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Abstract

This paper addresses the domain adaptation challenge
for semantic segmentation in medical imaging. Despite the
impressive performance of recent foundational segmenta-
tion models like SAM on natural images, they struggle with
medical domain images. Beyond this, recent approaches
that perform end-to-end fine-tuning of models are simply
not computationally tractable. To address this, we pro-
pose a novel SAM adapter approach that minimizes the
number of trainable parameters while achieving compara-
ble performances to full fine-tuning. The proposed SAM
adapter is strategically placed in the mask decoder, offer-
ing excellent and broad generalization capabilities and im-
proved segmentation across both fully supervised and test-
time domain adaptation tasks. Extensive validation on four
datasets showcases the adapter’s efficacy, outperforming
existing methods while training less than 1% of SAM’s total
parameters.

1. Introduction

Domain adaptation for semantic segmentation in med-
ical imaging is vital to ensure that models perform effec-
tively across different domains (e.g., different medical cen-
ters or different scanning protocols). This is critical for the
practical deployment of these models in real-world med-
ical settings where training data is often collected over a
limited number of sites or settings but needs to generalize
broadly. In the context of medical imaging, two domain
adaptation settings are particularly interesting: (1) fully su-
pervised, where a general model is fine-tuned with source
domain images and annotations in the hope it generalizes
to a target domain, and (2) test-time adaptation whereby a
single target domain image is available to fine-tune a gen-
eral model. While the former case needs to generalize the
model to other domains via fine-tuning, the latter adapts the

RETOUCH MRI HQSeg-44k

Figure 1. Predictions of the proposed method on three of the four
studied datasets: Retouch [2], MRI [25], and HQSeg-44k [14].
For the medical datasets, we show the training domain on the top
row and a different domain on the bottom (Specralis and Cirrus for
Retouch, BMC and UCL for MRI). For HQSeg-44k, both images
come from HRSOD [45].

general model to a specific test time case. In this paper, we
consider both cases.

At the same time, recent foundational segmentation
models, such as Segment Anything Model (SAM) [15] or
Segment-Everything-Everywhere Model (SEEM) [51], ac-
cept prompts of different input types to yield impressive
zero-shot segmentation performance. Despite their capa-
bilities on natural images, they fail to demonstrate similar
prowess with medical domain images [46]. Medical im-
ages present unique challenges due to their inherent char-
acteristics: typically lower contrast compared to natural im-
ages, the potential for the object of interest to blend with the
background in terms of color, and segmentation masks with
potentially irregular morphologies. Other medical modali-
ties, such as MRI or CT, are 3D instead of 2D, and adding
such information to existing architectures is not straight-
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forward. Researchers have addressed these limitations by
fully fine-tuning the model end-to-end specifically for med-
ical data [28, 48]. However, this approach incurs signifi-
cant computational and memory costs, and the actual ben-
efit from training end-to-end is in question, as pre-trained
models on natural images often transfer to medical im-
ages [34, 44]. Moreover, while this approach may offer
a temporary workaround, the ongoing expansion of mod-
els and the scarcity of medical data present persistent chal-
lenges. These factors suggest that end-to-end training of
future models may only be feasible for entities with ample
resources.

In response to this challenge, we have witnessed the
emergence of Parameter Efficient Fine-Tuning (PEFT)
methods. These techniques aim to minimize the number
of trainable parameters while achieving comparable perfor-
mance to full fine-tuning [12, 23, 29, 32, 42]. Originally de-
veloped within the domain of Natural Language Processing
(NLP), these techniques are now experiencing rapid evo-
lution, driven by the emergence of increasingly large lan-
guage models. This trend is fueled by the impractical train-
ing times associated with these larger models, necessitating
more efficient fine-tuning strategies [9, 20, 26].

Another aspect of medical data lies in its variety of do-
mains stemming from the vast diversity of acquisition pro-
tocols and devices. It remains uncertain whether a model
trained on specific device settings will exhibit comparable
performance on a different domain, even when confronted
with the same image modality. Therefore, developing a
model capable of generalizing over unseen domains is in-
valuable, not only for practical reasons but also because re-
training a model on a different domain would necessitate
further certification of the new model. In this line, recent
efforts have been devoted to Test-Time Domain Adaptation
for semantic segmentation [13, 38], a scenario in which a
trained model is fine-tuned for a single sample.

We propose a novel SAM adapter that offers excellent
and broad generalization capabilities due to its strategic
placement in the mask decoder while simultaneously yield-
ing improved segmentation across both fully supervised and
test-time domain adaptation tasks. Our adapter is simple in
nature and leverages the pre-trained model that inherently
contains domain knowledge. Consequently, neither the im-
age encoder nor the mask decoder require significant pa-
rameter updates during the adaptation phase. By making
this design choice, we significantly decrease the number of
trainable parameters compared to existing methods, mak-
ing it highly efficient and easy to train. We extensively val-
idate our approach across three medical datasets and one
natural image dataset. In addition, we provide comprehen-
sive ablation studies that explore the impact of our design
choices. Our results demonstrate that the SAM Decoder
Adapter (SAM-DA) outperforms general methods such as

LoRA [12] and HQ-SAM [14], and also medical-specific
methods (e.g. Med-SA [39]) on both fully supervised seg-
mentation and test-time domain adaptation. Particularly
noteworthy is that this superior performance is achieved by
training less than 1% of the total SAM parameters.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

• We propose an adapter for SAM based on previous
LLM literature. We position it in the decoder, signifi-
cantly reducing parameters and training time.

• We validate our setting on two tasks: domain general-
ization and test-time domain adaptation.

• Our experiments show that the proposed adapter
achieves better generalization than other encoder-
focused PEFT methods.

2. Related work
2.1. Parameter-Efficient Fine-Tuning

Parameter Efficient Fine-Tuning (PEFT) methods have
emerged as a response to the increasing model size. These
techniques aim to minimize the number of trainable pa-
rameters while achieving comparable performance to full
fine-tuning. By training only a subset of parameters, PEFT
methods aim to retain the knowledge of the base model
when trained on a secondary task, thereby mitigating issues
like catastrophic forgetting and overfitting, especially when
dealing with smaller target datasets. The landscape of PEFT
methodologies is vast [42], with LoRA [12] standing out as
a resilient method over time. LoRA incorporates two train-
able low-rank matrices for weight updates. Specifically, it
employs a down-projection matrix and an up-projection ma-
trix alongside the query, key, and value matrices within the
attention layer of the transformer.

Others have envisioned adaptation methods that func-
tion as plugins for large models. These emerged along with
large-scale models in the Natural Language Processing lit-
erature [10] and have subsequently spread to other fields of
Deep Learning. The fundamental concept underlying these
methods is to insert a module with few parameters into the
base model and solely update those while maintaining the
pre-trained model frozen. Initially pioneered by the Adapter
framework [10], this approach inserts such modules sequen-
tially after the self-attention layer in all transformer lay-
ers. Since then, various other methodologies have emerged,
with adaptations in the position of the adapter [23, 29, 32].
This evolution has also transpired in semantic segmenta-
tion, where large models are beginning to establish their
significance [4,5]. The medical domain presents formidable
challenges and has witnessed recent advancements, exem-
plified by works like Medical SAM Adapter [39]. Here,
Wu et al. develop three methods in increasing complex-
ity: firstly, they incorporate a traditional adapter into the



image encoder; secondly, they extend adapter functional-
ity to accommodate 3D images by duplicating certain lay-
ers; finally, they propose a prompt-conditioned adaptation
approach. More recently, [14] proposes a method to im-
prove the quality of SAM segmentation masks via a learn-
able High-Quality Output Token injected into SAM’s de-
coder that receives features from the ViT image encoder.

Lastly, certain methods leverage the tokenization pro-
cess of LLMs and implement PEFT with prompt tuning [18,
41, 49, 50]. One such method, LLaMA-Adapter [49],
was explicitly developed to fine-tune LLaMA [36] into an
instruction-following model. Specifically, in the higher
transformer layers of LLaMA, they append a set of train-
able, zero-initialized adaptation prompts as a prefix to the
input instruction tokens.

2.2. Domain Adaptation for Semantic Segmentation

Domain adaptation has a rich history owing to its practi-
cal utility in reducing annotation requirements in unseen do-
mains. Techniques like Unsupervised Domain Adaptation
aim to do so without target labels [3,8,11], Source Free Do-
main Adaptation restricts the task even more by removing
access to the source domain annotated data [17,40,47], and
Test-Time Domain Adaptation (TTDA) focuses on a setting
in which data is received online and the model has to adapt
per sample [13, 38]. Large models aim to mitigate the need
for domain adaptation by training on extensive datasets, al-
lowing them to generalize to unseen domains from others
that are present in the dataset [31]. To our knowledge, the
effectiveness of these approaches when applied to SAM has
not been extensively investigated, with only a few studies
such as [47] exploring this area. In this work, the authors
propose a weakly supervised self-training architecture to
enhance the robustness and computation efficiency of the
adaptation.

3. Method
We propose a simple, lightweight adapter for the Seg-

ment Anything Model (SAM) [15] that draws inspiration
from adaptation techniques in the NLP literature.

3.1. Segment Anything Model

SAM consists of three primary components: an image
encoder, a prompt encoder, and a mask decoder. The image
encoder is a standard MAE pre-trained Vision Transformer
(ViT) [7] that transforms the input image into an embed-
ding space. The prompt encoder takes either sparse (points,
boxes) or dense (masks) annotation formats and produces
encoded prompts. Both the image embedding and the en-
coded prompts are fed to the mask decoder, which con-
sists of a transformer block with a mask prediction head.
The transformer block applies two layers of two-way cross-
attention operations acting on the image and the prompt em-

beddings. The result of the transformer is upsampled with
an MLP and then fed to a linear classifier, which predicts
the final segmentation mask.

3.2. SAM Decoder Adapter

The LLaMA-Adapter [49] is an adaptation method orig-
inally introduced to finetune pre-trained LLMs such as
LLaMA [36]. In the context of language generation, this
adapter introduces a set of learnable adaptation prompts at
the higher layers of the LLaMA transformer, and prepends
them to the word tokens before the attention operations.

Our approach brings the idea of prompt-based adaptation
from NLP to SAM. We introduce a new learnable adapta-
tion prompt Aℓ ∈ RN×D at each layer ℓ of the mask de-
coder’s transformer. The adaptation prompts are used to
compute correction factors that modify the embeddings of
the transformer without retraining its parameters. Formally,
let Tℓ ∈ RM×D be the embeddings obtained as the output of
the cross-attention operation at layer ℓ. We feed Aℓ and Tℓ

to an additional attention block, where the embeddings Tℓ

act as queries and the adapter weights Aℓ act as keys and
values,

Qℓ = Linearqℓ(Tℓ) ∈ RM×Dk , (1)

Kℓ = Linearkℓ (Aℓ) ∈ RN×Dk , (2)
Vℓ = Linearvℓ (Aℓ) ∈ RN×Dv . (3)

The attention scores are calculated as usual,

Sℓ = softmax

Å
QℓK

T
ℓ√

Dv

ã
Vℓ ∈ RM×Dv , (4)

and projected back to the model dimension D with a lin-
ear layer, S′

ℓ = Linearoℓ(Sℓ). The result S′
ℓ serves as the

correction factor of the original embeddings,

T ′
ℓ = Lineartℓ(Tℓ + gℓ · S′

ℓ), (5)

where the learnable gating factor gℓ ∈ R is initialized to 0
to ensure no disruption during the early stages of adaptation
learning. Therefore, T ′

ℓ substitutes the previous dense em-
beddings Tℓ as the input for the two-way attention block in
the next layer ℓ+ 1. The entire procedure is summarized in
Fig. 2.

We note that this approach could potentially be imple-
mented within the model’s encoder. However, we delib-
erately decided not to pursue this route for two main rea-
sons: (1) the image representation generated by the encoder
is already high-quality due to a pre-trained model on simi-
lar data, and (2) any modifications to the encoder’s parame-
ters may necessitate retraining of the mask decoder as well.
Given our objective of reducing the number of parameters,
we confine the implementation solely to the decoder. In
Sec. 5.3, we show experimentally how the location of the
adapter affects the model’s performance.



Two way attention block
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Figure 2. Illustration of the proposed adaptation for SAM Decoder in layer ℓ. In each layer, the adaptation embeddings Aℓ are fed along
with the dense embeddings Tℓ to the trainable zero-initialized attention module, where the dense embeddings Tℓ act as queries and the
adaption Aℓ, as keys and values. Then, the resulting tokens Sℓ are projected back to the model dimension with a linear layer (omitted in
the figure) and finally combined with the decoder embeddings via a trainable gating parameter gℓ and a linear MLP, resulting in T ′

ℓ , which
substitutes the previous dense embeddings. A detailed neural circuit diagram [1] can be found in the supplementary material.

4. Experimental setup
The following section details our experimental setup and

compares our approach to several baselines. We apply our
method to two scenarios: fully-supervised semantic seg-
mentation and test-time domain adaptation (TTDA) for se-
mantic segmentation on four datasets.

4.1. Datasets

We validate our approach on one natural image dataset
and three medical cross-device/site datasets:

• Retouch [2]: Retinal OCT volumes from three de-
vices - Cirrus, Spectralis, and Topcon devices - includ-
ing segmentation masks for three biological markers:
IRF, SRF, and PED. We use “Spectralis” dataset as the
source and “Cirrus” dataset as the target domain.

• MRI [24, 25]: Prostate MRI scans from various sites
with different devices showing prostate capsule seg-
mentation at various cancer stages. We extract subsets
from Boston Medical Center (BMC) and University
College London (UCL). “BMC” serves as the source
domain, while “UCL” is the target.

• WMH [16]: Brain MRI scans from three sites: NUHS
Singapore, UMC Utrecht, and VU Amsterdam, with
White Matter Hyperintensities and other pathologies
segmented. We extract FLAIR axial slices contain-
ing segmentation. We sample volumes from “UMC
Utrecht” and “NUHS Singapore” as the source and tar-
get domain, respectively.

• HQSeg-44K [14] contains a collection of datasets
for training and testing. For training, data is taken
from DIS [33] (train set), ThinObject-5K [21] (train

set), FSS-1000 [19], ECSSD [35], MSRA10K [6]
and DUT-OMRON [43]. The models are tested on
a collection of four datasets: DIS [33] (validation
set), ThinObject-5K [21] (test set), COIFT [21], and
HRSOD [45]. These datasets contain fine-grained
mask labels of natural images and together they add
up to more than 1,000 semantic classes.

In all cases, we use the source domain as the only domain
for the fully supervised experiments. Since HQSeg-44K
contains natural images with no clear domain shift, we do
not report results for generalization and domain adaptation
on this dataset. We report all the results on separate test
sets, following hyperparameter fine-tuning on a validation
set and repeating each experiment four times. Table 1 de-
scribes the size of the training, validation, and test splits for
each dataset and domain.

4.2. Baselines

We compare our adapter against four alternative tech-
niques. Among these, three are prominent examples of con-
temporary state-of-the-art approaches: LoRA [12], Med-
SA [39] and HQ-SAM [14]. The remaining methods in-
volve completely fine-tuning the model and solely fine-
tuning the decoder while keeping the encoder frozen. It is
important to acknowledge that certain methods alter the im-
age embedding as they are integrated within the encoder.
To ensure equitable comparisons, we train both the adapter
and the mask decoder in these cases. We use SAM with
the ViT-B/16 [7] variant of the Vision Transformer as the
encoder, pre-trained with MedSAM [28] weights for all our
experiments on medical datasets and the official SAM pre-
training weights for HQSeg-44K. All the baseline methods
use the SAM architecture, and LoRA weights are placed in
the encoder.



Dataset Domains Training Validation Test

Retouch Spectralis 1,773 591 480
Cirrus 3,765 1,255 1,252

MRI BMC 177 92 93
UCL 82 41 41

WMH Utrecht 4,260 1,065 1,255
Singapore 3,560 890 1,105

HQSeg-44k - 44,320 1,537

Table 1. Number of images for each dataset per split. Since HQSeg-44K is a combination of datasets, it uses the same set for validation
and testing.

4.3. Fully Supervised Training Experiments

Here, we evaluate SAM Decoder Adapter through fully
supervised semantic segmentation training on individual
images and evaluate the models on the same training do-
main and a different domain. We use AdamW [27] opti-
mizer in all cases with a loss that combines a mask predic-
tion loss and a IoU prediction loss. The mask prediction
loss is a linear combination of Dice loss [30] and Cross En-
tropy loss in a 0.8:0.2 ratio. The IoU prediction loss is used
to train the IoU prediction head of SAM. It is computed as
the MSE between the IoU prediction of SAM and the IoU
of the predicted mask with the ground truth mask. As re-
ported in [15], using this IoU prediction loss with a weight
of 1.0 increases performance slightly. Other hyperparame-
ters are fine-tuned with the validation set whenever possible
(Retouch, MRI, and WMH). For HQSeg-44k, we use the
same hyperparameters as described in HQ-SAM [14]. Our
adapter uses N = 2 tokens and dimension D = 512. The
dimensions of the attention module are Dv = Dk = 256.

4.4. Test-Time Domain Adaptation Experiments

Test-time domain adaptation (TTDA) refers to a scenario
in which a model receives unlabeled data during inference
from a dataset with a data distribution that differs from that
on which it was trained. Accordingly, the model must adapt
on a sample-by-sample basis, attempting to extract the max-
imum amount of information from each data point. In these
experiments, we assume that the domain shift between the
source and target distributions is due solely to differences in
the acquisition device and, therefore, that the class seman-
tics and number of classes remain unchanged. This scenario
is not hypothetical in clinical practice: a model trained to
detect biological markers with a specific configuration of
the image acquisition device can be required to adapt to
a new configuration, but the underlying detection scheme
(number and semantics of classes) will remain the same.

We adopt a conventional training approach centered on
entropy minimization per sample, leveraging the most con-

fident samples [37]. Then, we enforce proximity between
the output and initial predictions through a regularization
term incorporating focal loss [22] and dice loss, follow-
ing [47]. Finally, for Retouch, we introduce a contrastive
term within the volume. Negative slices are sampled dis-
tantly from the anchor, while positive slices are nearby. We
optimize the contribution of each term to the final loss for
every method and dataset on the validation set, as well as
the number of iterations. We zero-initialize the adapter of
the Med-SA baseline, ensuring that it does not affect the
model predictions before adaptation. Due to the challenge
of zero-initializing HQ-SAM, we omit it from these experi-
ments.

Note that the adapter that we propose in this paper is
agnostic to the test-time domain adaptation algorithm. For
this reason, we opt to use a simple training approach that
will not shade the adapter’s capabilities. Furthermore, com-
parisons are only carried out against other adapters and
PEFT methods. Comparing against different test-time do-
main adaptation techniques would be out of the scope of the
present work.

5. Results
5.1. Full Supervision

Table 2 presents a comparison of the IoU scores achieved
by SAM Decoder Adapter (SAM-DA) against alternative
baselines across four datasets in the fully supervised task.
Our approach consistently delivers comparable or superior
results to full fine-tuning despite employing only a fraction
of the trainable parameters. Notably, the number of training
images influences the model’s final performance: the BMC
domain in the MRI dataset, with the fewest samples across
all datasets, showcases significant performance improve-
ment with our adapter compared to other methods. With
fewer parameters, SAM Decoder Adapter is less suscepti-
ble to overfit to the training set, thereby retaining valuable
knowledge from the pre-trained weights. This effect dimin-
ishes as the dataset size increases, where the advantage of



Retouch - Spectralis MRI - BMC WMH - Utrecht HQSeg-44K Learnable Params (M)

Fine-Tuning 76.0±0.6 85.9±1.5 43.5±0.9 76.0±0.3 90.60

Decoder FT 42.8±2.0 71.9±2.6 40.8±0.3 80.9±0.3 3.92
LoRA [12] 74.1±1.1 83.7±1.3 43.1±0.5 83.1±0.3* 4.07
Med-SA [39] 75.0±1.2* 84.3±1.9* 44.7±0.7 83.8±0.4 11.03
HQ-SAM [14] 52.4±2.1 76.5±1.5 40.9±0.6 79.2±0.2 1.07

SAM-DA 75.4±0.6 86.2±1.5 44.2±0.3* 79.6±0.4 0.66

Table 2. IoU scores for the full supervision task. Variances are computed over four trained models tested on the testing set. Bold numbers
indicate the best adapter. Asterisks indicate the second best. Learnable parameters refer to the number of parameters that are trained for
each method.

the adapter over competitive baselines is less evident. Fig. 3
shows qualitative results of our adapter.

Due to the substantial number of images in HQSeg-
44K [14], this dataset can be considered quite distinct. With
44k training images, encoder-adaptation methods are ex-
pected to outperform decoder-only approaches due to their
higher number of parameters. Our method achieves an IoU
score of 79.6 on this dataset, falling behind LoRA and Med-
SA (with an average IoU of 83.5). However, it surpasses
other decoder-only adapters like HQ-SAM, which achieves
an IoU of 79.2. These results are the average over the four
testing sets in HQSeg-44K (see supplementary material for
further figures).

5.2. Domain Generalization

One of the primary strengths of SAM lies in its ability
to zero-shot transfer thanks to its extensive pre-training cor-
pus. We investigate in Table 3 whether this capability is
retained after the adaptation by testing the methods from
Table 2 on previously unseen domains within each medical
dataset. SAM Decoder Adapter demonstrates statistically
significant superiority in zero-shot generalization compared
to other methods that primarily focus on traditional encoder
adaptation, such as Med-SA and LoRA, and shows on-par
performance to fine-tuning in the low-data regime. See sup-
plementary material for qualitative results of our adapter
compared to two baselines on the generalization domains.

5.3. Ablation studies

We attribute the significant generalization capability of
our method to its focus on adapting the decoder only,
and prove it by applying it to the encoder. Unlike other
approaches that prioritize encoder adaptation, necessitat-
ing decoder training, our method leverages pre-trained
weights, yielding an already proficient decoder. The Vision
Transformer-type architecture used in the backbone of SAM
facilitates the seamless integration of the proposed adapter
into the encoder with minimal adjustments compared to the
configuration depicted in Fig. 2. We adopt the approach out-

Retouch -
Cirrus

MRI -
UCL

WMH -
Singapore

Fine-Tuning 65.4±5.1 80.9±1.1 40.1±0.9

Decoder FT 27.0±0.7 70.4±0.8 35.8±0.95

LoRA [12] 56.0±5.6 75.9±1.5 37.3±1.0

Med-SA [39] 61.7±3.5 75.8±7.0 38.8±1.2

HQ-SAM [14] 30.8±0.4 75.8±3.7 35.9±0.7

SAM-DA 70.2±3.1 80.6±1.0 39.6±0.7

Table 3. Domain generalization results on an unseen domain (IoU
score). Variances are computed over four trained models tested on
the testing set.

Retouch -
Spectralis

MRI -
BMC

WMH -
Utrecht

HQSeg-
44K

Decoder 75.4±0.6 86.2±1.5 44.2±0.3 79.6±0.4

Encoder 75.8±1.0 84.6±2.2 40.7±0.3 80.8±0.3

Table 4. Ablation study evaluating two adapter locations. IoU
scores for full supervision. Variances are computed over four
trained models tested on the testing set.

lined in [49] to position the adapter within the encoder, fo-
cusing on adapting only the last layers. Additionally, we uti-
lize all image embeddings as queries for the attention mod-
ule and fine-tune the decoder, following the setting from
LoRA and Med-SA. ViT-B comprises 12 blocks, and we
modify the last 10 blocks in our adaptation approach. This
adaptation strategy allocates 17.7M trainable parameters to
the encoder adaptation, in addition to 3.9M parameters in
the decoder.

Tables 4 and 5 illustrate the impact of adapting the en-
coder layers compared to the proposed method. With re-
spect to fully supervised performance, the results in Table 4
confirm the previous finding that adapting the decoder has
diminished returns as the dataset size increases, with Re-
touch and HQSeg showing significantly higher performance



with encoder adaptation. On the other hand, Table 5 shows
that locating the adapter in the decoder improves generaliza-
tion on unseen domains, especially in the case of Retouch
and WMH datasets, where we see a gain of 8.5% and 13.8%
in IoU score, respectively.

Retouch -
Cirrus

MRI -
UCL

WMH -
Singapore

Decoder 70.2±3.1 80.6±1.0 39.6±0.7

Encoder 64.7±6.8 80.4±1.4 34.8±0.6

Table 5. Ablation study of two adapter locations. Application of
trained models to zero-shot domain generalization. The variance
was obtained over four trained models tested on the testing set.

Tables 6 and 7 show the impact of the dimension of the
adaptation prompt Aℓ on the performance. The results do
not suggest that the size of the adaptation prompt impacts
the full supervision or the zero-shot generalization perfor-
mance for the medical datasets significantly. For HQSeg-
44K, however, the drop in performance when the size is
increased is blatant. This is in line with the previous ob-
servation that decoder-only methods cannot trace encoder-
decoder approaches in large datasets, and further adding pa-
rameters only promotes overfitting to the training set.

5.4. Test-Time Domain Adaptation

Due to the low number of trainable parameters, test-time
domain adaptation is the ideal setting to test how much an
adapter can affect the performance of a single test sam-
ple. We show in Table 8 that our adapter performs better
than other baselines in most cases. For MRI, the increase
in trainable parameters already in LoRA hurts the initial
model and decreases its IoU score after only five iterations.
Comparing fine-tuning against other approaches in said Ta-
ble, we see that the addition of parameters penalizes perfor-
mance. A higher number of parameters increases the capac-
ity of the model and, therefore, its ability to learn. However,
this is a double-edged sword in test-time domain adaptation,
as the network may also learn noise or characteristics of the
data that are not representative. This behavior is exacer-
bated in unsupervised learning done via entropy minimiza-

Retouch -
Spectralis

MRI -
BMC

WMH -
Utrecht

HQ-Seg

512 75.4±0.6 86.2±1.5 44.2±0.3 79.6±0.4

1024 75.8±0.8 85.6±1.6 40.5±3.8 71.6±2.8

2048 76.3±0.8 85.2±1.7 39.0±4.7 70.2±2.3

Table 6. Ablation study for the size of the adapter embeddings.
IoU scores for full supervision. Variances are computed over four
trained models tested on the testing set.

Retouch -
Cirrus

MRI -
UCL

WMH -
Singapore

512 70.2±3.1 80.6±1.0 39.6±0.7

1024 69.4±1.3 79.8±1.3 38.7±3.1

2048 69.2±1.2 80.2±1.1 35.5±3.4

Table 7. Ablation study for the size of the adapter embeddings.
Application of trained models to zero-shot domain generalization.
The variance was obtained over four trained models tested on the
testing set.

Retouch -
Cirrus

MRI -
UCL

WMH -
Singapore

Fine-Tuning 61.2 80.2 39.6
Decoder FT 66.9 80.8 40.4
LoRA [12] 67.0 80.7 40.3
Med-SA [39] 63.3 80.7 40.4

SAM-DA 67.5 81.1 40.4

Table 8. Test-time domain adaptation results (IoU score). Due to
the challenge of zero-initializing HQ-SAM, we omit it from these
experiments.

tion, where the signal is intrinsically noisy. Our method,
however, shows strong results in all three cases.

In Fig. 4, we compare two runs for Retouch and MRI
between our adapter and LoRA (the second best) after five
iterations.

6. Conclusion
In this work, we propose a SAM Decoder Adapter for

semantic segmentation that introduces negligible overhead.
We achieve this by using a lean approach, using the image
embeddings in the decoder as queries in the attention mod-
ules of the adapter, and combining the result before the next
two-way attention layer. We outperform the mask predic-
tion quality of state-of-the-art methods and show that zero-
shot generalization capabilities are improved. Furthermore,
we evaluate our method on a more challenging task, Test-
Time Domain Adaptation, and show its superiority against
other large model adapters. With extensive ablation stud-
ies, we explain the design choices behind this simple yet
powerful adapter.
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Figure 3. Qualitative results on eight randomly selected in-domain test samples.

Initial prediction Adapter Ground Truth Ground TruthLoRA AdapterInitial prediction

Retouch - Cirrus MRI - UCL

LoRA

30.8 30.2 44.0

18.6 17.8 39.7

72.7 76.6 76.8

73.2 76.1 76.6

Figure 4. Qualitative and quantitative results on Retouch and MRI datasets for the proposed model and LoRA. For reference, each image
includes its IoU score after five TTDA iterations.
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A. Implementation details
Figure 5 shows the architecture of our adapter (Aℓ) as a neural diagram (introduced in [1]). It is combined with the

embeddings Tℓ in an attention module in which Tℓ act as queries and the adapter weights Aℓ act as keys and values.
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Figure 5. Neural circuit diagram for the proposed SAM-Decoder-Adapter

B. Further results
Table 9 shows the IoU of all the methods on the four different subsets that compose HQSeg-44K [14]. Encoder Adapter

and Decoder Adapter represent our proposed methods with two different placements of the adapter (encoder and decoder,
respectively). Due to the high number of images, we see that adaption methods with a higher number of parameters, such as
LoRA, outperform smaller ones, such as HQ-SAM or our SAM Adapter.

COIFT HRSOD ThinObject5k DIS5K

Fine-Tuning 82.07±0.58 79.44±0.14 79.32±0.33 63.33±0.34

Decoder FT 84.91±0.58 82.46±0.14 84.54±0.33 71.61±0.34

LoRA 86.01±0.19 84.50±0.18 87.86±0.26 74.22±0.52

Med-SA 85.74±0.15 83.94±0.73 89.83±0.31 75.69±0.28

HQ-SAM 84.17±0.20 81.41±0.26 81.41±0.12 69.88±0.12

Encoder Adapter 84.82±0.26 82.41±0.30 84.61±0.15 71.41±0.42

Decoder Adapter 84.61±0.28 81.81±0.50 82.73±0.10 69.24±0.56

Table 9. IoU of all the methods on the different subsets that compose HQSeg-44K. Variance has been obtained over four trained models on
the validation set

Figure 6 shows qualitative results on three test samples selected randomly from the untrained domains (Cirrus for Re-
touch [2], UCL for MRI [24, 25], and NUHS Singapore for WMH [16]).

Tables 10 and 11 show the impact of the dimension of the adaption prompt Aℓ on the performance.

Retouch - Spectralis MRI - BMC WMH - Utrecht HQ-Seg

512 75.4±0.6 86.2±1.5 44.2±0.3 79.6±0.4

1024 75.8±0.8 85.6±1.6 40.5±3.8 71.6±2.8

2048 76.3±0.8 85.2±1.7 39.0±4.7 70.2±2.3

Table 10. Ablation study for the size of the adapter embeddings. IoU scores for full supervision. Variances are computed over four trained
models tested on the testing set.
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Figure 6. Qualitative results on three randomly selected test samples from domain generalization subsets

Retouch - Cirrus MRI - UCL WMH - Singapore

512 70.2±3.1 80.6±1.0 39.6±0.7

1024 69.4±1.3 79.8±1.3 38.7±3.1

2048 69.2±1.2 80.2±1.1 35.5±3.4

Table 11. Ablation study for the size of the adapter embeddings. Application of trained models to zero-shot domain generalization. The
variance was obtained over four trained models tested on the testing set.

C. Statistical Analysis
To evaluate the statistical significance of performance differences between Med-SA [39] and SAM-DA on the fully super-

vised task, we conducted a paired t-test on image-wise mIoU scores obtained from both methods on the Retouch-Spectralis
dataset. The test was conducted under the null hypothesis that Med-SA and SAM-DA achieve the same mean mIoU across
images. A p-value of p < 0.01 was obtained, providing sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis and indicating a
significant performance difference between the methods.

As each image may contain a unique subset of classes, image-wise mIoU scores are not directly comparable across images,
and the application of this paired t-test is not completely justified from a theoretical standpoint. However, this approach was
selected as the most feasible option among available alternatives, despite its limitations. Alternative paired t-test methods
were considered but ultimately dismissed as unworkable. For instance, conducting a t-test over multiple random seeds per
model would have required more than 100 seeds to reach a statistical power of 0.9, which was impractical. A pixel-level paired
t-test was also ruled out due to the high correlation between pixels within images, which would likely yield an artificially low
and unreliable p-value.
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