derived from measured albedo.

• We show that although the WHDR metric provides a
valuable way for evaluating albedo reconstruction, it
is incomplete. Since it’s introduction, researchers have
overfitted to WHDR, improving WHDR at the cost of
other aspects of albedo reconstruction, albedo intensity,
chromaticity and texture. Our proposed MAW dataset
including all four metrics allow us to properly evaluate
the quality of the predicted albedo.

• We then show that finetuning various algorithms on
our MAW dataset using all four albedo metrics signifi-
cantly improves their overall performance both quanti-
tatively and qualitatively.

• Our results show that it is still an open problem to
develop an algorithm that produces albedo that is good
in all aspects, i.e. WHDR, intensity, chromaticity, and
texture metrics. The dataset and evaluation code will
be released upon acceptance. We believe this dataset
can serve as a benchmark to future Intrinsic Image
Decomposition and Inverse Rendering research.

2 BACKGROUND

Existing research made several attempts to evaluate albedo
for intrinsic image decomposition and inverse rendering
problems. Due to the lack of real datasets with high-quality
albedo ground truth, many authors have evaluated their
methods on synthetic data, such as MPI Sintel [27], and In-
teriornet [17]. However, these do not fully capture the com-
plex material, geometry and lighting of the real world. MIT
intrinsics [26] is one of the first datasets with ground truth
intrinsics for real objects (not scenes), measured in a con-
trolled environment. Intrinsic images in the wild (IIW) [18]
collects relative albedo annotations (darker, brighter, equal)
for pairs of points for in-the-wild scenes through crowd-
sourcing, and has become a de-facto standard for evaluating
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albedo reconstruction accuracy. However, such relative an-
notations cannot fully capture albedo reconstruction quality,
see Figure 1. Our approach is a middle ground between MIT
intrinsics and IIW. We measure groundtruth albedo like MIT
intrinsics but for in-the-wild indoor scenes like IIW.

Intrinsic images in the wild. Intrinsic images in the
wild (IIW) [18] is a large-scale dataset for evaluating albedo
on indoor scene images captured in-the-wild. 106 pairs of
points were randomly sampled on average for each image.
Each pair of points is annotated by at least 5 MTurk workers
who indicate which point has darker albedo (or that they
are equal) with a confidence level. CUBAM [28] is used
to aggregate these annotations and confidence levels into
a final relative judgement label (equal, point A darker, point
B darker) and confidence score.

To quantitatively evaluate the performance of intrinsic
image decomposition algorithms, IIW also proposes the
weighted human disagreement rate (WHDR), which is the
disagreement rate of the algorithm with humans, with the
relative judgement weighted by its confidence score. For-
mally as defined in IIW [18]:

WHDRδ(J,R) =
∑
i

wi · 1
(
Ji ̸= Ĵi,δ(R)

)
/
∑
i

wi,

where Ji is human relative judgement, wi is the confidence
score, and 1(·) is the unit indicator function.

Since most intrinsic image decomposition algorithms
output a 2D albedo image R as the decomposed albedo,
IIW also proposes a conversion function Ĵi,δ that takes in R
and outputs the algorithm’s judgement for the i’th pair. IIW
[18] defines the conversion function as follows:

Ĵi,δ =


1 if R2,i/R1,i > 1 + δ

2 if R1,i/R2,i > 1 + δ

E otherwise
(1)

where R1,i and R2,i are the values at point A and point B in
R respectively. δ is usually set to 10%.

WHDR metric on IIW. Since its publication, WHDR on
the IIW dataset has become the de-facto standard for quanti-
tatively evaluating the albedo of intrinsic image decomposi-
tion and inverse rendering algorithms on real-world scenes.
IIW [18] itself includes an intrinsic image decomposition
algorithm and evaluates the performance on their own
dataset. Bi 2015 [2], Zoran 2015 [19], GloSH [23], Li 2020
[13], Wang 2021 [15], Forsyth 2021 [24] and NIID-Net [25]
does quantitative evaluation of albedo solely on WHDR on
IIW. Narihira 2015 [20] uses both WHDR and error rate
(without weight) on IIW to evaluate their algorithm. Bi 2018
[3] conducts evaluation on IIW and the synthetic MPI-Sintel
dataset [27]. Also consistency of albedo under different illu-
mination is evaluated on the [29] dataset. BigTime [22] and
CGIntrinsics [7] evaluates on IIW, then quantitatively eval-
uates on MIT intrinsics dataset [26]. Revisit [6] and USI3D
[4] evaluate on IIW for real indoor scenes, the MPI-Sintel
dataset [27], and the MIT intrinsic dataset [26]. Even though
InverseRenderNet [14] is designed for outdoor scenes, the
authors still decide to evaluate WHDR on IIW in addition to
“pseudo ground truth” on megadepth [30]. Direct Intrinsic
[8] is designed for objects, but still reports WHDR on IIW.
IrisFormer [31] evaluates on IIW and a synthetic dataset
interiornet [17]. Methods that didn’t evaluate on IIW often

use binocular stereo input [32], panoramic images [33], or
other forms of non-single-view input. Other methods that
don’t report WHDR scores include object-level methods [9].

Limitations of WHDR metric. Limitations of the WHDR
metric have been previously discussed in [24]. For example,
in Figure 1 we show that often the quality of the recon-
structed albedo is significantly better for the algorithm with
the worse WHDR metric. In row 1, even though Li 2020 [13]
has lower WHDR, the wall is rendered pink and the chair
red, which does not match the chromaticity of the input im-
age. The chromaticity of Bell 2014 [18] is closer to the input
image. On row 2, Nestmeyer 2017 [21] has better WHDR
score, but it is quite desaturated compared to CGI [7], and
does not have the correct albedo intensity value. On row 3,
Li 2020 [13] has slightly better WHDR score. However, the
reconstructed albedo lacks the texture pattern on the kitchen
counter and the wooden shelf. On the other hand, such
texture patterns are much more well preserved in NIID-
Net [25]. In conclusion, we often notice that the WHDR
measure does not correctly capture the intensity, color, and
texture of the original albedo which is critical to evaluate
albedo reconstruction quality.

3 MEASURED ALBEDO IN THE WILD

Accurately evaluating albedo intensity, chromaticity and
texture require near ground-truth annotation of the albedo,
which is nearly impossible to determine from just in-the-
wild images. To the best of our knowledge, no such dataset
exists for indoor scenes. Therefore, we collect such a dataset
and introduce several metrics that capture the intensity,
chromaticity and texture reconstruction quality. Our setup
for capturing ground-truth albedo is lightweight and can be
easily done in-the-wild, as we only need a camera, a gray
card, and a tripod.

3.1 Measuring Albedo

Capturing ground-truth albedo for all regions in a scene
in the wild is extremely challenging. Thus we make the
following assumptions, which hold true for many regions
in images. We only measure albedo in these regions and
evaluate different error metrics on these regions only.
• Homogeneous. We require the region to be homogeneous.
If the region contains texture, the feature size of the homo-
geneous texture to be significantly smaller than the size of
a gray card (2.5′′ × 4′′). We find that we can successfully
measure most regions in a scene with such an assumption.
• Not Highly Specular. We avoid highly specular regions.
In practice, we avoid specular reflections from a surface by
capturing the surface from angles that minimize specularity.
This allows us to capture reasonable albedo values for
slightly specular objects (e.g., we can still capture a shiny
table in Fig. 3(c)). We avoid highly specular surfaces due to
concerns of specular reflections overpowering albedo.
• Planar. The region has an small planar patch. We do not
need the whole region to be planar as long as there is a small
planar patch (significantly larger than the feature size of the
homogeneous texture). Our method can measure the albedo
of non-planar objects, e.g., the pink chair in Fig. 3(b) has
curves but since the rim of the chair is flat we can provide
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Fig. 3. Images (top), ground-truth albedo (middle) and ground-truth shading from our MAW dataset.

Fig. 4. Overview of the data collection and evaluation pipeline of the MAW dataset. For each region with homogeneous texture, we measure a single
average RGB value Gi for the entire region with a gray card. For a given predicted albedo image, we average pixels that lie inside the region as a
single RGB value. We then compare the predicted albedo against the ground-truth using metrics as described in Sec. 3.3.

measurements for the entire chair. Most common larger and
salient curved objects in images such as bed, sofa, chair all
have such local planar regions that we can measure.

To measure albedo of a region with unknown albedo and
shading we use a ‘proxy object’, which is a flat gray card, of
known albedo value. We capture two images of the region,
one by placing the ‘proxy object’ on the surface of the region
(Iproxy) and another without it (Iregion). Since we ensure the
planar geometry of both the region and the ‘proxy object’,
they will have the same shading value S. Since the albedo of
the ‘proxy object’ (Aproxy) is known, we can simply calculate
the common shading S = Iproxy/Aproxy. Thus the albedo of
the region can then be calculated as Aregion = Iregion/S.

Examples of image and measured albedo from the pro-
posed MAW dataset are shown in Figure 3. We can measure
a wide variety of objects, including sofa, chair, pillow, and
even cylindrical plastic wash basins (by measuring the
bottom). However, there are limitations to our method. We
cannot measure non-homogeneous materials such as some
carpet (Fig. 3(a)). We also cannot measure objects that don’t

have any planar region such as the flower pot (Fig. 3(b)).

The previous albedo measurement benchmark, IIW [18],
only provides relative comparisons of 44 pixels per image
on average. In contrast we provide annotations on roughly
59,400 pixels per image at the same resolution as IIW.

Details of Dataset Collection The dataset collection is
performed with a SONY RX-100 IV or SONY RX-100 VA or a
NIKON D40 camera mounted on a tripod. For the gray card,
we use either the 18% gray card inside X-Rite/Calibrate
ColorChecker Passport Photo 2 or a dedicated KODAK
R-27 18% gray card. When measuring albedo, all camera
shots are taken with remote control in order to minimize
misalignment between subsequent images.

To ensure image intensity of Iregion and Iproxy increases
linearly with respect to increasing amount of light reflected
from Iregion and Iproxy, we use “raw” camera images to
compute the Iregion and Iproxy , which has linear response
after substracting the blackness level [34], [35]. We use
opensource software rawpy [36], which is a python wrapper
around the opensource raw processing library LibRaw [37],
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to process the raw images into linear adobe RGB color space
(adobe RGB color space without gamma curve). Since all
algorithms implicitly assume the strictly smaller sRGB col-
orspace, we convert the computed linear adobe RGB color
space albedo Aregion into sRGB color space for evaluation.

3.2 Building Dataset of Measured Albedo

An overview of how we collect our dataset and evaluate al-
gorithms is shown in Figure 4. For each scene, we manually
pick N regions for which we will measure albedo. For each
region, we measure the albedo of a patch using a gray card
and use the average albedo of the patch as the albedo of the
entire surface. Note that with our assumption, the texture
feature size in the region being measured is significantly
smaller than the gray card which varies in size from 2.5′′×4′′

inches to 8′′ × 10′′.
To measure the albedo of the region, we move the camera

on a tripod next to the surface and pick a direction that
minimizes the specularity. With the camera held fixed, we
take two images, with and without the gray card lying on
the surface of the region being measured. We annotate the
mask for the gray card. Since both images are in alignment,
the mask allows us to crop out the gray card Iproxy and
surface under the gray card Iregion respectively, and we can
compute the albedo Aregion as described in Section 3.1. We
take the average of Aregion and denote as Gi.

Then we capture K images of a scene from different
viewpoints, for some scenes under different lighting con-
ditions too. Each of the K images will contain only a subset
of size M of the N measured surfaces, but from different
viewpoint/lighting conditions. For each captured image,
we manually create the segmentation mask of each visible
surface as a collection of polygons or use the interactive
segmentation tool F-BRS [38]. Then we manually associate
each segmented region with one of the M measured albedos
Gi. In the end, we get albedo labels G1, ...GM , and region
masks M1, ...,MM associated with the image.

In total we have K = 888 images of 46 scenes, containing
N = 434 measurements. Of all possible image pairs, 93.5%
do not share any common measurements. Of those pairs that
do share measurements, the IoU (Intersection over Union) is
0.316. Figure 3 shows the variety of scenes in our dataset.

3.3 Metrics for Albedo Reconstruction

In this section, we will introduce our metrics for albedo in-
tensity and color. Unless otherwise specified, all RGB values
used to compute our metrics are in linear RGB space without
a gamma curve. Given a predicted albedo image R, with its
j-th pixel denoted Rj and binary masks Mi,j , which takes
the value of 1 if pixel j belongs to region i, and 0 otherwise,
we take the average value of predicted albedo inside each
manually annotated region as the algorithm’s prediction
for that region. We compare Vi =

∑
j RjMi,j/

∑
j Mi,j to

ground truth with the following metrics.
Albedo Intensity region-wise si-MSE WHDR on IIW
dataset uses the average of RGB channels as the albedo
intensity values. Since most algorithms in intrinsic image
decomposition follow this convention, we also use this

Fig. 5. Approximately constant shading masks used for texture metrics.
Red polygons indicates the locations of the constant shading masks.

method for computing the albedo intensity value. We de-
note grayscale predicted and ground truth albedo as V

gray
i

and G
gray
i respectively.

We then compute the region-wise scale-invariant MSE
between each prediction and the ground-truth region. Since
the scales of albedos are ambiguous, we compute a single
optimal global scale θ over the image that minimizes the
sum of MSE between predicted and ground truth albedo
values. We weigh each region by the number of pixels
belonging to the region. Denote |Mi| as the number of valid
pixels in region i. Then region-wise si-MSE is computed
with the global scale θ as:

θ̂ = argminθ

∑
i |Mi|

∥∥V gray
i − θG

gray
i

∥∥
2∑

i |Mi|
, (2)

Intensity region-wise si-MSE =

∑
i |Mi|∥V gray

i − θ̂G
gray
i ∥22∑

i |Mi|
.

(3)
Albedo Chromaticity Error For albedo chromaticity error,
we want to completely ignore the grayscale component, and
just capture the “chromaticity” component of the albedos.
Therefore, instead of computing a single global scale θ,
we compute an optimal scale θi for each region i, such
that with θi applied, the grayscale predicted albedo θiV

gray
i

exactly matches groundtruth G
gray
i . The difference between

Vi and θiGi should now completely ignore the grayscale
component and focus on the difference in chromaticity.

CIELAB ∆E∗ is a family of perceptually based metrics.
We use the latest CIEDE2000 version [39] to measure the er-
ror in chromaticity. We weight each region by the number of
pixels of that region. We denote CIEDE2000 as ∆E*

00(x, y),
and |Mi| as the number of valid pixels in region i.

Color Error =
∑

i |Mi|∆E*
00 (Vi, θiGi)∑

i |Mi|
(4)

Albedo Texture Error We propose a metric to measure how
well texture details in the input image are preserved in the
albedo. We know that in the regions of constant shading of
an image, the ground truth albedo and the image only differ
by a constant RGB factor. We thus rescale the predicted
albedo in these regions such that the average RGB values
match the average RGB values of the input image. Then
we can use LPIPS [40], a metric of perceptual similarity, to
evaluate how well the texture details of the input images are
preserved in the predicted albedo in these regions.

We manually annotate the MAW dataset with regions
of approximately constant shading. Some examples of con-
stant shading masks are shown in Figure 5. We extract the
largest inscribed rectangles from the polygon annotations,
and only keep rectangles with length and width at least 32.
We upsample both the input image and predicted albedo
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to prevent too many rectangles from getting removed. 639
images from MAW has at least 1 rectangle matches the
criteria and are used for texture evaluation.
Albedo WHDR Our albedo intensity and chromaticity met-
rics mainly focus on the absolute values of albedo pre-
diction. We still use WHDR metric to capture relative re-
flectance between pairs of pixels. We collect WHDR label on
MAW dataset with official code from IIW [18]. Annotating
images with WHDR score is an economically expensive
process. Thus we have only annotated WHDR labels for 20%
of the MAW dataset.

3.4 Combining Different Performance Metrics

Our proposed MAW dataset, contains ground-truth anno-
tations to measure albedo intensity, chromaticity, WHDR
scores, and texture reconstruction. These four metrics are
complementary and capture different aspects of albedo re-
construction. However in practice, we observe that certain
algorithms are better in some metrics and worse in others
(e.g. Figure 2, 9, 10). This leads to a key question: how do
we know which algorithm performs better overall?

Proposing a combined metric is challenging as we do not
know how to weight each metric. Even if we assume equal
weights on all metrics, they are of very different scale and
the metric with highest magnitude will dominate. Instead,
we propose to measure the performance of any algorithm
as an average relative improvement over all competing
algorithms in all four metrics.

Given any two algorithms and their performance on a set
of metrics, we can calculate the relative improvement of one
algorithm over another in each of the metrics. Since relative
improvement measures for each metric are in percentage we
can combine them assuming equal weights. This indicates
how much on average one algorithm improves over another
by equally weighting all the metrics. In practice, we are
often comparing one algorithm with many existing state-of-
the-art algorithms. In this case, we simply take an average
of the relative improvement of the given algorithm over all
other algorithms.

Formally, let Ai(mj) denote the performance of algo-
rithm Ai on metric mj (lower is better). Then the overall
relative improvement performance of algorithm Ai over all
other algorithms and metrics can be defined as:

Ri,k(mj) = (Ak(mj)−Ai(mj)) ∗ (
1

Ai(mj)
+

1

Ak(mj)
)

P (Ai) =
1

L− 1

L∑
k=1
k ̸=i

1

M

M∑
j=1

Ri,k(mj), (5)

where M is the number of metrics and L−1 the total number
of algorithms to be compared with. Ri,k(mj) is the relative
improvement of algorithm Ai over Ak on metric mj .

3.5 Deriving Ground Truth Shading

Given the intrinsic decomposition formulation of I = S ∗A,
we can easily derive shading as S = I/A. However, many
regions are annotated with homogeneous albedo without
texture details, such as the carpet in Figure 6. In these
cases, high frequency texture details will leak into derived

shading S after the division. As our albedo is approximately
homogeneous, we treat the leaked texture detail as high
frequency noise, and blur the derived shading image, which
will produce a blurred shading image Ŝ without the leaked
texture details. We blur the shading image with a gaussian
filter wth standard deviation of σ. i.e. Ŝ = Fσ(S). As shown
in Figure 6, without the gaussian blurring, texture leaks into
the carpet, which is removed with gaussian blurring.

3.6 Metric for Shading
We can evaluate algorithms with our derived groundtruth
shading. Although we can just apply si-MSE loss from MIT
Intrinsics [26], our derived groundtruth shading is blurred
to remove leaked texture. To ensure a fair benchmark, we
apply the blurring operation to the predicted shading to
obtain blurred predicted shading Ŝpred = Fσ(Spred).

Our measurements might be sparse, contain speculari-
ties, and can overexpose, and we want to ignore some pixels.
We introduce sparse si-MSE. Given blurred groundtruth and
predicted shading Ŝgt and Ŝpred, and the mask for shading
Mshading, the sparse si-MSE is defined as the following,
where θ̂ is the optimal θ that minimizes the equation:

sparse si-MSE =
∥(Ŝgt − θ̂Ŝpred)⊙Mshading∥∑

i

∑
j Mshading,i,j

(6)

Our shading mask Mshading is the intersection of the
Sparse Measurement Mask (Msparse), Non-Specular Mask
(Mnon-specular), and Non-Saturation Mask (Mnon-saturation),
which are introduced below. Figure 7 show examples of
such masks.
Sparse Measurement Mask (Msparse) We set the mask to 1
only if there is valid shading at the pixel.
Non-Specular Mask (Mnon-specular) There does not seem to
be a single convention for handling specular regions in
intrinsic decomposition. While many works [4], [6], [7],
[18], [21], [25] leave specularity in the shading image with
I = A ∗ S, thus S = I/A, other works [9], [41] assume
that there is a separate specularity channel I = A ∗ S + R,
where R is the additive specular component. Moreover, a
practical issue arises from specular regions when we try
to evaluate shading decomposition. A glossy surface with
very dark albedo will result in huge derived shading value
S = I/A, since I is large due to specular reflection and
A is small as the surface is dark. One such example is the
glossy table in Figure 3 (c). Therefore, we manually annotate
glossy regions in our dataset. We set the non-specular mask
to 1 only if the pixel is not inside any glossy region.
Non-Saturation Mask (Mnon-saturation) To avoid using shad-
ing derived from over-saturated pixels, we set non-
saturation mask to 1 only if the pixel value is less than 250
out of 255 in the input image I .
Combined Shading Metric Mask (Mshading) Final combined
mask is: Mshading =

⋂
(Msparse,Mnon-specular,Mnon-saturation).

4 FINETUNING WITH MAW DATASET

While MAW can serve as a benchmark for evaluating albedo
and shading predictions, we show that it is also possible to
use MAW to finetune various intrinsic image and inverse
rendering algorithms and thus improve its performance.
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Fig. 6. Shading annotation in the MAW dataset. Input image, albedo, derived shading without blurring, derived shading with blurring are shown
respectively. Blurring the image allows deriving the smooth shading without the leaked texture details. As highlighted by the red box, the texture
details on the carpet are leaked into shading without blurring, and blurring removed such leaked texture.

Fig. 7. Sparse measurement mask, non-specular mask, and non-saturation mask for shading metrics.

Although MAW has only 888 images, it is still very effective
to improve the performance of various algorithms which are
trained on larger datasets (synthetic and/or IIW).

Denote Gi as the scalar RGB value for the i-th region,
R as the predicted albedo. M is a mask where Mi,j takes
value of 0 if pixel j belongs to region i and 0 otherwise. We
compute the global scale θ that minimizes the loss. Then the
si-MSE is computed.

si-MSELoss(R,G,M) =

∑
i

∑
j ∥(θ̂Mi,jRj −Gi)∥22∑

i

∑
j Mi,j

. (7)

Since si-MSE does not capture the relative relationship
between pixels, training on si-MSE loss might degrade per-
formance on the WHDR metric. Therefore, we also finetune
with WHDR labels on the MAW dataset with the hinge
proxy loss for WHDR metric defined in CGI [7] as:

Hτ (Ri, Rj ,Wi,j , Ji,j) (8)

=


α+wi,j(Ri −Rj)

2 if Ji,j = 0

α−wi,j(max(0, τ −Ri +Rj))
2 if Ji,j = +1

α−wi,j(max(0, τ −Ri +Rj))
2 if Ji,j = −1

(9)

where Ri and Rj , are pixel i and j of the predicted albedo.
wi,j is the confidence score that comes with WHDR anno-
tations, and Ji,j is the judgement label between pixel i and
j. −1 indicates point i is darker, and +1 indicates point j is
darker. α+ and α− are our weight for equal and not equal
judgements respectively. We set α+ to 1

|number of equal judgements|
and we set α− to 1

|number of unequal judgements| . The final hinge
loss is Hτ (R,W, J) =

∑
i,j 1(Ji,j)Hτ (Ri, Rj ,Wi,j , Ji,j),

where 1(Ji,j) is 1 if Ji,j exists, 0 otherwise. We set τ to
0.2 in our experiments.

Texture error for training is similar to our texture metric
for the benchmark, which we denote as Tex(R, I,Mshading),
where I is the image, and Mshading the shading metric mask.

We use our collected WHDR judgements to finetune
various algorithms with IIW [18]. Even though WHDR
judgement is only annotated for 20% of the images, we

found that this is sufficient to fine-tune and improve the
overall performance of different algorithms. Therefore, our
final combined loss for each image is:

Lfinal(I,R,G,M, J,Mshading) = (10)
si-MSELoss(R,G,M) + β 1(Hτ (R,W, J)) (11)
+ γ Tex(R, I,Mshading) (12)

where 1(H) is equal to hinge loss when the image contains
WHDR annotation and 0 otherwise. In our experiments, we
set β to 2. We set γ to 0 for Li 2020 [13] and Sengupta 2019
[12] because their texture does not degrade without Tex.
We set γ to 0.0005 for NIID-Net [25]. We show in Table 2
that such finetuning significantly improves the overall per-
formance, in particular, albedo intensity and chromaticity,
while WHDR might degrade marginally.

5 RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Albedo Reconstruction Algorithms. We run 9 algorithms,
which are Bell 2014 [18], CGI [7], Nestmeyer 2017 [21],
Revisit [6], BigTime [22], Sengupta 2019 [12], Li 2020 [13],
USI3D [4], and NIID-Net [25], on our dataset and on the
IIW portion of the SAW dataset with officially released
code. We evaluated algorithms on albedo intensity, albedo
chromaticity, and the WHDR metric and texture metric on
our MAW dataset. We report WHDR score on our collected
WHDR annotation which is defined on 20% of each scene.
Using WHDR conversion function in linear color space:
When applying the conversion function Ĵi,δ introduced in
section 2, we use R1,i and R2,i in linear color space, the same
as IIW [18]. Note that the conversion function ˆJi,δ considers
two points the same if their ratio is smaller than 1 + δ.
This translates to a fixed difference of δ in log linear albedo
space, which roughly corresponds to a fixed difference in
human perception [42]. A fixed ratio does not translate to
a fixed perceptual difference in sRGB albedo space. Some
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TABLE 1
We report albedo intensity, (Msaturation)chromaticity, WHDR, texture and shading score on our MAW dataset, and average Relative Improvement

over all algorithms on all albedo metrics (which excludes shading metric). “+pp” indicates post-processing proposed by respective original
algorithms. Rows are sorted according to WHDR metric. (Only “+pp” variant is included in sorting if both are present.) Some algorithms do not
predict color but rather use the input image chromaticity, their chromaticity is indicated by *. Sengupta 2019 and Li 2020 are inverse rendering

algorithms and do not predict shading directly. Their shading is derived from image divided by their predicted albedo, which is indicated by *.

WHDR (%) Intensity (×10−2) Chromaticity Texture(×10−1) Rel. Improv. (%) Shading Score
Lower is better (↓) Lower is better (↓) Lower is better (↓) Lower is better (↓) Higher is better (↑) Lower is better (↓)

Revisit [6] 20.0 3.40 6.56* 2.38 - 0.107
Revisit [6]+pp 19.5 3.46 6.56* 2.63 -36.1 -
Li 2020 [13] 31.0 1.36 5.70 2.43 - 0.094*

Li 2020 [13]+pp 19.8 1.41 5.64 2.52 +29.3 -
CGI [7] 26.1 1.72 6.56* 1.93 - 0.108

CGI [7]+pp 20.4 1.81 6.56* 1.98 +17.0 -
Sengupta 2019 [12] 22.3 2.17 6.39 2.42 -17.2 0.120*

Nestmeyer 2017 [21] 23.7 3.60 6.56* 1.72 - 0.112
Nestmeyer 2017 [21]+pp 22.9 3.62 6.56* 2.03 -33.7 -

Bell 2014 [18] 23.1 3.11 6.61 1.49 -6.7 0.112
NIID-Net [25] 25.5 1.24 4.73 1.22 +77.1 0.082
BigTime [22] 28.5 2.71 5.15 2.14 -9.3 0.133

USI3D [4] 29.5 2.62 6.00 1.93 -19.9 0.115

Fig. 8. The three charts from left to right are: (a) WHDR vs. albedo intensity error, (b) WHDR vs. albedo chromaticity Error, (c) WHDR vs. Texture
Score. In WHDR vs. albedo intensity error, data points with “+pp” after the name have post-processing applied.

Fig. 9. Qualitative comparison of albedo intensity and chromaticity for different algorithms. The number in parenthesis are albedo intensity error
(×10−2)/WHDR (for row 1) and albedo chromaticity error/WHDR (for row 2). “+pp” indicates post-processing. Albedos are converted to (grayscale)
images in sRGB space for visualization.

authors [24] in previous works reported WHDR with dif-
ferent thresholds. Here we stick to the original evaluation

procedure [18] and use fixed δ of 0.1.

Results of evaluating different albedo reconstruction al-
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Fig. 10. Qualitative comparison of albedo texture. Red bounding box indicates the masked region. Odd columns are albedo images, and even
columns are zoomed-in masked region. Numbers in parenthesis are texture (×10−1)/WHDR metrics. Methods with good WHDR do not necessarily
perform well on texture metrics.

gorithms are shown in Sec. 5.1 and Table 1. Then we show
how finetuning on our MAW dataset significantly improves
albedo reconstruction of these algorithms (reported for three
SOTA algorithms) in Sec. 5.2 and Table 2.

5.1 Evaluating Existing Algorithms
We present the results of evaluating different albedo re-
construction algorithms to measure WHDR, intensity, chro-
maticity and texture metrics on MAW dataset in Table 1.
Overall we observe that some algorithms perform better on
certain metrics and worse on others.

In Fig 2, we show three qualitative examples that
highlight this phenomenon. In first row, even though
Li 2020 [13] outperforms NIID-Net [25] in terms of WHDR
score and albedo intensity score, Li 2020 has a warm color
tinge and renders the albedo as brown rather than white. On
the second row, Revisit [6] has a much better WHDR score,
but the albedo has very low contrast and a worse albedo
intensity score. On the third row, despite that Revisit [6] has
better WHDR score, all the texture details are smoothed out,
and thus has worse texture score than NIID-Net [25].

We also present the average relative improvement met-
ric over all algorithms using the formulation proposed in
equation 5. This measure indicates which algorithms are
outperforming other algorithms on average including all the
different metrics on albedo. Future researchers developing
their own albedo reconstruction algorithm can use this per-
formance measure to calculate relative improvement over
existing approaches.

Next, we analyze how different algorithms perform on
our proposed metrics (intensity, color, and texture) to show
that WHDR on its own is inadequate. Our proposed metrics
are complementary to WHDR and necessary for measuring
albedo. Results on shading metric are also reported.

In Figure 8, we plot the scatterplot of WHDR vs Albedo
Intensity, WHDR vs Albedo Chromaticity and WHDR vs
Texture. WHDR does not seem to strongly correlated with
any of the metric we propose.

Albedo Intensity. A qualitative comparison of different
methods on the albedo intensity metric is shown in Figure 9
row 1. Some of the previous methods overfit to WHDR
score, and overly emphasized the ‘flatness’ and ordinal
relationship of the albedo, which damages the absolute
intensity of albedo. Nestmeyer 2017 [21] showed lower-
ing input image contrast can significantly improve WHDR
score. Revisit, Nestmeyer 2017, and BigTime all produce
very low contrast albedo as shown in Figure 9, which help
them to achieve competitive WHDR score. Such albedos

are not physically correct in intensity, and get penalized by
our albedo intensity error, as these methods have the worst
performance on our albedo intensity error.

From Figure 8 and qualitative results shown in Figure 9,
methods (CGI, Sengupta 2019, Li 2020, USI3D, NIID-NET)
trained on synthetic data with pixel-wise MSE loss (dense
supervision) have better albedo intensity score on real data
then methods (Revisit, Nestmeyer, BigTime, USI3D) that do
not use such supervision (no dense supervision), confirming
the importance of synthetic training, but also highlighting
the role synthetic data created with physically based ren-
dering play in recovering physically correct albedo.

Albedo Chromaticity. Figure 9 row 2 shows qualitative
comparisons of different methods on albedo chromaticity
metric. Nestmeyer 2017 [21], CGI [7], Revisit [6] uses input
image chromaticity as the predicted albedo chromaticity.
Therefore, we assume they have the performance of using
input image chromaticity as albedo chromaticity.

Even though this white-balanced example contains only
a single light source (natural light), many methods still
display pronounced overall color artifacts. USI3D [4] and
Sengupta 2019 [12] have (blue/green) color tint, while IID-
Net [25] have very de-saturated color.

As shown in table 1, Bell 2014 [18], Nestmeyer 2017 [21],
CGI [7], and Revisit assumes grayscale lighting. Therefore
also perform poorly on albedo chromaticity metric. Again
competitive WHDR score does not always imply competi-
tive performance on other metrics.

Authors of IIW [18] acknowledged that WHDR metric
only measures intensity. We found that by evaluating al-
gorithms with WHDR metric alone has led to algorithms
which perform poorly on albedo chromaticity, even in
simple example such as Figure 9 row 2, highlighting the
importance of designing a more comprehensive evaluation
framework. As shown in Figure 1, 2, and 9, we believe there
is a significant room for improvement in chromaticity.

Albedo Texture. We use LPIPS to measure texture which
is sensitive to image resolution. We try to use resolutions
defined in the official code whenever possible.

As shown in Figure 10, other than NIID-Net [25], and
maybe USI3D [4], all methods performed poorly on this ex-
ample, as barely any wood texture pattern can be seen in the
predicted albedos. Such behavior is correctly penalized by
our albedo texture metric. As NIID-Net predict perceptually
much richer texture detail, our albedo texture metric also
assigns significantly higher albedo texture metric.

Detailed results are in Table 1. Across all examples,
we again found all algorithms other than NIID-Net [25]
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perform poorly on texture metric. Additionally, we found
postprocessing (“+pp”), which significantly boost WHDR
performance (e.g. for CGI and Li 2020) seem to further
degrade the already poor texture details. Evaluating only
on intensity with WHDR metric has led to algorithm design
decisions that results in poor albedo texture.

Shading Metric. The shading score of all 9 methods are
shown in table 1. Since Li 2020 [13] and Sengupta 2019
[12] are inverse rendering algorithms and do not predict
shading directly, we use image divide by predicted albedo
S = I/A as shading prediction. With intrinsic decomposi-
tion formulation I = A ∗ S, since I is fixed, given a certain
A, S will also be fully specified. Therefore, performance
of various algorithms on shading score closely mirror their
performance on albedo (intensity + chromaticity).

Validation of metrics in downstream relighting appli-
cations. As shown in Figure 11, to validate our proposed in-
dividual and combined metrics, we show qualitative results
along with our proposed metrics in downstream relighting
task. We use a recent physically based single image relight-
ing technique [43] for relighting. We turn off all light sources
in the original image, and insert a lamp whose location is
shown by the red sphere. We swap the albedo predicted by
the relighting technique [43] with the albedo predicted by
the algorithms we are testing. We also remove their indirect
illumination module and use only direct illumination, as the
indirect illumination module is learned rather than phys-
ically based and produces unintuitive and often incorrect
results. Our results show that the perceptual quality of
downstream tasks like relighting are strongly correlated
to our proposed metrics but only weakly correlated with
existing WHDR scores.

5.2 Finetuning on MAW

We pick three SOTA algorithms, Sengupta 2019 [12],
Li 2020 [13], and NIID-Net [25] for finetuning. We follow
the strategy proposed in Sec. 4. We perform 4-fold cross-
validation on our dataset by splitting our dataset into 4
partitions as equal as possible, subject to the constraint that
images from the same building always stay in the same
split. A comparison of these algorithms before and after
finetuning is shown in Table 2.

Sengupta 2019 [12] and Li 2020 [13] do not produce
shading image directly. Therefore, for this experiment, we
divide the image by each algorithm’s respective predicted
albedo S = I/A as the predicted shading image. We also
used our own data loading pipeline (e.g., different image
resolution), thus the performance differs slightly from the
official implementation used in Table 1. However, the setup
is consistent throughout the finetuning experiment.

Overall, all three algorithms benefit from the finetuning,
achieving higher relative improvement score against others.
In Fig 12, we visualize 3 examples before and after fine-
tuning for all three algorithms. Notice how the finetuning
has improved most measures. Qualitatively, finetuning has
significantly decreased the color tinge of the images. Quan-
titatively, finetuning improves albedo reconstruction of all
three algorithms in intensity and chromaticity and shading
and slightly degrade WHDR.

6 CONCLUSION

Estimating and evaluating albedo is challenging due to the
lack of ground-truth for in-the-wild images. We show that
the current evaluation protocol of measuring WHDR score
on IIW dataset is incomplete and thus propose three other
measures along with the WHDR score for the complete
evaluation of albedo. These measures include albedo in-
tensity, chromaticity, and texture metric on our proposed
MAW dataset. We evaluate 9 SOTA algorithms with publicly
available codes and we observe that they mostly overfit to
the WHDR metric, and neglect other aspects of albedo.

NIID-Net has the best overall performance in all the
algorithms we tested, which surprisingly is not fine-tuned
on any real data including IIW [18]. However, NIID-Net do
take advantage of a real data pre-trained normal estima-
tion network. Given available real dataset [44], [45], [46],
and encouraging recent results (e.g. normal estimation [47],
depth estimation [48], [49]) of indoor geometry estimation,
incorporating geometry for physically accurate intrinsic de-
composition might be worth exploring for future work.

Overall, we found training with synthetic or real data
with physically-based labels to be highly effective in im-
proving albedo reconstruction performance. Particularly
with real data, as our finetuning experiments show, even
modest amount can significantly improve SOTA algorithms.
Future work should further explore using real data with
physically-based labels to create better algorithms.
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