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Abstract

Data privacy, storage, and distribution shifts are ma-
jor bottlenecks in medical image analysis. Data cannot
be shared across patients, physicians, and facilities due to
privacy concerns, usually requiring each patient’s data to
be analyzed in a discreet setting at a near real-time pace.
However, one would like to take advantage of the accumu-
lated knowledge across healthcare facilities as the compu-
tational systems analyze data of more and more patients
while incorporating feedback provided by physicians to im-
prove accuracy. Motivated by these, we propose a method
for medical image segmentation that adapts to each incom-
ing data batch (online adaptation), incorporates physician
feedback through active learning, and assimilates knowl-
edge across facilities in a federated setup. Combining an
online adaptation scheme at test time with an efficient sam-
pling strategy with budgeted annotation helps bridge the
gap between the source and the incoming stream of tar-
get domain data. A federated setup allows collaborative
aggregation of knowledge across distinct distributed mod-
els without needing to share the data across different mod-
els. This facilitates the improvement of performance over
time by accumulating knowledge across users. Towards
achieving these goals, we propose a computationally am-
icable, privacy-preserving image segmentation technique
DrFRODA that uses federated learning to adapt the model
in an online manner with feedback from doctors in the loop.
Our experiments on publicly available datasets show that
the proposed distributed active learning-based online adap-
tation method outperforms unsupervised online adaptation
methods and shows competitive results with offline active
learning-based adaptation methods.

*Corresponding author. Email: misla048@ucr.edu

1. Introduction

Image segmentation is a fundamental task in medical im-
age analysis as accurate medical image segmentation facil-
itates treatment [29], rehabilitation [19], and long-time dis-
ease monitoring [21] by analyzing the precise shape of in-
ternal organs and detecting abnormalities. In recent years,
deep learning based medical image segmentation [2,28] has
shown impressive performance gains and pragmatic use for
diagnosis and treatment [1]. However, these models re-
quire extensive fully-annotated training data to handle di-
verse datasets with variations in imaging modalities, qual-
ity, and demographics [9]. This presents two major bot-
tlenecks: firstly, centralized assembly of medical images
from numerous patients is not a viable option due to a
breach of doctor-patient confidentiality [13, 27], alongside
considerable logistical challenges associated with data stor-
age and secondly, the acquisition of pixel-level annotations
for large-scale medical imaging is time-consuming and ex-
pensive. To address these concerns, we propose to address
the problem of medical image segmentation in a federated
learning setup [32]. Additionally, we consider a practical
setting where medical data arrives to the radiologist in a
streaming fashion [34] and the radiologist has the scope of
annotating an extremely limited number of pixels [36].

In order to address the first bottleneck of privacy and
storage of medical images, we propose to use a feder-
ated learning setup. Federated learning (FL) facilitates dis-
tributed training of multiple models on numerous datasets
without sharing the data among the local models or the cen-
tral server. The central server maintains a global model, the
parameters of which are updated as an aggregate of those of
the local models [38]. Since the local models are deployed
by individual healthcare centers, they will be exposed to
variations in patient data across these centers. Due to the
federated learning setup, the global model will be inevi-
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(a) UDA AL (b) TTA AL

Figure 1. Figure 1a illustrates the offline UDA with AL setup, where both source and target domain data must be aggregated into a central
location for training. Figure 1b illustrates our federated TTA with active learning setup, where we do not allow any access to source data
or any kind of data storage.

dently exposed to these variations via the parameters of the
local models. However, the federated learner must be able
to adapt to the diverse forms of data distribution that can
occur in medical images. An example of such variations is
the distribution shift in MRI images of the same person cap-
tured by machines supplied by two different vendors [17].

In order to address the second bottleneck of the ne-
cessity of distribution exhaustive heavily annotated pixel-
level training data, unsupervised domain adaptation (UDA)
has been proposed as an effective approach in the litera-
ture [4, 18, 33]. The core idea of UDA is to use the avail-
able labeled data from a source domain along with unla-
beled data from the target domain to perform self-training
of a model in order to minimize the distribution shift and
hence, adapt it to the target domain [36]. However, most
existing UDA methods rely on two major assumptions: ac-
cess to the labeled source data for empirical risk minimiza-
tion and, availability of the entire target domain training
data. For both cases, data storage and privacy are major
concerns as a large-scale centralized database has to aggre-
gate patient medical data from different sources to enable
such offline adaptation [13,27]. In practical health-care set-
tings, a physician has to deal with a continuous flow of pa-
tients with no knowledge about the future patient, making
existing offline UDA approaches [4, 18, 33] ineffective for
real-time deployment. This motivates us to develop a real-
time online adaption algorithm for the federated learning
setup. This form of online adaptation that does not require
the source data and uses only an incoming batch of target

domain test data to optimally adapt the model to this target
domain is colloquially referred to as Test Time Adaptation
(TTA) [6, 8, 11]. TTA enables model adaptation through a
single pass of an online test batch, bypassing the need for
multiple backward passes, which would require the storing
of the batched data, as is the case in standard UDA [36].
The integration of TTA with a federated learning setup is
relatively unexplored in literature. Due to the importance
of distributed online learning for medical image segmenta-
tion, we propose an effective integration of TTA with fed-
erated learning. Figure 1 shows the difference between our
federated TTA setup and standard UDA-based segmentation
setup.

Although TTA is a more effective option compared to
standard UDA for on-the-fly adaptation, in a federated
learning setup, the local models adapted using TTA might
exhibit sub-optimal adaptation performance on encounter-
ing data from a target domain with extremely varied dis-
tribution compared to the source distribution on which the
model was originally trained on. Such varied distributions
of target data might even lead to catastrophic forgetting of
the source knowledge resulting in the model learning trivial
solutions [35]. In such situations, limited annotation feed-
back from the radiologists will aid the local models toward
optimal adaptation and consequently boost the overall per-
formance of the global model itself.

The distributed setup of federated learning will encom-
pass multiple annotators at the local level as opposed to
having a single annotator as in the non-distributed setup.



This also enables collaborative training among health fa-
cilities without explicitly sharing their individual and di-
verse set of private patient data, while also mitigating their
individual local model’s ineffectiveness in handling previ-
ously unseen variations in patient data. Motivated by these
findings we propose an effective active learning guided fed-
erated TTA framework called DrFRODA: Doctors-in-the-
loop FedeRated Online Domain Adaptation. DrFRODA.
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first paper to pro-
pose active learning guided TTA for a federated learning
process.

DrFRODA incorporates an innovative subset selection
strategy involving selective image pruning that minimizes
the annotation burden of the radiologist, enabling the se-
lection of the minimal but most informative subset of pix-
els from the most relevant images from each batch of tar-
get domain test images. Our framework needs a model
pre-trained on the source domain to begin the adaptation
process which is distributed across numerous local users
(doctors/healthcare centers). Every local model encoun-
ters a distinct online batch of target domain test images and
produces pixel-wise pseudo labels. Using selective image
pruning most informative images are first selected from the
test batch and their pixel-wise pseudo labels are used for
uncertainty-guided budgeted sampling of pixels to be anno-
tated by the doctor. Since a doctor can access only his pa-
tient’s data for active learning, it prevents privacy breaches.
The active feedback from the doctor is used to update the
local models via supervised empirical risk minimization on
the active pixels. As per the federated learning setup, only
the parameters (weights and biases) of the local models are
transferred to the central server, which are aggregated by
FedAvg [23] to update the global model, thereby mitigat-
ing concerns of privacy, storage and distribution shifts in
medical images. The major contributions of this work are
summarized as follows:

• We propose DrFRODA, a novel federated TTA frame-
work with doctors-in-the-loop active learning for
storage-efficient and privacy-preserving medical im-
age segmentation. DrFRODA is the first setup to ex-
plore both federated TTA and the integration of active
learning to the same.

• We propose a novel image pruning strategy to signifi-
cantly reduce the annotation burden on each local user.

• We perform extensive experimentation on publicly
available medical image datasets and show that with
as little as 1% annotations acquired as active feed-
back, DrFRODA not only outperforms existing TTA
approaches by a considerable margin but also reaches
near offline UDA performance.

2. Related Works
Test Time Adaptation. Unsupervised Domain Adaptation
(UDA) is generally an offline adaptation technique which
may or may not require the source data for adaptation.
However, a large volume of unlabelled data from target do-
main is necessary to perform the adaptation. This particular
configuration is not suitable for situations where a continu-
ous flow of data is present and adaptation needs to be done
on the fly. Test time adaptation (TTA) addresses this issue
by adapting the model weights according to the character-
istics of the current test batch in the target domain. The
method TENT [34] adapts the weights of pre-trained source
model to target domain by updating only the batch-norm pa-
rameters using entropy minimization. EATA [25] proposed
a modification of TENT by employing a reliable and non-
redundant sample selection method for entropy minimiza-
tion. CoTTA [34] employed a teacher-student model where
all the weights of the student model are updated using con-
sistency loss. Then the teacher model is updated using the
exponential moving average method. However, adaptation
in TTA methods suffers from catastrophic forgetting which
means gradually drifting away from source knowledge. In
order to tackle this issue some techniques such as stochas-
tic restoration [35] and fisher regularization [16] have been
employed.
Federated Learning. Federated Learning is a decentralized
collaborative paradigm for learning with multiple clients
where data privacy is preserved for each client. FedAvg [23]
is one of the most popular frameworks for federated learn-
ing which updates the server model using a weighted aver-
age of local models from all clients. The weights of FedAvg
are set in proportion to the available data of each client.
However, this weighting method is not applicable when the
clients have no idea about the volume of future data. Kim
et al. [14] integrated active learning to federated learning
to solve the class imbalance issue. FedSeg [24] proposed a
modified cross-entropy loss to address the non IID distribu-
tion of foreground and background among the clients.
Active Domain Adaptation. Active learning (AL) is an ef-
ficient approach that can reduce the annotation cost while
enhancing the performance of deep learning models. In or-
der to maximize the performance of the deep learning model
with a budget annotation an effective sampling function is
needed. A common strategy is selecting the most uncer-
tain samples. The uncertainty can be measured in terms of
entropy [10], Maximum Normalized Log-Probability [30],
and Bayesian uncertainty measurement [5]. Annotation for
segmentation tasks, especially for images from a new do-
main, are more expensive and time-consuming than classifi-
cation task because segmentation involves dense prediction.
To address this researchers have incorporated active learn-
ing with the standard UDA setup, colloquially referred to
as Active Domain Adaptation (ADA). RIPU [36] designed



Figure 2. Local Model Update. Each local model encounters a continuous stream of batched target domain test images. The model first
infers the semantic labels of the current batch and obtains the pixel-wise pseudo-labels. Following this, the local active learning block first
uses IP to prune the test batch (Sec 3.2.1) and obtain the subset of the most informative images in the batch. Next, the pseudo labels of
the selected images are passed to the pixel acquisition block PA (Sec 3.2.2) which selects b% of most uncertain pixels in these images
for annotation acquisition from the local user/doctor. Following the acquisition, the BN layers of this model are updated by supervised
minimization of cross-entropy loss on the newly annotated pixels.

a sampling strategy based on the uncertainty and regional
purity for both pixel and area annotation for the segmenta-
tion task. Another methods EADA [37] and LabOR [31]
proposed a domain adaptive active learning strategy where
samples are selected based on free energy measurement.
However, all of these existing strategies are defined for the
offline UDA setup and none of the methods show how to ac-
quire annotations from multiple humans across distributed
devices i.e. federated learning. Our proposed approach ad-
dresses this gap in the literature by showing an effective
method for integrating AL in a federated TTA setup.

3. Methodology

3.1. Motivation and Overview

We design an active learning-guided TTA framework
for the federated learning setup with application to med-
ical image segmentation. Therefore, we have a set of N
distributed to local users and a central server with a global
model fϕ. fϕ is initialized with the parameters of a seg-
mentation model fψ trained on a set of labeled source data
S = {(Xi

S , Y
i
S)}

Ms
i=1 ∼ Ds to segment total C number of

classes, where Ds is the source domain data distribution.
As shown in Figure 2, following the TTA setup [34]

the inference and adaptation process is continuous in na-
ture whereby each user encounters a continuous stream of
mini-batches Xn

1 → Xn
2 → ... → Xn

t → ... at differ-
ent steps. Each mini-batch, Xn

t = {Xj
T }

Bt
j=1 where each

Xj
T ∈ T with T being the target domain test set sampled

from a different data distribution DT . To prevent any pri-
vacy breaches, for any two users (n,m), at a given time step
t, Xm

t ∩Xn
t = ∅. This further ensures data privacy as each

user can be considered a doctor using their local models via
an edge device, and the mini-batches are medical images of

their respective patients.
The entire TTA process follows an infer, acquire, and

update policy. At t = 1, a copy of fϕ is provided to each
local user, henceforth referred to as fnθ . Each user first per-
forms inference on the current mini-batch and then, based
on our sampling strategy, highlights images and pixels that
need to be annotated via active feedback from the user. Af-
ter acquiring the annotations, they are used for updating
the local models via supervised empirical risk minimiza-
tion. Following the local update, the parameters of each fnθ
are then transferred to the central server, where fϕ is up-
dated through weighted FedAvg [23]. The updated fϕ is
then redistributed to all the local users for inference on their
respective next mini-batch. This form of active feedback
guided TTA enables the global model to improve progres-
sively with each incoming stream of test data.

In the subsequent sections, we first describe our local
active learning process, followed by the domain adaption
and weighted FedAvg techniques.

3.2. Local Active Learning

First each local model fnθ is used to conduct inference
on a mini-batch Xn

t and obtain its pixel-wise classification
scores Pn

t = {Pj}Bt
j=1. In a standard TTA [34, 35] setup,

the classification scores will be directly used for minimiz-
ing a pseudo-label based loss for self-training. As discussed
earlier, self-training with incorrect pseudo-labels will lead
to catastrophic forgetting the source knowledge. To al-
leviate this, we propose a pixel level annotation acquisi-
tion strategy from the local radiologist. However, in a test
batch, all the images do not exhibit the same amount of do-
main shift. We hypothesize that the annotations from active
learner can be efficiently utilized if the budgeted annotation
is spent on the images with larger domain shifts instead of



annotating all the images of the test batch. Thus, pruning
the mini-batch to the most informative images alleviates the
annotation burden on the local radiologist, which elaborate
upon this section.

3.2.1 Selective Image Pruning

To select the images with larger domain shifts, we leverage
the batch-normalization layer (BN) statistics of incoming
test batches. The statistics of DS are stored in the BN layer
of the fψ in terms of running mean and running variance.
In order to determine the domain shift, we compare the fea-
ture statistics for each Xj

T ∈ Xn
t with the source statistics.

With a domain shift, an abrupt change in feature statistics
can be visible in terms of KL divergence [7]. Therefore, for
each Xj

T in the mini-batch we first augment it to obtain X̃j
T .

Assuming the per-channel BN layers to exhibit a Gaussian
distribution the divergence between the statistics of fψ (ap-
proximated as N (µS

lc′
, (σS

lc′
)2) and the BN statistics of X̃j

T

(approximated as N (µ
Tj

lc′
, (σ

Tj

lc′
)2) is defined as,

D(S, X̃j
T ) =

∑
l

∑
c′

KL
[
N

(
µS
lc′

, (σS
lc′

)2
)
,N

(
µ
Tj

lc′
, (σ

Tj

lc′
)2
)]

=
∑
l

∑
c′

log

σ
Tj

lc′

σS
lc′

+

(
σS
lc′

)2
+

(
µS
lc′

− µ
Tj

lc′

)2

2(σ
Tj

lc′
)2

−
1

2
.

(1)

The higher the value of D(S, X̃j
T ) the greater the domain

shift. Therefore, we select K% images from each Xn
t with

the highest values of D(S, X̃j
T ) and remove the remaining

resulting in a pruned batch, X̃n
t , with batch size B̃t < Bt.

3.2.2 Pixel Sampling

After obtaining the pruned test batch X̃n
t , another sample

b% pixels from each of its images for annotating by the local
user. Here b is the active learning budget. For the sampling
strategy we incorporate the acquisition function proposed
in [36].

First, pixel-wise prediction uncertainty is computed as
its predictive entropy as shown below,

H(x, y) = −
∑
c

P(x, y, c) logP(x, y, c) (2)

where P is the normalized output (using softmax) of the
network prediction, (x, y) is the pixel coordinate, and c its
predicted pseudo label. Next Regional Impurity which in-
dicates whether there is a mixture of different instances is
a square area is computed. Following [36] a square of size
(2k+1×2k+1 ) is selected the pixel (x, y), and its regional
impurity is computed as follows,

Algorithm 1 DrFRODA
The N users are indexed by n. Image Selection factor K%,
Active leaning budget for pixel sampling is b%

Require: Source pre-trained model fψ ,
1: Initialize parameters of global model fϕ and local mod-

els {fnθ }
N
n=1 same as the pretrained source model fψ

2: calculate
{
(µS
lc′
, (σS

lc′
)2)

}
which is the BN statistics of

fψ .
3: for each round t = 1, 2, · · · do
4: for each user n ∈ {1, 2, 3, ..., N} in paralle do
5: Initialize divergence array DIV = {}

6: for each image j ∈
{
Xj

T

}Bt

j=1
do

7: Xj
T ← Augmentation

8: Calculate BN statistics
{
(µ

Tj

lc′
, (σ

Tj

lc′
)2)

}
of Xj

T

9: Calculate D using equation 1
10: DIV← Store D
11: end for
12: X̃n

t ← Select images with top-K% value in DIV
13: perform pixel sampling on X̃n

t with budget b% us-
ing equation 2,3,4,5

14: update local model using equation 6
15: end for
16: update global model using equation 7
17: copy updated global model to the local models
18: end for

P(x, y)−
C∑
c=1

|Ack(x, y)|
|Ak(x, y)|

log
|Ack(x, y)|
|Ak(x, y)|

(3)

where |Ack(x, y)| is the number of pixels of class c in the
square region around pixel (x, y).

The overall acquisition function for each image in X̃n
t is

given as,

Uj(x, y) = Hj(x, y)⊙ Pj(x, y) (4)

and the corresponding pixels, sampled from the image for
annotating are given as,

Q∗ = {(x∗, y∗)}where(x∗, y∗) = argmax
(x,y)∈R2

{Uj(x, y)}B̃t
j=1 (5)

3.3. Adapting Local Models

After b% pixels have been selected from each image in
X̃n
t , their corresponding labels are acquired from the local

user. To adapt each of the local models fnθ to T we update
the parameters of their respective BN layers by minimizing
the following cross-entropy loss on the annotated pixels,



LCE = − 1

|Q∗|
∑

(x,y)∈Q∗

C∑
c=1

Y(x, y, c) logP(i, j, c) (6)

where, Y(x, y, c) is the label provided by the active learner
at the (x, y) pixel of an image. It must be noted

3.4. Updating global model

Each of the N local models is updated after a test batch
of images passes by each of them. The parameters of the
local models are sent to the central server holding the global
model, fϕ. Using the FedAvg method [23], the parameters,
ϕ, of fϕ, are updated as shown below,

ϕ(t) =
1

N

N∑
n=1

θn(t− 1) (7)

where θn(t − 1) are the parameters of the fnθ after
(t − 1)th round of federated learning and ϕ(t) are the pa-
rameters of fϕ that will be deployed on the tth round of
federated learning. The updated fϕ is distributed back to
the local users for their next round of incoming test images.
The overall algorithm of DrFRODA is shown in Algo 1.

4. Experiments and Results
4.1. Dataset

• CHAOS MRI: CHAOS (Combined Healthy Abdom-
inal Organ Segmentation) [12] includes Magnetic Reso-
nance Imaging (MRI) of 20 subjects. MRI data sets are
collected for two different sequences which are T1-DUAL
and T2-SPIR. T1-DUAL also comprises two different types
of signals: in-phase (IP) and out-of-phase (OOP). All the
MRI datasets contain the annotations of four human inter-
nal organs: liver, left Kidney, right kidney and spleen.
• DUKE MRI:
The Duke liver dataset [22] contains the data of 105

patients. This dataset exhibits four distinct forms of con-
trasts, namely in phase, opposed phase, T1-weighted, and
enhanced T1-weighted. In this dataset, only liver is anno-
tated manually.
• Prostate MRI: A publicly available MRI dataset [20]

has been used for prostate segmentation. It comprises man-
ually annotated T2-weighted MRI from two different sites:
Boston Medical Center (BMC) and Radboud University
Medical Center (RUNMC). Each of the datasets comprises
30 MRI stacks.

4.2. Adaptations

• CHAOS T2-SPIR to DUKE T2-SPIR of CHAOS
dataset is T2-weighted. DUKE dataset contains four dif-
ferent contrasts of MRI images. Hence, there is a domain

Table 1. DSC values for multi organ segmentation CHAOS T1-
DUAL In Phase (IP) → Out of Phase (OOP). The best results are
highlighted in red and the second best results in blue. † Results are
shown on a held-out test split of the entire target domain testing
data.

Comparison with existing TTA methods
Liver L.Kid R.Kid. Spl. mean

Source 87.77 37.97 18.92 67.31 52.99
TENT [34] 86.03 58.1 54.72 70.34 67.29
CoTTA [35] 86.38 52.8 58.27 71.06 67.13

DrFRODA (K = 50) 88.42 70.84 70.91 75.85 76.5
DrFRODA (K = 70) 88.53 70.86 71.93 76.06 76.84

Comparison with SOTA Offline ADA method.†

RIPU [36] 93.52 87.42 86.71 86.95 88.65
RIPU-SF [36] 93.54 85.69 84.29 86.69 87.55

DrFRODA (K = 50) 92.12 83.69 82.96 80.21 84.75
DrFRODA (K = 70) 92.11 83.25 83.16 80.94 84.87

shift between these two datasets. T2-SPIR of CHAOS data
is considered the source domain, and DUKE dataset is con-
sidered as the target domain for liver segmentation.
• CHAOS T1-DUAL IP to OOP Although gradient

echo sequences of IP and OOP of CHAOS T1-DUAL are
collected with the same repetition time, the echo time val-
ues [26] are different causing the domain shift. IP and OOP
are considered as source and target domains respectively.
• BMC to RUNMC BMC is used as the source, and

RUNMC dataset as the target domain.

4.3. Baseline Methods and Metric

We compare DrFRODA with state-of-the-art (SOTA)
TTA methods, TENT [34] and CoTTA [35]), as well as,
with the SOTA offline UDA-AL/ADA method RIPU [36].
Two variations of RIPU are considered. The first with
access to the source domain data , which is the standard
implementation of RIPU and the second is w/o access to
the source data or source-free RIPU, which we refer to as
RIPU-SF. Since RIPU is an offline method, it needs a ded-
icated target domain training set, so we split the entirety
of the target domain test set into training (80%) and test-
ing (20%) split for RIPU. For a fair comparison, the per-
formance of DrFRODA on this dedicated test split is com-
pared with that of RIPU and RIPU-SF. Following standard
practice in medical image segmentation [8], the Dice Score
(DSC) is used as the performance metric.

4.4. Implementation Details

We use ResNet-18 backbone in Deeplabv3 [3]. We have
used 1% pixel annotation from the active learner in each test
batch. For updating the batch normalization layer we have
used ADAM [15] optimizer with a learning rate 0.01.



Table 2. DSC values for single organ segmentation CHAOS
T2SPIR → DUKE (Liver segmentation) and BMC → RUNMC
(Prostate segmentation). The best results are highlighted in red
and the second best results in blue. † Results are shown on a held-
out test split of the entire target domain testing data.

CHAOS → DUKE BMC→ RUNMC
Comparison with existing TTA methods.

Liver Prostate
Source Only 12.77 74.47
TENT [34] 38.16 78.11
CoTTA [35] 38.54 77.06

DrFRODA(K = 50) 52.11 80.99
DrFRODA (K = 70) 52.30 81.10

Comparison with SOTA Offline ADA method.†

RIPU [36] 78.81 89.06
RIPU-SF [36] 78.48 88.16

DrFRODA (K = 50) 63.92 84.68
DrFRODA (K = 70) 64.17 84.87

4.5. Results

Table 1 shows the results on CHAOS T1-DUAL IP →
OOP adaptation. Table 2 shows the results on CHAOS T2-
SPIR → DUKE and BMC → RUNMC dataset adaptation
for liver and prostate segmentation, respectively. In all those
analyses we see that our approach outperforms the online
TTA methods . For example, in Table 1 our method beats
the best-performing online method by 9.71%. However,
compared to offline method our approach shows some per-
formance drop. For example, in Table 1 our methods shows
3.9% and 2.68% performance drop compared to RIPU and
RIPU-SF. Still it is a huge advantage because our method
is totally online while RIPU is an offline method. Despite
deing an online method our method is showing compet-
itive result with offline method. The same pattern repeats
in BMC → RUNMC adaptation where we observe 4.19%
and 3.29% performance drop compared to RIPU and RIPU-
SF, respectively. However, in CHAOS T2-SPIR→ DUKE
adaptation DrFRODA had much performance drop com-
pared to RIPU. As mentioned earlier CHAOS comprises a
combination of images with different contrasts. That is why
DrFRODA could not capture all the distribution shifts in a
single pass of every batch of images. RIPU was able to
learn the distribution shift by training on same images with
multiple passes. However, our method still shows 13.46%
performance improvement compared to other TTA methods
on this adaptation.

We also note that even without adaptation (source) in Ta-
ble 1 the results on liver is quite satisfactory. Being the
largest organ among all four classes, liver has the highest
number of pixels. Hence with no adaptation , the prediction
is a bit biased to segmenting liver. On the contrary, organs
with less number of pixels such as left kidney, right kid-

Table 3. Comparison between Pixel and Area-based active an-
notation for CHAOS T1DUAL IP → OOP adaptation under 1%
annotation.

K = 100 K = 50
Organ Pixel Area Pixel Area
Liver 88.57 88.17 88.42 88.13
L. Kidney 71.34 67.86 70.84 66.92
R.Kidney 72.73 66.55 70.91 65.70
Spleen 76.7 76.59 75.85 76.81
mean 77.34 74.79 76.51 74.39

ney and spleen, result in comparatively less DSC. However,
with the utilization of active learning, model performance
in those classes improves significantly. A visual demon-
stration of performance using different methods is shown in
Figure 3.

4.6. Ablation Studies

4.6.1 Comparison between Pixel vs Area Annotation

In the proposed method, the active learner annotated the
pixels which are selected by the sampling function. How-
ever, in real life, annotating square regions is easier than
annotating scattered pixels. In Table 3, we compare the
performance of online adaptation using active learning
through both pixel and area-based annotation under the
same amount of budget. We consider 10pixel × 10pixel
square as a unit region for annotation. We follow the pro-
cedure described in [36] in order to perform area-based an-
notation by active learner. In Table 3 we observe that pixel-
based annotation performs better than area-based annota-
tion. Under the same budget, the pixel annotation only an-
notates the pixels where the model is least confident. How-
ever, in area annotation, the active learner has to annotate a
region that includes both confident and less confident pixels
for the network. Hence, we observe a drop of performance
2.55% and 1.12% for K = 100 and 50, respectively in area-
based annotation.

4.6.2 Total Annotation fixed vs Total Annotation ∝ K

In our work, we proposed an effective K% image selection
technique from the current input batch. The active learner
has a budget of b% pixels for each of the selected images.
It means the total number of annotations is proportional to
K% decreases. We do an ablation study where at first we
select K = 100 (select all the images of the batch), then an-
notate b% of all images. This is the highest number of pos-
sible annotations. Now we decrease K, but keep the total
number of annotations the same. It means with a decrease of
K, the number of selected images decreases, but each image
will get more than b% annotation. In Figure 4 we illustrate



(a) input image (b) Ground truth (c) Source model (d) TENT
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Figure 3. Segmentation results on CHAOS T1-DUAL for In Phase → Out Phase adaptation. Liver, Left Kidney, Right Kidney and Spleen
shown by yellow, purple, blue, and red colours, respectively.

(a) liver (b) Right Kidney (c) Spleen

Figure 4. Perforamnce comparison while keeping the total number of annotation fixed vs varying total number of annotation ∝ K (our
original setting) for CHAOS T1-DUAL IP → OOP adaptation.

how the segmentation performance of the network changes
if the total number of annotations remains fixed vs a total
number of annotations varies with K (our original setting).
From the plots, we have two observations (i) in each case,
if the value of K decreases which means less number of
images are selected from the test batch, the DSC decreases.
However the fall of DSC in not drastic. In the worst case,
there is a drop of around 1% in DSC in right kidney segmen-
tation when K is reduced from 100% by 50%. It means in
exchange for a 1% performance loss, the active learner can
concentrate on only 50% of the images of the batch which is
really helpful for the active learner in an online application.
(ii) If we compare the fixed number of pixel annotations and
varying number of annotations with K, the performance of
fixed number of annotation is slightly better than the other
case. This is because the first case gets more annotation

than the other one. However the gap is not very much. It
is because if we decrease K, less number of images are se-
lected. Among those selected images, there is less amount
of informative pixels which can enhance the performance
of the model. As a result, even if the active learner provides
more annotation, the performance of the network does not
change much. More results and analysis will be added to
supplementary documents.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, we present a novel distributed active
learning-based online domain adaptive segmentation tech-
nique DrFRODA. We show the effectiveness of an innova-
tive sampling strategy in active learning in facilitating on-
line domain adaptation in a user-friendly manner. At the



same time, the confidentiality of personal information is
maintained using a distributed system. Our method out-
performs the existing TTA methods across datasets and
shows performance close to offline methods in most of the
datasets. Thus DrFRODA presents an effective solution in
mitigating domain shifts in a collaborating manner for med-
ical image segmentation while maintaining privacy, conve-
nience and better performance than existing online meth-
ods.
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