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Abstract

Recent advancements in computer vision predominantly
rely on learning-based systems, leveraging annotations as
the driving force to develop specialized models. However,
annotating pixel-level information, particularly in semantic
segmentation, presents a challenging and labor-intensive
task, prompting the need for autonomous processes. In
this work, we propose GranSAM which distinguishes it-
self by providing semantic segmentation at the user-defined
granularity level on unlabeled data without the need for
any manual supervision, offering a unique contribution in
the realm of semantic mask annotation method. Specifi-
cally, we propose an approach to enable the Segment Any-
thing Model (SAM) with semantic recognition capability
to generate pixel-level annotations for images without any
manual supervision. For this, we accumulate semantic in-
formation from synthetic images generated by the Stable
Diffusion model or web crawled images and employ this
data to learn a mapping function between SAM mask em-
beddings and object class labels. As a result, SAM, en-
abled with granularity-adjusted mask recognition, can be
used for pixel-level semantic annotation purposes. We con-
ducted experiments on the PASCAL VOC 2012 and COCO-
80 datasets and observed a +17.95% and +5.17% increase
inmlIoU, respectively, compared to existing state-of-the-art
methods when evaluated under our problem setting.

1. Introduction

Data has been the driving factor of the modern deep learn-
ing era. A tremendous amount of effort goes into annotating
unlabeled data so that specialized models can be trained in a
supervised fashion [29], enabling various task capabilities.
However, it becomes expensive when we need to annotate
every pixel of an image or generate semantic masks. In this
work, our goal is to develop a system that can automatically
generate pixel-level annotations/semantic masks for the de-
sired object categories without any manual supervision. To-
wards that goal, we introduce a novel annotation framework
that builds upon the Segment Anything Model (SAM) [9],
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Figure 1. Problem Overview: Given a set of unlabeled images
and a set of object classes a user needs to annotate, our proposed
GranSAM can generate pixel-level semantic annotation without
any manual supervision. We develop GranSAM by enabling SAM
with semantic region recognition capability utilizing synthetic im-
ages generated by Stable Diffusion or images collected from web
for the desired object classes.
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the overview of which is shown in Figure 1.

SAM [9], a promptable foundation model designed for
segmentation tasks, demonstrates proficiency in generating
segmentation masks at various granularities based on in-
put prompts, such as point or bounding box annotations,
owing to its supervised large-scale pretraining. However,
SAM lacks object semantics awareness. To address this
limitation, we enhance SAM to provide pixel-level annota-
tions for user-specified classes without using manual labels.
This enhancement is achieved through the incorporation of
a classifier head on SAM, trained using synthetic images
generated via Stable Diffusion model [20] or web crawled
images, capturing essential semantic information.

The integration of a classifier head, developed on SAM’s
mask decoder, plays a crucial role in automating the gen-
eration of semantic segmentation masks with object-label
annotations. Unlike traditional unsupervised methods [4,
17, 26, 31] that require a large-scale in-distribution unla-
beled data to learn pixel-level representation or adaptation



to target unlabeled data, our GranSAM framework strategi-
cally overcomes this limitation. By utilizing domain agnos-
tic mask embeddings of SAM, the classifier trained with set
of images obtained through Stable Diffusion or by crawling
the web, seamlessly transfer to images of different distri-
butions, ensuring robust performance. This unique feature
positions our framework as a practical and versatile solution
for semantic segmentation based annotation systems.

Our proposed GranSAM (SAM, adapted to the granu-
larity of user-defined classes) model distinguishes itself by
adopting a user-centric approach to semantic segmentation.
In contrast to SAM, which generates numerous unlabeled
masks, our strategy is focused and meaningful. Rather than
overwhelming users with an excess of masks, GranSAM
specifically provides targeted masks for user-defined ob-
jects, accompanied by meaningful labels. This user-centric
methodology optimizes the segmentation process, aligning
with real-world scenarios where users typically seek spe-
cific objects within an image. By tailoring the granularity
of object masks to the user’s specific needs, this approach
enhances the overall usability of the segmentation results.
Following are the contributions of the work:

* We propose GranSAM, a novel semantic segmentation
based annotation framework that does not require any
manually labeled images or human interaction.

* We introduce a unique approach to enhance SAM, en-
abling it to recognize masks at the desired granularity
based on semantic information. Leveraging Stable Diffu-
sion model or web, we collect a set of images containing
user defined classes. These images guide SAM to identify
predicted masks at the desired granularity.

* QOur empirical results demonstrate superior performance
compared to state-of-the-art unsupervised semantic seg-
mentation methods trained using Stable Diffusion-
generated synthetic images or web crawled images.

2. Related Work

Efficient Annotation: Efficient annotation methods aim
to reduce the time and cost associated with the annotation
process while maintaining or improving annotation quality.
There are few works [2, 12] that uses human-in-the-loop to
generate image-level annotation efficiently. Interactive ob-
ject segmentation methods [1, 14] propose coarse segmen-
tation masks which are then iteratively corrected by collect-
ing point annotations (object vs background) from a human
annotator. However, to the best of our knowledge, the re-
search area for developing semantic segmentation annota-
tion framework without access to any manual supervision
remains unexplored.

Unsupervised Semantic Segmentation: Unsupervised se-
mantic segmentation [4, 7, 17, 22, 26, 30, 31] entails the
segmentation of an image into meaningful regions without

the reliance on labeled training data. Researchers have in-
vestigated diverse approaches to tackle this challenge, in-
corporating methods from unsupervised learning, cluster-
ing, and self-supervised learning. MaskContrast [24] stands
out as an approach that performs unsupervised semantic
segmentation within a contrastive learning framework. It
assigns labels to the predicted clusters using Hungarian
matching, optimizing test-time performance metrics by as-
sociating labels with clusters that maximize segmentation
accuracy. ACSeg [11] is a state-of-the-art method, wherein
they employed a pre-trained ViT model to mine “concepts”
from the pixel representation space of the unlabeled training
images. Unlike previous methods, ACSeg does not prede-
fine the number of clusters an image will be partitioned into.
Instead, they adaptively conceptualize on different images
due to varying complexity in individual images.

However, these existing unsupervised methods assume

access to a large unlabeled training dataset. This contrasts
with our problem formulation, where we assume a scenario
without access to such unlabeled data. In our approach, we
operate under the assumption that we lack prior knowledge
of the specific data distribution the user requires for anno-
tation. We perform on-the-fly inference with our GranSAM
model directly on the user’s data, eliminating the need for
pre-existing knowledge of the data distribution.
SAM Variants: Several methods that build on SAM’s ca-
pabilities have been developed recently. SemanticSAM [10]
is a fully supervised method that segments and recognizes
open-set objects at any granularity, and is trained on a com-
bination of the SA-1B dataset [9] with other panoptic and
part-segmentation datasets. RegionSpot [27] leverages the
SAM model and CLIP’s [18] Vision-Language feature em-
beddings to perform object detection. However, the method
is dependent on (unlabeled) box annotations for every im-
age, necessitating a comprehensive annotation effort for
each object category. Grounded-SAM [19] and LangSAM
[16] are two similar open-source projects based on SAM
which aim to segment and detect anything with natural lan-
guage prompts. However, it uses GroundingDINO [15] to
detect objects where the model has been trained in a su-
pervised fashion using object-level box annotations. In our
work, we do not utilize such object detectors as they require
additional object-level annotation effort.

3. Methodology

First, we formally define the problem statement (3.1) and
present our GranSAM’s framework overview (3.2). Then
we briefly explain SAM’s architecture (3.3) and describe
our strategy to collect semantic information of different
classes of interest (3.4). Finally, we explain how the col-
lected semantic information is linked with mask embed-
dings of SAM to develop our annotation system (3.5) and
the inference steps of the annotation system (3.6).
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Figure 2. Overall workflow of GranSAM: Given the list of user-defined target categories C, we use Stable Diffusion [21] to generate a
synthetic single-object image dataset which is encoded by SAM’s [9] image encoder and a uniformly spaced grid of d points are generated
across the image to prompt SAM. The image and point embeddings are passed into a transformer decoder, the output mask embeddings

m; (here, m; € R3x1024

, corresponding to the d masks predicted by SAM) of which are used to train a classifier head 6 to predict objects

using a Multiple Instance Learning (MIL) setup and uncertainty losses (ref. Section 3.5).

3.1. Problem Statement

Consider, we have a set of unlabeled N images X =
{z;}¥, where, x; € RE*W*3_ Given a set of C' + 1
target classes C = {¢;}$, (C object classes and one
background class), our objective is to generate semantic
masks 4 = {u;}}¥, for the unlabeled N images. Here,
s; € CH>W and each image can contain variable number
of objects. We also consider that apart from X, we do not
have access to more unlabeled images from the same distri-
bution for unsupervised/self-supervised training purpose.

3.2. Framework Overview

To generate semantic segmentation masks, the system needs
to be able to distinguish different regions of an image and
understand the semantics of those regions simultaneously.
We leverage domain agnostic Segment Anything Model
(SAM) as the backbone of the system to distinguish the re-
gions. Although SAM can generate masks at any granular-
ity based on input prompts, it does not have the semantic un-
derstanding of the objects present in an image. To guide the
semantic understanding, we utilize Stable Diffusion gener-
ated synthetic images/web crawled images of our classes of
interest. Since, we know the image-level labels of the syn-
thetic or web crawled images, we train a classifier head on
top of SAM’s mask decoder in a weakly-supervised setup.
For every generated mask of SAM, we parse the mask em-

bedding and map it to class labels using MLP layers. We use
multiple instance learning loss to learn the mapping func-
tion. Since, SAM mask embeddings are domain agnostic,
our learned classifier is also robust to distribution shifts and
can be directly applicable to the unlabelled dataset of inter-
est. Figure 2 provides a detailed architectural overview.

3.3. Segment Anything Model Architecture

Segment Anything Model (SAM) [9] is a foundation model
for image segmentation task trained on a dataset consisting
of 11M images and 1B masks. It can generate segmenta-
tion masks for images at varying granularity levels based
on input prompts. It consists of three main parts:

Image Encoder. The input images are processed using a
pre-trained Vision Transformer [5] modified to handle high
resolution images of dimension R3*1024x1024 ¢ ig run
once per image to obtain features of dimension R256x64x64
and can be applied prior to prompting the model.

Prompt Encoder. SAM takes sparse prompt inputs in the
form of point or box annotations for mask inference. Alter-
natively, in SAM’s “automatic” mode, users don’t need to
manually define points or bounding boxes in the image; in-
stead, a uniformly spaced grid of points (say, ‘d’ number of
total points; d = 100 for our case) is generated throughout
the image which are used as point annotations to prompt
SAM. These point prompts are represented as positional



embeddings summed with the corresponding learned em-
beddings (that indicates if a point is in the foreground or
background) in SAM. Since, we do not have any prior in-
formation on where the object of interest is located, we use
this “automatic” mode to generate all possible masks.
Mask Decoder. SAM’s mask decoder consists of a mod-
ified Transformer Decoder block [25] followed by a dy-
namic mask prediction heads. It maps the image and
prompt embeddings along with an output token to a mask.
A learned output token embedding which is analogous to
the [class] token in [5], is first inserted into the set of
prompt embeddings. This, along with the image embed-
dings are given as input to the transformer decoder that up-
dates the output token embeddings (denoted by m¢okens €
R*4x256) The image embeddings are upscaled by 4 x and
a point-wise product is taken with the output of a 3-layer
MLP whose inputs are mokens- Lhis product is the mask
prediction of SAM, and this is performed for all of the d
prompts (point annotations) resulting in a set of d binary
masks € Z4%2%6%256 for each image.

3.4. Fetching Semantic Information

Although, SAM can predict masks by distinguishing dif-
ferent regions of the image, it does not have semantic un-
derstanding of the predicted masks. To enable SAM with
recognition capability of user defined classes, we collect se-
mantic information of those classes using synthetic images
or web crawled images.

Synthetic Images. We use the Stable Diffusion [21] model
which can generate hyper-realistic images given a text
prompt. For each of the user-defined object classes in C, we
use the text prompt “a photo of a {c}” Ve € C and generate
200 single object images. This synthetic single-object im-
age dataset serves as guide to enable semantic understand-
ing for Segment Anything Model.

Web Crawled Images. Alternative to synthetic images, we
can also use web crawled images for the same purpose.
Through web crawling, we acquire single-object images
for each user-defined object class in C by utilizing them as
search queries on the web. The web crawled images serve
as a valuable addition to the training data, providing diver-
sity in backgrounds and object contexts. This approach en-
hances the model’s ability to generalize across various vi-
sual scenarios and improves its discriminatory capacity for
user-defined object classes.

3.5. Enabling Semantic Recognition

The d masks generated by SAM for each image contains
semantic maps at all granularity and also includes back-
ground. Our objective is to identify mask(s) containing the
desired object(s) specified by the user.

We introduce a classifier head, denoted as 6, designed to
process SAM’s flattened mask embeddings m € R4*1024,

6 is a simple 4-layer MLP network. The output of this clas-
sifier head o; = 0(m;), where o; € R corresponds to
the assigned object labels. In training the classifier head
with the synthetic single-object training dataset, each image
has a 1-dimensional object label (image-level label) within a
d-dimensional input space (d mask embeddings per image).
This unique characteristic necessitates us to use weakly su-
pervised learning setup, leading to adopt a multiple-instance
learning approach.

Multiple Instance Learning (MIL). In MIL, the d sam-
ples (SAM’s mask embeddings m; for the i*" image) are
grouped in ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ bags— ‘positive’ bags
have at-least one positive instance (a mask embedding m? €
R1*1024 corresponding to the ground truth object label 1;)
while ‘negative’ bags have no positive instances. Utilizing
these bags as the training dataset, the objective is to train a
model capable of not only classifying the entire bag but also
distinguishing each individual instance within it as either a
positive or negative sample.

To calculate the loss for each bag, denoted as the classi-
fier output ‘o;” in our problem, we aim to express each d-
dimensional mask embedding through a single confidence
score for each category. For a set of mask embeddings asso-
ciated with a given image, the activation score for a specific
category is computed as the average of the k-max activa-
tions across the number of masks (d) for that category. In
our case, the dimension d = 100 remains constant for all
inputs, and we set k as,

k — max (1, M) , (1)
a

where a is a design parameter. Thus, our class-wise confi-
dence scores for the j* class of the i** input can be repre-

sented as,

k
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Subsequently, a softmax non-linearity is employed to de-
rive the probability mass function across all categories as,
J exp(s})
ability mass function with the actual distribution of labels
for each image to calculate the MIL loss. Since each image
(during test-time) can have multiple objects in it, we repre-
sent the labels as a multi-hot vector, where 1 occurs if the
object is present, else 0. We then normalize the ground truth
label vector transforming it into a valid pmf. The MIL loss
is subsequently computed as the cross-entropy between the
predicted pmf, denoted as p;, and the normalized ground

T
truth (y; = [yf,...,y<] ") as,

It is necessary to compare this prob-
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where N is the number of images and C' is the number of
object categories.
Uncertainty Distillation. To further improve the discrim-
inative ability of the object classifier, we employ an Un-
certainty Distillation setup by leveraging the uncertainty in-
formation during training. The MIL trained classifier from
the previous stage acts as the teacher model 6; (with pa-
rameters frozen), and the student model 6, is an untrained
classifier having the same architecture as #;. The primary
motivation behind uncertainty distillation lies in enhancing
the model’s ability to make well-calibrated predictions and
acknowledge its own uncertainties in challenging scenarios.

For the mask embeddings of the ith image, m;, we com-
pute the teacher logits as o} = 6;(m;) and the teacher pre-
dictions as §! = argmaz(pt), where p! = softmaz(ol) €
R¥*C are the object-label prediction probability scores for
all the d masks. We calculate the entropy (uncertainty) in
the teacher logits as H! = — chzlpfj - log(pi;). The
goal is to minimize the reliance on (1) high entropy predic-
tions, denoted by H f high “which are obtained by thresh-
olding H! (such that, H""" = H! > threshold and
Hf’l"“’ = H! < threshold), and (2) low entropy incorrect
predictions, denoted as H!"/"" """ — Hbv {5t £y,
where y; is the ground truth object label. Thus, we obtain
a set of bad predictions as B; = H!"" y gltowineor,
Here, B; represents the indices of the masks out of all the
d masks predicted by SAM for the i*" image, where the
classifier head predicts a label with highly uncertainty, or
predicts a wrong label confidently.

Next, we obtain the student logits as of = 604(m;) and
compute the MIL loss, Lsrr., as explained in the previous
section. With the obtained bad teacher prediction indices,
we compute the bad student logits as oi"*** = of[B;, 1.
Finally, we compute the uncertainty loss (to be minimized)
as,

N C s,bad
-1 exp(o;; ")
Euncertainty = W Z Z log (ZC s,bad) :

i=1 j=1 =1 eXP(Oij
“4)

The net loss used to guide the student model is a weighted
sum of the MIL and uncertainty losses as, £ = A1- L7+
A2+ Luncertainty- The trained student model 6, is used for
inference on the test data.

3.6. Inference

For the images in the test set, we obtain the mask em-
beddings m; from SAM in the same way as during train-
ing on synthetic / web crawled images. These embeddings
are passed through our trained classifier head 6, to acquire

object-class confidence scores for each mask within an im-
age. By applying a predefined threshold to the confidence
scores, we selectively retain masks whose object labels have
been predicted with high probability. Among the selected
subset masks for each image, certain masks may be redun-
dant. We use Non-Maximal Suppression (NMS) to elim-
inate those overlapping masks and ensure the retention of
masks only corresponding to distinct objects.

4. Experiments
4.1. Datasets

Our experiments involve two benchmark datasets for multi-
object images: PASCAL VOC 2012 [6] and COCO-80 [13].
PASCAL VOC: This dataset comprises 1449 images with
annotations for 20 object classes. Noteworthy for its diver-
sity, each image may contain a single or multiple objects,
making it a versatile benchmark for evaluating segmenta-
tion algorithms.

COCO-80: COCO-80, with 80 classes, presents a com-
plex multi-object scene understanding challenge. Featur-
ing diverse object categories and rich annotations, includ-
ing instance-level segmentation masks, it goes beyond tradi-
tional semantic segmentation datasets. Its scenarios involve
numerous objects, intricate interactions, and occlusions, of-
fering a realistic representation of challenging real-world
contexts.

4.2. Implementation Details

SAM’s automatic mask generation mode uniformly places
a grid of d points across the image, and for GranSAM,
we set d = 100. We extracted and saved all d pre-
dicted masks from SAM, with the mask embeddings (m; €
R?*1024) " This one-pass extraction process ensures effi-
cient storage for subsequent use in our workflow. We gen-
erated 200 synthetic single object images per class using
the StableDiffuson-v1-4 [21] model. We first train the clas-
sifier head (teacher) 6;, with the MIL loss (Lpsrr) as the
sole objective with batch size 64, learning rate 0.001 opti-
mized with the Adam optimizer. With these same hyperpa-
rameters, we train the student model 65 with the objective
Ls = A1 : LMIL + >\2 : Euncertainty’ where we set >\1 =1
and A\ = 0.15. For our entire workflow, we utilized a single
NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090 GPU.

4.3. Evaluation Metrics

Our quantitative evaluation of GranSAM relies on two key
metrics: mean Intersection over Union (mIOU) and mean
Average Precision at an IoU threshold of 50% (mAP5g).
mloU: This metric evaluates the overlap between predicted
segmentation masks and ground truth masks for each ob-
ject class. It calculates the per-class Intersection over Union
(IoU) as the intersection area divided by the union area of



Table 1. State-of-the-art comparison with our results on the PAS-
CAL VOC val data. Although methods like TransFGU [28] out-
perform GranSAM, they were trained on the unlabeled data PAS-
CAL VOC train set. When TransFGU [28] and Leopart [32] were
evaluated on our problem setting, they distinctly underperformed
against GranSAM.

Table 2. State-of-the-art comparison with our results on the
COCO-80 val data. We observe that TransFGU [28] performance
drops significantly when trained on synthetic or web crawled im-
ages (our problem setting) as compared to when trained with
COCO ftrain data, and GranSAM outperforms these methods in
similar problem settings.

Training Data Training Data
Method PASCAL | Synthetic | Web crawl | ™1°U | mAPs5 Method COCO | Synthetic | Web crawi | ™1°U | mAPs
MoCO v2 [8] v 4.30% MaskContrast [24] v 3.73%
InfoMin [23] v 3.70% TransFGU [28] v 12.69%
SWAV [3] v 4.40% ACSeg [11] v 16.40%
MaskContrast [24] v 35.00% Leopart [32] v/ 3.84%
TransFGU [28] v 37.15% TransFGU [28] v 0.95% -
ACSeg [11] v 47.10% GranSAM v 8.60% | 30.90%
Leopart [32] v 7.21% Leopart [32] v 3.81% -
TransFGU [28] v 2.05% - TransFGU [28] v 1.02% -
GranSAM v 25.16% | 49.06% GranSAM v 9.01% | 31.80%
Leopart [32] v 6.79% -
TransFGU [28] v 2.45% -
GranSAM v 2242% | 45.59%

the predicted and ground truth masks. The average of these
per-class IOU scores, mIOU, provides an overall measure
of segmentation accuracy.

mAP5p: Commonly used in object detection and segmenta-
tion tasks, mAP5 assesses object localization precision at a
50% IoU threshold. It calculates Average Precision (AP) for
each class based on precision-recall curves, and mAP5( av-
erages these class-specific AP scores. This metric is crucial
for evaluating the model’s ability to precisely locate objects
with moderate overlap.

4.4. Experimental Analysis

Quantitative Results. In this section, we quantitatively an-
alyze the performance of our proposed GranSAM for the
semantic segmentation annotation task. Table 1 and Table 2
reports the performance of GranSAM and compare it with
other existing state-of-the-art methods.

GranSAM is trained on synthetic/web-crawled data to
recognize object semantics and applied for inference on
the val sets of PASCAL VOC and COCO-80 datasets.
While unsupervised semantic segmentation methods are a
common choice for annotation without manual supervi-
sion, state-of-the-art unsupervised methods typically rely
on large-scale unlabeled datasets from the same distribu-
tion as the test set. Given our assumption that we lack
access to such large-scale unlabeled data from the same
distribution, a fair comparison with existing state-of-the-
art unsupervised methods is challenging. To establish a
fair baseline for comparison, we setup two unsupervised
methods, Leopart [32] and TransFGU [28], trained on our
synthetic/web-crawled data and evaluated on the PASCAL
VOC and COCO-80 datasets. In Tables 1 and 2, our focus
is primarily on the performance of Leopart [32] and Trans-
FGU [28] when trained on our synthetic/web-crawled data.

Table | presents the performance comparison between

GranSAM and state-of-the-art methods on the PASCAL
VOC dataset. Notably, GranSAM demonstrates competitive
performance compared to established methods like MoCO
v2 [8] and SWAV [3]. However, methods such as MaskCon-
trast [24], TransFGU [28], and ACSeg [ 1], trained on the
train set of PASCAL VOC, outperform GranSAM. It’s es-
sential to note that direct comparisons with these methods
are challenging, as they utilize unlabeled data from the test
data distribution. However, when TransFGU [28] and Leop-
art [32] are trained on our synthetic/web crawled data and
tested on the PASCAL VOC val set, they perform poorly,
indicating a lack of generalization when the training data
does not align with the distribution of the test data.

Table 2 highlights the performance of GranSAM and
existing state-of-the-art methods on the COCO-80 dataset.
This dataset, characterized by its diverse set of 80 object
classes and complex scenes, reveals a notable decrease in
performance across all methods, including ours. Challenges
inherent in COCO-80, such as diverse object sizes, occlu-
sions, and intricate interactions, contribute to the difficulty
of achieving high mloU scores for state-of-the-art methods.
Even so, when the state-of-the-art methods were trained on
the synthetic/web crawled data and tested on the COCO-80
val set, the results are significantly poor compared to our
GranSAM framework. The occurrence of a low mloU and
a high mAP;5( in the COCO-80 dataset in Table 2 suggests
a trade-off between localization precision and segmentation
accuracy. A high mAPj5( indicates the model’s proficiency
in object detection and localization, while a low mIoU im-
plies challenges in precisely delineating object boundaries
or capturing fine-grained details.

It is essential to highlight a key aspect of our methodol-
ogy: our training data originates from a small set of syn-
thetic (200 images per class) or web crawled data (~45
images per class) which are single-object images, and thus
distinctly different from the test data distribution. Unlike
existing methods, which often rely on detailed annotations
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Table 3. Classwise mloU (%) scores obtained by GranSAM on the PASCAL VOC dataset, when trained on (a) SD: Stable Diffusion

generated synthetic images and (b) WC: Web crawled images.

Table 4. Ablation study results on PASCAL VOC: Uncertainty
Distillation significantly improves performance in both synthetic
and web crawled data training paradigms. MIL: Multiple Instance
Learning.

Table 5. Ablation study results on COCO-80: Uncertainty Dis-
tillation improves the performance marginally when 6 is trained
with synthetic images and significantly when it is trained with web
crawled images. MIL: Multiple Instance Learning.

Training Data

Training Data

Method Synthetic | Web crawl mloU mAPs Method Synthetic | Web crawl mloU | mAPs,
MIL only v 22.42% | 42.47% MIL only v 8.01% | 30.89%
MIL + Distillation v 25.16% | 49.06% MIL + Distillation v 8.60% | 30.97%
MIL only v 17.42% | 39.86% MIL only v 8.57% | 27.57%
MIL + Distillation v 22.42% | 45.59% MIL + Distillation v 9.01% | 31.81%

for each image, our method only requires knowledge of the
user-defined class names to be segmented across the en-
tire dataset. The ability to apply an existing method to a
new dataset, as achieved by GranSAM, without any knowl-
edge of the distribution of the data in this dataset is a highly
desired feature as it enhances generalizability well beyond
what unsupervised domain adaptation can do.

Furthermore, the effectiveness of our method is evident
in its ability to yield competitive results regardless of
the data source, be it synthetic or web crawled images.
When TransFGU [28] and Leopart [32] are trained on
our synthetic or web crawled datasets, the performance
drops significantly compared to their performance on
in-distribution training data in both PASCAL VOC and
COCO-80 datasets (GranSAM achieves +17.95% and
+5.17% mloU, compared to Leopart [32]), emphasizing
the unique challenges posed by our problem setting. This
flexibility underscores the robustness of our approach,
allowing for practical applications in scenarios where
obtaining extensive manual annotations per image is
challenging or impractical.

Qualitative Results. In Figure 3, we present some qualita-
tive results obtained by GranSAM. The example in Row-
1 depicts a single-object image of class “sheep”, where
SAM has provided several masks which includes back-
ground masks, wherein discrete grass patches in the image
have also been segmented separately. Row-2 shows an ex-
ample of a multi-object image where the objects are par-
tially occluded by each other. Row-3 shows two objects
belonging to the same class which are disconnected, while
Row-4 shows an example where two objects belonging to
the same class have a connected contour. In all of these

cases, GranSAM has been able to filter out the desired mask
along with the correct object label whereas SAM has seg-
mented several different parts of the image- both small and
large objects, for example, the eyes and the faces have been
segmented separately in Row-4.

The proposed GranSAM model excels in delivering
segmentation masks with a user-centric approach, focusing
on the desired granularity. Unlike SAM, which outputs
numerous masks without labels, our strategy is targeted
and meaningful. Instead of overwhelming users with an
abundance of masks, GranSAM provides specific masks
for user-defined objects, complete with meaningful labels.
This user-centric approach to tailoring the granularity of
object masks optimizes the user experience and enhances
the interpretability of results, aligning with real-world
scenarios where users seek specific objects within an
image, consequently making the segmentation process
more usable.

Ablation Study In our ablation study, we investi-
gated the impact of introducing Uncertainty Distillation
(Luncertainty) alongside the MIL loss (L) in our clas-
sifier head (0) training framework. The primary objective
was to understand the performance implications of leverag-
ing uncertainty information during training, particularly in
challenging scenarios. The results obtained for the PAS-
CAL VOC and COCO-80 datasets are tabulated in Tables 4
and 5 respectively.

Our experiments yielded compelling results, showcasing
significant performance improvements, particularly in the
PASCAL VOC dataset (with a +5% increase in mIoU and
+6.59% in mAPsy) when leveraging web-crawled data for
training. The strategic incorporation of Uncertainty Distil-



5

(b) Ground Truth Mask

(f) Ground Truth Mask

(j) Ground Truth Mask

Fo

(m) Original Image (n) Ground Truth Mask

(d) GranSAM Mask

(h) GranSAM Mask

(1) GranSAM Mask

(0) SAM Mask

(p) GranSAM Mask

Figure 3. Qualitative results of GranSAM on the Pascal VOC Dataset: The original image, the ground truth mask, all of the SAM generated
masks overlayed on top of each other, and the masks predicted by GranSAM are shown respectively in the four columns. For the ground
truth and predicted masks, the colours indicate the class label, while random colours were used for the SAM masks since SAM does not

provide class-labels.

lation alongside the MIL loss played a pivotal role in en-
hancing the model’s discriminative capabilities. Notably,
this improvement is pronounced in the case of COCO-80,
where the utilization of web-crawled training data addresses
the challenges posed by the dataset’s diversity and com-
plexity. The model’s adept handling of uncertainties in pre-
dictions proves crucial in navigating the intricacies of real-
world scenarios presented by the diverse COCO-80 dataset.

A key observation is the model’s improved robustness in
scenarios where traditional methods might struggle, show-
casing the practical relevance of incorporating Uncertainty
Distillation. The ability to make well-calibrated predictions
and acknowledge uncertainties translated into a more effec-
tive and reliable segmentation framework.

5. Conclusion

In conclusion, GranSAM revolutionizes semantic segmen-
tation annotation by automating pixel-level annotations and
semantic masks, eliminating the need for labor-intensive
manual labeling. Unlike traditional unsupervised meth-
ods, our innovative framework leverages SAM, a domain-
agnostic foundation model pretrained on diverse data. The
introduction of a classifier head atop SAM’s mask decoder,
trained with synthetic/web-crawled images, enhanced the
recognition of different regions based on semantics on an
unseen test data at the granularity level defined by the user.
Such a system provides a more efficient and flexible solu-
tion for annotation in semantic segmentation.
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Supplementary Information

This supplementary document complements the main
manuscript by providing additional insights and details
that enhance the understanding of our proposed GranSAM
model. Here, we offer a closer look at specific aspects, ad-
dressing nuances and expanding on key elements mentioned
in the primary text. The supplementary content includes:

* Examples of Stable Diffusion Images (Section 1): Ex-
plore the limitations of Stable Diffusion in generating re-
alistic multi-object images and its proficiency when fo-
cused on a single salient object.

¢ Architecture of Classifier Head (Section 2): Gain a
deeper understanding of the classifier head’s architec-
ture in GranSAM. Detailed layer-wise information is pro-
vided, shedding light on the network’s inner workings.

* Additional Experiments (Section 3): Delve into further
experiments and comparisons. This section includes ad-
ditional comparisons with baseline methods, classwise
mloU results for COCO-80 using GranSAM, and qualita-
tive results showcasing the impact of changed granularity
in our approach.

* Failure Cases (Section 5): Investigate instances where
GranSAM faced challenges and failed to correctly anno-
tate objects in images. This section provides valuable in-
sights into the model’s limitations and areas for potential
improvement.

1. Examples of Stable Diffusion Images

We utilized Stable Diffusion-v1-4 [? ] to generate syn-
thetic images for training the GranSAM model. While
Stable Diffusion excels at creating hyper-realistic single-
object images, its performance falters when generating re-
alistic multi-object scenes. Examples of images gener-
ated with Stable Diffusion are showcased in Figure 1. In
(a), prompted with “dog with aeroplane,” the model pro-
duces an image featuring two aeroplanes without any dogs.
While it’s true that instances of a “dog” with an “aero-
plane” are uncommon, in (b) with the prompt “person with
dog,” where such combinations are frequent, Stable Dif-
fusion fails to produce a convincing image, superimpos-
ing a dog on the person. Similarly, in (c) with the prompt
“person with truck,” a single-object “truck” image is gener-
ated, omitting the “person” object. In parts (d)-(e), where
the prompt highlights a single salient object, Stable Dif-

Layer Name | Input Dimension | Output Dimension
fc d x 1024 d x 512
fcl d x 512 d x 256
fc2 d x 256 d x 128
fc3 d x 128 dxC

Table 1. Architectural details of the classifier head 8 of GranSAM.
d is the number of predicted masks per image by SAM [? ] and C'
is the number of user-defined object classes.

fusion successfully generates realistic images suitable for
GranSAM training.

2. Architecture of Classifier Head

As detailed in the main manuscript, the classifier head 6
of GranSAM comprises a 4-layer network. Table 1 pro-
vides a breakdown of the layer-wise specifications for 6.
The activation function ReLU is applied to layers fc, fc1,
and fc2, with an additional dropout regularization on layer
fc2, employing a dropout probability of 90%. This dropout
regularization is implemented to prevent overfitting to syn-
thetic or web crawled image data, ensuring robust general-
ization to the actual test data distribution.

3. Additional Experiments
3.1. Baseline Comparison

We configured Leopart [? ] as a baseline method, training
it on synthetic or web-crawled data and evaluating its per-
formance on the PASCAL VOC or COCO-80 datasets. Ad-
ditionally, we included Leopart’s performance when trained
on the train sets of PASCAL VOC and COCO-80, tested on
their respective val sets. The results are compared to our
GranSAM and presented in Tables 2 and 3 for the PASCAL
VOC and COCO-80 datasets, respectively.

As an additional baseline, we incorporated the CLIP [? ]
model, renowned for its zero-shot performance. The base-
line setup for CLIP involves computing the similarity be-
tween images and a set of natural language words/phrases,
leveraging its shared Vision-Language embedding space.
Utilizing the d masks predicted by SAM for each image,
we generate d pooled images, with each corresponding to
a distinct object category. Subsequently, we calculate the



(a) “dog with aeroplane”

(d) “an image of a aeroplane”

(e) “an image of a bus”

(f) “an image of a person”

Figure 1. Illustrative examples of images generated by Stable Diffusion [? ], corresponding to prompts mentioned in the captions. Stable
Diffusion fails to generate realistic images when the given prompt involves more than one salient object.

Table 2. Baseline Results on PASCAL VOC

Training Data
Method PASCAL Synthftic Web crawl mloU | mAPs
Leopart [? ] v 23.28% -
Leopart [? ] v 7.21% -
GranSAM v 25.16% | 49.06%
Leopart [? ] v 6.79% -
GranSAM v 22.42% | 45.59%

Table 3. Baseline Results on COCO-80

Training Data
Method COCO | Synthetic | Web crawl mloU | mAPs
Leopart [? ] v 6.91% -
Leopart [? ] v 3.84% -
GranSAM v 8.60% | 30.90%
Leopart [? ] v 3.81% -
GranSAM v 9.01% | 31.80%

similarity between all d pooled images and each of the C
user-defined object classes. Similar to our GranSAM post-
processing, we set a similarity threshold at 70% and ap-
ply Non-Maximal Suppression to retain only unique objects
while eliminating redundant masks. The results obtained by
CLIP [? ] compared to our GranSAM model are reported
in Table 4.

3.2. Class-wise mlIoU for COCO-80

The class-wise mloU results obtained by GranSAM on the
COCO-80 dataset, when trained on synthetic images are re-
ported in Table 5 and when trained on web crawled images
are reported in Table 6.

Table 4. Comparison of GranSAM performance with CLIP [? ]
on the PASCAL VOC and COCO-80 datasets.

Method | mloU [ mAPs,
PASCAL VOC
CLIP [? ] 19.17% | 42.45%
GranSAM | 25.16% | 49.06%
COCO-80
CLIP [? ] 7.91% 29.93%
GranSAM | 9.01% | 31.80%

4. Results with Changed Granularity

We modified the class definitions for the PASCAL VOC
dataset to adjust the granularity of user-defined classes.
Specifically, we introduced some superset classes that en-
compass several PASCAL VOC classes together. The
revised class definitions and the corresponding PASCAL
VOC classes falling into these categories are as follows:

CEINT3

. animals: “bird”, “cat”, “cow”, “dog”, “horse”, “sheep”
29 13

. furniture: “chair”, “diningtable”, “sofa”

. household items: “bottle”, “pottedplant”, “tvmonitor”

. person: “person”

. transportation: “aeroplane”, “bicycle”, “boat”, “bus”,

113 9% ¢ CEINT3

car”, “motorbike”, “train”

We employed the GranSAM model to assess the PAS-
CAL VOC dataset with the refined class definitions. For
each of the five new classes, we generated 200 synthetic
images using the Stable Diffusion model, extracted SAM
mask embeddings m; for each image, and trained the clas-

O O R



Class Name | Background Airplane Apple | Backpack Banana Baseball Bat | Baseball Glove Bear Bed
mloU (%) 74.47 22.71 0.11 0.00 421 0.00 0.00 18.85 4.63
Class Name Bench Bicycle Bird Boat Book Bottle Bowl Broccoli Bus
mloU (%) 6.78 19.80 6.06 8.68 1.25 2.16 4.63 13.79 28.64
Class Name Cake Car Carrot Cat Cell Phone Chair Clock Couch Cow
mloU (%) 6.30 4.66 7.37 5.86 5.57 11.52 3.99 2.29 7.37
Class Name Cup Dining Table Dog Donut Elephant Fire Hydrant Fork Frisbee Giraffe
mloU (%) 3.24 10.89 13.09 2.31 22.87 26.41 0.00 0.00 35.87
Class Name | Hair Dryer Handbag Horse Hot Dog Keyboard Kite Knife Laptop Microwave
mloU (%) 0.00 0.00 7.74 4.74 12.43 0.00 0.00 5.85 9.47
Class Name | Motorcycle Mouse Orange Oven Parking Meter Person Pizza Potted Plant | Refrigerator
mloU (%) 45.43 0.00 8.13 3.69 7.85 19.22 22.05 3.64 11.27
Class Name Remote Sandwich Scissors Sheep Sink Skateboard Skis Snowboard Spoon
mloU (%) 0.77 11.79 2.35 12.51 1.09 2.68 0.03 0.01 0.00
Class Name | Sports Ball Stop Sign Suitcase | Surfboard Teddy Bear Tennis Racket Tie Toaster Toilet
mloU (%) 0.00 36.09 6.44 0.00 21.39 0.04 0.84 0.00 6.12
Class Name | Toothbrush | Traffic Light Train Truck TV Umbrella Vase Wine Glass Zebra
mloU (%) 0.00 6.81 15.03 8.43 9.52 0.00 3.26 6.57 48.18
Table 5. Class-wise mloU Scores obtained by GranSAM on the COCO-80 dataset when trained with the synthetic dataset.

Class Name | Background Airplane Apple | Backpack Banana Baseball Bat | Baseball Glove Bear Bed
mloU (%) 74.47 22.71 0.11 0.00 4.21 0.00 0.00 18.85 4.63
Class Name Bench Bicycle Bird Boat Book Bottle Bowl Broccoli Bus
mloU (%) 6.78 19.80 6.06 8.68 1.25 2.16 4.63 13.79 28.54
Class Name Cake Car Carrot Cat Cell Phone Chair Clock Couch Cow
mloU (%) 6.30 4.66 7.37 5.86 5.57 11.52 3.99 2.29 7.37
Class Name Cup Dining Table Dog Donut Elephant Fire Hydrant Fork Frisbee Giraffe
mloU (%) 3.24 10.89 13.09 5.86 22.87 26.41 0.00 0.01 35.87
Class Name | Hair Dryer Handbag Horse Hot Dog Keyboard Kite Knife Laptop Microwave
mloU (%) 0.00 0.00 7.74 4.74 12.43 0.00 0.00 5.85 9.47
Class Name | Motorcycle Mouse Orange Oven Parking Meter Person Pizza Potted Plant | Refrigerator
mloU (%) 45.37 0.00 8.13 3.69 7.85 19.22 22.05 3.64 11.27
Class Name Remote Sandwich Scissors Sheep Sink Skateboard Skis Snowboard Spoon
mloU (%) 0.77 11.79 2.35 12.51 1.09 2.68 0.03 0.01 0.00
Class Name | Sports Ball Stop Sign Suitcase | Surfboard Teddy Bear | Tennis Racket Tie Toaster Toilet
mloU (%) 0.00 36.09 6.44 0.00 21.39 0.04 0.84 0.00 6.12
Class Name | Toothbrush | Traffic Light Train Truck TV Umbrella Vase Wine Glass Zebra
mloU (%) 0.00 6.81 15.03 8.43 9.52 0.00 3.26 6.57 48.18

Table 6. Class-wise mloU Scores obtained by GranSAM on the COCO-80 dataset when trained with the web crawled dataset.

sifier head 6. With this updated granularity configuration,
we achieved an mAPs5( score of 61.54%.

Qualitative results are depicted in Figure 2, where Row-
1 and Row-2 showcase correct segmentation of objects
(“aeroplane” and “train”) from the same class, “transporta-
tion.” In Row-3, a “sheep” object is depicted, and in Row-4,
there are two objects, “dog” and “cat,” both now catego-
rized under “animals” with the renewed class definitions,
demonstrating accurate segmentation by GranSAM. Row-4
illustrates an example of the “person” class, while Row-5
exhibits an instance of the “furniture” class object.

5. Failure Cases

Figure 3 illustrates instances where GranSAM encountered

challenges in generating accurate annotations.

* Row-1: Presents a scenario where objects belonging to
the “bird” class were mislabeled as “zebra.” The intricate

details of bird wings, a salient feature for the “bird” cat-
egory, were challenging to distinguish, and the black and
white feathers, resembling a zebra’s pattern, led to the
misclassification.

Row-2: Exhibits a similar case where the class “bed” was
predicted as “couch”. The semantic similarities between
these furniture items, including pillows that can be mis-
taken for cushions on a couch, contributed to the misclas-
sification.

Row-3: Highlights an example with the actual object
class being “donut”. However, in the predictions, only
one of the three “donut” objects was correctly classified,
while the other two were mislabeled as “sandwich.” This
discrepancy arose due to the semantic similarity between
the pink-colored donut and a sandwich, leading to misin-
terpretation.

These instances underscore the model’s susceptibility to
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(a) Original Image (b) Ground Truth Mask (c) GranSAM Mask

T

(e) Ground Truth Mask (f) GranSAM Mask
(g) Original Image (h) Ground Truth Mask (i) GranSAM Mask

(1) GranSAM Mask

(p) Original Image (q) Ground Truth Mask (r) GranSAM Mask

Figure 2. Qualitative results obtained by GranSAM, when the PASCAL VOC dataset classes were updated to change the granularity level.
The colours represent the different object classes.

semantic similarities between object classes, revealing ar-
eas for potential improvement in handling nuanced distinc-
tions. Moreover, the consistent spatial accuracy of the gen-
erated semantic masks suggests that GranSAM effectively
captures the relevant regions, even when faced with chal-
lenges in label assignment.



(a) Original Image (b) Ground Truth Mask (c) Predicted Mask

(e) Ground Truth Mask (f) Predicted Mask

(h) Ground Truth Mask (i) Predicted Mask

Figure 3. Examples of cases where GranSAM failed to generate correct annotations. The different colors in the masks represent the
different class labels.



