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Abstract

Crack Segmentation in industrial concrete surfaces is a chal-
lenging task because cracks usually exhibit intricate mor-
phology with slender appearances. Traditional segmentation
methods often struggle to accurately locate such cracks, lead-
ing to inefficiencies in maintenance and repair processes. In
this paper, we propose a novel diffusion-based model with a
cross-conditional encoder-decoder, named CrossDiff, which
is the first to introduce the diffusion probabilistic model
for the crack segmentation task. Specifically, CrossDiff inte-
grates a cross-encoder and a cross-decoder into the diffusion
model to constitute a cross-shaped diffusion model structure.
The cross-encoder enhances the ability to retain crack de-
tails and the cross-decoder helps extract the semantic features
of cracks. As a result, CrossDiff can better handle slender
cracks. Extensive experiments were conducted on five chal-
lenging crack datasets including CFD, CrackTree200, Deep-
Crack, GAPs384, and Rissbilder. The results demonstrate that
the proposed CrossDiff model achieves impressive perfor-
mance, outperforming other state-of-the-art methods by 8.0%
in terms of both Dice score and IoU. The code will be open-
source soon.

Introduction
Industrial concrete surfaces, such as roads and pave-
ments (Koch et al. 2015; König et al. 2022; Kheradmandi
and Mehranfar 2022; Du et al. 2023), are susceptible to
the formation of cracks over time due to various factors in-
cluding traffic load (Nguyen et al. 2023), temperature fluc-
tuations (Kheradmandi and Mehranfar 2022), and environ-
mental conditions (Munawar et al. 2021). These cracks not
only compromise the structural integrity of the surfaces but
also pose safety hazards to vehicles and pedestrians. Effec-
tive maintenance and repair strategies necessitate accurate
segmentation of these cracks to identify their extent and
severity (Hüthwohl and Brilakis 2018; Choi and Cha 2019;
Panella, Lipani, and Boehm 2022). However, segmentation
of cracks remains a challenging task due to their intricate
morphology and the presence of noise and artifacts in the
concrete surface images.

In addition to their complex morphology, as shown in Fig-
ure 1, long-narrow cracks often manifest low contrast or ir-
regular intensity profiles, further complicating their segmen-
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tation. Variations in illumination, imaging conditions, or ma-
terial properties can obscure these cracks, making their de-
tection and delineation challenging (Khan et al. 2023). The
presence of noise and artifacts in real-world imaging scenar-
ios further compounds the segmentation task by introduc-
ing spurious features that may interfere with accurate crack
identification.

Deep learning techniques, particularly Convolutional
Neural Networks (CNNs) (Zhou et al. 2018; He et al. 2017;
Chen et al. 2018) and attention mechanisms (as seen in
Transformer models (Cheng et al. 2022; Xie et al. 2021; Kir-
illov et al. 2023)), have demonstrated remarkable success
in various image processing tasks, especially in segmenta-
tion (Xie et al. 2021; Cheng, Schwing, and Kirillov 2021;
Cheng et al. 2022). However, applying these techniques to
the segmentation of slender cracks in concrete surfaces still
presents unique challenges. For instance, CNN-based meth-
ods (Choi and Cha 2019; Pang et al. 2022; Du et al. 2023)
are inherently limited in capturing fine-grained details, espe-
cially in regions with subtle variations in texture and color.
Additionally, slender cracks often exhibit irregular shapes
and low contrast (Tabernik, Šuc, and Skočaj 2023), mak-
ing them difficult to distinguish from background clutter and
noise. While attention mechanisms, such as those employed
in Transformer models (Zhou, Zhang, and Gong 2023; Ding
et al. 2023; Guo et al. 2023), can help prioritize relevant in-
formation (Vaswani et al. 2017), they still struggle to effec-
tively capture the spatial relationships between pixels in long
and narrow structures.

In this study, we introduce CrossDiff, a novel Diffu-
sion Probabilistic Model (DPM) (Ho, Jain, and Abbeel
2020; Nichol and Dhariwal 2021) architecture with cross-
conditional encoding and decoding, for slender crack seg-
mentation. By integrating cross-conditional information ex-
change and probabilistic modeling, CrossDiff aims to over-
come the inherent challenges associated with detecting and
delineating slender cracks across various imaging modal-
ities. Our approach leverages the strengths of deep learn-
ing to learn informative representations from data while in-
corporating probabilistic modeling to capture uncertainty
and enhance segmentation accuracy. Through comprehen-
sive experimental evaluations on diverse datasets, including
CFD (Shi et al. 2016), CrackTree-200 (Zou et al. 2012),
DeepCrack (Liu et al. 2019), GAPs384 (Eisenbach et al.
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Natural and conventional scene

Figure 1: Comparison between natural and conventional scene images with industrial crack images. The top row showcases im-
ages from mainstream semantic segmentation datasets, including Pascal VOC (Everingham et al. 2015), MVTecAD (Bergmann
et al. 2019), SegTrack-v2 (Li et al. 2013) and ISIC (Gutman et al. 2016), with corresponding ground truth images in the second
row. The third row displays samples from CFD (Shi et al. 2016), CrackTree-200 (Zou et al. 2012), DeepCrack (Liu et al. 2019),
GAPs384 (Eisenbach et al. 2017), and Rissbilder (Pak and Kim 2021) with their ground truth images below.

2017), and Rissbilder (Pak and Kim 2021), we demonstrate
the efficacy and generalization capabilities of CrossDiff in
addressing the challenging task of slender crack segmenta-
tion.

In summary, our paper makes the following contributions:
• The first to introduce Diffusion Probabilistic Model-

based framework for crack detection and prove its effi-
ciency toward slender crack segmentation, as evidenced
by the formulaic validation and experimental data.

• We propose a novel Cross-Conditional DPM architec-
ture, CrossDiff, which takes advantage of a Cross En-
coder and a Cross Decoder to jointly enhance the ability
to extract crack features.

• Our proposed model demonstrates superior segmentation
performance compared to other state-of-the-art methods
on all five challenging crack datasets, achieving notable
improvements in terms of Intersection over Union (IoU)
and Dice score.

Related Work
Discriminant Segmentation
After the introduction of pixel-level asphalt crack detection
utilizing CNN models by Zhang (Zhang et al. 2017), sev-
eral more precise approaches have emerged for analyzing
pavement damage employing deep neural networks (Zou
et al. 2018; Yang et al. 2019; Fei et al. 2019). For in-
stance, Liu (Maeda et al. 2018) introduced a network for

pyramid features aggregation along with a post-processing
scheme employing Conditional Random Fields (CRFs) to
enhance crack segmentation. Zou (Zou et al. 2018) pro-
posed a multi-stage fusion approach built upon the SegNet
encoder-decoder architecture to refine crack segmentation.
Yang (Yang et al. 2019) presented a hierarchical boost-
ing network combined with a feature pyramid for pavement
crack detection, effectively integrating contextual informa-
tion into low-level features in a feature-pyramid manner. Fei
(Fei et al. 2019) introduced the CrackNet-V model, which
incorporates stacked 3 × 3 convolutional layers and a 15 ×
15 convolution kernel to achieve deep abstraction and high
performance in crack segmentation.

Then CrackFormer (Liu et al. 2021) employs a Trans-
former network architecture featuring multi-head attention
mechanisms, positional encoding, and an encoder-decoder
framework to effectively capture long-range dependencies
and spatial relationships within images, enabling precise
fine-grained crack detection across various surfaces and con-
ditions. Tabernik (Tabernik, Šuc, and Skočaj 2023) pro-
poses a novel approach that combines per-pixel segmen-
tation and per-image classification. Their model leverages
an encoder-decoder architecture to achieve accurate seg-
mentation results, while also maintaining low computational
costs for real-time applications. Despite the promising re-
sults achieved by these segmentation-based crack detection
methods, they often fall short in attaining satisfactory pixel-



level segmentation precision, resulting in blurred and coarse
segmentation outcomes.

Generative Segmentation
Generative segmentation, a burgeoning field in image analy-
sis, has witnessed remarkable progress in recent years. Vari-
ous approaches, including classical methods such as Markov
Random Fields (MRFs) and Conditional Random Fields
(CRFs), which model pixel dependencies, and deep gener-
ative models like Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs)
and Variational Autoencoders (VAEs), have been explored
for generative segmentation tasks. GANs produce realistic
images through adversarial training, while VAEs learn latent
representations and reconstruct images. Recently, the Diffu-
sion Probabilistic Model (DPM) has emerged as a promi-
nent topic in computer vision, attracting significant atten-
tion within the research community. Its applications in im-
age generation, such as DALLE3 (Betker et al. 2023), Im-
agen (Saharia et al. 2022), and Stable Diffusion (Rombach
et al. 2022), have showcased remarkable generation capa-
bilities, sparking extensive discussions. Moreover, recent
studies have demonstrated its utility in image segmentation
tasks, such as DMOIISE (Wolleb et al. 2022), SegDiff (Amit
et al. 2021), MedSegDiff (Wu et al. 2024) and MedSeg-
Diff-v2 (Wu et al. 2024).

Method
In this section, we present the methodology employed in
our proposed approach, CrossDiff, for the segmentation of
slender cracks in industrial concrete surfaces. We present
the foundational component of our method, the Diffusion
Probabilistic Model (DPM), which serves as the backbone
for capturing spatial dependencies and promoting coherence
in the segmentation results. Following this, we present the
Cross-conditional network, a novel architecture designed to
enhance feature representation and capture fine-grained de-
tails, particularly in regions with subtle variations. In final,
we present the training process and its impact on the over-
all architecture of our model, elucidating how these compo-
nents synergistically contribute to achieving superior perfor-
mance in crack segmentation tasks.

Towards Generative Slender Segmentation
Our model architecture draws inspiration from the diffu-
sion model discussed in (Ho, Jain, and Abbeel 2020) and
(Nichol and Dhariwal 2021), which constitutes a generative
framework comprising a forward diffusion stage and a re-
verse diffusion stage. In the forward process, Gaussian noise
is gradually incorporated into the segmentation label x0 over
a series of iterations T . Conversely, the reverse process em-
ploys a neural network to reconstruct the original data by
undoing the noise addition, formulated as:

p(x0:T−1|xT ) =

T∏
t=1

p(xt−1|xt), (1)

where x0:T−1 represents the sequence of latent variables,
and xT is the final noisy image. To ensure symmetry with

the forward process, the reverse diffusion recovers the noise
image step by step, ultimately yielding a clear segmentation.

In our implementation, we adopt a UNet architecture as
the neural network for learning, as depicted in Figure 2 (Dif-
fusion Encoder and Diffusion Decoder). To facilitate seg-
mentation, we condition the step estimation function ϵ by
incorporating raw image priors:

ϵ(xt, I, t) = D((EIt + Ext
, t), t), (2)

where EIt denotes the conditional feature embedding de-
rived from the raw image by Cross Encoder, while Ext

rep-
resents the segmentation map feature embedding at the cur-
rent step. These embeddings are combined and processed by
a UNet decoder D for reconstruction, with the step-index t
integrated into the process via a shared learned look-up ta-
ble, following (Ho, Jain, and Abbeel 2020).

Diffusion segmentation typically relies on the construc-
tion of a graph or network, where nodes represent pixels and
edges represent connections between pixels. The weights of
connections are usually determined based on the similarity
between pixels. Let Wij represent the weight of the connec-
tion between nodes i and j. For slender objects, we can as-
sume that pixels within the object have high similarity with
each other, as they may share similar color, texture, or shape
features. We start with an image I containing a particularly
slender object O and background B. Our goal is to segment
the object O from the background B. Therefore, for pixels i
and j within the object O, the connection weight Wij might
be relatively large. Conversely, connections between the ob-
ject O and the background B may have smaller weights.

Diffusion segmentation involves an information propaga-
tion process, where pixel labels (indicating whether they be-
long to object O or background B) affect the labels of their
neighboring pixels. This process can be represented as:

L
(t+1)
i =

∑
j∈N(i)

Wij · L(t)
j , (3)

where L
(t)
i represents the label of pixel i at iteration t, and

N(i) denotes the set of neighboring pixels of pixel i. Since
pixels within the slender object have high similarity, with
larger connection weights, they are more likely to influ-
ence each other during the information propagation process,
leading to consistent labels within the object. On the other
hand, for the background B, where connection weights are
smaller, the influence of information propagation may be
comparatively weaker.

Thus, through the information propagation process, diffu-
sion segmentation can more easily and stably segment the
slender object from the background. This is why diffusion
segmentation performs better when dealing with particularly
slender objects, leveraging the similarity between pixels dur-
ing the information propagation process to form consistent
regions within the object.

Cross-Conditional Encoder-Decoder
Cross Encoder The Cross Encoder, as shown in Figure 2,
inspired by the Vision Transformer (ViT) (Dosovitskiy et al.
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Figure 2: An illustration of CrossDiff. CrossDiff consists of Diffusion backbone and cross-conditional encoder-decoder, includ-
ing Cross Encoder, Fusion Nexus, and Cross Decoder, which jointly constitute the cross-shaped diffusion model structure.

2020; Kirillov et al. 2023) backbone, consists of patch em-
bedding, positional encoding, Transformer blocks, and a
neck module. Patch embedding divides the input image into
patches and projects them into a lower-dimensional space.
Absolute positional embeddings are added to provide spatial
information. Transformer blocks, comprising self-attention
and MLP layers, capture global and local dependencies. Fi-
nally, the neck module refines the feature representations.
The features extracted by this architecture effectively con-
dition the step estimation function in diffusion probabilistic
models, enabling precise segmentation of slender cracks in
industrial concrete surfaces.

Cross Decoder The Decoder module (Figure 2), is pivotal
in reconstructing segmented images from the conditioned
features provided by the Conditional Encoder and Diffu-
sion Encoder. It consists of a series of transposed convolu-
tional layers, interleaved with residual blocks, to ensure ef-
ficient feature extraction and high-fidelity image reconstruc-
tion. Each ResidualBlock within the decoder comprises two
transposed convolutional layers, followed by rectified lin-
ear unit (ReLU) activation functions and residual connec-
tions, facilitating effective learning of residual mappings.
The decoder architecture encompasses six transposed con-
volutional layers, progressively increasing the spatial resolu-
tion by a factor of two through each layer, effectively captur-
ing fine-grained details in the reconstruction process. After
each transposed convolutional layer, a corresponding Resid-
ualBlock is employed to refine the reconstructed features

further. The final layer of the decoder comprises a trans-
posed convolutional operation followed by a sigmoid acti-
vation function, yielding the ultimate segmentation masks.
This comprehensive architecture enables the model to de-
code conditioned features accurately into a segmentation
map.

Fusion Nexus Module The middle layer acts as a piv-
otal bridge between the conditioned Decoder output and the
Diffusion Encoder backbone, leveraging the current diffu-
sion step information to intricately balance and fuse features
from both sources. This layer consists of residual and at-
tention blocks which dynamically adjust the importance of
features according to the diffusion step to ensure adaptive in-
formation fusion. The Residual Blocks incorporate time em-
bedding to capture temporal dynamics, while the Attention
Block enables context-aware feature adjustment. Through
residual connections and attentive processing, the middle
layer refines the fused features, optimizing their utilization
for segmentation tasks.

Optimization Objectives
To optimize the diffusion encoder and cross encoder, the
training loss is computed based on a modified version of
Equation in (Ho, Jain, and Abbeel 2020), represented as
follows:

Loss = αEx0,ϵ,xe,t

[∥∥ϵ− ϵθ
(√

ᾱtx0 +
√
1− ᾱtxe, Ii, t

)∥∥2
2

]
+ β (xd,t − x0)

2
. (4)

during training, where x0 represents the segmentation of the
input image Ii and xd,t represents the segmentation output



from cross decoder in each iteration, so the loss is computed
by setting x0 = S, where S denotes the ground truth seg-
mentation mask. In each iteration, a random pair of raw im-
age Ii and its corresponding segmentation label Si are sam-
pled for training. The iteration number is sampled from a
uniform distribution, and ϵ is sampled from a Gaussian dis-
tribution. Furthermore, the design of loss function allows the
loss of Cross Decoder to impact both Diffusion Encoder and
Cross Encoder. Enhancing the feature extraction capabilities
of Diffusion Encoder for x0 in each step is effective for the
final prediction.

Experiments
In this section, we present our experimental evaluation of the
proposed method for the surface crack segmentation task.
We compare our method with several related state-of-the-art
approaches with publicly available code.

Dataset
To validate the effectiveness of our model, we train and eval-
uate our network on one of the largest datasets proposed
by Li (Li et al. 2021) which they compiled from previously
published datasets CFD (Shi et al. 2016), CRACK500 (Do-
rafshan, Thomas, and Maguire 2018), CrackTree200 (Zou
et al. 2012), DeepCrack (Liu et al. 2019), GAPs384 (Eisen-
bach et al. 2017), Rissbilder (Pak and Kim 2021), Non-
crack (Dorafshan, Thomas, and Maguire 2018), containing
crack of road pavements, asphalt and concrete structures
and walls. Datasets totally contain 7169 with manually an-
notated labels in a resolution of 448 × 448 pixels. It in-
cludes crack images from different environments, with vary-
ing sizes, shapes, shooting distances, and covering common
crack features to the greatest extent possible.

Evaluation Metrics
The performance of our model for segmentation is assessed
using two commonly employed evaluation metrics: Inter-
section over Union (IoU) and Dice coefficient. IoU mea-
sures the degree of overlap between the predicted segmen-
tation mask and the ground truth mask. It is calculated as
the ratio of the intersection area between the predicted and
ground truth masks to their union. A higher IoU score in-
dicates better alignment between the predicted and ground
truth anomalies.The Dice coefficient, also known as the F1
score, quantifies the similarity between the predicted and
ground truth segmentation masks. It is computed as twice
the intersection area divided by the sum of areas of the pre-
dicted and ground truth masks. Like IoU, a higher Dice co-
efficient signifies better segmentation accuracy.

Implementation Details
The proposed architecture is implemented in PyTorch
framework and trained/tested on a 4090 GPU with 24GB of
memory. All images are uniformly resized to the dimension
of 128×128 pixels for Diffusion Encoder and 448×448 pix-
els for Cross Encoder. The networks are trained in an end-
to-end manner using AdamW (Loshchilov and Hutter 2017)

optimizer. CrossDiff is trained with 12 batch size. The learn-
ing rate is initially set to 1e-4. The Cross Decoder is only uti-
lized during training. All models are set 5 times of ensemble
in the inference. We use STAPLE (Warfield, Zou, and Wells
2004) algorithm to fuse the different samples.

Main Results
To verify the slender crack image segmentation perfor-
mance, we compare CrossDiff with SOTA segmentation
methods on multi-crack segmentation datasets. The quanti-
tative results of Dice score and IoU are shown in Table 1 and
Figure 3 respectively. In Table 1, we compare the segmen-
tation methods which are widely used and well-recognized
in the community, including the typical image segmenta-
tion method DeepLabv3+ (Chen et al. 2018)(Chen 2018),
and crack segmentation method the CNN-based method
SCCDNet-D32 (Li et al. 2021)(Li 2021), DeepCrack (Liu
et al. 2019)(Liu 2019), SegDecNet++ (Tabernik, Šuc, and
Skočaj 2023)(Tabernik 2023) and the transformer-based
method CrackFormer (Liu et al. 2021)(Liu 2021)), in which
SegDecNet++ is SOTA method before.

From Table 1, it is evident that CrossDiff outperforms
all other methods across five different tasks, underscoring
its exceptional generalization prowess across diverse crack
segmentation tasks and image modalities. Traditional meth-
ods exhibit subpar performance on the CrackTree200 dataset
due to the unique characteristics of crack size. In compar-
ison to SegDecNet++, CrossDiff demonstrates an average
improvement of 8 percentage points in terms of IoU, espe-
cially in CFD and CrackTree200 which feature more slender
cracks compared to the other three datasets. Although the
IoU achieved by CrossDiff for the CrackTree200 dataset is
only 38.34%, Figure 3 illustrates that the predictions are ca-
pable of roughly localizing the cracks. Furthermore, Cross-
Diff exhibits superior performance stability at threshold lev-
els compared to the second best method SegDecNet++, as
demonstrated in Table 2.

Ablation Studies
We do a comprehensive ablation study to verify the effec-
tiveness of the proposed Cross Eecoder and Cross Eecoder.
The results are shown in Table 3, where 448 and 1024 do-
nate the input size of Cross Encoder and the parameter com-
plexity of its ViT backbone (K in Figure 2), while layer12
and layer34 donate the number of layers (M in Figure 2)
in CrossDecoder. We evaluate the performance by average
Dice score(%) and IoU(%) on all five tasks. Cross Encoder
and Cross Decoder improve 1.36% and 1.35% in average
IoU. However, we observe that as the complexity of the
Cross Encoder and Cross Decoder increases, it is difficult
for the model to converge.

Conclusion
In this paper, we introduce a Diffusion Probabilistic Model
(DPM)-based approach and demonstrate its effectiveness in
segmenting slender cracks. Furthermore, we present a novel
cross-conditional DPM architecture, named CrossDiff com-
prising Cross Encoder and Cross Decoder. Through compar-



Method CFD CrackTree200 DeepCrack GAPs384 Rissbilder

Dice IoU Dice IoU Dice IoU Dice IoU Dice IoU

DeepLabv3+ 73.84 59.28 01.70 00.86 82.80 72.04 53.82 38.69 76.11 64.91
SCCDNet-D32 65.59 49.47 03.88 02.04 78.08 65.47 52.86 37.81 71.78 56.86

DeepCrack 67.84 51.94 05.10 02.67 76.57 63.61 48.94 34.88 70.98 56.13
CrackFormer 71.52 56.16 35.46 21.65 79.61 67.89 55.18 40.03 72.22 58.06
SegDecNet++ 77.80 64.14 33.02 20.12 81.17 69.78 54.36 39.05 80.40 67.95

CrossDiff 91.34 85.54 55.10 38.34 85.30 76.07 55.41 41.11 85.55 75.98

Table 1: The comparison of CrossDiff with SOTA segmentation methods over the five datasets evaluated by Dice Score and
IoU. The best results are highlighted in bold.

Threshold (θ) 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.9 0.95

Dice IoU Dice IoU Dice IoU Dice IoU Dice IoU Dice IoU

SegDecNet++ 65.26 49.80 68.94 53.73 71.34 56.52 73.75 59.30 77.43 63.61 75.67 62.87
CrossDiff 81.17 70.77 81.72 71.61 81.72 71.61 81.72 71.61 81.31 71.01 76.64 64.20

Table 2: The comparison of CrossDiff with the second best method on different thresholds over the five datasets. Average is the
average Dice score and IoU of five datasets, weighted by sample numbers.

Image

SegDecNet++

CrossDiff

GT

Figure 3: The sequence of images, progressing from top to bottom, includes the input image, SegDecNet++ (Tabernik, Šuc,
and Skočaj 2023), CrossDiff, and ground truth mask (GT). It is apparent from the visual comparison that our model surpasses
SegDecNet++ (Tabernik, Šuc, and Skočaj 2023) in terms of the accuracy of cracks localization.

Cross Encoder Cross Decoder Average

448 1024 12 layers 34 layers Dice IoU

79.61 68.90
✓ 80.77 70.26
✓ ✓ 81.72 71.61

✓ ✓ 79.85 68.84
✓ ✓ 79.74 68.74

Table 3: An ablation study on Cross Encoder and Cross Decoder. Average is the average Dice score and IoU of five datasets,
weighted by sample numbers.



ative experiments conducted on five crack datasets, Cross-
Diff shows superior performance in Dice score and IoU
compared to previous state-of-the-art approaches. As the
first proposed cross-conditional architecture applying DPM
to crack segmentation, we believe that our proposed cross-
design will serve as an essential architecture for future re-
search.
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