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Abstract. Crack segmentation plays a crucial role in ensuring the struc-
tural integrity and seismic safety of civil structures. However, existing
crack segmentation algorithms encounter challenges in maintaining ac-
curacy with domain shifts across datasets. To address this issue, we pro-
pose a novel deep network that employs incremental training with unsu-
pervised domain adaptation (UDA) using adversarial learning, without a
significant drop in accuracy in the source domain. Our approach leverages
an encoder-decoder architecture, consisting of both domain-invariant
and domain-specific parameters. The encoder learns shared crack fea-
tures across all domains, ensuring robustness to domain variations. Si-
multaneously, the decoder’s domain-specific parameters capture domain-
specific features unique to each domain. By combining these compo-
nents, our model achieves improved crack segmentation performance.
Furthermore, we introduce BuildCrack, a new crack dataset comparable
to sub-datasets of the well-established CrackSeg9K dataset in terms of
image count and crack percentage. We evaluate our proposed approach
against state-of-the-art UDA methods using different sub-datasets of
CrackSeg9K and our custom dataset. Our experimental results demon-
strate a significant improvement in crack segmentation accuracy and
generalization across target domains compared to other UDA methods -
specifically, an improvement of 0.65 and 2.7 mIoU on source and target
domains respectively. Additional details and code can be accessed from
https://crackuda.github.io

Keywords: Crack Segmentation, Civil Inspection, Domain Adaptation,
Dataset, Incremental Learning

1 Introduction

Identifying cracks in structures such as roads, pavements, and buildings is an
important civil engineering task. This is especially crucial in determining a build-
ing’s structural health and risk of failure during seismic activity [37]. This task is
being increasingly performed using visual imagery. However, the small footprint
of cracks relative to building size and lack of regular structure make crack lo-
calization a challenging image segmentation problem. Different approaches have
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Fig. 1. BuildCrack dataset was captured by imaging building facades using a drone-
mounted camera from different angles and distances. BuildCrack has images with low
contrast, occlusions, and shadows, which challenge the model’s robustness. Sample
images from our building crack dataset are shown. This dataset will be made public.

been explored over the years, ranging from rule-based to data-driven methods,
for crack segmentation. Data-driven methods [24] have gained prominence with
the rise in the availability of crack datasets [1,23,30,45,50]. These methods have
shown remarkable results in segmentation tasks.

However, a key limitation of these approaches is their poor generalization
across different domains, as datasets from various sources often have different
distributions. This lack of generalization is evident when a model trained on one
domain (source domain) is applied to a dataset from a different domain (tar-
get domain). Several factors contribute to the domain shift observed in crack
datasets. These include differences in image features, such as the contrast be-
tween cracks and their background, variations in crack shapes due to surface
textures and lighting conditions, and the overall appearance of cracks [25,34].

To address this challenge, domain adaptation techniques can be employed
to reduce the domain shift. It is a viable solution since it alleviates the need
for costly and labor-intensive annotation of crack segmentation data. Unsuper-
vised Domain Adaptation (UDA) is a specific approach that adapts a network
trained on a labeled source dataset to an unlabeled target dataset, effectively
mitigating the problems associated with domain shift across datasets and high
annotation costs [3, 17, 35, 41, 42, 46, 47, 57]. While these UDA approaches have
been extensively tested in domain adaptation tasks using real and synthetic au-
tonomous driving datasets, our work demonstrates that these methods do not
yield satisfactory results for the challenging crack segmentation setting

Our approach is designed to address the challenges of crack segmentation
through an incremental learning setting. We employ a two-step process to adapt
our network, trained on a labeled source dataset, to an unlabeled target dataset.
To overcome catastrophic forgetting often observed in incremental learning ap-
proaches [32], our network architecture learns both domain-invariant and domain-
specific feature representations. Our paper makes the following key contributions:
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– We propose CrackUDA, a novel incremental UDA approach that ensures
robust adaptation and effective crack segmentation (Section 4).

– We demonstrate the effectiveness of CrackUDA by achieving higher accuracy
in the task of building crack segmentation, surpassing the state-of-the-art
UDA methods. Specifically, CrackUDA yields an improvement of 0.65 and
2.7 mIoU on the source and target domains, respectively (Section 6).

– We introduce BuildCrack, a new building crack dataset collected via a drone
(Section 6).

2 Related Works

Crack segmentation approaches can be broadly categorized into two types: (i)
rule-based and (ii) data-driven methods. Rule-based methods use human-defined
rules to make decisions. Most of the rule-based methods have low accuracy be-
cause of non-uniform backgrounds, varying light conditions, and the brittle na-
ture of the parameters [20]. Data-driven methods leverage data samples to learn
patterns and adjust the parameters of a model for a specific task. In partic-
ular, deep learning-based methods have demonstrated significant potential in
crack segmentation and can be divided into supervised, weakly supervised, and
semi-supervised based on the extent of supervision.

Crack segmentation is dominated by supervised learning approaches. Encoder-
decoder architecture [2, 30, 55] has been popular for excellent performance in
pixel-wise segmentation, provided accurately labeled segmentation maps are
available. The encoder downsamples the input images to form a high-dimensional
feature vector while the decoder reconstructs unique segmentation maps using
this feature vector. CrackNet [51] modifies the encoder-decoder architecture by
using same-size convolution filters across layers to maintain explicit pixel-pixel
representation. DeepCrack [30] uses a fully convolution network (FCN) architec-
ture with additional convolution layers at the end of a traditional CNN which
upsamples feature maps of different scales to the original size and recovers fine-
grained structures. CrackSeg9K [23] compared different state-of-the-art segmen-
tation models. It was concluded that DeepLab v3+ [2] with ResNet and Xcep-
tionNet as the backbones worked best on linear cracks but the accuracy drops on
webbed and branched cracks. With the introduction of vision transformer [10],
self-attention has become an efficient tool for learning non-local features. Crack-
former [29] uses sequential self-attention networks for crack segmentation. The
performance of supervised segmentation approaches relies on accurate semantic
labels. Such approaches seldom generalize to datasets of different domains. [6]
proposed a curvilinear structure segmentation approach for crack segmentation
on diverse datasets such as Crack500 [50] and CrackTree200 [55].

[22] propose a weakly supervised approach that uses inferior quality labels
for crack segmentation. They demonstrated their network’s capability to per-
form in out-of-domain (OOD) cases, but accuracy suffers when there are thin
cracks in the target dataset. Semi-supervised approaches have used generative
adversarial networks [27] and super-resolution [21] to generate pseudo-labels for
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training their network. However, the performance of these methods depends on
the quality of the pseudo-labels. Though semi-supervised approaches perform
well in the case of OOD, they require some labeled data of the target domain.

Since the conspicuous hurdle is reliable labeled data and poor generalization,
our work uses UDA. UDA has demonstrated its potential for various vision tasks
such as object detection [4, 5, 28, 54], classification [12, 31, 36, 44, 49], and more
relevantly, semantic segmentation [3, 17, 35, 41, 42, 47, 56, 57] as well as crack
segmentation [48].

3 Preliminaries

In this section, we formally define our problem statement and provide an overview
of UDA and incremental learning.

3.1 Problem Statement

Consider a source distribution S and target distribution T , both defined on the
input-label space X × Y . In this setting, X ∈ RH×W×3 represents RGB images,
while Y ∈ RH×W corresponds to semantic labels. Both the source and target
distributions share the same K semantic class labels, 1, ...,K. Specifically, X
represents building patches, and Y contains label maps with two class labels,
namely background and crack (K = 2). We have access to a set of labeled source
samples S = (xsj , y

s
j ), j = 1, 2, . . . ns and unlabeled target samples T = xtj , j =

1, 2, . . . nt, where ns and nt denote the total number of source and target samples,
respectively. Our objective is to train a network using the labeled source domain
data S and the unlabeled target domain data T to generate accurate predictions
ŷtj , j = 1, 2, . . . nt. In the context of crack segmentation, this problem is reduced
to a binary segmentation task. However, due to the relatively small number of
crack pixels present in each patch, a significant class imbalance exists.

3.2 Incremental Learning

Incremental learning involves training an existing model on a sequence of τ tasks,
where each task τi corresponds to a distinct dataset of domains Di. In our spe-
cific setting, Di represents an image dataset consisting of pairs of input images
and their corresponding semantic labels, denoted as Di = {Xj , Yj}. We will use
τ and D interchangeably. Each task τi is focused on semantic segmentation.
Typically, a domain shift exists between consecutive tasks (i.e. Dt exhibits non-
trivial differences compared to Dt−1). The objective is to train a single semantic
segmentation model M that can effectively segment image data across each do-
main Dt in a sequential manner. Thus, for a given task τ , at each step t, our aim
is to learn a mapping Mt(Xt, t) = Yt for the tth domain Dt = (Xt, Yt). Impor-
tantly, the learned model should maintain satisfactory performance on previous
domains Dt−i, where 0 < i < t, ensuring minimal degradation in performance.
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Fig. 2. Overview of our proposed architecture (Section 5). In step 1 we train our
network, M1, using the labeled source dataset S for binary segmentation. In step 2,
decoder D1 and ϕs1 are frozen, and a new set of domain-specific parameters ϕs2 are
added and we call this model M2. An alternating training strategy is followed in which
we first train for binary segmentation on the source domain followed by adversarial
training on both source and target domains.

3.3 Unsupervised Domain Adaptation (UDA)

UDA methods for semantic segmentation can be broadly classified into three
groups: Self-training, Feature Alignment. and Adversarial Training approaches.
Self-training approaches involve training a segmentation model on the labeled
source domain to compute pseudo-labels [26] for the target domain. These pseudo-
labels can be pre-computed offline [57] or online during training. To avoid train-
ing instabilities, several methods such as consistency regularization [40] based
on data augmentation [7], domain mix-up [41], and pseudo-label prototypes [52]
have been used. Several methods also combine [47] self-training and adversarial
training to perform UDA. Feature alignment [16] approaches aim to align the
feature representations of the source and target domains. This technique involves
training a segmentation model with a domain adaptation loss, which encourages
the feature representations of the source and target domains to be similar. For
further details about UDA, we recommend reading [39]. In the context of this
work, we mainly focus on adversarial training.

Adversarial training aims to minimize the domain discrepancy between the
source and target distributions in a GAN framework [13]. The distributions can
be aligned at the input [15], output [46], or patch [43] levels. For a GAN frame-
work, the architecture (see Step 2 in Figure 2) is composed of a feature extractor
(Eϕ2

), a label predictor (D1 and D2), a domain classifier (dρ), and a gradient
reversal layer (GRL) in between Eϕ2

and dρ. dρ is trained to classify the source
and target domains, while the segmentation model is trained to generate seg-
mentation maps that are domain indistinguishable. A high-dimensional feature
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vector x corresponding to input X can be obtained below.

Eϕ(X) = x (1)

In forward propagation, the GRL is implemented as an identity-mapping func-
tion while in back-propagation the GRL multiples the gradient calculated from
the domain-classification error by a negative scalar. This negative gradient is
propagated to the feature extractor. It can be formulated as below.

Rλ(x) = x (2)
dRλ

dx
= −λI (3)

x is the corresponding feature vector for input X obtained from Equation 1, I is
an identity matrix and Rλ is the GRL. To mitigate the impact of large domain
classification errors at the early stages of training, the value of λ is regulated
adaptively as given below where p stands for the number of elapsed epochs.

λ =
2

1 + e−λp
− 1 (4)

4 Methodology

4.1 Proposed Framework (CrackUDA)

We design CrackUDA, a two-step unsupervised domain adaptation approach
for binary segmentation of cracks (see Figure 2). Our model M comprises an
encoder Eϕk

, two domain-specific decoders D1 and D2 for predicting domain-
specific labels, and a discriminator network dρ which acts as a domain classifier.
The encoder Eϕk

consists of a set of shared domain-invariant parameters ϕi which
are universal to all domains and a set of domain-specific parameters ϕsk which
are exclusive to respective domains. Domain-invariant parameters learn common
features across all domains and domain-specific parameters learn domain-specific
features for the respective domains.

As shown in Figure 2, the first step involves learning a binary segmentation
M1 on the source dataset S. M1 is composed of decoder D1 and encoder Eϕ1

in which both ϕi and ϕs1 (domain-specific parameters for source dataset) are
trainable. In step 2, we add new domain-specific parameters, ϕs2 , to the new en-
coder Eϕ2

and a domain-specific decoder D2 and call this model M2. We follow
an alternating training strategy in which M2 is trained for binary segmenta-
tion followed by adversarial training through the discriminator dρ. This training
strategy enables our model to adapt to T while retaining its performance on S.

4.2 Optimization Strategy

For any given step k, the domain-specific layers ϕsk are trained only on the
softmax cross-entropy loss function over the label space of the source domain
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Dataset Size % of Crack Description

Crack500 [50] 3126 6.03 Collected using a smartphone
Rissbilder [1] 2736 2.70 Architectural Cracks
SDNET2018 [9] 1411 0 Non-crack images
Volker [45] 427 4.05 Cracks collected from pavements and buildings.
DeepCrack [30] 443 3.58 Cracks collected from pavements and buildings.
GAPS384 [11] 383 1.21 Cracks collected from pavements
BuildCrack (ours) 358 4.30 Building Cracks collected using a drone.
Masonry [8] 240 4.21 Contains crack in masonry walls
CrackTree200 [55] 175 0.31 Cracks collected from pavements and buildings.
CFD [19] 118 1.61 Urban road surface cracks
Ceramic [18] 100 2.05 Cracks on different colors and textures of ceramics.

Table 1. Quantitative comparison of existing datasets and our dataset. The datasets
mentioned above (except our new dataset) have been aggregated as CrackSeg9K [23].

S. The forward pass and the softmax cross-entropy loss function, ζ, can be
formulated as given below.

Dk(Eϕk
(Xj , ϕi, ϕsk)) = Ŷj (5)

LCE =
1

N

∑
Xj ,Yj∈S

ζ(Yj , Ŷj) (6)

In step 2, in addition to the cross-entropy loss, we use a regularization loss
LKLD to optimize the shared weights ϕi during the segmentation phase as given
in the equations below.

ŷ1j =M1(Xj , ϕi, ϕs1) (7)

ŷ2j =M2(Xj , ϕi, ϕs1) (8)

LKLD =
∑
Xj∈S

ψ(ŷ2j , ŷ
1
j ) (9)

where ŷ1j and ŷ2j are the softmax probability distributions maps ofM1 andM2

on samples from the source domain respectively and ψ is the KL-divergence loss
between the two probability distributions. The total loss for the segmentation
phase is given as below.

LTotal = λCE · LCE + λKLD · LKLD (10)

For the adversarial training phase, we use a binary cross-entropy loss, Ladv to
classify whether the feature vector obtained from Eϕ2 corresponds to an image
sample from the source or target domain. This loss function can be formulated
as given in the equations below.

dρ(Eϕ2
(Xj , ϕi, ϕs2)) = d̂j (11)

LBCE =
1

N

∑
Xj∈S,T

ω(dj , d̂j) (12)
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where ω is the binary cross-entropy loss, dj and d̂j are the true and predicted
domain labels and dρ is the discriminator network. dj is a binary variable that
indicates whether the sample is from the source or the target domain.

5 Implementation Details

5.1 Network Architecture

We use ERFNet [38] as the backbone for our network with the discriminator as
an FCN. The value of λ is updated as per Equation 4. The encoder comprises
residual-adapter blocks [14]. Each residual-adapter block has a set of domain-
invariant parameters (ϕi = {ϕw1, ϕw2}) and a set of domain-specific parameters
(ϕsk = {αw, αs, αb}). ϕw1 and ϕw2 are 3 × 3 convolutional layers of a residual
unit shared across all the domains. Domain-specific layers in the residual adapter
unit are of two kinds: Domain-specific parallel residual adapter layers (DS-RAP)
and domain-specific batch normalization layers (DS-BN). DS-RAP (αw) are 1×1
convolutional layers added to the shared convolutional layers in parallel. DS-BN
shifts and scales the normalized input as s · x+ b where αs and αb represent the
scaling and shifting parameters respectively.

5.2 Training

In step 1 (see Figure 2), we train M1 on the source domain S in a binary
segmentation setting. In step 2, we follow an alternating training strategy. We
first train M2 for binary segmentation for 10 epochs on S followed by adversarial
training on a mini-batch of an equal number of samples from S and T for 5
epochs. Overall, M2 is trained for 150 epochs. λCE and λKLD are set to 1
and 0.1 respectively. In Step 1, segmentation is performed on S for a total of
150 epochs. The Adam optimizer is utilized with a learning rate (LR) of 5e−4,
and a batch size of 8. In Step 2, segmentation is again performed on S for 10
epochs, employing the same optimizer, learning rate, and batch size as in Step
1. Additionally, an adversarial training step is introduced, involving both the
source (S) and target (T ) datasets. This adversarial training step is conducted
for 5 epochs. Training protocols have been summarized in Algorithm 1 and 2 in
the supplementary material. For both steps, the model checkpoints were saved
during training. For Step 2, The model checkpoints are saved only if there is an
increase in mIoU scores for both the source and target domains.

6 Experiments and Results

6.1 Datasets and Evaluation Metrics

We validate the performance of our approach using two datasets: CrackSeg9K
[23] and BuildCrack, the custom dataset that we introduce (see Figure 1). Build-
Crack has images with low contrast, occlusions, and shadows, which challenge
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Dataset
Excluded

Step 1 Step 2

Source
mIoU

Target mIoU Source
mIoU

Target mIoU

Dataset
Excluded

Build
Crack

Overall
(Excluded
+ Our)

Dataset
Excluded

Build
Crack

Overall
(Excluded
+ Our)

Mason 82.72 53.03 54.69 54.12 79.94 61.94 55.35 57.62
Ceramic 82.67 49.55 62.55 59.98 78.86 50.55 63.73 62.16
CFD 82.87 78.83 62.57 67.92 79.91 79.08 55.91 63.80
Crack500 83.30 56.84 62.58 57.27 78.33 79.24 54.16 78.10
CrackTree200 82.52 77.64 57.69 66.61 79.26 81.48 52.05 65.28
DeepCrack 82.24 78.92 59.61 72.78 78.61 82.55 59.02 74.71
GAPS 82.77 65.03 60.37 62.71 78.47 70.62 59.57 65.26
Rissbilder 82.90 71.92 57.02 70.19 79.97 78.33 55.36 75.40
Volker 82.64 75.20 57.80 69.98 79.77 76.80 57.60 70.40

Table 2. mIoU scores of CrackUDA (our approach) for steps 1 and 2 for sub-datasets
of CrackSeg9K and BuildCrack (our custom dataset). Here, Dataset Excluded is the
sub-dataset left out of training and validation sets of the source domain. This Dataset
Excluded is aggregated with our dataset to form the overall dataset. Source mIoU is the
performance of the network on the CrackSeg9K validation set excluding the mentioned
dataset. The results show that using an incremental learning strategy for UDA leads to
better performance in the target domain (see columns Dataset Excluded, Our Dataset,
and Overall for Step 2) without a severe drop in performance in the source domain.

Table 3. Comparison of mIoU scores on the validation set of CrackSeg9K and Build-
Crack (target dataset) with state-of-the-art UDA methods. * approaches did not con-
verge for our setting. Our approach achieves the best generalization performance.

DA Method Source (CrackSeg9k) Target (BuildCrack)

AdaptSegnet* [42] 47.53 48.47
MaxSquare (ICCV ’19) [3] 57.60 50.50

ADVENT* (CVPR ’19) [46] 47.51 48.47
IAST* (ECCV ’20) [33] 46.79 46.78

DAFormer* (CVPR ’22) [17] 47.54 48.47
DACS (WACV ’21) [41] 58.46 58.11
CBST * (ECCV ’18) [56] 47.53 48.47
ProDA (CVPR ’21) [53] 50.32 47.94
FADA (ECCV ’20) [47] 79.18 60.73

CrackUDA 79.83 63.43

the model’s robustness. CrackSeg9K is a culmination of smaller open-source
crack datasets (CFD [19], Masonry [8], Ceramic [18], Rissbilder [1], Volker [45],
SDNET2018 [9], DeepCrack [30], GAPS384 [11], Crack500 [50], and Crack-
Tree200 [55]) with more consistent labeling. Details regarding these 10 sub-
datasets can be found in Table 1. After removing duplicate images in the original
dataset of 9255 images, we divided the remaining 8513 images into 6794 training
images, and 1719 validation images. This ratio of 4:1 was maintained across all
sub-datasets to ensure an equal proportion of each sub-dataset in both the train-
ing and validation sets. Our dataset BuildCrack comprises 358 binary labeled
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Fig. 3. Qualitative results for CrackSeg9K validation set for CrackUDA and FADA [47].

Fig. 4. Qualitative results for BuildCrack for our network and FADA [47].

crack images collected using DJI Mavic Mini1. All the ground-truth labels in
both CrackSeg9K and BuildCrack have two class labels: background and crack.
We use all 358 BuildCrack images for training and validation. We use mean
Intersection-over-Union (mIoU) to evaluate the performance of our approach.

6.2 UDA Baselines

We evaluate the performance of our network (CrackUDA) against 8 state-of-the-
art UDA baselines and a state-of-the-art self-supervised UDA baseline in which
CrackSeg9K and our dataset (BuildCrack) are the source and target datasets
respectively. The performance of our approach and the baselines are reported on
the validation set of CrackSeg9K and all 358 images of the BuildCrack (see Table
3). [17,33,46,56] did not converge for this setting. Out of the baselines, FADA [47]
obtains the best mIoU score of 79.18 on the validation set of CrackSeg9K and
60.73 on our dataset. CrackUDA outperformed FADA by 0.65 and 2.7 mIoU on
the validation set of CrackSeg9K and the entire BuildCrack dataset respectively.
1 UAV specification details can be found at the official DJI website:

https://www.dji.com/mavic-mini

https://www.dji.com/mavic-mini
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Fig. 5. Some cases in which our approach does not perform well in CrackSeg9K and
BuildCrack.

6.3 Experiments on sub-datasets of CrackSeg9K

We conduct experiments on sub-datasets of CrackSeg9K, systematically exclud-
ing one sub-dataset at a time from both the training and validation sets of the
source domain S during the two-step process. This exclusion preserves the 4:1
ratio between training and validation sets, maintaining the proportion of sam-
ples within each subset. The excluded dataset, combined with BuildCrack, forms
the target dataset T . Table 2 presents the mIoU scores obtained on the source
dataset, excluded dataset, BuildCrack, and the new target dataset (excluded
dataset + BuildCrack). The results show a significant increase in mIoU scores
for the excluded datasets in Step 2. We observe an mIoU increase of 8.91 for
Masonry, 0.99 for Ceramic, 0.25 for CFD, 22.4 for Crack500, 3.84 for Crack-
Tree200, 3.63 for DeepCrack, 5.59 for GAPS, 6.41 for Rissbilder, and 1.60 for
Volker. This demonstrates the generalization capabilities of our approach across
target domains without notable decline in performance on the source domain. A
comparison of our approach against a state-of-the-art supervised approach and
performance impact due to switching source and target domains can be found
in the supplementary material.

6.4 Ablation Studies

In step 2 of our approach, we use LKLD to optimize the shared parameters
ϕi through the softmax probability maps obtained from the domain-specific de-
coders. Our experiments show that removing this loss from step 2 leads to a 9.93
mIoU drop for the target dataset and a 0.84 mIoU drop for the source dataset
(‘2 Step w/o KLD’ in Table 4). This shows that optimizing for the shared pa-
rameters ϕi in step 2 helps the network learn common features of the source and
target domain leading to better generalization across both domains. Next, we
show that disabling adversarial training in step 2 leads to a 0.84 mIoU drop in
the source dataset and a 1.61 mIoU drop in the target dataset (referred to as 2
Step w/o GRL in Table 4). Intuitively, GRL plays a significant role in adapting



12 K. Srivastava et al.

Method LKLD GRL CrackSeg9K BuildCrack
1 Step × × 82.17 60.44

2 Step w/o GRL × 78.99 61.82
2 Step w/o KLD × 78.99 53.5

2 Step 79.83 63.43
Table 4. Ablation study on the contribution of each component of CrackUDA for the
validation set of CrackSeg9K (source domain) and BuildCrack (target domain) setting.

the network to unlabeled target data. Overall, these ablation studies indicate
that our proposed network with GRL and LKLD leads to the best overall per-
formance on both the source and target domains. Analysis of the impact of λCE

and λKLD can be found in the supplementary material.

7 Conclusion

We propose CrackUDA, a novel two-step incremental Unsupervised Domain
Adaptation (UDA) approach to address the challenging task of crack segmenta-
tion in civil structures. Our approach stands out from existing UDA methods by
effectively addressing the issue of catastrophic forgetting through simultaneous
learning of domain-invariant and domain-specific representations. Our experi-
mental results demonstrate notable improvements, with 0.65 mIoU and 2.7 mIoU
improvement on the source and target domains. Furthermore, we showcase the
generalization capabilities of our approach across various sub-datasets of Crack-
Seg9K, and BuildCrack, our custom-created dataset. By providing an effective
solution through incremental UDA, our work makes significant contributions to
crack localization and structural health assessment in civil engineering. Addi-
tionally, our approach could serve as a benchmark to the research community
focusing on unsupervised domain adaptation for semantic segmentation.

Acknowledgement: The authors acknowledge the financial support provided
by IHUB, IIIT Hyderabad to carry out this research work under the project:
IIIT-H/IHub/Project/Mobility/2021-22/M2-003.
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