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Abstract

Class incremental semantic segmentation (CISS) enables a model to continually
segment new classes from non-stationary data while preserving previously learned
knowledge. Recent top-performing approaches are prototype-based methods that
assign a prototype to each learned class to reproduce previous knowledge. However,
modeling each class distribution relying on only a single prototype, which remains
fixed throughout the incremental process, presents two key limitations: (i) a single
prototype is insufficient to accurately represent the complete class distribution
when incoming data stream for a class is naturally multimodal; (ii) the features of
old classes may exhibit anisotropy during the incremental process, preventing fixed
prototypes from faithfully reproducing the matched distribution. To address the
aforementioned limitations, we propose a Continual Gaussian Mixture Distribution
(CoGaMiD) modeling method. Specifically, the means and covariance matrices
of the Gaussian Mixture Models (GMMs) are estimated to model the complete
feature distributions of learned classes. These GMMs are stored to generate pseudo-
features that support the learning of novel classes in incremental steps. Moreover,
we introduce a Dynamic Adjustment (DA) strategy that utilizes the features of
previous classes within incoming data streams to update the stored GMMs. This
adaptive update mitigates the mismatch between fixed GMMs and continually
evolving distributions. Furthermore, a Gaussian-based Representation Constraint
(GRC) loss is proposed to enhance the discriminability of new classes, avoiding
confusion between new and old classes. Extensive experiments on Pascal VOC
and ADE20K show that our method achieves superior performance compared to
previous methods, especially in more challenging long-term incremental scenarios.
The source code is available at https://github.com/zhu-gl-ux/CoGaMiD

1 Introduction

Semantic segmentation has witnessed remarkable advancements over the decades, particularly with
the emergence of deep learning. A wide range of architectures, such as convolution neural networks
(CNNs) [23, 18] and Transformers [12, 42, 26], have been developed to tackle the challenge of
semantic segmentation. Traditional semantic segmentation networks acquire the ability to handle a
predefined number of semantic categories by conducting a one-time training process. However, in
realistic applications, the trained segmentation model is expected to learn new concepts continuously
under the situation that the previously labeled data are not available due to privacy or legal reasons.
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Fine-tuning the old model with new data results in overfitting the new classes quickly while forgetting
learned old classes, termed catastrophic forgetting [29].

To alleviate this problem, equipping segmentation models with the ability to continually learn new
classes from the non-stationary data while preserving previously learned classes has emerged as
a pivotal task, known as class incremental semantic segmentation (CISS). Classically, studies in
CISS explore various techniques, such as knowledge distillation [30, 44, 1, 34], pseudo-labeling
[13, 50, 4], contrastive learning [48, 55, 49], and proposal generation [5, 52, 53] to maintain a balance
between learning new knowledge and preserving old knowledge. Although impressive, these methods
[34, 13, 55, 52] still suffer from catastrophic forgetting, leading to a performance degradation in the
old classes, especially in the challenging long-term incremental scenarios.

Recent advances in CISS [60, 11, 7] have adopted a prototype-based technique to incorporate
knowledge from previous classes into the new model, achieving a good balance between stability and
plasticity. In comparison to previous exemplar-replay methods [28, 34, 5], these methods effectively
mitigate privacy concerns and storage costs by maintaining a single prototype for each learned
class. Although prototype-based replay methods have demonstrated remarkable performance, certain
limitations still persist. Firstly, accurately estimating the distribution of each learned class is essential
for preserving previously acquired knowledge. However, a single prototype, represented by the mean
of the features and the corresponding variances, is insufficient to precisely capture the complete class
distribution when the data streams for a class is inherently multimodal. Secondly, the distributions of
learned classes may exhibit anisotropy, since the features appear shift in various directions due to
the continual updates of model parameters during the incremental process [16]. Nevertheless, the
class prototypes are stored in an unaltered manner, which prevents the faithful reproduction of the
corresponding distributions in the feature space.

To this end, we propose a novel method, called Continual Gaussian Mixture Distribution (CoGaMiD)
modeling, to address the limitations of current features replay solutions from a prototype perspective.
Specifically, after each training step, the feature extractor is frozen to extract class features from
current training data. The distribution of each learned class is estimated using an independent
Gaussian mixture model with multiple Gaussian components. Utilizing these GMMs, CoGaMiD
generates more accurate pseudo-features that represent the distributions of old classes to support
the new model in distinguishing between novel and old classes. During the incremental learning
process, the features of old classes may exhibit anisotropy due to the model training, a portion of old
class distributions will deviate from the saved GMMs, leading to the issue of mismatch. To address
this, a Dynamic Adjustment (DA) strategy is developed to ensure that the generated pseudo-features
can continuously adapt to the distribution anisotropy by updating the stored GMMs with features
of previous classes in current data steams. Additionally, maintaining discriminative representations
is essential for accurately learning and estimating the distribution of novel classes. Therefore, we
introduce a Gaussian-based Representation Constraint (GRC) loss to push the features of new classes
from the centroids of the similar old ones. The contributions of this work are summarized as:

• We present the Continual Gaussian Mixture Distribution (CoGaMiD) modeling, a method
that incrementally learns novel classes by generating pseudo-features of learned classes
using GMMs. Compared to single prototype-based CISS methods, our approach more
effectively reproduces the precise distribution of old knowledge by leveraging the inherent
advantages of GMMs in modeling distributions from a multimodal perspective.

• We designed a novel Dynamic Adjustment (DA) strategy to enable the generated pseudo-
features continuously adapt to the anisotropic features during the incremental process.
Moreover, a Gaussian-based Representation Constraint (GRC) loss is proposed to maintain
a discriminative distance between new and old classes.

• Through extensive experiments on PASCAL VOC [15] and ADE20K [57], we demonstrate
the state-of-the-art performance of our method across various CISS scenarios, particularly
in more challenging long-term incremental scenarios.
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2 Related Work

2.1 Class Incremental Learning

Class Incremental Learning (CIL) aims to overcome the limitations of traditional model training
by continuously acquiring new concepts while retaining previously learned knowledge. The main
challenge that CIL systems will encounter here is catastrophic forgetting [29]. Existing methods
primarily address this problem through three main approaches: regularization, replay, and param-
eter isolation. In regularization-based methods, additional regularization terms [21, 17, 39, 36] or
knowledge distillation [45, 59, 14] are introduced to prevent significant changes to the knowledge
of previously learned classes in the new model. Replay-based methods store [35, 27, 2] or generate
[40, 19] a small sample set of previous tasks and replay them when learning the new tasks. Parameter
isolation methods [43, 25, 20] assign dedicated parameter modules to new tasks, while keeping the
parameters of old tasks fixed to be protected from forgetting.

2.2 Gaussian Mixture Models in CIL

A series of studies have investigated the use of Gaussian Mixture Models (GMMs) in the CIL task.
[58] pre-assigns multiple virtual embeddings using GMMs to prepare the model for future classes.
[54] introduces GMMs to automatically and simultaneously estimate both prototype number and
prototypes. [33, 41] employ GMMs to generate class-specific images. However, their applications
have been largely restricted to simpler datasets, such as MNIST [24]. [22] proposes the integration of
gradient-based GMMs with a continual learning framework by using GMMs as classifiers. In contrast
to the above methods, we are the first to leverage the natural advantages of GMMs to preserve learned
knowledge while effectively learning new knowledge for CISS tasks.

2.3 Class Incremental Semantic Segmentation

Class Incremental Semantic Segmentation (CISS) is first introduced by [30], which utilizes standard
knowledge distillation to alleviate catastrophic forgetting. [4] addresses the unique issue of back-
ground shift by designing an unbiased function. Since then, various methods have focused on the
aforementioned main challenges in CISS. Distillation-based methods develop the varied distillation
terms [38, 1, 44, 55] to maintain old class knowledge. The pseudo-label strategy [13, 3, 50, 32] is
proven to effectively mitigate background shift. Exampler-based methods employ memory selection
mechanism [61] or generative model [28] to replay old class samples in incremental steps. Some
methods employ additional information, such as saliency maps [5] and mask proposals [52, 53], to
reduce semantic ambiguity in background regions.

Additionally, prototype-based replay methods [7, 60] leverage stored prototypes, where each old
class is represented by a single prototype, to generate pseudo-features of old classes. Although
achieving remarkable performance, the use of a single prototype for a class may not be sufficient to
capture the complete distribution of that class, because the real-world data often exhibit multimodal
characteristics. Meanwhile, the former [7] ignores the issue of mismatch between unchanged
prototypes and anisotropic distribution of old classes during incremental processes. The latter [60]
alleviates this problem by updating the centroids of the prototypes, but still suffers from limited
robustness due to the unchanged variances [37]. In contrast, our method continuously estimates the
precise distribution of each old class using a GMM with natural multiple attributes, and adapts to
anisotropic distributions through dynamic GMM updates, striking an advantage.

3 Method

3.1 Problem Definition

In the class incremental semantic segmentation (CISS) task, a model is expected to learn classes
over multiple steps, and we assume that there are T steps. At each step t, the modelMt comprises a
feature extractor f t and a classifier gt. The dataset Dt for training the model consists a set of pairs
(xt,yt), where xt is a input image and yt is the corresponding segmentation label. Noting that yt

only exhibits the labels in current classes Ct, while all other class (i.e. learned classes C1:t−1 and
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Figure 1: Overview of our proposed CoGaMiD. (a) Given the dataset Dt at step t, after conventional
training, we estimate the distribution of classes at this step using the corresponding GMMs, which
are optimized by the EM algorithm. (b) The features of old classes, obtained by the current model
using old class masks, is applied in the Dynamic Adjustment (DA) strategy to update parameters of
the stored GMMs. Meanwhile, a Gaussian-based Representation Constraint (GRC) loss is proposed
to maintain the discriminative distance between new classes and old ones.

future classes Ct+1:T ) are labeled as background Cb. Once the incremental step t is completed, the
model is required to perform segmentation for all seen classes C1:t.

3.2 Overview of the Proposed Method

We present an overview of our proposed CoGaMiD in Fig. 1. After training at step t, we freeze the
feature extractor f t and estimate the distribution of each class in the current set of classes Ct using
independent multivariate Gaussians based on the training dataset Dt. The estimated distributions are
then stored as GMMs, denoted as Gt. In the next step t+ 1, given a batch of data, both the previous
frozen feature extractor f t and the current trainable feature extractor f t+1 are used simultaneously to
obtain dense feature representations. Following [5, 6, 52], the knowledge distillation loss is adopted as
a fundamental supervision to preserve old class knowledge in the feature space. The pseudo-features
of old classes, generated by stored GMMs (i.e., G1, ... , Gt), combined with the output features of
f t+1, serve as input to the classifier gt+1. The centroids of the new classes are obtained by masked
average pooling of the output from f t+1. These centroids are then used to compute the representation
distances between them and the geometric centroids of the stored GMMs, forming the Gaussian-based
Representation Constraint (GRC) loss. Additionally, we update the stored GMMs using the old class
features extracted from the current model at intervals of several training epochs. We refer to this
process as the Dynamic Adjustment (DA) strategy, which enables the stored GMMs to adapt to the
anisotropic representations of old classes caused by parameter updates in the current model.

3.3 Gaussian Mixture Distribution Modeling and Generation

As previously stated, a single prototype in existing CISS methods [6, 60] is inadequate for capturing
the complete distribution of each class, particularly when the feature space is inherently multimodal.
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In this situation, the efficiency of the pseudo-features replay strategy is limited. Therefore, we
propose to assign a GMM for each learned foreground class and store those GMMs for generating
pseudo-features in subsequent steps.

Specifically, after training at each step t, the feature extractor f t is froze and utilized to extract
foreground features from the training dataset Dt. Subsequently, Gaussian Mixture Models (GMMs)
are employed to estimate the distribution of the current classes Ct in the feature space. It is assumed
that the features distribution of each class c follows a mixture distribution consisting of K Gaussian
components. We denote the k-th mixture component is N (µk,Σk), where µk is a D-dimensional
mean vector while Σk is a D ×D covariance matrix. The feature distribution of each class c can be
modeled by linear combination of K mixture components:

p(x|c;ϕc) =

K∑
k=1

p(k|c;πc)p(x|c, k;µc,Σc) =

K∑
k=1

πckN (x;µck,Σck), (1)

where p(k|c;πc) is the prior probability belonging to k-th Gaussians, i.e.,
∑

k πck = 1, and
ϕc={πc,µc,Σc} represents the parameters of GMMs. The multimodal nature of GMMs enables the
accurate estimation of feature distributions, thereby providing a significant advantage over prototypes
that assume unimodality for each class.

Our goal is to find the optimal parameters of the GMMs for each class, i.e., {ϕ∗
c}C

t

c=1, by maximizing
the log likelihood over the features of this class in the current training dataset Dt:

ϕ∗
c = argmax

ϕc

Nc∑
i=1

log

K∑
k=1

p(xi, k|c;ϕc), (2)

where Nc denotes the number of features for class c. We employ the EM (Expectation-Maximization)
algorithm, which consists of two main steps: the E-step (Expectation step) and the M-step (Max-
imization step), to iteratively approximate the parameters of GMMs until convergence to a local
optimum. In the E-step, given a feature sample xi, the posterior probability generated by k-th
Gaussian component is computed as:

γik =
πck · N (xi | µck,Σck)∑K
j=1 πcj · N (xi | µcj ,Σcj)

. (3)

In the M-step, the parameters of k-th Gaussian component are updated based on the above probability:

πck =
1

Nc

Nc∑
i=1

γik, µck =

∑Nc

i=1 γikxi∑Nc

i=1 γik
, Σck =

∑Nc

i=1 γik(xi − µck)(xi − µck)
T∑Nc

i=1 γik
. (4)

Next, in order to generate the pseudo-features with stored GMMs in the next step t, we need to
confirm the proportion of each class. For a foreground class c in the current training dataset Dt,
which comprises n image-label pairs (xt,yt), we have:

Nc =

n∑
i=1

h×w∑
j=1

δ{ỹt
i,j = c}. (5)

Here δ{·} is the indicator function, and ỹt
i ∈ Rh×w denotes the downsampled label aligned with the

spatial size of features. With the stored parameters of GMMs, {ϕ∗
c}C

1:t

c=1, and the statistics, we can
generate the pseudo-features of each class for reproducing in the next step by: Fc = S(ϕ∗

c , Nc),
where S(·) denotes the Gaussian sampling function. The obtained pseudo-features of old classes
are uniformly assigned in each training iteration, enabling the classifier to capture discriminative
characteristics between new and learned classes in the feature space.

3.4 Dynamic Adjustment Strategy

Precise pseudo-features generated by the GMMs are essential for refining the decision boundary.
They effectively provide negative samples to support the learning of the new classes. During the
incremental training process, the model parameters should be updated to accommodate new classes.
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Algorithm 1: Dynamic Adjustment Strategy

Input: Training dataset Dt+1, extractors f t and f t+1, stored GMMs {ϕ∗
c}C

1:t

c=1, training interval e
Output: Updated GMMs {ϕ̂∗

c}C
1:t

c=1
1 while the end of each interval e do
2 Freeze extractors f t and f t+1;
3 for (xt,yt) ∈Dt+1 do
4 Compute the mask maps m based on Eq. 6;
5 Obtain old class features F c from extractor f t+1 based on Eq. 7;
6 end
7 Initialize GMMs with {ϕ∗

c}C
1:t

c=1;
8 for c in C1:t do
9 Sample pseudo-features Fc = S(ϕ∗

c , Nc);
10 while not converged do
11 Estimate responsibility γk = πck·N ({Fc,F c}|µck,Σck)∑K

j=1 πcj ·N ({Fc,F c}|µcj ,Σcj)
; /* The E-step

12 Update the parameters {πc,µc,Σc} by Eq. 4; ; /* The M-step
13 end
14 ϕ̂∗

c ← {πc,µc,Σc};
15 end
16 end

In this situation, the features of old classes, obtained from the trainable feature extractor, may exhibit
anisotropy [16, 37], wherein the features shift in various directions. This anisotropy results in a
mismatch between the fixed distributions obtained by stored GMMs and the continually evolving
distributions of old classes. Consequently, a Dynamic Adjustment (DA) strategy is developed to
address this issue.

At intervals of each e training epochs in step t+ 1, we keep the extractor f t+1 frozen to obtain the
features of old classes C1:t from the current training dataset Dt+1. Firstly, we obtain the masks of old
classes by combining predictions of the old model, pt, with the current ground truth label yt+1:

m =

{
pt, (pt ∈ C1:t) ∧ (yt+1 ∈ cb)

0, otherwise
, (6)

where cb denotes the background class. Then, given the n input images in Dt+1, we can obtain the
features of the old classes based on above masks:

F c = {F t+1
1 × δ{m̃1 = c}, . . . , F t+1

n × δ{m̃n = c}}. (7)

Here, F t+1
n denotes the features extracted by f t+1 from the n-th input image, and m̃ represents

the downsampled mask aligned with the spatial size of the features. We believe that the old class
features extracted from the current model intuitively contain the anisotropic distribution, which
cannot be accurately reproduced by the stored GMMs. Therefore, we utilize them to seasonably
update the stored GMMs using EM algorithm. With continuously updated GMMs, we are able to
generate matched pseudo-features that immediately adapt to the anisotropic distribution of old classes,
facilitating the learning of new classes. The main procedure is summarized in algorithm 1.

3.5 Gaussian-based Representation Constraint

Above continual Gaussian mixture distribution modeling method addresses the issue of overfitting to
new classes in classifiers. However, the feature extractor may generate ambiguous features for new
and old classes with similar semantics. This ambiguity leads to an overlapping decision boundary,
confusing the learning of classifiers. Additionally, the ambiguous features of the new class also
adversely affect the subsequent Gaussian mixture modeling. Our goal is to maintain a sufficiently
discriminative distance between similar classes in the latent space. Based on the above consideration,
we introduce a Gaussian-based Representation Constraint (GRC) loss.
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Table 1: Quantitative comparison on Pascal VOC 2012 between our method and previous CNN-based
methods (top half) and Transformer-based methods (bottom half) under the overlapped setting. †

means results from our re-implementation. ‡ represents the results are from [53].

Method VOC 15-1 (6 steps) VOC 5-3 (6 steps) VOC 10-1 (11 steps) VOC 2-2 (10 steps) VOC 1-1 (20 steps)
0-15 16-20 all 0-5 6-20 all 0-10 11-20 all 0-2 3-20 all 0-1 2-20 all

MiB† [4] 35.1 13.5 29.7 57.1 42.6 46.7 12.3 13.1 12.7 41.7 26.0 28.2 38.5 8.1 11.0
PLOP† [13] 65.1 21.1 54.6 41.1 23.4 25.9 44.0 15.5 30.5 24.1 11.9 13.7 12.4 11.9 4.7
GSC [10] 72.1 24.4 60.8 32.7 30.1 30.9 50.6 17.3 34.7 - - - - - -
SSUL† [5] 77.3 36.6 67.6 72.4 50.7 56.9 71.3 46.0 59.3 62.4 42.5 45.3 52.6 27.5 29.9
DKD† [1] 78.1 42.7 69.7 69.6 53.5 58.1 73.1 46.5 60.4 60.5 45.8 47.9 56.1 24.6 27.6
EWF [46] 77.7 32.7 67.0 61.7 42.2 47.7 71.5 30.3 51.9 - - - - - -
RCIL [51] 70.6 23.7 59.4 65.3 41.5 50.3 55.4 15.1 34.3 28.3 19.0 19.4 - - -
IDEC [55] 77.0 36.5 67.3 67.1 49.0 54.1 70.7 46.3 59.1 - - - - - -
CS2K [11] 77.9 46.4 70.4 58.4 53.4 54.8 74.4 47.2 61.5 - - - - - -
STAR† [6] 79.5 50.6 72.6 71.9 61.5 64.4 73.1 55.4 64.7 59.2 55.0 55.6 43.6 35.7 36.5
Ours 80.1 53.6 73.8 73.7 63.1 66.1 73.9 57.0 65.8 62.8 58.9 59.4 61.6 43.3 45.0

Joint (CNN)‡ 82.7 75.0 80.9 81.4 80.7 80.9 82.1 79.6 80.9 76.5 81.6 80.9 93.2 79.6 80.9

MiB† [4] 35.0 43.2 36.9 55.2 48.9 50.7 11.4 18.9 15.0 41.1 29.3 31.0 40.3 10.2 13.1
SSUL† [5] 78.1 33.4 67.5 72.8 51.2 57.4 74.3 51.0 63.2 60.3 40.6 44.0 51.8 26.2 28.6
MicroSeg† [52] 80.5 40.8 71.0 77.8 60.3 65.3 73.5 53.0 63.8 64.8 43.4 46.5 70.4 35.6 38.9
Incrementer [38] 79.6 59.6 75.6 - - - 77.6 60.3 70.2 - - - - - -
NeST [47] 76.8 57.2 72.2 - - - 64.3 28.3 47.2 - - - - - -
CoinSeg† [53] 82.7 52.5 75.5 76.1 65.4 68.5 80.1 60.0 70.5 70.1 63.3 64.3 72.1 40.3 43.3
STAR† [6] 80.7 57.3 75.1 76.6 68.2 70.6 79.8 61.4 71.0 70.5 64.8 65.6 70.8 41.7 44.5
Ours 83.2 61.2 78.0 79.9 72.7 74.7 81.1 65.9 73.8 73.4 70.0 70.5 79.8 51.5 54.2

Joint (TranS)‡ 83.8 79.3 82.7 81.1 83.3 82.7 82.4 83.0 82.7 75.8 83.9 82.7 92.0 81.7 82.7

Inspired by contrastive learning, we believe that the feature centroids of new classes should be
sufficiently separated from those of the most similar old classes. Specifically, at step t+ 1, given a
batch B of images from the training dataset Dt+1, we compute the feature centroids of new classes
Ct+1 by:

µnc
=

∑
i∈B

∑h×w
j=1 (F t+1

i,j × δ{ỹt+1
i,j = c})∥∥∥∑i∈B

∑h×w
j=1 (F t+1

i,j × δ{ỹt+1
i,j = c})

∥∥∥
2

, (8)

where ∥·∥2 is the L2 normalization. The stored GMMs have modeled the complete distribution of
old classes in previous steps. Thus, we approximately estimate the centroids of old classes using
the stored GMMs. For each old class c, we compute a geometric centroid by weighted combing the
corresponding multi-attribute Gaussian means:

µoc =

∑K
k=1(πck · µck)∥∥∥∑K
k=1(πck · µck)

∥∥∥
2

. (9)

After computing the feature centroids for all old classes, we can achieve the GRC loss as:

Lgrc =
1

|Ct+1|
∑

nc∈Ct+1

1

minoc∈C1:t ∥µnc
− µoc∥2

. (10)

With LGRC , a sufficient representational distance is maintained between new classes and their most
similar old counterparts. Reciprocally, the discriminative decision boundaries enable precise modeling
of the distribution of new classes using GMMs, thereby facilitating the learning in subsequent
incremental steps. The total loss of our method is:

L = Lseg + αLkd + βLgrc. (11)
HereLseg consists of a multiple Binary Cross-Entropy (mBCE) loss and an uncertainty loss [52, 5, 60],
and Lkd is the refined knowledge distillation loss [6]. Hyperparameters α and β balance these terms.

4 Experiments

4.1 Experimental Setup

Datasets and evaluation metric. We conduct comprehensive experiments on two public datasets:
Pascal VOC 2012 [15] and ADE20K [57]. Pascal VOC 2012 contains 10,582 training images and
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Table 2: Quantitative comparison on ADE20K between our method and previous CNN-based methods
(top half) and Transformer-based methods (bottom half) under the overlapped setting. † means results
from our re-implementation. ‡ represents the results are from [53].

Method ADE 100-50 (2 steps) ADE 50-50 (3 steps) ADE 100-10 (6 steps) ADE 100-5 (11 steps)
0-100 101-150 all 0-50 51-150 all 0-100 101-150 all 0-100 101-150 all

MiB [4] 40.5 17.2 32.8 45.6 21.0 29.3 38.2 11.1 29.2 36.0 5.7 26.0
PLOP† [13] 41.9 14.9 32.9 48.8 21.0 30.4 40.5 13.6 31.6 39.1 7.8 28.8
SDR [31] 40.5 17.2 32.8 40.9 23.8 29.5 37.3 12.1 28.9 33.0 10.6 25.6
SSUL [5] 41.3 18.0 33.6 48.4 20.2 29.6 40.2 18.8 33.1 39.9 17.4 32.5
IDEC [55] 42.0 18.2 34.1 47.4 26.0 33.1 40.3 17.6 32.7 39.2 14.6 31.0
STAR† [6] 42.4 24.2 36.4 48.7 27.2 34.4 42.0 20.6 34.9 41.7 17.5 33.7
NeST [47] 42.3 22.8 35.8 48.2 27.4 34.4 40.7 19.0 33.5 39.4 15.5 31.5
Ours 43.1 24.7 37.0 49.3 27.8 35.1 42.5 22.4 35.8 42.3 21.0 35.2

Joint (CNN)‡ 43.8 28.9 38.9 51.1 33.3 38.9 43.8 28.9 38.9 43.8 28.9 38.9

SSUL [5] 41.9 20.1 34.6 49.5 21.3 30.7 40.7 19.0 33.5 41.3 16.0 32.9
MicroSeg† [52] 41.1 24.1 35.4 49.8 23.9 32.5 41.0 22.6 34.8 41.2 21.0 34.5
STAR† [6] 42.8 26.4 37.4 49.2 28.1 35.2 42.5 25.1 36.7 42.2 24.3 36.3
NeST [47] 43.5 26.5 37.9 49.7 29.3 36.2 41.8 23.8 35.9 40.5 19.9 33.7
Ours 43.9 27.3 38.4 49.9 29.8 36.6 43.7 26.5 38.0 43.6 25.8 37.7

Joint (TranS)‡ 44.2 30.6 39.7 50.8 34.1 39.7 44.2 30.6 39.7 44.2 30.6 39.7

1449 validation images, encompassing 20 foreground classes. ADE20K includes 20,210 training
images and 2,000 validation images, distributed across 150 classes. We follow previous works [4, 13]
to use mean Intersection-over-Union (mIoU) as evaluation metric.

Protocols. We follow the protocols in [4] to evaluate our model across various incremental scenarios
defined as as Nb −Nn, where Nb and Nn denote numbers of base and novel classes, respectively.
For instance, in 15-1 scenario, training begins with 15 classes, followed by the addition of one new
class at each incremental step. In this paper, we focus on more challenging long-term incremental
scenarios, e.g., Pascal VOC 2012 1-1, 2-2, and ADE20K 100-5. CISS has two incremental settings:
disjoint and overlapped, we mainly evaluate our approach under the overlapped setup in this paper,
which is more challenging and realistic. More details for protocols are provided in Appendix A.1.
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Figure 2: Visualization comparison for mIoU. Illustration of the change of mIoU with learning steps
on Pascal VOC 2012 (a) 2-2 and (b) 1-1. (c) Average performance of 20 different incremental orders

Implementation details. Following previous works [5, 52, 6], we use a Deeplab-V3 [8] segmentation
network with a ResNet-101 [18] backbone. We use SGD optimizer to optimize the network. The
learning rate for the initial step is set to 0.001 and 0.00025 for Pascal VOC 2012 and ADE20K,
respectively, and is reduced by a factor of 0.1 for the incremental steps. We train the network for 60
epochs on Pascal VOC and 100 epochs on ADE20K with 0.9 momentum and 0.0001 weight decay
in all steps. The batch size is set to 24 for both datasets. For the hyper-parameters , α, β and K are
set to 5, 0.05, and 3, respectively. We conduct experiments on four NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPUs using
PyTorch. More implementation details can be found in Appendix A.2.

4.2 Experimental Results

Experiments on Pascal VOC 2012. Besides the widely evaluated scenarios 15-1, 5-3, 10-1 in
previous works, we verified the performance of the proposed method on two more challenging
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Figure 3: Qualitative comparison on Pascal VOC 2012 between ours and previous methods.

incremental scenarios, e.g., 2-2 (10 steps), 1-1 (20 steps). Such long-term incremental scenarios
are more meaningful and more closely aligned with realistic applications. As shown in Tab. 14,we
present a quantitative comparison between our method and state-of-the-art CISS approaches [6, 38,
47, 53]. To effectively highlight the performance of our approach, we also present results from
joint training, which serve as upper bounds. For ResNet-based models, our method demonstrates
superior performance over existing methods across all experimental scenarios. For instance, on
more challenging scenarios 2-2 and 1-1, which contain fewer classes in the initial step and learn
novel classes from more steps, our method surpasses others by 3.8 and 8.5 mIoU, respectively.
Meanwhile, results with Swin-B show that the proposed method is suitable for Transformer-based
models. Leveraging the superior representation capabilities of Swin-B, our method achieves an
improvement of nearly 10 mIoU for all classes on the most challenging 1-1 scenario.

Furthermore, Fig. 2a and Fig. 2b show the change of average mIoU for all seen classes under the
scenarios of 2-2 and 1-1 at the corresponding learning steps, respectively. For instance, at 2-2 step
5, the average mIoU of seen classes 0-10 will be calculated. We observe that our method achieves
similar performance with other methods at the initial step. However, in subsequent incremental steps,
other methods exhibit a significant performance degradation, while our method effectively slows
down the drop. This suggests that CoGaMiD causes less forgetting of previously learned knowledge,
even on more challenging long-term scenarios. We also show the average performance with 20
different incremental orders on 15-1 scenario in Fig. 2c. Compared to previous works, our method
demonstrates better robustness with a lower standard deviation, affirming its adaptability to diverse
incremental learning settings. In Fig. 3, we visualize the qualitative results for the images from VOC
15-1. We observe that SSUL partially maintains performance in the old classes, e.g., person; however,
it tends to overfit the novel classes, e.g., train and TV. Moreover, SSUL frequently produces confused
predictions, reducing the performance of several classes (see chair and sofa in the second column).
Although STAR alleviates this phenomenon to some extent, a similar problem still exists. Obviously,
our method effectively learns the new classes while preserving knowledge of learned classes with
high stability (third column). More qualitative and quantitative results are reported in Appendix A.4.

Experiments on ADE20K. For the more challenging ADE20K benchmarks, we present the exper-
imental results across various scenarios in Table 2. In the short-term scenarios 100-50 and 50-50,
our method achieves an improvement of at least 0.6 mIoU compared to other approaches. In the

9



Table 3: Ablation study of components in the proposed method on VOC 15-1.
VOC 15-1 (6 steps)

Baseline GMMs DA GRC 0-15 16-20 all

✓ 77.8 30.9 66.6
✓ ✓ 79.1 50.5 72.3
✓ ✓ ✓ 79.9 51.8 73.2
✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ 80.1 53.6 73.8

Table 4: Ablation study for Gaussian mixtures K , coefficients of loss α, and β on VOC 15-1.

K
VOC 15-1 (6 steps)

α
VOC 15-1 (6 steps)

β
VOC 15-1 (6 steps)

0-15 16-20 all 0-15 16-20 all 0-15 16-20 all

3 80.1 53.6 73.8 3 79.8 53.0 73.4 0.01 79.5 51.9 72.9
5 79.6 53.1 73.3 5 80.1 53.6 73.8 0.05 80.1 53.6 73.8
7 79.8 53.3 73.5 7 80.0 52.7 73.5 0.1 79.9 52.8 73.3

most challenging long-term scenario, 100-5, our method surpasses the state-of-the-art approach by a
substantial margin of 1.5 mIoU. Using Swin-B as the backbone further enhances the performance of
our method. For instance, in 100-5 scenario, our method achieves 37.7 mIoU, which represents an
increase of 2.5 mIoU compared to our ResNet-based method, and it surpasses the best method with
same backbone by 1.4 mIoU. Qualitative results are show in Appendix A.4.

4.3 Ablation Study

Ablation study on proposed components of CoGaMiD. Tab. 3 shows the contributions of three
components of our approach on Pascal VOC 2012, including Gaussian mixture distribution models
(GMMs), dynamic adjustment (DA) strategy, and Gaussian-based representation constraint (GRC)
loss. The first row refers to the baseline with Lseg and Lkd. Modeling Gaussian mixture distribution
of learned classes and generating pseudo-features increases both stability and plasticity, which are the
most significant factors in incremental learning. With the DA strategy, benefiting from the adaptive
alignment between updated GMMs and the anisotropic distribution, the performance is further refined.
As for GRC loss, from the results in the third and last rows of the table, the application of GRC
decreases the influence of confusion between new classes and similar old ones, significantly improving
the performance of new classes. Combination of all components achieve the best performance.

Gaussian mixtures. Tab. 4 left shows the influence of Gaussian mixtures. From the table, we observe
that increasing the number of Gaussian mixtures results in a slight decrease in performance. We
believe that the distribution of most classes can be effectively estimated using a moderate number of
Gaussian mixtures, while employing a larger number of mixtures may lead to overfitting the training
dataset distribution. Thus, we empirically choose K = 3 for all experiments.

Coefficients. Tab. 4 right illustrates the influence of coefficients: α and β. The results show that, in
most cases, our method is not highly sensitive to the coefficients. Given the constraints imposed by
spatial limitations in the main text, further ablation studies are included in Appendix A.3.

5 Conclusions

In this paper, we propose an effective method, CoGaMiD, aiming at CISS problems by continually
modeling distribution of the learned classes via GMMs. We first introduce the GMMs to estimate
the multivariate distribution of each old class in the corresponding steps and store them to generate
pseudo-features in subsequent steps. In order adapt to the anisotropic features that arise during the
model training, we design a dynamic adjustment strategy to update stored GMMs using the features
of old classes in the current data streams. Furthermore, we develop a Gaussian-based representation
constraint loss to maintain the discriminative distance between new classes and similar old ones.
Experiments demonstrate the effectiveness of our method, especially in long-term incremental
scenarios, outperforming previous state-of-the-art CISS methods.
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NeurIPS Paper Checklist

The checklist is designed to encourage best practices for responsible machine learning research,
addressing issues of reproducibility, transparency, research ethics, and societal impact. Do not remove
the checklist: The papers not including the checklist will be desk rejected. The checklist should
follow the references and follow the (optional) supplemental material. The checklist does NOT count
towards the page limit.

Please read the checklist guidelines carefully for information on how to answer these questions. For
each question in the checklist:

• You should answer [Yes] , [No] , or [NA] .

• [NA] means either that the question is Not Applicable for that particular paper or the
relevant information is Not Available.

• Please provide a short (1–2 sentence) justification right after your answer (even for NA).

The checklist answers are an integral part of your paper submission. They are visible to the
reviewers, area chairs, senior area chairs, and ethics reviewers. You will be asked to also include it
(after eventual revisions) with the final version of your paper, and its final version will be published
with the paper.

The reviewers of your paper will be asked to use the checklist as one of the factors in their evaluation.
While "[Yes] " is generally preferable to "[No] ", it is perfectly acceptable to answer "[No] " provided a
proper justification is given (e.g., "error bars are not reported because it would be too computationally
expensive" or "we were unable to find the license for the dataset we used"). In general, answering
"[No] " or "[NA] " is not grounds for rejection. While the questions are phrased in a binary way, we
acknowledge that the true answer is often more nuanced, so please just use your best judgment and
write a justification to elaborate. All supporting evidence can appear either in the main paper or the
supplemental material, provided in appendix. If you answer [Yes] to a question, in the justification
please point to the section(s) where related material for the question can be found.

IMPORTANT, please:

• Delete this instruction block, but keep the section heading “NeurIPS Paper Checklist",

• Keep the checklist subsection headings, questions/answers and guidelines below.
• Do not modify the questions and only use the provided macros for your answers.

1. Claims
Question: Do the main claims made in the abstract and introduction accurately reflect the
paper’s contributions and scope?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: The abstract and introduction has accurately reflected the paper’s contribution
and scope.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the abstract and introduction do not include the claims
made in the paper.

• The abstract and/or introduction should clearly state the claims made, including the
contributions made in the paper and important assumptions and limitations. A No or
NA answer to this question will not be perceived well by the reviewers.

• The claims made should match theoretical and experimental results, and reflect how
much the results can be expected to generalize to other settings.

• It is fine to include aspirational goals as motivation as long as it is clear that these goals
are not attained by the paper.

2. Limitations
Question: Does the paper discuss the limitations of the work performed by the authors?

Answer: [Yes]
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Justification: Please refer to Appendix A.5.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper has no limitation while the answer No means that
the paper has limitations, but those are not discussed in the paper.

• The authors are encouraged to create a separate "Limitations" section in their paper.
• The paper should point out any strong assumptions and how robust the results are to

violations of these assumptions (e.g., independence assumptions, noiseless settings,
model well-specification, asymptotic approximations only holding locally). The authors
should reflect on how these assumptions might be violated in practice and what the
implications would be.

• The authors should reflect on the scope of the claims made, e.g., if the approach was
only tested on a few datasets or with a few runs. In general, empirical results often
depend on implicit assumptions, which should be articulated.

• The authors should reflect on the factors that influence the performance of the approach.
For example, a facial recognition algorithm may perform poorly when image resolution
is low or images are taken in low lighting. Or a speech-to-text system might not be
used reliably to provide closed captions for online lectures because it fails to handle
technical jargon.

• The authors should discuss the computational efficiency of the proposed algorithms
and how they scale with dataset size.

• If applicable, the authors should discuss possible limitations of their approach to
address problems of privacy and fairness.

• While the authors might fear that complete honesty about limitations might be used by
reviewers as grounds for rejection, a worse outcome might be that reviewers discover
limitations that aren’t acknowledged in the paper. The authors should use their best
judgment and recognize that individual actions in favor of transparency play an impor-
tant role in developing norms that preserve the integrity of the community. Reviewers
will be specifically instructed to not penalize honesty concerning limitations.

3. Theory assumptions and proofs
Question: For each theoretical result, does the paper provide the full set of assumptions and
a complete (and correct) proof?
Answer: [NA]
Justification: The paper does not include theoretical results.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include theoretical results.
• All the theorems, formulas, and proofs in the paper should be numbered and cross-

referenced.
• All assumptions should be clearly stated or referenced in the statement of any theorems.
• The proofs can either appear in the main paper or the supplemental material, but if

they appear in the supplemental material, the authors are encouraged to provide a short
proof sketch to provide intuition.

• Inversely, any informal proof provided in the core of the paper should be complemented
by formal proofs provided in appendix or supplemental material.

• Theorems and Lemmas that the proof relies upon should be properly referenced.
4. Experimental result reproducibility

Question: Does the paper fully disclose all the information needed to reproduce the main ex-
perimental results of the paper to the extent that it affects the main claims and/or conclusions
of the paper (regardless of whether the code and data are provided or not)?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: Please refer to Sec. 4.1.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
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• If the paper includes experiments, a No answer to this question will not be perceived
well by the reviewers: Making the paper reproducible is important, regardless of
whether the code and data are provided or not.

• If the contribution is a dataset and/or model, the authors should describe the steps taken
to make their results reproducible or verifiable.

• Depending on the contribution, reproducibility can be accomplished in various ways.
For example, if the contribution is a novel architecture, describing the architecture fully
might suffice, or if the contribution is a specific model and empirical evaluation, it may
be necessary to either make it possible for others to replicate the model with the same
dataset, or provide access to the model. In general. releasing code and data is often
one good way to accomplish this, but reproducibility can also be provided via detailed
instructions for how to replicate the results, access to a hosted model (e.g., in the case
of a large language model), releasing of a model checkpoint, or other means that are
appropriate to the research performed.

• While NeurIPS does not require releasing code, the conference does require all submis-
sions to provide some reasonable avenue for reproducibility, which may depend on the
nature of the contribution. For example
(a) If the contribution is primarily a new algorithm, the paper should make it clear how

to reproduce that algorithm.
(b) If the contribution is primarily a new model architecture, the paper should describe

the architecture clearly and fully.
(c) If the contribution is a new model (e.g., a large language model), then there should

either be a way to access this model for reproducing the results or a way to reproduce
the model (e.g., with an open-source dataset or instructions for how to construct
the dataset).

(d) We recognize that reproducibility may be tricky in some cases, in which case
authors are welcome to describe the particular way they provide for reproducibility.
In the case of closed-source models, it may be that access to the model is limited in
some way (e.g., to registered users), but it should be possible for other researchers
to have some path to reproducing or verifying the results.

5. Open access to data and code
Question: Does the paper provide open access to the data and code, with sufficient instruc-
tions to faithfully reproduce the main experimental results, as described in supplemental
material?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: We will provide a Github link to the code repository in the abstract.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that paper does not include experiments requiring code.
• Please see the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https://nips.cc/
public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

• While we encourage the release of code and data, we understand that this might not be
possible, so “No” is an acceptable answer. Papers cannot be rejected simply for not
including code, unless this is central to the contribution (e.g., for a new open-source
benchmark).

• The instructions should contain the exact command and environment needed to run to
reproduce the results. See the NeurIPS code and data submission guidelines (https:
//nips.cc/public/guides/CodeSubmissionPolicy) for more details.

• The authors should provide instructions on data access and preparation, including how
to access the raw data, preprocessed data, intermediate data, and generated data, etc.

• The authors should provide scripts to reproduce all experimental results for the new
proposed method and baselines. If only a subset of experiments are reproducible, they
should state which ones are omitted from the script and why.

• At submission time, to preserve anonymity, the authors should release anonymized
versions (if applicable).
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• Providing as much information as possible in supplemental material (appended to the
paper) is recommended, but including URLs to data and code is permitted.

6. Experimental setting/details
Question: Does the paper specify all the training and test details (e.g., data splits, hyper-
parameters, how they were chosen, type of optimizer, etc.) necessary to understand the
results?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Please refer to Sec. 4.1.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
• The experimental setting should be presented in the core of the paper to a level of detail

that is necessary to appreciate the results and make sense of them.
• The full details can be provided either with the code, in appendix, or as supplemental

material.

7. Experiment statistical significance
Question: Does the paper report error bars suitably and correctly defined or other appropriate
information about the statistical significance of the experiments?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Please refer to Sec. 4.2.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
• The authors should answer "Yes" if the results are accompanied by error bars, confi-

dence intervals, or statistical significance tests, at least for the experiments that support
the main claims of the paper.

• The factors of variability that the error bars are capturing should be clearly stated (for
example, train/test split, initialization, random drawing of some parameter, or overall
run with given experimental conditions).

• The method for calculating the error bars should be explained (closed form formula,
call to a library function, bootstrap, etc.)

• The assumptions made should be given (e.g., Normally distributed errors).
• It should be clear whether the error bar is the standard deviation or the standard error

of the mean.
• It is OK to report 1-sigma error bars, but one should state it. The authors should

preferably report a 2-sigma error bar than state that they have a 96% CI, if the hypothesis
of Normality of errors is not verified.

• For asymmetric distributions, the authors should be careful not to show in tables or
figures symmetric error bars that would yield results that are out of range (e.g. negative
error rates).

• If error bars are reported in tables or plots, The authors should explain in the text how
they were calculated and reference the corresponding figures or tables in the text.

8. Experiments compute resources
Question: For each experiment, does the paper provide sufficient information on the com-
puter resources (type of compute workers, memory, time of execution) needed to reproduce
the experiments?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Please refer to "implementation details" in Sec. 4.1.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not include experiments.
• The paper should indicate the type of compute workers CPU or GPU, internal cluster,

or cloud provider, including relevant memory and storage.
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• The paper should provide the amount of compute required for each of the individual
experimental runs as well as estimate the total compute.

• The paper should disclose whether the full research project required more compute
than the experiments reported in the paper (e.g., preliminary or failed experiments that
didn’t make it into the paper).

9. Code of ethics
Question: Does the research conducted in the paper conform, in every respect, with the
NeurIPS Code of Ethics https://neurips.cc/public/EthicsGuidelines?
Answer: [Yes]
Justification: This manuscript adheres to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the authors have not reviewed the NeurIPS Code of Ethics.
• If the authors answer No, they should explain the special circumstances that require a

deviation from the Code of Ethics.
• The authors should make sure to preserve anonymity (e.g., if there is a special consid-

eration due to laws or regulations in their jurisdiction).
10. Broader impacts

Question: Does the paper discuss both potential positive societal impacts and negative
societal impacts of the work performed?
Answer: [NA]
Justification: There is no societal impact of the work performed.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that there is no societal impact of the work performed.
• If the authors answer NA or No, they should explain why their work has no societal

impact or why the paper does not address societal impact.
• Examples of negative societal impacts include potential malicious or unintended uses

(e.g., disinformation, generating fake profiles, surveillance), fairness considerations
(e.g., deployment of technologies that could make decisions that unfairly impact specific
groups), privacy considerations, and security considerations.

• The conference expects that many papers will be foundational research and not tied
to particular applications, let alone deployments. However, if there is a direct path to
any negative applications, the authors should point it out. For example, it is legitimate
to point out that an improvement in the quality of generative models could be used to
generate deepfakes for disinformation. On the other hand, it is not needed to point out
that a generic algorithm for optimizing neural networks could enable people to train
models that generate Deepfakes faster.

• The authors should consider possible harms that could arise when the technology is
being used as intended and functioning correctly, harms that could arise when the
technology is being used as intended but gives incorrect results, and harms following
from (intentional or unintentional) misuse of the technology.

• If there are negative societal impacts, the authors could also discuss possible mitigation
strategies (e.g., gated release of models, providing defenses in addition to attacks,
mechanisms for monitoring misuse, mechanisms to monitor how a system learns from
feedback over time, improving the efficiency and accessibility of ML).

11. Safeguards
Question: Does the paper describe safeguards that have been put in place for responsible
release of data or models that have a high risk for misuse (e.g., pretrained language models,
image generators, or scraped datasets)?
Answer: [NA]
Justification: The paper poses no such risks.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper poses no such risks.
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• Released models that have a high risk for misuse or dual-use should be released with
necessary safeguards to allow for controlled use of the model, for example by requiring
that users adhere to usage guidelines or restrictions to access the model or implementing
safety filters.

• Datasets that have been scraped from the Internet could pose safety risks. The authors
should describe how they avoided releasing unsafe images.

• We recognize that providing effective safeguards is challenging, and many papers do
not require this, but we encourage authors to take this into account and make a best
faith effort.

12. Licenses for existing assets
Question: Are the creators or original owners of assets (e.g., code, data, models), used in
the paper, properly credited and are the license and terms of use explicitly mentioned and
properly respected?

Answer: [Yes]

Justification: Please refer to Sec. 4.1.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not use existing assets.
• The authors should cite the original paper that produced the code package or dataset.
• The authors should state which version of the asset is used and, if possible, include a

URL.
• The name of the license (e.g., CC-BY 4.0) should be included for each asset.
• For scraped data from a particular source (e.g., website), the copyright and terms of

service of that source should be provided.
• If assets are released, the license, copyright information, and terms of use in the

package should be provided. For popular datasets, paperswithcode.com/datasets
has curated licenses for some datasets. Their licensing guide can help determine the
license of a dataset.

• For existing datasets that are re-packaged, both the original license and the license of
the derived asset (if it has changed) should be provided.

• If this information is not available online, the authors are encouraged to reach out to
the asset’s creators.

13. New assets
Question: Are new assets introduced in the paper well documented and is the documentation
provided alongside the assets?

Answer: [NA]

Justification: The paper does not release new assets.

Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not release new assets.
• Researchers should communicate the details of the dataset/code/model as part of their

submissions via structured templates. This includes details about training, license,
limitations, etc.

• The paper should discuss whether and how consent was obtained from people whose
asset is used.

• At submission time, remember to anonymize your assets (if applicable). You can either
create an anonymized URL or include an anonymized zip file.

14. Crowdsourcing and research with human subjects
Question: For crowdsourcing experiments and research with human subjects, does the paper
include the full text of instructions given to participants and screenshots, if applicable, as
well as details about compensation (if any)?

Answer: [NA]

Justification: The paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with human subjects.
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Guidelines:
• The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with

human subjects.
• Including this information in the supplemental material is fine, but if the main contribu-

tion of the paper involves human subjects, then as much detail as possible should be
included in the main paper.

• According to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics, workers involved in data collection, curation,
or other labor should be paid at least the minimum wage in the country of the data
collector.

15. Institutional review board (IRB) approvals or equivalent for research with human
subjects
Question: Does the paper describe potential risks incurred by study participants, whether
such risks were disclosed to the subjects, and whether Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approvals (or an equivalent approval/review based on the requirements of your country or
institution) were obtained?
Answer: [NA]
Justification: The paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with human subjects.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the paper does not involve crowdsourcing nor research with
human subjects.

• Depending on the country in which research is conducted, IRB approval (or equivalent)
may be required for any human subjects research. If you obtained IRB approval, you
should clearly state this in the paper.

• We recognize that the procedures for this may vary significantly between institutions
and locations, and we expect authors to adhere to the NeurIPS Code of Ethics and the
guidelines for their institution.

• For initial submissions, do not include any information that would break anonymity (if
applicable), such as the institution conducting the review.

16. Declaration of LLM usage
Question: Does the paper describe the usage of LLMs if it is an important, original, or
non-standard component of the core methods in this research? Note that if the LLM is used
only for writing, editing, or formatting purposes and does not impact the core methodology,
scientific rigorousness, or originality of the research, declaration is not required.
Answer: [NA]
Justification: The important components of the core method are proposed without using
LLMs.
Guidelines:

• The answer NA means that the core method development in this research does not
involve LLMs as any important, original, or non-standard components.

• Please refer to our LLM policy (https://neurips.cc/Conferences/2025/LLM)
for what should or should not be described.
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A Appendix

A.1 More Protocols

Previous works [4, 13, 28, 34] consider CISS for two incremental settings: disjoint and overlapped. In
the disjoint setting, for each incremental step t, the training images only contain the pixels belonging
to the classes that have been learned and will learned in the current step, i.e., C1:t. In the overlapped
setting, future classes, Ct+1:T may appear in the current step but are labeled as background classes.
Thus, we primarily report the results for the overlapped setting in the main body, while the results for
the disjoint setting will be presented in the subsequent appendix.

A.2 More Implementation Details

Following [53, 47], we also choose Swin-B [26] pretrained on ImageNet-1K [23] as the backbone
to implement our method. For the segmentation head, we employ the dual-head architecture from
CoinSeg [53], which includes a dense prediction head and a proposal classification branch. We
follow [53, 52] to generate 100 class-agnostic proposals using a parameter-fixed Mask2Former [9]
pre-trained on MS-COCO, which serves as supervision for the proposal classification branch. We use
AdamW as the optimizer and train the network with a learning rate of 0.0001 for all steps. We train
the network for 50 epochs on Pascal VOC 2012 and ADE20K with the batch size is set 16 and 8,
respectively.

A.3 More Ablation Study

Proposed components. We show extra ablations of components in Tab. 5. For the second row,
we train the network without pseudo-features generated by stored GMMs and do not perform the
dynamic adjustment (DA) strategy. Lacking the precise boundary of the old class, the models overfit
to the novel classes, and the GRC loss fails to capture the robust features of the novel classes in
the current step. This confusion is further exacerbated in the subsequent steps, since the incorrect
distribution of novel classes is estimated and stored, thereby leading to the performance decrease.
Using GMMs enables GRC to turn disadvantages into advantages (see last row in Tab. 5 and second
row in Tab. 3). Based on above consideration, we believe that the effectiveness of GRC loss should
be built on the precise representation of each learned class. Without DA strategy, the performance of
our method decreases by 0.7 mIoU for all classes. This further demonstrates the effectiveness of the
idea that continual adapt GMMs to the evolving models.

Table 5: Extra ablation study of components in the proposed method on Pascal VOC 2012 15-1.
VOC 15-1 (6 steps)

Baseline GMMs DA GRC 0-15 16-20 all

✓ 77.8 30.9 66.6
✓ ✓ 77.0 29.8 65.8
✓ ✓ ✓ 79.7 52.1 73.1

GMMs. We show influence of different settings on GMMs estimation in Tab 6. As for the GMMs
parameters, i.e., µc, we employ three type of initialization: ‘random’, ‘k-means’, ‘feature means’,
where ‘feature means’ denotes that we initialize the K Gaussian mixtures for each class with the
corresponding the same feature means. The results show that ‘k-means’ initialization is preferable to
other two. On the other hand, a large EM step number does not necessarily yield better performance.
Therefore, we choose 500 as the maximum step number for the EM algorithm. In addition, to provide
more results for K>3, we have conducted the experiments for more values of K, ranging from 4 to 7,
as shown in Tab 7. The results reveal a slight decline on performance when K>3. We speculate that
using a large number of Gaussian components may lead to partial overfitting, particularly for classes
with simple feature distributions in the training set. We believe that K=3 is a relatively reasonable
setting, holding performance and computational efficiency simultaneously. Moreover, we show
results for different values of K on VOC 15-1, ranging from 1 to 3, for both the baseline and final
model in Tab 11. The results suggest that using multiple Gaussians simultaneously improves the
performance of the baseline and our final model, which demonstrates the superiority and necessity of
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Table 6: Influence of GMMs settings on VOC 15-1.

Initialization VOC 15-1 (6 steps) EM Steps VOC 15-1 (6 steps)
0-15 16-20 all 0-15 16-20 all

random 79.8 52.9 73.4 100 79.9 53.2 73.5
k-means 80.1 53.6 73.8 500 80.1 53.6 73.8

feature means 80.0 53.3 73.6 1000 80.2 52.6 73.6

Table 7: more values of K on VOC 15-1.

K VOC 15-1 (6 steps)
0-15 16-20 all

4 79.9 53.2 73.6
5 79.6 53.1 73.3
6 79.6 53.5 73.4
7 79.8 53.3 73.5

Table 8: Influence of different KD on VOC 15-1.

Methods VOC 15-1 (6 steps)
0-15 16-20 all

Baseline (with standard KD from ILT [30]) 77.6 20.5 64.0
Baseline (with Local-POD from PLOP [13]) 77.5 24.2 64.8

Baseline (with OCFM from STAR [6]) 77.8 30.9 66.6

Table 9: Experiments on computational and memory cost with previous exemplar-based methods.
Methods mIOU GFLOPS #Params storage

SSUL [5] 71.4 211 60M 10M
STAR [6] 72.6 272 59M 0.04M

Ours 73.8 278 59M 0.12M

our Gaussian Mixture distribution modeling approach compared to the use of a single prototype. We
visualize the distributions of each base class in Fig. 4. From the figure, we observe that their shapes
are often complex and irregular, making them difficult to approximate with a single Gaussian. We
believe that the t-SNE results shown in Fig. 7 also partially reflect the multimodality of the most
classes (e.g. ’person’, ’sofa’, ’cow’, ’train’, etc.). These class distributions can be more accurately
modeled by Gaussian Mixture Models (GMMs) rather than a single Gaussian. Above qualitative and
quantitative results further justify the necessity of adopting GMMs.

Knowledge distillation. we trained our baseline using OCFM loss in STAR as the form of. Since
our focus is not on improving the knowledge distillation techniques that widely used in CISS, we
hope to adopt the most effective distillation loss from existing methods to establish a stable baseline.
We provide the results for the baseline using different distillation losses on VOC 15-1 in Tab 8.
The results demonstrate the effectiveness of OCFM, which is why we adopted it as the knowledge
distillation component and used it to train the model as our baseline.

Computational and memory cost. We provide a comparison of overall performance (mIoU) on VOC
15-1, computational complexity (GFLOPs), model size (#Params), and storage cost for exemplars or
prototypes across the three methods, as shown in Tab 9. The results show that our method achieves
performance gains of 1.2% at similar model sizes and GFLOPS. In addition, we use 0.12M memory
for storaging GMMs, which is far lower than the SSUL that storage raw images. Even when compared
with the prototype-based method, our storage cost only increase 0.08M that almost be ignored.

Architectures. Although our current research primarily focuses on Deeplab-based continual learing
architectures, we attempt to implement our method on such a structure used in MBS [32] and
conducted the experiments on VOC 15-1 compared with other methods, as exhibited in Tab 10.
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Table 10: Experiments on Mask2Former-based architecture for VOC 15-1.

Methods VOC 15-1 (6 steps)
0-15 16-20 all

MiB [4] 72.6 23.1 61.7
RBC [56] 75.9 40.2 68.2
INC [38] 79.6 59.6 75.6
MBS [32] 82.6 72.2 80.6

Ours 82.9 73.9 81.2

1-Aeroplane 2-Bicycle 3-Bird 4-Boat 5-Bottle

6-Bus 7-Car 8-Cat 9-Chair 10-Cow

11-Diningtable 12-Dog 13-Horse 14-Motorbike 15-Person

Figure 4: TSNE visualization for every base classes on VOC 15-1.

Table 11: Influence of K for both baseline and final model on VOC 15-1.

Methods VOC 15-1 (6 steps)
0-15 16-20 all

Baseline 77.8 30.9 66.6
Baseline (K=1) 78.4 38.6 68.9
Baseline (K=2) 78.9 47.8 71.5
Baseline (K=3) 78.4 38.6 68.9

Ours (K=1) 79.4 51.8 72.8
Ours (K=2) 80.0 52.7 73.5
Ours (K=3) 80.1 53.6 73.8

Table 12: Influence of Lgrc settings on VOC 15-1.

Centroids VOC 15-1 (6 steps)
0-15 16-20 all

original 79.9 52.7 73.4
geometric 80.1 53.6 73.8

The results demonstrate the effectiveness of our method on such a structure, achieving competitive
performance. We also believe that with further exploration, our method has the potential to perform
even better on this structure.

Centroids of old classes in Lgrc. We consider the two types of old centroids in Lgrc: ‘original’
and ‘geometric’. The type of ‘original’ represents the K means derived from the stored GMMs
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Figure 5: TSNE visualization for the class ’cow’ and ’chair’ at different learning step on VOC 15-1.

of each learned class are used to compute the L2 distance between these means and new class
means, while ‘geometric’ denotes the geometric centroids that combined by k means with the
corresponding weights of πc. Table 12 illustrates the impact of the aforementioned settings, indicating
that the geometric approach yields better performance. We believe that the reason of the suboptimal
performance obtained by ‘original’ centroids may be due to treating every Gaussian centroid equally,
or overemphasizing the small probability distribution with few feature samples. In this case, the
learning space of the new classes will be compressed, acquiring insufficient representations.

Combination with memory sampling strategy. We follow the works [5, 52, 6] to employ the
memory sampling strategy to further enhance the performance of our method. Tab. 13 shows the
results of our method with different memory numbers. With 20 additional raw images providing
more realistic features, our method achieves performance that is nearly comparable to the previous
best memory-based approach. The performance is further improved with more memory, while the
required storage is half of that needed by other methods.

Table 13: Method with different memory number on VOC 15-1.

Methods VOC 15-1 (6 steps)
0-15 16-20 all

Ours 80.1 53.6 73.8
Ours-M(20) 80.1 55.2 74.2
Ours-M(50) 80.2 57.5 74.8

SSUL-M(100) 78.4 49.0 71.4
DKD-M(100) 78.8 52.4 72.5
STAR-M(100) 79.9 56.2 74.3

Features anisotropy. The anisotropy problem has been analyzed in the CIL[16, 37], which means
the features shift in various directions during incremental learning process. We also observe the
analogous phenomenon in the CISS. As depicted in Fig. 5, we find that the old class ’chair’ and ’cow’
showed more noticeable deviations in the subsequent incremental learning process, especially when
the model learned the class like ’sofa’ (step 3) and ’sheep’ (step 2). We think that this is because
the original feature space of the old class may cause confusion between similar new classes and old
classes (e.g. ’chair’ and ’sofa’, ’cow’ and ’sheep’). Therefore, the model tends to redistribute the
features of these old classes in order to leave appropriate space for better learning of new classes.
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Figure 6: Illustration of the change of mIoU for old classes and each novel class on VOC 15-1.

Consequently, we propose a dynamic adjustment strategy that continuously updates the stored GMMs
to mitigate this issue. The third row in Table 3 illustrates the effectiveness of the proposed strategy.

Capability of preventing forgetting. To further demonstrate the effectiveness of our method in
preventing forgetting, we present the mIoU changes for the previously learned class and each novel
class during incremental learning on VOC 15-1, as shown in Fig. 6. We report the mIoU of these
classes after each 20 epochs training. We observe that the performance of the old classes remains
nearly consistent throughout the incremental learning steps, benefiting from the proposed continual
Gaussian mixture modeling method. For novel classes, our method enables the model to maintain
performance in subsequent learning steps, even further improving the initial performance. We
analyze that this is because when previously unknown categories are marked as new categories,
the discriminant distance constraint reduces the confusion between the previous categories and the
unknown categories in the background. These results demonstrate that the effectiveness of the
proposed method in resisting forgetting.

A.4 More Experimental Results

Quantitative comparison under the disjoint setting. In Tab. 14, we present a quantitative compari-
son between our STAR and previous methods under the disjoint setup. For CNN-based comparisons,
our method achieves a slight advantage over other methods in short-term incremental steps, i.e., 19-1
and 15-5. This advantage becomes more pronounced on VOC 15-1. Similar results can be found in
the Transformer-backbone methods, demonstrating that our method can handle various incremental
settings with different backbone.

Table 14: Quantitative comparison on Pascal VOC 2012 between our method and previous CNN-
based methods (top half) and Transformer-based methods (bottom half) under the disjoint setting.

Method VOC 19-1 (2 steps) VOC 15-5 (2 steps) VOC 15-1 (6 steps)
0-15 16-20 all 0-5 6-20 all 0-10 11-20 all

MiB [4] 69.6 25.6 67.4 71.8 43.3 64.7 46.2 12.9 37.9
PLOP [13] 75.4 38.9 73.6 71.0 42.8 64.3 57.9 13.7 46.5
SSUL [5] 77.4 22.4 74.8 76.4 45.6 69.1 74.0 32.2 64.0
RBC [56] 76.4 45.8 75.0 75.1 49.7 69.9 61.7 19.5 51.6
MicroSeg [52] 80.6 16.0 77.4 77.4 43.4 69.3 73.7 24.1 61.9
CoinSeg [53] 80.5 25.1 77.9 79.6 43.8 71.1 75.6 30.9 64.9
STAR [6] 77.9 43.4 76.2 78.4 57.4 73.4 78.1 46.6 70.6
Ours 79.8 46.4 78.2 78.9 58.2 74.0 78.9 49.2 71.8
MiB [4] 80.6 45.2 79.6 75.0 59.9 72.3 66.7 26.3 58.3
CoinSeg [53] 82.0 34.0 80.2 82.1 55.3 75.7 82.0 46.1 73.4
Ours 82.5 67.2 81.8 82.4 61.8 77.5 82.2 57.9 76.4
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Figure 7: TSNE visualization on VOC 15-1. Numbers in the image represent the corresponding
classes.

Image Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 GT

Figure 8: More qualitative results on VOC 15-1. Plant , Sheep , Sofa , Train , and TV are belong
to the new classes.

Qualitative comparison on VOC. We present the t-SNE visualization of all classes for our method
and previous methods on VOC 15-1, as depicted in Fig. 7. As illustrated in the figure, PLOP fails to
learn discriminative representations during the incremental steps, resulting in significant forgetting.
Benefiting from the feature replay strategy, STAR effectively preserves the knowledge of old classes.
However, it introduces some confusion by neglecting the anisotropic distribution of old classes
and imposing a fragile constraint on the distance between novel and old classes. The illustration
demonstrates that our method achieves an excellent balance between plasticity and stability. This
further supports the effectiveness of continual Gaussian mixture distribution modeling, which enables
the model to exhibit strong anti-forgetting on old classes while also providing favorable adaptability
to novel classes.

More qualitative results. In Fig. 8, we visualize the qualitative results of CoGaMiD for the same
images after each learning step on VOC 15-1 (6 steps). For images containing only new classes, our
method effectively learns these classes during the corresponding steps while maintaining consistent
performance in subsequent steps. Regarding the sample set of dog and sofa, dog belongs to the old
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Image Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 Step 6 GT

Figure 9: More qualitative results on ADE20K 100-10 (6 steps). Stage , Stool , Washer , Vase ,

and Radiator are belong to the new classes.

classes, while sofa is learned in step 4. Our method performs the complete segmentation of novel
class sofa with the learned class dog is insusceptible, and similar phenomenon is shown in the fourth
row. In the fifth row, a small portion of the background pixels is incorrectly classified as train due to
slight overfitting during the learning of this class in step 5; however, this error is promptly corrected in
the subsequent step. We present the qualitative results of our method for five images at corresponding
steps on ADE20K 100-10 (6 steps), as illustrated in Fig. 9. The ADE20K dataset, with its extensive
number of classes to be learned in both initial and incremental steps, poses particular challenges. As
shown in these figures, our method effectively learns to predict new classes while simultaneously
retaining the ability to identify old classes, demonstrating both stability and plasticity.

A.5 Limitations and Future work

Through extensive experiments on two public benchmarks, our method shows excellent performance
and achieves a favorable balance between stability and plasticity. However, estimating the distribution
of classes using a predefined number of Gaussian mixtures may not be robust for all classes, given
that the complexity of each class varies. Therefore, we will extend the method to an enhanced version
that adaptively models the distribution with appropriate mixtures. Furthermore, we believe that
compact representation in the initial step is crucial for the learning of subsequent steps. Thus, we will
discuss that how to conduct the pre-constraint on the feature space of old classes in the initial step,
reserving sufficient space for the learning of novel classes, in future work.
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