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A B S T R A C T
Accurately measuring the evolution of Multiple Sclerosis (MS) with magnetic resonance imaging
(MRI) critically informs understanding of disease progression and helps to direct therapeutic strategy.
Deep learning models have shown promise for automatically segmenting MS lesions, but the scarcity
of accurately annotated data hinders progress in this area. Obtaining sufficient data from a single
clinical site is challenging and does not address the heterogeneous need for model robustness.
Conversely, the collection of data from multiple sites introduces data privacy concerns and potential
label noise due to varying annotation standards. To address this dilemma, we explore the use of
the federated learning framework while considering label noise. Our approach enables collaboration
among multiple clinical sites without compromising data privacy under a federated learning paradigm
that incorporates a noise-robust training strategy based on label correction. Specifically, we introduce
a Decoupled Hard Label Correction (DHLC) strategy that considers the imbalanced distribution and
fuzzy boundaries of MS lesions, enabling the correction of false annotations based on prediction
confidence. We also introduce a Centrally Enhanced Label Correction (CELC) strategy, which
leverages the aggregated central model as a correction teacher for all sites, enhancing the reliability
of the correction process. Extensive experiments conducted on two multi-site datasets demonstrate
the effectiveness and robustness of our proposed methods, indicating their potential for clinical
applications in multi-site collaborations.

1. Introduction
Multiple sclerosis (MS) is a chronic neuroinflammatory

disease that results in cumulative focal and diffuse damage
to the brain and spinal cord. Magnetic Resonance Imaging
(MRI) based volumetric quantitation of MS brain lesions,
i.e. T2 hyper-intense or T1 hypo-intense areas, and their
change over time, informs both disease course and response
to therapy [1].

In current clinical trial workflows, MS lesions are man-
ually segmented from images acquired over several time
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points by trained neuroimaging analysts to provide measures
of therapeutic efficacy. However, annotating lesions on the
several hundred images acquired in each scan is extremely
time-consuming and labor-intensive, considering that the
burden of MS lesions is highly heterogeneous, ranging from
zero to hundreds in lesion number, and from less than 1ml
to more than 15ml of brain tissue volume affected. Lesions
can also be widely distributed throughout the brain, although
they preferentially affect the periventricular, juxtacortical,
and infratentorial regions. Lack of analysis expertise, time
constraints, and logistical problems preclude routine quan-
titative measurement of MS lesions in clinical practice,
which is reliant upon qualitative interpretation of images by
radiologists and clinicians.

To facilitate the annotation process to improve the cur-
rent clinical workflow, both statistical methods and deep
learning methods have been explored to automatically seg-
ment lesions, among which U-Net-based deep neural net-
works [2, 3] are most widely used in research settings.

L. Bai and D. Wang et al. : Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 1 of 11

ar
X

iv
:2

30
8.

16
37

6v
1 

 [
ee

ss
.I

V
] 

 3
1 

A
ug

 2
02

3



A Federated Learning Approach with Noise-Resilient Training for MS Lesion Segmentation

Figure 1: An example of noisy labels from different data
centers. Each row represents one single case, and the three
columns represent the original slices, consensus labels, and
noisy labels respectively. The annotations in red are the
consensus of several expert image analysts and the annotations
in blue and green are from different annotators and are
intended to illustrate the underestimation or overestimation
of the lesions correspondingly. Better viewed in color.

The lack of large, high-quality multi-center datasets and
corresponding ground truth annotations is a critical limi-
tation for training deep neural networks in medical imag-
ing tasks, including MS lesion segmentation. Ethical, gov-
ernance, privacy, and security constraints are difficult to
navigate and preclude the participation of many centers
in conventional centralized learning frameworks, which re-
quire the aggregation of raw imaging into a single large-
scale dataset. Federated Learning (FL), an emerging training
framework that does not expose raw data from contributing
sites, overcomes many of these obstacles. In FL, only the
model weights, trained locally at each participating site, are
shared with the central server for aggregation in an iterative
training process that captures the distilled information of
the site datasets without compromising raw data or private
health information [4].

While FL is an effective training framework using scat-
tered multi-center datasets and clean labels in both natural
and medical image research [5, 6], the impact of inaccurate
labels has not been explored for image segmentation tasks
in a federated learning environment. A multiplicity of image
acquisition protocols and annotation schemes across par-
ticipating centers generates significant labeling variability
that is inevitably exacerbated by significant heterogeneity
of MS lesion morphology and appearance [7]. As shown in
Figure 1, lesion segmentations performed on the same MRI
images by two trained annotators differ from one another
and from a consensus generated by the maximum voting
of several expert image analysts, which is generally used
to delineate “golden” labels for training and evaluation.
Such label noise includes mostly the divergent boundaries
of lesions and missed lesions according to our experience.

In this work, we conduct the first exploration of MS
lesion segmentation with noisy labels under a federated
learning paradigm to achieve a more practical, scalable,

and accurate automatic lesion annotation system. In contrast
with existing works that employ centralized MS lesion seg-
mentation training with consistent and clean labels [8, 9],
we consider a scenario in which labels from individual
sites participating in a federated training framework are less
controlled for annotation quality and propose a Decoupled
Hard Label Correction (DHLC) strategy to cope with the
label noise issue that takes into consideration the character-
istics of MS lesions, i.e., the extreme imbalance number of
voxels between the lesion and normal brain features, and the
relatively fuzzier decision boundaries compared with other
segmentation tasks (e.g., natural image segmentation and
brain segmentation in the MRI images).

Moreover, we introduce a Centrally Enhanced Label
Correction (CELC) strategy, in which the aggregation center
in the federated training framework helps each participating
site maintain a more accurate central model that can be
utilized to decrease overfitting of each site model to their
local label noise during the site updating process. Here, we
experimentally demonstrate that noisy annotations severely
degrade the performance of the deep models under a feder-
ated paradigm; and show that our proposed strategies (i.e.,
DHLC and CELC) can significantly improve the model’s
robustness against label noise. In the two multi-site datasets
we explored in this study (i.e., the public MSSEG-2016
dataset and an in-house dataset SNAC-MS), our method
consistently augments segmentation performance of the U-
Net model trained with severe label noise.

The contributions of our study are four-fold.
1. To the best of our knowledge, this work is the first to

address the segmentation problem with noisy labels in
a federated learning paradigm.

2. We propose a Decoupled Hard Label Correction
(DHLC) strategy that automatically corrects imperfect
annotations according to predictions of local models,
modulated by the characteristics of the MS lesions.

3. We propose a Centrally Enhanced Label Correction
(CELC) strategy to train MS lesion segmentation
models with noisy labels in the federated learning
paradigm, which improves the proposed DHLC strat-
egy by introducing the contribution of the central
model.

4. We conducted extensive experiments on real clin-
ical datasets with various types of artificial label
noise and annotator-introduced label variations to
demonstrate the effectiveness and robustness of our
method. Trained with noisy labels in a federated
learning paradigm, our method achieves comparable
performance with a centralized model trained using
the same dataset with clean labels.

2. Related Works
2.1. Deep Learning based Lesion Segmentation

MS lesion segmentation is based primarily upon altered
signal intensity relative to normal white (and gray) matter on
MRI sequences such as T1-weighted (T1-w), T2-weighted
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(T2-w), and T2 fluid-attenuated inversion recovery (T2-
FLAIR) images. Deep learning based segmentation methods
have shown promising performance.

The earliest application of deep learning, described
in [10] and [11], treated the segmentation problem as a
voxel-wise classification problem, in which 3D convolu-
tional neural networks with multiple layers and channels
were used to predict the labels for each voxel based on its
surrounding patches.

Better performance has been achieved using U-Net [2].
For example, in [8], the authors proposed a 3D-patch-based
U-Net that includes an encoder with seven convolutional
layers and shortcut connections to integrate multi-scale fea-
tures. The performance of a baseline U-Net has been im-
proved using variants of deep neural networks. In [12],
a cascaded architecture was proposed to enhance the net-
work’s sensitivity. In [9], the authors introduced the attention
module in the U-Net framework, improving the model’s per-
formance and interpretability. Our methods are also based on
the U-Net model structure as shown in Figure 2.

Prior to the application of deep learning models, imaging
data requires pre-processing that is intended to normalize
the input images by co-registration [13, 14], bias correction
[15], and skull stripping (e.g., Brain Extraction Tool from
FSL [16]). Where mentioned, these requisite pre-processing
have also been employed in our experiments.
2.2. Federated Learning

The most common usage of federated learning is hor-
izontal federated learning (HFL), in which all sites share
the same model structure that deals with different samples
with the same data format per site. The trained local site
model weights are shared with the central server for aggre-
gation and distribution. Examples of successful applications
of deep learning models developed in a federated learning
environment include chest x-ray classification for COVID-
19 [5] and brain tumor segmentation [6, 17]. To the best of
our knowledge, the current work represents one of the first
studies to use horizontal federated learning for the task of
MS lesion segmentation.

Current research aims to improve the performance of
HFL and deal with more complicated scenarios, including
non-independent and non-identically distributed (non-IID)
data distributions [18], communication efficiency [19], data
security and model inversion [20], and aggregation meth-
ods [21]. Among these studies, the problem of noisy labels,
a common issue in real-world applications, has not been
considered. Here, we propose a novel training strategy to
improve the performance of HFL in the scenario of noisy
labels.
2.3. Noisy Labeling in Segmentation

Recognition of label errors during training by cross-
validation can provide an opportunity to remove or cor-
rect cases with bad labels or assign lower weights to such
cases [22]. Outlier/anomaly detection algorithms can also
be used to identify and correct erroneous labels [23]. Alter-
natively, the data labels can be updated with the classifier

during the training process [24]. Similarly, segmentation
noise can be detected through an additional network [25, 26]
and data with noisy labels excluded or corrected from the
training process.

Knowledge distillation, in which a teacher network is
updated together with a student network, has also proven to
be an effective method for dealing with noisy labels. In [27],
the teacher model is updated using the exponential moving
average (EMA) of the student model, which helps to mitigate
the influence of noisy labels. This framework has been
used for segmentation in [28], where the student network is
trained with a noise-robust dice loss, and the teacher model is
updated using EMA. As a special teacher-student network,
the co-teaching network [29] maintains two peer networks
that are trained simultaneously to independently select data
with clean labels. The knowledge learned from both clean
labels is shared between the networks in every iteration. A
more complex tri-teaching strategy is proposed in [30] as
an extended co-teaching framework, in which the corrected
annotations are selected through consensus and differences
between any two of the three teacher networks.

In the current work, we propose a novel label correc-
tion strategy, which we refer to as Decoupled Hard Label
Correction (DHLC). This strategy builds upon traditional
label correction methods [24, 25, 26] but focuses on inde-
pendently adjusting each class with separate hard thresholds.
The thresholds are conducted individually for all the voxels
and the labels are corrected when only the prediction of
the local teacher model and the ground truth labels are
contradicted, which are based on the feature of lesions where
most of the noise comes from the boundaries.

In the context of federated learning, we utilize the cen-
tral model aggregated from site models to handle varia-
tions in noise distribution across sites. In this Centrally
Enhanced Label Correction (CELC) method, the aggregated
central model serves as the teacher model for generating
pseudo labels. Unlike existing teacher-student network ap-
proaches [27, 28] and in DHLC, the teacher model in CELC
is only updated from the aggregation operation in the feder-
ated learning central server. This approach helps to eliminate
the bias of each local model to the local noise and therefore
enhances the label correction strategy within the federated
learning framework.

3. Methodology
In this section, we first introduce the baseline method

for automated lesion segmentation under a multi-site col-
laborative and distributed learning paradigm. Then, a robust
MS lesion segmentation framework (Figure 3), composed
of a U-Net-based lesion segmentation network and our new
training strategies, is elaborated to ameliorate the impact of
noisy labels on the learning process.
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Figure 2: An illustration of the basic U-Net architecture, which is built upon cascade CNN layers with the encoder-decoder
structure to capture both low-level contextural patterns and high-level semantic information. Each orange arrow is a convolutional
module, including a convolutional layer (“Conv”), a normalization layer (“Norm”), and an activation layer (“PReLU”, which stands
for Parametric Rectified Linear Unit). Dual arrows are used to represent the duplicated convolutional modules (refered to as
“dual-conv module”). “C” denotes the channels of feature maps, and the dimensions of the feature maps are controlled by strides
in convolutional layers and the upsampling layers (marked with green arrows).

3.1. Lesion Segmentation under Federated
Learning

Our baseline method for lesion segmentation under the
federated learning paradigm does not take into account the
presence of noisy labels. Following previous work on MS
lesion segmentation [2], we utilize the widely used U-Net
architecture as the backbone network for mapping input
brain MR images to a high-dimensional representation space
and for learning salient patterns.

The U-Net architecture is an extension of typical encoder-
decoder convolutional neural networks (CNN) designed to
capture both low-level contextual patterns and high-level
semantic information. As illustrated in Figure 2, the U-Net
comprises a down-sampling path and an up-sampling path,
each consisting of convolutional modules and dual-conv
modules (represented by dual arrows). The first Conv layers
in all the dual-conv modules of the down-sampling path have
a stride of 2 (except for the first dual-conv modules, which
has a stride of 1 to encode detailed image features), which
is intended to reduce the resolution of feature maps and
increase the receptive field for subsequent CNN operations.
Correspondingly, each dual-conv module in the up-sampling
path is followed by an up-convolution operation (a 2 × 2
transposed convolution) to expand the resolution of the
feature maps. Skip connections are employed to preserve
more low-level contextual information in the final represen-
tation, by concatenating lower-level feature maps with their
corresponding higher-level feature maps. Finally, a 1 × 1
convolution layer is employed to generate the segmentation
map from the final feature map.

Unlike the traditional deep learning training strategy,
training the U-Net within the federated learning framework
involves multiple sites (or local nodes, such as hospitals) and
a central server to conduct aggregation of local site models.
At the beginning of federated training, each site initializes a
local U-Net segmentation model with the same architecture
and parameters as the central node. During the federated

training process, each site optimizes its local model using
its site-specific dataset for a certain number of iterations.
Subsequently, the site model is uploaded to the central node,
where all site models are evenly aggregated to create a more
discriminative central model. The merged central model is
then distributed back to all sites for further local updates.
This process of local optimization, model uploading, model
aggregation, and model distribution is iteratively performed
until the model converges at each site or reaches the prede-
termined number of local training epochs.
3.2. Decoupled Hard Label Correction

The U-Net-based lesion segmentation method described
above demonstrates promising performance under the fed-
erated learning framework when clean labels are available.
However, in the presence of noisy labels, additional strate-
gies are needed to train the segmentation model effectively.
To this end, we introduce a simple, yet effective, strategy that
we refer to as Decoupled Hard Label Correction (DHLC),
which aims to implicitly identify and correct possible noisy
labels at the voxel level during the local optimization stage.

For an arbitrary input sample 𝐱𝑖 with its corresponding
label 𝐲𝑖, a predicted segmentation map generated by U-Net is
denoted as 𝐩𝑖. As mentioned in [31], label correction method
(such as [24]) mitigates the influence of noisy labels by
adjusting the one-hot label distribution 𝐲𝑖 using the predicted
distribution 𝐩𝑖:

𝐲̂𝑖 = (1 − 𝜖)𝐲𝑖 + 𝜖𝐩𝑖, (1)
where 𝐲̂𝑖 is the corrected pseudo label for 𝐱𝑖 and 𝜖 is a factor
to control the correction strength.

This label correction method is intended to generate
soft pseudo labels for all samples instead of differentiating
between clean labels and noisy labels, which is suitable
and has shown success in the natural image classification
problems [24, 32]. For the lesion segmentation task which
is inherently more ambiguous with relatively fuzzier masks
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Figure 3: Overall framework for DHLC (red arrows, including EMA) and CELC (green arrows) strategies under the federated
learning architecture. 𝜃𝑡 and 𝜃𝑠 are the teacher and student networks, respectively. Best viewed in color. More details about CELC
are given in Algorithm 1.

that lack a clear decision boundary between the lesion and
background, such a strategy would potentially decrease the
model’s ability to discriminate between lesion and non-
lesion voxels.

Instead of using the complex tri-teaching strategy [30]
or introducing additional networks [25] to identify noisy
labels, we propose to identify and correct noisy labels at
the voxel level based on the following rules (as shown in
Equation 2): 1) if voxel 𝑥𝑗 is predicted as not being a lesion
with a probability higher than a threshold 𝐻0 but the given
label identifies it is a lesion, the label is then considered noisy
and should be corrected as not a lesion (i.e., the background);
2) if voxel 𝑥𝑗 is predicted as a lesion with a probability higher
than a threshold 𝐻1 but the given label does not identify it as
a lesion, then the label is also considered noisy and should
be corrected as a lesion; 3) otherwise, the original label is
preserved.

𝑦̂𝑗 =

⎧

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎩

0 if argmax𝑘 𝐩𝑘𝑗 = 0,𝐩0𝑗 > 𝐻0, 𝑦𝑗 = 1,
1 if argmax𝑘 𝐩𝑘𝑗 = 1,𝐩1𝑗 > 𝐻1, 𝑦𝑗 = 0,
𝑦𝑗 otherwise,

(2)

where 𝑦𝑗 and 𝑦̂𝑗 are the original label and the updated label
for voxel 𝑥𝑗 , 𝐩𝑗 is the prediction vector of the voxel 𝑥𝑗 . In
our strategy, the 𝐩𝑗 vector is generated by the local teacher
network with the weights 𝜽𝑡𝑛, which is updated based on the
local student network weights 𝜽𝑠𝑛 using the EMA method
mentioned in [27, 28].
3.3. Centrally Enhanced Label Correction

While the hard label correction significantly improves
the model’s robustness against noisy labels, we have ob-
served that the aggregated central model, which is more
discriminative, tends to be deteriorated by local models that

are trained with heavy label noise. This is inherently caused
by the FedAvg algorithm [4], in which multiple optimization
iterations are performed at each site before aggregation and
the site models tend to overfit to the label noise, thereby
affecting the performance of the aggregated central model
and site models, and the robustness of the model when
trained to convergence.

To mitigate this issue, we propose using the central
model as the teacher model to guide the learning of the
student segmentation network (i.e., local models from sites),
as shown in Figure 3. This design is motivated by the
observation that the central model, which is aggregated from
multiple sites, is less prone to overfitting to local label noise
compared to the site models that are trained with heavily
corrupted labels. Thus, using the central model to correct
the label noise is likely to yield more accurate results.

The algorithm process of this Centrally Enhanced Label
Correction (CELC) strategy is shown in 1. The correction
strategy of CELC is the same as that of DHLC in 2, where 𝐪𝑗is the predicted probability distribution of voxel 𝑥𝑗 from the
teacher model with weights 𝜽𝑡 obtained from the aggregation
server. In contrast to the teacher-student network design
presented in [28], the teacher model in CELC is not updated
during the site optimization process. Rather, it is updated by
the center as part of the federated learning framework (as
shown in Figure 3). Specifically, when the newly aggregated
model performs worse than the previous best central model
in the validation dataset, the previous best central model is
used as the teacher model and shared with sites in the next
round.
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Algorithm 1 Training and Optimization Pipeline of CELC
Input: 𝑁 sites  = {(𝑆1, 𝑆2, ..., 𝑆𝑁} that participate in

federated learning, each with a labeled (unknown noisy
or clean) training dataset 𝑛 = {(𝐱, 𝐲)} (𝑛 ∈ [1, 𝑁]),
maximum aggregation rounds 𝑅, training iteration 𝐼𝑛at each site 𝑛 per round, and a clean labeled validation
set in the center 𝑐 = {(𝐱𝑐 , 𝐲𝑐)}. {𝜽𝑡, 𝜽𝑠} are the
parameters of the teacher model and student model.

1: {𝜽𝑡, 𝜽𝑠} = RandomInitialize() in the center and assign
them to all sites

2: for round 𝑟 = 0; 𝑟 < 𝑅 do
3: for site 𝑛 = 0; 𝑛 < 𝑁 do
4: Retrieve the site model, optimizer, data loader
5: for 𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑟 = 0; 𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑟 < 𝐼𝑛 do
6: Sample a batch {(𝐱𝑖, 𝐲𝑖)}𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑟 from 𝑛
7: Feed {𝐱𝑖}𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑟 to the model and get the prediction

scores {𝐩𝑖}𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑟
8: Get the corrected label {𝐲̂𝑖}𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑟 with Equation 2
9: Calculate the cross entropy loss with {𝐲̂𝑖}𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑟

10: Backpropagate and update 𝜽𝑠𝑛
11: end for
12: Upload the site model weights {𝜽𝑠𝑛} to the center
13: end for
14: Merge weights {𝜽𝑠𝑛} to obtain central model 𝜽𝑠
15: Update 𝜽𝑡 with the best central model selected with

the center validation set 𝑐
16: Distribute the central model {𝜽𝑡, 𝜽𝑠} to each site
17: end for

4. Experiments
In this section, we present the empirical analysis of the

influence of noisy labels on MS lesion segmentation and the
performance of our methods.
4.1. Experimental Settings
4.1.1. Datasets

Two multi-site datasets are employed in our experiments.
The first dataset is MSSEG-2016[33], which was used

in the MICCAI MS lesion segmentation challenge in 2016.
It consists of 53 MRI images from four different data cen-
ters, with labels determined through the consensus of seven
expert annotators. The original training data contains 15
cases from three data centers, while the test set contains 38
MRI images, including 30 samples from the training centers
and extra 8 cases from an additional center. As the domain
difference is not the key aspect of our paper, we excluded the
8 cases from the additional center and followed the original
settings of the remaining three sites by assigning 5 training
samples to each site. In contrast with the original data split, 2
samples from each original test set were extracted to form the
validation set, and the remaining 24 samples were used for
testing and reporting the results. To simulate varying levels
of label corruption across different sites, different strategies
were adopted to introduce noise to the training labels. The
original clean labels were retained for the first site. For
the second and third sites, we introduced corruptions by

eroding or dilating 40% of the training samples, respectively,
with two voxels in the lesion mask (referred to as “Label
Erosion” or “Label Dilation”) to mimic the noise caused
by inconsistent mask boundaries. Given that MS lesions are
typically small in size, dilation or erosion by two voxels can
be considered a reasonable form of noise.

The second dataset (SNAC-MS) comprises 123 cases
collected internally from two sites, with labels annotated by
two professional neuroimaging analysts in parallel, followed
by cross-checking by another expert annotator. To avoid
the influence of domain differences and non-independent
and non-identical distributions across centers, the dataset
was divided into four sites regardless of the original sites
of the collection, with each site containing 20 samples for
training. We reserved 21 cases for testing, and the remaining
22 samples were used as the center validation set. Similar
to the first dataset, we retained the clean labels for the first
site. For the second and third sites, we applied Label Erosion
to 40% or 80% of the training labels. The training labels in
the fourth site were corrupted by randomly removing 40%
of the lesions (referred to as “Label Removal”) to mimic the
noise caused by conservative annotators. The noise related
to additional false positive lesions was not considered as
false positive lesions are rarely labeled by human annotators
according to our experience and the previous research [34]
in which the specificity is pretty high in diagnosis when MRI
images are presented.

All samples in both datasets consist of co-registered
FLAIR and T1 images as input. Skull stripping was per-
formed on these images, and all generated brain images were
registered to the MNI space [35] using FLIRT [36] for pre-
processing and standardization purposes. The performance
was reported on the test set with the same pre-processing
steps using clean labels.
4.1.2. Implementation Details

For federated learning, all sites utilized the same hy-
perparameter settings. Inspired by prior studies [28], we
adopted a 2D U-Net as the segmentation network, processing
slices individually from the original 3D MRI images to
accommodate the large size of each FLAIR and T1 image.
The U-Net has a depth of 3, i.e., three consecutive dual-
conv modules were incorporated for encoder and decoder.
The unit number of channel is set to 32 (i.e., the “C” shown
in Figure 3). The network was optimized with the Adam
optimizer with a learning rate of 9.0e-4 for the MSSEG-2016
and 7.0e-4 for the SNAC-MS dataset, with weight decay of
1.0e-5. The batch size was set to 32 and the total optimization
step was 50 epochs with models aggregated after each epoch.
Regarding the label correction strategy, {𝐻0,𝐻1} was set
to {0.90, 0.65} for the MSSEG-2016 dataset and {1, 0.65}
for the SNAC-MS dataset, which were decided upon the
validation datasets. Prior to applying the label correction
strategy, 10 warm-up pre-train epochs were conducted in
which the label corrections were not conducted to ensure that
the generated pseudo labels were of reasonable quality.
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Table 1
The influence of noisy labels to both centralized training and federated training paradigms.

Learning
Paradigm

Label
Noise

Datasets
MSSEG-2016 SNAC-MS

P-Dice ↑ V-Dice ↑ Precision ↑ Recall ↑ P-Dice ↑ V-Dice ↑ Precision ↑ Recall ↑
Centralized No 0.6273 0.7396 0.6570 0.6361 0.7066 0.7725 0.7220 0.7057
Centralized YES 0.5886 0.6904 0.6959 0.5539 0.6698 0.7206 0.7682 0.6092
Federated No 0.6108 0.7253 0.6813 0.6335 0.7097 0.7688 0.7391 0.6904
Federated YES 0.5157 0.6530 0.5999 0.5004 0.6213 0.6944 0.8366 0.5006

4.1.3. Evaluation Metrics
To quantitatively evaluate and compare the performance

of different methods, we employed four evaluation met-
rics: subject-level Dice Similarity (P-Dice), voxel-level Dice
Similarity (V-Dice), and subject-level average Precision and
Recall.

P-Dice(𝐩, 𝐲) = 2
𝑇

×
∑

|𝐩𝑖 ∩ 𝐲𝑖|
|𝐩𝑖| + |𝐲𝑖|

V-Dice (𝐩, 𝐲) =
2 ×

∑

|𝐩𝑖 ∩ 𝐲𝑖|
∑

|𝐩𝑖| +
∑

|𝐲𝑖|

Precision (𝐩, 𝐲) = 1
𝑇

×
∑

|𝐩𝑖 ∩ 𝐲𝑖|
|𝐩𝑖|

Recall (𝐩, 𝐲) = 1
𝑇

×
∑

|𝐩𝑖 ∩ 𝐲𝑖|
|𝐲𝑖|

,

(3)

where 𝐩 is the predicted lesion map, 𝐲 is the ground truth
lesion map, and 𝑇 is the total number of subjects. | ⋅ |
denotes the sum of the elements within the tensor, and
∑’s are all conducted across all test cases. P-Dice and V-
Dice are selected as the main figure to report performance.
In addition, subject-level Precision and Recall are used to
reflect the methods’ performance on subjects, regardless of
individual lesion volumes.
4.2. Influence of Noisy Labels

As there is no prior work on federated MS lesion seg-
mentation with noisy labels, we begin by analyzing the
influence of noisy labels on both the centralized learning
paradigm and the federated learning paradigm. Under the
centralized learning paradigm, the training data from differ-
ent sites are merged for training, while the validation and test
set remain the same as in the federated learning paradigm.
The experimental results are presented in Table 1.

For the MSSEG-2016 dataset, federated training demon-
strates similar performance to the centralized training scheme
in the absence of label noise, demonstrating the feasibility
of learning discriminative MS lesion segmentation mod-
els without data sharing across sites to maintain privacy.
However, in the presence of label noise, the performance
of the federated learning paradigm deteriorated more than
the centralized training. Specifically, centralized training
achieves a P-Dice of 0.5886 and a V-Dice of 0.6904, which
are 0.0387 and 0.0492 lower than the centralized model
trained with clean labels. In contrast, federated training with

noisy labels only achieves a P-Dice of 0.5157 and a V-
Dice of 0.6530, showing decreases of 0.0951 and 0.0723
compared with the federated model trained with clean labels.
This deterioration can be attributed to the inherent problem
in federated learning, as previously described in [4]. The
site models are more prone to overfitting the label noise
during their individual updates, which subsequently affects
the performance of the averaged model and leads to further
performance degradation. Moreover, it is evident that the
introduced label corruption significantly decreases the recall
in both centralized and federated training, suggesting that
many lesions are overlooked by the model. However, the
precision of the centralized model, when trained with noisy
labels, shows an improvement compared to centralized
training with clean labels. This observation indicates that
the combined effects of dilation and erosion noise may
have balanced out in the centralized training. However,
this phenomenon is not observed in the federated learning
paradigm.

For the SNAC-MS dataset, the performance also drops
when there are label corruptions for both centralized train-
ing and federated training. Unlike the observation in the
MSSEG-2016 dataset, both training paradigms exhibit im-
proved precision with a sacrifice in recall. This phenomenon
may be related to the specific label corruption operations
applied in this dataset. Both Label Erosion and Label Re-
moval tend to generate false negatives, leading to the bias
of the model on the eroded lesion masks. Such an effect is
more obvious in the federated learning paradigm, further
demonstrating that it is more susceptible to be overfitting
on site-specific label noise under standard federated learning
settings.
4.3. Effectiveness of CELC Strategy

In this section, we evaluate and report the performance
of our method (CELC) in handling noisy labels on both
the MSSEG-2016 and SNAC-MS datasets. To provide a
comprehensive evaluation, we compare our method with
four representative approaches in the noisy labeling area:

• Label Smoothing [37] is a baseline strategy for noisy
labeling in the natural image classification area, which
softens the one-hot class label with a weighted con-
stant during the training process to decrease over-
fitting.

L. Bai and D. Wang et al. : Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 7 of 11



A Federated Learning Approach with Noise-Resilient Training for MS Lesion Segmentation

Table 2
Overall comparison of the proposed method and existing noisy labeling models for combating label noise.

Method

Datasets
MSSEG-2016 SNAC-MS

P-Dice ↑ V-Dice ↑ Precision ↑ Recall ↑ P-Dice ↑ V-Dice ↑ Precision ↑ Recall ↑
Basic U-Net (Clean) 0.6108 0.7253 0.6813 0.6335 0.7097 0.7688 0.7391 0.6904

Basic U-Net 0.5157 0.6530 0.5999 0.5004 0.6213 0.6944 0.8366 0.5006
Label Smoothing [37] 0.5187 0.6580 0.5505 0.5589 0.6026 0.6838 0.8204 0.4872
Label Correction [31] 0.5777 0.6948 0.7074 0.5380 0.6010 0.6832 0.8438 0.4798

ProSelfLC [31] 0.5648 0.6955 0.6938 0.5429 0.6397 0.7097 0.8355 0.5325
PINT [38] 0.5576 0.6871 0.6521 0.5550 0.6450 0.7094 0.8370 0.5375

U-Net+DHLC (Ours) 0.5898 0.6943 0.6542 0.6354 0.6994 0.7518 0.6992 0.7063
U-Net+CELC (Ours) 0.6082 0.7156 0.6431 0.6822 0.7034 0.7655 0.7433 0.7175

• Label Correction [31] is a similar way to Label
Smoothing, except that it uses the weighted combi-
nation of the predicted label and the original label as
the learning target.

• ProSelfLC [31] builds upon the Label Correction
method, which progressively updates the weights of
the prediction in the learning target by considering
both the learning time (i.e., passed iterations divided
by total iterations) and the prediction entropy.

• PINT [38] is a recent noisy labeling method for med-
ical image segmentation, which estimates both the
voxel-level label quality and image-level label quality
by measuring the prediction uncertainties with an
auxiliary network.

The experimental results of our model and these compar-
ison methods are presented in Table 2. As observed, Label
Smoothing [37], Label Correction [31], ProSelfLC [31],
and PINT [38] do not consistently boost the performance
with noisy-labeled training data for both datasets, which
reveals the challenge of training with noisy labeled data
under the federated learning paradigm and the difficulty of
adapting existing noisy labeling methods developed for the
natural image classification tasks to medical image segmen-
tation scenarios. Specifically, the Label Correction method
achieved the highest precision scores in both datasets, but
recall was largely sacrificed, leading to a suboptimal P-
Dice and V-Dice scores. Nevertheless, our method CELC
outperformed all methods and significantly improved the
performance of the segmentation network, i.e., 0.0925 and
0.0626 performance gain on the MSSEG-2016 dataset and
0.0821 and 0.0711 performance gain on the SNAC-MS
dataset in terms of the P-Dice and V-Dice scores.

By comparing the results in Table 1, we observe that our
method CELC achieves a performance close to the model
trained with clean labels under the federated learning scheme
on both datasets, which demonstrates that our CELC strategy
is robust to corrupted labels.

Figure 4 presents an example visualization of the seg-
mentation results obtained by the basic U-Net model and
our method, along with the provided ground-truth label from

the SNAC-MS dataset. This visualization reveals that our
method achieves reliable segmentation performance despite
the presence of severe label noise in the training data.
Especially, our method CELC consistently identifies more
accurate lesion regions, while the basic U-Net model tends
to make incorrect predictions on the lesion boundary and
ignore small lesion regions.
4.4. Compare CELC and DHLC

To assess the individual contributions of the decoupled
hard label correction (DHLC) and the center-enhanced label
correction (CELC) strategy to the observed performance
improvements, we further conducted a comparison study of
DHLC and CELC as presented in Table 2. The variant “U-
Net+DHLC” incorporates the hard label correction strat-
egy during the training of the U-Net segmentation model,
focusing solely on the site level. As can be observed, “U-
Net+DHLC” already achieves promising performance by
mitigating the influence of noisy labels on network opti-
mization and preventing the overfitting issues associated
with federated learning using noisy labels, as discussed in
Section 4.2. However, leveraging global knowledge of the
federated learning paradigm further enhances the model’s
robustness. By utilizing the best central model for label
correction, our method (i.e., “U-Net+CELC”) achieves ad-
ditional performance improvements of 0.0184 and 0.0213
on the MSSEG-2016 dataset and 0.004 and 0.0137 on the
SNAC-MS dataset in terms of the P-Dice and V-Dice scores
when compared to “U-Net+DHLC”.
4.5. Analysis
4.5.1. Influence of the Correction Threshold

The correction threshold is a critical hyperparameter in
our method as it determines whether a given voxel label
should be corrected. In this section, we analyze the influence
of the correction threshold by varying its value for the
training process. Here, we present the analysis using the
threshold 𝐻1 on the SNAC-MS dataset as an example while
reserving 𝐻0 = 1.0 as the control variable. As shown in
Table 3, our method achieves resilient performance when the
threshold is set between 0.55 and 0.75. This demonstrates
the robustness of our method to hyperparameters and makes
the method more readily applicable in other scenarios. When
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Figure 4: Visualization of different MRI slices, where images on
1) column one are input MRI slices (in FLAIR), 2) column two
are segmentation results of the basic U-Net model, 3) column
three are segmentation results of our method, and 4) column
four are the ground-truth label. Best be viewed by zooming in
for small lesions, e.g., the fourth to sixth rows.

Table 3
Segmentation performance with different positive label correc-
tion threshold (𝐻1) on the SNAC-MS dataset using CELC.

Parameter Metrics
𝐻1 P-Dice ↑ V-Dice ↑ Precision ↑ Recall ↑
0.55 0.6948 0.7596 0.6848 0.7665
0.60 0.7020 0.7645 0.7072 0.7537
0.65 0.7034 0.7655 0.7433 0.7175
0.70 0.6966 0.7626 0.7398 0.6995
0.75 0.6845 0.7547 0.7819 0.6524
0.80 0.6554 0.7270 0.8375 0.5775

the threshold is too large (e.g., above 0.8 for 𝐻1), the
performance noticeably drops as the model fails to correct
a sufficient number of false annotations.
4.5.2. Influence of the Warm-up Epoch

We also analyzed the influence of another hyperparam-
eter in our method, namely the number of warm-up epochs,

Table 4
Lesion segmentation performance of CELC with different
warm-up epochs on the SNAC-MS dataset.

Parameter Metrics
Warm-up P-Dice ↑ V-Dice ↑ Precision ↑ Recall ↑

0 0.2138 0.2585 0.1363 0.7393
2 0.7007 0.7649 0.7317 0.7052
5 0.7023 0.7648 0.7208 0.7189
10 0.7033 0.7655 0.7433 0.7175
15 0.6983 0.7635 0.7054 0.7153
20 0.7005 0.7642 0.7177 0.7086

and present the experimental results in Table 4. The model
consistently achieves good performance with different num-
bers of warm-up epochs as long as the warm-up is employed.
This demonstrates the robustness of our method regardless
of the stage at which it is applied during training.
4.5.3. Dealing with Real Annotation Inconsistency

Besides studying the artificial label noise mentioned in
previous experiments, it is also important to evaluate the
model’s performance using a dataset with real annotations
from multiple annotators. We used the MSSEG-2016 dataset
as an example, which was annotated by seven annotators
in parallel. We identified three annotators from the three
centers whose labels diverge the most to represent the label
noise (i.e., annotator 4 of center 1, annotator 6 of center
7, and annotator 7 of center 8) and conducted the same
experiments described in Section 4.3. The results are re-
ported in Table 5, which demonstrate that both our CELC
and DHLC methods outperform other methods in dealing
with annotation variability, highlighting the robustness of
our methods within the federated learning framework.

5. Conclusion
In this work, we addressed the challenge of multiple

sclerosis lesion segmentation with noisy annotations within
the federated learning paradigm. Our approach aimed to
enhance model robustness in the presence of noisy labels,
a situation highly prevalent in this application and address
privacy concerns that hinder cross-center collaboration. We
conducted the first investigation of this problem in the fed-
erated learning setting. To handle the highly imbalanced
distribution of lesions and background regions, we pro-
posed a site-level hard label correction method (DHLC).
This method treats positive and negative label corrections
separately and directly revises the labels of voxels with
high-confidence predictions that differ from the annotations.
Moreover, to mitigate the risk of overfitting to label noise
during site updating in federated learning, we enhanced
the label correction by incorporating predictions from the
best-performing central model (with an approach referred
to as CELC). Experimental results on the MSSEG-2016
dataset and our in-house dataset (SNAC-MS) demonstrated
the effectiveness and robustness of our proposed methods in
combating noisy labels during federated learning.
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Table 5
Lesion segmentation performance of CELC when trained on a real noisy dataset.

Method Metrics
P-Dice ↑ V-Dice ↑ Precision ↑ Recall ↑

Basic U-Net 0.4364 0.5698 0.4745 0.6212
Label Smoothing [37] 0.4965 0.6411 0.5667 0.6138
Label Correction [31] 0.4614 0.5920 0.4910 0.6647

ProSelfLC [31] 0.4557 0.5925 0.4915 0.6513
PINT [38] 0.5493 0.6795 0.6090 0.5598

U-Net+DHLC 0.5768 0.6826 0.6162 0.6013
U-Net+CELC 0.5830 0.6984 0.6492 0.5820

Although the proposed method is effective, this work
still has some limitations that need to be addressed in future
research. First, the largest dataset used in this work contains
123 samples distributed to four sites, which is smaller than
the real application scenarios. It would be useful to evaluate
the method on larger-scale datasets with more samples and
more sites. Second, while different noise types were con-
sidered to simulate the annotation differences, the domain
gap among different sites may also arise from variations in
data acquisition devices, which is a common occurrence in
real applications but not considered in this work. Thus, it is
necessary to develop more robust models that are capable
of handling both label noise and image contrast differences
among sites.

In conclusion, our study contributes to the understanding
of multiple sclerosis lesion segmentation with noisy annota-
tions within the federated learning framework. The proposed
method demonstrates promising results and opens avenues
for further research in federated segmentation tasks without
meticulous labels or knowledge of label noise types and
levels.
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