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Abstract

Despite that the segment anything model (SAM) achieved impressive results on
general-purpose semantic segmentation with strong generalization ability on daily
images, its demonstrated performance on medical image segmentation is less
precise and not stable, especially when dealing with tumor segmentation tasks that
involve objects of small sizes, irregular shapes, and low contrast. Notably, the
original SAM architecture is designed for 2D natural images, therefore would not be
able to extract the 3D spatial information from volumetric medical data effectively.
In this paper, we propose a novel adaptation method for transferring SAM from 2D
to 3D for promptable medical image segmentation. Through a holistically designed
scheme for architecture modification, we transfer the SAM to support volumetric
inputs while retaining the majority of its pre-trained parameters for reuse. The
fine-tuning process is conducted in a parameter-efficient manner, wherein most
of the pre-trained parameters remain frozen, and only a few lightweight spatial
adapters are introduced and tuned. Regardless of the domain gap between natural
and medical data and the disparity in the spatial arrangement between 2D and
3D, the transformer trained on natural images can effectively capture the spatial
patterns present in volumetric medical images with only lightweight adaptations.
We conduct experiments on four open-source tumor segmentation datasets, and
with a single click prompt, our model can outperform domain state-of-the-art
medical image segmentation models on 3 out of 4 tasks, specifically by 8.25%,
29.87%, and 10.11% for kidney tumor, pancreas tumor, colon cancer segmentation,
and achieve similar performance for liver tumor segmentation. We also compare
our adaptation method with existing popular adapters, and observed significant
performance improvement on most datasets. Our code and models are available at:
https://github.com/med-air/3DSAM-adapter.

1 Introduction

Foundation models trained on massive data have demonstrated impressive ability on various general
tasks [1, 2, 3], and are envisaged to impact downstream domains, especially where data collection and
labeling are expensive. Segment anything model (SAM) [4] is the one from the computer vision field,
which has shown success for general-purpose promptable object segmentation. As is known, such
powerful discrimination ability relies on the coverage of distributions as exhibited in training data.
This is also the underlying reason for the reported suboptimal performance when applying SAM to
domain-specific tasks such as medical image segmentation [5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 1 1]. For instance, Huang
et al. [7] extensively tested SAM on 52 medical datasets and observed limited performance on objects
with irregular shapes or limited contrast. Mazurowski et al. [5] evaluated SAM under different prompt
settings, and showed unstable results upon single-point prompts on 3D medical images. Therefore,
adaptation for out-of-distribution domains is needed, but how to design the adapter is yet unclear.
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The success of SAM can be partly ascribed to the powerful prompt engineering, which originates
from large language models [12] with recent variants improving model generalizability across tasks.
SAM uses the form of positional prompts manifested in a point click or bounding box, so that the
model predicts a segmentation mask for where the prompt is provided. The problem of such positional
prompts is the lack of high-level semantic awareness, because the segmentor tends to discriminate
nearby structures relying on local features such as edges, shapes, or contrast [13]. This is the case for
SAM pre-training data where the objects mostly have clear boundaries, but are not suitable for medical
images because the boundaries between the tumors and their surrounding tissues are often ambiguous.
Therefore, adaptation or model redesign is required to transfer SAM to specific applications with
domain knowledge considered. Recent works on parameter-efficient adaptation methods have tried
to update pre-trained parameters via learning task-specific vision prompts [14], specifying a small
proportion of parameters to tune [15], or incorporating lightweight plug-and-play adapters [16, 17].
Promising results have been achieved even though just a small amount of parameters are fine-tuned or
added, which motivates us to also seek an efficient version of 3DSAM-adapter for medical imaging.

How to adapt SAM from 2D to 3D for medical image segmentation should be carefully considered
from all aspects in order to fit volumetric data. Related work includes methods adapting foundation
models from 2D images to 3D videos [ 8], for example, Pan et al. [19] modify a standard adapter
by incorporating depth-wise convolutions to impose spatial-temporal reasoning. Domain experts
on medical imaging also proposed 2D to 3D adapters, for example, Want et al. [20] develop a 3D
convolution-based adapter together with Fast Fourier Transform to extract spatial information. Wu et
al. [21] replicate the weights learned from 2D images to help fuse spatial information of the third
dimension. However, their main backbones (especially transformer-based) are still based on 2D,
whereas the 3D information is compensated through additional fusion structures. This may work
for video data where the temporal dimension is essentially different from spatial dimensions, but is
definitely sub-optimal for medical images where the 3-dimensional spatial information is isotropic.
To date, how to effectively adapt parameters pre-trained on 2D images to catch 3D spatial information
is not explored, due to challenging requirements on holistic modification of the network which would
affect many pre-trained weights. In addition, raising the dimension can greatly increase the number
of tokens in transformation blocks which also potentially leads to numerical and memory issues.

In this paper, we propose a new parameter-efficient adaptation method to holistically adapt SAM from
2D to 3D for medical image segmentation. First, for the image encoder at the input level, we precisely
design the modification scheme to allow the original 2D transformer supports volumetric inputs,
while keeping as many as possible pre-trained weights reusable. We find that weights pre-trained on
2D images can still capture some 3D spatial patterns through parameter-efficient fine-tuning. Second,
for the prompt encoder level, instead of using positional encoding as the prompt representation,
we propose a visual sampler from the image embedding to serve as the representation of the point
prompt, and further use a set of global queries to eliminate noisy prompts. This strategy proves to
behave well to overcome the over-smoothing issues caused by a drastic increase in image token size
accompanying the dimension raising, and also improves the model’s robustness to inaccurate prompts.
Last, for the mask decoder at the output level, we emphasize a lightweight design, with the promotion
of adding multi-layer aggregation. We conduct experiments on medical tumor segmentation datasets
with comprehensive comparisons with domain SOTA approaches including nn-UNet [22], as well as
recent adapters in general. The results show our methods can outperform existing methods by a large
margin. The method also shows robustness on the number and position of the prompt. For instance, a
single point at the margin of the tumor can also serve as a prompt for accurate segmentation. Our
major contributions are summarized as:

* We propose a holistic 2D to 3D adaptation method via carefully designed modification of
SAM architecture, which adds only 7.79% more parameters and keeps most of the pre-
trained weights reusable while performing well for volumetric medical image segmentation.

* We introduce a novel parameter-efficient fine-tuning method to effectively capitalize a large
image model pre-trained on 2D images for 3D medical image segmentation with only
16.96% tunable parameters (including newly added parameters) of the original model.

* We conducted experiments with four datasets for medical image segmentation. Results show
that our 3DSAM-adapter significantly outperforms nn-UNet [22] on three of the four datasets
(by 8.25% for kidney tumor, 29.87% for pancreas tumor and 10.11% for colon cancer) and
comparable on the liver tumor. We also demonstrate superior performance of our proposed
method over recent parameter-efficient fine-tuning methods such as ST-adapter [19].



2 Related Works

Foundation models in computer vision. With the breakthroughs in deep learning models, most
modern vision models follow the pre-training and fine-tuning paradigm [23, 24]. Large and general-
izable foundation models have seen significant interest in computer vision, benefit from pre-training
techniques comprising self-supervised learning [25, 26], contrastive learning [27, 28], language-
vision pre-training [29, 30], etc. Recently, SAM [4] pre-trained on over 11M images stands out as
a generalist foundation model to image segmentation and shows powerful zero-shot capabilities of
segmenting anything in the wild in an interactive and promptable manner. One of the concurrent
works, SEEM [31], presents a more universal prompting scheme to support semantic-aware open-set
segmentation. SegGPT [32] further pursues board in-context segmentation tasks in images or videoes.

Parameter-efficient model fine-tuning. As the widespread use of foundation models, the topic of
parameter-efficient fine-tuning has attracted lots of attention. Existing efficient-tuning methods can be
classified into three categories [33]. Addition-based methods insert lightweight adapters [16, 19, 20]
or prompts [12, 34] into the original model and only tune these parameters. Specification-based
methods [15, 35] select a small proportion of the original parameters to tune. Rreparameterization-
based methods [36] use low-rank matrices to approximate the parameter updates. Recently, there
are a few works adapted pre-trained image models to video understanding [18, 19] or volumetric
segmentation [20]. However, these methods interpret the additional dimension as a "word group",
and use the special modules to aggregate the information on that dimension. We consider all three
dimensions are isotropic and directly adapt the trained transformer block to catch 3D patterns.

Tumor segmentation in medical imaging. Tumor segmentation is one of the most common yet
challenging tasks in computer-aided medical image analysis. Recent achievements in deep neural
networks have contributed significantly to performance improvement on applications for different
anatomical regions, such as liver [37, 38], kidney [39], pancreas [40] and colon [4]]. However,
precise tumor segmentation is still challenging even for state-of-the-art segmentation networks such
as nnU-Net [22], UNETER++ [42] and 3D UX-Net [43], because tumors usually have notable
properties of small size, irregular shape, low contrast, and ambiguous boundaries. Unsurprisingly, in
recently reported SAM applications on medical images, SAM obtained much worse and unstable
results on tumor segmentation tasks compared with other anatomical structures such as 3D organs.
Therefore, in this paper, we will focus on evaluating our proposed adapter for tumor segmentation
scenarios, in order to address the most significant weakness of the original SAM.

3 Methods

In this section, we will introduce how we adapt the original SAM architecture for volumetric medical
image segmentation. Fig. 1 presents the overview of our method. We first give a brief overview of
the SAM, then we explain the technical details for adapting the image encoder, prompt encoder, and
mask decoder, respectively.

3.1 Overview of SAM

The SAM [4] is a large promptable segmentation model with impressive performance and gener-
alization ability on segmenting daily objects. The model consists of three components, i.e., image
encoder, prompt encoder, and mask decoder. The image encoder utilizes the structure of the Vision
Transformer (ViT) [44] to transform the original images into image embeddings. The prompt encoder
encodes prompts (points, box, etc.) into embedding representations, designed to be lightweight by
summating a frozen positional encoding and a learnable embedding for each prompt type. The mask
decoder comprises a prompt self-attention block and bidirectional cross-attention blocks (prompt-to-
image attention and vice-versa). After conducting attention blocks, the feature map is up-sampled
and transformed into segmentation masks by MLP. However, the original structure is designed for 2D
natural image segmentation. When transferring to volumetric images, it has to make predictions in a
slice-wise manner, which fails to capture the inter-slice spatial information. The model also exhibits
performance degradation when being tested on medical images due to the domain gap between natural
and medical images. Therefore, task-specific adaptation and fine-tuning are required.
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Figure 1: Overview of our proposed method for 3DSAM-adapter. The original ViT is modified to
support volumetric inputs. The prompt encoder is redesigned to support 3D point prompt, and the
mask decoder is updated to 3D CNN with multi-layer aggregation to generate 3D segmentation.

3.2 Adapting Image Encoder for Volumetric Inputs

The original SAM is based on 2D ViT, which excels at catching global patterns for natural 2D images.
However, many widely adopted medical imaging modalities, such as CT and MRI, are 3D volumes.
3D information is vital for applications such as organ segmentation and tumor quantification since
their representative patterns need to be captured from a 3D perspective. Purely relying on 2D views
can result in low accuracy due to ambiguous boundaries and non-standard scanning pose.

Existing methods adapting the 2D pre-trained models for 3D applications usually process the images
in a slice-wise manner and then use an additional spatial adaptor or temporal modules to fuse the 2D
information [18]. The major parts of the backbone, such as the transformer blocks are still built in 2D.
This can work well on video-related tasks but is a suboptimal solution for medical image analysis, as
volumetric medical images are isotropic in terms of spatial resolutions and inherent 3D information.
It would be problematic to process the third depth dimension differently from the width and height.

To this end, we consider our adaptation method based on two criteria: 1) enabling the model to learn
3D spatial patterns directly, and 2) inheriting most of the parameters from the pre-trained model,
and forging incremental parameters of small size and easy-to-tune. Of course, the devil is in the
details, as illustrated in Fig. 1. The original SAM is based on the transformer, which comprises
multiple attention blocks and thereby supports inputs of variant token size naturally. Meanwhile, the
volumetric medical images are usually isotropic, and the spatial relationship among pixels would be
very similar to that of the 2D case. Therefore, we hypothesize the network trained to learn 2D spatial
features can be easily adapted to capture 3D patterns as well. The only things remaining are how to
initialize the tokens for 3D patches and how to inform a model of the new positional information in a
parameter-efficient way. Specifically, we carefully modify each module of the network as follows:

* Patch embedding. We take advantage of the combination of 1 x 14 x 14and 14 x 1 x 1
3D convolutions as an approximation of the 14 x 14 x 14 convolution. We initialize the
1 x 14 x 14 convolution with the weight of the pre-trained 2D convolution and keep it
frozen during the fine-tuning phase. For the newly introduced 14 x 1 x 1 3D convolution,
depth-wise convolution is used to further reduce the number of tunable parameters.

 Positional encoding. The pre-trained ViT contains a lookup table of size ¢ x H x W with
the positional encoding. We additionally initialize a tunable lookup table of size ¢ x D with
zeros. The positional encoding of 3D point (d, h, w) can be the summation of embedding in
the frozen lookup table with (h, w) and embedding in the tunable lookup table with (d).

* Attention block. Attention blocks can be directly modified to fit 3D features. For 2D inputs,
the size of the queries is [B, HW, ¢, which can be easily adapted to be [B, DHW, ¢] for 3D
ones with all the pre-trained weights inherited. We use similar sliding-window mechanisms
as the Swin Transformer [45] to reduce the memory cost caused by dimension raising.

* Bottleneck. As convolution layers are usually easier to optimize than transformers [46], we
replace all the 2D convolutions in the bottleneck with 3D ones and train them from scratch.



With the above modification, we can elegantly upgrade the 2D ViT
to 3D ViT while keeping most of the parameters reusable. Fully
fine-tuning the 3D ViT can be memory-intensive. To address this T
issue, we propose to leverage the lightweight adapter [16] for efficient %’
fine-tuning. The firstly-proposed adapter is composed of a down-

projection linear layer and an up-projection linear layer, which can be [3‘ e J
represented as Apater(X) = X+ 0(XWaown )Wy, where X € RV ¢

is the original feature representation, Wyown € R¢*™ and Wy, €
R™>¢ indicate the down-projection layer and up-projection layer, :
respectively, and o (-) is the activation function. As illustrated in Fig. 2, M{‘—J
we append a depth-wise 3D convolution after the down-projection '

layer so the adapter can better leverage 3D spatial information. Figure 2: Spatial adapter.
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During the training phase, we only tune the parameters of convolu-

tions, spatial adapters, and normalization layers, while keeping all

other parameters frozen. The frozen scheme makes the training process memory-efficient. Fine-tuning
the adapter and normalization layers can help the model narrow the domain gap between natural
images and medical images.

3.3 Prompt Encoding by Visual Sampler

The original SAM leverages positional embedding to represent the

prompt. The same way of positional embedding based on Fourier 4

features [47] is applied to both the prompt and the image so that the i Crosatiention
prompt and the image embedding corresponding to the same position @ L @ @ @
can have the same positional encoding. The prompt embedding is mage embecding | Global queres
then cross-attention with the image embedding and thereby transforms ) § ’
from pure positional features to semantic features. This cross-attention ’ Self attention

works well for 2D cases but may cause over-smoothing issues [48] P

when applying to 3D feature maps. Raising to 3D can cause a catas- - @ @ @
trophic rising in token numbers so that the probability will tend to LS 3 e
be a uniform distribution, which makes prompt embedding hard to @ @
sufficiently extract semantic information. point embeddings
Another issue for medical images is that offering accurate prompt guid- yTa,imple,—\
ance requires lots of professional knowledge, as many background {

points are actually pretty similar to the foreground ones. The model e e

can easily fail if the prompts are inaccurately given. It is desirable if
the system can have higher intelligence, which has a higher tolerance  Figure 3: Structure of our
for noisy prompts, thereby supporting non-expert users or even using prompt encoder based on
predicted masks of a coarse segmentation algorithm as prompts. visual sampler and global

The third issue is the form of the prompt can be limited for 3D cases, queries cross-attention.

as the bounding boxes can be difficult to draw for volumetric images.

A desired method would work even with one point per volume as the

prompt, which can be a more challenging setting. Meanwhile, other prompts widely used in the
medical domain (e.g., scrawlings) can be transformed into points through sampling.

To this end and following [3 1], we propose to use a visual sampler instead of positional encoding
to represent the prompt. The whole process is illustrated in Fig. 3. Given the coordinates of the
points, we directly interpolate from the feature map to fetch the embeddings, thereby guaranteeing
the prompts share the same semantic features with the image embeddings. We initialize a few tokens
as global queries and then apply self-attention among the global queries and these points embeddings.
After that, we apply cross-attention from image embeddings to these global queries only. As the
number of points prompt and global queries are all quite small, this can alleviate the over-smoothing
issues. Besides, this can bring higher tolerance towards noisy points as the global queries can serve
as prototypes and only point embeddings with specific features will have high similarities.

We also include pure background images with false positive prompts during the training phase. At
each interaction, if there is no foreground pixel, we randomly sample 10 points from the background
as the prompts. Otherwise, we randomly sample about 40 points from the foreground. This training



strategy can enhance the model’s robustness towards noisy prompt, and the model performs well even
if the user gives only one point during the inference phase.

Note that we discard the original interactive training and inference mode in SAM, where points are
added progressively with the next point selected in the misclassified area of the masked predicted
from the previous step. It is not as convenient as in the 2D scenery to detect the misclassified area
in volumetric segmentation, where the users may need to check every slice. Therefore, we apply a
simpler scheme for training and inference, where one or a few point prompts are given all at once.

3.4 Lightweight Mask Decoder

The mask decoder of SAM is designed to be lightweight, with stacks of convolution layers. We
replace all the 2D convolutions with 3D convolutions to directly generate 3D masks. The initial
decoder is designed without any progressive upsampling or skip connection. This works well for
nature image where the size of the objects are usually large and the boundary is clear. However, for
volumetric medical image segmentation, it is widely acknowledged that U-shape networks with skip
connections at multiple levels are critical [22], as the objects in medical images are usually tiny and
have ambiguous boundaries, which requires details with higher resolution to be better discriminated.

To alleviate this issue and meanwhile maintain the
lightweight property, we utilize a multi-layer ag-

gregation mechanism [49] in our decoder, where = g

the intermediate output of the encoder is concate- & —

nated together to produce a mask feature map while

the whole structure remains lightweight. To better =7 g a
leverage the information from the original resolu- gﬂg Prediction
tion, after upsampling the mask feature map to the = 'mege embeddings

original resolution, we concatenate it with the orig- a
inal image and use another 3D convolution to fuse Rawimage
the information and generate the final mask.
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Figure 4: Structure of our lightweight mask
We remove multi-masks generation and ambiguity ~decoder with multi-layer aggregation.
awareness of the original SAM, as our goal is to

fine-tune the SAM into a specific downstream task.

The backbone of the mask decoder is lightweight and mainly comprises 3D convolutional layers
which are optimization friendly, so we train all the parameters from scratch.

Overall, we have introduced a holistic scheme to adapt SAM for medical image segmentation. The
adaptation of the image encoder focuses on how to efficiently take advantage of the pre-trained
parameters to extract 3D spatial features, while the modification of the prompt encoder and mask
decoder mainly resolves the computational issues raised by dimension lifting and also facilitates
the model to better align with domain-specific demands. Combining both transforms SAM into a
potentially powerful tool for volumetric medical image segmentation.

4 Experiments

4.1 Setup

Datasets. We make our experiments focus on tumor segmentation, as this is the reported most
challenging task for the original SAM when being applied to medical images. To this end, we employ
four public datasets for volumetric tumor segmentation, including: 1) Kidney Tumor Segmentation
challenge 2021 dataset (KiTS21) [39], 2) Pancreas Tumor Segmentation task of 2018 MICCAI
Medical Segmentation Decathlon challenge dataset (MSD-Pancreas) [50], 3) Liver Tumor Segmen-
tation Challenge 2017 dataset (LiTS17) [38], and 4) Colon Cancer Primaries Segmentation task of
2018 MICCAI Medical Segmentation Decathlon challenge dataset (MSD-Colon) [50]. The public
datasets contain 300, 281, 118 and 126 abdominal CT scans respectively. The original dataset (except
for the MSD-Colon) includes both organ and tumor segmentation labels while we are only using
tumor labels for training and testing. The datasets are randomly split into 70%, 10%, and 20% for
training, validation, and testing. More details can be found in the released code and the descriptions
in appendix.
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Figure 5: Qualitative visualizations of the proposed method and baseline approaches on kidney tumor,
pancreas tumor, liver tumor and colon cancer segmentation tasks.

Table 1: Comparison with classical medical image segmentation methods on four tumor segmentation
datasets. Well-acknowledged and latest state-of-the-art domain segmentation methods are compared
with. Evaluation metrics on Dice score and normalized surface dice (NSD) are reported.

Method | Kidney Tumor | Pancreas Tumor | Liver Tumor | Colon Cancer | #Tuned P
cthods une arams
| Dice? NSD1 | Dice? NSD?1 | Dicet NSD? | Dice? NSD1 |
nnU-Net (Nat. Methods 2021) [22] | 73.07 7147 41.65 62.54 60.10 75.41 4391 52.52 30.76M
TransBTS (MICCAI 2021) [52] 40.79 37.74 31.90 41.62 34.69 49.47 17.05 21.63 32.33M
nnFormer (arXiv 2021) [53] 45.14 42.28 36.53 53.97 45.54 60.67 24.28 32.19 149.49M
Swin-UNETR (CVPR 2022) [54] 65.54 72.04 40.57 60.05 50.26 64.32 35.21 42.94 62.19M
UNETR++ (arXiv 2022) [42] 56.49 60.04 37.25 53.59 37.13 51.99 25.36 30.68 55.70M
3D UX-Net (ICLR 2023) [43] 57.59 58.55 34.83 52.56 45.54 60.67 28.50 32.73 53.01M
SAM-B (1 pt/slice) [4] 36.30 29.86 24.01 26.74 6.71 7.63 28.83 33.63 -
Ours (1 pt/volume) 73.78 83.86 54.09 76.27 54.78 69.55 48.35 63.65 25.46M
SAM-B (3 pts/slice)) [4] 39.66 34.85 29.80 33.24 7.87 6.76 35.26 39.31 -
Ours (3 pts/volume) 74.91 84.35 54.92 77.57 56.30 70.02 49.43 65.02 25.46M
SAM-B (10 pts/slice)) [4] 40.07 34.96 30.55 3291 8.56 5.97 39.14 42.70 -
Ours (10 pts/volume) 75.95 84.92 57.47 79.62 56.61 69.52 49.99 65.67 25.46M

Implementation Details. We implement our method and benchmark baselines in PyTorch and
MONALI. We are using SAM-B for all the experiments and comparisons, which utilize ViT-B as the
backbone of the image encoder. The model is trained with batch size 1 on an NVIDIA A40 GPU,
using AdamW [5 1] optimizer with a linear scheduler for 200 epochs. We set the initial learning rate
of le—4, momentum of 0.9 and weight decay of 1e—5. We preprocess the data to have isotropic
spacings of 1mm. For data augmentation, we perform random rotation, flip, zoom, and shift intensity.
We also randomly sample foreground/background patches at a ratio of 1:1 during training. The
complete training details are available in the appendix. Overall, we evaluate the performance of our
method via comparisons with current SOTA volumetric segmentation and fine-tuning approaches.
The Dice coefficient (Dice) and Normalized Surface Dice (NSD) are used as evaluation metrics.

4.2 Comparison with State-of-the-Arts

We extensively compare our model with the recent 3D medical image segmentation state-of-the-art,
including the most recent Transformer-based methods including Swin-UNETR [54], UNETR++ [42],
TransBTS [52], and nnFormer [53], as well as CNN-based methods such as nnU-Net [22] and 3D UX-
Net [55]. As reported in Table 1, we observe that the original SAM [4] developed in natural images
gets suboptimal performances in domain-specific tumor segmentation tasks, even with as many as



Table 2: Comparison with existing parameter-efficient and full fine-tuning methods. We discard the
prompt encoder and only tune the image encoder and mask decoder for fully automatic segmentation.

| Kidney Tumor | Pancreas Tumor | Liver Tumor | Colon Cancer | #Tuned Params

Methods . . . . (image encoder)
Dicet NSD? | Dicet NSDT | Dicet NSD?T | Dicet NSD7?T

Full fine-tuning | 5231 5035 | 2649 3328 | 4559 5253 | 2463 4067 |  89.6'M
Adapter (ICML 2019) [16] 46.99 43.76 20.28 30.81 42.17 57.52 22.55 38.10 7.61M
Pro-tuning (arXiv 2022) [14] 50.73 50.81 18.93 30.45 47.33 55.61 21.24 25.10 7.17TM
ST-Adapter (NeurIPS 2022) [19] | 47.30 45.61 30.27 43.53 51.93 59.93 28.41 34.60 7.15M
Med-tuning (arXiv 2023) [20] 44.73 40.28 22.87 30.02 52.06 68.44 21.08 37.78 11.10M
Ours ‘ 61.60 70.40 ‘ 30.20 45.37 ‘ 49.26 59.48 ‘ 31.97 40.67 ‘ 15.21M

ten clicks being prompts for small tumors. With the proposed effective and efficient adaptation,
we obtain state-of-the-art accuracy with a single point only in the whole volume, outperforming
both the powerful medical image segmentation baselines and nnU-Net [22], which is widely used
in volumetric segmentation competitions. Distinct improvements can be specifically observed for
pancreas tumors and colon cancers, which are always notorious for ambiguous boundaries, of 12.44%
and 10.11% in Dice against the prior state-of-the-art. Besides, we observe stable performance rising
when feeding more points for prompting. Our model gets Dice of 75.95%, 57.47%, 56.61% and
49.99% in kidney tumor, pancreas tumor, liver tumor and colon cancer segmentation respectively with
10 points per volume (which is usually affordable in common clinical usage). Relevant evidence is
also observed in Fig. 5, where SAM usually fails to distinguish tumor borders and gives false positive
predictions, whereas our adaptation demonstrates visually better tumor identification results in most
tasks. The performance of liver tumor segmentation is inferior to that of nnU-Net [22], which is
reasonable because the liver tumor is comprised of multiple smaller tumors, scattered around the liver.
The prompt-based method can only click one of them, leaving the rest unsegmented and therefore
resulting in many false negative pixels. Nevertheless, compared with the original SAM, our model
still shows significant improvements.

4.3 Comparison with Existing Adapters

We further compare our adaptation strategy with existing parameter-efficient adaptation methods,
which includes 2D adaptations such as adapter [16] and Pro-tuning [ 4], as well as 2D-3D adapters
such as ST-Adapter [19] and Med-Tuning [20]. For 2D adaptations, we encode the images in a
slice-wise manner and then concatenate them to form a 3D feature map before plugging them into
the decoder. We also compare with the method of full fine-tuning, which tunes all the parameters of
the original SAM. To conduct a fair comparison and be more focused on whether adaptations help
the model learn volumetric medical image features, we remove the prompt encoder and only train
the model with an image encoder followed by a lightweight decoder (STER-MLA [49]). So that the
model will conduct automatic segmentation without prompt guidance. The performance can well
reflect the presentation learning ability of the encoder. All the pre-trained weights are from SAM-B.

The results are given in Table 2, which shows our adaptation strategy outperforms all existing methods
with a comparable number of tuned parameters. Our method excels the second-best method by 16.24%
on kidney tumor segmentation Dice, 4.22% on pancreas tumor segmentation NSD and 12.53% on
Colon Cancer segmentation Dice. It even outperforms many classical segmentation methods with
fewer tunable parameters and a vanilla mask decoder. Our method also outperforms full fine-tuning
of SAM by 2.08% ~ 29.80% with only less than 16.96% tunable parameters. These results can well
substantiate our hypothesis that parameters pre-trained on 2D images can be used to learn 3D spatial
features with only minor adaptations. And treating all dimensions equally is actually a better strategy
than interpreting the depth dimension as a group in medical image segmentation, especially when the
images have similar spacings in all dimensions.

4.4 Ablation Studies

We also conduct comprehensive ablation studies regarding the design of the prompt encoder and
mask decoder. Without loss of generality, the experiments are conducted on the KiTS 21 dataset and
for each trial, we only give one point as a prompt while each result is based on 10 random trials.
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Figure 7: Results on our ablation studies. (a) Performance v.s prompt. (b) Visual sampler v.s.
positional encoding. (c) Effects of multi-layer aggregation.

Positional encoding v.s. visual sampler. In order to prove visual sampler is actually a better
way for prompt encoding compared with the original positional encoding method used in SAM in
terms of volumetric segmentation, we fix the image encoder and mask decoder while only changing
the prompt encoder. The results are shown in Fig. 7. Our proposed visual sampler algorithm
outperforms the original positional encoding by 40.00% for Dice. This is align with our claim that
visual sampler work well when the size of tokens is large as it does not have over-smoothing issues.

Position of the point prompts. We analyze how the model
performance is different when the point prompt is given at the
center of the objects, at its adjacent regions, or at the margin.
We divide the ground truth tumor mask into three regions, the
center region, the surrounding region, and the marginal region,
as illustrated in Fig. 6. For cases with multiple tumors, we
are sampling from the one with the largest size. From the
results in Fig. 7, we find that the model is not very sensitive to
the position of the point prompts. Giving prompt at different
positions yield almost the same results.

ground truth

surrounding

Effects of multi-layer aggregation. To verify our modifica-
tion of the mask decoder actually brings performance gain, we
compare it with the one without multi-layer aggregation. The center
result Fig. 7 shows the model with multi-layer aggregation . .
has 15.75% higher Dice than its counterpart. This also aligns Figure 6: Segmentation results in
with common practice in medical imaging segmentation as (erms of different prompt location.
local texture features are very important, especially for tumor ~Blue marker denotes the prompt.
segmentation which usually has tiny shapes and low contrast.

margin

Effects of deep prompts. Since it is beneficial to include

features from multiple levels of the image encoder, a natural idea comes that incorporating prompts
at multiple levels might also improve performance. To this end, we conduct experiments to plug in
the prompt encoder to other feature levels besides the final bottleneck levels. The results are shown
in Table 3. However, we find incorporating deep prompts brings no gain or even degenerates the
performance. This can be left as a topic for further research to make prompts take effect at multiple
feature levels.

5 Discussion and Conclusion

In this work, we propose a comprehensive scheme to adapt SAM from a 2D natural image gen-
eralist to a volumetric medical imaging expert, especially for tumor segmentation. Through
parameter-efficient fine-tuning, our method significantly improves SAM’s performance in the
medical domain, making it outperform SOTA, with only a single coarse click as the prompt.
Our proposed method can also beat existing adaptation methods for volumetric adaptation.



Limitations and future work. In the experiment, our re-
ported metric is lower than that on official leaderboards. This
is because we are not taking advantage of the organ segmen-
tation label for multi-label prediction. Although multi-task

Table 3: Comparison of models w/o

deep prompts.

segmentation brings superior performance gain, pure tumor Feature Level _
segmentation is more clinically meaningful as it can bypass 1 ‘ 2 ‘ 3 ‘ 4 Dice T | NSD T
the intensive work of organ labeling. One observation is that

although many transformer-based methods can outperform v | v | v/ | v | 6461 | 7133
nnU-Net for multi-class segmentation, for pure tumor segmen- v V| 66.82 | 74.87
tation, the general trend is that CNN-based methods have better v v ? gg;; ;;;‘2
performance and are easier to train. This maybe because the v | 71378 | 83.86

size of the tumor is very small, and tumor detection relies more
on local texture information. So the global information, which
is the strength of the transformer, is not very useful. This poses

great obstacles for our work as SAM is based on ViT and lots of detailed texture information can
be lost during the first downsampling operation. Our future direction may entail how to adapt the
architecture to recover these texture details so that the performance can achieve SOTA even in a fully
automatic manner.

Social impact. Our work transforms SAM into a powerful medical image segmentation tool, which
has the potential to be put into real clinic use. It can significantly improve the segmentation accuracy
and therefore benefits related diagnostic tasks. Additionally, our pioneering work can serve as a more
general guideline on how to adapt foundation models for domain-specific downstream tasks, which
can help the ever-increasing foundation models play more important roles in all industries.

References

(1]
(2]

(3]

(4]

(5]

(6]

(7]

(8]

(9]

(10]

(11]

(12]

OpenAl. Gpt-4 technical report, 2023.

Aditya Ramesh, Prafulla Dhariwal, Alex Nichol, Casey Chu, and Mark Chen. Hierarchical text-conditional
image generation with clip latents, 2022.

Zhenyu Wang, Yali Li, Xi Chen, Ser-Nam Lim, Antonio Torralba, Hengshuang Zhao, and Shengjin Wang.
Detecting everything in the open world: Towards universal object detection, 2023.

Alexander Kirillov, Eric Mintun, Nikhila Ravi, Hanzi Mao, Chloe Rolland, Laura Gustafson, Tete Xiao,
Spencer Whitehead, Alexander C. Berg, Wan-Yen Lo, Piotr Dolldr, and Ross Girshick. Segment anything.
arXiv:2304.02643, 2023.

Maciej A Mazurowski, Haoyu Dong, Hanxue Gu, Jichen Yang, Nicholas Konz, and Yixin Zhang. Segment
anything model for medical image analysis: an experimental study. arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.10517,
2023.

Jun Ma and Bo Wang. Segment anything in medical images. arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.12306, 2023.

Yuhao Huang, Xin Yang, Lian Liu, Han Zhou, Ao Chang, Xinrui Zhou, Rusi Chen, Junxuan Yu, Jiongquan
Chen, et al. Segment anything model for medical images? arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.14660, 2023.

Sheng He, Rina Bao, Jingpeng Li, P Ellen Grant, and Yangming Ou. Accuracy of segment-anything model
(sam) in medical image segmentation tasks. arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.09324, 2023.

Yichi Zhang and Rushi Jiao. How segment anything model (sam) boost medical image segmentation?
arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.03678, 2023.

Wei Ji, Jingjing Li, Qi Bi, Wenbo Li, and Li Cheng. Segment anything is not always perfect: An
investigation of sam on different real-world applications. arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.05750, 2023.

Dongjie Cheng, Ziyuan Qin, Zekun Jiang, Shaoting Zhang, Qicheng Lao, and Kang Li. Sam on medical
images: A comprehensive study on three prompt modes. arXiv preprint arXiv:2305.00035, 2023.

Pengfei Liu, Weizhe Yuan, Jinlan Fu, Zhengbao Jiang, Hiroaki Hayashi, and Graham Neubig. Pre-train,

prompt, and predict: A systematic survey of prompting methods in natural language processing. ACM
Computing Surveys, 55(9):1-35, 2023.

10



[13]

(14]

[15]

(16]

[17]

(18]

(19]

[20]

(21]

[22]

(23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

(28]

[29]

(30]

Tomas Sakinis, Fausto Milletari, Holger Roth, Panagiotis Korfiatis, Petro Kostandy, Kenneth Philbrick,
Zeynettin Akkus, Ziyue Xu, Daguang Xu, and Bradley J Erickson. Interactive segmentation of medical
images through fully convolutional neural networks. arXiv preprint arXiv:1903.08205, 2019.

Xing Nie, Bolin Ni, Jianlong Chang, Gaomeng Meng, Chunlei Huo, Zhaoxiang Zhang, Shiming Xi-
ang, Qi Tian, and Chunhong Pan. Pro-tuning: Unified prompt tuning for vision tasks. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2207.14381, 2022.

Elad Ben Zaken, Shauli Ravfogel, and Yoav Goldberg. Bitfit: Simple parameter-efficient fine-tuning for
transformer-based masked language-models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2106.10199, 2021.

Neil Houlsby, Andrei Giurgiu, Stanislaw Jastrzebski, Bruna Morrone, Quentin De Laroussilhe, Andrea Ges-
mundo, Mona Attariyan, and Sylvain Gelly. Parameter-efficient transfer learning for nlp. In International
Conference on Machine Learning, pages 2790-2799. PMLR, 2019.

Yuanfeng Ji, Haotian Bai, Chongjian GE, Jie Yang, Ye Zhu, Ruimao Zhang, Zhen Li, Lingyan Zhanng,
Wanling Ma, Xiang Wan, and Ping Luo. Amos: A large-scale abdominal multi-organ benchmark for
versatile medical image segmentation. In S. Koyejo, S. Mohamed, A. Agarwal, D. Belgrave, K. Cho,
and A. Oh, editors, Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, volume 35, pages 36722-36732.
Curran Associates, Inc., 2022.

Taojiannan Yang, Yi Zhu, Yusheng Xie, Aston Zhang, Chen Chen, and Mu Li. Aim: Adapting image
models for efficient video action recognition. arXiv preprint arXiv:2302.03024, 2023.

Junting Pan, Ziyi Lin, Xiatian Zhu, Jing Shao, and Hongsheng Li. St-adapter: Parameter-efficient
image-to-video transfer learning for action recognition. arXiv preprint arXiv:2206.13559, 2022.

Wenxuan Wang, Jiachen Shen, Chen Chen, Jianbo Jiao, Yan Zhang, Shanshan Song, and Jiangyun Li.
Med-tuning: Exploring parameter-efficient transfer learning for medical volumetric segmentation. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2304.10880, 2023.

Junde Wu, Rao Fu, Huihui Fang, Yuanpei Liu, Zhaowei Wang, Yanwu Xu, Yueming Jin, and Tal Arbel.
Medical sam adapter: Adapting segment anything model for medical image segmentation. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2304.12620, 2023.

Fabian Isensee, Paul F Jaeger, Simon AA Kohl, Jens Petersen, and Klaus H Maier-Hein. nnu-net:
a self-configuring method for deep learning-based biomedical image segmentation. Nature methods,
18(2):203-211, 2021.

Kaiming He, Ross Girshick, and Piotr Dollar. Rethinking imagenet pre-training. In Proceedings of the
IEEE/CVF International Conference on Computer Vision, pages 4918-4927, 2019.

Edward J Hu, Phillip Wallis, Zeyuan Allen-Zhu, Yuanzhi Li, Shean Wang, Lu Wang, Weizhu Chen,
et al. Lora: Low-rank adaptation of large language models. In International Conference on Learning
Representations, 2023.

Mathilde Caron, Hugo Touvron, Ishan Misra, Hervé Jégou, Julien Mairal, Piotr Bojanowski, and Armand
Joulin. Emerging properties in self-supervised vision transformers. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
international conference on computer vision, pages 9650-9660, 2021.

Longlong Jing and Yingli Tian. Self-supervised visual feature learning with deep neural networks: A
survey. [EEE transactions on pattern analysis and machine intelligence, 43(11):4037-4058, 2020.

Jean-Bastien Grill, Florian Strub, Florent Altché, Corentin Tallec, Pierre Richemond, Elena Buchatskaya,
Carl Doersch, Bernardo Avila Pires, Zhaohan Guo, Mohammad Gheshlaghi Azar, et al. Bootstrap your
own latent-a new approach to self-supervised learning. Advances in neural information processing systems,
33:21271-21284, 2020.

Kaiming He, Haoqi Fan, Yuxin Wu, Saining Xie, and Ross Girshick. Momentum contrast for unsupervised
visual representation learning. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern
recognition, pages 9729-9738, 2020.

Piyush Sharma, Nan Ding, Sebastian Goodman, et al. Conceptual captions: A cleaned, hypernymed,
image alt-text dataset for automatic image captioning. In Proceedings of the 56th Annual Meeting of the
Association for Computational Linguistics (Volume 1: Long Papers), pages 2556-2565, 2018.

Alec Radford, Jong Wook Kim, Chris Hallacy, Aditya Ramesh, Gabriel Goh, Sandhini Agarwal, Girish
Sastry, Amanda Askell, Pamela Mishkin, et al. Learning transferable visual models from natural language
supervision. In International conference on machine learning, pages 8748-8763. PMLR, 2021.

11



(31]

(32]

(33]

(34]

(35]

(36]

(37]

(38]

(39]

(40]

(41]

(42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

(48]

Xueyan Zou, Jianwei Yang, Hao Zhang, Feng Li, Linjie Li, Jianfeng Gao, and Yong Jae Lee. Segment
everything everywhere all at once. arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.06718, 2023.

Xinlong Wang, Xiaosong Zhang, Yue Cao, Wen Wang, Chunhua Shen, and Tiejun Huang. Seggpt:
Segmenting everything in context. arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.03284, 2023.

Ning Ding, Yujia Qin, Guang Yang, Fuchao Wei, Zonghan Yang, Yusheng Su, Shengding Hu, Yulin Chen,
Chi-Min Chan, Weize Chen, et al. Parameter-efficient fine-tuning of large-scale pre-trained language
models. Nature Machine Intelligence, pages 1-16, 2023.

Menglin Jia, Luming Tang, Bor-Chun Chen, Claire Cardie, Serge Belongie, Bharath Hariharan, and
Ser-Nam Lim. Visual prompt tuning. In Computer Vision—-ECCV 2022: 17th European Conference, Tel
Aviv, Israel, October 23-27, 2022, Proceedings, Part XXXIII, pages 709-727. Springer, 2022.

Demi Guo, Alexander M Rush, and Yoon Kim. Parameter-efficient transfer learning with diff pruning.
arXiv preprint arXiv:2012.07463, 2020.

Edward J Hu, Yelong Shen, Phillip Wallis, Zeyuan Allen-Zhu, Yuanzhi Li, Shean Wang, Lu Wang, and
Weizhu Chen. Lora: Low-rank adaptation of large language models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2106.09685,
2021.

Grzegorz Chlebus, Andrea Schenk, Jan Hendrik Moltz, Bram van Ginneken, Horst Karl Hahn, and Hans
Meine. Automatic liver tumor segmentation in ct with fully convolutional neural networks and object-based
postprocessing. Scientific reports, 8(1):15497, 2018.

Patrick Bilic, Patrick Christ, Hongwei Bran Li, Eugene Vorontsov, Avi Ben-Cohen, Georgios Kaissis,
Adi Szeskin, Colin Jacobs, Gabriel Efrain Humpire Mamani, Gabriel Chartrand, et al. The liver tumor
segmentation benchmark (lits). Medical Image Analysis, 84:102680, 2023.

Nicholas Heller, Fabian Isensee, Klaus H Maier-Hein, Xiaoshuai Hou, Chunmei Xie, Fengyi Li, Yang Nan,
Guangrui Mu, et al. The state of the art in kidney and kidney tumor segmentation in contrast-enhanced ct
imaging: Results of the kits19 challenge. Medical Image Analysis, page 101821, 2020.

Jun Li, Tao Chen, and Xiaohua Qian. Generalizable pancreas segmentation modeling in ct imaging
via meta-learning and latent-space feature flow generation. IEEE Journal of Biomedical and Health
Informatics, 2022.

Ishak Pacal, Dervis Karaboga, Alper Basturk, Bahriye Akay, and Ufuk Nalbantoglu. A comprehensive
review of deep learning in colon cancer. Computers in Biology and Medicine, 126:104003, 2020.

Abdelrahman Shaker, Muhammad Maaz, Hanoona Rasheed, Salman Khan, Ming-Hsuan Yang, and
Fahad Shahbaz Khan. Unetr++: Delving into efficient and accurate 3d medical image segmentation. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2212.04497, 2022.

Ho Hin Lee, Shunxing Bao, Yuankai Huo, and Bennett A Landman. 3d ux-net: A large kernel volu-
metric convnet modernizing hierarchical transformer for medical image segmentation. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2209.15076, 2022.

Alexey Dosovitskiy, Lucas Beyer, Alexander Kolesnikov, Dirk Weissenborn, Xiaohua Zhai, Thomas
Unterthiner, Mostafa Dehghani, Matthias Minderer, Georg Heigold, Sylvain Gelly, et al. An image is worth
16x16 words: Transformers for image recognition at scale. arXiv preprint arXiv:2010.11929, 2020.

Ze Liu, Yutong Lin, Yue Cao, Han Hu, Yixuan Wei, Zheng Zhang, Stephen Lin, and Baining Guo. Swin
transformer: Hierarchical vision transformer using shifted windows. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF
international conference on computer vision, pages 10012-10022, 2021.

Tete Xiao, Mannat Singh, Eric Mintun, Trevor Darrell, Piotr Dollar, et al. Early convolutions help
transformers see better. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34:30392-30400, 2021.

Matthew Tancik, Pratul Srinivasan, Ben Mildenhall, Sara Fridovich-Keil, Nithin Raghavan, Utkarsh
Singhal, Ravi Ramamoorthi, Jonathan Barron, and Ren Ng. Fourier features let networks learn high

frequency functions in low dimensional domains. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems,
33:7537-75417, 2020.

Peihao Wang, Wenqing Zheng, Tianlong Chen, et al. Anti-oversmoothing in deep vision transformers via
the fourier domain analysis: From theory to practice. arXiv preprint arXiv:2203.05962, 2022.

12



[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

(53]

[54]

[55]

Sixiao Zheng, Jiachen Lu, Hengshuang Zhao, Xiatian Zhu, Zekun Luo, Yabiao Wang, Yanwei Fu, Jianfeng
Feng, Tao Xiang, Philip HS Torr, et al. Rethinking semantic segmentation from a sequence-to-sequence
perspective with transformers. In Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern
recognition, pages 6881-6890, 2021.

Michela Antonelli, Annika Reinke, Spyridon Bakas, Keyvan Farahani, Annette Kopp-Schneider, Bennett A
Landman, Geert Litjens, Bjoern Menze, Olaf Ronneberger, Ronald M Summers, et al. The medical
segmentation decathlon. Nature communications, 13(1):4128, 2022.

Ilya Loshchilov and Frank Hutter.  Decoupled weight decay regularization. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1711.05101, 2017.

Wenxuan Wang, Chen Chen, Meng Ding, Hong Yu, Sen Zha, and Jiangyun Li. Transbts: Multimodal
brain tumor segmentation using transformer. In Medical Image Computing and Computer Assisted
Intervention-MICCAI 2021: 24th International Conference, Strasbourg, France, September 27-October 1,
2021, Proceedings, Part I 24, pages 109-119. Springer, 2021.

Hong-Yu Zhou, Jiansen Guo, Yinghao Zhang, Lequan Yu, Liansheng Wang, and Yizhou Yu. nnformer:
Interleaved transformer for volumetric segmentation. arXiv preprint arXiv:2109.03201, 2021.

Yucheng Tang, Dong Yang, Wengqi Li, Holger R Roth, Bennett Landman, Daguang Xu, Vishwesh Nath,
et al. Self-supervised pre-training of swin transformers for 3d medical image analysis. In Proceedings of
the IEEE/CVF Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition, pages 20730-20740, 2022.

Yuanfeng Ji, Ruimao Zhang, Zhen Li, Jiamin Ren, Shaoting Zhang, and Ping Luo. Uxnet: Searching
multi-level feature aggregation for 3d medical image segmentation. In Medical Image Computing and
Computer Assisted Intervention—-MICCAI 2020: 23rd International Conference, Lima, Peru, October 4-8,
2020, Proceedings, Part I 23, pages 346—356. Springer, 2020.

13



A Appendix

In this supplementary material, we provide additional details about the datasets and the implementa-
tion that are not included in the main paper due to the space limit.

A.1 Datasets and Implementation Details

We summarize the details and data preprocessing hyper-parameters of public datasets used in our
experiments in Table 5. We apply hierarchical steps for data preprocessing: 1) resampling anisotropic
samples at the same target spacing. For anisotropic images, resampling is performed at each plane
independently [22]. 2) intensity clipping is applied to enhance the contrast of target tissues, where
the 0.5 and 99.5 percentiles of the foreground voxels intensity are used for clipping. 3) Intensity
normalization is performed with the mean and s.d. of global foreground voxels. We then randomly
crop sub-volumes at the ratio of foreground : background = 1 : 1 for training. For data augmentation,
we perform random rotation, flip, zoom, and intensity shifting. We train our model using AdamW
optimizer for 200 epochs with the base learning rate 1le~*. We conduct all the experiments on
NVIDIA A40 GPUs. One epoch of training our model takes around 16 minutes for Kidney Tumor,
13 minutes for Pancreas Tumor, 6 minutes for Liver Tumor, and 7 minutes for Colon. For inference
of automatic segmentation methods, we are using sliding window inference method. For inference
with point prompt, we calculate the center of the prompts and then crop a small patch surrounding
this center, which has the same size as that for training, and do inference on the particular patch.
Complete hyper-parameters used in our implementation are summarized in Table 4.

Table 4: Hyper-parameters of training on public datasets.

Training Epochs 200
#Cropped Patches 1
Batch Size 1
AdamW j3 (0.9,0.999)
AdamW A\ le~?
Base Learning Rate le™?
Learning Rate Scheduler Linear
End Factor 0.1

Data Augmentation Random Zoom, Rotation 90°, Flip, Intensity Shift
Cropped Foreground:Background Ratio 1:1
Zoom Scale & Probability [0.9,1.1],0.3
Rotation 90° Probability 0.5

Flip Probability 0.5
Intensity Offset 0.1
NSD Tolerance 5
Sliding Window Inference Overlap 0.7
Sliding Window Inference Mode Constant

Table 5: Detailed overview of public datasets.

Datasets \ Kidney Tumor[39]  Pancreas Tumor[50] Liver Tumor[38] Colon Cancer[50]
Imaging Modality Multi-Contrast CT

Anatomical Region Abdomen

Sample Size 300 281 118 126
Dimensions (Minimum) 512 x 512 x 29 512 x 512 x 37 512 x 512 x 74 512 x 512 x 37
Dimensions (Maximum) 512 x 512 x 1059 512 x 512 x 751 512 x 512 x 987 512 x 512 x 729
Spacing (Minimum) 0.44 x 0.44 x 0.50  0.61 x 0.61 x 0.70  0.56 x 0.56 x 0.70  0.54 x 0.54 x 1.25
Spacing (Maximum) 1.04 x 1.04 x 5.00 0.98 x 0.98 x 7.50  1.00 x 1.00 x 5.00 0.98 x 0.98 x 7.50
Target Anatomical Label Kidney Tumor Pancreas Tumor Liver Tumor Colon
Intensity Clipping Range [-52, 247] [-39, 204] [-17,201] [-57, 175]
Resampled Spacing 1,1, 1)

Global Foreground Voxel Intensity Mean 59.54 68.45 99.40 65.18
Global Foreground Voxel Intensity S.D. 55.46 63.42 39.39 32.65

Patch Size 256 x 256 x 256 128 x 128 x 128 128 x 128 x 128 256 x 256 x 256
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