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Figure 1 Schematic diagram of the hippocampus image

segmentation method

Liu %0 38 5 — A & F 5k 22 B8y IR 3D
CNN [ 28 S8 T i B (A PRI 43 1, O 78 40 0 25 21
A RER b i oy — IR AR 25 M 25 S B AD 5 HC
(532 . U-Net fE —Fh Xt BR ¥ U A CNN, Hi 4 1%
ow RIS AL 25 79 90 O3 I, 32 P 4% 0 e g A Bk BR O
(skip connection ) fift P 1 % it 2o 2 vh A B Rt Ak &
i 22 PR A0 B0 1) L, O 7 o PRI A AR 7 5
A PG/ INHE ] Y i 4 1 49K B AT v 19 o0 B
i A A BT 5 B 55 . GiCek 4R CE AL R 2D
U-Net #&5 T 3D U-Net # % | Manjon AT
— k) 3D U-Net, 3 i3 45 & 852 B b A ] 23 Bt
RRHAE 52 BTl SR AR S H L, SR, 4
K HI 3D 5 BRI 46 X8 B i kAT Ak BE B O7 9k BOARE
i 5C 1 B 25 A5 2 05 2D ML AH L, A1 25 1
B M A TR B AT GO O AT RE AR T
A, H R T BURE 2 B0 B2 32 B B £ T8 G RRTE Y
T,

5 3D WAL, 2D W 45 00 34 1E Tt iR
/AN ERTT, 3D BN BE A e A B 2D M 2% b 75
H USRI R AL IR 7 1) R Ak B8 — ZR 810 Y 2D 1)
Ji A E (b)) B RS #2600 7 B A A2 2D ™)
ZE i EAT AL PR A PR 5E L A Ak G SR A SO e
BIE B 5 IR EG AR R Zetter 55
TEJFIE LN | VB U 4 P AR o3 1 S 6 b IE W T 7 2D

U-Net H{fi Ji K - 1 19 U0 /- FE 7 3D U-Net {1
3D JEIR HE A 3 0 R, 5 PR O O S A% B IEROE R
W) 300 B W, B i 0 B AT RS AL
FH 2D P45 E 2 RE R B B 09 ar BV ROR . R,
X071 7E 43 T AR AL/ INBOR BRAS 0] A 25 B 1R
If 2 B 22 |, D PR G SR U0 Oy [ e AN A, 0 25 5
FO R P iZas E R PERERE, MR Xk
Z% R UE R Xl 2 s 2 AU R
A3 A3 IR 2. 5D FRPAE KA . Roth 1
DL 24 AR ( volume of interest, VOI) g .0 Bf 3 9K AH
HIEZZ WY R A 2. 5D =3 8 EARAE A,
K1 (o) b B, DL R R 22 VOI Ab O ik B2 25
(O ME 8 I UL Tk 3 FH 7 JBE B 1 o AT 55 et
XA IE S B B BARTE— @ FE B BRI T A A
BER 3 T B AR FLAE R &S A G & I
B ERA N RRYE, Yo S PO RS
FHABPIL] A 4 3 3@ T B9 2. 5D KA, i 1
(d) &b Fiv 7, LA S B /)N 25 B 08 TR 43 1 X R 12
T8I 23 1) 45 J2 0 ) I ol P A R DR A 1 5 D i 11 45
AR IR AY 23 1) 56 28 AEAE RE R It S UF R PERE
1.2 EEANE

CNN H A3 KA A 3 2 JJE Ze 1 ¢ R 1 g
Al DAL B A R RS 9B B TS R R
AR T8 E 32 BF A BRI 48 75 28 R % VR FE A e i
B4 J& BFAE, ViT ( vision Transformer) ) 42 H i
Transformer B8 T 46 132 W FH T 1F 5 000 36 40 Ja
HABZOET I T EZ ST A 2% 58 1 Y1 5 mT
DL 22 1 O T o DXk, B B Y RS

SR, B A Transformer 25 %) & W 46,
H 75 K i B AT SOUI 2 B0k B 22 i B O 2
TE CNN W 48 i A vE B S B TransUNet' )
U-Net i i #5% 1 0 4 BUR B 48 9 Transformer 15 2
A3k 3] B G 1 4 E i ORI | 33K b 445 1y i 400
Tl DR EAG 5 FEE 5 b Oktay 1 T
FH TR R B AR 43 ) 1Y) Attention U-Net B8 HAE U-
Net A Bk IR 34 B2 40 i A T — 4~ ¥ & '] #2 (attention
gate ) B DL JE 2 45 15 2% 09 By HH ; Wang S U100 4
T—ZEIT 3D U-Net W28 1Y U B4 84 &5 5 ff 145
PREH) DeepHipp , 31 76 i 15 25 BF 42 45 2 6 1) Bk BR 3%
BEAMAT SE( squeeze-and-excitation ) e B 7
SEUHE SSD A TR A 1 B IR SeSA LAY
FRAE P2 B0 2 v R R X OB {E D A R 0, O
SEAE BN BB AR OC R e T R B T —
Ff CNN-Transformer £ 8! [A] B 25 4 7 CNN 8 K fif
Y JRFR e & A Transformer 18 1< i $2 15 8 0] < f0 &



28

PSP PN i 3 - S QRIS )

2025 4F

WA ZR A OCH, S B T IR e R RIS A o, X
S R MR AT DA A ik A B 25 ) HOR IR
W45 1 JEAT 254 i 5 NN S5 45 T AE AN 2
R4 T B R 0 10 A A <
1.3 ZNEREEE

A CNN 7E 3D EHRIRGIT 55 v i o o 325
RABRE, VFZ U] T 2 2 RlA B J7 B OR 4
E TR WL B 5 . Zhou 251038 job T £H 455 10 ) £
HRSZHE T e g P 45 o3 0, 2 — SRR T VOI Ry 2k
50 AR H]TORS o3 ) A 2 AR R B A O R
SEEAR T K- 3 A T5 1 B ik 3 8 2D U-Net X 1)
FEAT AR, Yu 5 AE 3 AN Dy ER AT — A
R 73 3 FURS 73 0 256 00 99 B B 10 28 S 1/ B I
B E X PIURE S 28 R T AR EAR S B X 3
ASPRIE T ] 1 4 #25 REAT AG . Xia 5070 00 g
S T —MEFR S P 2% ( volumetric fusion net, VFN)
KRG 3 AT R RIS R M2 RS T e
TRKRARLE b 52w 1 45 8L B0 1 8 R0 23 310 495 2R 4 e
R,

2 MVF-2.5D U-Net FiET 28

AR T R T Z WK A R 2.5D U-
Net I 5 4R B 4% 43 )AL A ( muti-view fusion and
2.5D U-Net, MVF-2.5D U-Net) , #8354 8 B
A B, T2 ME Y T AR R 2 145 B AR
TESR T ERIR T KT 3 ATy 1) R ISR T AR S
B 2. 5D U-Net 2k 52 LA — By B9 43 %1, U-Net
1E MG o7 5 LA R g /9 1k B, O B Be O 4 di
PG RN B A S 9 R 58 e IR) . BERLSE — B B id

...............................

25D 1

T
[

o A SCHR AR R A R 3 AT R 4% 114 43 B 4
PTG hTRoE B AR s & 25, B
W2 5k 2 R A BT AR AR

(1) XFJE LA 9 MR B E47 900 Ak B RN 3% 85, 73
F R SF - 96x96x96 Fi i A &4

(2) ¥ AR 3 AR D5 1) EY A3 3 3
H RS R 96x96 1) 2D Y17 730, bt Je , 4% R 5k U1
LWk AR Y R HE R o =l AR 2. 5D BI& .

(3) % 2.5D EMRZ — g Az A0 18 g5 ) b ek sk
) 2. 5D U-Net 5 2 rfr 75 2155 17 4 538 38 4 B 7 91,
W28 R ANl 2 v (a) BT/, Bl S 8 o 91 e R
I 7 HE 5 1] 5] 96x96x96 B R F A A 1% 5 18] ) 43
EE

() ¥ 3 Ao FN AR 5 IR RS il — 3K 4
T A G 2o 3 PR B A 9 45 45 21 A TR R
1 S, I 2 Hr (b)) B

(5) 3 2o 45 SR A R A B 5 R AR KR
AR TE A RS, 159 31 B 2 1 4 1 45 5
2.1 A 2. 5D U-Net

AR SCXHE G Y 2D U-Net #E4T T 2k, & 3 i
7N, Bh 205D ERAE S 45 1 i A, IF E 1% 58 U-Net
Y Bk R 3% R AL N AT Triplet Attention BB | % 45
ORI T = EEE AR T AL, T 3 A
T B S R (C M H) G5 PR (C A
W) LA S 25 ] 4 BE (H A0 W) B 7E 7 S ACER, LA N )
L5 AERRAE 4 B B X B XS SRR L
Hh % B 4506 % G5 2D U-Net B9 it Ak vk o 2> & 3
WLNFER 4 oAb, iR 2 BHUE RSl 6x6, 53
BERAR A5 5 BRI A 5 B

BESEIGR
189x233x197

v -

J%iﬁfﬁ

rﬁ R

Eﬁ%ﬁ%

N R et
96x96x96
96964t
Sl KPRy B R
; 2.5D e
. U-Net - [
796296 TEE mmE
AR

96x96>96

777777777

| BUAR |
=
T |
4596 % 96 % 96 64596 <96 96 Jim=mon

2 MVF-2. 5D U-Net KV 402243
Figure 2 Detailed architecture of MVF-2. 5D U-Net



%5 W

Bisrfh, % 5T 2 MK EA T 2. 5D U-Net (76 25 {4 &1 45 43 #) 29

N 64x96%96

I y  Triplet R
ST T T T T T T T T Attention |

3%96 %96 128x48 <48
128x48 x48
64x48 <48 j@_""_:? Triplet
256x24x24
128x24 x24 @ @
2562404 &

256x12x12 512x12x12 512x12x12

.. 64x96x96
(64+64) x96 396

P

— 64x96x96  1x96 <96
m ‘ 128x48x48

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

| = Two 3x3 Conv2D + RuLu !
{=One 1x1 Conv2D

; =) One 22 MaxPooling

! =Skip Connection !
| One 4<4 ConvTranspose !

256x24 %24

3 B 2.5D U-Net W %%
Figure 3 Improved 2. 5D U-Net network

2.2 SEERMAME

55 B B AR B A T 28K B — B B
3 AN A Sy B ESR AT RS 2 (b)) TR
3D [EG H [A]—1R 25 AE AN W AL 1 U0 7 v g % L R R
AL S (S B AR KR 2200 . 2 W 45 fill 5 3R g AT
PLFE 3 AN [ F A 5 0 A B, 38 T DL 25 B B A
D 28 7 43 B B 1 30 00 A0 B R A TH BRBE LR 25, 7
BE A b US| A R IR BERAE Rl 4% A
() —HB 53, LT 51 ABR 25 ik X AR RE 8 A
R 7 1k P 2 PRI B o KT 7 A B ok AR v B A
M5B, ZM R fEs A 5] AT SE 8ok [ 3l
S N TR GE B AR, SE B R — R 1
RO BHE I 2R 22 2 AN R E
B TRCEE VLR I 28 X6 AN [ 3 T A O 1 AR R, SR R
) 28 X6 AN ] PTG A 8 85 SR % i s PRI i 2 ) 43 B
H T ARE RS P25 i AR LR VAL FRRE T, 7R TE R AR R
Ja XM T 2B RIS HRIT, R ZGE T 1x1 5B
FRAFE 5 Ak oy 2038 T8 1Y 4 1 R
2.3 BEYFE

W5 526 Br il FH A MIRT AL 38 5 — 2R 371 A9 B3 T8
KV G e —5k U] 5 5 R A AR D) S
A DL R — K 3 s A 2. 5D K4 K 4 JER TR
FEAR KT 55 95,96,97 5k 2D VI 4l &k 3 i@l
2.5D BRI A, At UgE T & B, 1B 4 Hp A2 S
95,96,97 sk U1 v Y i 41 2UE A D A R 9 2. 5D
BRI 2T g iE 3 Fhgife 25T 3 diE
%6 RCGB EME, (H A 3 A3 38 A % m (5
B e EE . 2.5D BURAAE A 2D W 45 k174
PR s a7y A AR hs [l E R B A
R E—ERRE RN T 2D 431 W 4% 0 A H 25 1)
15 B0 45 e, TRl E 4 T 3D 4% T 5 (19 1145 6 4,
OO i A UG HE T 58, i 3 IR L I 25
FH R BREEATY 2 o U R Bl ot 07 118 6300 3 119 4 1) 285

FAAB YT R AUTE S A 28 N A 9 2%

952
il UNE]

3T AEUE B2, SDER
4 2.5DEETER
Figure 4 Schematic diagram of 2. 5D image
2.4 TukbiE
Bl 5 9 8dn 4 rh i SR IR 1 L
H T SR 2% A PERE , %P MRI #E4T T 0 — {4k
FRAIER 5T g R SF AL 189 %233 x 197 Ui /N & 96 x

g

1 11 21 31 41 51 61 71 81 91 101 111 121 135

5

f'!i1H‘!ﬂ;ﬂ!!ﬂﬂ'ﬂ’!@iﬂ!ﬂﬂﬂﬂW’!ﬂﬂﬂlﬁ'ﬂmnmmﬂmﬂumm_ﬂ!i@MﬂiD!W!ﬂ'\‘ﬂ!ﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂ!ﬂw’!.l'!iﬂi'!ﬂi

1 11 21 31 4] 51 61 7] 8] ()I 101 111 121 |35

D

ia
(b) Eﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁ?ﬁ#ﬂimﬁgﬁil@@ﬁ?ﬁlﬂ?

op

N0 OO— W&
SOOOOOOO

wﬁﬁ%

............................................................

U1 20 31 41 S1 o6l 71 81 o1 101 111 121 135
ARG S
(¢) SRARTH 77 1 L e A i i 5 B4R 43 A1 (X )

5 HiEEHEDFEGNGLE

Figure 5 Location of the hippocampus image in the dataset

40
30
Eg
80
gl
§0




30 PSP PN i 3 - S QRIS )

2025 4F

96x96, 1L ST 135 Bl ECHE B FE A bR 4, K B
g LR MR AE 3 AT 1) 1 1 43 A X 8] AH %[5 2, 4n
5 Jios R AL bR R 135 BIREAS 1 25, Ak b 3
AUVRBSS . E 5, B 3 A T7 1) b AR 45 4 151
REA I I 1A B AR % 7 1) b AR RN T T
M AZ A AR T T AR T A DX TR] B Hp R U, B 135 A
FEA R S B, IR % AH =48 20 B4R iz 7
T = 4 0 AE B AN e R S T R
e ThARTE % 07 T L S R fe (B HEAT LR, WAk 1
Jras o W 1 nl AR 3 3% O 9 BT 6 B 38 5T X )
WEF 55 T A RE AR B T Eh A, LR BT AE B 1 R
e /IME A RAEAA — E WL,
®1 HMHEEEES HarP BIEEPEHA
BOEE KR ARENILE

Table 1 Comparison between the cropping box dimensions
and the extremal values of hippocampal image endpoints

in the HarP dataset

X Dice 2%k
ME — . —
i RPL O ME S W R MG R
"

¥IE A % B/ME BRKE
K T 76 28 124 42 106
ARE 109 61 157 76 139
FRIN] 99 51 147 57 139

2.5 #®=E%
TE S — By B W25 YN Sh i, el 25 MR e bR T

KT D) B R 22 S, ARl AN TR AL T ) L
AU) ST N2k 3 A F B2 A 48 L T A
T ) LW FME 55 o AR5 — B Be iy R 45 11 2k 58
BE T E S — BB 3 AN MRS, BEE R 2R
A P 58 IE 4R v A PR BRI s 4[] I A7 5 1R 0 24 1Y
A AL B, DI sE e 4R o f5 T T8 A A BdE A A
3 AR IF 1 56 — B B P 25 75 31 3 44 53 1 25 2R OF
K FLAE 5 — B BERE & I 48 g A TSR B B
AR 25 %k, Zad SCR IR, AR A AT S, M2
K BN S £ R U A A i B — B B 4L IR 4
JI A B AR B 25 R A AT A S AR T 5
I PEPRELE A BT RE . JCIE R DL L BRI 2507
5 AR AR Zhoid B v AR AT 2 Ak KA, R AE
B B 265 R S8 N 2k I, A 208 D01 4 i A 19 4%
K VT-Ail 199 2% 1) P RE

3 XBRERELHHN

3.1 BURE&E

S8 B 4 SR BT 2R T RO A 2 BRI
K ( Alzheimer's disease neuroimaging initiative , AD-
NI) f' EADC 5 H 9 HarP B4 427, H 1k 2 it
FEBWMER2 frw, @i 5 %% KD E
BT T3 o Bl AR I, JF B 2 K A, 18 20
FIREIE TG BT 4 5 #E, MRT B AR 25 19 ROSF 3120
189%x233%x197,

R2 HarP HIBEHR 135 LZHXENER
Table 2 Information from the 135 subjects in the HarP dataset

HEWE S A
) = E\W =X ,/:k" I=X ) A~ =L
I PRSI LG B g T FaT YN, FeaT
EH (HC) 46 22 24 74.55 76. 18 61.1 89.7
12 RS (MCT) 46 27 19 75.55 74.70 60. 4 87. 4
B IR PR 10 8K (AD) 45 21 24 73.10 74. 45 62.7 89.7
3.2 LBFEE 214N B
’iﬁ%:' } Dice(A,B) =¥; (1)
ARSCHFET Windows10 HER G, B E M5 H A+ |B]
NVIDIA RTX 2080, @74 8 G, R H 0 4 #2218 &> h(A,B) =max{min{d(a,b) |} ; (2)
Python 3. 6, ¥ J& 22 3] HE 4L & Pytorch 1. 10.2, 5% H h(B,A) =glal§{mii1%d(a,b)i} ; (3)

Adam AL A%, W1 4R 2 > R R 0. 001, 2 & & i
h 0.9, %A AT A R FH 45 L R e LA AR —
T BER N G batch size 43 BIEE K 20 Fl 4,
3.3 WIEAXRIFMNIERR

SRR S BT 58 SR IE A 7 2 R A B AR (1
e, R H] Dice AU ZE 1T 2 K IF 25 HD K i 1 53 %1
SORMUET R ARG EME . R IZAE 55 AR S T
SESRMHE AR 0 5 1 PR AR K, Dice AL
T H R B o A S A B AR AU T HD 38 E R Ok
JE i B R R AR e . HOT A 5

HD(A,B) =max{h(A,B) ,h(B,A)}, (4)
A B 35 Ry s 2 B 0 45 S v it S AR R AR
WRMES [A]L| B 550 s 2 Fn i 45 51 il 5
RS TR KSR R R BEG [ANB| AR ES
XA R B EGd (a,b) R a b 2Z 0] B BR G BE B,
Dice ZEUIREZIT 1,55 HD /N 0 25 S 6 e

49K Fl BCEDiceLoss AF 2 i 2% pR i, % 41 2K
PRBCH DiceLoss( Bl 1-Dice) 5 — J038 I 1 5% bR 4L
BCELoss Z ., BCELoss HJit3E NN
BCELoss == [ylogp + (1 —y)log(1 =p)]. (5)



%5 W

Mm% BT 2 M BG4 F1 2. 5D U-Net 1975 D14 B 45 43 %1

31

A cp Ao BIEE R B — R AR I 1 B AR
oy MIZRRAEARZE b B (R, S {2 i 0 5L
1, Hof BCELoss Wi 1 T B4 3 A 45 S5 R 19 i
IR RS BT A 8 3R SR B (E AT B 2R AR 7Y S
ER %@},BCEDiceLoss BT E AN

BCEDiceLoss = DiceLoss + BCELoss (6)
3.4 ZBHER
T SRR R PR RE K AR ST R 5 AR G T

HEAT T X b, 1K 5 B AR 76 AS [R] 0 45 7R 1) 4 ) 45

PL(75,74,125) 1 & 1 3 P01 RN 2 R i 3D 40 5] ik
17BN ANE 6 Jrs A7 B 18 5 R A7 1) 2k
BNGIREW LS E A fE 6 WL, 3 A&

Y 2D U-Net £55Y XF 95 544 501 4 1 40 E) A 08 385 0, HL
WM S H A Sk TR

FAAE 5+ X 2B KL 3D

LI K A B9 W, i B @I HER 7R | R i sk b
23 [ 5 S, O0GE i B A U ok o AR 25 o) e B2 IX
S BT A G 8 Sk BT 7R 53D U-Net A5 78 M 4%
J7 0 R FEA IO i, Bl BBt (B — s gk
7 DX ) T A A2 Sk T 5 AR SCT7 A
A G M, BLAE B 7 DX ) 23 AR A T
b 75 ik, BN L K T3 FIAR

T TG b B E A% 4 B 1 R SRR AT
34NJ7 ) E R RS B 2. 5D U-Net /E K % 1B A [A]
BERY Y 43 BN 25 SR 3R 3 FioR .

H 3 A1, A SCHE H Y MVEF-2. 5D U-Net 157
BUAS T 5 = 1Y Dice U AR 0 22 2 R I 5
HD A3 0 e 22 5 %0 Y0 T e A % IRy vk
AN B 2. 5D U-Net 5 R 46 9 2D U-Net A L,

2D U-Net(7K )

LRIE

&6

- .E!ﬂ..

2D U-Net(F&ARTH)
AEER W5 B &

2D U- th(ﬁ#tﬁ) 3D U-Net MVF-2.5DU-Net

Figure 6 Segmentation results of different models

F3 MHBEMEESJLMEL U-Net 2 7F HarP i E R MM
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2D U-Net( 5k 1 ) 0.867 5.26 0.878 5.18 0.872 5.29 0.883 5.06 0.869 5.39 0.874 5.24
2.5D U-Net(7/KFHE) 0.881 4.26 0.886 4.07 0.880 4.19 0.887 4.03 0.879 4.24 0.883 4.16
2.5D U-Net(&AkHE) 0.886 3.95 0.889 3.80 0.885 3.91 0.892 3.82 0.882 4.06 0.887 3.91
2.5D U-Net(@fkTm) 0.887 4.03 0.889 3.92 0.883 3.96 0.887 3.87 0.880 4.10 0.885 3.98
3D U-Net'® 0.887 3.42 0.895 3.31 0.88 3.38 0.893 3.22 0.883 3.39 0.889 3.34
MVF-2.5D U-Net 0.899 3.12 0.905 2.92 0.901 3.01 0.906 2.89 0.897 3.17 0.902 3.02
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Table 4 Comparison of minimum memory required and

detection time of different models

_— S/ FFENAE/GB Klef /s

10° Yk #W  CPU  GPU
2D U-Net 29.38 0.157 0.036 5.320 0.123
i 2.5D U-Net 29.39 0.182 0.036 6.757 0.158
3D U-Net 62.26 3.462 0.926 6.078 0.228
MVF 0.45 0.927 0.432 1.008 0.038
MVF-2.5D U-Net 88.62 1.015 0.521 21.279 0.512

T 2 R AR SCHR Y MVF-2. 5D U-Net
SR B LB, 3 K 52 36 45 2R A5 S5 B A L 32 30 TR 2
SR INRHEAT T X I, X SR R Y fE HarP 8IS 4R
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e H R R UG T S A A A5CR aT LLEORS )
SCBLRIG MRI #4976 2 (A B8 o BT 55

x5 AEHEELE HarP BURE P A EREITLE
Table 5 Performance comparison of different algorithms

in the HarP dataset

WiRiS V-3 Dice 34
Deep CNN EATL(2019) > 0.901
E2DHipseg(2021) " 0. 900
DeepHarp (2021) > 0. 880
RBS-Net(2023) > 0. 898
HGM-cNet(2023) 12" 0. 895
MVF-2. 5D U-Net 0. 902

3.5 HRLXI®

J T R AR R R A P 4E VEN H 25 AR X I 4%
PERE I 52 W, AR SCIR T T — Al s K, Hop,
VFN-image #% & T J5. 44 MRI 814, VFN-SE £ & T
WE VE R 18I SE, VFN-conv Ml 5 T 45 fliz 5 o
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FARITRY AR, SLR s Rk 6 iin . midk 6 I,
ARSI IEA A X IR R B T e dr i v ge, £
JE R R MRI A A B 68 9% #b 275 — B B X 2% 43
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Table 6 Performance comparison of different volume fusion network variants in the HarP dataset

g £ S i 552 LT 595 3 WL 54 WL 55 WAL 1y
Dice HD Dice HD Dice HD Dice HD Dice HD Dice HD
VFN-image 0. 893 3.13 0.901 2.98 0. 896 3.10 0.904 2.95 0. 889 3.15 0. 897 3.06
VEFN-SE 0. 891 3.14 0. 898 3.04 0. 895 3.09 0. 900 3.03 0. 887 3.20 0. 894 3.10
VFN-conv 0.785 8. 46 0. 744 7.73 0. 683 7.45 0.776 8.18 0.798 7.99 0.757 7.96
VFN-2 0. 895 3.14 0. 899 3.06 0. 896 3.11 0.903 3.04 0. 897 3.21 0. 898 3.11
VFN-3 0. 890 3.34 0. 889 3.13 0. 893 3.17 0. 896 3. 11 0. 891 3.38 0. 892 3.23
VFN-4 0. 887 3.33 0. 892 3.23 0. 890 3.26 0. 897 3.13 0. 888 3.40 0. 891 3.27
MVF-2.5D U-Net 0.899 3.12 0. 905 2.92 0.901 3.01 0. 906 2.89 0. 897 3.17 0.902 3.02
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Hippocampus Image Segmentation Based on Multi-view Fusion and 2. 5D U-Net

CHEN Liwei, PENG Yifei, YU Renping, SUN Yuancheng

(School of Electrical and Information Engineering, Zhengzhou University, Zhengzhou 450001, China)

Abstract; Aiming at the problem in existing methods of automatic segmentation of hippocampus image, which can
not make good use of the context information, might lead to the difficulty in improving the segmentation accuracy
and large memory consumption in the process of training and detection, a new model called MVF-2.5D U-Net
based on multi-view fusion and 2. 5D U-Net was introduced. Firstly, this model improved the 2D U-Net by incorpo-
rating a Triplet Attention module and adjusting the depth of the network. Secondly, the traditional single-slice input
was replaced by a three-channel 2. 5D image composed of adjacent slices. Finally, a volume fusion network was
constructed to replace the conventional majority voting scheme. This study was validated by cross-validation on the
HarP dataset. The experimental results showed that the average Dice coefficient and Hausdorff distance of the model
on the hippocampus image segmentation task were 0. 902 and 3. 02, respectively, the accuracy and stability was
better than the traditional U-Net model and comparison algorithm, and it was also suitable for the resource-con-
strained situation, which proved that the proposed model could achieve hippocampus segmentation on MRI more ef-
fectively.

Keywords: hippocampus image segmentation; CNN; U-Net; Triplet Attention; attention mechanism; volume fu-

sion network





