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Stable & Sharp Normal Estimation Real-World Applications

I. Monocular Surface Recon

II. Multi-view Surface Recon

III. Normal Enhancement

Fig. 1. We propose StableNormal, which tailors the diffusion priors for monocular normal estimation. Unlike prior diffusion-based works, we focus
on enhancing estimation stability by reducing the inherent stochasticity of diffusion models (i.e., Stable Diffusion [Rombach et al. 2021]). This enables
“Stable-and-Sharp” normal estimation, which outperforms multiple baselines (try Compare), and improves various real-world applications (try Demo).

This work addresses the challenge of high-quality surface normal estima-
tion from monocular colored inputs (i.e., images and videos), a field which
has recently been revolutionized by repurposing diffusion priors. However,
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previous attempts still struggle with stochastic inference, conflicting with
the deterministic nature of the Image2Normal task, and costly ensembling
step, which slows down the estimation process. Our method, StableNormal,
mitigates the stochasticity of the diffusion process by reducing inference
variance, thus producing “Stable-and-Sharp” normal estimates without any
additional ensembling process. StableNormal works robustly under chal-
lenging imaging conditions, such as extreme lighting, blurring, and low
quality. It is also robust against transparent and reflective surfaces, as well as
cluttered scenes with numerous objects. Specifically, StableNormal employs
a coarse-to-fine strategy, which starts with a one-step normal estimator
(YOSO) to derive an initial normal guess, that is relatively coarse but re-
liable, then followed by a semantic-guided refinement process (SG-DRN)
that refines the normals to recover geometric details. The effectiveness of
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StableNormal is demonstrated through competitive performance in standard
datasets such as DIODE-indoor, iBims, ScannetV2 and NYUv2, and also
in various downstream tasks, such as surface reconstruction and normal
enhancement. These results evidence that StableNormal retains both the
“stability” and “sharpness” for accurate normal estimation. StableNormal
represents a baby attempt to repurpose diffusion priors for deterministic es-
timation. To democratize this, code and models have been publicly available
in hf.co/Stable-X.

CCS Concepts: • Computing methodologies → Reconstruction.

Additional KeyWords and Phrases: Monocular Normal Estimation, Diffusion
Model, Surface Reconstruction

1 INTRODUCTION
Normal map, as a 2.5D representation, bridges 2D and 3D worlds. In
3D modeling, object surfaces are typically represented by polygons.
Normal maps add illusory surface details to these polygons, which
enhances their realism. In 2D domain, if accurately estimated from
in-the-wild pixels, tasks such as relighting or intrinsic decompo-
sition become feasible, opening the door to a broad spectrum of
applications. StableNormal aims to estimate accurate & sharp surface
normals from monocular colored inputs (i.e., images, videos).
In the era of deep learning, this “Image2Normal” task has been

well explored in a line of works [Bansal et al. 2016a; Eftekhar et al.
2021; Eigen and Fergus 2015a; Fouhey et al. 2013a; Ranftl et al.
2021a; Wang et al. 2015a]. Recently, advances in diffusion-based
image generator, often trained on large-scale datasets [Schuhmann
et al. 2022], have shifted the vision community’s focus towards
repurposing the diffusion priors [Rombach et al. 2022a] to estimate
the geometric or intrinsic cues, such as depth [Ke et al. 2024a],
normal [Fu et al. 2024b], and materials [Kocsis et al. 2024].
These efforts have yielded “sharp-looking” results (Fig. 3). How-

ever, human eyes lack the sensitivity to accurately perceive the
normal maps. Despite producing “sharp-looking” normals, temporal
inconsistency exists 1, and the results, even after being ensembled,
still deviate significantly from ground-truth normals (Fig. 3). Simply
put, these results are “sharp” but neither “correct” nor “stable”.
We attribute this to two factors: 1) unstable imaging conditions,

such as extreme lighting, dramatic camera movement, motion blur,
and low-quality images. 2) inductive bias of the diffusion process
— stochasticity. Such stochasticity contradicts the nature of the
estimation process, which should be as deterministic as possible.
Therefore, a crucial question is raised:

How can we mitigate the inherent stochasticity of the diffusion
process for deterministic estimation?

Answering this question in the normal domain is more urgent
than in depth domain. Since monocular depth estimation typically
estimates affine-invariant depth (i.e., depth values up to a global
offset and scale), while surface normals are not subject to scale and
translation ambiguity. That is to say, given a single image, the task
of normal estimation (one-to-one mapping), is more “determinis-
tic” than depth estimation (one-to-many mapping). However, elim-
inating stochasticity from the diffusion process, like the one-step

1huggingface.co/docs/diffusers/main/en/using-diffusers/marigold_usage#frame-by-
frame-video-processing-with-temporal-consistency

Input GenPercept GeoWizard Ours
[Xu et al. 2024] [Fu et al. 2024b]

Fig. 2. Comparative Analysis of Normal Estimators: “Stability” vs.
“Sharpness”. One-step GenPercept compromises the high-frequency de-
tails and produces overly-smooth normals for objects on the table, while
GeoWizard produces seemingly sharp normals, but neither correct nor sta-

ble. Our method well balances stability and sharpness. The red boxes
highlight the visual difference mentioned above.

Fig. 3. High-variance normal estimations.We showmultiple samples for
a single scene and visualize the mean and variance of the predicted normals.
For each sample, while the normal maps exhibit sharp details, there is high
variance in areas with high-frequency content. This high variance in sharp
regions makes the inference less reliable.

GenPercept [Xu et al. 2024], could compromise the recovery of high-
frequency details and result in overly-smooth normals (See Fig. 2).
Thus, finding a balance between “stability” vs. “sharpness” is needed.

So we present StableNormal to tackle this trade-off. It demon-
strates that, a reliable initialization, coupled with a stable refine-
ment, is essential to produce sharp and stable normal estimates.
Our approach follows the coarse-to-fine scheme: 1) one-step normal
estimation (Section 3.3) for reliable initialization, and 2) semantic-
guided diffusion refinement (Section 3.4) to progressively sharpen
the normal maps in a semantic-aware direction.
Specifically, a Shrinkage Regularizer is introduced to train the

one-step normal estimator, which reduces the training variance
by splitting the vanilla diffusion loss into generative and recon-
struction terms. This one-step estimator, namely YOSO (You-Only-
Sample-Once), already performs on-par with current state-of-the-art
DSINE [Bae and Davison 2024], see Table 3. Additionally, Semantic-
Guided Diffusion Refinement Network (SG-DRN) is presented to
enhance the stability of the diffusion-based refinement process by
integrating DINO semantic priors. Such priors decrease sampling
variance while enhancing local details, as shown in Fig. 6.

https://huggingface.co/Stable-X
huggingface.co/docs/diffusers/main/en/using-diffusers/marigold_usage#frame-by-frame-video-processing-with-temporal-consistency
huggingface.co/docs/diffusers/main/en/using-diffusers/marigold_usage#frame-by-frame-video-processing-with-temporal-consistency
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We evaluate StableNormal on DIODE-indoor, iBims, ScannetV2,
and NYUv2 datasets. Also, we show how our strong normal esti-
mator improves various reconstruction scenarios (i.e., object-level,
indoor-scene, and normal integration-based). The superiority of
StableNormal is substantiated both qualitatively and quantitatively.
Please check the video and Fig. 1 to see how robust StableNormal
performs in challenging conditions, such as extreme lighting, blur-
ring, object transparency & reflections, or clustered scenes.

The main contributions of StableNormal are as follows:
• We pinpoint the critical issue why diffusion priors cannot

be directly (w/o bells and whistles, e.g. post-ensembling)
applied on “Image2Normal” task — the inherent conflict
between the “stochastic” diffusion process and “deterministic”
requirement for geometric cues estimation.

• To address this conflict, we propose a simple-yet-effective
solution, namely “StableNormal”. It justifies that a reliable
initialization (YOSO), coupled with a stable refinement (SG-
DRN), is essential to estimate sharp normals steadily.

• We conduct extensive experiments to evaluate StableNor-
mal’s accuracy. It not only outperforms other baselines
by a large margin in high-quality indoor benchmarks (i.e.,
DIODE-indoor, iBims, and ScannetV2), but also far ahead of
its peers (i.e., GeoWizard, DSINE) in terms of inference sta-
bility at real-world scenarios, even under extreme conditions.
This stability benefits many downstream tasks, see Fig. 1.

2 RELATED WORKS

2.1 Regression-based Monocular Normal Estimation
Surface normal estimation from monocular RGB inputs has been
extensively studied [Do et al. 2020; Eigen and Fergus 2015b; Fouhey
et al. 2013b, 2014; Huang et al. 2019; Ladický et al. 2014; Liao et al.
2019; Qi et al. 2018, 2022; Wang et al. 2016, 2020, 2015b; Zhang et al.
2019]. In general, the prior regression-based methods consist of a
feature extractor, followed by a prediction head. Hoiem et al. [Hoiem
et al. 2005, 2007] were the pioneers in framing this classic task as
a statistical learning problem. The output space was discretized,
and handcrafted features were extracted to classify the normals.
However, such features are generally designed for specific scenarios
and cannot generalize well to unseen scenes.

This generalization problem was later addressed by deep learning
techniques in a data-driven manner [Bansal et al. 2016b; Wang et al.
2015b]. More recently, Omnidata-V2 [Eftekhar et al. 2021], with a
U-Net architecture [Ronneberger et al. 2015], is trained on a large-
scale data (12M) captured from diverse scenes under various camera
settings. Bae et al. [Bae et al. 2021] propose to estimate the per-pixel
surface normal probability distribution, from which the expected
angular error can be inferred to quantify the aleatoric uncertainty.
The transition from CNNs to vision transformers (ViT) has further
advanced this field, as demonstrated by DPT [Ranftl et al. 2021b].
DSINE [Bae and Davison 2024] rethinks how to correctly model
the inductive biases for surface normal estimation, and proposes to
leverage the per-pixel ray direction, and learn the relative rotation
between nearby pixels. These efforts decrease the need for large-
scale training data, DSINE trained only on 160K images surpass
the Omnidata-V2, which is trained on over 12M images. Recently,

inspired by visual prompting [Bar et al. 2022], background prompt-
ing [Baradad et al. 2023] was introduced to reduce the domain gap
between synthetic and real data, by simply placing the segmented
object into a learned background “prompt”. Despite steady advance-
ments, regression-based normal estimators, trained on limited and
constrained data, continue to face generalization issues and struggle
to capture fine-grained geometric details.

2.2 Diffusion-based Monocular Normal Estimation
Recently, the computer vision community has witnessed the bloom
of diffusion-based Text-to-Image (T2I) model and its extensions [Pee-
bles and Xie 2022; Rombach et al. 2021; Zhang et al. 2023a]. Several
works have explored how to adapt the strong pretrained model, thus
repurpose it as geometric cues estimator [Fu et al. 2024b; Ji et al.
2023; Ke et al. 2024b; Liu et al. 2023; Long et al. 2023; Qiu et al. 2024;
Zhao et al. 2023]. Wonder3D [Long et al. 2023] proposes to model the
joint distribution of color and normal to enhance their consistency,
which has been shown to improve the quality of the final 3D output.
Richdreamer [Qiu et al. 2024] concurrently trains a depth and normal
diffusion model on the large-scale LAION-2B dataset [Schuhmann
et al. 2022], utilizing predictions from the off-the-shelf normal and
depth estimators [Lasinger et al. 2019]. Moreover, Geowizard [Fu
et al. 2024b] extends Wonder3D by adding a geometry switcher
(indoor/outdoor/object) to segregate the multi-sourced data distri-
bution of various scenes into distinct sub-distributions.
Although these diffusion-based approaches can capture “sharp-

looking” surface details, these results actually deviates significantly
from ground-truth in normal space, owing to to the inherent high-
variance of diffusion process (see Fig. 3). The large variance is first
introduced by Gaussian initialization, which is propagated and am-
plified in the entire multi-step diffusion process (i.e., signal-leak
issue [Everaert et al. 2024]). In fact, some prior research has ex-
plored this issue, either employing an affine-invariant ensembling
strategy during the post-processing stage [Fu et al. 2024b; Ke et al.
2024a], or completely discarding the iterative multi-step generation
process, thus shifting towards a one-step perception problem [Xu
et al. 2024].
However, both strategies come with their own pitfalls: post-

ensembling, which applies tomultiple outputs, is computationally in-
tensive. The assumption of affine invariance often fails to generalize
across different types of outputs, like normals. While GeoWizard [Fu
et al. 2024b] exhibits sharper results compared to other traditional
approaches, it does not notably improve quantitative performance,
suggesting that diffusion-based normal estimators induce the direc-
tional deviation in normal space (see Fig. 3). Furthermore, without
the post-ensembling step, the diffusion-based estimators tend to
produce outputs with large variance (see Fig. 3), highlighting its
inherent stochastic nature. Regarding the one-step approach, it
oversimplifies the markov chain of the diffusion process, smoothing
out intrinsic local geometric details, leading to the typical over-
smoothing artifacts seen in other regression-based methods [Bae
and Davison 2024; Eftekhar et al. 2021]. Therefore, when repurpos-
ing the diffusion model for deterministic estimation tasks, such as
normal estimation, a trade-off between “stability” and “sharpness”
arises, which requires careful consideration before proceeding.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sylXTxG_U2U
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3 METHOD

3.1 Preliminaries on Diffusion Model
Diffusion Probabilistic Models [Ho et al. 2020; Song et al. 2020]
aim to model a data distribution 𝑝 (𝑥) by sequentially transform a
Gaussian distribution via the so-called backward diffusion process
𝑥𝑡−1 = 𝐵𝑡𝑥𝑡 − 𝜇𝜖

𝜃
(𝑥𝑡 , 𝑡) +𝜖𝑡 in which 𝜖𝑡 ∼ N(0, 𝜎𝑡 𝐼 ) and 𝜇𝜖𝜃 predicts

the injected noise. This backward process is uniquely determined
by a predefined forward diffusion process 𝑥𝑡+1 = 𝐴𝑡𝑥𝑡 + 𝜖𝑡 .
As a classical example, DDPM [Ho et al. 2020] assumes that the

initial Gaussian distributionN(0, I) can be obtained by running the
following forward diffusion process:

𝑞(𝑥𝑡 ) =
√
𝛼𝑡𝑥0 +

√
1 − 𝛼𝑡𝝐, 𝑥0 ∼ 𝑝 (𝑥), 𝑡 ∈ {0, 1, ...,𝑇 } (1)

where 𝝐 ∼ N(0, I), 𝑇 denotes the number of the time step, t is
the current time step, and 𝛼𝑡 is the noise schedule controlling how
fast the data distribution is transformed into a standard Gaussian
distribution. As a result, the backward diffusion process in DDPM
proves to be

𝑥𝑡−1 =
1

√
𝛼𝑡

𝑥𝑡 −
1 − 𝛼𝑡√︃

𝛼𝑡 (1 − Π𝑡
𝜏=0𝛼𝜏 )

𝜇𝜖
𝜃
(𝑥𝑡 , 𝑡 ; ) + 𝜎𝑡𝜖 (2)

The loss function for DDPM is a denosing autoencoder loss:

𝐿𝜃 = E𝒙0,𝒄,𝑡


𝒙0 − 𝝁𝜃

𝒙0 (𝒙𝑡 , 𝒄, 𝑡)


2 (3)

Reparameterization. It is often convenient to reparameterize dif-
fusion models as predicting the one-step denoised output (called
𝑥0-reparameterization) instead of the injected noise (the default
𝝐-reparameterization). In DDPM, 𝑥𝑡 =

√
𝛼𝑡𝑥0 +𝜖𝑡 and therefore loss

for 𝝐-reparameterization is (up to a scale)

𝐿𝜃 = E𝝐,𝒄,𝑡


𝝐 − 𝝁𝜃

𝝐 (𝒙𝑡 , 𝒄, 𝑡)


2 (4)

Diffusion Samplers. When the number of time steps 𝑇 is large
enough, both the forward diffusion process and the backward one
can be seen as approximations of their continuous counterparts
that can be modeled by stochastic differential equations (SDEs). It
is therefore possible to sample from a trained DDPM model with
SDE solvers or samplers other than the default DDPM backward
diffusion process for better efficiency (at a cost of precision). As an
example, DDIM generates samples with

𝑥𝑡−1 =
√
𝛼𝑡−1 ·

(
𝑥𝑡 −

√
1 − 𝛼𝑡 · 𝝁𝜃 𝝐 (𝑥𝑡 , 𝒄, 𝑡)√

𝛼𝑡

)
+ direction(𝑥𝑡 ) + 𝜏𝝐

(5)
where 𝜏 is a scalar to control the amount of injected noise during
the process. Notably, if 𝜏 is set to 0, DDIM becomes a deterministic
sampler (i.e., independent of any noise).

Text-to-image (T2I) diffusion models.. Different from uncondi-
tional diffusion models, T2I diffusion models aim to generate images
with optional text prompts. A classical example is Stable Diffusion
(SD) [Rombach et al. 2021], a diffusion model 𝜇𝜃 (𝑧𝑡 , 𝑡, 𝑐) built with
a U-Net architecture and trained on the latent space of a pretrained

VAE, in which 𝑐 is the additional text prompt embedding (typically
obtained by CLIP [Radford et al. 2021]).

3.2 Diffusion-based Normal Estimator
Apart from common multi-modal generation tasks (e.g., text-to-
image [Rombach et al. 2021], text-to-3D [Poole et al. 2023]), the
pre-trained diffusion models have also proven to have surprisingly
good zero-shot performance in several discriminative tasks, such as
classification [Li et al. 2023b], and segmentation [Li et al. 2023c; Tian
et al. 2024]. And since image-to-image translation could be consid-
ered as a single-modal generation task, different 2D modalities (e.g.,
image, normal, depth, canny edge) could also be interconverted [Ke
et al. 2024a; Wang et al. 2023; Zhang et al. 2023a] with the adapted
or fine-tuned SD model.

Normal Estimation with SD. Since normal estimation can be seen
as translating an RGB image into a normal map image, the diffusion
prior from SD can also be effectively utilized. A straightforward
approach is to take the RGB image as the conditioning signal to
generate the corresponding normal maps, as in GeoWizard [Fu et al.
2024b] and Marigold [Ke et al. 2024a]. More specifically, the con-
dition signal is computed by first encoding the RGB input image 𝑰
into a latent code with a pre-trained VAE encoder, namely 𝐸𝑛, and
then, similar to ControlNet [Zhang et al. 2023a], we transform this
latent code 𝐸𝑛(𝑰 ) through an additional encoder 𝑓𝜙 , into the control
signal for the decoder blocks of the U-Net in SD. The decoder blocks
of U-Net, which is parameterized by 𝜃 , and encoder 𝑓𝜙 are trained
with the following loss (in 𝝐-reparameterization):

𝐿𝜃,𝜙 = E𝝐,𝒄,𝑰 ,𝑡


𝝐 − 𝝁𝜃

𝝐 (𝒙𝑡 , 𝒄, 𝑡, 𝑓𝜙 (𝐸𝑛(𝑰 )))


2 (6)

where 𝑰 is the input image, 𝑥𝑡 = 𝑞(𝐸𝑛(𝑁gt)) is the latent feature
encoded from the ground truth normal map 𝑁gt at time step 𝑡 .
During inference, it is straightforward to estimate the normal

map for a given RGB image by running anyway sampling algorithm
for the trained (conditional) diffusion model. The estimated normal
map, though looking sharp, is stochastically generated. We observer
that the high variance in the estimated normal maps are typically
misaligned with the corresponding input images. While ensemble-
like methods can be used (as proposed in Marigold [Ke et al. 2024a])
to reduce the variance through averaging, the results are still less
than satisfactory and the entire ensembling process is quite time-
consuming (see Fig. 5).

The Variance from the Diffusion Model. As argued above, the
major issue of diffusion-based normal estimation is the high variance
in the diffusion inference procedure. The sources of randomness
in diffusion sampling algorithms are mostly 1) the initial Gaussian
noise and 2) all intermediate injected Gaussian noises. Thus, we
suggest mitigating the variance through a dual-phase inference
approach. In the initial phase, a reliable "initial estimate" with high
certainty is generated. Subsequently, a second phase of refinement
is carried out with a restricted number of diffusion sampling steps,
ensuring minimal Gaussian noise injection.
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Fig. 4. Overview of the StableNormal. The overall pipeline is composed of two stages: 1) YOSO aims to produce a confident initialization 𝑥𝑡+ for stage two
with a novel Shrinkage Regularizer; 2) SG-DRN plays the role of stable denoising, by leveraging the stronger semantic control information extracted from
DINO [Oquab et al. 2024]. The textual prompt for the U-Net in both stages is set to “The normal map”.

3.3 You-Only-Sample-Once Normal Initialization
One-step Estimation. The one-step sampling strategy for normal
estimation is firstly introduced in GenPercept [Xu et al. 2024]: no
Gaussian noise is introduced, the estimation process is deterministic,
but at a cost of overly-smoothing outputs. We instead perform one-
step sampling with a Gaussian noise input to balance the sharpness
and stability. In mathematical terms, we adopt 𝑥𝑡+ -parameterization
instead of 𝑥0-parameterization and reformualte the loss function
shown in Eq. (6) to the following one shown in Eq. (7):

𝐿𝜃,𝜙 = E𝒙𝑡+ ,𝒄,𝑰 ,𝑡+


𝒙𝑡+ − 𝝁𝜃

𝑥𝑡+ (𝒙∞, 𝒄, 𝑡+, 𝑓𝜙 (𝐸𝑛(𝑰 )))


2 (7)

where 𝑥∞ denotes a noisy sample from the Gaussian distribution
resulted from running the forward diffusion process (as in Eq. (1))
with 𝑡 approaches infinity and T is set to 1000. Note that we are
interested in mapping a distribution from a (standard) Gaussian
one to one that corresponds to time 𝑡+ ∈ (0,𝑇 ), instead to that at
time 𝑡 = 0. We call such one-step estimation — You-Only-Sample-
Once (YOSO). Unfortunately, naïvely estimating 𝑥𝑡+ from a Gaussian
distribution means learning a many-to-one mapping, which is hard.
To address this issue, we propose to use a Shrinkage Regularizer.

Shrinkage Regularizer.We further reduce the variance in the pre-
dicted normal maps by training the diffusion model with a regular-
ized loss. Instead of penalizing the entropy of the predicted distribu-
tion which is generally hard, we take a different path by “shrinking”
the distribution of predicted normal maps , 𝜇𝑥

+
𝑡

𝜃
(𝑥∞, 𝑐, 𝑡, 𝑓𝜙 (𝐸𝑛(𝐼 ))),

to the Dirac delta function 𝛿 (𝑥 − 𝜇
𝑥+
𝑡

𝜃
(0, 𝑐, 𝑡, 𝑓𝜙 (𝐸𝑛(𝐼 )))):

𝐿𝜃,𝜙 =

{
E𝒙𝑡+ ,𝒄,𝑰 ,𝑡+



𝒙𝑡+ − 𝝁𝜃
𝑥𝑡+ (𝒙∞, 𝒄, 𝑡, 𝑓𝜙 (𝐸𝑛(𝑰 )))



2 , if 𝑝 ≥ 𝜆

E𝒙𝑡+ ,𝒄,𝑰 ,𝑡+


𝒙𝑡+ − 𝝁𝜃

𝑥𝑡+ (0, 𝒄, 𝑡, 𝑓𝜙 (𝐸𝑛(𝑰 )))


2 , if 𝑝 < 𝜆

(8)
where 𝑝 ∼ 𝑈 (0, 1), and 𝜆 = 0.4.

3.4 Semantic-guided Normal Refinement
We observe that for subsequent sampling steps that refine the initial
normal estimate, the designed image-conditioned diffusion model
tends to leverage local instead global information in the RGB image
input. However, it is intuitive important not to rely solely on local
image information: for instance, to determine the normals for pixels
that correspond to a wall, global information is typically much
more informative. We therefore propose to include semantic (and
global) features from a pre-trained encoder (for which we use DINO
features [Oquab et al. 2024]) as an auxiliary condition signal.

Architecture of SG-DRN. The entire architecture of SG-DRN is
depicted in Fig. 4(b), where the image condition branch is denoted
by 𝑓𝜒 . It employs a network architecture similar to that in YOSO
except for an extra lightweight semantic-injection network 𝑔𝜓 that
injects the semantic features into the encoder layer of the U-Net in
SG-DRN (denoted by 𝜇𝜁 ).

Semantic-injectionNetwork. For efficiency, we implement a light-
weight network to feed semantic features into the U-Net. Specifically,
the network employs four conv layers (with 3×3 kernels, 1×1 strides,
and channel counts of 16, 32, 64, 128) that are akin to the condition
encoder in [Zhang et al. 2023a] to align the spatial resolution of
DINO features with that of noisy latent features. Given that DINO
features typically have a lower resolution than diffusion latent fea-
tures, for resolution alignment we use FeatUp[Fu et al. 2024a] and
bi-linear interpolation to upsample DINO features. The noisy latent
features are added by the aligned DINO features before being fed
into the denoising U-Net. During training, the network weights are
initialized using a Gaussian distribution, except the final projection
layer, which is initialized as a zero convolution.

Loss function. Following the I2VGen-XL [Zhang et al. 2023b],
we reparameterize the 𝜇𝜁 to the 𝑥0-reparameterization. The loss
function of 𝜇𝜁 can be defined as:

𝐿𝜃,𝜒,𝜓 = E𝒙0,𝒄,𝑰 ,𝒅,𝑡




𝒙0 − 𝝁𝜁
𝑥0

(
𝒙𝑡 , 𝒄, 𝑡, 𝑓𝜒 (𝐸𝑛(𝑰 )), 𝑔𝜓 (𝒅)

)


2 (9)
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where 𝒅 is the processed semantic features extracted from DINO
and 𝑡+ ∈ (0,𝑇 ).

3.5 Heuristic Denoising Sampling
During inference, we apply DDIM to obtain our final normal predic-
tion, as Eq. (10). Specifically, the initial normal latent 𝑥𝑡+ , predicted
from YOSO, is fed into the solver with 10-step DDIM. Empirically,
we set the initial sampling step 𝑡+ as 401, which provides an optimal
compromise between stability and sharpness.

𝑥𝑡−1 =
√
𝛼𝑡−1 · (𝑥0) + direction(𝑥𝑡 ) + 𝜏𝝐

𝑥0 = 𝝁𝜁
𝑥0

(
𝒙𝑡 , 𝒄, 𝑡, 𝑓𝜒 (𝐸𝑛(𝑰 )), 𝑔𝜓 (𝒅)

)
𝑥𝑡+ = 𝝁𝜃

𝑥𝑡+
(
𝒙∞, 𝒄, 𝑡+, 𝑓𝜙 (𝐸𝑛(𝑰 ))

) (10)

4 EXPERIMENTS
In this section, we compare StableNormal with other SOTAs (i.e.,
DSINE, Marigold, GenPercept and GeoWizard) in various real-world
datasets. In addition, an ablation study is conducted to demonstrate
the effectiveness of different components, i.e., YOSO and SG-DRN.

4.1 Experimental Setup
Datasets. Following GeoWizard [Fu et al. 2024b], our model is
trained on a comprehensive dataset of high-resolution images and
ground truth normals rendered from synthetic scenes across three
categories: 25,463 samples from HyperSim [Roberts et al. 2021] and
50,884 samples from Replica [Straub et al. 2019] for indoor envi-
ronments; 76,048 samples from 3D Ken Burns [Niklaus et al. 2019]
and 39,630 synthetic city images from MatrixCity [Li et al. 2023a];
and 85,997 background-free 3D objects from Objaverse [Deitke et al.
2022]. Most of the data is photorealistically rendered using Blender
and Unreal Engine, totaling over 250,000 image-normal pairs.
Implementation.We fine-tune the Stable Diffusion V2.1 2 using
the AdamW optimizer[Loshchilov and Hutter 2019] with a fixed
learning rate of 3e-5. Please check out more implementation details
in SupMat.’s Appendix A.
Metrics. For evaluation, we follow themetrics outlined inDSINE [Bae
and Davison 2024] and calculate the angular error between the esti-
mated and ground truth normal maps. We report both the mean and
median angular errors, with lower values indicating better accuracy.
Additionally, we measure the percentage of pixels with an angular
error below specified thresholds of 11.25◦, 22.5◦, and 30.0◦, where
higher percentages reflect superior performance.

4.2 Comparison to the state-of-the-art
We choose DSINE [Bae and Davison 2024], Marigold [Ke et al. 2024a]
(normal version3, denote as Marigold †), GenPercept [Xu et al. 2024]
and GeoWizard [Fu et al. 2024b] for comparison. DSINE is the SOTA
method among all regression-based methods and GeoWizard is the
SOTA among all existing diffusion-based ones. Due to the unavail-
ability of DSINE’s training data, we retrained the model using the
provided code and our dataset. Nonetheless, our retrained model

2hf.co/stabilityai/stable-diffusion-2-1
3hf.co/prs-eth/marigold-normals-lcm-v0-1

underperformed compared to the original released version, so we
decided to use the original model for our evaluation. For GeoWizard,
since the training code is not available, we utilized the pre-released
model 4 for our evaluations. We consider this approach fair because
we use the same training dataset.

The testing data for evaluation includes the challenging DIODE-
indoor [Vasiljevic et al. 2019], iBims [Koch et al. 2018], ScanNetV2
[Dai et al. 2017], and NYUv2 [Silberman et al. 2012] datasets. As
presented in Tab. 2, our method achieves superior performance
across iBims, ScanNetV2, and DIODE-indoor by a large margin. On
NYUv2, our method is slightly inferior to DSINE. We argue that
both Scannet and NYUV2 are captured using low-quality sensors,
thus their GT normal are not accurate, which is also mentioned
in GeoWizard [Fu et al. 2024b]). Figure 9 shows the qualitative
comparisons on challenging scenarios, which demonstrates the
accuracy and sharpness of StableNormal.

(a) Output Variance Analysis (b) Inference Time Analysis

Ensemble Times Ensemble Times

Fig. 5. The comparison of output variance and inference time between
our method, GeoWizard, and Marigold. The left plot shows the output
variance over ensemble time, while the right plot displays the inference
time (including ensembling). It is important to note that our method does
not employ the ensemble strategy and only requires a single forward pass.

Figure 5 compares the inference variance and time between our
method and GeoWizard on the DIODE-indoor dataset. Specifically,
we estimate each image 10 times using different initialization seeds,
allowing us to calculate the variance for each individual image.
We then calculated the overall variance for each model by averag-
ing these values across the entire dataset. As shown in Fig. 5 (a),
GeoWizard employs an ensemble strategy to reduce the variance
of the output. However, our approach significantly decreases the
output variance (0.410 vs. 1.370) without introducing any ensemble
strategies. Furthermore, the ensemble strategy compromises speed
to achieve a lower variance. Figure 5 (b) shows that GeoWizard
samples five times (approximately 10 seconds) to reach a variance
of 1.370, while our method achieves a variance of 0.410 within 3
secs. The inference speed was tested on a single A100 GPU.

4.3 Ablation study
We conduct ablation studies to analyze the contribution of each
component in our framework across four datasets: NYUv2, Scan-
Net, iBims-1, and DIODE-indoor. Both quantitative and qualitative
results are summarized in Table 3 and Fig. 6.

4hf.co/lemonaddie/Geowizard

https://huggingface.co/stabilityai/stable-diffusion-2-1
https://huggingface.co/prs-eth/marigold-normals-lcm-v0-1
https://huggingface.co/lemonaddie/Geowizard
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Table 1. Quantitative comparison on the DTU Dataset [Jensen et al. 2014]. We show the Chamfer distance (Lower is Better). Our method achieves the
highest reconstruction accuracy among other normal estimation methods. Different cellcolors refers to best, and 2nd-best.

24 ↓ 37 ↓ 40 ↓ 55 ↓ 63 ↓ 65 ↓ 69 ↓ 83 ↓ 97 ↓ 105 ↓ 106 ↓ 110 ↓ 114 ↓ 118 ↓ 122 ↓ Mean ↓

Ex
pl
ic
it 2DGS [Huang et al. 2024] 0.48 0.91 0.39 0.39 1.01 0.83 0.81 1.36 1.27 0.76 0.70 1.40 0.40 0.76 0.52 0.80

2DGS + DSINE[Bae and Davison 2024] 0.62 0.76 0.49 0.38 1.20 1.04 0.68 1.34 1.35 0.76 0.61 0.83 0.42 0.57 0.44 0.76
2DGS + GeoWizard [Fu et al. 2024b] 0.54 0.75 0.43 0.38 1.15 0.80 0.66 1.28 1.47 0.80 0.61 0.81 0.40 0.59 0.50 0.75
2DGS + Ours 0.51 0.72 0.41 0.38 1.18 0.86 0.61 1.29 1.09 0.84 0.59 0.79 0.36 0.54 0.43 0.70

Table 2. Quantitative evaluation. Here we compare with DSINE [Bae and
Davison 2024], Marigold† [Ke et al. 2024a], and GeoWizard [Fu et al. 2024b],
another two diffusion-based normal estimators, on four indoor benchmarks.
Different cellcolors refers to best, and 2nd-best.

Method mean ↓ med↓ 11.25◦↑ 22.5◦↑ 30◦↑
NYUv2 [Silberman et al. 2012]

GeoWizard 20.363 11.898 46.954 73.787 80.804
Marigold† 20.864 11.134 50.457 73.003 79.332
GenPercept 20.896 11.516 50.712 73.037 79.216
DSINE 18.610 9.885 56.132 76.944 82.606
Ours 19.707 10.527 53.042 75.889 81.723

ScanNet [Dai et al. 2017]
GeoWizard 21.439 13.930 37.080 71.653 79.712
Marigold† 21.284 12.268 45.649 72.666 79.045
GenPercept 20.652 10.502 53.017 74.470 80.364
DSINE 18.610 9.885 56.132 76.944 82.606
Ours 18.098 10.097 56.007 78.776 84.115

iBims-1 [Koch et al. 2018]
GeoWizard 19.748 9.702 58.427 77.616 81.575
Marigold† 18.463 8.442 64.727 79.559 83.199
GenPercept 18.600 8.293 64.697 79.329 82.978
DSINE 18.773 8.258 64.131 78.570 82.160
Ours 17.248 8.057 66.655 81.134 84.632

DIODE-indoor [Vasiljevic et al. 2019]
GeoWizard 19.371 15.408 30.551 75.426 86.357
Marigold† 16.671 12.084 45.776 82.076 89.879
GenPercept 18.348 13.367 39.178 79.819 88.551
DSINE 18.453 13.871 36.274 77.527 86.976
Ours 13.701 9.460 63.447 86.309 92.107

Table 3. Ablation Studies. Different cellcolors refers to best and 2nd-best.

mean ↓ med↓ 11.25◦↑ 22.5◦↑ 30◦↑
NYUv2 [Silberman et al. 2012]

Ours 19.707 10.527 53.042 75.889 81.723
YOSO Only 18.917 10.509 53.074 76.008 82.524
Ours w/o DINO 19.739 10.536 52.999 75.833 81.667
DSINE 18.610 9.885 56.132 76.944 82.606
SG-DRN + DSINE 19.869 10.548 52.952 75.738 81.575

ScanNet [Dai et al. 2017]
Ours 18.098 10.097 56.007 78.776 84.115
YOSO Only 17.679 9.860 57.220 78.823 84.331
Ours w/o DINO 19.326 11.626 48.115 77.438 83.575
DSINE 18.610 9.885 56.132 76.944 82.606
SG-DRN + DSINE 19.118 10.221 54.789 77.115 82.568

iBims-1 [Koch et al. 2018]
Ours 17.248 8.057 66.655 81.134 84.632
YOSO Only 17.695 8.431 63.635 80.212 84.034
Ours w/o DINO 18.234 8.875 62.172 80.417 84.347
DSINE 18.773 8.258 64.131 78.570 82.160
SG-DRN + DSINE 17.877 8.069 66.589 80.630 83.957

DIODE-indoor [Vasiljevic et al. 2019]
Ours 13.701 9.460 63.447 88.223 92.107
YOSO Only 17.122 13.787 32.950 83.385 89.884
Ours w/o DINO 15.611 11.912 45.801 86.563 91.843
DSINE 18.453 13.871 36.274 77.527 86.976
SG-DRN + DSINE 14.752 10.139 58.221 86.455 90.888

Table 4. Ablation study of the effectiveness of Shrinkage Regularizer. Best
results are highlighted.

Ablation Mean ↓ Med↓ 11.25◦↑ 22.5◦↑ 30◦↑
DIODE-indoor [Vasiljevic et al. 2019]

w/o Shrinkage Regularizer 18.624 14.237 37.504 76.569 87.740
w/ Shrinkage Regularizer 17.122 13.787 32.950 83.385 89.884

iBims-1 [Koch et al. 2018]
w/o Shrinkage Regularizer 18.552 9.049 61.791 79.077 81.852
w/ Shrinkage Regularizer 17.695 8.431 63.635 80.212 84.034

Ablation on SG-DRN. We first evaluated the refinement step –
SG-DRN. We refer to the method without the refinement pipeline as
YOSO Only. As shown in Table 3, there is a performance degradation
on both the iBims-1 and DIODE-indoor datasets, highlighting the
critical role of the SG-DRN refinement module in improving normal
estimation accuracy. Notably, since NYUv2 and ScanNet feature
smooth GT normals, and the prediction normals by YOSO Only are
relatively smooth as well, the quantitative performance of YOSO
Only even surpasses that of the full version with the refinement pro-
cess. However, this is not the case when examining the qualitative
results (see SupMat.’s Fig. R.3). Furthermore, we also evaluate the
DSINE with SG-DRN module, refered as SG-DRN+DSINE, the results
on DIODE-indoor and iBIMS-1 datasets also justify the effectiveness
of multi-step refinement.

YOSO Normal Initialization. Next, we investigate the effect of the
YOSO initialization . To do this, we tried an alternative to use the
output of theDSINEmethod instead of our YOSO as the initialization,
which is termed as SG-DRN + DSINE. The results on the DIODE-
indoor dataset reveal that using DSINE’s initialization leads to an
increase in mean angle error from 13.701° to 18.453°. This verifies
that the necessity of our YOSO initialization.

Ablation on Semantic feature extractor. There are alternatives
for extracting semantic features. We denote the one replacing DINO
extractor with a standard ResNet-50 backbone as Ours w/o DINO,
with which, the performance decreases across all datasets, validat-
ing that the superiority of DINO visual representation to be the
semantic guidance for normal estimation. The most significant drop
is observed on the DIODE-Indoor dataset, where the mean angle
error rises from 13.701° to 15.611°. Qualitative comparisons in Fig. 6
further verifies the usefulness of DINO features.

Effects of Shrinkage Regularizer. Table 4 illustrates that our pro-
posed Shrinkage Regularizer can effectively mitigate the difficulty
of learning many-to-one mapping, improving overall metrics on
both DIODE-indoor and iBims-1 benchmark.
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Fig. 6. Qualitative Ablation Study. YOSO can produce relatively sharp surface normal estimations with only a single-step sampling; however, its results still
lack sufficient details. After refinement by SG-DRN, the predicted surface normals become significantly sharper, as illustrated by the comparison between the
third and fourth columns in the figure. This comparison highlights the impact of semantic features on SG-DRN’s performance. Specifically, the first row
demonstrates how using DINO features assists the network in mitigating the effects of lighting on normal estimation. The second row indicates that DINO
features enable effective structural modeling, enhancing the consistency of the normal output. Furthermore, the third row shows that DINO features improve
the network’s ability to understand materials, e.g., plastic material.
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5 APPLICATIONS

5.1 Multi-view Surface Reconstruction
Accurate normal estimation is crucial for faithful surface reconstruc-
tions, especially for non-Lambertian surfaces (Fig. 7). We leverage
our generated normal maps to regularize the surface reconstruction
pipeline following 2DGS [Huang et al. 2024]. Quantitative results on
DTU (Table 1) show our method achieves the lowest mean Chamfer
distance among compared techniques, highlighting the significant
impact of our accurate normal estimates.

5.2 Monocular Surface Reconsturction
Our high-fidelity normal estimation also benefits monocular surface
reconstruction via normal field integration, like Bilateral Normal
Integration (BiNI) [Cao et al. 2022]. We compare monocular geomet-
ric regularization from different methods on 80 DiLiGenT samples
with ground-truth normals. Table 5 reports our method significantly
improves Normal RMSE, Mean Angle Error (by 20%), and Depth
Mean Angle Error over previous methods, demonstrating robust
normal estimation across lighting conditions. Fig. 8 visualizes ex-
tracted mesh comparisons against GT and GeoWizard, showing our
method faithfully recovers intricate geometric structures.

Table 5. Quantitative evaluation on the DiLiGenT [Shi et al. 2019] dataset
for monocular surface reconsturction application. Different cellcolors refers
to best, and 2nd-best.

Method N-RMSE ↓ MAE ↓ D-RMSE ↓
DSINE[Bae and Davison 2024] 0.50 22.53 0.0053
GeoWizard[Fu et al. 2024b] 0.49 24.51 0.0048
Ours 0.41 18.78 0.0044

5.3 Normal Enhancement
Recent generative AI advances enable 3D content creation by fine-
tuning pre-trained 2D diffusion models to predict multi-view normal
maps [Long et al. 2023; Lu et al. 2024; Qiu et al. 2024; Zheng et al.
2024], which are then fused into 3Dmodels. However, existing meth-
ods produce low-resolution and over-smooth outputs lacking fine
details. To improve it, we apply our method to Wonder3D [Long
et al. 2023] to improve the detail of the generated multi-view nor-
mal maps and the resulting 3D shapes. We upsample the multi-view
images using bilinear upsampling and the low-res normal maps to
initialize 𝑥𝑡 , leveraging their multi-view consistency. Our SG-DRN
then refines the upsampled normal maps to recover finer details.
FollowingWonder3D [Long et al. 2023], we train a NeuS [Wang et al.
2021] per object using the refined normal maps and extract high-res
meshes. Figure 10 shows our method significantly improves the
detail of the generated 3D objects compared to the original one.

6 CONCLUSION
We present StableNormal, which tailors the diffusion priors for
monocular normal estimation. Unlike prior diffusion-based works,
we prioritize enhancing estimation stability by reducing inherent dif-
fusion stochasticity. Our approach, a coarse-to-fine strategy, hinges
on the belief that a reliable initial guess combined with a semantic-
guided refinement process is crucial for balancing the “stability vs.

Fig. 7. Qualitative comparison on DTU[Jensen et al. 2014]dataset. The first
row displays the input images and estimated normal maps. The second row
visualizes the rendered world-space normal maps after the reconstruction.

Fig. 8. Qualitative comparison on DiLiGenT[Shi et al. 2019] dataset.

sharpness” trade-off. This is validated by multiple indoor bench-
marks, and various real-world applications (check our video formore
details). Some failure cases are in SupMat.’s Appendix C. While our
focus is on normal estimation, we believe our methodology and the
identified trade-offwill also benefit other related fields, including but
not limited to depth estimation and various perception tasks (e.g.,
detection, segmentation, etc). To democratize this, we will make our
code and models publicly available, only for research purpose.

Acknowledgments. We thank Guanying Chen and Zhen Liu for
proofreading, Zhen Liu and Xu Cao for fruitful discussions.

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sylXTxG_U2U
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Fig. 9. Qualitative comparison of different methods on NYUv2[Silberman et al. 2012], ScanNet[Dai et al. 2017], iBims-1[Koch et al. 2018], DIODE-
indoor[Vasiljevic et al. 2019] datasets. StableNormal outperforms other related works in terms of accuracy and sharpness.

Fig. 10. Comparison of geometric surface normals for different scenes. The surface normals are rendered from the reconstructed 3D mesh models.
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A MORE DETAILS ABOUT IMPLEMENTATION
We fine-tune the pre-trained Stable Diffusion V2.1 [Rombach et al.
2022b] using the AdamW optimizer[Loshchilov and Hutter 2019]
with a fixed learning rate of 3e-5. To enhance the robustness of
our method against exposure, we incorporate exposure augmen-
tation. Furthermore, we transform all input maps to the range [-1,
1] to align with the VAE’s expected input range. During training,
we employ random crops with varying aspect ratios and pad the
images to a fixed box resolution using black padding. Our training
process involves two stages: first, we pre-train our network with
a resolution of 512x512 using a batch size of 64 for around 20,000
steps. Subsequently, we fine-tune the model on a 768x768 resolution
with a batch size of 32 for 10,000 steps. The entire training process
takes approximately one day on four A100 GPUs. Notably, both
YOSO and SG-DRN employ the same training strategy.

Fig. R.1. The details of the architecture of our U-Net.

B THE ARCHITECTURE OF U-NET IN BOTH STAGES
Our structure maintains most building blocks of ControlNet [Zhang
et al. 2023a] with several modifications for normal estimation(we
show the second stage here). As depicted in Figure. R.1, we use
a fixed text prompt “The Normal Map" in both the training and
testing phases and add a semantic-guider network to encode DINO
features. The encoded feature is further added with the output of the
YOSO stage to act as input to the SG-DRN. The semantic guider is a
simple stacking of 2D convolutions for obtain features, following
by Featup [Fu et al. 2024a] and bi-linear interpolation to upsample
their resolution to the same shape as the YOSO output.

Fig. R.2. Typical bad cases generated by StabelNormal.

C FAILURE CASE
While StableNormal can produce sharp and stable normal estimation
under most circumstances, it may also fail in some extreme cases like
all data-driven methods. As depicted in Figure. R.2, StableNormal
could partially output the normal of things behind the transpar-
ent objects(Left) and output a similar color(green) for plants in
images(Right) regardless of the complex normal directions on the
surface of plants. This is due to the inductive bias introduced by our
training dataset(Lack of data including outdoor scenes and plants),
which could be solved in the future by adding more simulating
renderings.

D MORE QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS OF YOSO
Although our method predicts sharper and more accurate normals
compared to YOSO Only, the qualitative results appear worse than
those of YOSO Only because the ground truth normal maps of both
NYUv2 and ScanNet are smoother and less detailed (see Fig. R.3).

Fig. R.3. The qualitative comparison results between YOSO Only and Ours
on both NYUv2 and ScanNet dataset.

E MORE QUALITATIVE COMPARISONS
We present more qualitative comparison results between GeoWiz-
ard [Fu et al. 2024b], DSINE [Bae and Davison 2024], Marigold [Ke
et al. 2024a], GenPercept [Xu et al. 2024] and StableNormal from
Fig. R.4 to Fig. R.7.
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Fig. R.4. More qualitative results (Part I). From the left to the right are results from DSINE [Bae and Davison 2024], GenPercept [Xu et al. 2024], GeoWizard [Fu
et al. 2024b], Marigold [Ke et al. 2024b] and StableNormal respectively.
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Fig. R.5. More qualitative results (Part II). From the left to the right are results from DSINE [Bae and Davison 2024], GenPercept [Xu et al. 2024], GeoWizard [Fu
et al. 2024b], Marigold [Ke et al. 2024b] and StableNormal respectively.
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Fig. R.6. More qualitative results (Part III). From the left to the right (the up to the bottom) are results from GeoWizard [Fu et al. 2024b], DSINE[Bae and
Davison 2024], and StableNormal respectively.
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Fig. R.7. More qualitative results (Part IV). From the left to the right are results from GeoWizard [Fu et al. 2024b], DSINE [Bae and Davison 2024], and
StableNormal respectively.
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