Generative Omnimatte: Learning to Decompose Video into Layers
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Figure 1. Generative Omnimatte. Our method decomposes a video into a set of RGBA omnimatte layers, where each layer consists of
a fully-visible object and its associated effects like shadows and reflections. We improve upon existing work by adding a generative video
prior, allowing our method to complete occluded regions (top, middle) and handle dynamic backgrounds (bottom).

Abstract

Given a video and a set of input object masks, an om-
nimatte method aims to decompose the video into semanti-
cally meaningful layers containing individual objects along
with their associated effects, such as shadows and reflec-
tions. Existing omnimatte methods assume a static back-
ground or accurate pose and depth estimation and produce
poor decompositions when these assumptions are violated.
Furthermore, due to the lack of generative prior on natu-
ral videos, existing methods cannot complete dynamic oc-
cluded regions. We present a novel generative layered video
decomposition framework to address the omnimatte prob-
lem. Our method does not assume a stationary scene or
require camera pose or depth information and produces
clean, complete layers, including convincing completions

of occluded dynamic regions. Our core idea is to train a
video diffusion model to identify and remove scene effects
caused by a specific object. We show that this model can
be finetuned from an existing video inpainting model with
a small, carefully curated dataset, and demonstrate high-
quality decompositions and editing results for a wide range
of casually captured videos containing soft shadows, glossy
reflections, splashing water, and more.

1. Introduction

Natural videos typically intertwine complex signals about
our dynamic world, such as camera motion, articulated ob-
ject movement, intricate scene effects, and time-varying in-
teraction between objects. Mid-level representations that
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model this complexity are vital for intuitive interaction and
editing of video content. One such representation is a de-
composition of video into a set of semantically meaningful,
semi-transparent layers, typically with one layer for each
foreground object and the background. The utility of layers
in creating visual effects has fueled interest in generating
them from casually-captured video.

Omnimatte [17, 27, 33-35, 45] methods produce se-
mantically meaningful layers that contain individual ob-
jects along with their associated effects, such as shadows
and reflections. To infer the complex space-time correla-
tions between objects and their effects, existing methods
rely heavily on restrictive assumptions such as a stationary
background or accurate camera and depth estimation. These
methods fail when these assumptions are violated. Further-
more, existing methods cannot complete occluded regions,
limiting their potential applications (Fig. 2).

In this work, we present a novel generative layered video
decomposition framework that overcomes previous limita-
tions by leveraging the strong generative prior of a pre-
trained video diffusion model [6]. The video prior serves
two purposes. First, the model’s internal features reveal
connections between objects and their effects (Fig. 5) that
can be exposed through finetuning, similar to recent works
that apply the internal features of video diffusion models for
analysis tasks [20, 42]. Second, the model can directly com-
plete occluded areas in the layer decomposition, including
dynamic regions. This prior is a key factor that enables our
method to dispense with the ad-hoc, limited priors of previ-
ous works [17, 27, 34, 45] and the restrictions they place on
the input video.

However, existing video inpainting models are not di-
rectly applicable to the omnimatte task — because they
inpaint only the region indicated by a binary mask, they
lack the flexibility to remove associated effects outside of
the mask region (Fig. 3). Instead, we finetune the video
inpainting model to create an object-effect-removal model,
and apply it as a core component of a layer-decomposition
system (Fig. 4). The model produces a “clean-plate” RGB
background layer and initialization for the foreground lay-
ers. The final RGBA foreground layers are optimized to
reconstruct the input video while remaining sparse. Since
the pretrained model’s features already connect objects and
their effects, a small, carefully curated dataset of real and
synthetic examples of object-effect associations is sufficient
for finetuning.

Our method advances video layer decomposition in two
directions: (i) it operates on casual videos where previous
methods fail, without relying on a stationary background or
camera poses, and (ii) it generates realistic, dynamic lay-
ers for both fully occluded regions and regions partially oc-
cluded by shadows or reflections. These capabilities unlock
various creative editing tasks such as object removal, move-
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Figure 2. Limitations of existing Omnimatte methods. Om-
nimatte methods [17, 27, 34, 45] rely on restrictive motion as-
sumptions, such as stationary background, resulting in dynamic
background elements becoming entangled with foreground object
layers. Furthermore, these methods lack a generative and seman-
tic prior for completing occluded pixels and accurately associating
effects with their corresponding objects.

ProPainter [64]  Input video & mask

Figure 3. Limitations of inpainting models for object removal.
While video inpainting models (e.g., [64]) can complete plausible
background pixels in the input mask region, they preserve the re-
moved objects’ shadows and reflections outside the mask.

ment retiming, and foreground stylization (Fig. 1). We will
release the dataset of real and synthetic layered videos used
to finetune the video inpainting model.

2. Related Work

Transparent Images and Matting. Transparent (RGBA)
images and videos are widely used in various applica-
tions, including rotoscoping and visual effects synthesis.
The matting problem [38, 48] aims to extract foreground
RGBAs and background layers from the given images or
videos. In the visual effects industry, this layer decom-
position is traditionally achieved by green-screen chroma
keying, requiring complex filming setups and manual post-
processing [32]. Deep learning methods [22, 24, 28, 50] ap-
proach this problem by training on large-scale alpha matte



groundtruth [24, 28]. These studies focus on estimating
fine-level alpha mattes for foregrounds but cannot capture
the correlated effects. Recent advancements [60] have en-
abled text-to-RGBA image generation with plausible effects
by finetuning Stable Diffusion [40] on a transparent image
dataset. Nonetheless, decomposing videos into layers with
effect association is a different problem domain and remains
under-explored.

Video Layer Decomposition. Decomposing a video into a
set of semantically meaningful layers enables a wide range
of applications, including video editing [4, 21, 23, 43], mo-
tion re-timing [33], view synthesis [41, 65], game decon-
struction [44], and obstruction removal [2, 3, 31]. Our work
focuses on synthesizing fully-visible layers of individual
objects and their associated effects from a video.

Video Matting with Associated Effects. Omnimatte [33,
34], inspired by early flow-based methods [1, 8, 49], lever-
ages motion cues to decompose a video into RGBA matte
layers, each comprising an object and its associated effects.
It assumes a static background, modeled by planar homo-
graphies, and groups the time-varying residual (moving ob-
jects and effects) into foreground layers through a test-time
optimization step. Recent works extend Omnimatte by en-
hancing the deep image priors [17, 35] and relaxing the pla-
nar homography constraint to non-rigid warping [33, 57]
or 3D scene representations [27, 45]. However, these ap-
proaches are limited to restrictive motion assumptions (e.g.,
static backgrounds, accurate pose estimation) and lack gen-
erative capabilities and semantic understanding for com-
pleting occluded areas and detecting precise object-effect
associations (Fig. 2). Our method, in contrast, requires no
motion assumption and leverages the generative and seman-
tic priors of our object-effect-removal model to obtain a set
of fully-visible layers with accurately associated effects.

Video Generation and Inpainting. Recent advancements
in diffusion models have significantly improved the capa-
bilities of text-to-video generation. These models [6, 7, 11,
15,19, 46, 54, 56, 58, 63] are trained on massive datasets of
video-text pairs, enabling them to generate visually appeal-
ing videos from text descriptions.

Text-to-video models have been adapted for the task of
inpainting (e.g., [36, 62, 66]), in which they synthesize con-
tent in a user-specified mask region, conditioned on the sur-
rounding visual context. While existing video inpainting
methods [10, 14, 26, 29, 52, 59, 62] are often employed for
object removal, these models cannot handle the effects that
extend beyond mask boundaries, leaving undesired shadows
and reflections in the output frames (Fig. 3).

Object Effect Removal. Work [12, 30] in video shadow
removal focuses specifically on removing cast shadows, but
does not aim to perform object-shadow association, ob-
ject removal, or background completion. Recently, Object-

Drop [51] finetunes an image inpainting model for object
and effect removal. However, it is unsuitable for video ob-
ject removal due to a lack of temporal coherence when run
on individual frames. Moreover, our goal extends beyond
object removal; we aim to decompose a video into an entire
set of omnimattes to enable layer-based video editing tasks.

3. Method

Given an RGB video Z and N object masks {m;}¥,,
our goal is to generate N + 1 video layers: a clean-plate
RGB background Zy,; and N foreground RGBA omnimat-
tes {O;}}¥,, each containing one object and its associated
effects (such as shadows or reflections).

Since ground-truth layered video data is scarce, we
aim to apply an existing video diffusion model (Sec. 3.1)
with minimal modifications. Large, pretrained video mod-
els have already learned the required associations between
objects and their effects as part of their generative task
(Sec. 3.3), so we aim to bring out this ability by finetuning
the model with a small dataset of layered videos (Sec. 3.4).

The diffusion model produces RGB (without alpha), and
retraining to produce alpha maps would require a large
dataset of RGBA layers [60]. To avoid changing the output
space of the model, we employ a two-step process (Fig. 4):
(1) creation of the clean-plate video Zy,; and N “soloed”
or single-object videos Z; containing only object ¢ and the
background, and (2) reconstruction of the foreground layers
O; from the pairs (Z;, Z,g) (Fig. 4). To construct the back-
ground Zy,; and solo videos Z;, we train a new video object-
effect-removal model, which we dub “Casper””, guided by
a trimask (Sec. 3.2). We then reconstruct the layers O; via
test-time optimization (Sec. 3.5).

3.1. Base Video Diffusion Model

Our object-effect-removal model, Casper, builds upon
the inpainting variant of the video diffusion model, Lu-
miere [6]. Lumiere is a text-to-video generator with a
two-stage cascade of pixel-based diffusion models. The
first-stage base model generates an 80-frame video at
128x128px resolution from a text prompt. The second
stage, a spatial super-resolution (SSR) model, upsamples
the output of the base model to 1024 x 1024px resolution.

The Lumiere inpainting model [6, 36], finetuned from
the original text-to-video base model, takes two additional
conditions: a masked RGB video with zeroed-out inpaint-
ing regions and a binary mask video m. The base inpaint-
ing model is followed by the same SSR to achieve high-
resolution quality.

Casper is finetuned from the inpainting model to perform
object-and-effect removal. While Casper keeps the same
model architecture as the base inpainting model, our de-
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Figure 4. Generative omnimatte framework. Given an input video and binary object masks, we first apply our object-effect-removal
model, Casper, to generate a clean-plate background 7y, and a set of single-object (solo) videos Z; applying different trimask conditions.
The trimasks specify regions to preserve (white), remove (black), and regions that potentially contain uncertain object effects (gray). In
Stage 2, a test-time optimization reconstructs the omnimatte layers O; from pairs of Z; and Zy,g.

composition framework introduces novel strategies for in-
put object masking (Sec. 3.2).

3.2. Object and Effect Removal with Trimask

The original Lumiere inpainting model is conditioned on a
binary mask m that indicates regions to be inpainted (m =
0) and preserved (m = 1). Our object-effect-removal task
introduces extra ambiguity: the “preservation” region may
not be completely preserved, but instead can be potentially
changed (e.g., to erase shadows).

To address the ambiguity, we propose a trimask condi-
tion M, derived from the binary object masks {m;} ;.
The trimask explicitly marks three regions: the objects to
remove (M = 0), objects to preserve (M = 1), and back-
ground areas (M = 0.5) that may contain effects to be re-
moved or preserved (Fig. 4). To obtain the clean-plate back-
ground video 7y, we use a background trimask M, that
marks all objects as areas to remove and the background
as an area to potentially modify. To associate effects with
their corresponding N objects, we aim to produce N solo
(single-object) videos Z; that contain a single object and its
correlated effects. The N input trimasks { M } Y| mark the
object ¢ as a preservation area and the remaining N — 1 ob-
jects as removal areas. The set of N + 1 trimasks (M,
and {M;}}¥) are fed into Casper separately, each with
the same noise initialization, to generate IV solo videos Z;
and the background video 7y,;. We obtain the binary object
masks m; using SegmentAnything2 [39].

Additionally, instead of a masking the RGB values in the
input video, we follow ObjectDrop [51] and keep the RGB
values of the removal regions (M = 0) in the input video
condition, allowing the model to associate the content inside

Video

Mask
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Figure 5. Effect association prior in a pretrained video genera-
tion model. We input a video to a pretrained text-to-video genera-
tor [6] using an SDEdit approach [37] and analyze the spatial self-
attention weights. By measuring the attention weights between
query tokens and key tokens located within target object areas, we
observe that the generator can effectively associate effects with
target objects. In this specific example, we re-noise the video to
t = 0.5 and visualize the attention in the middle bottleneck of the
U-Net at the sampling step ¢ = 0.125.

the mask with the corresponding effects outside the mask.

During inference, the inputs to Casper are a text prompt
describing the target removal scene, and a concatenation of
the input video, trimask, and noisy video at a 128px resolu-
tion (e.g., 224 x128px). The model takes 256 DDPM [18]
sampling steps without classifier-free guidance for infer-
ence (~12 minutes for an 80-frame video). We adopt tem-
poral multidiffusion [5] to handle longer videos.



3.3. Effect Association Prior in Video Generator

To investigate Lumiere’s inherent understanding of object-
effect associations, we analyze the self-attention pattern
during denoising of a given video using SDEdit [37]. We
focus on the spatial self-attention within the frame since it is
the strongest indicator of the model’s prior on object-effect
associations. Specifically, we measure the self-attention
weights between the query tokens and key tokens associ-
ated with the object of interest. For a query at the spatial
location p in the 5" frame 77, the response to the object is
calculated as:

T(p) — Zyemj vay
ZzGIj WP,I ’

where W is the attention weight matrix obtained by the at-
tention operation [47], and W, , denotes the weight be-
tween the query at p and the key token at 2. The numerator
sums the weights between the query and all the keys within
object mask m?, and the denominator normalizes this sum
by the total weight across the entire image space 7.

As visualized in Fig. 5, we observe that the query tokens
in the shadow areas exhibit attention to the object region.
This suggests that the pretrained model [6] can associate ob-
jects and their effects. Leveraging this prior knowledge, we
hypothesize that a relatively small training dataset can be
sufficient to train an effective object-effect-removal model.

3.4. Training Data for Object and Effect Removal

(D

We curate a training dataset of real and synthetic video ex-
amples (Fig. 6) from the following four categories:
Omnimatte. We collect 31 scenes from successful re-
sults of existing omnimatte methods [27, 34, 45] to form
the training tuples of input video, input trimask, and tar-
get background video. These scenes, mostly from the
DAVIS [9] dataset, feature static backgrounds and single
objects, providing basic examples of shadows and reflec-
tions in real-world videos.

Tripod. We supplement our dataset with 15 in-the-wild
videos from the web, captured by stationary cameras. These
videos contain objects moving in and out of the scenes,
which can be segmented into pseudo tuples of videos with
and without the objects. These videos include examples of
water effects (e.g., reflections, splashing, ripples) and ambi-
ent background motion. We augment these videos with Ken
Burns effects to simulate camera motion.

Kubric. While the real-world videos provide valuable
object-effect examples, they primarily depict single-object
scenes, limiting the model’s ability to learn effect associ-
ation with multiple objects. Hence, we incorporate 569
synthetic videos generated using Kubric [16]. By render-
ing multi-object scenes in Blender [13] and making objects
transparent, we create ground-truth removal videos that pre-
serve the physical interactions and motion of the remain-

Trimask

Target

(b) Tripod

(a) Omnimatte (c) Kubric  (d) Object-Paste

Figure 6. Training data for object and effect removal. (a)
We collect omnimatte results from existing omnimatte methods to
provide examples of cause-and-effect relationships in real videos.
(b) The Tripod dataset consists of videos captured with station-
ary cameras, providing pseudo-examples of more complex real-
world scenarios, such as water effects and dynamic backgrounds.
(c) We use Kubric [16] to synthesize multi-object scenes with di-
verse reflections and shadows. (d) We segment objects from real
videos and paste them onto target real videos [55] to strengthen
the model’s inpainting capabilities and background preservation.

ing scene elements. Moreover, we observe that many real-
world scenarios exhibit multiple instances of the same ob-
ject type in a scene, such as dogs, pedestrians, or vehicles.
Therefore, we generate scenes with duplicated objects to
train the model to handle multiple similar objects. We also
insert reflective surfaces in the scenes to simulate water and
glass reflections.

Object-Paste. We synthesize 1024 video tuples from real
videos in the YouTube-VOS Dataset [55], using Segmen-
tAnything2 [39] to crop objects from a random video and
paste them onto a target video. The training input and target
are the composited video and original video, respectively.
Training on this data strengthens the model’s inpainting and
background preservation abilities.

The text prompts of the training data are captioned by
BLIP-2 [25], describing the target video that the object-
effect-removal model should learn to generate. We augment
the dataset with spatial horizontal flipping, temporal flip-
ping, and random cropping to a 128 x 128px resolution. We
balance the four data categories with different ratios, using
approximately equal proportions (50%) of real and synthe-
sized data. Please refer to the Supplementary Material for
the training details.

3.5. Omnimatte Optimization

As described in Sec. 3.2, we obtain solo videos {Z;} ¥ ; and
the background 7y, from an N-object video input. Given



each pair of (Z;,7,), the goal is to reconstruct an omn-
imatte layer, O;, such that its composition with the back-
ground, Zy,,, matches the solo video, Z;:

Z; = Comp(Lpg, i 15, i) = L g + (1 — ;) Lpg, (2)

where Z; ¢, and o; are the RGB and alpha channels of the
omnimatte O;.

Variables. Unlike previous methods [17, 27, 34, 45] that
jointly optimize the background scene model with the fore-
ground omnimattes, our method first produces a clean back-
ground video which is kept constant during the optimiza-
tion. Therefore, the variables to optimize are the fore-
ground RGB Z; ¢, and alpha «;. Following existing meth-
ods [27, 34, 45], we use a U-Net to generate smooth alphas
from the inputs Z; and error map A; = |Z; — Zpe|. We
directly optimize the pixel values of the RGB Z; ¢, for effi-
ciency, with a sigmoid to constrain the range to [0, 1].

Loss function. Similar to [27, 34, 45], we use a reconstruc-
tion loss, Ly econ (the difference between the target Z and the
composited video) to drive the optimization:

Erecon == ||I’L - Comp(IbgaIi,fga Oéi)”g- (3)

To prevent the foreground omnimatte from being overly
sensitive to reconstruction error, we add Lg- and L;-
sparsity regularization on the alpha map:

Lsparsity = B1|laill1 + BoPo(a;), 4

where @ denotes an approximate Ly proposed in [34], and
[1 and Sy are the hyper-parameters balancing the loss.

To optimize the alpha network from scratch, a mask su-
pervision loss, Lmask = ||m; — ;||2, is used to guide the
learning of alpha «; from the input object mask m;. The
loss is gradually reduced over the optimization iterations.
The final omnimatte O; is obtained by minimizing the total
loss of »Crecon + )\sparsity['sparsity + )\maskﬁmask-
Upsampling and Detail Transfer. The Casper model has
a resolution of 128px (e.g., 224x128) inherited from the
Lumiere base stage. Lumiere’s SSR stage [6] is used to
upsample the base model outputs to the target resolution
640x384. The RGBA omnimatte layers O; are first opti-
mized at the base resolution, then upsampled and optimized
further at the target resolution. Finally, a detail transfer
step [33, 34, 45] is applied to fully opaque regions. Please
see SM for further details.

4. Results

We compare our method with SOTA omnimatte meth-
ods [27, 45]. We also compare Casper with video inpaint-
ing models [6, 64] and ObjectDrop [51] on object-removal
tasks. Note that ObjectDrop is an image-based model, and
thus, it processes each video frame independently. We ob-
tain the results of [45, 51] from the respective authors.

boat

horses

e
Omnimatte Omnimatte3D OmnimatteRF
[34] [45] [27]

Input video

and mask(s) Ours

Figure 7. Qualitative comparisons with omnimatte methods.
For each example, we show the background layer and foreground
omnimattes generated by different methods in the top and bottom
rows, respectively. Existing methods [27, 34, 45] struggle with
relatively stationary foregounds (“boat”), and struggle to com-
plete heavily occluded objects (“horses™). While [27, 45] can han-
dle scenes with parallax (“horses”), the background layer appears
blurry due to imperfect camera pose and depth estimation.

4.1. Qualitative Results

We compare omnimatte methods in Fig. 7. In “boat”, ex-
isting approaches fail to separate the boat’s wake from the
background layer, while our method correctly places it in
the boat’s layer. For “horses”, Omnimatte3D [45] and Om-
nimatteRF [27] produce blurry background layers because
their 3D-aware background representations are sensitive to
camera pose estimation quality. Furthermore, none of the
existing Omnimatte methods can disocclude the horse in the
last row. In contrast, our method does not require camera
pose information and can inpaint heavily occluded objects.

Fig. 8 compares our Casper model with existing meth-
ods for object removal. Video inpainting models [6, 64]
fail to remove soft shadows and reflections outside the input
masks. ObjectDrop [51] can remove shadows in “cartoon”
and “parkour”, but it processes frames independently and
inpaints regions without global context. This leads to incon-
sistent hallucinations, such as a missing car in “parkour”,
and inconsistent background trees in “car-puddle”. Our
model effectively removes soft shadows (‘“cartoon”), han-
dles shadows cast on complex structures (“parkour”), and
excels at multi-object removal (“penguins”). We encourage
readers to view SM for video comparisons.
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Figure 8. Visual comparison on object removal. We compare our removal model with state-of-the-art video inpainting models [0, 64]
and per-frame ObjectDrop [51]. Inpainting models fail to remove effects that extend beyond the provided mask boundaries. ObjectDrop
processes video frames independently, lacking temporal information to preserve backgrounds and produce temporally coherent results. We
encourage readers to view the supplementary material for video comparisons.

Table 1. Quantitative comparison. Following the benchmark es-
tablished in OmnimatteRF [27], we evaluate the removal quality
on background videos of 10 synthetic scenes in two categories.
Our method achieves the best overall scores in both PSNR and
LPIPS metrics. We adopt the numbers of [21, 27, 34] reported
in [27]. Best results are highlighted in red and second-best in yel-
low. Results marked as “-” indicate failures in some scenes (e.g.,
all-zero outputs in [45]). We present the per-scene scores in SM.

Scene Movie Kubric Average
Metric PSNRT LPIPS| PSNRT LPIPS| | PSNRT LPIPS|
ObjectDrop [51] 28.05 0.124 34.22 0.083 31.14 0.104
Propainter [64] 27.44 0.114 34.67 0.056 31.06 0.085
Lumiere inpainting [6] | 26.62 0.148 31.46 0.157 29.04 0.153
Ominmatte [34] 21.76 0.239 26.81 0.207 24.29 0.223
LNA [21] 23.10 0.129 - - - -
Omnimatte3D [45] - - - - - -
OmnimatteRF [27] 33.86 0.017 40.91 0.028 37.38 0.023
Ours 32.69 0.030 44.07 0.010 38.38 0.020

4.2. Quantitative comparison

We adopt the evaluation protocol from OmnimatteRF [27]
to assess background layer reconstruction on ten synthetic
scenes. The synthetic dataset comprises 5 Movie scenes and
5 Kubric scenes generated by [53]. Each scene has a corre-
sponding ground-truth background without foreground ob-
jects and effects. We use PSNR and LPIPS [61] as evalua-
tion metrics. We confirm that our Kubric training data does
not overlap with the Kubric scenes used in the evaluation.
The quantitative results are presented in Table 1. Ex-
isting layer decomposition methods perform a global static
scene optimization for each video. Omnimatte [34] and
Layered Neural Atlas [21] utilize 2D motion models and
thus struggle to handle parallax. Omnimatte3D [45] fails to
construct a background scene model in two cases and strug-
gles with stationary foreground objects in the Movie scenes.

(a) Training data

Input w/o Omnlmatte FuII

=_— -
Input w/o Kubric Full

Input  w/o Object-Paste Full

— (b) Mask condition —— — (c) Omnimatte optimization —
(remove the person but keep the umbrella)

Ele

Input Binary mask Trimask Input

(overlaying on white for clarity)

3+ 3

Alphaonly RGBA

Figure 9. Ablation study. (a) We ablate four different categories
of training examples to validate their individual contributions. (b)
The proposed trimask allows for greater control over defining re-
gions to preserve or alter. Models trained with binary masks lack
this flexibility and may remove objects that are intended to be kept
(e.g., the umbrella). (c) Optimizing the foreground RGB of omni-
mattes rather than using pixels directly from the input video results
in cleaner foreground layers. Best viewed zoomed-in on a display.

OmnimatteRF [27] applies an additional background re-
training step to further improve removal results and, in some
cases, can complete the inpainting regions more accurately
due to the global scene model optimization. Overall, our
method achieves the best performance in both metrics. We
provide visual comparisons of the evaluation scenes in SM.

4.3. Ablation study.

Training data. We assess the individual contributions of
each dataset category to our model’s performance in Fig. 9a.
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Figure 10. Applications. Our omnimattes enable diverse video
editing tasks. Please refer to SM for full video demonstrations.

The Omnimatte data provides real-world shadow and re-
flection scenes. The Tripod data complements Omnimatte
by providing additional real-world scenarios, including spe-
cific examples of water reflections, to better handle water
effects. Our Kubric synthetic data strengthens the model’s
ability to handle multi-object scenes. Object-Paste, synthe-
sized by overlaying objects onto real videos, reduces unde-
sired background changes and improves inpainting quality.
Mask condition. As shown in Fig. 9b, the proposed tri-
mask explicitly defines the regions to be removed or pre-
served, thereby enabling more accurate handling of multi-
object scenarios. In contrast, the model trained on binary
masks is susceptible to ambiguity, potentially leading to un-
desired removal of objects meant to be preserved.

Omnimatte optimization. The omnimatte reconstruction
optimizes both foreground RGB and alpha channels. If the
foreground RGB channel is not optimized and instead fixed
as the input foreground video, the resulting omnimatte may
exhibit increased background color contamination and hin-
der the generation of soft alpha mattes. (Fig. 9c).

4.4. Applications

As showcased in Fig. | and Fig. 10, our omnimattes enable
a wide range of video editing for users, such as layer inser-
tion and replacement. Each layer can also be independently
edited with different transformations, stylizations, and time
offsets for motion retiming [33]. The edited layers can then
be recomposed seamlessly to generate novel videos.

5. Discussion and Limitations

Our method overcomes the limitations of existing omni-
matte approaches by incorporating a finetuned video in-
painting model that performs object and effect removal.
This is achieved by finetuning a pretrained inpainting model
on a small training set, without modifying the architecture
to generate an additional alpha channel. The RGB outputs
of the video model are then used to reconstruct the RGBA
omnimatte layers using an optimization step.

The finetuned model inherits the original diffusion
model’s learned prior on natural videos, allowing for strong

Figure 11. Limitations. (a) Casper effectively removes objects
and their associated shadows and reflections, while keeping shape
deformation in the outputs. (b) In challenging multi-object cases,
Casper may struggle to accurately separate individual effects.
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Figure 12. User-specified trimask. Casper may introduce un-
desired changes to dynamic background elements (e.g., wave de-
tails). To mitigate this, users may specify a coarse preservation
region to merge with the trimasks. The zoomed-in boxes show
precise detail preservation in the specified background area.

generalization to scenarios not present in the training set
(e.g., human hands in “lego,” “cartoon”). However, this
reliance on a data-driven prior can also limit the range of
effects the method can handle. For example, since we did
not include training data capturing physical deformations,
our current model does not remove effects such as bending
poles or trampolines (Fig. 11a). However, our ablation ex-
periments (Fig. 9) indicate the model responds well to small
additions to the training data, suggesting that it may be pos-
sible capture these effects by curating additional data.

We also observed challenging multi-object cases where,
despite apparently appropriate training data, our model fails
to correctly remove effects (Fig. 11b). We hypothesize the
model may need to be trained with additional information
(e.g., instance segmentation) to disambiguate objects and
their effects when multiple, very similar objects are present.

Finally, we observe some cases where Casper will asso-
ciate unrelated background effects with a foreground layer,
such as the waves in Fig. 12. Our system allows the user to
modify the trimask to preserve background areas in simple
cases (Fig. 12, mid). In future work, such lightweight user
input can be used to enlarge and improve the training set.

We present a new, generative approach to video layer de-
composition. The current method already outperforms pre-
vious methods based on more limited priors, and will con-
tinue to improve as more ground-truth layered video data
becomes available and generative video priors gain strength.



References

(1]

(2]

(3]

(4]

(]

(6]

(7]

(8]

(9]

(10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

(16]

Edward H Adelson. Layered representations for vision and
video. In Proceedings IEEE Workshop on Representation of
Visual Scenes (In Conjunction with ICCV’95), 1995. 3
Jean-Baptiste Alayrac, Joao Carreira, Relja Arandjelovic,
and Andrew Zisserman. Controllable attention for structured
layered video decomposition. In /CCV, 2019. 3
Jean-Baptiste Alayrac, Joao Carreira, and Andrew Zisser-
man. The visual centrifuge: Model-free layered video repre-
sentations. In CVPR, 2019. 3

Omer Bar-Tal, Dolev Ofri-Amar, Rafail Fridman, Yoni Kas-
ten, and Tali Dekel. Text2LIVE: Text-driven layered image
and video editing. In ECCV, 2022. 3

Omer Bar-Tal, Lior Yariv, Yaron Lipman, and Tali Dekel.
MultiDiffusion: Fusing diffusion paths for controlled image
generation. In ICML, 2023. 4

Omer Bar-Tal, Hila Chefer, Omer Tov, Charles Her-
rmann, Roni Paiss, Shiran Zada, Ariel Ephrat, Junhwa
Hur, Guanghui Liu, Amit Raj, et al. Lumiere: A space-
time diffusion model for video generation. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2401.12945,2024. 2,3,4,5,6,7, 12, 14

Andreas Blattmann, Tim Dockhorn, Sumith Kulal, Daniel
Mendelevitch, Maciej Kilian, Dominik Lorenz, Yam Levi,
Zion English, Vikram Voleti, Adam Letts, et al. Stable video
diffusion: Scaling latent video diffusion models to large
datasets. arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.15127,2023. 3

Gabriel J Brostow and Irfan A Essa. Motion based decom-
positing of video. In ICCV, 1999. 3

Sergi Caelles, Jordi Pont-Tuset, Federico Perazzi, Alberto
Montes, Kevis-Kokitsi Maninis, and Luc Van Gool. The
2019 DAVIS Challenge on VOS: Unsupervised multi-object
segmentation. arXiv:1905.00737,2019. 5

Ya-Liang Chang, Zhe Yu Liu, Kuan-Ying Lee, and Winston
Hsu. Free-form video inpainting with 3d gated convolution
and temporal patchgan. In /CCV, 2019. 3

Haoxin Chen, Yong Zhang, Xiaodong Cun, Menghan Xia,
Xintao Wang, Chao Weng, and Ying Shan. Videocrafter2:
Overcoming data limitations for high-quality video diffusion
models. In CVPR, 2024. 3

Zhihao Chen, Liang Wan, Yefan Xiao, Lei Zhu, and Huazhu
Fu. Learning physical-spatio-temporal features for video
shadow removal. IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Sys-
tems for Video Technology, 2024. 3

Blender Online Community. Blender - a 3D modelling and
rendering package. Blender Foundation, Stichting Blender
Foundation, Amsterdam, 2018. 5

Chen Gao, Ayush Saraf, Jia-Bin Huang, and Johannes Kopf.
Flow-edge guided video completion. In ECCV, 2020. 3
Rohit Girdhar, Mannat Singh, Andrew Brown, Quentin Du-
val, Samaneh Azadi, Sai Saketh Rambhatla, Akbar Shah, Xi
Yin, Devi Parikh, and Ishan Misra. Emu video: Factoriz-
ing text-to-video generation by explicit image conditioning.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2311.10709, 2023. 3

Klaus Greff, Francois Belletti, Lucas Beyer, Carl Doersch,
Yilun Du, Daniel Duckworth, David J Fleet, Dan Gnanapra-
gasam, Florian Golemo, Charles Herrmann, Thomas Kipf,

(17]

(18]

(19]

[20]

[21]

(22]

(23]

(24]

[25]

(26]

[27]

(28]

(29]

(30]

Abhijit Kundu, Dmitry Lagun, Issam Laradji, Hsueh-
Ti (Derek) Liu, Henning Meyer, Yishu Miao, Derek
Nowrouzezahrai, Cengiz Oztireli, Etienne Pot, Noha Rad-
wan, Daniel Rebain, Sara Sabour, Mehdi S. M. Sajjadi,
Matan Sela, Vincent Sitzmann, Austin Stone, Deqing Sun,
Suhani Vora, Ziyu Wang, Tianhao Wu, Kwang Moo Yi,
Fangcheng Zhong, and Andrea Tagliasacchi. Kubric: a scal-
able dataset generator. In CVPR, 2022. 5

Zeqi Gu, Wenqi Xian, Noah Snavely, and Abe Davis. Fac-
tormatte: Redefining video matting for re-composition tasks.
ACM TOG, pages 1-14,2023. 2,3,6

Jonathan Ho, Ajay Jain, and Pieter Abbeel. Denoising diffu-
sion probabilistic models. In NeurIPS, 2020. 4, 12
Jonathan Ho, William Chan, Chitwan Saharia, Jay Whang,
Ruiqi Gao, Alexey Gritsenko, Diederik P Kingma, Ben
Poole, Mohammad Norouzi, David J Fleet, et al. Imagen
video: High definition video generation with diffusion mod-
els. arXiv preprint arXiv:2210.02303,2022. 3

Wenbo Hu, Xiangjun Gao, Xiaoyu Li, Sijie Zhao, Xi-
aodong Cun, Yong Zhang, Long Quan, and Ying Shan.
DepthCrafter: Generating consistent long depth sequences
for open-world videos. arXiv preprint arXiv:2409.02095,
2024. 2,13

Yoni Kasten, Dolev Ofri, Oliver Wang, and Tali Dekel. Lay-
ered neural atlases for consistent video editing. In SIG-
GRAPH Asia, 2021. 3,7, 14

Zhanghan Ke, Jiayu Sun, Kaican Li, Qiong Yan, and Ryn-
son WH Lau. MODNet: Real-time trimap-free portrait mat-
ting via objective decomposition. In AAAI, 2022. 2
Yao-Chih Lee, Ji-Ze Genevieve Jang, Yi-Ting Chen, Eliza-
beth Qiu, and Jia-Bin Huang. Shape-aware text-driven lay-
ered video editing. In CVPR, 2023. 3

Jizhizi Li, Sihan Ma, Jing Zhang, and Dacheng Tao. Privacy-
preserving portrait matting. In Proceedings of the 29th ACM
international conference on multimedia, 2021. 2, 3

Junnan Li, Dongxu Li, Silvio Savarese, and Steven Hoi.
Blip-2: Bootstrapping language-image pre-training with
frozen image encoders and large language models. In /ICML,
2023. 5

Zhen Li, Cheng-Ze Lu, Jianhua Qin, Chun-Le Guo, and
Ming-Ming Cheng. Towards an end-to-end framework for
flow-guided video inpainting. In CVPR, 2022. 3

Geng Lin, Chen Gao, Jia-Bin Huang, Changil Kim, Yipeng
Wang, Matthias Zwicker, and Ayush Saraf. OmnimatteRF:
Robust omnimatte with 3d background modeling. In CVPR,
2023. 2,3,5,6,7,12,13, 14

Shanchuan Lin, Andrey Ryabtsev, Soumyadip Sengupta,
Brian L Curless, Steven M Seitz, and Ira Kemelmacher-
Shlizerman. Real-time high-resolution background matting.
In CVPR, 2021. 2,3

Rui Liu, Hanming Deng, Yangyi Huang, Xiaoyu Shi, Lewei
Lu, Wenxiu Sun, Xiaogang Wang, Jifeng Dai, and Hong-
sheng Li. FuseFormer: Fusing fine-grained information in
transformers for video inpainting. In /ICCV, 2021. 3

Yaojie Liu, Andrew Z Hou, Xinyu Huang, Liu Ren, and Xi-
aoming Liu. Blind removal of facial foreign shadows. In
BMVC, 2022. 3



(31]

(32]

[33]

[34]

(35]

(36]

(37]

(38]

(39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

Yu-Lun Liu, Wei-Sheng Lai, Ming-Hsuan Yang, Yung-Yu
Chuang, and Jia-Bin Huang. Learning to see through ob-
structions. In CVPR, 2020. 3

The Foundry Visionmongers Ltd. Nuke, 2024. 2

Erika Lu, Forrester Cole, Tali Dekel, Weidi Xie, Andrew
Zisserman, David Salesin, William T Freeman, and Michael
Rubinstein. Layered neural rendering for retiming people in
video. In SIGGRAPH Asia, 2020. 2, 3, 6, 8, 13

Erika Lu, Forrester Cole, Tali Dekel, Andrew Zisserman,
William T Freeman, and Michael Rubinstein. Omnimatte:
Associating objects and their effects in video. In CVPR,
2021. 2,3,5,6,7,12,13, 14

Erika Lu, Forrester Cole, Weidi Xie, Tali Dekel, Bill Free-
man, Andrew Zisserman, and Michael Rubinstein. Associ-
ating objects and their effects in video through coordination
games. In NeurlPS, 2022. 2, 3

Jingwei Ma, Erika Lu, Roni Paiss, Shiran Zada, Aleksander
Holynski, Tali Dekel, Brian Curless, Michael Rubinstein,
and Forrester Cole. VidPanos: Generative panoramic videos
from casual panning videos. In SIGGRAPH Asia 2024,2024.
3,12

Chenlin Meng, Yutong He, Yang Song, Jiaming Song, Jia-
jun Wu, Jun-Yan Zhu, and Stefano Ermon. SDEdit: Guided
image synthesis and editing with stochastic differential equa-
tions. In ICLR, 2021. 4,5

Thomas Porter and Tom Duff. Compositing digital images.
In Proceedings of the 11th annual conference on Computer
graphics and interactive techniques, 1984. 2, 13

Nikhila Ravi, Valentin Gabeur, Yuan-Ting Hu, Ronghang
Hu, Chaitanya Ryali, Tengyu Ma, Haitham Khedr, Roman
Ridle, Chloe Rolland, Laura Gustafson, Eric Mintun, Junt-
ing Pan, Kalyan Vasudev Alwala, Nicolas Carion, Chao-
Yuan Wu, Ross Girshick, Piotr Dolldr, and Christoph Feicht-
enhofer. SAM 2: Segment anything in images and videos.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2408.00714, 2024. 4, 5

Robin Rombach, Andreas Blattmann, Dominik Lorenz,
Patrick Esser, and Bjorn Ommer. High-resolution image syn-
thesis with latent diffusion models. In CVPR, 2022. 3
Jonathan Shade, Steven Gortler, Li-wei He, and Richard
Szeliski. Layered depth images. In Proceedings of the
25th annual conference on Computer graphics and interac-
tive techniques, 1998. 3

Jiahao Shao, Yuanbo Yang, Hongyu Zhou, Youmin Zhang,
Yujun Shen, Matteo Poggi, and Yiyi Liao. Learning tem-
porally consistent video depth from video diffusion priors.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2406.01493, 2024. 2

Gaurav Shrivastava, Ser-Nam Lim, and Abhinav Shrivastava.
Video decomposition prior: Editing videos layer by layer. In
ICLR, 2024. 3

Dmitriy Smirnov, Michael Gharbi, Matthew Fisher, Vitor
Guizilini, Alexei Efros, and Justin M Solomon. Marionette:
Self-supervised sprite learning. In NeurIPS, 2021. 3
Mohammed Suhail, Erika Lu, Zhengqi Li, Noah Snavely,
Leonid Sigal, and Forrester Cole. Omnimatte3D: Associ-
ating objects and their effects in unconstrained monocular
video. In CVPR, 2023. 2,3,5,6,7,12,13, 14

Genmo Team. Mochi 1. https://github.com/
genmoai/models, 2024. 3

10

[47]

(48]

[49]

(501

[51]

(52]

(53]

[54]

[55]

[56]

[57]

(58]

[59]

(60]

[61]

[62]

Ashish Vaswani, Noam Shazeer, Niki Parmar, Jakob Uszko-
reit, Llion Jones, Aidan N Gomez, Lukasz Kaiser, and Illia
Polosukhin. Attention is all you need. In NeurIPS, 2017. 5
Jue Wang, Michael F Cohen, et al. Image and video matting:
a survey. Foundations and Trends® in Computer Graphics
and Vision, pages 97-175, 2008. 2

John YA Wang and Edward H Adelson. Representing mov-
ing images with layers. IEEE TIP, pages 625-638, 1994.
3

Zhixiang Wang, Baiang Li, Jian Wang, Yu-Lun Liu, Jinwei
Gu, Yung-Yu Chuang, and Shin’ichi Satoh. Matting by gen-
eration. In SIGGRAPH, 2024. 2

Daniel Winter, Matan Cohen, Shlomi Fruchter, Yael Pritch,
Alex Rav-Acha, and Yedid Hoshen. ObjectDrop: Bootstrap-
ping counterfactuals for photorealistic object removal and in-
sertion. In ECCV, 2024. 3,4,6,7, 13, 14

Jianzong Wu, Xiangtai Li, Chenyang Si, Shangchen Zhou,
Jingkang Yang, Jiangning Zhang, Yining Li, Kai Chen, Yun-
hai Tong, Ziwei Liu, et al. Towards language-driven video
inpainting via multimodal large language models. In CVPR,
2024. 3

Tianhao Wu, Fangcheng Zhong, Andrea Tagliasacchi, For-
rester Cole, and Cengiz Oztireli. D*NeRF: Self-supervised
decoupling of dynamic and static objects from a monocular
video. In NeurIPS, 2022. 7

Jinbo Xing, Menghan Xia, Yong Zhang, Haoxin Chen,
Wangbo Yu, Hanyuan Liu, Gongye Liu, Xintao Wang, Ying
Shan, and Tien-Tsin Wong. Dynamicrafter: Animating
open-domain images with video diffusion priors. In ECCV.
Springer, 2024. 3

Ning Xu, Linjie Yang, Yuchen Fan, Dingcheng Yue, Yuchen
Liang, Jianchao Yang, and Thomas Huang. Youtube-vos:
A large-scale video object segmentation benchmark. arXiv
preprint arXiv:1809.03327, 2018. 5

Zhuoyi Yang, Jiayan Teng, Wendi Zheng, Ming Ding, Shiyu
Huang, Jiazheng Xu, Yuanming Yang, Wenyi Hong, Xiao-
han Zhang, Guanyu Feng, et al. Cogvideox: Text-to-video
diffusion models with an expert transformer. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2408.06072, 2024. 3

Vickie Ye, Zhengqi Li, Richard Tucker, Angjoo Kanazawa,
and Noah Snavely. Deformable sprites for unsupervised
video decomposition. In CVPR, 2022. 3

David Junhao Zhang, Jay Zhangjie Wu, Jia-Wei Liu, Rui
Zhao, Lingmin Ran, Yuchao Gu, Difei Gao, and Mike Zheng
Shou. Show-1: Marrying pixel and latent diffusion models
for text-to-video generation. IJCV, pages 1-15, 2024. 3
Kaidong Zhang, Jingjing Fu, and Dong Liu. Flow-guided
transformer for video inpainting. In ECCV, 2022. 3

Lvmin Zhang and Maneesh Agrawala. Transparent image
layer diffusion using latent transparency. In SIGGRAPH,
2024. 3

Richard Zhang, Phillip Isola, Alexei A Efros, Eli Shechtman,
and Oliver Wang. The unreasonable effectiveness of deep
features as a perceptual metric. In CVPR, 2018. 7, 13
Zhixing Zhang, Bichen Wu, Xiaoyan Wang, Yaqgiao Luo,
Luxin Zhang, Yinan Zhao, Peter Vajda, Dimitris Metaxas,
and Licheng Yu. AVID: Any-length video inpainting with
diffusion model. In CVPR, 2024. 3


https://github.com/genmoai/models
https://github.com/genmoai/models

[63]

[64]

[65]

[66]

Zangwei Zheng, Xiangyu Peng, Tianji Yang, Chenhui Shen,
Shenggui Li, Hongxin Liu, Yukun Zhou, Tianyi Li, and Yang
You. Open-sora: Democratizing efficient video production
for all, 2024. 3

Shangchen Zhou, Chongyi Li, Kelvin C.K Chan, and
Chen Change Loy. ProPainter: Improving propagation and
transformer for video inpainting. In ICCV, 2023. 2, 6,7, 14
Tinghui Zhou, Richard Tucker, John Flynn, Graham Fyffe,
and Noah Snavely. Stereo magnification: learning view syn-
thesis using multiplane images. In SIGGRAPH, 2018. 3
Bojia Zi, Shihao Zhao, Xianbiao Qi, Jianan Wang, Yukai Shi,
Qianyu Chen, Bin Liang, Kam-Fai Wong, and Lei Zhang.
Cococo: Improving text-guided video inpainting for better
consistency, controllability and compatibility. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2403.12035, 2024. 3

11



Appendix

We provide additional details on the training process
of our object-effect-removal model (Sec. A), the inference
pipeline for object and effect removal (Sec. B), the opti-
mization details for omnimatte reconstruction (Sec. C), the
quantitative comparisons (Sec. D), and the quantitative ab-
lation study (Sec. E). The video comparisons, training video
examples, and self-attention visualization are provided in
the project page.

A. Training Details of Our Casper Model

Omnimatte data. For the Omnimatte training data, we
observed that the background video reconstructions pro-
duced by existing omnimatte methods [27, 34, 45] can lack
sharpness and alignment with the original input video. This
can lead to degradation of the original details in the preser-
vation regions of our removal model, which is trained on
pairs of original inputs and blurry background videos. To
address this issue, we use the video reconstruction results
of omnimatte methods as training inputs instead of the orig-
inal videos. Since the video reconstruction is composed of
omnimatte layers, it maintains the same quality as the tar-
get background video, preventing the model from learning
quality degradation.

Kubric data generation. To synthesize our Kubric data,
we randomly generate 1 to 6 objects in a scene. We also
introduce challenging scenarios such as stationary objects,
varying lighting conditions, and reflective surfaces. The
Kubric generation script will be publicly released.

Trimask label for synthetic data. For both synthetic
Kubric and Object-Paste data, we randomly switch the la-
bels from white to gray, to encourage the model to learn
preservation and inpainting capabilities in gray-labeled
background areas.

Data augmentation. Video examples are randomly
clipped into 80-frame segments and cropped to a
128x128px resolution for training. For real videos shorter
than 80 frames, we apply temporal reflective padding to
achieve the desired length. We augment the four different
categories of data with different ratios during the training.
Real-world examples from Omnimatte and Tripod consti-
tute 50% of the training data, while synthesized Kubric and
Object-Paste data account for approximately 48% and 2%,
respectively.

We finetune our Casper model from the pretrained Lu-
miere inpainting model [6, 36] for 20,000 iterations and a
batch size of 32.
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(a) Remove occluding content

Output solo (top) &
clean BG (bottom)

Input video Trimask

(b) Reconstruct complete omnimatte

Output omnimatte

Input solo video

Input clean BG

Figure 13. Handle occluding background content. Our method
can also handle scenarios where the foreground object is occluded
by background content (e.g., poles). By treating the occluding
poles as additional foreground objects and removing them, we ob-
tain a complete solo video of the dog and a clean-plate background
video. These two videos can then be used to reconstruct the com-
plete omnimatte of the dog.

B. Inference Details of Object and Effect Re-
moval

Our Casper model takes 256 DDPM [18] sampling steps
without using classifier free guidance. It is important to note
that we do not cherry pick random seeds for object and ef-
fect removal outputs. We consistently apply a fixed random
seed (= 0) to all input videos.

Our Casper model can also handle certain occlusion sce-
narios where the foreground object is partially obscured by
background content (Fig. 13). We can treat the occluding
background content as additional foreground objects and
remove them to reveal the fully visible target object. Sub-
sequently, the omnimatte optimization process utilizes the
completed solo video and the clean background without oc-
clusions as inputs to generate a complete omnimatte layer.

C. Omnimatte Optimization Details

The Casper model has a resolution of 128px (e.g.,
224x128) inherited from the Lumiere base stage. While
Lumiere’s SSR stage [6] upsamples the removal videos
(e.g., Tug) to higher resolutions, (e.g., ISgSR), it may hal-
lucinate high-frequency detail in unpredictable ways. Thus,
directly reconstructing the omnimattes from the upsampled
videos may result in noisy foreground layers, capturing un-
wanted background artifacts.


https://gen-omnimatte.github.io

To mitigate this issue, we employ a bootstrapping strat-
egy. Initially, we optimize the omnimatte with the base
model outputs (Z;,Zys) to obtain the alpha maps at the
base 128px resolution. We then use a bilinear upsampling
of the 128px alpha map to supervise the optimization of a
higher-resolution omnimatte (e.g., 640x384) from the up-
sampled pair (Z5%, ISgSR) for finer details. The optimiza-
tions of base and upsampled resolutions use the same algo-
rithm (Sec. 3.5 of main paper) but with slightly different
hyper-parameter settings.

Base optimization We optimize the base resolution omni-
mattes using the following loss function: Liota) = Lrecon +
Asparsity Lsparsity T Amask Lmask t0 optimize the base reso-
lution omnimattes. The balancing weight Agparsity 1S set to
1, along with the constant weights 3y and 3; for the sparsity
loss (Eq. 4 of the main paper) are empirically set to 1 and
10, respectively. The weight of mask supervision A, ask 1S
initialized to 20 and gradually reduced over the optimiza-
tion. The optimization takes 20,000 iterations with a batch
size of 20 frames at a 128px base resolution of 128px.

Upsampling optimization To bootstrap higher resolution
of omnimattes (i.e., foreground RGB Iﬁlfg and alpha a?r),
we employ the solo video and background video of the SSR
outputs, (Z75%, Z58R) as the input pair for our optimiza-
tion framework. The foreground RGB variables are initial-
ized using the upsampled base-resolution optimized RGB
Z; ¢, and an additional alpha supervision loss, Laiipha =
ol — ||, is introduced, supervised by the upsampled
base-resolution alpha maps, a;". To prevent the model
from learning aliased boundaries, we disable supervision
loss on the edge regions of the alpha maps. Moreover, we
switch the photometric reconstruction 1oss, Lyecon (Eq. 3
of the main paper), from L2 loss to L1 loss to mitigate the
impact of outlier hallucinated high-frequency details pro-
duced by the SSR model. The loss weights Agparsity and
Amask are both initialized to 10, while the mask supervision
loss Lnask 18 deactivated after the first 2,000 iterations. The
weight of the base-resolution alpha supervision loss Aaipha
is set to 20. The optimization process runs for 20,000 itera-
tions to obtain the final omnimattes.

Input video reconstruction and Detail Transfer To re-
construct the original input video from individual optimized
omnimatte layers, depth information is required to deter-
mine the correct layer order in multi-object scenarios. We
utilize DepthCrafter [20] to estimate video depth and de-
fine the frame-level depth order for foreground layers. Sub-
sequently, all layers, including the clean background, are
composited from back to front using the over operation [38].

During the compositing process, we compute the com-
posited opacity for each layer. For layer pixels where the
composited opacity reaches 1 (i.e., fully opaque), a detail
transfer step [33, 34, 45] is applied. This step copies the
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original details from the input video to the high-resolution
omnimatte and background layers, mitigating misaligned
high-frequency details that may have been hallucinated by
the SSR model.

D. Onimatte-RF Synthetic Evaluation Bench-
mark

Table 2 presents the per-scene evaluation scores. Om-
nimatte3D [45] fails to reconstruct the background layer
in two scenes, resulting in all-zero outputs. Omnimat-
teRF [27] employs an additional background retraining step
to enhance effect removal and inpainting accuracy in cer-
tain cases by leveraging a global background scene model.
Our method performs the overall best in both PSNR and
LPIPS [61] metrics.

E. Ablation study

Training data. Table 3 presents a quantitative ablation
study on the 10 synthetic evaluation scenes from Omnimat-
teRF [27]. By incrementally adding four distinct data cat-
egories to the training set, the removal model achieves im-
proved effect removal performance. For further video com-
parisons on real-world videos, please refer to our supple-
mentary HTML.

Input condition. Table 4 illustrates the quantitative per-
formance of removal models trained with various input con-
dition settings. The original inpainting condition masks out
the RGB values within the removal regions and concate-
nates them with a binary mask. Following ObjectDrop [51],
we unmask the RGB values in the removal regions to enable
the model to associate effects with content. Finally, we in-
troduce our proposed trimask to replace the binary mask
condition, alleviating ambiguity in effect removal within
preservation regions. While the effectiveness of these input
conditions may not be readily apparent from the evaluation
of 10 synthetic background videos, we encourage readers
to examine comparisons on real-world videos in our sup-
plementary HTML.



Table 2. Quantitative comparison. Following the benchmark established in OmnimatteRF [27], we evaluate the effect-removal quality
on background videos of 10 synthetic scenes. Our method achieves the best overall scores in both PSNR and LPIPS metrics. We adopt the
numbers of [21, 27, 34] reported in OmnimatteRF [27]. Best results are highlighted in red and second-best in yellow. Results marked as
“-” indicate failures (e.g., all zeros in Omnimatte3D [45]).

Scene Movie-Donkey Movie-Dog Movie-Chicken Movie-Rooster Movie-Dodge Kubric-Car Kubric-Cars Kubric-Bag Kubric-Chair Kubric-Pillow Average
Metric PSNRT LPIPS| PSNRt LPIPS| PSNRT LPIPS| PSNRT LPIPS| PSNRT LPIPS| PSNRT LPIPS| PSNRt LPIPS| PSNRT LPIPS| PSNRT LPIPS| PSNRT LPIPS| | PSNRT LPIPS|
ObjectDrop [51] 27.23 0.091 28.84 0.129 27.87 0.153 26.68 0.145 29.64  0.102 3392 0.087 3431 0.101 32.13 0.051 3495 0.081 3580  0.096 31.14 0.104
Propainter [64] 27.09 0.133 27.67 0.109 26.82 0.119 24.31 0.143 31.31 0.065 32.59 0.075 34.54 0.081 3252 0.046 34.99 0.047 38.72 0.030 31.06 0.085
Lumiere inpainting [6] | 25.31 0.157 26.97 0.159 2660  0.162 2439 0.163 29.82 0.101 30.05 0.201 31.04 0202 29.32 0.165 32.11 0.143 34.77 0.075 29.04 0.153
Ominmatte [34] 19.11 0315 21.74 0.279 20.95 0.312 23.14 0220 23.88 0.067 31.14  0.162 3120 0.157 2364 0271 2691 0.175 21.17 0.270 24.29 0.223
LNA [21] 18.79 0.104 26.08 0.154 19.22 0.190 26.46 0.131 24.94 0.068 - - - - 27.08 0.138 21.21 0.105 31.66 0.080 - -
Omnimatte3D [45] 24.72 0.234 23.15 0.372 24.17 0.266 23.98 0.372 - - 34.61 0.142 36.48 0.126 33.94 0.135 - - 37.01 0.119 - -
OmnimatteRF [27] 3824 0.005 31.44 0.030 32.86  0.021 27.65 0.024 39.11 0.006 39.09  0.033 39.78 0.032 39.58 0.029 4246  0.023 43.62  0.022 37.38 0.023
Ours 32.02 0.017 3333 0.033 3259 0.037 2931 0.047 3620 0014 4278 0.011 44.41 0.016 4296  0.007 4394 0011 46.25 0.006 38.38 0.020

Table 3. Ablation study on our training data. To assess the
individual contribution of each data category, we conduct an ab-
lation study by incrementally adding each category to the training
set. We encourage the readers to view our HTML file for visual
comparisons on in-the-wild videos.

Training data category Metric
Omnimatte Tripod Kubric Object-Paste PSNRT LPIPS|
v X X X 37.06 0.027
v v X X 36.97 0.026
v v v X 38.36 0.020
v v v v 38.38 0.020

Table 4. Ablation study on the input conditions for the Casper
model. The original inpainting condition utilizes a binary mask,
while the video condition involves zeroing out the removal re-
gion. Following ObjectDrop [51], the content within the removal
regions is preserved in the condition to enable the model to asso-
ciate effects outside the mask with the content inside. Finally, we
replace the binary mask condition with our proposed trimask to
mitigate ambiguity in effect removal within preservation regions.
The full impact of these input conditions may not be evident from
the evaluation of 10 synthetic background videos. We therefore
encourage readers to examine comparisons on real-world videos
in our supplementary HTML.

RGB video condition ~ Mask condition PSNR{ LPIPS|

Original inpainting Masking removal area Binary 38.58 0.021
ObjectDrop approach [51] No masking Binary 38.24 0.020
Our condition No masking Our trimask 38.38 0.020
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