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Abstract. Accurately visualizing and editing tumor progression in med-
ical imaging is crucial for diagnosis, treatment planning, and clinical
communication. To address the challenges of subjectivity and limited
precision in existing methods, we propose SkEditTumor, a sketch-based
diffusion model for controllable tumor progression editing. By leveraging
sketches as structural priors, our method enables precise modifications
of tumor regions while maintaining structural integrity and visual real-
ism. We evaluate SkEditTumor on four public datasets—BraTS, LiTS,
KiTS, and MSD-Pancreas—covering diverse organs and imaging modal-
ities. Experimental results demonstrate that our method outperforms
state-of-the-art baselines, achieving superior image fidelity and segmen-
tation accuracy. Our contributions include a novel integration of sketches
with diffusion models for medical image editing, fine-grained control over
tumor progression visualization, and extensive validation across multiple
datasets, setting a new benchmark in the field. The code is available at
here.

Keywords: Sketch-guided image editing · Diffusion models · Tumor
progression · Medical image synthesis.

1 Introduction

With rapid advancements in non-invasive imaging technologies, medical imaging
has become critical for identifying, characterizing, and managing tumors by pro-
viding key insights into tumor location, volume, and metastatic spread. However,
monitoring subtle tumor changes remains challenging due to subjective image
interpretation [20], variable tumor presentations [15], and limited longitudinal
data [33], especially in prostate cancer [28]. These issues can lead to inconsis-
tencies, ambiguities, and reduced precision in clinical collaboration. As shown in
the Fig. 1, sketch-guided image editing addresses these hurdles by enabling in-
teractive, fine-grained modifications through sketch-based annotations, allowing
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clinicians to directly incorporate structural details and achieve more accurate
visualizations of tumor evolution over time. This enhanced clarity fosters bet-
ter communication among experts, minimizes misinterpretation, and improves
patient understanding of disease progression and treatment options, ultimately
strengthening clinical decision-making and outcomes.

To mitigate this, some studies have proposed using synthesized sketches,
such as edge maps or semantic contours (i.e., boundaries of ground-truth se-
mantic masks), as proxies for actual sketches during training. Zhang et al. [36]
introduced a sketch detection module that extracts sketches from edge maps,
enabling GAN-based models to generate images across modalities. Liang et al.
[16] leveraged edge maps and labels in a PatchGAN model to progressively refine
ultrasound image generation. Wang et al. [31] designed masks combining fore-
ground and background in CT lung images to condition GANs for nodule and
tissue synthesis, while Toda et al. [29] enhanced StyleGAN to generate diverse
cancer CT images by controlling tumor shapes via Canny-detected edges. Despite
these efforts, most methods focus on image generation rather than editing, offer-
ing limited user control and leading to inconsistent outputs for identical inputs.
Although Fernando et al.[21] and Alaya et al.[1] recently introduced conditional
diffusion models for medical image editing, they use masks as conditioning inputs
rather than sketches, limiting their applicability for fine-grained structural mod-
ifications. In contrast, sketch-based editing has been explored for human faces
and natural images [22,12,17,34,32], but these methods heavily depend on large
domain-specific datasets and are not readily transferable to medical imaging.
Moreover, many of these approaches are GAN-based, requiring extensive hyper-
parameter tuning to mitigate mode collapse[27], often at the cost of quality and
diversity in generated images[6].

To overcome these limitations, we propose SkEditTumor, a sketch-controlled
tumor progression editing framework leveraging diffusion models. Diffusion mod-
els provide computational efficiency and robust performance across diverse datasets
and imaging modalities, making them well-suited for medical imaging applica-
tions. Our approach incorporates a sketch encoder to embed annotations into
the latent space, enabling precise control over tumor progression editing. This
ensures realistic and consistent tumor evolution visualizations across various
imaging modalities. Our key contributions are as follows: 1) We introduce the
first sketch-guided image editing framework for modeling tumor progression in
medical images; 2) By embedding sketch annotations into the latent represen-
tation, our method enables fine-grained control over tumor dynamics; 3) We
validate our approach across multiple tumor datasets and imaging modalities,
achieving superior visual quality and accuracy compared to baseline methods.

2 SkEditTumor

2.1 Sketch Refinement Strategy

Collecting medical images and their corresponding free-hand sketches is a chal-
lenging task. Early research for sketch refinement[7,30] have proven that sketches
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Oncologist’s Breast Tumor Progression ForecastCurrent observation Sketches Editing

To minimize inconsistencies, ambiguities, and imprecision in clinical analysis and 

treatment, I aim to visualize an edited image of potential tumor progression by 

sketching directly on the tumor region to reflect my envisioned changes.

Oncologist

AI 

Generative 

ModelTumor region

6 months 18 months 36 months

Fig. 1. Illustration of the proposed sketch-guided tumor progression modeling ap-
proach. The user sketches directly on the tumor region to generate an edited image,
simulating potential tumor growth or regression based on the envisioned changes.

are closely related to edges, both of which are visually closed outlines of objects.
Thus, we aim to utilize the edge map of tumor region to form the corresponding
sketch. However, the major difference between sketches and edges is that edges
are pixel-wise corresponding to sharp intensity gradients, while sketches are more
diversified and abstract. It means that the model trained with the edge map need
the pixel-wise preciseness from the user-provided sketches and can hardly han-
dle the real free-hand sketches.To address this, we propose a sketch refinement
strategy. Given an input image X, we first obtain the segmentation mask M
using Swin UNETR [9] and nnU-NET [11], followed by Canny edge detection
to extract the binary edge map E. To mimic real sketches, we apply random
erosion fero(·) or dilation fdia(·) (kernel size 3), generating an altered edge map
E∗ with structural variations. Next, we introduce deformation by defining a ran-
dom displacement field D(E∗), where each component dei(E

∗) is sampled from
a normal distribution N (0, σ0), with σ0 controlling noise strength. A Gaussian
filter smooths the displacement: de′i(E∗) = GaussianFilter(dei(E∗)). Finally, bi-
linear interpolation fbi(·) maps pixels onto their displaced positions, producing
an elastically deformed sketch: S∗ = fbi(E

∗,D′(E∗)). To refine S∗ into a struc-
tured sketch while eliminating gaps, we train a U-Net refinement network fu,
yielding S = fu(S

∗). This approach ensures robustness to sketch imperfections,
improving model adaptability to real user-provided sketches.

To enhance sketch refinement, we move beyond pixel-wise losses (L1/L2),
which minimize pixel-level discrepancies but fail to capture global structure and
regional correlations essential for free-hand sketches. These losses assume strict
spatial alignment and overlook inter-region dependencies, limiting coherence in
sketch refinement. To address this, we propose a region-wise cross-correlation
(CC) loss that leverages mutual information between regions for more effective
sketch refinement. Specifically, we calculate the local mean of pixel values within
a sliding grid pi of size N ×N as Sr

pi
= 1

N2

∑N
j=1

∑N
i=1 vi,j , where Sr

pi
represents

the mean refined sketch values within grid pi, and vi,j denotes the the pixel
intensity at position (i, j). Similarly, the local mean for the edg map E in pi is
Er

pi
. The region-wise CC loss is formulated as the cross-correlation between the
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Stage 2: train VAE-GAN for feature representation learning with unlabeled images

Stage 1: construct the sketches from the tumor edge maps

Stage 3: train diffusion model with the guidance of sketches 
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Fig. 2. Overflow of the SkEditTumor framework. In Stage 1, the tumor region is seg-
mented, and edge detection is applied to generate edge maps. A deformation module
introduces variability to simulate hand-drawn sketch imperfections, followed by a re-
finement network to produce a precise sketch S. In Stage 2, a VAE-GAN is trained to
encode image features with a discriminator ensures realism through adversarial train-
ing. In Stage 3, a diffusion model integrates S and reference map M into its latent
space, progressively denoising it to produce realistic and controllable tumor progres-
sion edits.

local means of these regions, normalized by their standard deviations, which is
defined as:

LCC(S,E) = −
∑
p∈P

∑
pi∈p

(
Sr
pi

− Sr
)(
Er

pi
−Er

)√∑
pi∈p

(
Sr
pi

− Sr
)2 ∑

pi∈p

(
Er

pi
−Er

)2 . (1)

where p is one of the region in the whole image P , and Sr and Er are the global
means of the pixel values for the region.

2.2 Variational Autoencoder

Diffusion models directly applied to medical image incur significant computa-
tional costs. To address this, Latent Diffusion Models (LDMs) [24] operate within
a compressed, lower-dimensional latent space. Thus, we built the the Varia-
tional Autoencoder (VAE) upon previous studies [19, 49] with the constraint
of combined objectives, which integrates perceptual loss Llpips [71], adversar-
ial loss Ladv [68], and L1 reconstruction loss Lrecon. These combined objectives
ensure that the VAE adhere closely to the image manifold and enforce local
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realism. In addition, we follow [13,23,24] adding Kullback-Leibler (KL) regular-
ization Lreg toward a standard normal on the learned latent features for avoiding
high-variance latent spaces. Additionally, we incorporate data augmentation and
patch cropping to enhance image details, following [8]. Given a medical image X,
the encoder fenc(·) of AE downsamples X and generates the latent representa-
tion Z = fenc(X) ∈ Rh×w×d with much smaller spatial dimensions. The decoder
fdec(·) of AE approximates the reconstructed image X̃ = fdec(Z) from the latent
features. A discriminator, denoted as D, is utilized to identify and penalize any
unrealistic artifacts in the reconstructed volume X̃. After training the VAE, we
utilize the latent feature Z as the input of the sketch-guided diffusion model.

2.3 Sketch-guided Latent diffusion model

We focus on editing tumor progression in medical images while preserving or-
gan textures outside tumor regions. To achieve this, the latent diffusion model
(LDM) is conditioned on two inputs: (1) a sketch S, defining the tumor’s shape
and location in latent space, and (2) a reference map M, providing contextual
information to maintain the natural appearance of unaffected areas. Formally,
LDM operates in a latent feature space rather than at the pixel level, transform-
ing data between a simple noise distribution and the learned data distribution
through a forward and reverse process. In the forward process, the latent vari-
able Z is progressively corrupted by Gaussian noise over T time steps, converting
the original data representation into white noise. At each step t ∈ {1, . . . , T},
the noisy latent variable is defined as: Zt =

√
αtZ +

√
1− αtϵ, ϵ ∼ N (0, I),

where αt controls noise variance. By step T , the latent variable approximates
a standard normal distribution: ZT ∼ N (0, I). The reverse process reconstructs
Z from ZT using a neural network ϵθ(·), which predicts and removes noise at
each step. Starting from ZT , it iteratively refines: Zt−1 = fθ(Zt, t), where fθ,
parameterized by ϵθ, is a time-conditional U-Net [25] designed for hierarchical
feature extraction and multi-scale noise handling.

To incorporate the sketch and reference map, we design a sketch encoder
and a structure encoder to encode their respective information as conditions for
the diffusion model, enabling sketch-based editing. The sketch encoder, follow-
ing [14], uses a compact convolutional network to transform the sketch S into
latent features Cs, aligning it with the latent space. Inspired by ControlNet [35],
trainable copies of the neural network blocks of ϵ(·) are connected to ϵθ via zero
convolution layers, evolving from zero weights to optimal settings during train-
ing. For the reference map, we first generate a binary mask M∗ from the sketch.
Morphological operations ensure boundary continuity and close small gaps. A
flood fill operation propagates through the background from a seed point out-
side the target region, followed by inversion to segment the sketch’s interior. The
reference map is computed as M = M∗ ⊙ X, where ⊙ denotes the Hadamard
product. The structure encoder then extracts latent features Cr from M via
a compact convolutional network, processed through trainable neural network
blocks of ϵ(·). The resulting intermediate features are combined with those from
the sketch. Following [8], the LDM is conditioned on voxel spacing instead of text
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Fig. 3. Reconstruction and editing results on the BraTS dataset. Qualitative compar-
ison of SkEditTumor (ours), T2I-Adapter, and DiffTumor. Columns 1-3 show recon-
struction results with unchanged sketches, including the ground truth, difference maps,
and reconstructed images. Columns 4-6 display cropped tumor regions. Columns 7-12
demonstrate tumor progression and regression edits achieved by modifying the sketches,
with SkEditTumor delivering more accurate and visually consistent results compared
to baselines.

prompts, using a vector v that encodes the physical size of each voxel along three
dimensions. Unlike conventional frozen LDMs, we jointly train the LDM with
the sketch and structure encoders, making it more suitable for editing tasks. The
overall learning objective is Eϵ∼N (0,1),t,v,Cs,Cr

[∥ϵ− ϵθ(Zt, t,v, Cs, Cr)∥1] . During
inference, a reference image is selected, and a free-hand sketch S∗ is drawn to rep-
resent tumor progression. The refinement network fu processes S∗ into S, which
generates the binary mask M∗ and reference map M. Given the voxel spacing,
the LDM reconstructs the edited latent features Ztar, which are decoded into
the final image Xtar = D(Ztar).

3 Experiments & Results

3.1 Datasets.

We evaluate our method on four publicly available datasets: BraTS [18], LiTS [3],
KiTS [10], MSD-Pancreas [2], and PI-CAI [26], covering diverse organs, tumor
types, and imaging modalities. The BraTS dataset includes 469 multi-modal
MRI scans (T1, T1ce, T2, FLAIR) with glioma annotations. We use T1ce due
to its superior tumor contrast. The LiTS dataset contains 131 contrast-enhanced
CT volumes with liver tumor annotations, challenging due to heterogeneous in-
tensities. The KiTS dataset provides 489 CT scans with kidney tumor and
renal parenchyma segmentations, covering tumors of varying size and morphol-
ogy. The MSD-Pancreas dataset consists of 201 CT volumes with pancreas
and pancreatic tumor annotations, characterized by low contrast and irregular
shapes.
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Zoom-inDataset Refined Sketch T2I-Adapter DiffTumor SkEditTumor (Ours)Tumor Region

BraTS

Tumor Progression

KiTS

LiTS

MSD-Pan

Fig. 4. Tumor editing results across four datasets (BraTS, LiTS, KiTS, MSD-
Pancreas). For each dataset, the input image, real tumor segmentation, and zoom-in
view of the tumor region are shown, followed by the refined sketch and the correspond-
ing segmentation for tumor expansion. The tumor editing results generated by T2I-
Adapter, DiffTumor, and SkEditTumor (ours) are presented in the final three columns.
The tumor regions (red boxes) highlight the differences in tumor structure preservation,
with SkEditTumor producing more realistic and accurate edits compared to baseline
methods.

All datasets are preprocessed using MONAI [4], with intensity normalization
and uniform voxel spacing. Intensities are scaled to [0,1] with modality-specific
adjustments: MRI values are clipped to the 0th–99.5th percentile before scaling,
while CT values are clipped to [-1000, 1000] HU. These steps ensure consistency
across organs, tumor types, and imaging modalities for fair comparisons. Finally,
dataset are split into the training set and the test set as the ratio of 8:2.

3.2 Experimental Setting and Evaluation Metrics

We use the Adam optimizer with β1 = 0.9 and β2 = 0.999. The autoencoder (AE)
is trained with a batch size of 64 for 20,000 steps at a learning rate of 1× 10−4,
selected to prevent image blurring from KL divergence regularization. Larger
batch sizes significantly improved training outcomes. For both datasets, diffusion
models were trained with a batch size of 20 for 40,000 steps using the same
learning rate 1×10−5. We employ the state-of-the-art segmentation model nnU-
NET [11] for evaluating the segmentation accuracy of edited images. To assess
SkEditTumor, we compare it against two baselines: T2I-Adapter [19], which
integrates text-to-image generation with structural priors for guided editing,
using the sketch and reference map as conditions; and DiffTumor [5], a diffusion-
based tumor synthesis method where we provide the sketch and reference as
inputs. All experiments were conducted on a single NVIDIA A100 GPU.
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To evaluate our framework and baselines, we employ metrics for image qual-
ity and segmentation accuracy. NRMSE evaluates pixel-level deviations, with
lower values reflecting higher accuracy. SSIM measures structural similarity, lu-
minance, and contrast, with higher values indicating better preservation of struc-
tural integrity. PSNR quantifies reconstruction fidelity by assessing the ratio of
signal power to noise, where higher values indicate less distortion. For tumor
region precision, we compute the Dice score, measuring overlap between pre-
dicted and ground truth tumor regions, providing critical insights into medical
relevance.

Table 1. Quantitative assessment of image generation fidelity across four datasets
(BraTS, LiTS, KiTS, and MSD-Pancreas). We compare T2I-Adapter and DiffTumor
with our SkEditTumor framework under three condition settings: (1) “+” indicates
using accurate edges as the condition, (2) no “+” indicates using the refined sketches,
and (3) “w/o R” denotes using free-hand sketches (no refinement network). We report
NRMSE↓, SSIM↑, PSNR↑, and Dice↑. Blue cells highlight the best performance for
each metric and dataset.

Method BraTS LiTS
NRMSE↓ SSIM↑ PSNR↑ Dice↑ NRMSE↓ SSIM↑ PSNR↑ Dice↑

T2I-adapter+ [19] 0.040 0.918 31.54 81.9 0.109 0.793 26.60 58.1
DiffTumor+ [5] 0.043 0.915 30.61 80.3 0.111 0.798 26.54 57.2
SkEditTumor+ 0.035 0.918 31.47 82.4 0.107 0.788 26.72 60.2
SkEditTumor 0.048 0.910 29.07 78.3 0.113 0.710 25.88 57.1

w/o R 0.051 0.900 28.55 74.5 0.138 0.605 22.20 54.2

Method KiTS MSD-Pancreas
NRMSE↓ SSIM↑ PSNR↑ Dice↑ NRMSE↓ SSIM↑ PSNR↑ Dice↑

T2I-adapter+ [19] 0.028 0.933 31.88 73.7 0.054 0.732 29.00 67.3
DiffTumor+ [5] 0.030 0.927 31.08 72.3 0.083 0.695 28.50 66.4
SkEditTumor+ 0.024 0.942 32.59 74.1 0.026 0.857 31.75 69.0
SkEditTumor 0.031 0.915 30.61 72.0 0.031 0.797 30.34 66.7

w/o R 0.112 0.803 19.03 65.2 0.121 0.692 18.32 48.1

3.3 Qualitative Analysis

We conducted a qualitative assessment of tumor editing—including reconstruc-
tion, progression, and regression—on the BraTS, LiTS, KiTS, and MSD-Pancreas
datasets using T2I-Adapter, DiffTumor, and our proposed SkEditTumor frame-
work. As illustrated in Fig. 4, SkEditTumor consistently demonstrates superior
visual fidelity and morphological coherence across all datasets. In BraTS, T2I-
Adapter and DiffTumor frequently produce tumor outlines that are either am-
biguous or poorly aligned with the intended regions. In LiTS, DiffTumor’s edited
tumors often display abnormally low HU intensities, diminishing radiological re-
alism and pathophysiological plausibility. By contrast, SkEditTumor preserves
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anatomically relevant boundaries and yields more realistic intensities, effectively
capturing subtle lesion characteristics. This advantage is especially evident in
KiTS and MSD-Pancreas, where SkEditTumor produces clearer tumor margins
and more distinct intratumoral structures. In comparison, T2I-Adapter and Diff-
Tumor struggle with tumor expansion, resulting in blurred edges and reduced
internal clarity. Overall, these findings underscore SkEditTumor’s robust editing
capabilities and its effectiveness in delivering high-quality, anatomically coherent
tumor modifications across diverse datasets.

3.4 Quantitative Analysis

To quantitatively assess fidelity, Table 1 reports NRMSE, SSIM, PSNR, and
Dice scores for all methods. SkEditTumor consistently demonstrates either su-
perior or closely competitive performance. On LiTS, SkEditTumor+ attains
the lowest NRMSE (0.107), indicating more realistic intensity reconstruction,
while on KiTS it achieves the highest SSIM (0.942) and PSNR (32.59), reflect-
ing sharper boundaries and reduced image distortion. Removing the refinement
module (“w/o R”) notably degrades performance (e.g., SSIM drops from 0.942 to
0.893 on KiTS), confirming the pivotal role of the refinement network in main-
taining anatomical plausibility. Nevertheless, using refined sketches (SkEdit-
Tumor) only slightly trails the variant that relies on perfectly accurate edges
(SkEditTumor+), demonstrating robust performance even with less precise user
inputs. Collectively, these results underscore SkEditTumor’s capacity to deliver
high-fidelity tumor edits across diverse datasets, preserving both visual real-
ism and structural consistency under varied sketching conditions. These results
confirm that images generated by SkEditTumor not only exhibit superior vi-
sual fidelity but also retain structural consistency, enabling higher segmentation
accuracy in downstream tasks.

4 Conclusion

We propose a sketch-based diffusion model for tumor progression editing in
medical imaging, leveraging sketches as a prior within a conditional diffusion
pipeline for precise, controllable modifications. Validated on brain MRI and CT
tumor progression tasks, our method achieves state-of-the-art performance both
quantitatively and qualitatively. Clinically, it enhances communication between
clinicians and patients, improves visualization of tumor dynamics, and supports
treatment planning through realistic, interpretable edits. Currently limited to 2D
images, the model requires further optimization and computational efficiency im-
provements for 3D extensions, which will be addressed in future work to ensure
broader clinical applicability.
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