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Abstract. In unsupervised domain adaptation (UDA), where models
are trained on source data (e.g., synthetic) and adapted to target data
(e.g., real-world) without target annotations, addressing the challenge of
significant class imbalance remains an open issue. Despite considerable
progress in bridging the domain gap, existing methods often experience
performance degradation when confronted with highly imbalanced dense
prediction visual tasks like semantic and panoptic segmentation. This
discrepancy becomes especially pronounced due to the lack of equivalent
priors between the source and target domains, turning class imbalanced
techniques used for other areas (e.g., image classification) ineffective in
UDA scenarios. This paper proposes a class-imbalance mitigation strat-
egy that incorporates class-weights into the UDA learning losses, but
with the novelty of estimating these weights dynamically through the
loss gradient, defining a Gradient-based class weighting (GBW) learn-
ing. GBW naturally increases the contribution of classes whose learning
is hindered by large-represented classes, and has the advantage of being
able to automatically and quickly adapt to the iteration training out-
comes, avoiding explicitly curricular learning patterns common in loss-
weighing strategies. Extensive experimentation validates the effective-
ness of GBW across architectures (convolutional and transformer), UDA
strategies (adversarial, self-training and entropy minimization), tasks (se-
mantic and panoptic segmentation), and datasets (GTA and Synthia).
Analysing the source of advantage, GBW consistently increases the recall
of low represented classes.

Keywords: Unsupervised Domain Adaptation · Class Imbalance · Se-
mantic segmentation

1 Introduction

Dense prediction visual tasks entail a major challenge for the annotation of the
required training datasets, as the annotation of a single image for semantic or
panoptic segmentation is estimated to take more than an hour for an average
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(a) Color Image (b) Ground truth (c) SOTA (d) GBW

Fig. 1: UDA driven by MIC [18] (1st row) and EDAPS [34] (2nd and 3rd rows) methods
is biased toward more populated (frequent or larger) classes on the source dataset (c),
miss-classifying instances of less frequent or smaller classes: false positives examples
include instances of train, car and person miss-classified as truck, road and car respec-
tively. (d) GBW improves the classification of under-represented classes.

human [8,12]. A bypass solution has been the use of synthetic datasets, as simu-
lated environments can significantly reduce annotation costs. However, a network
trained on a synthetic source dataset is expected to underperform when applied
to the real target dataset, due to the data distribution co-variate shifts be-
tween domains. To mitigate this domain gap, unsupervised domain adaptation
(UDA) is defined as the training of a deep learning model focused on gener-
alizing to unlabeled target domains by leveraging labeled data from a source
domain [16,34,43,47].

UDA methods have remarkably progressed in the last few years and they
still are a more effective solution for specific domains than foundational mod-
els [5] mainly due to their domain specificity. However, there is still a noticeable
performance gap compared to supervised learning [2, 52, 57]. One of the fac-
tors contributing to this gap is the complexity of handling class imbalance. As
an inherent factor of the data distribution, class imbalance is also subjected
to covariant shifts and changes between the source and target domains. Strate-
gies to handle class imbalance can be roughly divided into [20, 41]: data-level
and algorithmic-level techniques. Data-level techniques [16–18,34] can not cope
with class-imbalance in dense visual tasks, as they cannot yield uniform class
samplings due to the imbalance nature of these tasks, where context is key for
prediction and the context of low populated classes is prone to be composed
of large populated classes. Therefore, sampling more from the low populated
classes entails including (eventually more) samples from large populated ones,
keeping or even enlarging the imbalance. Algorithmic-level techniques assign
different weights to the loss of different classes according to the target class
distribution generally under a class-weighting strategy [20]. Class-weighing has
the effect of differently pondering the contribution to the global training loss of
the different classes [22]. Class-weighting techniques have been proven ineffec-
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tive for UDA due to the lack of target domain class-frequencies [54, 55] and the
discredited assumption that target domain class-frequency is equivalent to that
of source domain [54, 55]. Therefore, the only feasible alternative if to estimate
the target priors on every model update using pseudo-labels [54, 55], inquiring
in excessive computational costs, and demotivating the use of algorithmic-level
techniques [22].

UDA methods for image-classification have reported the advantages of as-
signing different relevance to the training samples through importance weight-
ing [53]. Importance weighting prioritizes data points with high impact on the
learning process by focusing on data that generates large gradients during op-
timization [21]. Adaptive weighting incorporates importance weighting in the
training process by giving more importance to certain samples on the fly. This
dynamic prioritization changes the learning target, but helps the learning process
focusing on examples that have a bigger impact on how the model improves [37].
Although per-sample weighting is a key stage in dense visual prediction UDA
methods to prevent the adaptation over-fit to fuzzy pseudo-label predictions [14],
general per-sample adaptive weighting has not been previously explored for dense
prediction visual tasks. This is probably due to the memory and computation
requirements in estimating a relevance for each pixel.

To address the class-imbalance challenge in UDA, this paper describes a new
algorithm-level technique: a gradient-based class-loss weighting (GBW) for UDA
that can be applied to dense prediction visual tasks. GBW firstly leverages adap-
tive weighting for dense visual prediction tasks by considering the gradients of
the per-class loss in each iteration as a proxy to the class learning and pondering
the learning of the classes such that the overall loss gradient (and hence—we hy-
pothesize, the learning) is maximized. GBW can be straightforwardly integrated
into various UDA methods across different visual recognition tasks, making it
highly valuable in practice. The overall effect in UDA of GBW is the alleviation
of class imbalance, consistently improving the classification of low populated
classes as well as the overall performance. Figure 1 shows a visual comparison
of the effect of using GBW in state-of-the-art (SOTA) methods HRDA [17] for
semantic segmentation and EDAPS [34] for panoptic segmentation.

Leveraging the gradient rather than class frequencies permits the applica-
tion to both source and target domains, enabling its use for UDA. Performing
adaptive weighting at the class rather than at the pixel level, not only effectively
enables the use of adaptive weighting techniques for dense visual prediction tasks
but also naturally adapts the training to each class learning landscape. This en-
ables the learning process to evolve different for each class based on its nature,
interactions with other classes, and the training class-wise estimates (see exam-
ples of per-class weights evolution in Figure 2). Experimental evaluation reports
significant and consistent performance improvements for different UDA methods
(including adversarial training, entropy-minimization, and self-training) on mul-
tiple dense prediction visual tasks (semantic and panoptic segmentation), and
using different network architectures (CNNs and Vision Transformers).



4 Authors Suppressed Due to Excessive Length
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(a) Coarse classes
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(b) Pedestrian and rider

Fig. 2: Averaged per-class weights (vc) of GBW on the GTA-Cityscapes framework for
HRDA method throughout the UDA training process. 2a shows the evolution for some
coarse classes and 2b depicts the complementary evolution for person and rider.

2 Related Work

2.1 Unsupervised Domain Adaptation: UDA

The goal of UDA is to provide robustness to co-variate shifts on an unlabeled
target domain by leveraging training on a labeled source domain. Due to the
universality of domain gaps, the use of UDA has been explored in multiple
computer vision problems, including image classification [18, 30], semantic seg-
mentation [16,17] and panoptic segmentation [34].

UDA methods can be classified into three non-exclusive principal categories
[39]: Input space adaptation [16–18,28,43], feature space adaptation [44,47] and
output space adaptation [1,16,44,47]. Input space adaptation methods reduce
the domain gap by modifying the style of images following a data transforma-
tion protocol based on data augmentations [28, 43], the mixture of images [43]
or style transfer [49, 51]. These transformations can be applied to either the
source or target domains. Feature space adaptation methods follow the hy-
pothesis that minimizing a discrepancy metric between the source and target
model outputs will produce domain-agnostic features. Thereby, a classifier ca-
pable of generalizing to both domains indistinguishably can be trained. This
alignment is typically driven by adversarial training [44, 47] or by minimizing
a suitable metric between features such as L2 distance [7, 16] or the Maximum
Mean Discrepancy (MMD) [13, 54, 55]. Output space adaptation methods
rely on the model’s predictions during training, often utilizing a process known
as self-training, where the model adapts based on its own tentative predictions.
This adaptation is typically achieved through the assignment of pseudo-labels,
often under some confidence paradigm [16–18, 43]. However, as the model is
expected to provide false positives, a prominent challenge raises: concept drift-
ing [4, 36], which is the event where a model trained on pseudo-labels over-fits
to false positives, consequently reducing the performance on the target domain.

Transversal to all these categories is the problem of class imbalance: Input
space adaptation methods employ multiple versions of source images (reinforcing
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the source class-biases), feature space adaptation aims to generate source agnos-
tic features based on source-biased features, and output space adaptation employ
source-biased predictions to generate pseudo-labels. Thus, all UDA stages may
benefit from better techniques to handle class imbalance.

2.2 Handling class imbalance in UDA

In real-world scenarios, accurately classifying examples from an infrequent class
poses a significant challenge known as the class imbalance problem. For image
classification, competitive datasets, such as CIFAR-10/100 [25], ImageNet [9],
Caltech-101/256 [15], and MIT-67 [31], deliberately hampers class imbalance
by ensuring all classes have a minimum representation [22]. Unfortunately, this
balanced-samples design becomes infeasible in the context of dense tasks such
as semantic segmentation. Certain classes, regardless of the number of avail-
able images, inevitably exhibit significantly smaller representations compared
to broader classes. Furthermore, for some domains it is not possible to obtain
more images from certain classes, such as rare illnesses for medical tasks. There-
fore, mitigating the adverse effects of imbalanced class distributions emerges as
a transversal research problem [22,29,35].

Techniques to handle class imbalance in machine learning can be broadly
classified into two main categories [20,41]: data-level and algorithmic-level tech-
niques. Data-level techniques try to balance the data by reducing the likelihood of
selecting majority class samples for training (undersampling) or increasing the
likelihood of minority class sampling (oversampling) [41]. On the other hand,
algorithmic-level techniques modify the learning process to tackle the bias pro-
duced by the imbalanced data. These techniques are typically implemented with
a weight schema assigning penalties to each class [20, 22, 24, 27]. Alternatively,
hard class-weighting strategies have been proposed for semantic segmentation so
that all classes contribute equally in the loss [42, 56, 60]. However, these strate-
gies are not well suited for densely populated images, as result in small objects
accounting equally in the loss to classes composing most of the scene.

In the context of UDA for dense tasks, data-level techniques are the default
and typically the only imbalance techniques employed [16–18,34]. This is mainly
because standard data-level techniques rely on the source domain class frequency
and algorithmic-based techniques are not effective without target domain class-
frequency [54, 55]. Although a few works have explored algorithmic-level tech-
niques, these either require the estimation of the target dataset class-frequency
at every model update [54,55] or are focused on relaxing the filtering criteria of
pseudo-labels for low-populated classes [38,61]. The former becomes unpractical
for dense tasks, as such estimation must be performed at every model update
making the process very time consuming. The latter does not tackle the root
problem because, as the model is trained with the source biases, the pseudo-
labels are more prone to classify least represented classes as other densely popu-
lated classes in the source set. Altogether, current state-of-the-art UDA methods
for dense tasks rely solely on the employment of sampling techniques [16–18,34],



6 Authors Suppressed Due to Excessive Length

discarding the possible benefits of joint training with data and algorithmic im-
balance techniques [20,41].

This paper describes a new algorithmic-level technique complementary with
data-level techniques that can be applied to source and target domain, not re-
quiring target domain information, by firstly tailoring adaptive weighting [37] to
a class-wise paradigm and incorporating it into the UDA learning process.

3 Method

3.1 The learning of dense prediction visual tasks

Let ŷi,t = G(xi; θt) be the output of a deep learning model parameterized by θ,
at the tth training step, given an input sample xi. In the context of classification,
ŷi,t is typically a per-class probability vector. Note that for dense tasks such as
semantic and panoptic segmentation, a sample is considered to be a pixel from
the image.

The learning is typically driven by maximizing the probability of the expected
class yi. This can be segregated on a per-class basis:

L(ŷi,t, yi) =

C∑
c=1

lc(ŷi,t, yi)

|yi = c|
, (1)

where C is the number of classes, L(ŷi,t, yi) is the aggregated loss, lc the prob-
ability distance of the prediction to a given class and | · | the cardinal function.
For source domain labels and target domain pseudo-labels, lc is typically the
cross-entropy loss: lc(ŷi,t, yi) = −δ[c − yi]log(ŷi,t). Furthermore, for the tar-
get domain some regimes also minimize the entropy of the predictions [47]:
lc(ŷi,t) = −ŷci,tlog(ŷ

c
i,t).

Including into the formulation a set of per-class weights v ∈ RC , the loss for
each sample is defined by:

L(ŷi,t, yi;v) =

C∑
c=1

vc
lc(ŷi,t, yi)

|yi = c|
. (2)

When no class weighting is applied v is a vector of one value elements of size C.
The learning of θ is driven by the minimization of the loss L over N samples:

θ∗ = argmin
θ

1

N

N∑
i=1

L(ŷi,t, yi). (3)

This optimization is often solved through stochastic gradient descent (SGD)
with mini-batches, leading to the update equation:

θt+1 = θt − η
1

M

M∑
i=1

∇θtL(ŷi,t, yi;vt), (4)

where η represents the learning rate, t the optimization step, and the samples
i = 1, ...,M are selected randomly from the training set.
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Fig. 3: Semantic segmentation using GBW. Given a forward pass of an image and the
respective per-class loss (lc). First, the gradients (||∇θt lc||2) are estimated with the
gradient of the last layer (shadowed in orange) to compute the per-class weights v.
Second, the backward pass is performed wrt the weighted cross entropy L(ŷi,t, yi;vt).

3.2 Gradient based weighting (GBW)

We adapt [37] by following the assumption that minimizing a class loss should
make the model more prone to classify that class, therefore, by dynamically
setting optimal weights to decrease the overall gradient, the model should avoid
over-fitting to broad classes. Additionally, this avoids manually setting class
weights which could lead to over-classifying small classes. To that end, GBW
estimates class weights at each learning step given the average per-class loss (lc)
gradients:

v∗ = argmin
v

lc(ŷi,(t+1), yi;vt)− lc(ŷi,t, yi;vt). (5)

Using linear approximation, one can approximate the term lc(ŷi,(t+1), yi;vt):

lc(ŷt+1, yi;vt) ≤ {lc(ŷi,t, yi;vt) + (∇θt lc(ŷi,t, yi;vt))
T (θt+1 − θt)} (6)

Note that ∇θt lc(·;vt) =
1
C

∑C
c=1 vc∇θt lc, making the operation linearly depen-

dant on the per-class losses.

lc(ŷi,t, yi;vt)− lc(ŷi,(t+1), yi;vt)

including Eq 6

≤ lc(ŷi,t, yi;vt)− lc(ŷi,t, yi;vt)− (∇θt lc(ŷi,t, yi)
T (θt+1 − θt)

= −(∇θt lc(ŷi,t, yi;vt)
T (θt+1 − θt)

including Eq 4 and simplifying

= (∇θt lc(ŷi,t, yi;vt)
T (η∇θt lc(ŷi,t, yi;vt))

= η||∇θt lc(ŷi,t, yi;vt)||2.

(7)
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Class weights can be calculated through the following optimization problem:

v∗ = argmin
v

−||∇θt lc(ŷi,t, yi;vt)||2

subject to vc ≥ 0,∀c ∈ [1, C]
(8)

This optimization can be efficiently computed by expressing the problem as a
quadratic programming problem [45]:

minimize vT
t Qvt − (||∇θt lc||2)Tvt

subject to − Ivt ≤ 0,
(9)

where 0 is a vector filled with zeros and I is the identity matrix. The only problem
left is defining the Q matrix. Through initial experimentation, we found that
this optimization would lead to highly variable weights which disrupt learning.
Therefore, we opt to define Q as a regularization matrix: Q = λI, where λ is a
regularization parameter. Specifically, we impose an L2 regularization on vt:

v∗ = argmin
v

−(||∇θt lc||2)Tvt + λ||vt||2

subject to vc ≥ 0,∀c ∈ [1, C]
(10)

Additionally, to maintain a similar scale to the original loss, we impose an
additional constraint that ensures the weights sum up to the number of classes.

v∗ = argmin
v

−(||∇θt lc||2)Tvt + λ||vt||2

subject to vc ≥ 0,∀c ∈ [1, C]

and
C∑

c=1

vc = C,

(11)

the last constraint also promotes that all batches are weighted similarly in the
loss, as without it, we seldom noticed large discrepancies for some instances and
training iterations that were precluding a smooth learning process.

Overall, the complexity of GBW scales with the number of classes: O(C)2,
making its resolution feasible for large datasets. However, to further facilitate
the computation of the gradient norms without performing back-propagation
throughout the entire model, the gradient norms are further approximated by
calculating the gradient of the loss function with respect to the pre-activation
outputs of the last layer in the model. The use of these pre-activation gradients,
as demonstrated in previous studies [21, 37], significantly simplifies the weight
computation process and substantially reduces computational complexity, while
preserving a significant correlation to the true gradients. Figure 3 provides a
visual summary of our GBW methodology for semantic segmentation.
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Combination with previous per-sample weighting In UDA, pseudo-labels are com-
monly employed to reinforce the classification performance on the target data.
These pseudo-labels usually are weighted at a sample level to avoid over-fitting to
fuzzy predictions [14,16–18,26,40,43,50]. Notably, neglecting these pseudo-labels
in the optimization goal leads to the class-weights counteracting the confidence
weighting in the loss. To prevent this, we modify the optimization goal in Equa-
tion 11 by incorporating the pseudo-label confidence pi:

v∗ = argmin
v

−(||∇θt

M∑
i=1

pi · lc(ŷi,t, yi)||2)T + λ||vt||2. (12)

4 Experimental Exploration

4.1 Setup

Semantic Segmentation We explore the benefits of the proposed GBW method
on two popular UDA scenarios defined by the adaptation for semantic segmen-
tation of the source datasets GTA [32] and Synthia [33] to the target dataset
Cityscapes [8]. GTA is a synthetic dataset comprising 25K images and shar-
ing 19 semantic classes with Cityscapes. Synthia is a synthetic urban scenes
dataset for semantic segmentation, composed of 9.5K images and with 16 com-
mon semantic classes with Cityscapes. Cityscapes is a real-image dataset with
urban scenes generated by filming with a camera inside of a car while driving
through different German cities. It consists of 3K images for training and 0.5K
images for validation. For evaluation, we rely on the common metric used for
semantic segmentation: the per-class intersection over union (IoU) [11], between
the model prediction and the ground-truth label. IoU measures at pixel-level
the relationship between True Positives (TP), False Positives (FP) and False
Negatives (FN): IoU = TP

TP+FP+FN .

Panoptic Segmentation Similarly to Semantic segmentation, we measure the
benefits of GBW for UDA between the synthetic source dataset Synthia [33]
and the real target dataset Cityscapes [8]. These are evaluated through com-
mon Panoptic segmentation metrics: mean Segmentation Quality (mSQ), mean
Recognition Quality (mRQ) and mean Panoptic Quality (mPQ) [23]. The mSQ
measures the closeness of the predicted segments with their ground truths, mRQ
is equivalent to the F1 score and the mPQ presents a global quality of the
panoptic segmentation by combining at a per-class level the SQ and RQ: PQ =
SQ×RQ. Note that improving the recall of an algorithm mainly affects mRQ, as
mSQ is mostly driven by the segmentation quality of the TP [23].

Training parameters The architectures employed and all training parameters
but our proposed weight regularization in equation 11, are as in the original
papers [16–18,34,43,44,47].
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Architecture UDA Method data-level GTA Synthia
w/o GBW w/ GBW w/o GBW w/ GBW

Convolutional Output [47] × 43.8 46.1 38.1 41.2
Feature [44] × 42.4 45.5 46.7* 50.7*
Input [43] × 52.1 55.4 48.3 50.1

Transformer Output + Input [16] ✓ 68.3 69.2 60.9 62.3
Output + Input [17] ✓ 73.8 74.7 65.8 66.8
Output + Input [18] ✓ 75.9 76.4 67.5 68.8

Table 1: Comparison of UDA methods for the GTA-Cityscapes and Synthia-
Cityscapes semantic segmentation frameworks for different architectures and methods.

4.2 GBW for UDA in Semantic Segmentation

Incorporation of GBW into UDA methods Table 1 measures the performance
gain of key state-of-the-art UDA methods in the GTA-Cityscapes and Synthia-
Cityscapes scenarios when GBW is incorporated. Methods are arranged accord-
ing to the use (marked with a ✓) or not (marked with a ×) of some form of
data-level class imbalance techniques. The results show that incorporating our
per-class weighting strategy consistently leads to performance gains across vari-
ous architectures and methods. Notably, the largest gains are observed for meth-
ods that do not employ data-level class imbalance techniques, with improvements
of up to 3.3 points in mIoU for GTA-Cityscapes and 4.0 for Synthia-Cityscapes.
BW provides moderate gains also for methods that already utilize data-level class
imbalance techniques, underlining its complementary nature to these strategies.

Architecture Method GTA-Cityscapes Synthia-Cityscapes

Convolutional CRA [50] 46.7 49.3
Zhang et al. [58] 48.2 48.4
GBW (DACS) 55.4 50.1

Transformer ExpCons [48] 69.6 61.5
DiGA [40] 70.0 62.1
MIC [18] 75.9 67.5
GBW (MIC) 76.4 68.8

Table 2: Comparison of leading GTA-Cityscapes and Synthia-Cityscapes UDA seman-
tic segmentation frameworks for convolutional- and transformer-based architectures.

Comparison with state-of-the-art Table 2 provides a comprehensive compari-
son of the currently state-of-the-art convolutional-based and transformer-based
models. Notably, the inclusion of GBW in the learning of MIC [18] results in
performance gains compared to the other analysed state-of-the-art methods for
both scenarios. Importantly, GBW achieves these results without the need for
computationally expensive transformations such as style transfer [50], or feature
prototyping [28,58].

4.3 GBW for UDA in Panoptic segmentation

For panoptic segmentation UDA, we explore the benefits of including GBW in
the learning process of the state-of-the-art method EDAPS [34]. In the Synthia-
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Method mPQ mSQ mRQ

CVRN [19] 32.1 66.6 40.9
UniDAPS [59] 33.0 64.7 42.2
EDAPS [34] 41.2 72.7 53.6
GBW (EDAPS) 43.0 73.2 55.9

Table 3: Performance comparison of state-of-the-art Synthia-Cityscapes UDA panop-
tic segmentation frameworks. Best results indicated in bold.

Cityscapes scenario (Tab. 3), the use of GBW provides improvements across all
metrics. Specifically of +0.5 mSQ, +1.8 mPQ and +2.3 mRQ. As mSQ measures
the segmentation quality of the true positives, it is mostly driven by the segmen-
tation capabilities of the network, thus, the gain in terms of mSQ is narrower.
To the best of our knowledge, this GBW-enhanced EDAPS setup is the current
state-of-the-art for UDA in panoptic segmentation across all metrics.

4.4 Analysis of GBW

Combination with data-level class imbalance techniques Currently, the default
technique for handling class imbalance in UDA is rare class sampling [16]. There-
fore, we propose to analyze the impact of GBW when used in conjunction and
separated from the standard data-level technique. Table 4a presents a compar-
ison of various configurations incorporating per-class weights and class-uniform
sampling. The results emphasize the substantial impact of these techniques in
the performance of the DAFormer method for semantic segmentation UDA [16]:
the combined approach yields +7.5 points increase in terms of mIoU.

None w/GBW w/S w/GBW+S

mIoU 61.7 65.2 68.3 69.2
Gain 0 3.5 6.6 7.5

(a) Data-level techniques on DAFormer [16].

Loss wo w/IF w/PF w/LBW w/GBW

CE 73.8 71.3 30.7 72.9 74.7
FL [27] 68.9 68.5 64.0 68.9 70.1

(b) Algorithmic-level techniques on HRDA [17].

Table 4: Performance comparison with alternative data and algorithmic level class
imbalance techniques on the GTA-Cityscapes semantic segmentation framework [16].
Key.S: Sampling. CE: Cross-entropy. FL: Focal-loss. IF: image frequency. PF: pixel
frequency. LBW: loss-based weighting.

Effect on different segmentation losses Table 4b compiles the performances of
incorporating in the learning process state-of-the-art class weighting strategies,
including regular class weights [46]: the inverse frequency on the source set,
either considering the pixel-level frequency (PF) [3] or the image-level frequency
(IF) [6], and a class weighting based on the per class loss rather than their
gradient (LBW) [10]. Reported performance corroborate the previous evidence
that weighting the loss based on source domain priors do not transfer well to
the target domain due to the distribution shift. Regarding the frequency source,
PF results in drastically higher weights for underrepresented classes compared
to IF, turning the model prone to classify broad structures as low-represented
categories, thus presenting a significant drop in performance. Meanwhile, IF



12 Authors Suppressed Due to Excessive Length

weighting assigns more uniform weights, thus, presenting better performance
than PF, but dropping the performance of broad categories compared to GBW.
The use of LBW results in second performance, but suffers from a stable tendency
that prevents it from quickly adapting to the learning outcomes as GBW.

Per-class improvements Figure 4a, depicts the disparity between the state-of-
the-art model HRDA confusion matrix [17] and the confusion matrix of the
modified HRDA after the inclusion of GBW. Introducing GBW notably enhances
recall, as evidenced by the predominantly positive values along the diagonal
(15 out of 19). Note that the gain in recall is specially significant for the least
represented classes in the source dataset (GTA): train, motocycle and bicycle.
This is evidenced by the true positives on the diagonal. Although GBW-enhanced
model shows improvements for most classes, it is observed that some classes as
sidewalk and motorcycle do not benefit from it. This is further analyzed in the
Supplementary material.
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(a) Relative discrepancy matrix (green/red in-
dicates a rise/drop in performance, yellow in-
dicates equal performance) between our GBW-
enhanced HRDA model and the reported results
of HRDA [17]. The vertical axis corresponds to
the ground truth labels, while the horizontal axis
represents the predicted classes. Diagonal is de-
picted with bold colors for visualization. Classes
are sorted from least to most number of samples.
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(b) Per-class gain/downgrade compared to the
baseline (i.e., without incorporating GBW) us-
ing different λ values. Change is measured in
mIoU points. Results for the GTA-Cityscapes
scenario for HRDA method [17].

Fig. 4: GBW per-class performance analysis.

Figure 5 includes a qualitative comparison between models trained with and
without GBW. The GBW-model exhibits enhanced capability in accurately clas-
sifying less populated classes. See examples for fence (second row), bus and sign
(fourth row). See Supplementary material for more visual examples.

Regularization weight This section examines the impact of the regularization
factor when GBW is incorporated into the HRDA model [17] for semantic seg-
mentation, as shown in Table 5. Note that λ represents the weight of the regular-
ization term in Equation 11, with higher values enforcing uniform weights, which
is equivalent to not applying any weighting at all. This is clearly observed in the
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Fig. 5: Qualitative comparison. Column-wise: image, ground truth, model trained with
and without GBW. Semantic segmentation (1st row). Panoptic segmentation (2nd row).

performance when λ = 10, which matches the performance of a model trained
without GBW. Conversely, extremely small λ values may cause the weights of
certain classes approach to zero, effectively disregarding them during training.
This accounts for the suboptimal performance observed when λ = 0.01. Figure
4b visualize disentangles this effect in per-class performance. GBW drastically
affects train and visually similar classes (bus, truck) performance, with improve-
ments of over +10 IoU. We believe this to be because train is the second least
represented class in the GTA [32] dataset and models trained on GTA tend to
classify it as bus and truck, thus improving also their IoU by reducing FPs.

λ - 0.01 0.1 0.5 1 2 10

mIoU 73.2 56 73.5 73.8 74.7 73.8 73.2
Gain - -16.8 0.3 0.6 1.5 0.6 0.0

Table 5: Ablation study for the λ weight on the GTA-Cityscapes framework embedded
into the state-of-the-art UDA method HRDA [17]

Weight distribution The main hypothesis is that a GBW-enhanced model tends
to promote the learning of under-represented classes. To visually inspect this,
Figure 6a compares the percentage of pixels per class in the source dataset
with the maximum weight assigned by GBW, showcasing that highly repre-
sented classes tend to be given a smaller weight than less represented classes.
The Figure only depicts the maximum weight per class along the training, as
weights are made to be very variable between training iterations depending on
the current state of the model. It can be observed that classes that presented a
large variation in weights, such as train and sign, are associated with larger im-
provements in performance, with increases of over 12 points in mIoU. Figure 6b
illustrates the relationship between weight variance and mIoU. Note how classes
with performance improvements highly correlate with the variability of the as-
signed weights. Additionally, highly represented classes as road and sidewalk,
exhibit more uniform weights, indicated by a low standard deviation.

Weight evolution Figures 2a and 2b present the averaged evolution of the per-
class weights assigned by GBW. Coarse and high populated classes (as shown in
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(a) Visual comparison between class preva-
lence and GBW maximum assigned weights.
Prevalence measured by negative log percent-
age of pixels in the source dataset.

(b) Relationship between performance im-
provements of GBW and the standard devia-
tion of the GBW assigned during training.

Fig. 6: Analysis of the GBW weights assigned throughout the training with HRDA [17].

Figure 2a) start the training process with higher weights. However, as training
progresses, these weights gradually decrease and are distributed to other classes.
Specifically, looking at two similar classes: person (highly populated) and rider
(under-populated) GBW adeptly handles them by assigning higher weights to
person at the onset of training, while lowering the weight for rider (see Figure
2b). As the training proceeds, the weight assigned to rider gradually increases,
while decreasing simultaneously the weight for person suggesting an interesting
capacity of GBW in adapting to the training outcomes. This, together with
previous evidences, suggests that the success of GBW relies on the algorithm’s
capacity to dynamically assign appropriate weights to each class at different
stages of the learning process naturally and dynamically integrating evidences
from all classes.

5 Conclusion

Despite the extensive literature in UDA, the impact of statistical discrepan-
cies—such as different class imbalances between the source and target dataset—is
still an open topic. Due to the lack of target labels, algorithmic-level techniques
to handle class imbalance are deemed unsuited for UDA in dense prediction vi-
sual tasks. In this work, class imbalance is handled by an adaptive weighting
scheme based on the loss gradients at each training step. Per-class weights are
updated on-the-fly at each training step to compensate for the magnitudes of the
loss gradient. Experimental results show improvements in the recall of scarcely
represented classes. The benefits of GBW are exhaustively explored by means
of its introduction into six different state-of-the-art UDA methods for semantic
segmentation and panoptic segmentation. The results consistently show that in-
corporating GBW leads to performance gains across different architectures and
datasets for both semantic and panoptic segmentation. We hope that GBW can
be used on future UDA methods by serving as a building block for narrowing
the gap between UDA and supervised methods.
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