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Abstract. Semantic segmentation is a fundamental computer vision
task with a vast number of applications. State of the art methods increas-
ingly rely on deep learning models, known to incorrectly estimate uncer-
tainty and being overconfident in predictions, especially in data not seen
during training. This is particularly problematic in semantic segmenta-
tion due to inherent class imbalance. Popular uncertainty quantification
approaches are task-agnostic and fail to leverage spatial pixel correla-
tions in uncertainty estimates, crucial in this task. In this work, a novel
training methodology specifically designed for semantic segmentation is
presented and tested in datasets of road scene images. Training samples
are weighted by the uncertainty of each class instance estimated by an
ensemble. This is shown to increase performance on minority classes,
boost model generalization and robustness to domain-shift when com-
pared to using the inverse of class proportions or no class weights at
all. This method addresses the challenges of class imbalance and uncer-
tainty estimation in semantic segmentation, potentially enhancing model
performance and reliability across various applications.

Keywords: Uncertainty Quantification · Semantic Segmentation · En-
semble

1 Introduction

Semantic segmentation stands as a fundamental task in the computer vision
domain, finding widespread adoption in areas such as autonomous driving [11,
25, 34], biomedical imaging [19, 38, 40] and more. This task involves classifying
each pixel in an image into predefined categories, enabling detailed scene under-
standing crucial for various applications. State of the art semantic segmentation
approaches predominantly employ deep earning solutions due to their excep-
tional performance. However, despite remarkable advancements in deep learning
algorithms, the reliability and robustness of deployed AI systems remain critical
concerns. These models often exhibit overconfidence when encountering unfamil-
iar data domains and lack robust mechanisms for estimating prediction uncer-
tainty [15]. Addressing the challenge of uncertainty modeling and quantification
in these models is a pivotal step in advancing the field.

One of the major challenges in semantic segmentation tasks is class imbal-
ance. This problem arises because deep learning models tend to overfit to the
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best-represented classes, leading to suboptimal performance on worst-represented
classes [3]. Class imbalance is particularly problematic in scenarios where the dis-
tribution of classes is inherently skewed, such as in biomedical imaging, where
certain pathologies are rare, or in autonomous driving, where certain objects
may be less frequently encountered.

The primary solution for mitigating class imbalance involves weighting the
classes in the loss function according to the proportion of pixels of each class
present in the data. By assigning higher weights to worse-represented classes, the
model is encouraged to focus more on them during training, thereby improving
its performance. However, this is typically not enough to significantly improve
model performance on minority classes, and may even induce it to produce mis-
calibrated confidence scores [5].

In this work, a novel training method for semantic segmentation is proposed.
It leverages predictive uncertainty at the instance level to weight the loss func-
tion, thus making the model focus more on pixels of harder classes. Through
diverse experiments, it is shown that this novel method not only increases the
performance on minority classes but is also capable to provide good uncertainty
estimates and greatly increase robustness to domain shift. It was also found
that models adopting this training methodology significantly performed better
on minority classes than models using the inverse of class proportions as class
weights in the loss function. This makes the usage of instance-wise uncertainty
as weights in the loss function a great option for imbalanced datasets.

2 Related Work

2.1 Background

In the context of Machine Learning, uncertainty is usually decomposed into two
different components according to its source, referred to as aleatoric uncertainty
and epistemic uncertainty [20]. Aleatoric uncertainty (AU) encompasses the un-
certainty that stems from the data, mainly due to noise and the complexity of
the process that generated it [23]. Epistemic uncertainty (EU) refers to the un-
certainty that arises from ignorance about the best model, i.e., from unawareness
about the best model assumptions and uncertainty about its parameters. The
predictive uncertainty for an input sample x is the sum of its epistemic uncer-
tainty and aleatoric uncertainty. The most prominent way of formalizing these
concepts is by utilizing a Bayesian framework [2]. Let Y be a vector of class
probabilities for x, D a dataset and w a set of model weights. The predictive
distribution P (Y |x,D) is given by

P (Y |x,D) = EP (w|D)[P (Y |x,w)] (1)

The predictive uncertainty for a given input x is then given by the entropy
H of the predictive distribution of x, i.e.,

Predictive Uncertainty = H[EP (w|D)[P (Y |x,w)]] (2)
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Aleatoric uncertainty is often defined as the expected entropy of P (Y |x,w)
and epistemic uncertainty by the mutual information (MI) between Y and the
posterior over the model parameters [36].

AU = EP (w|D)[H[P (Y |x,w)]] EU = MI(Y,w|D,x) (3)

It is worth noting that recently, some doubts regarding how appropriate these
definitions are [41], how well AU and EU can be separated [18] and how necessary
this decomposition is [20] have been raised. Throughout this work, AU and EU
will not be distinguished and only the concept of predictive uncertainty will be
used.

2.2 Uncertainty Quantification in Semantic Segmentation

The problem of uncertainty quantification (UQ) has been extensively studied
across several domains and tasks, such as image classification, image semantic
segmentation and natural language processing. Popular methods in the liter-
ature such as Monte-Carlo (MC) Dropout [13] and its variants [24, 39], Deep
Ensembles [21] and Variational Inference (VI) [14] are task-agnostic and have
all been used for quantifying uncertainty in semantic segmentation tasks. All
these methods implicitly approximate (1) and use a dispersion metric (such as
variance or entropy) to measure uncertainty.

MC Dropout uses the dropout [37] technique to effectively "turn off" neurons
and to obtain a different model prediction in each forward pass, with uncertainty
being the variance of the confidence scores. This can be viewed as sampling
different sets of model architectures to approximate P (w|D). However, since
dropout is applied randomly, it may yield architectures with high loss values in
each sample and lead to poor uncertainty estimates [12].

Ensembles were first proposed to quantify uncertainty by randomly initial-
izing the weights of M different fm models (with the same architecture) and
independently training them on the same dataset. The confidence scores of these
models are averaged into a single predictive distribution and the uncertainty is
given by its entropy, i.e., H[ 1

M

∑M
m=1 fm(x)] . Thus, ensembles rely on random

initialization of model weights to foster predictive diversity and to get low loss
samples from P (w|D) by training these models. Nonetheless, random initializa-
tion of model weights does not allow for the usage of transfer learning techniques
and has been found to be lackluster in achieving predictive diversity. To solve this
problem, approaches such as using different architectures in the ensemble [10]
have been proposed.

VI is another method that has been used to approximate the posterior
P (w|D) [14]. Using a family of parametric distributions Q(w), VI finds the pa-
rameters that minimize the difference between Q(w) and the posterior. This
difference between distributions is measured by the Kullback-Leibler Divergence
in (4):

KL(Q||P ) = EQ

[
log

Q(w)

P (w|D)

]
(4)
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Since this equation explicitly uses the posterior, it cannot be directly minimized.
Thus, the Evidence Lower Bound (5) is maximized instead, since this is equiva-
lent to minimizing the KL divergence up to an added constant.

ELBO = EQ

[
log

P (y|x,w)
Q(w)

]
(5)

The KL divergence can then be obtained by KL(Q||P ) = −ELBO+logP (y|x)
[14]. One pioneering work that leverages VI is Bayes By Backprop [2]. By us-
ing the Gaussian reparameterization trick [29], it is possible to approximate the
ELBO as

F (D, θ) ≃
n∑

i=1

logQ(wi|θ)− logP (wi)− logP (D|wi) (6)

where θ represents the parameters of the variational posterior, which is chosen
to be a diagonal Gaussian distribution with mean µ and standard deviation ρ.
For the prior distribution P (w), a scale mixture of two Gaussians is used. The
transform that yields a sample of weights w is defined as w = µ+log(1+exp(ρ))·ϵ,
where ϵ ∼ N (0, I). In each optimization step, a sample of weights is drawn
according to this transform and these are then used in the model to compute
the gradients with the usual backpropagation algorithm. Parameters µ and ρ
are then updated according to these gradients. Unfortunately, VI suffers from
problems such as determining an appropriate variational family of distributions
and the bias which is introduced by said family, as the true posterior P (w|D)
is often more complex than Q(w). For semantic segmentation, it has also been
pointed that works using variational inference relying on sampling for the ELBO
gradients estimation is not viable in semantic segmentation due to its high-
dimensionality of inputs and outputs [6].

UQ methodologies that do not try to approximate the posterior also exist.
Deep Deterministic Uncertainty [27] is a single model approach that models
each class in feature space using Gaussian discriminant analysis, which enables
EU and AU estimates to be obtained. A similar method leveraging Quantum
Information Potential Field to decompose the probability density function of
the data in feature space to a reproducing kernel hilbert space has also been
introduced in [35]. However, it has been argued that single model UQ provides
poorer uncertainty estimates than the previously presented approaches [31].

Most of these works propose task-agnostic UQ methods which do not lever-
age existing pixel correlations that are crucial in semantic segmentation. Fur-
thermore, works that propose the usage of uncertainty values to improve model
performance have limitations. Closely related to this work, [22] computes pixel-
wise uncertainty masks using MC Dropout and uses them to weight the cross
entropy loss function. However, MC Dropout requires multiple forward passes
to compute the uncertainty of an input, which significantly slows down training.
Additionally, by using pixel-wise uncertainty as weights for each pixel in the loss
function, one fails to consider the uncertainty of the neighborhood pixels.
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3 Semantic Segmentation with Instance Uncertainty

In this section, a novel method for semantic segmentation using instance-based
uncertainty estimates is presented. Semantic segmentation can be viewed as a
classification problem where the goal is to classify each pixel of an image as
belonging to one of C classes. Thus, the output of a semantic segmentation
method is a segmentation mask where each pixel is assigned a class. Since the
classes in semantic segmentation problems are usually imbalanced due to the
inherent difference of the number of pixels in each of them, models have more
difficulty learning features of the minority classes. The predictive uncertainty of
the model associated with each pixel can be viewed as a measure of how hard
it is to classify, thus can be used as a weight in the loss function to make the
model focus more on these pixels. A simple method to improve the performance
of semantic segmentation models in less well represented classes is then achieved
by solving the following problems:

1. Quantifying the uncertainty for each pixel of each training sample.

2. Computing the uncertainty for each instance of a class in each training sam-
ple.

3. Using the estimated uncertainties to weight the training sample.

To compute the pixel-wise uncertainty for each training sample, an UQ
method can be adapted and used for semantic segmentation. Since ensembles
have been known to achieve state of the art performance on UQ tasks, are sim-
ple to implement and can be run in parallel, this was the adopted approach to
solve problem 1. Ensembles can generate pixel-wise uncertainty masks by com-
bining the output confidence scores of each model, thus obtaining a predictive
distribution for each pixel. The entropy of each of these distributions is then
computed, resulting in pixel-wise uncertainty masks. An illustration of this pro-
cedure is given in Figure 1.

The purpose of using instance-wise uncertainty instead of settling for the
pixel level is to incorporate the uncertainty information of the region where each
pixel belongs in their weight for the loss function. Independent pixel uncertainty
estimates may result in irregular weights, therefore hindering the training pro-
cess. This can be circumvented by using the average uncertainty of the pixels in
each region of the image, yielding smoother weights. However, choosing a mean-
ingful neighborhood region to consider for each pixel is not obvious and can be
done in multiple ways. One possible solution is to use the average uncertainty
of the pixels in each instance. An instance of class c is defined as a set of pixels
that belong to c such that there is a sequence of adjacent pixels in the set that
connects each of its pixels. This is illustrated in Figures 2a and 2b.

For each pixel p, its instance uncertainty value is given by (7), where I
denotes an instance from the set R of all instances in the input and PU denotes
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Fig. 1: Computing the pixel-wise uncertainty mask of an input image using an ensemble
of five models.

the pixel-wise predictive uncertainty. 1I(p) denotes the indicator function, that
is, 1I(p) = 1 if pixel p belongs to instance I and is zero otherwise.

Instance Uncertainty(p) =
∑
I∈R

1I(p) ·
∑

k∈I PU(k)

|I|
(7)

The problem of computing all instances for each class can then be solved by
viewing the image as a connected graph and instances as strongly connected com-
ponents. By determining all connected components in each input and their cor-
responding average uncertainty, an instance-wise uncertainty mask is obtained,
thereby solving problem 2.

The most intuitive and direct way of using these instance-wise uncertainty
masks to weight the loss function is by computing the Hadamard product be-
tween them and the cross entropy (CE) output tensor. However, since the un-
certainty estimate for a pixel can be smaller than 1, this can heavily decrease
the weights of low uncertainty pixels in the loss function and hinder model per-
formance. This can be mitigated by adding 1 to each element in the uncertainty
mask. Solving problem 3, the uncertainty weighted loss is given by (8), where
ŷ and y denote the tensor of predicted logits and the ground truth, respec-
tively. IUŷ denotes the computed instance uncertainty mask and ⊙ denotes the
Hadamard product.

L(ŷ, y) = CE(ŷ, y)⊙ (1 + IUŷ)
2 (8)
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(a) Segmentation mask of a training
sample of the ACDC dataset. Here, each
class is colored differently.

(b) All instances of class car as com-
puted by the described method. In this
figure, each instance is colored differ-
ently.

Fig. 2: Obtaining all instances of class car in a segmentation mask through the de-
scribed strongly connected components methodology.

4 Implementation

The first step in building an ensemble is choosing the model architectures that
integrate it. Considering a single architecture and randomly initializing model
weights prohibits the usage of pre-trained model weights through transfer learn-
ing, which is known to enhance the performance of deep learning models. Ad-
ditionally, due to the problems in achieving ensemble diversity through this
method, three different backbone architectures (MobileNetV2 [17], ResNet50
and ResNet101 [16]) of a DeepLabV3+ [7] segmentation model were chosen. Al-
though the original Deep Ensembles work suggests using five models, it is argued
that reducing the number of models in the ensemble to three does not signifi-
cantly impact performance [1, 9], thus motivating the choice of ensembling only
three different models. Differing at the stage where the uncertainty masks are
computed, two approaches are considered:

1. Train models M1,M2,M3 independently on the training set, using the stan-
dard cross entropy loss. Build an ensemble using these models and compute
the instance-wise uncertainty masks for each training sample. Train new
models M ′

1,M
′
2,M

′
3 by incorporating these uncertainty masks in their loss

function, given by (8). The advantage in this scenario is that by using good
performing models, the uncertainty masks will be of higher quality. How-
ever, this adds the computational overhead of training an ensemble of three
models solely to obtain uncertainty estimates.

2. Build an ensemble using models M1,M2,M3 and train them in parallel. For
each training sample, obtain the instance-wise uncertainty mask and use it
to compute each individual model loss function (8). This way, the models
directly compute uncertainty masks for training on the fly, without the need
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Fig. 3: The considered approaches. In the first approach (top) the uncertainty masks
are computed after the training of an ensemble. In the second approach (bottom)
uncertainty masks are computed during the training process on the fly.

for a previous ensemble to generate them. The disadvantage is that models
are weak predictors in the beginning of their training and can thus produce
low quality uncertainty masks, resulting in bad weights for their loss function.

Both of these approaches are illustrated in Figure 3.

5 Evaluation Metrics

For the semantic segmentation task, the Intersection-Over-Union (IoU) metric is
the most popular to assess model performance. For a given class c, its IoU value
is given by equation (9). TPc denotes the number of class c pixels that were
correctly classified (True Positives), FNc denotes the number of class c pixels
that were classified as belonging to another class (False Negatives) and FPc

denotes the number of pixels of other classes that were incorrectly classified as
belonging to class c (False Positives). The mean Intersection-over-Union (mIoU)
is simply the average of each class IoU.
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IoU(c) =
TPc

TPc + FNc + FPc
mIoU =

C∑
c=1

IoU(c)

C
(9)

Although several uncertainty metrics have been proposed, such as expected
calibration error [28] and the Brier score [4], accurately and consistently measur-
ing uncertainty is still an open problem. Specific to semantic segmentation, the
Patch Accuracy vs Patch Uncertainty metric [26] (PAvPU) is used to evaluate
the degree to which a model correctly estimates uncertainty. A patch is defined as
a window of w by w pixels. Each patch in an image is grouped into four classes
according to two criteria: Accuracy and Certainty. If the number of correctly
classified pixels in a patch divided by its size is greater than some threshold
(usually 0.5), the patch is considered accurate and inaccurate otherwise. If the
estimated mean uncertainty in a patch is lower than some threshold (the mean
pixel uncertainty of the training set is recommended), the patch is considered
certain and uncertain otherwise. Let nac, nic, nau, niu be the number of patches
that are accurate and certain, inaccurate and uncertain, accurate and uncertain
and inaccurate and uncertain, respectively. The PAvPU is given by (10).

PAvPU =
nac + niu

nac + niu + nai + nic
(10)

6 Experiments

In this section, all of the performed experiments to test the proposed frame-
work are reported. The CityScapes [8] and ACDC [32] datasets were used as
benchmarks due to their compatibility and extensive study in the literature.
The CityScapes dataset contains 5000 images with high quality pixel level anno-
tations of 19 different classes of road scenes. Of these, 2975 are training images,
500 for validation and 1525 for testing. The ACDC dataset was designed to be
compatible with CityScapes, as it is comprised of 4006 road scene images of the
same classes as CityScapes. However, unlike CityScapes, its images are captured
in adverse weather conditions. The public dataset contains 1600 training images
and 406 validation images. The test set is private.

6.1 Measuring the impact of instance-wise uncertainty in model
performance

The goal of the first experiment was to understand how weighting the loss func-
tion using uncertainty estimates impacts model performance. For this reason,
only a single dataset (ACDC) was used. Since ACDC’s test set is private, all
results come from the validation set. The first proposed method was tested by
training three different DeepLabV3+ models with different backbone architec-
tures, as mentioned in the preceding section. Instance-wise uncertainty masks
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Fig. 4: Histogram depicting the number of pixels belonging to each class in the ACDC
training set.

were then generated using an ensemble of said models. Thirty different mod-
els for each distinct backbone architecture were trained, both with uncertainty
masks and without uncertainty masks, resulting in a total of 180 total models
trained. In Figure 4, the pixel distribution for each class is reported. The rider,
motorcycle, bicycle, person and traffic light are the five worst-represented classes,
thus the models should improve their performance in these classes when trained
with uncertainty masks.

In Table 1, the class and mean IoU performance values for each backbone
architecture are reported. The class IoU values of the five worst represented
classes improved when using the instance-wise uncertainty (IU) masks to weight
the pixels vs not using any weights. Most notably the rider class, which accounts
for only 0.057% of total pixels, saw improvements of up to 0.07 of IoU. However,
there are drops in IoU performance for the majority classes and there is no
significant mIoU improvement. This is to be expected since the loss values of
pixels of these classes will have lower weights than the others. These results
suggest that using instance-wise uncertainty values can act as a regularization
strategy for semantic segmentation deep learning models, as they can prevent
overfitting to majority classes and greatly increase the performance on minority
classes in extreme class imbalance situations.

In this experiment, the usage of the inverse of class proportions as weights in
the loss function hindered the IoU performance of the models. When compared
to the usage of these weights, the gains in performance of the loss weighting
with instance-wise uncertainty masks are even larger. In Table 2, the five worst-
represented class IoU performance values for five different DeepLabV3+ models
with the MobileNetV2 backbones trained with the inverse of class proportion
as weights are reported. It should be noted that even though the weights for
minority classes are much larger than the ones for majority classes, the models
still can not improve their performance. These results further strengthen the
idea of using uncertainty for improving performance on imbalanced datasets.
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Table 1: The class IoU performance values for each different backbone architecture,
according to the usage of uncertainty masks in their training. The "Regular" column
and "IU" denote the regular training (no usage of instance uncertainty masks) and the
instance-uncertainty weighted training (with instance-uncertainty masks). From left to
right: ResNet50, ResNet101 and MobileNetV2.

Regular IU
road 0.952 ±0.003 0.941 ±0.002
sidewalk 0.787 ±0.006 0.755 ±0.004
building 0.833 ±0.003 0.827 ±0.002
wall 0.51 ±0.012 0.496 ±0.008
fence 0.419 ±0.012 0.4 ±0.01
pole 0.505 ±0.008 0.504 ±0.005
traffic light 0.633 ±0.012 0.635 ±0.006
traffic sign 0.528 ±0.012 0.506 ±0.007
vegetation 0.845 ±0.003 0.841 ±0.001
terrain 0.487 ±0.009 0.464 ±0.008
sky 0.947 ±0.002 0.946 ±0.001
person 0.417 ±0.018 0.454 ±0.009
rider 0.155 ±0.063 0.204 ±0.021
car 0.825 ±0.007 0.816 ±0.005
truck 0.411 ±0.053 0.458 ±0.025
bus 0.744 ±0.026 0.713 ±0.035
train 0.847 ±0.011 0.842 ±0.009
motorcycle 0.251 ±0.032 0.291 ±0.029
bicycle 0.359 ±0.038 0.369 ±0.031
mIoU 0.604 0.604

Regular IU
road 0.954 ±0.002 0.941 ±0.002
sidewalk 0.794 ±0.004 0.755 ±0.004
building 0.836 ±0.003 0.832 ±0.002
wall 0.52 ±0.008 0.509 ±0.008
fence 0.423 ±0.012 0.422 ±0.01
pole 0.507 ±0.006 0.509 ±0.006
traffic light 0.635 ±0.008 0.647 ±0.007
traffic sign 0.528 ±0.009 0.533 ±0.008
vegetation 0.847 ±0.003 0.846 ±0.002
terrain 0.493 ±0.01 0.476 ±0.009
sky 0.949 ±0.002 0.947 ±0.002
person 0.427 ±0.021 0.492 ±0.011
rider 0.162 ±0.053 0.231 ±0.046
car 0.828 ±0.008 0.824 ±0.005
truck 0.486 ±0.042 0.477 ±0.02
bus 0.77 ±0.027 0.695 ±0.024
train 0.852 ±0.013 0.831 ±0.013
motorcycle 0.297 ±0.038 0.364 ±0.02
bicycle 0.346 ±0.037 0.413 ±0.038
mIoU 0.614 0.619

Regular IU
road 0.944 ±0.002 0.943 ±0.002
sidewalk 0.765 ±0.005 0.761 ±0.006
building 0.824 ±0.002 0.822 ±0.003
wall 0.496 ±0.009 0.487 ±0.008
fence 0.401 ±0.012 0.39 ±0.014
pole 0.491 ±0.005 0.495 ±0.005
traffic light 0.587 ±0.008 0.591 ±0.01
traffic sign 0.471 ±0.01 0.478 ±0.009
vegetation 0.838 ±0.002 0.836 ±0.002
terrain 0.469 ±0.011 0.469 ±0.008
sky 0.946 ±0.001 0.945 ±0.001
person 0.4 ±0.018 0.416 ±0.017
rider 0.201 ±0.065 0.221 ±0.057
car 0.798 ±0.06 0.799 ±0.005
truck 0.372 ±0.033 0.386 ±0.034
bus 0.744 ±0.023 0.731 ±0.032
train 0.822 ±0.013 0.815 ±0.015
motorcycle 0.241 ±0.037 0.264 ±0.033
bicycle 0.383 ±0.031 0.397 ±0.037
mIoU 0.59 0.592

Table 2: The class IoU performance values for the five worst-represented classes of
five different DeepLabV3+ models with the MobileNetV2 backbone and the inverse of
class proportions as loss weights.

Class Proportions
traffic light 0.557 ±0.008
person 0.398 ±0.013
rider 0.167 ±0.019
motorcycle 0.261 ±0.023
bicycle 0.341 ±0.013
mIoU 0.575

In Table 3, the PAvPU values for each backbone architeture are reported.
The average pixel uncertainty of the train set was used as the certainty thresh-
old for each patch, as is usual when using PAvPU. Weighting training samples
with instance-wise uncertainty does not seem to improve the PAvPU of the mod-
els. This can be a result of the small performance drop in majority classes when
using the uncertainty masks, leading the models to estimate larger uncertainties
in their predictions for these pixels. This is in turn offset by the smaller esti-
mated uncertainties for pixels of minority classes, ending with no overall PAvPU
differences.

The uncertainty masks can also be computed during the training process if
the models are trained in parallel and combined in an ensemble. This corresponds
to the second proposed method. Five different ensembles of three models (with
different backbone architectures: ResNet50, ResNet101 and MobileNetV2) were
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Table 3: The PAvPU performance values for the DeepLabV3+ models with different
backbones.

Regular IU
MobileNet 0.832 ±0.008 0.83 ±0.007
ResNet50 0.849 ±0.01 0.846 ±0.004
ResNet101 0.852 ±0.008 0.85 ±0.004

Table 4: The class IoU performance values for the five worst-represented classes of
five different ensembles of DeepLabV3+ models with the three backbones (ResNet50,
ResNet101 and MobileNetV2). The IU masks are computed during training.

Regular Training IU
traffic light 0.654 ±0.002 0.664 ±0.002
person 0.442 ±0.009 0.5 ±0.012
rider 0.244 ±0.035 0.256 ±0.029
motorcycle 0.265 ±0.004 0.358 ±0.02
bicycle 0.417 ±0.014 0.4417 ±0.02
mIoU 0.635 0.641

trained by computing instance-wise uncertainty masks during training and their
performance was compared to five different ensembles of models trained with no
uncertainty masks. Their performance on the five worst represented classes is
reported in Table 4.

In theory, computing the instance-wise uncertainty masks during training
may lead to convergence issues due to poor uncertainty estimates by the un-
trained models, but this was not found to be the case since it actually improved
model performance on minority classes. The reason for this may be that ensem-
bles are usually better calibrated than individual models [30] and consequently
predict accurate uncertainty estimates even when using models with weak perfor-
mance. This suggests that instance-wise uncertainty masks are good loss weights
regardless of the performance of the models that compute them.

6.2 Improving model performance in domain-shift using
instance-wise uncertainty

To understand whether the proposed uncertainty masks improve the model’s
ability to generalize beyond its training data and its robustness to domain-shift,
all models trained in the previous experiment were tested on the CityScapes
validation set. Since CityScapes and ACDC are class compatible and their main
difference is the presence of adverse weather conditions in ACDC, considering
models trained on the ACDC dataset and evaluating them on CityScapes rep-
resents a very significant domain-shift from adverse weather to normal weather
conditions. The class IoU values on the CityScapes validation set obtained by
the 180 DeepLabV3+ models with different backbones trained on ACDC are
reported in Table 5.
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Table 5: The class IoU performance values on the CityScapes validation set for each
different backbone architecture, according to the usage of uncertainty masks in their
training on ACDC. The "Regular" column and "IU" denote the regular training (no
usage of instance uncertainty masks) and the instance-uncertainty weighted training
(with instance-uncertainty masks). From left to right: ResNet50, ResNet101 and Mo-
bileNetV2.

Regular IU
road 0.788 ±0.081 0.883 ±0.018
sidewalk 0.43 ±0.053 0.478 ±0.023
building 0.735 ±0.034 0.798 ±0.009
wall 0.122 ±0.027 0.238 ±0.022
fence 0.183 ±0.022 0.21 ±0.014
pole 0.265 ±0.021 0.293 ±0.01
traffic light 0.211 ±0.02 0.262 ±0.014
traffic sign 0.416 ±0.018 0.422 ±0.012
vegetation 0.811 ±0.016 0.824 ±0.007
terrain 0.081 ±0.041 0.162 ±0.024
sky 0.745 ±0.039 0.806 ±0.012
person 0.279 ±0.036 0.452 ±0.022
rider 0.052 ±0.018 0.128 ±0.027
car 0.792 ±0.051 0.826 ±0.012
truck 0.159 ±0.037 0.31 ±0.022
bus 0.251 ±0.061 0.349 ±0.038
train 0.049 ±0.024 0.127 ±0.048
motorcycle 0.08 ±0.021 0.115 ±0.035
bicycle 0.42 ±0.024 0.5 ±0.01
mIoU 0.361 0.431

Regular IU
road 0.848 ±0.047 0.9 ±0.018
sidewalk 0.468 ±0.037 0.56 ±0.025
building 0.755 ±0.028 0.816 ±0.008
wall 0.108 ±0.027 0.214 ±0.023
fence 0.165 ±0.015 0.227 ±0.013
pole 0.268 ±0.014 0.314 ±0.01
traffic light 0.209 ±0.016 0.309 ±0.012
traffic sign 0.41 ±0.012 0.466 ±0.013
vegetation 0.815 ±0.018 0.828 ±0.01
terrain 0.146 ±0.066 0.258 ±0.04
sky 0.776 ±0.033 0.818 ±0.011
person 0.253 ±0.039 0.517 ±0.015
rider 0.068 ±0.024 0.203 ±0.022
car 0.8 ±0.026 0.86 ±0.003
truck 0.185 ±0.033 0.403 ±0.028
bus 0.216 ±0.05 0.382 ±0.03
train 0.065 ±0.027 0.169 ±0.056
motorcycle 0.064 ±0.024 0.152 ±0.034
bicycle 0.384 ±0.043 0.543 ±0.011
mIoU 0.369 0.47

Regular IU
road 0.802 ±0.053 0.774 ±0.064
sidewalk 0.461 ±0.029 0.445 ±0.032
building 0.774 ±0.015 0.772 ±0.023
wall 0.164 ±0.027 0.149 ±0.024
fence 0.194 ±0.029 0.19 ±0.017
pole 0.28 ±0.011 0.279 ±0.015
traffic light 0.188 ±0.013 0.2 ±0.017
traffic sign 0.398 ±0.011 0.402 ±0.009
vegetation 0.817 ±0.014 0.812 ±0.018
terrain 0.099 ±0.037 0.082 ±0.029
sky 0.752 ±0.034 0.752 ±0.026
person 0.34 ±0.031 0.341 ±0.03
rider 0.112 ±0.028 0.13 ±0.035
car 0.811 ±0.013 0.801 ±0.019
truck 0.195 ±0.039 0.192 ±0.045
bus 0.217 ±0.051 0.217 ±0.045
train 0.099 ±0.035 0.096 ±0.041
motorcycle 0.076 ±0.028 0.08 ±0.024
bicycle 0.41 ±0.024 0.435 ±0.025
mIoU 0.378 0.376

The mIoU values improve 0.07 and 0.1 when using instance-wise uncertainty
masks for the models with the ResNet50 and ResNet101 backbones, respectively.
Additionally to huge gains in IoU performance on the five worst represented
classes, models with ResNet backbones also perform better on the majority
classes when using uncertainty masks. Models with the MobileNetV2 backbone
trained with uncertainty masks do not present much difference in IoU values to
training with no uncertainty masks. The MobileNetV2 architecture is around 4.5
million parameters [33], which is much smaller than the ResNet50 and ResNet101
size. Due to this discrepancy in model size, the fact that using instance-wise un-
certainty masks while training did not improve performance for the models with
the MobileNetV2 backbone suggests that these uncertainties act as a regulariza-
tion technique that decreases overfitting and improves generalization for more
complex models.

7 Conclusion

In this work, a novel training approach for semantic segmentation that levarages
instance-wise uncertainty to circumvent class imbalance was presented. Com-
pared to currently available methods in the literature, the generation of uncer-
tainty masks is done by computing the mean uncertainty of relevant neighbor-
hood pixels, which corresponds to the mean uncertainty in each instance. By
training as few as three models, an ensemble can be formed and used to com-
pute an instance-wise uncertainty mask. These masks are then used to weight the
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cross entropy loss function, giving larger weights to pixels of class instances with
higher uncertainty and vice-versa. The instance-wise uncertainty masks can be
computed either during the training of an ensemble or by leveraging previously
trained models. Although there is some computational overhead, models using
uncertainty masks to weight their loss function were found to significantly im-
prove their performance on minority classes, crucial for semantic segmentation
due to class imbalance being very common, when compared to the usage of no
loss weights or the usage of the inverse of class proportions. Instance-wise uncer-
tainty also drastically improved the generalization and reduced the overfitting
of some models, which leads to safer real world deployment. Reducing the com-
putational overhead of computing instance-wise uncertainty masks and finding
other ways to integrate them in the training process represents an interesting
path for future work in improving semantic segmentation performance.
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