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Abstract—Binary breast cancer tumor segmentation with Mag-
netic Resonance Imaging (MRI) data is typically trained and
evaluated on private medical data, which makes comparing deep
learning approaches difficult. We propose a benchmark (BC-
MRI-SEG) for binary breast cancer tumor segmentation based
on publicly available MRI datasets. The benchmark consists
of four datasets in total, where two datasets are used for
supervised training and evaluation, and two are used for zero-
shot evaluation. Additionally we compare state-of-the-art (SOTA)
approaches on our benchmark and provide an exhaustive list of
available public breast cancer MRI datasets. The source code has
been made available at https://irulenot.github.io/BC MRI SEG
Benchmark/.

Index Terms—Breast Cancer, Magnetic Resonance Imaging
(MRI), Segmentation, Deep Learning

I. INTRODUCTION

Tumor Segmentation is the task of locating a tumor in an
image and labeling each pixel as tumor or background. The
Brain Tumor Segmentation (BraTS) [4] benchmark is popular
for this task and contains 251 patients. For breast cancer,
The Reference Image Database to Evaluate Therapy Response
Breast MRI (RIDER) [30] benchmark is most commonly used
but is limited due to only having five patients. The lack
of labeled data is prevalent in medical imaging [23], and
there is a need for more extensive and more diverse datasets
[23]. Additionally, the field requires robust and distribution
adaptable models for clinical settings [29].

To address these needs, we created the Breast Cancer MRI
Segmentation Benchmark (BC-MRI-SEG), consisting of four
public datasets, including RIDER [30], totaling 1,320 patients.
Two datasets are used for training, and two are used for zero-
shot evaluation.

The segmentation datasets used for training include ISPY1-
Tumor-SEG-Radiomics (ISPY1) [9] and BreastDM [47]. The
datasets used for zero-shot evaluation include The Reference
Image Database to Evaluate Therapy Response Breast MRI
(RIDER) [30] and Dynamic contrast-enhanced magnetic res-
onance images of breast cancer patients with tumor locations
(DUKE) [36].

Four architectures are compared. The models evaluated
include Convolutional Networks for Biomedical Image Seg-
mentation (U-Net2D) [35], Three dimensional (3D) MRI brain
tumor segmentation using autoencoder regularization (SegRes-
Net) [32], 3. Swin Transformers for Semantic Segmentation of

Brain Tumors in MRI Images (SwinUNETR) [19], and Adapt-
ing Segment Anything Model for Medical Image Segmentation
(Med-SA) [44]

Our contributions include the following:
1) We collect, prepare, and share four public breast cancer

MRI datasets that the medical imaging community can
easily access.

2) We present the most comprehensive list of available
public breast cancer MRI data, including nine distinct
datasets with multiple modalities.

3) We present the first unified breast cancer MRI segmen-
tation benchmark, which evaluates a model’s ability to
generalize across different breast cancer MRI datasets.
We call this benchmark BC-MRI-SEG.

4) We provide a comparison of SOTA deep learning ap-
proaches, specifically in the domain of breast cancer
MRI tumor segmentation.

II. RELATED WORKS

Few works specifically focus on breast cancer tumor seg-
mentation using MRI data [6], [7], [15], [17], [34], and most
train and evaluate their approaches on internal datasets or
have fewer than 50 patients in their training sets. BTS-GAN
[17] trains and evaluates a conditional GAN approach on the
RIDER [30] dataset. Park et al. [34] apply the UNETR model
[18] on an internal dataset with 736 patients. Bouchebbah
et al. [6] propose a two-stage automatic tumor segmentation
method on a private dataset with 18 patients and also on the
RIDER [30] dataset. Yin et al. [15] combine the level set and
ray casting algorithms for a three-step approach on a private
dataset with ten patients.

These works focus on proposing methods that achieve
reasonable results on their respective datasets but do not
test their approaches’ zero-shot capabilities. In addition, it is
difficult to compare their effectiveness due to their code and
datasets not being publicly available.

BreastDM [47] releases a high-quality breast cancer MRI
dataset with 232 patients and evaluates the performance of
various models on the classification and segmentation tasks.
They find that U-Net performs the best on their segmentation
task, and we integrate their dataset with our benchmark.

III. DATASETS

The datasets used (ISPY1 [9], BreasDM [47], RIDER
[30], and DUKE [36]) in this benchmark, whose details
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are shown in Table I, are aggregated from four different
medical studies. Each study varied in procurement method
and primarily differed in what MRI scanners are used, their
scanner configurations, and how the imaging data is processed
after collection. ISPY1 [9], BreastDM [47], and RIDER [30]
contain expert-labeled binary 3D tumor segmentations, while
DUKE [36] has expert-labeled 3D box annotations around the
tumors. The differences in procurement pose the challenge for
deep learning approaches to be both robust and generalizable.

Each dataset’s images differ in content and the number of
channels they contain. ISPY1 [9] consists of three channels,
and their image acquisition protocol includes a localization
scan, a T2-weighted sequence, and a contrast-enhanced T1-
weighted series. BreastDM [47] also consists of three chan-
nels: a pre-contrast sequence, a post-contrast sequence, and
the subtracted sequences (obtained by subtracting the second
post-contrast from the pre-contrast sequences). RIDER [30]
consists of four channels: an early anatomical reference, ADC,
B0, and B800. Finally, a single fat-saturated gradient echo T1-
weighted pre-contrast channel is used for DUKE [36].

Public breast cancer MRI data generally comes from studies
that monitor the tumors before and after treatments and are
paired with clinical and outcome data. In this benchmark
only scans taken before treatment are used. For training and
evaluation, the sequences are reshaped to be in (D,C,H,W )
format, where D is the depth, C is the number of channels,
and H and W are the height and width of the images. Scripts
for preparing each dataset are provided in our GitHub.

Outside of the datasets used in this benchmark, we present
an extensive list of public breast cancer MRI datasets in Table
II, which contain multiple modalities and are complemented
by text annotations from [20]. We note that while the TCGA
[31] and ISPY2 [27] datasets have segmentation masks, we
struggled to utilize them due to inconsistent pairings and poor
annotations.

TABLE I
BENCHMARK DATASETS

Dataset Labels Patients Scans Images Annotations
ISPY1 [9] SEG 161 483 67,080 6,801
BreastDM [47] SEG 232 696 4,095 4,095
RIDER [30] SEG 5 20 1,200 90
DUKE [36] BOX 922 922 157,198 23,426
Quantitative details about the datasets used in the BC-MRI-SEG
benchmark. Each dataset contains binary breast cancer tumor labels.
SEG denotes segmentation. BOX denotes bounding box.

IV. EVALUATION METHOD

DICE (DSC) [3] and F1 [21] scores are used to evaluate
various models such as in other SOTA works [33], [43]. DICE
score is used in the case of 3D segmentation and can be
formulated as, DICE(A,B) = 2·|A∩B|

|A|+|B| where A and B are
the predicted and true segmentation masks. F1 score is used
in the case of 3D classification and can be formulated as
F1(C,D) = 2·precision(C,D)·recall(C,D)

precision(C,D)+recall(C,D) where C and D are the
slices classified as tumor present and tumor absent.

TABLE II
AVAILABLE BREAST CANCER MRI DATASETS

Dataset Patients Labels Modalities
ISPY2 [27] 361 SEG MR
TCGA [31] 139 SEG MR, MG, PT
DIAGNOSIS [5] 88 CP MR, MG, CT, PT
QIN-Breast [28] 68 N/A MR, CT, PT
NACT-Pilot [33] 64 SEG MR
Quantitative details about public breast cancer MRI datasets which
are not included in the the BC-MRI-SEG benchmark. For the labels
SEG denotes segmentation and C/P denotes center points. For the
modalities MR denotes MRI, MG denotes mammograph, PT denotes
pathology, and CT denotes computed tomography.

Benchmark evaluation is done in two stages. The first
stage consists of supervised training and evaluation with the
ISPY1 [9] and BreastDM [47] datasets. The two datasets are
aggregated and then used for evaluation, as seen in Table IV.
The second stage consists of performing zero-shot evaluation
on the RIDER [30] and DUKE [36] datasets as seen in Table
V. Note that the evaluation task for DUKE [36] is classification
as is done by [22] and formally defined in the previous
paragraph. Zero-shot performance is significant because it
demonstrates a model architecture’s ability to generalize to
new and unseen data. [16]

V. EXPERIMENT

The training paradigm used leverages Dice Loss [3], the
AdamW optimizer [25], and a CosineAnnealing scheduler
[25] as is seen in other SOTA training schemes [33], [43].
Spatial crop, channel flip, channel-wise normalization, scaled
intensity, and shift intensity augmentations are performed
during training orientation. Both ISPY1 [9] and BreastDM
[47] are separately split into 80%-20% training-test patient
splits and then respectively combined. Splitting the data by
patients ensures evaluation of the model’s ability to generalize
across different patients, which is crucial in clinical settings.
We train each model with one MRI sequence at a time.

Benchmark datasets are prepared by clipping the top 0.01%
of pixel values [47], performing Z-normalization [47], and
resizing the sequences to have a depth of 128 and a width and
height of 256; such as is done by SOTA methods [11]. Because
the training datasets, ISPY1 [9] and BreastDM [47], have three
channels, the zero-shot datasets are modified. DUKE [36],
which only has a single channel denoted as X , is expanded
to have three channels. Xexpanded = [X,X,X]. For RIDER
[30] only the first channel is used. XRIDER = [XRIDER(1, :
, :), XRIDER(1, :, :), XRIDER(1, :, :)]. Only using RIDER’s [30]
first channel is based on our empirical results but we encourage
the use of all four channels.

We choose the U-Net architecture as our baseline model due
to its widespread use in medical imaging [45]. Three variations
are tested: U-Net2D [35], U-Net3D [24], and U-Net2.1D. U-
Net3D [24] extends the original U-Net2D [35], which replaces
2D convolutions and pooling layers with their 3D counterparts.

Note that 3D segmentation models process an entire MRI
sequence (RD×H×W×Cin ) and output a mask volume (V3D ∈
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RD′×H′×W ′×Cout ), while 2D models label each image individ-
ually (I2D ∈ RH×W×Cin ). Where D, H , W are the dimensions
of depth, height, and width respectively, and C is the number
of channels.

U-Net2.1D is an approach we propose and is similar to U-
Net2D [35] except that it has nine input channels (Cin = 9)
instead of three (Cin = 3). This increase in channels allows the
model to ingest three sets of three-channel images, represented
as Iprior, Icurrent, and Isubsequent, corresponding to the prior,
current, and subsequent MRI images.

U -Net2.1D : RH×W×Cin → RH′×W ′×Cout

H and W denote the height and width of the input images,
while Cout represents the output channels of the network.
Specifically, a segmentation mask is only output for the center
image (Icurrent).

Three SOTA 3D approaches are also evaluated. They in-
clude SwinUNETR [19], Med-SA [44], and SegResNet [32].
SwinUNETR [19] utilizes a U-shaped network with a Swin
transformer [26] as the encoder and connects it to a CNN-
based decoder at different resolutions via skip connections.
Med-SA [44] incorporates domain-specific medical knowledge
into the Segment Anything (SAM) model using an adapter
finetuning technique. SegResNet [32] is an encoder-decoder
architecture with an asymmetrically large encoder.

The validity of our training approach is substantiated
through training the 3D U-Net model (U-Net3D) [24] on two
popular datasets, BraTS [4] and MSD Spleen [18], in which we
replicate the mean dice scores of 0.71 and 0.90 respectively.
We perform an ablation with the U-Net3D [24] model on the
benchmark’s segmentation datasets ISPY1 [9], BreastDM [47],
and RIDER [30]. This ablation is done to indirectly evaluate
the datasets and later compare the performance of U-Net3D
[24] when it is trained on multiple datasets. Results are shown
in Table III. We make two observations. First, U-Net3D [24]
fails to achieve good results on RIDER [30] due to its small
size. Second, U-Net3D [24] degrades in individual dataset
performance when trained with multiple datasets, which can
be seen by comparing Table III and Table IV.

TABLE III
U-NET3D SEGMENTATION ABLATION

Model Dataset DSC IoU TPF
U-Net3D [24] ISPY1 [9] 0.52 0.40 0.42
U-Net3D [24] BreastDM [47] 0.62 0.52 0.65
U-Net3D [24] RIDER [30] 0.01 0.00 1.00
Ablation study of U-Net3D model performance across BC-MRI-
SEG’s segmentation datasets. DSC denotes Dice Similarity Coeffi-
cient (DSC) score, IoU denotes Intersection over Union, and TPF
denotes True Positive Fraction.

The following analysis is based on stages one and two of
our benchmark. Stage one consists of supervised learning and
evaluation and is shown in Table IV. Step two consists of
the zero-shot evaluation of trained models, which is shown in

Table V. Table V also presents the scores achieved by random
tumor segmentation and classification as a reference.

In Table V, we see that U-Net3D’s [24] zero-shot perfor-
mance on RIDER [30] outperforms its expert counterpart in
Table III, which shows that the training in stage one allowed
for the model to generalize on MRI data. We note that the three
U-Net approaches achieve comparable results in both stages
of our benchmark. This result is surprising because 3D models
are considered superior in the medical imaging literature [42].

Our approach, U-Net2.1D, is three times lower in parame-
ters than U-Net3D [24], and outperforms it both in supervised
and zero-shot performance. This suggests that the two neigh-
boring two images in an MRI sequence could be sufficient
for forming a segmentation mask of a tumor. Furthermore, we
hypothesize this would extend to other architectures as well.

In Table IV, the SOTA models perform comparably. We
note that SegResNet [32] contains significantly fewer total
parameters than the other models. However, in Table V, we
observe that while Med-SA [44] is competitive in supervised
evaluation, adapter-finetuning fails to generalize in a zero-
shot setting. Overall, SegResNet [32] achieves the best per-
formance.

Fig. 1. SegResNet Segmentation Mask Outputs.

In conclusion, our experimental results suggest that adapter-
based tuning yields poor zero-shot performance, two neigh-
boring images are sufficient for tumor segmentation, and



TABLE IV
SUPERVISED MODEL PERFORMANCE

MODEL Combined DSC ISPY1 DSC BreastDM DSC Learnable Param. Total Param.
U-Net2D [35] 0.45 0.39 0.49 1.6M 1.6M
U-Net3D [24] 0.46 0.35 0.54 4.8M 4.8M

U-Net2.1D 0.49 0.34 0.60 1.6M 1.6M
SwinUNETR [19] 0.70 0.62 0.75 62M 62M

Med-SA [44] 0.72 0.70 0.73 1.4M 104M
SegResNet [32] 0.75 0.68 0.80 4.7M 4.7M

Performance and parameter details of various models when trained on the ISPY1 and BreastDM datasets. DSC denotes Dice Similarity
Coefficient (DSC) score, and Param. denotes Parameters. In the BC-MRI-SEG benchmark models are trained and evaluated on the aggregate
of the ISPY1 and BreastDM datasets. ISPY1 DSC and BreastDM DSC are the DSC achieved on each individual dataset. Combined DSC
is the score achieved when the datasets are aggregated.

TABLE V
ZERO-SHOT MODEL PERFORMANCE

MODEL Avg. Score RIDER DSC DUKE F1
Random 0.6 0.00 0.12
Med-SA [44] 0.17 0.17 0.16
U-Net3D [24] 0.20 0.13 0.27
U-Net2D [35] 0.23 0.17 0.30
U-Net2.1D 0.24 0.16 0.32
SwinUNETR [19] 0.28 0.22 0.33
SegResNet [32] 0.31 0.32 0.30
Zero-shot performance of various models when trained on the ISPY1
and BreastDM datasets and evaluated on the RIDER and DUKE
datasets. DSC denotes Dice Similarity Coefficient (DSC) score, Avg.
denotes Average, and F1 denotes F1 score. RIDER DSC and DUKE
F1 are scores achieved on each individual dataset. Avg. Score is the
average of the RIDER DSC and DUKE F1.

an asymmetrically large encoder architecture outperforms a
traditionally balanced encoder-decoder architecture.

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

We present BC-MRI-SEG, a benchmark for breast cancer
tumor segmentation using publicly available MRI datasets,
aiming to inspire the development of accurate and general-
izable models for clinical diagnosis and treatment

The datasets, suitable for training larger medical models
beyond our benchmark [46], offer opportunities such as utiliz-
ing pretext tasks [1]. Additionally, there is potential for fine-
grained labeling, including self-supervised learning for creat-
ing segmentation masks for DUKE [36] or enhancing masks
in ISPY2 [27]. Further, extending our U-Net2.1D approach to
more complex models and diverse research domains leveraging
depth is an avenue for exploration.
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