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Blind Visible Watermark Removal with Morphological Dilation

Preston K. Robinette ! Taylor T. Johnson

Abstract

Visible watermarks pose significant challenges
for image restoration techniques, especially when
the target background is unknown. Toward this
end, we present MorphoMod, a novel method
for automated visible watermark removal that op-
erates in a blind setting—without requiring tar-
get images. Unlike existing methods, Morpho-
Mod effectively removes opaque and transparent
watermarks while preserving semantic content,
making it well-suited for real-world applications.
Evaluations on benchmark datasets, including the
Colored Large-scale Watermark Dataset (CLWD),
LOGO-series, and the newly introduced Alphal
datasets, demonstrate that MorphoMod achieves
up to a 50.8% improvement in watermark removal
effectiveness compared to state-of-the-art meth-
ods. Ablation studies highlight the impact of
prompts used for inpainting, pre-removal filling
strategies, and inpainting model performance on
watermark removal. Additionally, a case study
on steganographic disorientation reveals broader
applications for watermark removal in disrupting
high-level hidden messages. MorphoMod offers a
robust, adaptable solution for watermark removal
and opens avenues for further advancements in
image restoration and adversarial manipulation.

1. Introduction

Watermarks are widely employed as a digital rights manage-
ment (DRM) tool to protect intellectual property in images,
videos, and other multimedia content (Cox, 2002; Singh
& Chadha, 2013). Invisible watermarks, imperceptible to
the human eye, rely on sophisticated signal-processing tech-
niques to encode information directly into the digital media.
Visible watermarks, on the other hand, are prominently dis-
played overlays that serve as a clear visual deterrent against
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Figure 1: Example watermark localization masks generated
with SLBR (Liang et al., 2021), a visible watermark removal
method, during the removal process. The predicted masks

are conservative compared to the ground truth (GT), leading
to watermark residuals in the processed image.

unauthorized distribution or misuse.

Visible watermarks are often used due to their immediate
perceptibility and typically take the form of logos, text, or
patterns strategically placed over an image. Despite their
effectiveness, visible watermarks are not impervious to at-
tacks. Techniques such as traditional inpainting (Huang
& Wu, 2004; Xu et al., 2017; Qin et al., 2018) and Inde-
pendent Component Analysis (Pei & Zeng, 2006) can be
employed to remove or obscure these watermarks. The
rise of generative models and diffusion-based inpainting
methods has further amplified this vulnerability, enabling
highly realistic reconstruction of the original image with
minimal artifacts (Cheng et al., 2018; Hertz et al., 2019; Cun
& Pun, 2021; Liang et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2021; Sun et al.,
2023). Addressing these challenges requires a deeper under-
standing of both watermarking techniques and the methods
employed to remove them.

As such, we develop a novel automated pipeline stemming
from three key observations: (1) Two-Stage Pipelines—
the majority of deep learning methods follow a two-stage
pipeline, beginning with the identification of a watermark
mask followed by image restoration, (2) Conservative Mask
Predictions— the masks generated by current methods are
often smaller than the true watermark (see Figure 1) lead-
ing to incomplete removal, and (3) Dependency on Known
Backgrounds— all current deep-learning approaches require
prior knowledge of the target background during the training
process (non-blind).

Building upon these key observations, we propose a blind
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Figure 2: A diagram of MorphoMod—the proposed automated visible watermark removal method with mask refinement
and generative inpainting. MorphoMod consists of three main phases: (1) segment, (2) inpaint, and (3) restore. In segment,
an input image = and dilation parameter d are used to produce a refined and dilated mask 714. The input image, a prompt p,
and the refined mask are then used to inpaint the detected region resulting in a cleaned image Z. In restore, this cleaned
image, the input image, and the refined mask are used to generate the final restored image with the removed watermark .
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Figure 3: An example restoration. A generated image is
combined with the refined mask to select only the water-
marked region. The input image and the inverse of the
refined mask are used to select the background region. The
watermarked region and background region are then com-
bined to create the restored image.

visible watermark removal framework that employs mor-
phological dilation in conjunction with inpainting called
MorphoMod. By eliminating the need for prior knowledge
of the background and focusing on robust mask generation,
our method mimics real-world scenarios. The contribu-
tions of this work are the following: (1) Development of
MorphoMod— we introduce a novel, blind watermark re-
moval method effective for real-world scenarios involving
datasets without known targets, (2) Introduction of novel
datasets— we propose two new datasets, Alphal-S and
Alphal-L, featuring non-transparent, fully opaque water-
marks, designed to better reflect real-world watermarking
challenges, (3) Introduction of novel evaluation metrics—
we propose new metrics specifically tailored to assess water-
mark removal performance in the absence of known target
images, (4) Comprehensive experimental analysis— we
perform extensive ablation studies to evaluate the impact
of various factors, including inpainting models, prompt de-
sign, pre-removal filling strategies on watermark removal
and image quality, (5) Case study on steganographic
disorientation— we introduce a novel toy problem and

dataset to showcase MorphoMod’s potential in disrupting
visible steganographic messages.

2. Related Works

In this section, we present research related to inpainting
and deep learning-based visible watermark removal (VWR).
We also provide key observations from deep learning based
VWR.

Inpainting. Inpainting aims to restore missing or corrupted
regions in an image. Traditional methods often rely on
partial differential equations (PDEs) (Bertalmio et al., 2006;
Schonlieb, 2015) or patch synthesis (Criminisi et al., 2003)
while deep learning approaches (Pathak et al., 2016; Nazeri
et al., 2019; Cai et al., 2022) leverage large datasets to learn
complex features, often employing generative adversarial
networks (GANSs). Recent advancements harness denoising
diffusion probabilistic models (DDPMs) (Ho et al., 2020) for
inpainting by iteratively refining noisy versions of an image.
Methods like Stable Diffusion (Rombach et al., 2021) and
LaMa (Suvorov et al., 2021) achieve high-quality results.

Deep Learning Watermark Removal Methods. Recent
advancements in VWR have been driven by deep learning-
based approaches. In (Cheng et al., 2018), the authors intro-
duce a seminal image-to-image translation approach driven
by the object detection of watermarks which are then refined
using a convolution neural network (CNN). To bypass the
reliance on detection-based components, (Li et al., 2019)
and (Cao et al., 2019) proposed generative adversarial net-
work (GAN) techniques. In (Hertz et al., 2019), the authors
introduce a multi-task learning framework utilizing a sin-
gle encoder with multi-decoder architecture to reconstruct
the background, motif (watermark) mask, and motif (wa-
termark) image. (Cun & Pun, 2021) introduce a two-stage
network for multi-task decoding and then refinement called
SplitNet. (Liang et al., 2021) refine mask predictions even
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further using a coarse-to-fine strategy known as SLBR. In-
stead of estimating only the mask of the watermark, WD-
Net (Liu et al., 2021) attempts to predict the mask, opacity
and color of the watermark. DENet attempts to disentan-
gle watermark and image embeddings in the feature space,
employing contrastive learning to ensure task-specific rep-
resentation for watermark removal and background recon-
struction (Sun et al., 2023). In (Leng et al., 2024), the
authors also implement a two-stage approach consisting of
watermark localization and background content restoration,
known as RIRCI.

Key Observations. [1-2] Most deep learning methods for
watermark removal use a mask prediction component to
guide background restoration as shown in Figure 3. This pro-
cedure boosts image quality metrics by enabling a focus on
reconstructing or refining the watermarked area. However,
the accuracy of the predicted mask is crucial, as it directly
impacts the final image composition. Many prior methods
focus on improving the reconstructed image while neglect-
ing mask refinement. Figure | illustrates example predicted
masks for SLBR, where under-prediction often leaves wa-
termark residuals in the sanitized image. [3] Another key
limitation is the reliance on access to watermark-free im-
ages during training. Training datasets typically include
watermarked images, watermark masks, and watermark-
free images (Liu et al., 2021; Cun & Pun, 2021; Cheng et al.,
2018). In real-world scenarios, matching the distribution
of watermarked and watermark-free images is highly un-
likely. For instance, when watermarked images are scraped
from platforms like Shutterstock.com, the true background
behind the watermark is unknown. This raises a critical
challenge: how can these methods be effectively evaluated
when ground truth watermark-free images are unavailable
in practice?

3. MorphoMod

Based on the key observations from Section 2, our work in-
troduces a blind watermark removal method that combines
morphological dilation with diffusion-based inpainting to
address the limitations of existing methods. Unlike tradi-
tional two-stage pipelines, which focus on the refinement
of the image, our approach integrates mask prediction and
mask refinement into a unified framework, ensuring that
generated masks more closely align with the true water-
mark extent. By eliminating the need for background priors,
our method offers a practical and scalable solution for wa-
termark removal in real-world applications. MorphoMod
consists of three main stages: 1) segment, 2) inpaint, and
3) restore, as shown in Figure 2. We discuss each stage in
more detail below.

3.1. Segment

Initial Segmentation. The segmentation stage consists of
two components: (1) initial segmentation and (2) refinement.
For the initial segmentation, we use the best-performing se-
mantic segmentation model from SLBR, SplitNet, WDNet,
DENet, or RIRCI (which relies on SLBR for mask predic-
tion) for each dataset. Let S be the segmentation model,
x € R3*H2W the watermarked image, and 7 € RI*HsW
the generated segmentation mask. The initial segmentation
produces an initial mask 1 s.t. S(z) = 7h.

Refinement. The refinement step uses a U-Net model and
morphological dilation to improve the initial mask by ad-
dressing underprediction. The U-Net Refine Model R re-
fines the mask, taking = and / as input and producing 1,
such that R(x,m) = m,. The model is trained with the
following loss:

Liotat = Lpice(Mr, m) + Lpcg (12, m) (D

Here, Lp;.c measures overlap between 1, and the ground
truth mask m, while Lgcg evaluates pixel-wise differences,
promoting both global and local accuracy. Morphological
dilation is then applied to expand mask boundaries, ensuring
all residual watermark artifacts are captured. Dilation is
defined as:

Mg = max (1 (s) ® K(s)) )

where K(s) is a structuring element (e.g., disk or square)
and @ the dilation operation. Larger kernels (e.g., 7 X 7)
expand boundaries significantly, while smaller kernels (e.g.,
3 x 3) provide finer adjustments. The kernel size is set by a
dilation parameter d.

Overview. The segment phase takes as input a watermarked
image z and a dilation parameter d to produced a refined
mask 774 for inpainting, i.e., Segment(z, d) = myg.

3.2. Inpaint

The refined mask my is then combined with the water-
marked image = and a prompt p for the inpaint phase. For
the inpaint model, we make use of publicly available de-
noising diffusion probabilistic models (DDPM) like Sta-
ble Diffusion and LaMa. The output of the inpaint phase
is a cleaned image Z, i.e., Inpaint(x, 14, p) = &, where
= RB@:H wW.

3.3. Restore

In the restore phase, the background from the watermarked
image is then combined with the watermark region of the
cleaned image. An example of this is shown in Figure 3.
Here, the background region is created by multiplying the
original image = with the inverse of the provided mask
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Figure 4: Watermark removal (WR) and semantic preservation (SP) metrics for MorphoMod on the CLWD and LOGO-series

datasets across various dilation values d.

m;l, s.t. m;i = 1 — my. The cleaned watermark region
is created by multiplying the processed output & with the
refined mask mg4. The background is then combined with
the watermark region to produce the restored image , i.e.,
Restore(z, mg, &) = .

3.4. Blind Metrics

In this work, we introduce novel metrics to evaluate wa-
termark removal under real-world conditions where true
watermark-free targets are unavailable. These metrics es-
timate both the effectiveness of watermark removal (WR)
and the semantic preservation (SP) of the original image.
We base these blind metrics on common VWR metrics: root
mean squared error (RMSE), structural similarity index
measurement (SSIM), and Learned Perceptual Image Patch
Similarity (LPIPS) (Cheng et al., 2018; Hertz et al., 2019;
Cun & Pun, 2021; Liang et al., 2021; Liu et al., 2021; Sun
et al., 2023). Watermark Removal. Watermark removal
is assessed by comparing the watermarked region in the
original image to the corresponding region in the output im-
age, using the ground truth mask. Metrics include RMSEyy,
SSIMyy, and LPIPSyy, where high RMSEyy, low SSIMyy,
and high LPIPSyy indicate successful watermark removal.
Semantic Preservation. Semantic preservation evaluates
the background by comparing the background region of the
watermarked image with that of the output image. The back-
ground region is determined by: background = x x (1 —m),
where « is the watermarked image and m is the ground
truth mask. Metrics RMSEr, SSIM7, and LPIPSt are
used, with low RMSE, high SSIMt, and low LPIPS
indicating effective background preservation.

Tradeoff. Balancing watermark removal and semantic
preservation is critical, as optimizing one often compro-
mises the other. A smaller mask may preserve semantics
but perform poorly in watermark removal, while a larger

mask improves removal at the cost of background integrity.
In this work, we prioritize watermark removal.

4. Experiments

In this section, we introduce the datasets, implementation
details, and results of two experiments used to evaluate
MorphoMod.

4.1. Datasets and Implementation Details

Experiment 1. Baseline performance and effect of the dila-
tion parameter d. To determine the baseline performance
of MorphoMod, we evaluate on four common watermark-
ing datasets: 1) Colored Large-scale Watermark Dataset
(CLWD) (Liu et al., 2021), 2) LOGO-Gray, 3) LOGO-
L, and 4) LOGO-H (Cun & Pun, 2021). Please see the
Appendix for more details on these datasets. Using these
datasets, we then evaluate MorphoMod with dilation values
d €{0,1,3,5,10} and prompt p = “Remove.” and record
watermark removal and semantic preservation metrics as
described in Section 3.4.

Experiment 2. Comparison against existing methods on
two new datasets: Alphal-S and Alphal-L. Previous meth-
ods rely on datasets with transparent watermarks and known
target images, which do not reflect all real-world scenarios
where watermarks could be opaque and targets are unknown.
To address this, we introduce Alphal-S and Alphal-L, fea-
turing non-transparent watermarks with no assumed targets.

Alphal Datasets: Alphal-Small and Alphal-Large con-
tain 12K training and 2K testing samples from Ima-
geNet (Deng et al., 2009) with opaque watermarks from
the CLWD dataset. Each sample consists of a watermarked
image and a corresponding mask. The watermarks cover
6% of the image area in Alphal-S and 35% in Alphal-L.
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Table 1: Watermark removal (WR) and semantic preservation (SP) metrics for various visible watermark removal methods on
the Alphal-S and Alphal-L datasets. The green blocks and red represent the best and worst in each category respectively.

MODEL ALPHAL-S ALPHAL-L

RMSEw(1) SSIMw(l) LPIPSw(1) | RMSEw(t) SSIMw(l) LPIPSw(?)

SLBR 0.0786 0.9189 0.0691 0.0552 0.9478 0.0480

SPLITNET 0.0044 0.9993 0.0003 0.0032 0.9994 0.0004

WDNET 0.0676 0.9407 0.0355 0.0606 0.9633 0.0338

g DENET-G 0.0841 0.9220 0.0479 0.0381 0.9848 0.0118

DENET-H 0.0660 0.9482 0.0388 0.0875 0.9352 0.0636

DENET-L 0.0195 0.9879 0.0063 0.0038 0.9993 0.0005

MORPHOMOD3 * 0.1165 0.8855 0.0763 0.1778 0.8523 0.1180

% IMPROVE 27.8% 4.1% 37.2% 50.8% 9.7% 46.1%
MODEL RMSEr(1) SSIMr(T) LPIPSr(}) | RMSEr(l) SSIMr(1) LPIPSr(])

SLBR 0.0067 0.9980 0.0036 0.0077 0.9984 0.0024

SPLITNET 0.0041 0.9993 0.0012 0.0049 0.9993 0.0012

WDNET 0.0212 0.9845 0.0180 0.0255 0.9869 0.0134

53 DENET-G 0.0056 0.9985 0.0026 0.0049 0.9990 0.0016

DENET-H 0.0075 0.9985 0.0025 0.0176 0.9954 0.0070

DENET-L 0.0043 0.9993 0.0012 0.0027 0.9997 0.0004

MORPHOMOD3 * 0.0157 0.9934 0.0060 0.0183 0.9928 0.0057

Output (%) | Watermarks

2
i3

Figure 5: Visible watermark removal results on the Alphal-S dataset. Our method, MorphoMod, is the only method to

successfully remove the opaque watermarks.

Using these datasets, we evaluate MorphoMod (d = 3,
p = “Remove.”) against SLBR (Liang et al., 2021), Split-
Net (Cun & Pun, 2021), WDNet (Liu et al., 2021), and
DENet variants trained on LOGO datasets (Sun et al., 2023).
These models, which rely on target images during training,
were pretrained on CLWD or LOGO datasets and evalu-
ated on Alphal-S and Alphal-L using watermark removal
and semantic preservation metrics (Section 3.4). This setup
mimics transfer learning by assessing how well pretrained
models perform on out-of-distribution, web-scraped data.

4.2. Results

Experiment 1. Figure 4 presents the results of Experi-
ment 1, where the solid lines represent the watermark re-
moval metrics and the dashed lines represent the semantic
preservation metrics. For each dataset and dilation value,
the high RMSEy, low SSIMyy, and high LPIPSy, values
indicate effective watermark removal. As the dilation value
increases, more of the actual watermark is targeted, leading

to stronger removal performance.

However, this improvement also results in a greater loss
of the original image content, as shown by the trends in
the semantic preservation metrics. This underscores the in-
herent trade-off between thorough watermark removal and
preserving the image’s semantic integrity. Notably, Mor-
phoMod removes the watermark across all dilation values
tested without excessively compromising semantic quality,
confirming its effectiveness for visible watermark removal.

Experiment 2. The results for Experiment 2 are shown
in Table 1. In terms of watermark removal, MorphoMod
achieves the strongest performance across all metrics, as
indicated by the high RMSEw,, low SSIMy,, and high
LPIPSy,. For the Alphal-S and Alphal-T datasets, the
best target-trained models are DENet-G and SLBR, respec-
tively. This is highlighted by the image results in Figure 5.
In contrast, for semantic preservation, SplitNet and DENet-
L deliver the highest performance, as shown by their low
RMSEwy, high SSIMy, and low LPIPSy,. This is ex-
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Table 2: Inpainting experimental results of various experiments on the Alphal-S and CLWD datasets for RMSEyw, (Rw),
SSIMyw (Sw), LPIPSy, (L Pw ), BRISQUE (B), NIQE (N), and PIQE (P).

VAR ALPHAL-S CLWD
Rw(t) Sw() LPw(f) B{U) NI PJ) | Bw(®) Swld) LPw(H) B{U) N{{) P{)
P1 0.369 0.599 0.317 38.88 4.96 43.49| 0.216 0.791 0.176 25.24 4.39  38.49
P2 0.369 0.599 0.318 39.34 497 43.29| 0.211 0.795 0.173 25.41 4.37 38.47
g P3 0.373 0.598 0.317 3896 4.96 43.23| 0.223 0.786 0.181 2478 4.38 38.45
P4 0.370 0.599 0.317 39.21 495 43.34| 0.214 0.793 0.174 25.45 4.34 38.41
P5 0.371 0.598 0.317 39.18 4.99 43.33| 0.216 0.792 0.176 24.86 4.36  38.28
NORMAL| 0.369 0.599 0.317 39.82 4.95 44.08| 0.214 0.794 0.174 25.97 4.30 38.57
BG 0.369 0.600 0.316 39.84 494 44.13| 0.213 0.795 0.174 2492 4.25 37.22
2 BLACK 0.370 0.600 0.316 39.84 494 44.10| 0.213 0.795 0.175 25.04 426 37.36
GRAY 0.370 0.599 0.316 39.84 493 44.14| 0.213 0.794 0.174 2495 4.28 37.36
WHITE 0.371 0.598 0.316 39.83 4.93 44.12| 0.213 0.794 0.174 24.82 4.27 37.28
SD2 0.369 0.599 0.317 39.12 494 43.26| 0.214 0.794 0.174 2597 4.30 38.57
} SDXL 0.334 0.625 0.299 39.63 4.91 44.06 | 0.198 0.800 0.169 24.49 436 37091
LAMA 0.350 0.594 0.247 39.59 492 43.37| 0.167 0.837 0.111 24.18 4.35 36.97

Table 3: Segmentation performance (IoU and F1 Score) for
various SAM schemes.

ALPHAI1-S CLWD
SAM2 METHOD | —1or—FT5core | 10U FI SCORE
AUTO MASK | 0.327  0.419 | 0.155  0.213
GT BBOX 0.543  0.677 | 0.524  0.653
GT POINTS 0.064  0.091 0.112  0.161
GDINO BBox | 0.391  0.496 | 0.290  0.370
SLBR 0203 0245 | 0745  0.825

Table 4: Prompts used for inpainting.

ID | PROMPT

P1 | Remove.

P2 | Fill in the background.

P3 | Erase the mark and restore the original.
P4 | Blend into the surrounding area.

P5 | Reconstruct the missing details.

pected given that better retention of the original background
boosts semantic preservation metrics. If the mask is smaller
than the true watermark area, more of the original back-
ground remains in the restored image, thus raising the se-
mantic metrics but leaving behind noticeable watermark
artifacts.

Takeaways. Overall, MorphoMod proves highly effective
for watermark removal in real-world settings, outperform-
ing previous approaches. The choice of dilation value is
important to achieve the best balance between watermark
removal and overall image quality.

Figure 6: Visible watermark removal performance of Mor-
phoMod using various prompts [P1-P5].

5. Ablation Experiments

In this section, we provide additional experiments related to
mask generation (MG) and the inpainting process (IP). Un-
less otherwise stated, all /P experiments utilize the ground
truth mask for the generative process.

5.1. [MG]: Segment Anything Model (SAM)

A possible approach for generating watermark masks for in-
painting is to use state-of-the-art segmentation models like
the Segment Anything Model (SAM) (Ravi et al., 2024).
SAM is a prompt-driven segmentation framework trained
to identify object regions using various inputs. We evaluate
SAM’s ability to generate watermark masks using a stan-
dalone image (Auto Mask), an image with a ground truth
bounding box (GT BBox), an image with ground truth points
(GT Points), and an image with a generated bounding box
(GDINO BBox). The bounding box for GDINO BBox is
generated using Grounding DINO (Liu et al., 2023), which
takes an image and prompt to produce a bounding box. We
evaluate SAM-generated masks on the Alphal-S and CLWD
datasets using F1 and IoU metrics, comparing against an
SLBR baseline. All experiments are conducted with the
SAM?2.1 Hiera-Small model.
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Figure 7: Visible watermark removal results with various inpainting models: LaMa, Stable Diffusion XL (SDXL), and

Stable Diffusion 2 (SD2).

As shown in Table 3, SAM with GT BBox achieves the
highest segmentation performance for Alphal-S, but falls
short of SLBR for CLWD, even with ground truth inputs (GT
BBox or GT Points). While GT BBox achieves the best result
for Alphal-S, this performance requires ideal conditions
(ground truth vs. generated). Thus, SAM in its current state
is not well-suited for watermark object detection, which
the authors view positively as it limits misuse of the model.
Please see the Appendix for image results.

5.2. [IP]: Effect of Prompts in Inpainting

To evaluate how prompt choice impacts inpainting-based wa-
termark removal, we conduct experiments using ten prompts
varying in length, specificity, and style, as detailed in Table 4.
Each prompt requests watermark removal, and we assess
the output quality based on watermark removal (RMSEy,
SSIMyy, LPIPSyy) and reference-free image quality met-
rics (BRISQUE, NIQE, PIQE) on the Alphal-S and CLWD
datasets.

Results in Table 2 show effective watermark removal across
all prompts, with high RMSEy, low SSIMy,, and high
LPIPSyy, alongside consistent image quality metrics. As
illustrated in Figure 6, the watermark is seamlessly removed
in most cases. However, in some instances, inpainting intro-
duces unintended artifacts (e.g., added text in prompts P1
and P3). Despite this, the original watermark is successfully
removed, demonstrating all prompts achieve the intended
goal.

5.3. [IP]: Pre-Removal Watermark Filling

We explore the effect of pre-removal filling strategies on in-
painting by testing five approaches: (1) no fill, (2) white fill,
(3) black fill, (4) gray fill, and (5) average background fill,
where the average color of background pixels is used. These
strategies aim to assess how initial fill conditions impact
inpainting results, with high-contrast fills (e.g., no fill, white,
black) potentially causing abrupt transitions, while gray and
average background fills may create smoother results. Water-
mark removal and image quality metrics (BRISQUE, NIQE,
PIQE) are collected on Alphal-S and CLWD datasets.

The results of this experiment are shown in the middle sec-
tion of Table 2. Each fill strategy is able to successfully
remove the watermark as shown by the high RMSEyy, low
SSIMyy, and high LPIPSy across each dataset. For the
image quality metrics, all prompts perform evenly as well.
As such, the fill strategy prior to inpainting is negligible. For
image results of this experiment, please see the Appendix.

5.4. [IP]: Impact of Inpainting Model

To evaluate the performance of different inpainting models
for watermark removal, we compare three state-of-the-art
open-source models: Stable Diffusion 2 (SD2), Stable Diffu-
sion XL (SDXL), and LaMa. These models are tested on the
CLWD and Alphal-S datasets, with evaluations based on
watermark removal metrics (RMSEy,, SSIMyy,, LPIPSy/)
and image quality metrics (BRISQUE, PIQE, NIQE).
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Figure 8: MorphoMod steganographic disorientation results.
For each example, MorphoMod successfully disorients the
original time.

Results in Table 2 show that all models successfully remove
watermarks, as evidenced by high RMSEyy, low SSIMyy,
and high LPIPSyy across datasets. Image quality metrics
indicate comparable performance among the models.

Visual examples in Figure 7 highlight these results. SDXL
and SD2 demonstrate the best overall visual performance,
but some residual traces of watermarks remain in certain
images, as shown in the close-up examples. Inpainting also
introduces variations during restoration, producing realistic
outputs even without a target image for comparison. For ex-
ample, in (a), SDXL adds subtle color enhancements, while
SD2 seamlessly blends with the fur. These variations create
plausible and diverse outcomes, which can be particularly
valuable in real-world scenarios where exact image details
are unknown.

6. Case Study: Steganographic Disorientation

We introduce a novel toy problem, steganographic disori-
entation, to advance methods for eliminating residuals in
image object removal. This problem explores disrupting
information hiding by altering high-level features.

Traditional steganography hides information invisibly
within low-level image features, but recent sanitization meth-
ods using diffusion models can effectively erase such mes-
sages (regeneration attacks) (Robinette et al., 2023; 2024,
Zhao et al., 2023; Nie et al., 2022). However, when infor-
mation is encoded in high-level features, like the position of
objects, it persists through regeneration.

In our scheme, a message is conveyed via the position of a
box in one of four predefined locations (north, east, south,
or west) within an image. The goal of the disorientation
agent is to alter the box’s position, disrupting the intended
communication (e.g., changing a meeting time). To support
this, we introduce the Disorient dataset, consisting of 4,000
training images and 1,000 test images, with orange boxes

Table 5: MorphoMod steganographic disorientation results.

METRIC | ORIGINAL DISORIENTED EVAL
ACCURACY 100.0% 0.0%
BRISQUE 40.80 40.42
NIQE 4.88 4.85
PIQE 46.64 46.64

placed in four positions. A classifier and a U-Net model
are trained to identify box positions and masks. The disori-
entation MorphoMod agent follows three steps: (1) predict
the box location, (2) MorhpoMod removal of the box, and
(3) add a new box in a different position from the originally
predicted location. Performance is evaluated using accuracy,
BRISQUE, NIQE, and PIQE metrics.

The results of this experiment are shown in Table 5. From
these results our inpainting disorientation model is success-
ful at disorienting the communication as highlighted by the
0.0% accuracy. The image results for this experiment are
shown in Figure 8. In each example, the original time is
successfully shifted to a new time.

While we present this toy problem to the field, we would
like to highlight challenges for future consideration. How
to ensure that the disorientation goes unnoticed? If residual
artifacts remain in the image, the recipient can detect the
tampering and infer that the message has been altered.

7. Discussion and Conclusion

We introduce MorphoMod, an automated method for visible
watermark removal that operates without requiring target
images, making it highly effective in real-world scenarios.
Extensive experiments on traditional and newly proposed
Alphal datasets demonstrate MorphoMod’s high perfor-
mance in watermark removal while maintaining semantic
quality. Our results highlight its adaptability across vary-
ing configurations, with ablation studies showcasing the
impact of prompts, inpainting strategies, and pre-removal
filling methods. Additionally, a novel case study on stegano-
graphic disorientation demonstrates MorphoMod’s potential
for broader applications, such as disrupting hidden infor-
mation in images. In the future, we would like to explore
additional methods for generative watermark localization.
MorphoMod sets a new benchmark for blind watermark
removal, paving the way for future advancements in water-
marking and image restoration research.

8. Impact Statement

MorphoMod introduces a novel approach to blind visible wa-
termark removal, eliminating the need for target images. By
leveraging morphological dilation and generative inpainting,
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MorphoMod effectively removes opaque and transparent
watermarks while preserving image integrity. Our work
significantly enhances real-world applicability, as demon-
strated by its high performance on traditional and newly
proposed benchmark datasets.

As such, we do not take the implications of this work lightly.
We believe this work provides the necessary empirical
evidence needed to assess current generative watermark
removal performance and to urge the development of
more resilient digital watermarking techniques that are
suited for the current generative landscape.
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A. Appendix
A.1. Dataset Details

1. CLWD: CLWD consists of 60K watermarked images for training and 10K for testing. The watermarks are gathered
from publicly available logo websites and applied to images randomly selected from PASCAL VOC2012 (Everingham
et al., 2015). The transparency ranges from 0.3 to 0.7, and its size, position, orientation, and transparency are all
randomly selected across individual images.

2. LOGO-Gray: LOGO-Gray contains 12K training and 2K testing samples with gray-scale watermarks. The size and
transparency of the watermark are between 35% and 85%.

3. LOGO-L: LOGO-L contains 12K training and 2K testing samples. The transparency of the watermarks ranges from
35% to 60%, and the size is anywhere from 35% to 60% of the width of the host images.

4. LOGO-H: LOGO-H is a harder subset of LOGO-L and contains 12K training and 2K testing samples. The transparency
and size are randomly chosen from 60% to 85%.

A.2. Additional Experiments and Results
A.2.1. [IP]: EFFECT OF PROMPTS IN INPAINTING CONT.

This section provides the full table of prompts and results for Section 5.2.

Table 6: Prompts used for inpainting.

ID | PROMPT

P1 Remove.

P2 | Fill in the background.

P3 | Erase the mark and restore the original.

P4 | Blend into the surrounding area.

P5 | Reconstruct the missing details.

P6 | Remove the object and match the background.
P7 | Fillin the gaps as if the mark was never there.
P8 | Smooth out and complete the scene.

P9 | Mend the area to look natural.

P10 | Restore the natural texture.

Table 7: Inpainting experimental results of various experiments on the Alphal-S and CLWD datasets for RM SEw (Rw),
SSIMy (Sw), LPIPSy (LPy), BRISQUE (B), NIQE (N), and PIQE (P).

PROMPT ALPHAL-S CLWD

Rw(t) Sw() LPw(1) B N P Rw(t) Sw(d) LpPw(t) B{) () PQH)
P1 0.369 0.599 0.317 38.88 4.96 43.49 0.216 0.791 0.176 25.24 439 38.49
P2 0.369 0.599 0.318 39.34  4.97 43.29 0.211 0.795 0.173 25.41 4.37 38.47
P3 0.373 0.598 0.317 38.96 4.96 43.23 0.223 0.786 0.181 24.78 4.38 38.45
P4 0.370 0.599 0.317 39.21 4.95 4334 | 0.214 0.793 0.174 25.45 4.34 38.41
P5 0.371 0.598 0.317 39.18 4.99 43.33 0.216 0.792 0.176 24.86 4.36 38.28
P6 0.377 0.592 0.321 39.20 4.98 43.39 0.216 0.792 0.178 25.22 4.35 38.72
P7 0.375 0.594 0.323 39.07 4.99 4347 0.216 0.792 0.176 25.27 4.35 38.55
P8 0.372 0.595 0.320 39.31 4.95 4344 | 0.214 0.794 0.175 25.26  4.32 38.43
P9 0.373 0.596 0.318 39.05 4.97 43.55 0.217 0.791 0.177 2599 4.37 38.77
P10 0.369 0.599 0.317 39.12 4.94 4326 | 0.214 0.794 0.174 2597 4.30 38.57
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Figure 9: Visible watermark removal performance of MorphoMod using various prompts [P1-P10]. In some instances,
inpainting introduces unintended artifacts (e.g., added text in prompts P1, P3, P6, and P7). Despite this, the original
watermark is successfully removed, demonstrating all prompts achieve the intended goal.

A.2.2. [IP]: EFFECT OF DENOISING STEPS

In the inpainting process, the number of denoising steps is associated with the iterative refinement of the image construction.
To investigate the impact of different step counts, we conduct experiments using s € {10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80, 90, 100}
denoising steps. For each configuration, we evaluate using the Alphal-S and CLWD datasets and collect watermark removal
and BRISQUE, PIQE, and NIQE image quality metrics. From the results shown in Figure 10, the number of diffusion steps
has no impact on watermark removal performance.
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Figure 10: Watermark and image quality metrics for different diffusion steps in the inpainting process for Stable Diffusion 2.
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Figure 11: [Experiment 1] Visible watermark removal results of MorphoMod on various datasets. The left-hand side of
the image demonstrates removal that is imperceptible, and the right-hand side of the image demonstrates removal that is
perceptible. For instance, the dog being generated on the baseball field (LOGO-G). A human would be able to quickly
notice that something is not right in this image. These results highlight an important area for future work: how to ensure the
generated areas are imperceptible to the human eye? What metrics could be used to evaluate this?
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Figure 12: [5.1 Results] Segmentation masks generated with different SAM strategies including (1) using a standalone
image (Auto Mask), (2) an image with a ground truth bounding box (GT BBox), (3) an image with ground truth points (GT
Points), and (4) an image with a generated bounding box (GDINO BBox). The bounding box for GDINO BBox is generated
using Grounding DINO (Liu et al., 2023), which takes an image and prompt to produce a bounding box.
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Figure 13: [5.3 Results] Pre-fill examples including (1) normal, (2) average background [BG], (3) white, (4) black, and (5)
gray strategies. & is the resulting restored image from each watermarked image x.
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Figure 14: [5.3 Results] Example images generated from different fill strategies as described in Section 5.3.
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