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A B S T R A C T
Automatic segmentation of fluid in Optical Coherence Tomography (OCT) images is beneficial for
ophthalmologists to make an accurate diagnosis. Although semi-supervised OCT fluid segmentation
networks enhance their performance by introducing additional unlabeled data, the performance
enhancement is limited. To address this, we propose Superpixel and Confident Learning Guide Point
Annotations Network (SCLGPA-Net) based on the teacher-student architecture, which can learn OCT
fluid segmentation from limited fully-annotated data and abundant point-annotated data. Specifically,
we use points to annotate fluid regions in unlabeled OCT images and the Superpixel-Guided Pseudo-
Label Generation (SGPLG) module generates pseudo-labels and pixel-level label trust maps from
the point annotations. The label trust maps provide an indication of the reliability of the pseudo-
labels. Furthermore, we propose the Confident Learning Guided Label Refinement (CLGLR) module
identifies error information in the pseudo-labels and leads to further refinement. Experiments on the
RETOUCH dataset show that we are able to reduce the need for fully-annotated data by 94.22%,
closing the gap with the best fully supervised baselines to a mean IoU of only 2%. Furthermore,
We constructed a private 2D OCT fluid segmentation dataset for evaluation. Compared with other
methods, comprehensive experimental results demonstrate that the proposed method can achieve
excellent performance in OCT fluid segmentation.

1. Introduction
Optical coherence tomography (OCT) [1] is a powerful

imaging technique used to acquire structural and molecular
information of biological tissues. OCT can noninvasively
reconstruct high-resolution cross-sectional images from the
backscattered light spectrum of biological samples [2] by
employing low-coherence interferometry. It has found wide
applications in various fields, particularly in biomedical
applications such as ophthalmic imaging, cardiovascular
imaging, gastrointestinal imaging, and pulmonary imaging.
In traditional excision biopsies, the image quality obtained
from within the stomach is often low, whereas endoscopic
OCT can clearly depict the tissue microstructure inside the
gastrointestinal tract. Notably, ophthalmology stands as one
of the earliest adopters of OCT technology [1, 3], ushering
fundamental transformations in clinical practices within the
field.

Macular edema (ME) is caused by the breakdown of
the blood-retinal barrier leading to fluid infiltration in the
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macular area [4] and is associated with retinal diseases such
as age-related macular degeneration (AMD) and diabetic
macular edema (DME) [5]. Research has shown a strong cor-
relation between OCT signals and retinal histology, which
is highly valuable for diagnosing ME caused by various
diseases. The total retinal thickness measured from OCT
images is widely utilized for the diagnosis of ME, and nu-
merous methods for layer segmentation in OCT images have
been proposed [6, 7]. However, studies have indicated that
retinal fluid volume can provide a more accurate indication
of vascular permeability [8]. Retinal fluid can be divided into
three types according to the accumulation site, which are
subretinal fluid (SRF), intraretinal fluid (IRF), and pigment
epithelial detachment (PED). Understanding the presence
and location of these fluids can help ophthalmologists diag-
nose and monitor these conditions and develop appropriate
treatment plans to preserve vision. Ophthalmologists rely
on OCT images to identify the type and size of the fluid
area, but accurately quantifying the fluid and formulating
treatment plans can be challenging. Automated and accurate
quantification of fluids in OCT images can significantly
improve the efficiency of ophthalmologists’ diagnosis and
treatment.

Traditional segmentation techniques, such as threshold-
based [9], graph-based [10, 11], and machine learning-based
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[12] methods, have been utilized for OCT segmentation
in the past, but they are often susceptible to variations in
image quality, require extensive domain knowledge, and lack
generalization capabilities.

In contrast to traditional segmentation methods that rely
on carefully crafted handcrafted features, convolutional neu-
ral networks (CNNs) can automatically learn and extract
image features from the data itself. Therefore, various CNN-
based methods have been developed for performing segmen-
tation tasks, such as FCN [13], SegNet [14], DeepLab [15],
and UNet [16]. The utilization of CNNs in medical image
segmentation requires substantial amounts of data. Unfor-
tunately, manual segmentation of medical images demands
significant expertise and time. Obtaining an adequate quan-
tity of accurately labeled data from medical experts can be
a difficult and challenging task, thereby posing obstacles to
developing precise CNN models for medical image segmen-
tation.

To address these limitations, Semi-Supervised Learning
(SSL) has garnered significant attention in medical image
segmentation. The exploration of available unlabeled data
is of great value for training segmentation models. SSL
methods effectively leverage unlabeled data to improve the
performance of segmentation models while reducing the
reliance on labeled data. However, unlabeled data tends to
have a limited improvement in the model’s performance.
Therefore, augmenting unlabeled data with additional weak
annotations has been shown to be beneficial [17]. These
annotations, while not as detailed as fully-annotated data,
still convey valuable information to the segmentation mod-
els. The process enhances the model’s understanding of the
data and improves its ability to generalize across diverse
cases. It effectively bridges the gap between fully labeled
and completely unlabeled data, contributing to even better
segmentation performance. Point annotations require only
a click on each category in the image, which is easily
obtained as labels in OCT fluid segmentation. Therefore,
we choose to perform point annotation on unlabeled data
in semi-supervised OCT fluid segmentation to minimize
human effort.

However, the point annotations only cover a tiny area
within the fluid region, lacking any extension, shape, or
boundary information of the fluid, which results in point
annotations not providing sufficient information about the
fluid for training. To address this, a popular weakly super-
vised learning approach is to generate pseudo-labels from
weak point annotations and then use these pseudo-labels to
train segmentation models. Nevertheless, this method may
result in degraded model performance because the generated
pseudo-labels may be imprecise, and using these pseudo-
labels to train segmentation models may introduce errors.

In this work, we propose Superpixel and Confident
Learning Guide Point Annotations Network (SCLGPA-Net)
constructed by a teacher-student architecture to reduce the
reliance on fully-annotated data in automated OCT fluid seg-
mentation. The detailed architecture of the proposed network
framework is depicted in the upper part of Fig 1. Firstly,

our approach is in semi-supervised mode and performs
simple point annotations on unlabeled data. We introduce
the Superpixel-Guided Pseudo-Label Generation (SGPLG)
module to generate pseudo-labels and label trust maps
(weight maps) based on point annotations. These pseudo-
labels with weights are subsequently utilized in the training
process, enabling the development of the Superpixel-Guided
Point Annotations Network (SGPA-Net). Secondly, we in-
troduce the Confident Learning Guided Label Refinement
(CLGLR) module to identify and refine error labels in
pseudo-label in conjunction with the SGPA-Net predictions,
resulting in refined-label and getting the SCLGPA-Net with
better performance. The contributions of our research are
summarized as follows:

∙ We propose a semi-supervised SCLGPA-Net, con-
structed by a teacher-student architecture. By lever-
aging additional point annotations to enrich the un-
labeled data to enhance the pure image information
provided into more valuable weakly supervised infor-
mation. This conversion can significantly boost model
performance while reducing the need for precise an-
notations.

∙ We propose SGPLG, a superpixel-guided method for
generating pseudo-labels and label trust maps based
on point annotation. The label trust maps constrain the
network from fitting label errors by assigning lower
confidence to suspected noisy label pixels.

∙ To our best knowledge, this is the first research that
applies the label-denoising method to OCT fluid seg-
mentation. The proposed CLGLR can identify label-
ing errors in the pseudo-labels through confidence
calibration under the constraints of the label trust
map and perform further refinement to obtain more
accurate labels to further improve model performance.

2. Related Work
2.1. CNN-Based OCT Fluid Segmentation

Many successful OCT fluid segmentation methods use
convolutional neural networks (CNNs) based on the UNet [16]
architecture. Rashno et al. [18] incorporated a graph shortest
path technique as a post-processing step to enhance the
predictive results of UNet for OCT fluid segmentation. To
exploit the structural relationship between retinal layers and
fluids, Xu et al. [19] proposed a two-stage fluid segmentation
framework. They first trained a retinal layer segmentation
network to extract retinal layer maps which were used to
constrain the fluid segmentation network in the second
stage. Several other studies, such as [20, 21], employed
a graph-cut method to generate retinal layer segmentation
maps. These maps were then combined to train a UNet for
fluid segmentation. Moreover, De et al. [22] proposed a
UNet-based architecture that can simultaneously segment
retinal layers and fluids, utilizing pixel-level annotations of
retinal layer and fluid masks to enhance OCT segmentation
performance.

Tengjin Weng et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 2 of 16



Enhancing Point Annotations with Superpixel and Confident Learning Guided for Improving Semi-Supervised OCT Fluid
Segmentation

Although various methods have been proposed with little
difference in performance, the effectiveness of current OCT
fluid segmentation methods relies heavily on a large number
of datasets with precision annotations. Notably, obtaining
a large amount of precision annotation for these images is
often challenging. For this reason, semi-supervised methods
that explore the available unlabeled data are a reliable solu-
tion.
2.2. Semi-Supervised Segmentation

Considerable efforts have been devoted to advancing
semi-supervised medical image segmentation. Among them,
consistency regularization has been widely used in semi-
supervised segmentation.

A classic framework is Mean-Teacher (MT) [23] and
researchers have extended the Mean-Teacher framework in
various ways to enhance its capabilities. For instance, UA-
MT [24] incorporates uncertainty information to guide the
student network in gradually learning from reliable and
meaningful targets provided by the teacher network. SASS-
Net [25] leverages unlabeled data to enforce geometric shape
constraints on segmentation results. DTC [26] introduces
a dual-task consistency framework, explicitly incorporating
task-level regularization. BCP [27] introduces a bidirec-
tional CutMix [28] approach to facilitate comprehensive
learning of common semantics from labeled and unlabeled
data in both inward and outward directions. Other methods,
like ICT [29], encourage coherence between predictions at
interpolated unlabeled points and the interpolation of predic-
tions at those points. CPS [30] employs two networks with
identical structures but different initializations, imposing
constraints to ensure their outputs for the same sample are
similar. These innovative approaches collectively contribute
to further enhancing the effectiveness of semi-supervised
medical image segmentation.

Furthermore, several studies [31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36] have
specifically delved into OCT fluid segmentation under the
semi-supervised setting. Liu et al. [33] proposed UGNet in
their research, which is a semi-supervised learning model
guided by uncertainty for retinal fluid segmentation in OCT
images. Reiss et al. [34] proposed a novel segmentation
training mechanism in their research, which can be flexibly
used for OCT fluid segmentation. It allows the utilization of
different types of annotated data during the training process,
including fully labeled images, images with bounding boxes,
only global labels, or even no annotated images at all. Sei-
bold et al. [35] argue that visually similar regions between
labeled and unlabeled images may potentially share the same
semantics and, therefore, should share their labels. Follow-
ing this approach, they use a small number of labeled images
as reference material and match pixels in an unlabeled image
to the semantics of the best-fitting pixel in a reference set.

However, unlabeled data can only provide image-only
information to the model, resulting in limited improvement
of model performance. In addition, enhancing unlabeled
data with additional weak annotations has been demon-
strated to be beneficial. While these annotations may not be

as detailed as fully-annotated data, they still convey valuable
information to the segmentation model and can significantly
enhance model performance.
2.3. Weakly-Supervised Segmentation

Several researchers have developed some weakly su-
pervised OCT fluid segmentation methods. He et al. [37]
introduced a method dubbed Intra-Slice Contrast Learning
Network (ISCLNet) that relies on weak point supervision for
3D OCT fluid segmentation. However, in actual diagnoses,
ophthalmologists typically only concentrate on a limited
number of OCT images displaying fluid. The inter-image
comparison technique deployed by ISCLNet can be chal-
lenging when dealing with incomplete OCT data.

In medical image segmentation, a prevalent approach
of weakly-supervised learning involves generating pseudo-
labels from weak annotations and subsequently using these
to train a segmentation model. Pu et al. [38] proposed a
technique that utilizes a graph neural network based on
superpixels to create pseudo-labels from weak annotations
like points or scribbles. Nevertheless, this method could
introduce two sources of error: inaccuracies in the generated
pseudo-labels and the subsequent errors in learning segmen-
tation from these labels. To address this challenge, a reliable
approach is to utilize weighted pseudo-labels to mitigate
the interference of erroneous labels during training. Another
method involves employing label-denoising techniques to
filter or reduce noise within these labels effectively.
2.4. Learning Segmentation with Noisy Labels

Previous work has pointed out that labeled data with
noise can mislead network training and degrade network per-
formance. Most existing noise-supervised learning works fo-
cus on image-level classification tasks [39], [40], [41] while
more challenging pixel-wise segmentation tasks remain to
be studied. Zhang et al. [42] proposed a TriNet based on
Co-teaching [40], which trains a third network using com-
bined predictions from the first two networks to alleviate the
misleading problem caused by label noise. Zhang et al. [43]
suggested a two-stage strategy for pre-training a network
using a combination of different datasets, followed by fine-
tuning the labels by Confident Learning to train a second
network. Zhu et al. [44] proposed a module for assessing
the quality of image-level labels to identify high-quality
labels for fine-tuning a network. Xu et al. [45] developed the
MTCL framework based on Mean-Teacher architecture and
Confident Learning, which can robustly learn segmentation
from limited high-quality labeled data and abundant low-
quality labeled data. The KDEM [46] method is an extension
of the semi-supervised learning approach proposed by [47],
which introduces additional techniques such as knowledge
distillation and entropy minimization regularization to fur-
ther improve the segmentation performance. Yang et al. [48]
introduce a dual-branch network that can learn efficiently by
processing accurate and noisy annotations separately.

These methods demonstrate how to improve the net-
work’s ability to learn noisy labels and provide insights for
future research in this area. Extensive experiments of many

Tengjin Weng et al.: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 3 of 16



Enhancing Point Annotations with Superpixel and Confident Learning Guided for Improving Semi-Supervised OCT Fluid
Segmentation

Superpixel-Guided Pseudo-Label Generation (SGPLG)

…..

Initial
Superpixel 
Block (���)

Adjacent
Superpixel 
Block and don’t need 
to labeled (���)

Calculate
Superpixel 
Blocks 
Similarity

Point Label(�′)

Point A Point BPoint B
(annotation 
of IRF)

Point A
(annotation 
of SRF)

�:
similarity
threshold

（，distance)：
（need to labeled 
superpixel blocks，actual 
distance for calculate �）

Stop when 
the similarity 
of all 
superpixel 
blocks 
(���,���) < �

 Raw Image(X) Superpixel Image �  

Superpixel Label(� 

Pseudo-Label 
generation process

details

≥ � ≥ �

≥ �
≥ �

≥ �

≥ �

（，1)
（，1) （，1)

（，1)

（，1)（，1)

details ��

≥ � ≥ �
< �

≥ �

≥ �

≥ �≥ �

≥ �

≥ �

< �
< �

（，2)

（，2)

（，2) （，2)

（，2)

（，2)

（，2)（，2)

Adjacent
Superpixel 
Block and need 
to labeled (���)

� �

� �

��

For instance

 

Student

Teacher

Student FD Prediction

Student PD Prediction

Teacher PD Prediction

Full-Label  � 

FD Image

PD Image

ℒ�

ℒ���

ℒ�

…

…

EMA

SGPLG

CLGLR

Pseudo-Label(�
~

) Label Trust Map(�)

Refined-Label(�
.
) Label Trust Map � 

.

Point Annotation

SLIC

ℒ�

1

2

Label Trust Map(�)

�

1 the ℒ� of training SGPA-Net

2 the ℒ� of training SCLGPA-Net

Figure 1: Illustration of SCLGPA-Net. The top part provides an overall of our approach, while the bottom part focuses on the
Superpixel-Guided Pseudo-Label Generation (SGPLG) module. The details of the Confident Learning Guided Label Refinement
(CLGLR) module are shown in Fig. 2. The images of the FD are fed to the student model, and the images of the PD are both
fed to the student model and teacher model. Simultaneously, the SGPLG generates pseudo-labels and label trust maps of PD.
After obtaining the student network (SGPA-Net) based on teacher-student architecture, CLGLR is used to identify label errors
within the pseudo-label, and the estimated error map is obtained to guide refining labels. Update the original pseudo-label with
the refined-label, and train the same network with the teacher-student architecture again to obtain SCLGPA-Net.

label-denoising methods on datasets such as JSRT [49] and
ISIC [50] have achieved promising results, but limitations
caused by the lack of OCT fluid segmentation datasets hinder
the application of these methods. Therefore, the effective-
ness of label-denoising methods in OCT fluid segmentation
remains largely unexplored.

3. Methodology
3.1. Framework Overview

Our method divides the dataset into two groups: fully-
annotated data (FD) and point-annotated data (PD). To sim-
plify the description of our methodology, we define 𝑀
samples to represent the FD, while the remaining 𝑁 − 𝑀
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Figure 2: Illustration of the Confident Learning Guided Label
Refinement (CLGLR) module.

samples represent the PD. We denote the FD as 𝐃𝑓 =
{(𝐗(𝑖),𝐘(𝑖))}𝑀𝑖=1 and the PD as 𝐃𝑝 = {(𝐗(𝑖),𝐘′}𝑁𝑖=𝑀+1,
where 𝐗(𝑖) ∈ ℝΩ𝑖 represents the input 2D OCT images.
𝐘(𝑖),𝐘′

(𝑖) ∈ {0, 1, 2, 3}Ω𝑖 (four types of segmentation tasks)
denotes the full-label and point-label of OCT image, respec-
tively.

Fig. 1 illustrates SCLGPA-Net that aims to learn OCT
fluid segmentation simultaneously from limited FD and
abundant PD. The images of the FD are fed to the student
model, and the images of the PD are both fed to the student
model and teacher model. Simultaneously, the SGPLG mod-
ule generates pseudo-labels and label trust maps of PD. After
obtaining the student network (SGPA-Net) based on teacher-
student architecture, CLGLR is used to identify label errors
within the pseudo-label, and the estimated error map is ob-
tained to guide refining labels. Update the original pseudo-
label with the refined-label, and train the same network with
the teacher-student architecture again to obtain SCLGPA-
Net. More details about the framework of SCLGPA-Net are
explained in the following.
3.2. SGPLG for Generating Pseudo-labels and

Label Trust Maps
Our proposed SGPLG can generate pseudo-labels and

label trust maps from weak point annotations via superpixel
guidance. The pixel-level label trust maps provide an indi-
cation of the reliability of these pseudo-labels.
3.2.1. Superpixel-Guided for Generating

Pseudo-Labels from Point Annotations
Superpixel segmentation algorithms, such as SLIC [51],

LSC [52], and Manifold-SLIC [53] calculate feature simi-
larities (e.g., color, brightness, texture, and shape) among
adjacent pixels in an image. They subsequently group these
pixels into visually meaningful entities. Consequently, they
preserve the boundary information of objects within the
image, while significantly reducing the complexity of sub-
sequent image-processing tasks. We consider integrating the
superpixel-guided strategy into OCT fluid segmentation, as
it aids in the development of robust and efficient diagnostic
tools.

The segmentation targets for the OCT fluid segmentation
dataset include three types of fluids: PED, SRF, and IRF.
For point labeling, we make a single marker point in the

region of the SRF and IRF and multiple points (connected to
a line) in the bottom region of the PED. Note that all points
passing through the line when labeling the PED are point
annotations.

Formally, give a raw image 𝐗, the point label is rep-
resented by 𝐘′ = {𝑌 ′

𝑖 }
𝑛
𝑖=1, 𝑌 ′

𝑖 ∈ {1, 2..., 𝐶} where 𝐶
is the number of semantic classes and 𝑛 is the number
of pixels. The superpixel image is obtained based on the
SLIC [51] algorithm. We denote superpixel image as 𝐒 =
{𝑆𝑖}𝑛𝑖=1, where 𝑆𝑖 ∈ {1, 2..., 𝐾} and the 𝐾 is the number
of superpixel blocks. Here 𝑆𝑗 = 𝑘 means that the pixel 𝑗
belongs to the 𝑘𝑡ℎ superpixel block. We can represent all
the pixels 𝑗 that are included in the 𝑘𝑡ℎ superpixel block
by 𝐒̄ = {𝑆̄𝑘}𝐾𝑘=1, where 𝑆̄𝑘 = {𝑗 ∣ 𝑆𝑗=𝑘}𝑛𝑗=0. Further,
the superpixel label is represented by 𝐘̄ = {𝑌𝑘}𝐾𝑘=1 and the
initial values are zero (background).

The following procedure illustrates how to convert point-
label 𝐘′ to superpixel label 𝐘̄:

𝑌𝑘 = 𝑐,∃ (𝑌 ′
𝑗 = 𝑐), (1)

where 𝑗 ∈ 𝑆̄𝑘 and 𝑐 ≠ 0. From this, we get the initial super-
pixel label 𝐘̄. Next, we iterate over the initial superpixel label
based on the similarity of the superpixel blocks to obtain the
final superpixel label (the pseudo-label generation process
in the figure of SGPLG).

Due to a scarcity of pixel annotations in 𝐘′, the majority
of 𝑌𝑘 values are equal to zero. Identify and isolate all 𝑌𝑘 not
equal to 0 and randomly select a superpixel block label 𝑌𝑚𝑠.The corresponding superpixel block is 𝑆̄𝑚𝑠. We select one of
the adjacent (all adjacent superpixel blocks for IRF and SRF,
upper adjacent superpixel block for PED) superpixel blocks
𝑆̄𝑛𝑠 of 𝑆̄𝑚𝑠 and performs the following operations:

𝑌𝑛𝑠 = 𝑌𝑚𝑠 ⋅ I(𝑐𝑜𝑠_𝑑𝑖𝑠(𝑆̄𝑚𝑠, 𝑆̄𝑛𝑠) ≥ 𝑡), (2)
where 𝑐𝑜𝑠_𝑑𝑖𝑠(𝑆̄𝑚𝑠, 𝑆̄𝑛𝑠) represents the superpixel blocks
similarity and 𝑡 is the similarity threshold (the similarity
threshold of IRF and SRF to 0.6, and the similarity threshold
of PED to 0.5). The similarity of 𝑆̄𝑚𝑠 and 𝑆̄𝑛𝑠 as follows:

𝑐𝑜𝑠_𝑑𝑖𝑠(𝑆̄𝑚𝑠, 𝑆̄𝑛𝑠) =
∑255

𝑣=0 (𝐎
𝑣
𝑚𝑠)(𝐎

𝑣
𝑛𝑠)

√

∑255
𝑣=0 (𝐎𝑣

𝑚𝑠)2
√

∑255
𝑣=0 (𝐎𝑣

𝑛𝑠)2
, (3)

where 𝐎𝑣
𝑘 represents the number of pixel values 𝑣 contained

in the 𝑘𝑡ℎ superpixel block. The number of each pixel value
contained in the 𝑆̄𝑚𝑠 and 𝑆̄𝑛𝑠 are calculated by the following
formula:

𝐎𝑣
𝑚𝑠 =

∑

𝑗∶𝑆𝑗=𝑚𝑠
I(𝐗[𝑗] = 𝑣), 𝑣 = [0, 255],

𝐎𝑣
𝑛𝑠 =

∑

𝑗∶𝑆𝑗=𝑛𝑠
I(𝐗[𝑗] = 𝑣), 𝑣 = [0, 255].

(4)

If 𝑐𝑜𝑠_𝑑𝑖𝑠(𝑆̄𝑚𝑠, 𝑆̄𝑛𝑠) ≥ 𝑡, we assign the value of 𝑌𝑚𝑠to 𝑌𝑛𝑠 and it is obvious that the adjacent superpixel blocks
of 𝑌𝑛𝑠 are also very likely to be similar to 𝑌𝑚𝑠. Therefore,
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the adjacent superpixel blocks of 𝑆̄𝑛𝑠 will be regarded as
the adjacent superpixel blocks of 𝑆̄𝑚𝑠. The processing of
𝑌𝑚𝑠 will not end until all the similarity values of adjacent
superpixel blocks are less than threshold 𝑡. After processing
all initial 𝑌𝑘 not equal to 0, the final superpixel label 𝐘̄ will
be converted to the pseudo-label 𝐘̃ = {𝑌 }𝑛𝑖=1:

𝑌𝑖 = 𝑌𝑆𝑖
. (5)

In the process of generating pseudo-labels, it is unrea-
sonable to give the same confidence to all labels. Therefore,
we propose a method to assign suitable confidence by mea-
suring the actual distance of superpixel blocks. Specifically,
we introduce a pixel-wise label trust map𝐔 = {𝑈𝑖}𝑛𝑖=1 where
𝑈𝑖 ⊆ (0, 0.1,… , 1). The label trust map is used to adjust
the influence of each pixel’s label during training, which can
help mitigate the impact of misinformation on the network.
All values of 𝑈𝑖 are set to 0.5 (the 𝑈𝑖 value of the pixels
contained in the initial 𝑌𝑘 not equal to 0 is set to 1) and update
𝐔 at the same time when updating 𝐘̄. If 𝑐𝑜𝑠_𝑑𝑖𝑠(𝑆̄𝑚𝑠, 𝑆̄𝑛𝑠) ≥
𝑡, calculate the superpixel block distance between 𝑆̄𝑚𝑠 and
𝑆̄𝑛𝑠 and assign lower confidence values to the corresponding
pixels on 𝐔 that are farther away from the 𝑆̄𝑚𝑠. The specific
value allocation formula is as follows:

𝑣𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 = 𝑚𝑎𝑥(1.0 − 0.1 ∗ 𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑡𝑎𝑛𝑐𝑒
2

, 0.0). (6)

3.3. Training SGPA-Net Based on Mean-Teacher
Architecture

After being processed by the SGPLG module, 𝐃𝑝 =
{(𝐗(𝑖),𝐘′}𝑁𝑖=𝑀+1 change to 𝐃𝑝 = {(𝐗(𝑖), 𝐘̃(𝑖),𝐔(𝑖))}𝑁𝑖=𝑀+1.
The basic network architecture chooses the Mean-Teacher
(MT) model, which is effective in SSL. The MT archi-
tecture comprises a student model (updated through back-
propagation) and a teacher model (updated based on the
weights of the student model at different training stages).
A great strength of the MT framework is superior in its
ability to leverage knowledge from image-only data using
perturbation-based consistency regularization.

Formally, we denoted the weights of the student model at
training step 𝑡 as 𝜃𝑡. We updated the teacher model’s weights
𝜃𝑡 using an exponential moving average (EMA) strategy,
which can be formulated as follows:

𝜃𝑡 = 𝛼𝜃𝑡−1 + (1 − 𝛼)𝜃𝑡, (7)
where 𝛼 is the EMA decay rate, and it is set to 0.99, as
recommended by [23]. Based on the smoothness assump-
tion [54], we encouraged the teacher model’s temporal en-
semble prediction to be consistent with that of the student
model under different perturbations, such as adding random
Gaussian noise 𝜉 to the input images. Based on the MT
architecture, we add pseudo-labels to unlabeled data. The
student model learns from three aspects: constraints from
full-label, constraints from pseudo-labels, and constraints
from the consistency of the teacher model. The student
network in the architecture after training is SGPA-Net.

3.4. Confident Learning for Multi-Category
Pixel-Wise Conditional Label Errors

Despite the presence of label trust maps 𝐔, which are
designed to limit the impact of incorrect noise information
on model learning, there remains the potential for noise
information to be learned by the model. Confident Learning
(CL) [39] is able to identify label errors in datasets and
enhance training with pseudo-labels by estimating the joint
distribution between the noisy (observed) labels 𝑦̃ and the
true (latent) labels 𝑦∗, as assumed by Angluin [55]. This es-
timation enables CL to assign higher confidence to instances
with more reliable labels and lower confidence to instances
with more questionable labels, resulting in finding the error
labels. Zhang et al. [43] pioneered the application of CL to
medical image segmentation and achieved promising results.
Moreover, many follow-up studies [56], [45] have proved
the effectiveness of CL for medical image segmentation.
However, most of the research is based on the segmentation
task of binary classification, further research is needed to
explore the effectiveness of CL for multi-category medical
image segmentation.

Specifically, given PD image 𝐗 and we denote 𝐗 =
(𝐱, 𝑦̃)𝑛, where 𝑦̃ means the label of pixels and 𝑛 = 𝑤 × ℎ
means the number of pixels in𝐗. We can obtain the predicted
probabilities 𝐏̂ for 𝑚 classes by the SGPA-Net. Assuming
that a pixel 𝐱 labeled 𝑦̃ = 𝑖 has large enough predicted
probabilities 𝐏̂𝑗(𝐱) ≥ 𝑡𝑗 , there is a possibility that the current
annotation for 𝐱 is incorrect, and it may actually belong to
the true latent label 𝑦∗ = 𝑗 (𝑖 ∈ 𝑚, 𝑗 ∈ 𝑚, 𝑚 indicates
the set of 𝑚 class label). Here, we set the average predicted
probabilities 𝐏̂𝑗(𝐱) of all pixels labeled 𝑦̃ = 𝑗 as the threshold
𝑡𝑗 :

𝑡𝑗 ∶=
1

|

|

|

𝐗𝑦̃=𝑗
|

|

|

∑

𝐱∈𝐗𝑦̃=𝑗

𝐏̂𝑗(𝐱). (8)

Based on this assumption, we can construct the confu-
sion matrix 𝐂𝑦̃,𝑦∗ by counting the number of pixels 𝐱 that
are labeled as 𝑦̃ = 𝑖 and may actually belong to the true
latent label 𝑦∗ = 𝑗. The 𝐂𝑦̃,𝑦∗ [𝑖][𝑗] represents the count of
such pixels for which the observed label is 𝑦̃ = 𝑖 and the true
latent label is 𝑦∗ = 𝑗:

𝐂𝑦̃,𝑦∗ [𝑖][𝑗] ∶=
|

|

|

𝐗̂𝑦̃=𝑖,𝑦∗=𝑗
|

|

|

, (9)
where

𝐗̂𝑦̃=𝑖,𝑦∗=𝑗 ∶= {𝐱 ∈ 𝐗𝑦̃=𝑖 ∶𝐏̂𝑗(𝐱) ≥ 𝑡𝑗 ,

𝑗 = argmax
𝑘∈𝑀∶𝐏̂𝑘(𝐱)≥𝑡𝑘

𝐏̂𝑘(𝐱)}. (10)

After obtaining the confusion matrix 𝐂𝑦̃,𝑦∗ it needs to be
normalized. Then, the joint distribution 𝐐𝑦̃,𝑦∗ between the
pseudo-labels and the true labels can be obtained by dividing
each element in the confusion matrix by the total number of
pixels:

𝐐𝑦̃,𝑦∗ [𝑖][𝑗] =
𝐂̃𝑦̃,𝑦∗ [𝑖][𝑗]

∑

𝑖∈𝑚,𝑗∈𝑚 𝐂̃𝑦̃,𝑦∗ [𝑖][𝑗]
, (11)
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Table 1
Oct Fluid Segmentation Studies on Private Dataset. Comparison of the Experimental Results of Other Semi-Supervised Methods
on Different Ratios of FD and PD. The Best Results are in Bold. (Dice Unit: %)

Methods
Settings Metrics

FD PD Point_Annotation DSC D𝑆𝑅𝐹 D𝐼𝑅𝐹 D𝑃𝐸𝐷

FD-Sup 20% 0% × 73.54 81.93 76.18 62.53

MT [23] 20% 80% × 73.17 80.29 82.33 56.88

CPS [30] 20% 80% × 73.62 82.98 81.32 56.57

ICT [29] 20% 80% × 73.26 76.52 81.03 62.22

SGPA-Net (Ours) 20% 80% ✓ 80.86 88.57 85.87 68.12

FD-Sup 30% 0% × 73.97 84.12 78.17 59.63

MT [23] 30% 70% × 75.92 79.09 84.19 64.46

CPS [30] 30% 70% × 74.56 82.48 81.50 59.69

ICT [29] 30% 70% × 74.75 83.50 76.01 64.74

SGPA-Net (Ours) 30% 70% ✓ 81.24 87.91 86.66 69.16

where
𝐂̃𝑦̃,𝑦∗ [𝑖][𝑗] =

𝐂𝑦̃,𝑦∗[𝑖][𝑗]
∑

𝑗∈𝑚 𝐂𝑦̃,𝑦∗ [𝑖][𝑗]
⋅ ||
|

𝐗𝑦̃=𝑖
|

|

|

. (12)
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Figure 3: Visualized segmentation results of different semi-
supervised methods under 30% FD setting and 70% PD setting
on the private dataset. From top to bottom are Image, GT,
MT, CPS, ICT, SGPA-Net (Ours).

In order to identify label noise, we adopt the prune by
class noise rate (PBNR) strategy, which works by removing

examples with a high probability of being mislabeled for
every non-diagonal in the𝐐𝑦̃,𝑦∗ [𝑖][𝑗] and select 𝑛⋅𝐐𝑦̃,𝑦∗ [𝑖][𝑗]as mislabeled pixels. Considering our task is multi-category
segmentation, we sort the returned error labels index by self-
confidence (predicted probability of the given label) for each
pixel and select the top 80% of error labels and error labels
with trust values less than 0.8 in the label trust map to form
the binary estimate error map 𝐗𝑒𝑟𝑟, where "1" denotes that
this pixel is identified as a mislabeled one. Such pixel-level
error map 𝐗𝑒𝑟𝑟 can guide the subsequent label and trust map
refinement processes.
3.4.1. Label Refinement and Label Trust Map

Refinement
We highly trust the accuracy of the estimated error map

𝐗𝑒𝑟𝑟 and impose the hard refinement on the given pseudo-
labels 𝐘̃. The predicted label 𝐘̂ = {𝑌 }𝑛𝑖=1 is calculated by
the prediction probability 𝐏̂:

𝐘̂𝑖 = argmax
𝑐

𝐏̂(𝑐, 𝑛). (13)

We denote 𝐘̇ = {𝑌̇ }𝑛𝑖=1 as the refined-label, which is
formulated by:

𝑌̇𝑖 = I(𝐗𝑖
𝑒𝑟𝑟 = 0)𝑌𝑖 + I(𝐗𝑖

𝑒𝑟𝑟 = 1)𝑌𝑖. (14)
Similar to the pseudo-label 𝐘̃, the label trust map 𝐔

requires modification since the previous map represented
the trustworthiness of the unrefined label. We denote 𝐔̇ =
{𝑈̇}𝑛𝑖=1 as the refined label trust map, it can be formulated
as:

𝑈̇𝑖 = I(𝐗𝑖
𝑒𝑟𝑟 = 0)𝑈𝑖 + I(𝐗𝑖

𝑒𝑟𝑟 = 1)𝛿, (15)
Where 𝛿 ∈ [0, 1] represents the confidence level for the
estimated error map 𝐗𝑒𝑟𝑟, and we set it to 1.
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

Figure 4: Examples of retinal in OCT image with manual annotations on the private dataset. (a) The original OCT image with
fluids; (b) The full annotations. (c) The point annotations; (d) The pseudo-labels generated by SGPLG. In (b) and (d), the green,
blue, and red contours denote PED, SRF, and IRF, respectively.

3.5. Training SCLGPA-Net Based on
Mean-Teacher Architecture

We incorporate the updated information from {𝐘̇, 𝐔̇}
into the point-annotated data ({𝐘̃,𝐔} of PD) as part of our
SCLGPA-Net training process. It’s important to note that
the experimental parameters utilized during the SGPA-Net
training phase were retained and applied in the training
of the SCLGPA-Net as well. This continuity in parameter
settings ensures consistency and effectiveness throughout
the model’s development.
3.6. Final Loss Function

The loss function for training SGPA-Net and SCLGPA-
Net as a whole remains consistent. In general, the total loss is
divided into three parts: the supervised loss𝑓 = 𝑐𝑒

𝑓 +𝑑𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝑓on FD, the perturbation-based consistency loss 𝑐𝑜𝑛 and the

supervised loss 𝑝 = 𝑐𝑒
𝑝 ⋅ 𝐔′ + 𝑑𝑖𝑐𝑒

𝑝 on PD. The total loss
is calculated by:

 = 𝛼𝑓 + 𝛽𝑝 + 𝜆𝑐𝑜𝑛. (16)
Here, 𝐔′ in 𝑝 is 𝐔 for training SGPA-Net and will

be replaced by 𝐔̇ for SCLGPA-Net. Empirically, 𝛼 and 𝛽
are hyper-parameters and we set 𝛼 = 1, 𝛽 = 1. The
𝑐𝑜𝑛 are calculated by the pixel-wise mean squared error
(MSE), 𝜆 is a ramp-up trade-off weight commonly sched-
uled by the time-dependent Gaussian function [57] 𝜆(𝑡) =

𝑤𝑚𝑎𝑥 ⋅ 𝑒(−5(1−
𝑡

𝑡𝑚𝑎𝑥
)2), where 𝑤𝑚𝑎𝑥 is the maximum weight

commonly set as 0.1 [24] and 𝑡𝑚𝑎𝑥 is the maximum training
iteration. Such a 𝜆 weight representation avoids being dom-
inated by misleading targets when starting online training.

4. Experiments
4.1. Private Dataset and Experimental Setup

Our data come from the Eye Center at the Second Affili-
ated Hospital, School of Medicine, Zhejiang University. The
dataset consists of OCT images from various patients, taken
at different times and with two distinct resolutions of 1476 ×
560 and 1520 × 596. Given the extensive background area in
the original images, any other fluids appeared comparatively
small. To address this, we centrally cropped all images and

resized them to a resolution of 600 × 250. A subset of
OCT images rich in the fluid was selected for comprehensive
and weak point labeling. The total dataset consists of 1704
OCT images, with 1304 images designated for training and
400 for testing. To ensure the reliability of our results, we
meticulously partitioned the dataset such that data from a
single patient was used exclusively for either training or
testing.
4.1.1. Baseline Approaches

We consider three different baselines to fully compare
the effectiveness of our method. The baselines can be cate-
gorized as follows:

∙ Fully-Supervised baselines: FD-Sup: uses only FD to
train the backbone (2D U-Net) network; PD-Sup: uses
only PD to train the backbone network; FD&PD-Sup:
mixes both FD and PD to train the backbone network.

∙ SSL baselines: MT [23]: encourages prediction con-
sistency between the student model and the teacher
model; CPS [30]: uses two networks with the same
structure but different initialization, adding constraints
to ensure that the output of both networks for the same
sample exhibits similarity; ICT [29]: encourages the
coherence between the prediction at an interpolation
of unlabeled points and the interpolation of the pre-
dictions at those points.

∙ Label-Denoising baselines: 2SRnT[43]: involves two
stages for pre-training a network using a combination
of different datasets, followed by fine-tuning the labels
using confidence estimates to train a second network;
Co-teaching[40]: a joint teaching method of the dou-
ble network; TriNet[42]: a tri-network based noise-
tolerant method extended from Co-teaching. Sepa-
rate FD and PD: MTCL[45]: Mean-Teacher-assisted
Confident Learning, which can robustly learn seg-
mentation from limited high-quality labeled data and
abundant low-quality labeled data; Dast[48]: a dual-
branch network to separately learn from the accurate
and noisy labels.
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Table 2
Oct Fluid Segmentation Studies on Private Dataset. Comparison of the Experimental Results of Other Label-Denoising Methods
on Different Ratios of FD and PD. The Best Results are in Bold. (Dice Unit: %)

Methods
Settings Metrics

FD PD Separate DSC D𝑆𝑅𝐹 D𝐼𝑅𝐹 D𝑃𝐸𝐷

FD&PD-Sup 20% 80% × 77.84 84.28 85.94 63.31

Co-teaching [40] 20% 80% × 80.07 87.79 83.51 68.91

TriNet[42] 20% 80% × 80.00 88.02 83.13 68.86

2SRnT[43] 20% 80% × 78.97 84.37 85.92 66.63

MTCL [45] 20% 80% ✓ 78.67 83.71 87.43 64.88

Dast[48] 20% 80% ✓ 75.41 79.09 77.70 69.45

SCLGPA-Net (Ours) 20% 80% ✓ 82.07 86.98 89.03 70.28

FD&PD-Sup 30% 70% × 79.32 87.08 83.75 67.13

Co-teaching [40] 30% 70% × 80.66 86.92 86.63 68.43

TriNet[42] 30% 70% × 80.00 85.41 83.03 71.54

2SRnT[43] 30% 70% × 79.16 88.39 86.67 62.42

MTCL [45] 30% 70% ✓ 80.35 88.19 83.25 69.59

Dast[48] 30% 70% ✓ 76.83 80.05 85.01 65.43

SCLGPA-Net (Ours) 30% 70% ✓ 82.87 89.46 88.78 70.37

PD-Sup 0% 100% × 73.64 76.67 85.03 59.22

FD-Sup 100% 0% × 83.53 89.40 87.88 73.31

The effectiveness of the SGPLG module in our approach
was validated through comparisons with SSL methods. Sim-
ilarly, the effectiveness of our CLGLR module was validated
through comparisons with Label-Denoising methods.
4.1.2. Implementation and Evaluation Metric
4.2. Experiments on Private Dataset

To ensure the reliability of our experiments and verify
the gain of our different modules on network performance,
we employ two different validation approaches. The first ap-
proach involves evaluating our method in a semi-supervised
setting, where we solely consider the pseudo-labels gener-
ated by the SGPLG module as additional knowledge and
compare it with other semi-supervised methods. The second
approach incorporates the pseudo-labels as prior knowledge,
integrating them into the CLGLR module, and comparing it
with other label-denoising methods.

4.2.1. Compared With Other Semi-Supervised
Methods

Table 1 presents the results of an extensive study on
semi-supervised OCT fluid segmentation methods, assess-
ing their performance under various data settings. When
evaluating metrics such as DSC, D𝑆𝑅𝐹 , D𝐼𝑅𝐹 , D𝑃𝐸𝐷,
it becomes evident that SGPA-Net’s performance signifi-
cantly surpasses that of other semi-supervised methods. Our
method stands out for its ability to exploit point annota-
tion information from unlabeled data. This capability puts
our approach significantly ahead of other semi-supervised
methods. It reaffirms the efficacy of our proposed SGPLG
module in utilizing point annotations to generate reliable
pseudo-labels for unlabeled data. Fig 3 shows the visual-
ization results of all methods. These visualizations clearly
demonstrate that SGPA-Net delivers superior segmentation
outcomes. Furthermore, Fig 4 shows the visualization of
pseudo-labels generated from point annotations, we can
observe that the results are acceptable.
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Figure 5: Visualized segmentation results of different label-denoising methods under 30% FD setting and 70% PD setting on the
private dataset. From top to bottom are Image, GT, Co-teaching, TriNet, 2SRnT, MTCL, Dast, and SCLGPA-Net (Ours).

SGPA-Net
（Ours）GTImage MT CPS ICT

Figure 6: Visualized segmentation results of different semi-
supervised methods on RETOUCH dataset. From left to right
are Image, GT, MT, CPS, ICT, SGPA-Net (Ours).

4.2.2. Compared With Other Label-Denoising
Methods

We consider the generated pseudo-labels (excluding the
label trust map) as prior knowledge for comparison with
other label-denoising methods. Table 2 presents the com-
parison results under 20%, and 30% FD settings. Firstly,
in the typical supervised settings of FD-Sup and FD&PD-
Sup, the network performs poorly and can benefit from
additional PD, although their labels contain misinformation.
We hypothesize two possibilities: (i) The partially pseudo-
labels generated by SGPLG are highly accurate and can
provide reliable guidance for the network. The effect of PD-
Sup can also reach 73.64%, which is also confirmed. (ii)
Even with only 30% of the FD data, the network may still
be under-fitting and potentially learn valuable features from
the PD.
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Table 3
Oct Fluid Segmentation Studies on RETOUCH Dataset. Comparison of the Experimental Results of Other Semi-Supervised and
Label-Denoising Methods. The Best Results are in Bold. (Dice Unit: %)

Methods
Spectralis

Point-Annotation
Metrics

FD PD DSC D𝑆𝑅𝐹 D𝐼𝑅𝐹 D𝑃𝐸𝐷

FD-Sup 10 0 × 76.92 83.04 66.92 80.80

Semi-Supervised

MT [23] 10 20 × 77.20 83.11 67.91 80.57

CPS [30] 10 20 × 77.02 83.29 67.04 80.72

ICT [29] 10 20 × 77.07 85.36 66.38 79.47

SGPA-Net (Ours) 10 20 ✓ 79.39 85.29 71.13 81.75

FD & PD-Sup 10 20 ✓ 78.02 85.09 69.48 79.49

Label-Denoising

Co-teaching [40] 10 20 ✓ 79.22 85.74 70.38 81.53

TriNet[42] 10 20 ✓ 78.74 87.59 68.71 79.91

2SRnT[43] 10 20 ✓ 79.49 84.35 71.49 82.64

MTCL [45] 10 20 ✓ 79.83 87.83 71.61 80.03

Dast[48] 10 20 ✓ 78.98 84.96 70.94 81.03

SCLGPA-Net (Ours) 10 20 ✓ 80.89 85.43 73.16 84.08

FD-Sup 30 0 × 81.63 89.66 73.92 81.31

GT SCLGPA-Net
     (Ours)

Co-teaching TriNet DastImage 2SRnT MTCL

Figure 7: Visualized segmentation results of different label-denoising methods on RETOUCH dataset. From left to right are
Image, GT, Co-teaching, TriNet, 2SRnT, MTCL, Dast, and SCLGPA-Net (Ours).

When turning to the Mix FD and PD setting, the three
baseline methods, 2SRnT, Co-teaching, and TriNet have
shown effective performance in mitigating the negative ef-
fects caused by pseudo-labels. In contrast, under the Sepa-
rate FD and PD settings, MTCL has demonstrated a steady
improvement ranging from 20% to 30%. Although Dast has
also shown improvement, it still falls short of the baseline
performance (FD&PD-Sup). One possible explanation for
this discrepancy is domain crossing since Dast was orig-
inally designed to perform COVID-19 pneumonia lesion
segmentation. Under the 20% FD setting, Co-teaching and

MTCL achieved highly competitive results, but SCLGPA-
Net still outperforms them in most metrics. When we in-
creased the proportion of FD to 30%, our method sub-
stantially surpassed other label-denoising methods. Overall,
in the OCT fluid segmentation task, our method achieves
satisfactory results, suggesting that the label trust map and
estimated error map can accurately characterize the location
of incorrect labels, enabling the network to fully exploit
these informative refined-labels. Fig. 5 presents the results
of SCLGPA-Net and other approaches under the 30% FD
setting and 70% PD setting. It is evident that the mask
predicted by our method is closer to the ground truth, further
demonstrating the effectiveness of SCLGPA-Net.
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Table 4
Performance Comparison on RETOUCH with Other Fluid Segmentation Methods. The Best Results are in Bold. (mIoU ± standard
deviation)

Methods 𝑁𝑙=3 𝑁𝑙=6 𝑁𝑙=12 𝑁𝑙=24

Baseline 0.15 ± 0.07 0.27 ± 0.08 0.35 ± 0.06 0.49 ± 0.05

IIC (Ji, Henriques, and Vedaldi 2019) [31] 0.22 ± 0.09 0.32 ± 0.07 0.41 ± 0.07 0.53 ± 0.06

Perone and Cohen-Add (2018) [32] 0.21 ± 0.09 0.32 ± 0.07 0.39 ± 0.07 0.50 ± 0.08

MLDS (2021) [34] 0.16 ± 0.15 0.35 ± 0.11 0.54 ± 0.09 0.59 ± 0.07

RPG (2022) [35] 0.21 ± 0.10 0.30 ± 0.08 0.45 ± 0.08 0.54 ± 0.08

RPG+ (2022) [35] 0.31 ± 0.11 0.45 ± 0.10 0.55 ± 0.08 0.59 ± 0.08

SGPA-Net (Ours) 0.490 ± 0.018 0.532 ± 0.014 0.544 ± 0.019 0.592 ± 0.015

SCLGPA-Net (Ours) 0.520 ± 0.015 0.549 ± 0.020 0.563 ± 0.016 0.604 ± 0.017

Full Access (𝑁𝑙 = 415) 0.62 ± 0.05

4.3. RETOUCH Dataset and Experimental Setup
RETOUCH [58] is a publicly available data set for retinal

fluid segmentation. The dataset comprises OCT volumes,
which are collections of B-scans, showcasing various reti-
nal conditions. These volumes are acquired using imaging
devices from three distinct vendors: Spectralis, Cirrus, and
Topcon. In general, B-scans exhibit variations in appearance
across different manufacturers. For our experiments, we
selected the image acquired with the Spectralis device as
the dataset for our study, which consists of 24 volumes, each
containing 49 slices. We designed two different experimen-
tal settings for different comparison methods:

∙ We randomly selected 30 slices from the first 20 vol-
umes, with 10 slices labeled and 20 slices unlabeled
for training. The remaining volumes were used as the
test set. We scale the size of the image uniformly to
256 × 256 and other experimental settings and evalu-
ation metrics are consistent with the private dataset.

∙ We adopt the methodology outlined in [34] for the
experimental setup. The training set contains 14 OCT
volumes, and the remaining 10 volumes serve as the
validation set and test set. We perform 10-fold cross-
validation with training sets using 𝑁𝑙 labeled images
(𝑁𝑙 ∈ 3, 6, 12, 24) with validation and test sets of
equal size. Importantly, we ensure that in each split, all
different diseases are represented at least once in the
mask labels. We scale the size of the image uniformly
to 256 × 256 and the batch size is (2, 4) for labeled
and unlabeled images. We use mean Intersection over
Union (mIoU) as the performance metric. We evaluate
our approach every epoch and the best-performing
model on the validation set is applied to the test set.

4.4. Experiments on RETOUCH Dataset
Similarly to the experiment of the private dataset, we

employ two different validation approaches for the first

experiment setting. As for the second experiment setting, all
experiments in Seibold et al. [35] as comparative experimen-
tal.
4.4.1. Comparative Experiments with Other

Semi-Supervised and Label-Denoising Methods
Table 3 provides the experimental results of OCT fluid

segmentation conducted on the RETOUCH dataset. In the
semi-supervised methods, approaches such as MT, CPS, and
ICT utilized unlabeled data without the assistance of point
annotation. We observed that these methods achieved similar
results in terms of the DSC, with scores of 77.20%, 77.02%,
and 77.07%, respectively. Our proposed SGPA-Net method,
on the other hand, made use of point annotation. The results
demonstrated that SGPA-Net performed exceptionally well
in terms of DSC, reaching 79.39%, and also exhibited strong
performance in D𝐼𝑅𝐹 and D𝑃𝐸𝐷, with scores of 71.13%
and 81.75%, respectively. Fig. 6 showcases the outcomes ob-
tained by SGPA-Net in comparison to other SSL approaches.
The visual evidence highlights the remarkable alignment
between the mask predicted by our method and the ground
truth, providing further compelling validation of the efficacy
of SGPA-Net.

In addition, we also investigated label-denoising meth-
ods, which enhance fluid segmentation performance by fur-
ther optimizing existing noisy pseudo-labels. In the label-
denoising subgroup, we examined various methods, includ-
ing Co-teaching, TriNet, 2SRnT, MTCL, and Dast. The
results demonstrated outstanding performance across dif-
ferent metrics, with our proposed SCLGPA-Net achieving
80.89% in DSC, 73.16% in D𝐼𝑅𝐹 , and 84.08% in D𝑃𝐸𝐷.
This underscores the potential of label-denoising methods
in further enhancing fluid segmentation performance. Fig. 7
presents the results achieved by SCLGPA-Net in contrast
to alternative label-denoising methods. The visual evidence
vividly illustrates the striking correspondence between our
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

Figure 8: Examples of retinal in OCT image with manual annotations on the private dataset. (a) The original OCT images with
fluids; (b) The full-labels; (c) The pseudo-labels generated by SGPLG; (d) The refined-labels by CLGLR.

method’s predicted mask and the ground truth, further sub-
stantiating the effectiveness of SCLGPA-Net.
4.4.2. Comparative Experiments with Other

Semi-Supervised Methods for OCT Fluid
Segmentation

In Tab 4, we present a performance comparison on the
RETOUCH dataset for various methods. The table evaluates
the mIoU at different numbers of annotations (𝑁𝑙) and
reports the corresponding standard deviations.

Firstly, we observe the performance of the baseline (U-
Net) method at different annotation counts. Our baseline
model performs the worst at 𝑁𝑙=3, with a mIoU of 0.15,
gradually improving as the number of annotations increases,
reaching a mIoU of 0.49 at 𝑁𝑙=24.

Comparatively, semi-supervised methods that introduce
additional unlabeled data achieve better performance. For
instance, the IIC method [31] consistently outperforms the
baseline at various annotation counts. Similarly, the methods
proposed by Perone and Cohen-Add [32] and MLDS [34]
exhibit significant improvements, particularly at𝑁𝑙=24. The
RPG method [35] and RPG+ method [35] also achieve no-
table performance at 𝑁𝑙=24. However, the proposed SGPA-
Net and SCLGPA-Net achieve comparable or even superior
performance on the RETOUCH dataset compared to these
semi-supervised methods.

Particularly, SCLGPA-Net demonstrates the best perfor-
mance, achieving mIoU values of 0.520 and 0.549 at 𝑁𝑙=3
and 𝑁𝑙=6, respectively, showcasing a substantial lead over
other methods. This indicates that in scenarios with limited
labeled data, the pseudo-labels generated by our approach
can serve as full labeled data, significantly enhancing the
network’s performance. Furthermore, SCLGPA-Net attains
mIoU values of 0.563 and 0.604 at 𝑁𝑙=12 and 𝑁𝑙=24,
respectively, outperforming other methods to a certain extent

and the small standard deviation of our method demonstrates
the stability of our algorithm. This suggests that in scenarios
with relatively sufficient labeled data, the pseudo-labels
generated by our approach can provide the network with
additional knowledge, leading to improved performance.
4.5. Analytical Ablation Study

To verify the effectiveness of each component, we pro-
pose different variants to perform ablation studies on private
datasets. Table 5, Table 6, and Table 7 shows our ablation
experiments. Our ablation experiments are performed on the
FD accounted for 30%, and PD accounted for 70%.

Table 5 demonstrates the impact of 𝛿 and MT archi-
tecture on the performance of the SCLGPA-Net, where 𝛿
refers to the set of label trust maps and MT denotes the
Mean-Teacher architecture. Without the MT architecture,
the model’s average dice score decreased by 2.5% and per-
formed worse than the SGPA-Net. It shows that the network
trained on MT architecture can effectively utilize the pure
image information of PD to improve performance. Fur-
thermore, Table 5 indicates that the label trust information
contained in the label trust map can help the network avoid
over-fitting noise. The average dice score of the final model’s
result was even less than 80% when trained without the label
trust map. In the Refinement stage, trust estimation error
maps (set to 1) can improve the performance of the network
compared to discarding the estimation error labels (set to 0)
or leaving them static. These experimental results show that
the components of the SCLGPA-Net can effectively mitigate
the negative effects of pseudo-labels on the network for OCT
fluid segmentation.

Table 6 displays the impact of different hyper-parameters
𝛼 and 𝛽 of the loss function (Equation 16) on the SCLGPA-
Net. As we already have the label trust map to constrain
the loss of PD, we chose to set 𝛼 = 1 and 𝛽 = 1, which
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Table 5
Ablation Study On Private Dataset of different 𝛿 and whether
to use MT architecture. The Best Results Are In Bold. (Dice
Unit: %)

Methods
Settings Metrics

𝛿 MT DSC D𝑆𝑅𝐹 D𝐼𝑅𝐹 D𝑃𝐸𝐷

SGPA-Net - - 81.24 87.91 86.66 69.16

SCLGPA-Net

set to 1 ✓ 82.87 89.46 88.78 70.37

set to 1 × 80.17 86.87 86.59 67.04

static ✓ 82.14 88.41 86.45 71.54

set to 0 ✓ 81.63 89.03 87.28 68.59

× ✓ 79.73 85.08 84.80 69.29

Table 6
Ablation Study Of Different Loss Weight 𝛽 Of PD on Private
Dataset. The Best Results Are In Bold. (Dice Unit: %)

Methods
Settings Metrics

𝛼 𝛽 DSC D𝑆𝑅𝐹 D𝐼𝑅𝐹 D𝑃𝐸𝐷

SCLGPA-Net

1 0.3 81.57 86.10 85.59 72.72

1 0.5 80.99 87.60 83.79 71.57

1 1 82.87 89.46 88.78 70.37

performed optimally in terms of most metrics. SCLGPA-Net
with appropriate hyper-parameters achieved superior results.

As the bulk of the training data consists of pseudo-labels
generated by point annotations, conducting ablation studies
on the SGPLG method to yield the best point-annotated data
is critical. We set the superpixel block size to 13 in our
experiment, meaning each superpixel block encompasses
approximately 169 pixels (13 × 13 on average). A pivotal
factor to consider is the setting of the similarity threshold. If
the threshold for creating pseudo-labels is excessively high,
the labels may convey insufficient information, leading to
network under-fitting. Conversely, if the threshold is too low,
the pseudo-labels could introduce an overwhelming amount
of incorrect information, adversely affecting network per-
formance. Therefore, careful selection of an appropriate
threshold for generating pseudo-labels is essential to strike
a balance between valid information and misinformation in
the labels for optimum network performance. Compared to
SRF and IRF, we noted that visually distinguishing PED
fluids can be more challenging. Therefore, we set a smaller
similarity threshold for PED when determining the thresh-
old. Table 7 presents the final impact of our generated
pseudo-labels for network training under different similarity
thresholds. We selected 𝑆𝐼𝑡 = 0.6, 𝑃𝑡 = 0.5 due to its
superior performance across most metrics.

Table 7
Ablation Study Of Different 𝑡 Of PED, IRF, And SRF when
Generating Pseudo-Label By SGPLG on Private Dataset. The
Best Results Are In Bold. (Dice Unit: %)

Methods
Settings Metrics

SI𝑡 P𝑡 DSC D𝑆𝑅𝐹 D𝐼𝑅𝐹 D𝑃𝐸𝐷

SCLGPA-Net

0.7 0.6 79.35 83.51 86.54 69.19

0.6 0.5 82.87 89.46 88.78 70.37

0.5 0.4 81.52 90.87 83.55 70.16

5. Discussion
Recently, CNN-based segmentation methods have achieved

tremendous success in various applications. However, the
training of CNN-based segmentation models heavily relies
on pixel-wise manual segmentation masks and has limited
performance improvement with the use of unlabeled data
in semi-supervised approaches. Our method only requires
simple point annotation on the unlabeled data, reducing the
need for precise annotations while significantly improving
model performance. Specifically, we proposed SGPLG and
CLGLR modules for reliable learning from abundant PD.
The SGPLG can generate pseudo-labels with weights based
on point annotation. To mitigate the negative impact of
imprecise pseudo-labels on model performance, the SGPLG
can identify labeling errors in pseudo-labels and perform
further refinement to obtain more accurate labels.

The SGPLG module is heavily dependent on the simi-
larity among superpixel blocks, leading to the generation of
pseudo-labels with noticeable gaps. These gaps can substan-
tially impact the training process of the model. To rectify
this, we utilized the CLGLR module to mend the gaps with
reliable guidance. The refined-labels obtained by CLGLR
are more closely aligned with the ground truths compared
to the original pseudo-labels. The CLGLR module fills in
the gaps and refines the edges of the labels, resulting in
notable improvements. The superior effectiveness of our
label-denoising process is highlighted both in the final per-
formance of the model and in visual depictions of the label-
denoising process. As evidenced by the results in Fig. 8, the
CLGLR module exhibits impressive effectiveness.

While our method has shown promising results, it is
important to note that it still relies on a moderate quantity
of fully-annotated data. As a forward-looking research di-
rection, we aspire to mitigate the impact of this distribution
difference on model training. One approach on our radar
involves the incorporation of data augmentation techniques,
such as Cutmix [28], to further enhance the model’s ability
to generalize across diverse data distributions. This will
ultimately contribute to the development of more efficient
and reliable medical image segmentation models, which can
significantly aid in the diagnosis and treatment of various
medical conditions.
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6. Conclusion
In this study, we introduced the Superpixel and Confi-

dent Learning Guide Point Annotations Network (SCLGPA-
Net), which is built on a teacher-student architecture. The
innovative approach enables the learning of OCT fluid
segmentation from both limited fully-annotated data and
abundant point-annotated data. Compared to the additional
unlabeled data introduced by semi-supervised methods,
point annotations contain more valuable information and
can significantly enhance model performance. To make
full and accurate use of point annotation information, our
method incorporates two key modules: the Superpixel-
Guided Pseudo-Label Generation (SGPLG) module, which
generates pseudo-labels with weights from point annota-
tions; and the Confident Learning Guided Label Refinement
(CLGLR) module, designed to identify errors in the pseudo-
labels and further refine them. We evaluated the effective-
ness of our approach using a private 2D OCT fluid segmen-
tation dataset and a public RETOUCH dataset. The results
of extensive experiments on the OCT fluid segmentation
dataset show that our method performs well. The visualiza-
tion results further validate the excellent performance and
our method exhibits better segmentation results for OCT
image fluid compared to other methods, highlighting our
ability to capture segmentation boundaries and generate
better masks accurately.
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