
Shadow Augmentation for Handwashing Action
Recognition: from Synthetic to Real Datasets

Shengtai Ju, Amy R. Reibman
Elmore Family School of Electrical and Computer Engineering

Purdue University
West Lafayette, USA

ju10@purdue.edu, reibman@purdue.edu

Abstract—Video analytics systems designed for deployment in
outdoor conditions can be vulnerable to many environmental
changes, particularly changes in shadow. Existing works have
shown that shadow and its introduced distribution shift can cause
system performance to degrade sharply. In this paper, we explore
mitigation strategies to shadow-induced breakdown points of
an action recognition system, using the specific application of
handwashing action recognition for improving food safety. Using
synthetic data, we explore the optimal shadow attributes to be
included when training an action recognition system in order to
improve performance under different shadow conditions. Exper-
imental results indicate that heavier and larger shadow is more
effective at mitigating the breakdown points. Building upon this
observation, we propose a shadow augmentation method to be
applied to real-world data. Results demonstrate the effectiveness
of the shadow augmentation method for model training and
consistency of its effectiveness across different neural network
architectures and datasets.

Index Terms—handwashing, food safety, data augmentation

I. INTRODUCTION

For outdoor camera-based systems and applications, the
presence of shadow is natural and inevitable. The properties of
natural shadow, such as the size and intensity, can vary depend-
ing on time of the day and placement of the camera system,
which create challenges for designing a robust image/video
system. However, system robustness against different shadow
conditions is crucial for successful camera-system applications
in the outdoors. Despite the significance of shadow, quantita-
tive studies of how shadow impacts a recognition system and
how to deal with performance degradation caused by shadow
are still lacking. In our previous work [1], we demonstrated
that changes in environmental conditions, including shadow
conditions, caused system robustness to drop significantly,
where system robustness was measured as the classification
accuracy on unseen datasets with distribution shift. Distri-
bution shift, which occurs when training and testing data
are sampled from different distributions, has been shown to
impact system performance for the task of image classification
[2], [3]. Therefore, in this paper, we explore methods to
alleviate system performance degradation caused by shadow,
and we improve system robustness with shadow augmentation
in the context of action recognition. More specifically, we have
chosen the application of handwashing action recognition for
better hand hygiene and improved food safety [4]–[7].

The quality of handwashing is strongly correlated with
food safety and the general public welfare. According to
the World Health Organization (WHO), food-borne illnesses
sickens millions of people and is responsible for more than
400,000 deaths every year [8]. Therefore, ensuring proper
handwashing and hand hygiene of food-handlers is critical for
improving food safety and reducing the spread of food-borne
illnesses. The WHO has proposed a series of handwashing
actions that will thoroughly clean all surfaces of the hands,
as shown in Figure 1. In this paper, we follow the WHO
guideline with an emphasis on steps 3-9 because they are the
more important and challenging rubbing actions.

Fig. 1: The WHO Handwashing Steps.

In our previous work [7], we generated a synthetic dataset to
introduce controlled distribution shift for measuring the impact
of hand pose and shadow on handwashing recognition. In par-
ticular, we demonstrated that both changes in hand poses and
shadow can create system breakdown points and that heavy
shadow can shift the breakdown points earlier. A breakdown
point is where system performance starts to degrade sharply
and become unreliable. Also, we explored simple mitigation
strategies to the pose-induced breakdown points but did not
consider mitigating the shadow-induced breakdown points.
Therefore, in this paper, we explore mitigation strategies to the
shadow-induced breakdown points using our synthetic dataset.
Existing research has shown that learning human pose models
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from synthetic data can be an effective method for improving
human action recognition performance on real datasets [9].
Therefore, we also exploit insights gained from synthetic data
to improve system performance on real data.

We collected two real-world outdoor handwashing datasets
in [1]: the Portable51 and Farm23 dataset. Both datasets
contain varied shadow conditions and particularly Farm23
contains constant and heavy outdoor shadow. Based on ex-
perimental results in [1], we have demonstrated that system
performance drops significantly across datasets due to changes
in environments. Therefore, we transfer and apply the insights
gained from synthetic data to real data by proposing a shadow
augmentation method that will be applied while training a
classifier. More specifically, we focus on evaluating model ro-
bustness on completely unseen and out-of-distribution (OoD)
datasets with shadow, as model robustness is one of the most
crucial factors for a real-world vision system.

The main contributions of this paper is twofold. First, we
explore and demonstrate effective strategies for mitigating
the shadow-induced breakdown points using synthetic data.
Then, we propose a data augmentation method called shadow
augmentation to improve model robustness against outdoor
shadow, and we evaluate its effectiveness using different neural
network architectures and datasets.

II. RELATED WORK

A. Systems for Handwashing Action Recognition

Handwashing monitoring or action recognition has been
applied for both healthcare and food-safety-related systems.
In healthcare settings, a camera-based tutorial system for
healthcare workers has been developed and studied by [10]–
[12]. More recently, many deep-learning based handwashing
systems have been developed. For example, a deep-learning-
based handwashing quality assessment system was proposed
by [13]. Additionally, a neural network combined with self-
attention blocks was applied for classifying the rubbing actions
for handwashing in healthcare [14]. Although these works have
considered the WHO handwashing guidelines, they have only
considered indoor medical applications, whereas we focus on
outdoor and food-related handwashing settings that contain
challenging shadow conditions.

Besides systems developed for healthcare, handwashing
recognition systems have also been developed for improving
food-safety. A two stream network that combines spatial and
temporal information has been proposed by [4] to classify
egocentric handwashing actions following the WHO steps.
Furthermore, a two-stage system [5] was developed by in-
corporating a coarse-to-fine recognition strategy and motion
histogram images. In addition, an effective recognition system
that incorporates a variety of modalities was proposed for
cross-domain handwashing action recognition [6]. These sys-
tems have shown promising results for recognizing handwash-
ing actions under different environments. However, they did
not consider the more challenging shadow-heavy environments
or consider how shadow can impact system performance.

B. Shadow in Computer Vision and Video Systems

Since shadow is inevitable in the outdoors, many existing
works have studied the problem of shadow detection and
shadow removal. To build a robust video surveillance system,
a shadow elimination method using illumination images was
proposed by [15]. Furthermore, a large-scale synthetic dataset
was created and used to improve the performance of methods
for shadow removal [16]. Also, shadow has been shown to
mislead vehicle detection and tracking systems [17]. A shadow
detection method for analyzing traffic surveillance videos was
proposed by [18]. These works have all discussed the negative
impact of shadow on video systems. In addition, the solutions
to mitigate the impact of shadow are associated with detecting
and removing shadow from the scene. However, in this paper,
we explore whether we can improve system robustness by
adding shadow to the model training process.

III. DATASETS

A. Handwashing Actions

As discussed earlier in Section I, we only focus on the
7 rubbing actions provided by the WHO. For simplicity, we
shorten the names of these actions to be: rub back, rub palm,
rub fingers interlaced, rub thumb, rub tips, rub back fingers,
and rub wrist.

B. Synthetic Dataset

The synthetic dataset is the same as introduced in [7].
Synthetic images of handwashing are generated with different
skin tones and background textures using Blender. In addition,
hand poses from -90 to 90 degrees of rotation are generated
for each action. For example, Figure 2 shows sample images
of different actions and hand poses. In addition, images with
different shadow properties are generated including different
shadow sizes, shadow intensities, and shadow placements.
Shadow is generated by placing a cylindrical pole object
between the light source and the hands. There are 4 different
shadow intensity levels which are characterized by the alpha
value of the pole object: alpha02, alpha04, alpha06, and
alpha08. Higher alpha values correspond to heavier shadow.
In addition, there are 3 different shadow sizes which are
controlled by the width of the pole: pole05 (smallest), pole10,
and pole15 (largest).

Figure 3 shows sample images of different shadow sizes and
intensities. This dataset contains varied hand poses for 5 of the
7 rubbing actions, excluding rub wrist and rub back fingers.
However, shadow images were only generated for the actions
of rub back and rub thumb due to computational limits.

(a) Rub back −45◦ (b) Rub thumb −45◦ (c) Rub thumb 45◦

Fig. 2: Examples of different hand poses.



(a) Shadow size 1 (b) Shadow size 2 (c) Shadow intensity

Fig. 3: Examples of images with different shadow attributes.

C. Real-world Datasets

In this paper, we also use 3 real-world datasets with
unique attributes. More specifically, we use the Portable51
and Farm23 datasets collected in [1] and the public Kaggle
Hand Wash Dataset (KHWD) [19]. All 3 datasets contain
videos of the 7 rubbing actions following the WHO guideline.
Portable51 contains videos from 51 unique participants and
was captured both indoors and outdoors with a moderate
amount of outdoor shadow. Farm23 contains videos from
12 new participants with no overlap between the ones in
Portable51. These two datasets are captured with a portable
sink and diverse participants with different ages and skin
tones to better represent real-world deployment scenarios. In
addition, Farm23 is captured entirely outdoors and contain
challenging scenarios with constant and heavy shadow. Lastly,
the KHWD contains videos of indoor handwashing with
limited presence of shadow and skin-tone variation. Figure 4
shows one sample image for each dataset. As seen from the
figures, Farm23 contains much heavier shadow compared to
the other datasets. Portable51 contains moderate shadow while
KHWD contains little to no shadow.

(a) Portable51 (b) Farm23 (c) KHWD

Fig. 4: Examples of each dataset.

D. Shadow Augmentation

In this section, we discuss the process of shadow augmenta-
tion, which adds synthetic shadow to real-world images. The
motivation for adding shadow to real images is to explore
whether the added shadow can help classifiers become more
robust to shadowy test conditions if used as training data. We
follow a similar but simplified strategy for adding shadow
compared to the synthetic dataset. First, we define a set of
4 vertices to draw the polygon that will contain the shadow.
The vertices are fully adjustable so that the shape of shadow
can also be adjusted. Next, we multiply the alpha channel
of the pixels within the polygon by a controllable shadow
factor (s.f.), which is a constant less than 1, to adjust shadow
intensity. For our experiments, we use 4 different polygons for
shadow which represent different orientations and placements
of natural shadow, and we fix shadow intensity for better
reproducibility. This process of shadow augmentation can be
applied to any dataset. Figure 5 shows sample images of

shadow augmentation applied to the Portable51 and KHWD
dataset, using a s.f. of 0.5. Also, the different orientations and
placements can be seen from the figure.

(a) Portable51 + shadow ex.1 (b) Portable51 + shadow ex.2

(c) KHWD + shadow ex.1 (d) KHWD + shadow ex.2

Fig. 5: Examples of shadow augmentation on the Portable51
and KHWD dataset.

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

A. Experimental Setup for Synthetic Data
As seen from [7] using our synthetic dataset, shadow

causes a handwashing recognition system’s performance to
drop significantly. In particular, as shadow intensity increases
from 2 to 8, the average top1 accuracy decreases by 57%.
Also, as shadow size increases from 1 to 3, the average
accuracy decreases by more than 12%. Here, we explore
strategies to mitigate the breakdown points and the degradation
in performance caused by shadow-induced distribution shift.
In particular, we explore which shadow size and intensity,
characterized by pole width and pole transparency values
respectively, is the best for mitigating the breakdown points.
To accomplish this, we keep the 0-degree and shadow-free
data as fixed training data. Then, we train a separate model
with each of the following sets of additional data with a
specific shadow attribute: alpha02, alpha04, alpha06, alpha08,
pole05, pole10, and pole15. Images for each shadow attribute
are randomly and uniformly sampled across the other shadow
attributes. For example, images in the additional training set
for alpha02 are sampled across images that contain pole width
values from 5 to 15, 2 different translations, and 2 different
rotations. Images are also sampled from all background and
skin tones. In addition, to control the type of distribution
shift added to the training set, we only sample from the 0-
degree hand pose for all actions. Also, since we have only
generated images with shadow for the actions of rub thumb
and rub back, additional shadowy training images are only
sampled from these two actions. Furthermore, the trained
models are evaluated on these two actions and 3 shadow
attributes: shadow size (simulated by pole width), shadow
intensity (simulated by pole transparency/alpha), and shadow
placements (simulated by pole placements).

In total, 3,200 additional images are added for exploring the
optimal shadow size and 2,400 additional images are added



for exploring the optimal shadow intensity. These images are
added to the original 5,000 shadow-free images at the 0-
degree hand pose. Due to the constraints on datasets and com-
putational limits discussed in [7], we finetune a lightweight
MobileNetV3 [20] that is pretrained on ImageNet [21].

B. Which Shadow Properties are Better for Mitigating the
Breakdown Points?

We use top1 accuracy and the breakdown points [7] for
evaluation. A breakdown point occurs when top1 accuracy
drops below 60% or when top1 accuracy drops by more
than 15% for a consecutive 5-degree change in hand pose.
First, we demonstrate results for exploring which shadow
intensity is better. We omit the top1 accuracy plots and directly
compare the breakdown points. Also, we only show two
sample results in this section. Figure 6 shows the breakdown
points of two models trained with different shadow intensity
and tested across varying shadow intensity. It can be observed
that the breakdown points of the model trained with alpha08
have significantly higher absolute values, which indicates that
the breakdown points are shifted to much later. It is worth
mentioning that a breakdown point of ±90 degree indicates
there is no breakdown point. Another important finding is
that the breakdown points of rub thumb shifted later but only
slightly. This could be due to the unique pose of rub thumb.

(a) Breakdown points of adding
lighter shadow (alpha02).

(b) Breakdown points of adding
heavier shadow (alpha08).

Fig. 6: Breakdown points using two different sets of added
training data with different shadow intensities.

Next, we demonstrate the results of training with additional
data containing different shadow sizes. Again, we omit the
top1 accuracy plots. Figure 7 shows the breakdown points of
adding shadow data with different pole widths. As can be seen
from the plots, training with pole15 shadow data results in later
breakdown points. Also, it can be observed that the amount
of shift is not as significant when compared to training with
different pole transparency. Furthermore, the breakdown points
for rub thumb did not change across the two models and test
shadow conditions. This shows that rub thumb benefits less
from additional training data.

Table I shows the complete results of both the positive
and negative breakdown points after training with each of the
different shadow properties. For each type of shadow, results
are averaged across all testing shadow conditions including
shadow size, shadow intensity, and shadow placement. From

(a) Breakdown points of adding
smaller shadow (pole05).

(b) Breakdown points of adding
larger shadow (pole15).

Fig. 7: Breakdown points using two different sets of added
training data with different shadow sizes.

the table, it can be observed that the alpha06 and alpha08
resulted in better breakdown points for negative and positive
hand rotational angles, respectively. This indicates that heavier
shadow is more beneficial for mitigating the shadow-induced
breakdown points. From the last 3 rows of the table, it
can be concluded that pole15 shadow is the best additional
training data compared to other pole widths. This indicates
that larger/wider shadow is more optimal for mitigating the
shadow-induced breakdown points. Overall, to improve the
breakdown points and the significant performance degradation
caused by shadow, it is better to add training data with shadow
that is more intense and larger.

Added Training
Shadow Type

Avg. Breakdown
Points (+)

Avg. Breakdown
Points (-)

alpha02 63.41◦ 53.18◦

alpha04 66.82◦ 57.05◦

alpha06 68.75◦ 62.16◦

alpha08 69.32◦ 61.82◦

pole05 68.18◦ 60.23◦

pole10 69.89◦ 62.84◦

pole15 70.68◦ 63.98◦

TABLE I: Average breakdown points for different types of
added training shadow.

C. Experimental Methodology for Real Datasets and Shadow
Augmentation

We design 3 phases of experiments to demonstrate the
effectiveness of shadow augmentation for real data. To begin
with, we design the first phase of experiments to compare the
performance of shadow augmentation with other data augmen-
tation methods that adjust image brightness. For all models,
training data is fixed to be images from the Portable51 train
data. We train individual models that contain the following
data augmentation steps: shadow augmentation, reducing the
overall brightness by 50%, reducing the overall brightness by
50% with a probability of 0.5, and random color jittering that
adjusts image brightness between 0.25 and 1. A common data
augmentation step of random horizontal flip is applied for
all experiments. Also, shadow augmentation is only applied
to 50% of all training images. All data augmentation is
only applied to the training data. For evaluation, we use



the Portable51 test set as the in-distribution set and the
entire Farm23 and KHWD datasets as the out-of-distribution
(OoD) evaluation data for model robustness. Classification
performance on the Farm23 dataset is of particular interest and
significance because it contains constant and heavy shadow.
Therefore, evaluation results on Farm23 will be indicative of
a system’s performance against heavy shadow conditions. We
finetune ResNet50 [22] models pretrained on ImageNet [21].

The second phase of experiments is to verify the effective-
ness of shadow augmentation using different neural networks.
In this phase, we experiment with a variety of neural networks
including ResNet50, ResNet152, and ViT [23]. In addition, we
keep the training set fixed to be the original Portable51 train
set. Then we train separate models for each neural network
architecture by applying shadow augmentation. The evaluation
datasets remain the same as in the first phase. We observe
whether there exists a consistent trend for performance across
different architectures.

In addition to experimenting with different NN architec-
tures, we experiment using different training datasets as the
third phase of experiments. We apply shadow augmentation
to the KHWD train set and compare its performance with
its baseline model. The KHWD dataset was captured entirely
indoors without outdoor shadow instances. Therefore, testing
data with outdoor shadow can be challenging for a model that
has only been trained with KHWD data. The goal is to explore
whether applying shadow augmentation to a dataset without
shadow images improves the trained model’s robustness to-
wards OoD datasets with shadow. The evaluation datasets are
the KHWD test set, the entire Portable51 dataset and Farm23
dataset, with the latter two being completely unseen and OoD
to the KHWD train set. Here, we also finetune pretrained
ResNet50 models.

All hyperparameters such as the optimizer, learning rate,
and number of epochs are kept the same for all experiments.
Since the datasets used in this series of experiments include
7 actions, we experiment with all 7 rubbing actions to better
evaluate the effectiveness of our shadow augmentation method.
Furthermore, we run all experiments using 3 different random
seeds and average results.

D. Results and Comparison with Other Data Augmentation
Methods

Because we want to explore the general effectiveness of
shadow augmentation, we report only the overall top1 accuracy
across all actions instead of listing results for individual
actions. Table II shows the overall top1 accuracy for the
baseline ResNet50 model and models trained with different
data augmentation methods. As can be seen from the results,
applying shadow augmentation to 50% of the training im-
ages improves performance on both the in-distribution test
set and the completely OoD test sets compared to other
tested methods. The improvement from shadow augmentation
when compared to other methods is relatively marginal on
the Portable51 test set. However, model robustness against
distribution shifts is noticeably improved, as demonstrated

by results on the Farm23 and KHWD datasets. Particularly,
performance improved by more than 8% on the challenging
Farm23 dataset with constant and heavy shadow. Among
the other data augmentation methods, simply reducing the
brightness of all training images by a constant factor has
resulted in overfitting and much worse performance. Random
color jittering proves to be effective and demonstrates similar
performance compared to shadow augmentation. However,
shadow augmentation still outperforms by a small margin.
These results demonstrate that shadow augmentation is more
effective at improving model robustness, especially against
shadow conditions, than simply adjusting the brightness of
the images. Next, we verify the effectiveness of shadow
augmentation using different architectures and training dataset.

Method Portable51-test Farm23 KHWD
Baseline 0.665 0.440 0.304

Reduce brightness by 50% 0.181 0.159 0.174
Reduce brightness by 50%

with 0.5 prob. 0.669 0.444 0.298

Random color jitter
brightness [0.25, 1] 0.671 0.457 0.326

Shadow augmentation (s.f.=0.5) 0.672 0.476 0.332

TABLE II: Overall accuracy for different data augmentation
methods on different evaluation datasets.

E. Results using Different Network Architectures and Datasets

Table III shows the comparison of the baseline model and
the model with shadow augmentation across 3 different test
datasets and using 3 different neural network architectures.
The baseline models in all cases have only been trained on
the Portable51 train data. As can be seen from the table,
models trained with shadow augmentation demonstrate supe-
rior performance on all test datasets including the completely
unseen and OoD test sets. The table also shows the percentage
of increase over the baseline model. We observe that the
improvement on the Portable51 test set is less significant.
However, the improvements to system robustness on unseen
datasets are substantial. In particular, ViT with shadow aug-
mentation demonstrates over 10% increase on both OoD
datasets. Furthermore, ResNet152 with shadow augmentation
results in more than 26% increase when testing on the KHWD
dataset. By demonstrating system performance across different
evaluation datasets and NN architectures, we show effective-
ness of the shadow augmentation method on improving system
robustness towards distribution shift across datasets.

In addition, we investigate whether shadow augmentation
can generalize to other training datasets besides the Portable51
data. Table IV shows the overall top1 accuracy for models
trained with the KHWD train set. Again, the baseline model
is trained without shadow augmentation. The accuracy on the
KHWD test set is extremely high for both models with little
difference in performance. However, for testing on the OoD
datasets Portable51 and Farm23, we observe improvements for
the model trained with shadow augmentation. For both OoD
evaluation datasets, we observe around 10% increase in overall
top1 accuracy. However, the degradation in performance is



NN
Architecture

Portable51-test Farm23 KHWD
Baseline Shadow Aug. Baseline Shadow Aug. Baseline Shadow Aug.

ResNet50 0.665 0.672 (+1.1%) 0.440 0.476 (+8.2%) 0.304 0.332 (+9.2%)
ResNet152 0.696 0.701 (+0.7%) 0.436 0.477 (+9.4%) 0.377 0.478 (+26.8%)

ViT 0.695 0.704 (+1.3%) 0.393 0.463 (+17.8%) 0.532 0.590 (+10.9%)

TABLE III: Overall accuracy for applying shadow augmentation using different evaluation datasets and different neural network
architectures.

still significant even after applying shadow augmentation.
Nevertheless, the results still demonstrate the effectiveness of
applying shadow augmentation to a dataset without shadow
and improving the trained model’s performance on unseen
datasets with challenging shadow environments.

Model KHWD-test Portable51 Farm23
Baseline 0.961 0.281 0.264

Shadow Augmented 0.964 0.308 0.291
Overall Change +0.31% +9.6% +10.2%

TABLE IV: Overall accuracy comparison for applying shadow
augmentation to training on KHWD dataset.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have explored methods to improve model
robustness against varying shadow conditions. First, we have
extended our previous investigation on the impact of shadow
using system breakdown points. By using a synthetic dataset,
we demonstrate that an effective strategy to mitigate the
shadow-induced breakdown points is to use additional training
data that has heavier and larger shadow. Then we transfer
the knowledge and insights gained from synthetic data and
develop a shadow augmentation method for training mod-
els using real-world data. Through experimental results, we
demonstrate the effectiveness of the shadow augmentation
method on improving trained model robustness against heavy
shadow conditions and distribution shifts across datasets. Also,
we compare shadow augmentation with other data augmen-
tation methods and demonstrate superior performance. Our
results are verified through multiple trials of using different
neural networks and datasets. Future work includes expanding
our current shadow augmentation method to incorporate more
diversity of shadow and applying it to improve performance
on many other tasks that contain outdoor shadow conditions.
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