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ABSTRACT

Updated building footprints with refugee camps from high-resolution satellite imagery can support
related humanitarian operations. This study explores using the "Segment Anything Model" (SAM)
and one of its branches, SAM-Adapter, for semantic segmentation tasks in building extraction from
satellite imagery. SAM-Adapter is a lightweight adaptation of the SAM and emerges as a powerful
tool for this extraction task in diverse refugee camps. Our research proves that SAM-Adapter excels
in scenarios where data availability is limited compared to other classic (e.g., U-Net) or advanced
semantic segmentation models (e.g., Transformer). Furthermore, the impact of upscaling techniques
on model performance is highlighted, with methods like super-resolution (SR) models proving
invaluable for improving model performance. Moreover, the study unveils intriguing phenomena,
including the rapid convergence of the model in the first training epoch when using upscaled image
data for training, suggesting opportunities for future research. The codes covering each step from data
preparation, model training, model inferencing, and the generation of Shapefiles for predicted masks
are available on a GitHub repository to benefit the extended scientific community and humanitarian
operations.
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1 Introduction

The United Nations Statistical Commission endorsed various indicators for refugees as part of the Sustainable Develop-
ment Goals (SDGs), adhering to the "Leave no one behind" commitment [1]. SDGs 2, 3, 6, and 7 promote providing
essential living resources such as clean water, healthy food, healthcare services, contemporary energy, and hygiene
to refugees and the communities that host them. It’s crucial to understand the population of refugees in need before
distributing these resources. Given the challenges in gathering this information directly on the ground, utilizing updated
satellite imagery of refugee camps can be advantageous for estimating purposes [3, 4, 5].

Recently, deep learning techniques have shown significant promise in extracting building footprints within refugee
camps from satellite images [6, 8]. However, most studies rely on strong supervision, which requires a substantial
number of high-quality annotations in advance. For example, [15] compares multiple classical semantic segmentation
networks for the extraction task. The findings confirm that many networks can produce encouraging results and exhibit
comparable performance when subjected to strong supervision for this extraction task. Given the high cost of acquiring
pixel-precise annotations, there’s an urgent need to develop both label-efficient and effective approaches, especially for
humanitarian operations aimed at assisting refugees.
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In recent times, there has been a rising interest in foundation models. This surge in attention can be linked to their
extensive pre-training on large datasets and their exceptional capability to adapt to a wide range of downstream
tasks [17]. Recently, Meta AI Research unveiled a promptable model called the "Segment Anything Model" (SAM)
[18]. SAM is trained on the vast SA-1B dataset, encompassing over 11 million images and 1 billion masks. It has
demonstrated impressive zero-shot transfer capabilities without the need for fine-tuning [19].

Although SAM excels in generalizing typical scenes, it struggles to detect smaller, irregular structures such as buildings
or roads on satellite imagery [17]. In the building extraction task, SAM does not outperform task-specific models such
as U-Net [20]. Due to these limitations, customizing SAM for building extraction tasks can be of great importance.
Therefore, this study utilizes SAM-Adapter for the building extraction for refugee camps, framed as a semantic
segmentation task with a limited number of pixelwise labeled samples in terms of spatial extent.

SAM-Adapter is lightweight, and can easily adapt the large pre-trained foundation model of SAM to specific downstream
tasks by adapters [31]. We evaluated the performance of SAM-Adapter against other classical and cutting-edge semantic
segmentation models, using two different data sizes sourced from five different refugee camps. Satellite imagery from
the chosen study locations comes from various sensors and displays various spatial resolutions. The results from this
study reveal that SAM-Adapter greatly surpasses other semantic segmentation models especially when using limited
sample data across all study sites.

Furthermore, multiple studies have determined that zoom levels can profoundly impact the efficacy of deep learning
methods in tasks related to building extraction [22, 23]. In addition, combining SAM with the SR (super-resolution)
model increases its proficiency for low-resolution images [24]. Inspired by this finding, we evaluated the performance
of SAM-Adapter using datasets with and without upscaling by SR models.

The main contributions are shown below:

1) This study is pioneering in adapting SAM specifically for refugee dwelling extraction tasks using limited pixelwise
sample data in terms of spatial extent. The results confirm that SAM-Adapter surpasses other traditional and cutting-edge
semantic segmentation models.

2) Given the requisite input size of SAM, enhancing the zoom level by upscaling image data yields better results than
other data-augmentation techniques, such as rotation. The SAM-Adapter, when trained with upscaled images, delivers
the best outcomes right from the first epoch. This discovery requires further exploration in future studies.

3) The entire workflow, covering every step from data preparation (including the upscaling of satellite imagery in
GeoTIFF format) to model training, evaluation, and the generation of predicted masks in the format of polygonal
Shapefiles containing geospatial information, is accessible within the GitHub repository.

2 Related work

To date, studies exploring the use of SAM to extract building footprints from satellite imagery remain sparse. [20]
pioneered the examination of the ability of the SAM to extract buildings and different objects using diverse prompts
(e.g., center points, random points, grid points, and bounding boxes). Yet, the findings indicate that SAM does not
surpass task-specific models like U-Net based on these prompts. Furthermore, the accuracy for buildings is considerably
lower than for other objects such as solar panels or clouds.

[34] introduce a pipeline named Text2Seg to tackle semantic segmentation tasks in satellite imagery. Text2Seg
integrates SAM with other visual learning models such as Grounding DINO [25]. Although the prompt tuning process
demands minimal effort, making it operationally favorable, the predicted masks from Text2Seg often result in a lot of
errors in building extraction.

[36] introduce RSPrompter, an automated instance segmentation method tailored for remote sensing images. The
RSPrompter is built on the SAM foundation model and integrates semantic category data. Drawing inspiration from
prompt learning, they propose a prompt generator designed to learn to create suitable prompts for SAM input. This
approach aims to diminish semantic disparities and avoid the overfitting of the head. The generator is inherently
linked to category information, yielding semantic instance segmentation outputs. Furthermore, the results indicate that
fine-tuning the SAM decoder with minimal data might not always be the best course of action.

[24] develop a new automated method that merges a general text prompt-based example with one-shot training using
PerSAM [37]. The building class accuracy improves significantly when compared to SAM which is only adjusted using
bounding box prompts. This research also notes that SAM’s performance changes on the basis of the input imagery’s
spatial resolution, with more errors at lower resolutions. Hence, combining SAM with SR models may boost its ability
to work with low-resolution images.
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In summary, using prompts like points or bounding boxes can enhance the effectiveness of SAM in extracting buildings
from satellite images. Yet, they don’t match the performance of task-specific models like U-Net. While one-shot
training can boost SAM’s building extraction abilities, merely adjusting the SAM decoder is not always recommended.
Combining SAM with the SR method may improve its proficiency with low-resolution images.

Based on the above findings, we chose to implement domain-specific adapters for SAM, termed SAM-Adapter [38],
to tackle the refugee dwelling extraction challenge. In the SAM-Adapter, trainable adapters are attached between
the transformer layers of the SAM image encoder. As a result, fine-tuning is applied not only to the mask decoder
but also to the adapters. The foundation model remains frozen, while the adapters undergo fine-tuning using limited
pixelwise samples. Furthermore, we assess the impact of various upscaling methods, nearest interpolation, bilinear
interpolation, and SR models, on SAM-Adapter’s efficacy. This examination aims to determine whether the use of
traditional upscaling techniques or SR models can elevate the performance of the SAM adapter as suggested by [24].

3 Methodology

3.1 Study sites

To assess the generality and transferability of SAM-Adapter in the task of refugee dwelling extraction, we select five
distinct refugee camps, each showcasing different types of building roof ontology. The chosen sites are: 1) Kututpalong
refugee camp, 2) Nduta refugee camp, 3) Dagahaley refugee camp, 4) Djibo refugee camp, and 5) Minawao refugee
camp.

Kutupalong refugee camp, located in the Cox’s Bazar region of Bangladesh, serves as a major refuge for Rohingya
refugees who have been fleeing persecution from Myanmar. Its significance has grown over time, especially in 2017
due to the heightened influx of refugees. As of July 2023, with more than 931,000 refugees, Kutupalong has become
the world’s largest refugee camp [39].

The Nduta refugee camp is located in the North-West area of Tanzania [40]. It was set up on October 4, 2015, primarily
as an emergency measure to house 40,000 Burundian refugees. These refugees were being moved from the overcrowded
Nyarugusu refugee camp.

Dagahaley is one of the camps in the Dadaab refugee complex located in Kenya. The camp was established in March
1992. For its first 14 years of existence, the Dagahaley camp maintained a population of about 30,000 residents [41].

The northern town of Djibo in Burkina Faso has been under blockade by non-state armed groups for over a year, severely
limiting access to food and aid for its residents. In the nearby Sahel region, Burkina Faso hosts a refugee camp with
around 6,500 refugees, many of whom are from Mali [42].

Minawao refugee camp is situated in the Far North region of Cameroon. As of October 2021, it is recognized as one of
Cameroon’s largest refugee shelters, housing more than 68,000 Nigerian refugees [43].

3.2 Data processing

The general data processing workflow is illustrated in Figure 1. Satellite image data for the five study sites originate
from various sensors, with differing spatial resolutions and capture dates, as outlined in Table 1. All image data, except
for Kutupalong, have been subjected to pansharpening through the panchromatic band. We assess the transferability of
SAM-Adapter across a range of scenarios, utilizing two dataset sizes (Train Large and Train Small). Due to differences
in spatial resolutions, the image data from the Kutupalong refugee camp (0.1 m) can generate more data patches when
maintaining a spatial extent similar to other sites. Consequently, we chose a broader area for the Nduta refugee camp
to match, as closely as possible, the pixel-level extent of the Kutupalong refugee camp. Given that the building roof
ontology of the Nduta refugee camp is notably simpler than that of Kutupalong, our objective is to determine which
variable - the number of training patches, the spatial resolution and other factors - has a more significant impact on the
extraction process.

It’s crucial to acknowledge that there are multiple methods for sampling image data. For instance, instead of maintaining
a similar spatial extent for each study site, it may be worthwhile to keep the number of generated patches consistent. It
may be valuable to explore different sampling strategies such as different proportions of data. However, in this initial
research, we choose this straightforward data collection approach.

Each patch is intentionally overlapped with its neighboring patches. The overlap is instrumental in ensuring that no vital
features are overlooked, particularly in regions with densely clustered buildings or intricate structures [44]. During the
inference process, overlapping patches are also applied for the testing data. This step is taken to prevent the buildings
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Table 1: Detailed information of data for each refugee camp.
Refugee camp Retrieved date Sensor Resolution (m) Data type Extent/pixel Nr. of patches

Kutupalong 13/02/2018 Drone 0.1 Train_Large 13283, 12489 1848
Train_Small 6288, 5346 420
Validation 4344, 4079 226

Test 9494, 4020
Nduta 13/08/2017 WorldView-3 0.3 Train_Large 13947, 7624 1176

Train_Small 4101, 4188 224
Validation 4094, 3177 63

Test 6996, 6145
Dagaheley 08/04/2017 WorldView-3 0.3 Train_Large 5399, 5074 350

Train_Small 1914, 1049 56a /350b

Validation 4383, 1973 7
Test 2127, 1998

Djibo 12/12/2019 Pleiades-1A 0.5 Train_Large 1406, 599 280
Train_Small 2204, 2004 56/280
Validation 2053, 1956 7

Test 2000, 1991
Minawao 12/02/2017 WorldView-2 0.5 Train_Large 3882, 4265 224

Train_Small 3621, 1458 56/224
Validation 1888, 1773 7

Test 1817, 3165

a The number of patches without upscaling.
b The number of augmented patches without upscaling.

Figure 1: A general workflow of data sampling and preprocessing.

located at the edges of the individual patches from being separated or divided, which could result in incomplete or
inaccurate extraction [38].

The created patch data of “Train-Large” are directly fed to the SAM-Adapter. However, they are augmented by rotation,
flipping, and random brightness contrasting before being fed to other semantic segmentation models. This is due to
the relatively slow training speed of SAM-Adapter, even though the foundation model has been frozen. To provide
an estimate, the training speed for one epoch of the SAM-Adapter is approximately ten times slower compared to
other semantic segmentation models utilized in this study. However, to evaluate the impact of data augmentation on
SAM-Adapter, we augment the created Train Small dataset by rotation and flipping. From the results based on these
datasets, we aim to solve the following research question:

(1) How does the performance of SAM-Adapter differ from other semantic segmentation models with two different
dataset sizes?

The pretrained SAM model requires a fixed input size of patches (1024×1024 pixels), which may be relatively large for
refugee dwellings in lower spatial resolution images. Therefore we have created two types of Train Small datasets for
Dagahaley, Djibo, and Minawao refugee camps. Because these three sites contain much less training data compared to
the other two sites. The first dataset consists of image patches that are 1024×1024 pixels in size, which is the same for

4



A PREPRINT - JULY 17, 2024

Train Large datasets. The second dataset starts with image patches that are 256×256 pixels, and then are upscaled to
1024×1024 pixels using nearest interpolation, bilinear interpolation, or an SR model.

Reducing image patch sizes can result in the generation of a greater quantity of patches. To determine if SAM-Adapter’s
performance alteration is impacted by upscaling or increased data volume, we decrease the overlapping steps for the
second type of datasets to match the number of patches created in the Train Large datasets. Additionally, we maintain
the patch count for augmented Train Small datasets at a level identical to that of the second type of datasets. From these
experiments, we try to answer the research question below:

(2) Does enhancing the zoom level by upscaling produce better results for small datasets?

3.3 Increasing zoom level by upscaling

Enhanced deep super-resolution network (EDSR) [46], is selected through the OpenCV Python API [47]. EDSR
utilizes a multiscale deep-SR system to reconstruct higher-resolution images. The upscaling factor is set to 4 as provided
in OpenCV. It has been chosen due to its open-source nature and efficiency. During preliminary experiments, we
also tried the residual dense network [48] and the cascading residual network [49] as SR models for upscaling. The
preliminary findings show that these SR models have a similar impact on SAM-Adapter’s performance. As a result, we
only retain the results from the EDSR.

It should be noted that these SR models were originally designed for natural scene images, which limits their effec-
tiveness for satellite imagery. To the best of our knowledge, current open-source SR models for satellite imagery do
not support increasing spatial resolution greater than 0.5 m. For example, SR4RS trained by 250 different Spot-6 and
Spot-7 scenes with a spatial resolution of 2.5 m is beneficial to enhance Sentinel-2 imagery [50], which is far from our
need. Therefore, they are not applied in this study.

Figure2 shows the effects of the three upscaling methods. EDSR-enhanced images display sharper boundaries compared
to those upscaled by bilinear interpolation. Images upscaled using nearest interpolation look much like the original and
don’t enhance the dwelling boundaries.

Figure 2: Visual Comparison of Upscaling Methods: Bilinear and Nearest Interpolation and EDSR for Minawao,
Dagahaley and Djibo refugee camps.

3.4 SAM Adapter

SAM-Adapter leverages the SAM image encoder as the backbone of a segmentation network [38]. SAM’s image
encoder is based on a ViT-H/16 model, featuring a 14×14 windowed attention mechanism and four global attention
blocks spaced equally [18]. The pretrained SAM image encoder weights remain frozen. SAM’s mask decoder includes
a modified transformer decoder block and a dynamic mask prediction head. Weight initialization for the mask decoder
utilizes the pretrained SAM’s weights. The decoder is fine-tuned during training. The brief SAM-Adapter’s architecture
is presented in Figure 3.

Task-specific knowledge is incorporated into the network through adapters. A tunable adapter is added to the output
of each transformer layer in the SAM image encoder [38]. Employing suitable prompts to introduce task-specific
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Figure 3: Brief architecture of SAM-Adapter.

knowledge can significantly improve the model’s ability to generalize to downstream tasks for foundation models,
particularly when labeled data is limited [51].

An adapter consists of two multilayer perceptron (MLP) and an activate function within two MLP [51]. MLP is a
type of modern feedforward artificial neural network [52]. It is composed of fully connected neurons equipped with a
non-linear activation function. One of its significant characteristics is the ability to distinguish between data that are
not linearly separable. In essence, the MLP is designed to learn the relationship between linear and nonlinear data.
Specifically, an adapter takes the information F and obtains the prompt P based on the following equation:

Pi = MLPup(GELU(MLP i
tune(Fi))) (1)

where MLP are linear layers employed to generate task-specific prompts for each Adapter. It’s a shared up-projection
layer utilized by all Adapters to modify the dimensions of transformer features. P refers to the output prompt linked
with each SAM model transformer layer. GELU represents the Gaussian Error Linear Unit activation function [53].
Information F assumes different forms, depending on the task, and is adaptable in design. For instance, it can be derived
from task-specific dataset samples, taking on forms such as texture or frequency information, or through manual rule
creation.

To assess SAM-Adapter’s performance, we conduct an ablation study by choosing various classical and advanced
semantic segmentation models for comparison. These models include the Feature Pyramid Network (FPN) [54] with 1)
Mix Transformer-B0 (MiT) from SegFormer [55], 2) MobileNet-v3-Large (MobileV3L) [56], 3) ResNet34 [57] as
their backbones, and Unet [58] with 4) MobileNet-v3, 5) ResNet34, and 6) ResNet101 [57] as their backbones.

3.5 Accuracy metrics

We evaluate the performance of the proposed approach with Precision, Recall, F1-score, and IoU of refugee dwellings.
The calculation of the four metrics can be found below, where TP, FP, and FN refer to the number of True Positive,
False Positive, and False Negative pixels for the semantic class.

Precision = TP/(TP + FP ) (2)
Recall = TP/(TP + FN) (3)

F1 = 2 ∗ (Precision ∗Recall)/(Precision+Recall) (4)
IoU = TP/(TP + FP + FN) (5)
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3.6 Implementation details

For a comparative analysis of the impact of fine-tuning, we present results from SAM without any fine-tuning. These
predicted masks are derived using the Segment Geospatial Python API [59].

Most hyperparameter settings of SAM-Adapter follow the default setting in [38]. We change the batch size from 2 to 1
due to limited computation resources. “sam vit h 4b8939.pth” pretrained model is selected due to its better performance
in building extraction tasks [36]. AdamW is chosen as an optimizer with an initial learning rate of 2×10-4 and a
minimal learning rate of 10-7. The total training epochs for SAM-Adapter is 15. An analysis has been done to analyze
the influence of training epochs.

For other semantic segmentation models, RAdam [56] is selected as the optimizer with an initial learning rate of
10-3. For the learning rate scheduler, ReduceLROnPlateau is chosen for its ability to prevent model stagnation and
dynamically adjust the learning rate. The patience is set to 5, and a learning rate reduction factor of 0.2 is applied.
Batchsize is 8. The total number of training epochs is 50. The model with optimal performance on validation data is
used for inference and evaluation of test data.

All of the experiments were conducted on PyTorch 2.0.1 and Python 3.9 environment. The networks undergo training
and testing on a machine equipped with a NVIDIA RTX3090 GPU.

4 Results and Discussion

4.1 Comparison SAM-Adapter with other models

Table2 showcases the accuracy assessment results for the Kutupalong and Nduta refugee camps. Meanwhile, Table
3 presents the results for the Dagahaley, Djibo, and Minawao refugee camps. The top results for each site and data
size are marked in red in bold. The best results from models excluding SAM-Adapter are highlighted in blue bold.
Figures 4 through 8 display visual representations of predicted masks for all study sites. In the Appendix, several figures
display larger satellite images and predicted masks produced by SAM-Adapter and FPN-MiT when trained on small
datasets without any upscaling. The supplementary materials are provided to offer a broader perspective on the different
performance between SAM-Adapter and FPN-MiT in operations.

First of all, we can observe that SAM, without any fine-tuning (noFT), falls short in performance compared to other
models across all study sites. This aligns with findings from previous research indicating SAM’s challenges in
identifying buildings from satellite imagery [20]. We then utilize the SR model (EDSR) on the test data from the
Dagahaley, Djibo, and Minawao refugee camps. Subsequently, we assess SAM’s predictions (No-FT) on the upscaled
test data. The findings suggest that, while the upscaled test data produce slightly improved results, the quality remains
unsatisfactory. In the visual analysis, SAM (noFT) reveals signs of over-segmentation and an inability to adjust to
dataset nuances, evident from scenarios like Kutupalong, where it segments roads and other non-building objects.
Similarly, in Djibo, the model’s coarse segmentation of entire residential units as single objects points to challenges in
recognizing building boundaries. In Minawao, the blanket segmentation of the entire input patch underscores an extreme
oversegmentation. These flaws may arise from issues in imagery resolution or generic training without dataset-specific
fine-tuning.

In terms of model performance on different data sizes, large datasets consistently yield better performance for all models
in all refugee camps. Models like FPN-ResNet34, Unet-ResNet101, and Unet-MobileV3L show a substantial decrease
in IoU when transitioning from large to small datasets. For instance, in the Dagahaley camp, the IoU for FPN-ResNet34
drops from 0.351 to 0.138, highlighting the model’s dependency on data size. In contrast, the SAM adapter demonstrates
relatively stable performance across data sizes. This suggests a potential robustness of the SAM-Adapter in scenarios
with limited data. Take the same example of the Dagahaley camp, the IoU value changes from 0.619 (large dataset) to
0.560 (small dataset). From visual results, it is evident that large datasets assist models in recognizing dwellings with
limited ontology (as shown in the fourth example in Figure 7) or those that resemble the background (as depicted in the
third example in Figure 4).

When it comes to the various performances among the models, the SAM adapter emerges as the top-performing
model across all selected study sites when trained on both sizes of datasets. Its consistently high IoU values of
refugee dwellings in all camps make it a promising choice for this extraction task. The FPN-MiT model also shows
promising results, outperforming the remaining five semantic segmentation models in most cases. Unet-ResNet101
and Unet-MobileV3L show moderate performance. Models with ResNet34 as their backbone, both in FPN and Unet,
tend to have reduced performance compared to other backbones. From the visual data, it is clear that with the same
data size, SAM-Adapter performs more consistently across general built-up structures (as depicted in all examples of
Figure 7), rare built-up varieties (as illustrated in the second and fourth examples of Figure 6), and structures obscured
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by vegetation (as in the third example of Figure 5). However, SAM-Adapter sometimes mistakenly classifies parts of
the background as dwellings, as shown in the third example in Figure 6.

Table 2: Accuracy assessment results of Kutupalong and Nduta refugee camps.
Model Data size Kutupalong Nduta

IoU F1 Prec. Rec. IoU F1 Prec. Rec.

FPN-MiT Large 0.666 0.800 0.762 0.841 0.558 0.717 0.781 0.662
Small 0.656 0.792 0.825 0.763 0.456 0.627 0.748 0.539

FPN-MobileV3 Large 0.602 0.751 0.818 0.695 0.441 0.612 0.850 0.478
Small 0.423 0.594 0.909 0.441 0.397 0.568 0.847 0.427

FPN-ResNet34 Large 0.594 0.745 0.808 0.692 0.490 0.658 0.809 0.555
Small 0.587 0.740 0.805 0.684 0.201 0.286 0.759 0.176

Unet-ResNet101 Large 0.574 0.729 0.669 0.802 0.515 0.680 0.808 0.586
Small 0.519 0.684 0.764 0.618 0.394 0.570 0.702 0.480

Unet-MobileV3 Large 0.608 0.757 0.815 0.706 0.508 0.673 0.838 0.563
Small 0.593 0.745 0.820 0.682 0.404 0.575 0.669 0.505

Unet-ResNet34 Large 0.606 0.755 0.695 0.826 0.340 0.508 0.870 0.359
Small 0.601 0.750 0.790 0.715 0.268 0.423 0.721 0.300

SAM-Adapter Large 0.733 0.846 0.879 0.815 0.639 0.780 0.793 0.767
Small 0.710 0.831 0.810 0.852 0.618 0.764 0.793 0.737

SAM noFT 0.453 0.623 0.483 0.878 0.041 0.079 0.041 0.745

Table 3: Accuracy assessment results of Dagaheley, Djibo, and Minawao refugee camps.
Model Data size Dagaheley Djibo Minawao

IoU F1 Prec. Rec. IoU F1 Prec. Rec. IoU F1 Prec. Rec.

FPN-MiT Large 0.523 0.687 0.784 0.612 0.546 0.706 0.762 0.658 0.515 0.680 0.648 0.716
Small 0.297 0.458 0.429 0.490 0.284 0.443 0.365 0.563 0.194 0.326 0.621 0.221

FPN-MobileV3L Large 0.465 0.635 0.835 0.513 0.461 0.631 0.844 0.504 0.351 0.519 0.821 0.380
Small 0.251 0.402 0.564 0.312 0.304 0.466 0.610 0.377 0.195 0.326 0.668 0.216

FPN-ResNet34 Large 0.351 0.519 0.803 0.384 0.293 0.453 0.857 0.308 0.158 0.273 0.769 0.166
Small 0.138 0.239 0.721 0.143 0.107 0.267 0.170 0.614 0.139 0.180 0.114 0.429

Unet-ResNet101 Large 0.505 0.671 0.670 0.672 0.455 0.626 0.749 0.537 0.261 0.414 0.413 0.415
Small 0.140 0.245 0.146 0.758 0.118 0.301 0.215 0.502 0.121 0.245 0.153 0.622

Unet-MobileV3 Large 0.557 0.715 0.657 0.785 0.453 0.623 0.705 0.559 0.278 0.435 0.857 0.291
Small 0.159 0.274 0.265 0.284 0.128 0.302 0.424 0.308 0.129 0.228 0.424 0.156

Unet-ResNet34 Large 0.432 0.590 0.793 0.504 0.328 0.553 0.861 0.364 0.340 0.461 0.861 0.364
Small 0.129 0.229 0.141 0.612 0.158 0.272 0.144 0.252 0.144 0.252 0.164 0.541

SAM-Adapter Large 0.619 0.765 0.793 0.738 0.657 0.749 0.783 0.693 0.583 0.736 0.779 0.698
Small 0.560 0.703 0.626 0.842 0.588 0.741 0.769 0.737 0.571 0.727 0.699 0.757

SAM noFT 0.160 0.231 0.156 0.795 0.093 0.170 0.093 0.735 0.067 0.125 0.068 0.810
SR-noFT 0.219 0.360 0.231 0.809 0.104 0.189 0.107 0.833 0.067 0.125 0.068 0.810

Regarding location-based differences, Kutupalong emerges as a preferred site for the majority of models, often recording
their peak performances there. The IoU scores are highest at 0.733 and 0.710 for large and small datasets, respectively.
This may be attributed to Kutupalong’s higher satellite image resolution (0.1 m), capturing more intricate details of
building roofs. Conversely, while Nduta’s training patch data aligns more with Kutupalong than other sites, the IoU
scores are 0.639 and 0.618 for the respective datasets. Notably, Nduta’s building structures are simpler compared
to Kutupalong. The findings indicate that higher image resolutions typically yield better segmentation results, as
mentioned in [24]. Additionally, Nduta’s results might be skewed by vegetation coverage, as illustrated in Figure 5.
Both the SAM-Adapter (with a small dataset) and FPN-MiT struggle to identify buildings obscured by vegetation.
Among the other camps with comparable training patches, Minawao and Dagahaley pose significant segmentation
challenges, generally yielding lower accuracy metrics. For instance, Minawao’s IoU scores for six of the models using
small datasets are below 0.2. Despite Dagahaley’s superior training patch numbers and resolution compared to Djibo,
the SAM-Adapter performs better in Djibo. Other models display variable results, yet most excel in the Dagahaley.
When considering factors like building structure and background, the data from Dagahaley seem more favorable than
that from Djibo, as evidenced by the performance of other models. This observation could potentially be attributed to
the inherent tendencies of the SAM model, which requires more research in the future.
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Figure 4: Qualitative results of predicted masks from SAM-Adapter, SAM without fine-tuning, and FPN-MiT in
Kutupalong refugee camp.

Figure 5: Qualitative results of predicted masks from SAM-Adapter, SAM without fine-tuning, and FPN-MiT in Nduta
refugee camp.

Figure 6: Qualitative results of predicted masks from SAM-Adapter, SAM without fine-tuning, and FPN-MiT in
Dagahaley refugee camp.
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Figure 7: Qualitative results of predicted masks from SAM-Adapter, SAM without fine-tuning, and FPN-MiT in Djibo
refugee camp.

Figure 8: Qualitative results of predicted masks from SAM-Adapter, SAM without fine-tuning, and FPN-MiT in
Minawao refugee camp.

4.2 Analyzing the influence of upscaling

Table 4 presents the accuracy assessment results for the Dagahaley, Djibo, and Minawao refugee camps. The top IoU
results for each model, site, and data size are marked in bold.

Table 4: Accuracy assessment results of SAM-Adapter and FPN-MiT, trained on upscaled Train-Small datasets.
Model Dataset Dagaheley Djibo Minawao

IoU F1 Prec. Rec. IoU F1 Prec. Rec. IoU F1 Prec. Rec.

FPN-MiT Aug. 0.297 0.458 0.429 0.490 0.284 0.443 0.365 0.563 0.194 0.326 0.621 0.221
Aug.+Nearest 0.553 0.712 0.683 0.743 0.547 0.707 0.755 0.665 0.347 0.515 0.817 0.376
Aug.+Bilinear 0.561 0.718 0.709 0.728 0.561 0.719 0.754 0.686 0.366 0.536 0.804 0.402
Aug.+EDSR 0.556 0.714 0.692 0.739 0.559 0.717 0.744 0.693 0.404 0.576 0.782 0.456

SAM-Adapter Aug. 0.618 0.764 0.859 0.687 0.587 0.740 0.822 0.672 0.581 0.735 0.791 0.686
Nearest 0.619 0.769 0.750 0.790 0.631 0.774 0.747 0.802 0.457 0.627 0.490 0.872
Bilinear 0.643 0.783 0.786 0.780 0.651 0.789 0.789 0.788 0.565 0.722 0.639 0.830
EDSR 0.660 0.795 0.803 0.788 0.653 0.790 0.769 0.813 0.613 0.760 0.754 0.767
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Figure 9: Qualitative results of predicted masks from SAM-Adapter and FPN-MiT when using Train-Small datasets
upscaled by three approaches in the Dagahaley refugee camp.

Figure 10: Qualitative results of predicted masks from SAM-Adapter and FPN-MiT when using Train-Small datasets
upscaled by three approaches in the Djibo refugee camp.

Figure 11: Qualitative results of predicted masks from SAM-Adapter and FPN-MiT when using Train-Small datasets
upscaled by three approaches in the Minawao refugee camp.
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Figure 12: An example in the Minawao refugee camp showcases the influence of upscaling by SR models on the
performance of SAM-Adapter. (A) Original image; (B) Ground truth; (C) Upscaled image; (D) Predicted masks from
SAM-Adapter, which are smoother than ground truth labels.

Overall, the EDSR model outperforms other upscaling methods in terms of IoU and F1 across all three sites, making
it the most effective augmentation for the SAM-Adapter model in these scenarios. Besides, it can be observed that
SAM-Adapter tends to have higher IoU values across most upscaling methods and sites when compared to FPN-MiT.
For instance, in Dagahaley, upscaled by EDSR, the SAM-Adapter achieves an IoU of 0.660, which is noticeably
higher than the 0.556 IoU achieved by FPN-MiT using Aug.+EDSR. For FPN-MiT, upscaling significantly improves
the performance, as seen in the Dagahaley site where IoU jumps from 0.297 with standard augmentation to 0.556
when combined with EDSR upscaling. For SAM-Adapter, the application of various upscaling methods and data
augmentation yields mixed outcomes. In Djibo, for instance, the model attains an IoU of 0.588 without augmentation,
but this slightly decreases to 0.587 when augmentation is introduced. However, in Dagahaley, the IoU value rises from
0.560 to 0.618 with the application of augmentation. For Minawao with the Nearest interpolation method, despite a
lower IoU and F1 score, the model achieves an impressively high Recall of 0.872, suggesting that while it identifies
most of the buildings, it also makes more false positive errors (lower Precision of 0.49).

Figure 9 through 11 show visual representations of predicted masks under different settings. From the observations,
it is evident that the visual outcomes have improved for most cases compared to models trained on small datasets
without upscaling. SAM-Adapter’s predicted masks closely align with the ground truth. However, the predictions from
FPN-MiT remain unsatisfactory, showing significant over-segmentation (as seen in Figure 9) and under-segmentation
(as seen in Figure 11).

Figure 12 showcases a sample of the predicted masks produced by the SAM-Adapter when trained with smaller datasets
and upscaled using the SR model. Compared to the ground truth, these masks exhibit smoother contours, potentially
making them more suitable for shape analysis once transformed into polygons.

4.3 Peak results from the first epoch

Table 5 presents the results of the accuracy assessment in each training epoch of SAM-Adapter for the Dagahaley,
Djibo, and Minawao refugee camps in different settings. The top IoU results for each model, study site, data size, and
upscaling approach are marked in bold. From these results, it can be found that for all of the Dagahaley, Djibo, and
Minawao datasets, the upscaling techniques achieve their peak performance in the first epoch. For Dagahaley (Small),
EDSR consistently emerges as the top-performing method across all epochs, highlighting its efficacy. In contrast, the
Nearest interpolation method shows significant fluctuations, with a notable dip in the third epoch. Turning to Djibo
(Small), the Nearest interpolation method takes an initial lead in the first epoch but fails to sustain this advantage. Lastly,
in the Minawao (Small) dataset, the Nearest method exhibits major performance fluctuations, especially the drastic dip
in the second epoch. Yet again, EDSR maintains the best performance. In an overarching observation, the superior
performance of EDSR stands out, while the variability of the Nearest method remains a cause for concern.

Figure 13 displays the visual results of the SAM-Adapter predicted masks, trained with the Train-Small dataset upscaled
by the EDSR model across various training epochs. Some errors in predicted masks are indicated by red circles. It can
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be observed that the model trained with small datasets upscaled by the EDSR can gradually produce more false positive
pixels (as shown in Figure 13 (B)) and lose true positive pixels (as shown in Figure 13 (A)).

Table 5: IoU values of predicted masks from SAM-Adapter at different training epochs when using different datasets
for the Dagaheley, Djibo, and Minawao refugee camps.

EP. Dagaheley Djibo Minawao
Large Small Large Small Large Small

Original Aug. Nearest Bilinear EDSR Original Aug. Nearest Bilinear EDSR Original Aug. Nearest Bilinear EDSR
1 0.623 0.566 0.600 0.619 0.643 0.660 0.543 0.507 0.516 0.631 0.651 0.653 0.560 0.519 0.563 0.457 0.565 0.613
2 0.637 0.608 0.602 0.583 0.635 0.643 0.646 0.567 0.579 0.621 0.648 0.645 0.558 0.531 0.572 0.082 0.526 0.605
3 0.631 0.618 0.599 0.474 0.641 0.655 0.657 0.569 0.568 0.618 0.612 0.651 0.581 0.544 0.576 0.309 0.427 0.607
4 0.619 0.612 0.618 0.578 0.614 0.649 0.662 0.588 0.562 0.575 0.639 0.639 0.582 0.543 0.580 0.210 0.510 0.600
5 0.637 0.603 0.608 0.588 0.618 0.641 0.664 0.574 0.587 0.584 0.638 0.653 0.582 0.566 0.571 0.248 0.537 0.604
6 0.618 0.601 0.597 0.583 0.609 0.643 0.661 0.559 0.581 0.580 0.619 0.644 0.581 0.561 0.520 0.107 0.472 0.583
7 0.630 0.594 0.586 0.567 0.603 0.631 0.644 0.525 0.580 0.592 0.633 0.638 0.579 0.564 0.559 0.232 0.499 0.577
8 0.633 0.602 0.586 0.535 0.520 0.627 0.662 0.539 0.581 0.569 0.623 0.631 0.582 0.555 0.568 0.116 0.514 0.595
9 0.638 0.601 0.596 0.529 0.511 0.622 0.654 0.502 0.572 0.578 0.618 0.641 0.582 0.559 0.568 0.235 0.458 0.586

10 0.633 0.604 0.594 0.496 0.508 0.627 0.647 0.517 0.586 0.563 0.615 0.635 0.581 0.558 0.575 0.318 0.551 0.590
11 0.637 0.598 0.595 0.496 0.467 0.619 0.638 0.512 0.566 0.570 0.608 0.636 0.581 0.569 0.574 0.246 0.552 0.590
12 0.639 0.595 0.601 0.535 0.518 0.619 0.637 0.536 0.576 0.571 0.603 0.634 0.582 0.569 0.573 0.192 0.554 0.595
13 0.637 0.599 0.596 0.515 0.487 0.608 0.650 0.509 0.579 0.565 0.597 0.625 0.580 0.571 0.581 0.198 0.560 0.593

Figure 13: Qualitative results of predicted masks from SAM-Adapter, trained with small datasets upscaled by EDSR
model across various training epochs, in (A) Dagahaley, (B) Djibo, and (C) Minawao refugee camps. Some errors in
predicted masks are indicated by red circles.

5 Conclusions and Outlooks

In conclusion, this study has demonstrated the key role of SAM-Adapter in addressing the complex refugee dwelling
extraction task from high-resolution satellite imagery. Based on the results of this research, we can draw the following
conclusions.

Firstly, SAM-Adapter is a highly effective tool for semantic segmentation tasks, especially when faced with limited
pixel-wise labeled data. Its adaptability and remarkable performance across diverse refugee camps highlight its potential
in building extraction within refugee camps for humanitarian operations.

Secondly, the significance of upscaling methods on model performance is profoundly essential. The application of SR
model techniques such as EDSR for image data significantly enhances the quality of the predictions, making them more
reliable for practical applications.

Third, our study reaffirms that higher image resolutions contribute to better segmentation outcomes (e.g., Kutupalong),
while variations in building structures and background complexity pose unique challenges that must be considered in
the application of SAM-Adapter or other SAM-based models.

Furthermore, our research hints at intriguing possibilities, such as the model’s rapid convergence in the first training
epoch when using upscaled image data, opening avenues for future exploration.

Overall, there’s significant room for enhancement of utlizing SAM or other foundations models. Firstly, enhancing the
fine-tuning speed of SAM is essential. There have been recent advancements in SAM models, with the introduction of

13



A PREPRINT - JULY 17, 2024

versions like Faster SAM [61]. Integrating these more efficient models and fine-tuning them with specific data could be
valuable.

Secondly, while the SAM-Adapter’s architecture is uncomplicated and easy to implement, there’s some room for
modifications. One straightforward change could be decreasing the number of adapters. Thirdly, there’s a potential in
devising more efficient sampling strategies. While our study employed a rudimentary sampling approach, it underscored
SAM’s potential for this extraction task. Optimized sampling methods might further boost SAM’s performance.

Last but not least, creating SR models tailored for satellite imagery that can surpass a spatial resolution of 0.1 m could
be significant for building extraction tasks. Drawing from the findings of this study and other studies like [24], the
critical role of resolution becomes evident.
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6 Appendix

This section showcases part of the satellite imagery of testing data alongside predicted masks made by SAM-Adapter
and FPN-MiT using Train-Small datasets without augmentation or upscaling. Some examples of errors in the predicted
masks are indicated by red circles.

Figure 14: Satellite imagery of Dagahaley refugee camp.
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Figure 15: Predicted masks of SAM-Adapter trained on Train-Small dataset without upscaling in Dagahaley Refugee
Camp.

Figure 16: Predicted masks of FPN-MiT trained on Train-Small dataset without upscaling in Dagahaley Refugee Camp.
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