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Few-Shot Adaptation of Training-Free Foundation
Model for 3D Medical Image Segmentation

Xingxin He, Yifan Hu, Zhaoye Zhou, Mohamed Jarraya, and Fang Liu

Abstract—Vision foundation models have achieved remarkable
progress across various image analysis tasks. In the image
segmentation task, foundation models like the Segment Any-
thing Model (SAM) enable generalizable zero-shot segmentation
through user-provided prompts. However, SAM primarily trained
on natural images, lacks the domain-specific expertise of medical
imaging. This limitation poses challenges when applying SAM
to medical image segmentation, including the need for extensive
fine-tuning on specialized medical datasets and a dependency
on manual prompts, which are both labor-intensive and require
intervention from medical experts.

This work introduces the Few-shot Adaptation of Training-
frEe SAM (FATE-SAM), a novel method designed to adapt the
advanced Segment Anything Model 2 (SAM2) for 3D medical
image segmentation. FATE-SAM reassembles pre-trained mod-
ules of SAM2 to enable few-shot adaptation, leveraging a small
number of support examples to capture anatomical knowledge
and perform prompt-free segmentation, without requiring model
fine-tuning. To handle the volumetric nature of medical images,
we incorporate a Volumetric Consistency mechanism that en-
hances spatial coherence across 3D slices. We evaluate FATE-
SAM on multiple medical imaging datasets and compare it with
supervised learning methods, zero-shot SAM approaches, and
fine-tuned medical SAM methods. Results show that FATE-SAM
delivers robust and accurate segmentation while eliminating the
need for large annotated datasets and expert intervention. FATE-
SAM provides a practical, efficient solution for medical image
segmentation, making it more accessible for clinical applications.

Index Terms—Foundation Models, Segment Anything Model
(SAM), Domain Adaptation, Training-Free Adaptation, Few-Shot
Adaptation, 3D Image Segmentation,

I. INTRODUCTION

IMAGE segmentation is an important step in medical image
analysis, as it can assist in downstream applications such

as disease diagnosis, treatment planning, and monitoring of
disease progression [1]. Deep learning approaches have shown
significant potential in advancing medical image segmentation
[2]. However, supervised deep learning methods are inherently
data-driven, relying heavily on large-scale labeled datasets for
training. This dependence presents considerable challenges in
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the medical field, where manual annotation requires special-
ized expertise and is both labor-intensive and costly.

The emergence of vision foundation models, pre-trained on
vast and diverse datasets to capture generalized image features,
offers a promising alternative to address downstream tasks
with limited labeled data and minimal modifications to the pre-
trained models [3]. Dedicated segmentation foundation mod-
els, such as the Segment Anything Model (SAM) [4], trained
on over 11 million static images and 1 billion masks, and
its advanced successor SAM2 [5], trained on 51,000 videos
and 600,000 time-series masks, enable zero-shot inference for
general image segmentation using user-provided prompts, such
as points, bounding boxes, or masks, to indicate the target
object for segmentation.

In medical imaging, pre-trained SAM has been utilized
as zero-shot predictors in some recent studies [6]. However,
transitioning from the natural image domain to medical image
segmentation presents notable challenges due to the significant
differences between these two domains. Medical images often
contain indistinct boundaries, complex textures, and specific
anatomical details that differ greatly from the clear object
features typically found in natural images. These complexities
can make medical image segmentation difficult through zero-
shot inference, even with exact manual prompts provided [7].
To bridge this domain gap, several studies have focused on
fine-tuning SAM using large, curated medical image datasets
to incorporate domain-specific knowledge [1], [8]. While fine-
tuning can enhance performance, it also introduces additional
computational costs and highlights the need for extensive
annotated datasets. Furthermore, both zero-shot inference and
the fine-tuned medical SAM rely on user-provided prompts
for segmentation which can be labor-intensive and requires
medical expert intervention.

In this study, we propose a novel approach called Few-shot
Adaptation of Training-frEe SAM (FATE-SAM), which lever-
ages few-shot examples to adapt SAM2 for 3D medical image
segmentation without model fine-tuning or manual prompts
(Fig. 1). FATE-SAM leverages SAM2’s pre-trained memory
mechanisms to integrate anatomical knowledge from few-shot
examples while simultaneously ensuring volumetric consis-
tency across a 3D volume, effectively eliminating the need for
manual prompts. We evaluate the effectiveness of FATE-SAM
on multiple 3D medical imaging datasets, including Computed
Tomography (CT) and Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI)
with different contrasts, covering various anatomical structures
such as the knee, brain, heart, and abdomen. Experimental
results show that FATE-SAM consistently achieves superior
or comparable performance to competitive methods, including
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Fig. 1. Applications of SAM for medical image segmentation: a) Zero-Shot Inference: Relies on manual prompts and struggles with complex anatomical
structures due to the absence of medical domain-specific training. b) Medical Image Fine-Tuning: Enhances domain adaptation by fine-tuning on medical
datasets. However, it demands extensive data collection and also relies on manual prompts. c) Our Method: A training-free and prompt-free adaptation
approach that eliminates the need for large annotated datasets by leveraging few-shot examples, which is used as memory guidance, enabling fully automated
and anatomically-aware segmentation of complex structures.

supervised learning models, zero-shot SAM approaches, and
fine-tuned medical SAM variants.

The primary contributions of this study are as follows:
• Training-Free Adaptation: We adapted SAM2 for med-

ical image segmentation without requiring model fine-
tuning.

• Prompt-Free Segmentation: We designed a few-shot
adaptation pipeline that leverages a limited number of
support examples to capture anatomical knowledge and
eliminate the need for manual prompts.

• Volumetric Consistency: We introduced a volumetric
mechanism to enforce 3D spatial consistency within a
3D medical volume.

• Extensive Evaluation: We evaluated FATE-SAM on
11 segmentation tasks across five diverse 3D medical
imaging datasets, encompassing multiple imaging modal-
ities and anatomical structures. The results demonstrate
that FATE-SAM achieves robust performance matching
or surpassing other competitive methods across various
tasks.

II. RELATED WORKS

A. General Vision Foundation Models for Image Segmentation
General vision foundation models are pre-trained on mas-

sive, diverse datasets, enabling versatile visual representations
adaptable to various tasks. Recent vision foundation models
are built on Vision Transformer (ViT) blocks [9] and leverage
self-supervised learning techniques [?] for pre-training. Im-
portant vision foundation models include: 1) DINO: DINO
[10] and DINOv2 [11] use self-distillation to learn features
with unlabeled data. 2) CLIP: CLIP [3] aligns images with
text descriptions through contrastive learning, enabling robust
multi-modal understanding. 3) Diffusion Models: Diffusion
models [12] learn denoising processes to restore target images,
excelling in general visual representation learning.

Adapting vision foundation models for segmentation has
gained attention in recent research. Although those vision
foundation models are not explicitly designed for segmentation
tasks, they demonstrate emergent segmentation capabilities.
For instance, DINO leverages its learned features to enable un-
supervised segmentation by employing clustering techniques
such as k-means or graph partitioning [13], [14], effectively
identifying salient objects. CLIP can generate segmentation
masks using its text encoder to classify mask proposals [15].
Other approaches fine-tuned CLIP for segmentation with pixel-
wise annotated data, such as DenseCLIP [16]. Additionally,

parameter-efficient methods like ZegCLIP [17] aim to main-
tain the model’s generalizability while improving segmentation
performance. Diffusion models treat segmentation as a denois-
ing process, progressively refining noisy inputs into precise
segmentation masks [18], [19].

However, adapting general vision foundation models for
dense segmentation tasks remains challenging. These models
are inherently optimized for global context and high-level
feature extraction, which limits their ability to achieve the fine-
grained pixel-level precision essential for segmentation.

B. Dedicated Segmentation Foundation Models

To address the limitations of general vision foundation
models in image segmentation, specialized models such as
SAM have been developed [4]. SAM is trained on an ex-
tensive dataset of 1 billion masks from 11 million images,
utilizing a promptable segmentation approach. This design
enables SAM to achieve zero-shot generalization across a wide
range of segmentation tasks [4]. By leveraging user-provided
prompts, including points, bounding boxes, or masks that
indicate the objects needed to be segmented, SAM can quickly
adjust to various segmentation tasks without the need for
additional fine-tuning. Unlike earlier universal models, which
were constrained to fixed tasks such as semantic, instance, or
panoptic segmentation with a closed vocabulary [20], [21],
SAM’s promptable segmentation approach generates masks
that directly correspond to the provided prompts instead of
predicting specific classes. This flexibility makes SAM a
powerful tool for tackling a diverse array of segmentation
challenges.

C. SAM for Medical Image Segmentation

SAM has been explored for zero-shot segmentation across
various medical imaging modalities, including CT [22], MRI
[23], pathology [24], and endoscopy [25]. While SAM per-
forms comparably to state-of-the-art methods for some struc-
tures, it struggles with weak boundaries, low contrast, small
sizes, and specific anatomy [26], highlighting the need for
adaptations in complex scenarios.

To enhance SAM’s performance in medical image segmen-
tation, various fine-tuning approaches have been developed.
MedSAM [1] fine-tunes SAM using an extensive dataset
of over one million medical image-mask pairs spanning 11
imaging modalities. To address the challenges associated with
large-scale medical dataset requirements, parameter-efficient
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strategies have been introduced. For example, SAMed [27]
and SAMFE [28] leverage LoRA modules to optimize either
the image encoder or mask decoder. Similarly, SAM-Med2D
[29] incorporates adapter layers into SAM’s architecture to
improve performance with reduced data and computational
requirements.

Despite these advancements, the acquisition of pixel-wise
annotated medical datasets remains a significant challenge.
The annotation process is highly labor-intensive, requiring
expert domain knowledge, and is further complicated by
privacy concerns and restrictions on data sharing. Moreover,
SAM’s dependence on manual prompts, which require expert
intervention, limits its practicality in real-world applications.

In summary, the application of SAM in medical imaging
faces two key challenges: the need for extensive fine-tuning
and dependence on user-provided prompts. Addressing these
limitations is crucial for enabling its seamless integration into
clinical workflows.

III. METHODS

A. FATE-SAM Pipeline

FATE-SAM is developed utilizing pre-trained modules from
SAM2, which was originally designed for time-series image
(video) segmentation. In SAM2, several key network modules
are combined to achieve high segmentation efficiency using an
encoding-decoding approach, including: 1) Image Encoder
E encodes an image into image embeddings. 2) Prompt
Encoder PE encodes the user-provided prompts into prompt
embeddings. 3) Memory Encoder ME encodes segmentation
results from the past segmented frames into memory embed-
dings in the time-series process. 4) Memory Attention MA
uses the memory embeddings from the previous frames to
guide the image embeddings in the current frame during the
time-series process. 5) Mask Decoder D generates segmenta-
tion masks by combining the embedded feature, prompt, and
memory information.

FATE-SAM leverages the pre-trained modules from SAM2
without model fine-tuning. Instead of relying on prompt em-
beddings driven by users’ input, FATE-SAM incorporates few-
shot adaptation, leveraging a limited number of support images
and masks to provide anatomical priors, thereby eliminating
the need for manual prompts.

The training-free and prompt-free FATE-SAM pipeline is
implemented by reassembling the pre-trained modules E , ME ,
MA, and D from SAM2, as illustrated in Fig. 2. This
framework introduces few-shot adaptation into the 3D medical
image segmentation process through the following three major
steps: 1) Image Encoding and Support Retrieval: The
test slice and support slices are encoded using the Image
Encoder E to generate image embeddings. Relevant support
examples, including support slices and their corresponding
masks, are retrieved from the support set based on the feature
similarity between the test image embeddings and the support
image embeddings. 2) Memory Encoding and Volumetric
Consistency: The retrieved support examples are processed
by the Memory Encoder ME to generate anatomical mem-
ory embeddings. Simultaneously, to ensure spatial coherence

across slices, the segmentation prediction from the adjacent
slice is also encoded by ME to produce volumetric memory
embeddings. These two types of memory are fused to create
unified memory embeddings that incorporate both anatomical
knowledge and volumetric consistency. 3) Memory Attention
and Mask Decoding: The unified memory embeddings are
utilized to guide the test image embeddings via Memory At-
tention MA. The final segmentation results are then generated
by the Mask Decoder D, which integrates the memory-guided
test image embeddings into predictions.

The following sections provide detailed descriptions of the
three major steps in FATE-SAM. To formulate the prob-
lem, we consider the task of segmenting a 3D volume
x = {x1, x2, . . . , xn}, which consists of n slices. Addi-
tionally, a support set {Xs, Ys} is provided, where Xs =
{xs1, xs2, . . . , xsl} represents l support volumes, and Ys =
{ys1, ys2, . . . , ysl} contains the corresponding support masks.
The segmentation task is defined as a mapping function
y = FATE(x, {Xs, Ys}), which predicts the segmentation
masks y = {y1, y2, . . . , yn} for all slices in the 3D volume x
using the guidance provided by the support set {Xs, Ys}.

1) Image Encoding and Support Retrieval: In this step,
relevant support examples are retrieved from the support set
by evaluating similarities between the test slice and all support
slices.

Before initializing the segmentation process, all slices in
the support set Xs are encoded into a library of support image
embeddings, represented as Fs = E(Xs), using the pre-trained
Image Encoder E . Specifically, a Hiera ViT [30] pre-trained
with Masked AutoEncoder (MAE) [31] is used to extract these
embeddings.

The 3D medical image segmentation process starts with an
initial test slice xi, where 1 ≤ i ≤ n. The image embeddings
for the test slice are encoded as f i = E(xi). To determine
the similarity between f i and each embeddings in Fs, cosine
similarity [32] is calculated as:

Sim(Fs, f
i) =

f i · Fs

||f i|| · ||Fs||
. (1)

Based on the similarity scores, a ranked list of support im-
age embeddings is generated. The top-j most similar support
image embeddings f ij

s and their corresponding masks yijs are
selected as support examples:

{f ij
s , yijs } = argmax

fij
s ∈Fs

yij
s ∈Ys

Sim(Fs, f
i). (2)

These selected support examples {f ij
s , yijs } may come from

different support volumes, providing anatomical information
into the segmentation process.

2) Memory Encoding and Volumetric Consistency: This
step encodes anatomical information from selected support
examples {f ij

s , yijs } as anatomical memory while incorporat-
ing adjacent segmented slices as volumetric memory to ensure
accurate and coherent segmentation across the 3D volume.

Specifically, for the anatomical memory, the selected sup-
port examples {f ij

s , yijs } are processed by the Memory En-
coder ME , which consists of downsampling and pre-trained
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Fig. 2. The Method Pipeline: a) Image Encoding and Support Retrieval: The test slice and all support slices set are encoded into image embeddings, and
the most similar support examples are retrieved by ranking the feature similarities between the support image embeddings and the test image embeddings. b)
Memory Encoding and Volumetric Consistency: Support examples are encoded into anatomical memory embeddings, while adjacent predictions are encoded
into volumetric memory embeddings. These two types of memory are then fused to create unified memory embeddings, integrating both anatomical knowledge
and volumetric consistency. c) Memory Attention and Mask Decoding: The unified memory embeddings are integrated into the test image embeddings
through memory attention. This enriched representation guides the segmentation process, enabling the generation of accurate and coherent predictions.

convolutional modules [33], to generate anatomical memory
embeddings:

f̂ ij
s = ME(yijs ) + f ij

s . (3)

For the volumetric memory, the image embeddings f i−1

from the adjacent slice and its predicted mask yi−1 are fed
into the same Memory Encoder ME to produce volumetric
memory embeddings:

f̃ i−1 = ME(yi−1) + f i−1. (4)

The anatomical memory f̂ ij
s and volumetric memory f̃ i−1

are then fused via concatenation to construct unified memory
embeddings:

ḟ i
s = [f̂ ij

s , f̃ i−1]. (5)

Notably, f̃ i−1 is set to zero if yi−1 is not available, such
as when segmenting the initial slice.

3) Memory Attention and Mask Decoding: In this step, the
anatomical knowledge and volumetric consistency contained
in ḟ i

s are used to guide the test slice image embeddings f i,
enabling the generation of segmentation mask predictions.

Specifically, ḟ i
s and f i are processed by the Memory Atten-

tion module MA, which combines the test image embeddings
with the unified memory embeddings:

ḟ i = MA(ḟ i
s, f

i) = CA(ḟ i
s,SA(f i)). (6)

Here, SA and CA represent self-attention and cross-attention
[34], respectively, and are defined as follows:

SA(v) = softmax
(
QKT

√
d

)
V + V, (7)

CA(v1, v2) = softmax
(
Q1K

T
2√

d

)
V2 + V2, (8)

where Q, K, and V denote the query, key, and value pro-
jections of the input embeddings. For input embeddings v,
these projections are computed as Q = vWq , K = vWk, and
V = vWv , with Wq , Wk, and Wv representing pre-trained

weight matrices from SAM2, and d denoting the embedding
dimensionality.

The resulting memory-guided embeddings ḟ i integrate
anatomical knowledge and volumetric consistency, enriching
the test slice representation. The final segmentation mask is
generated by the Mask Decoder D as:

yi = D(ḟ i). (9)

For multi-object segmentation within a slice, the image
embeddings generated by the Image Encoder E are shared
across all objects. However, other modules, including the
Memory Encoder ME , Memory Attention MA, and Mask
Decoder D operate separately for each object.

The above steps are propagated in both forward and back-
ward directions until segmentation masks are generated for all
slices in the 3D volume.

B. Experiments Design

To evaluate the effectiveness of FATE-SAM, we conducted
experiments on diverse datasets benchmarking its performance
against competitive methods. Furthermore, we performed ab-
lation studies to analyze and validate the optimal configuration
of FATE-SAM.

1) Datasets: We evaluated FATE-SAM on five publicly
available 3D medical image datasets, which encompass 11 seg-
mentation tasks across both CT and MRI scans with varying
contrasts. These datasets include various anatomical structures,
such as the knee, heart, brain, and abdomen, representing a
total of 34 different anatomical objects. In total, we utilized
1,920 publicly available 3D medical volumes, which consist of
142,814 slices and their corresponding ground truth masks. A
detailed summary of the datasets is provided in Table I. Within
all the datasets, 10% of the image volumes were designated
as the support set, while the remaining 90% were used for
testing.
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TABLE I
MEDICAL IMAGE SEGMENTATION DATASETS USED FOR EVALUATION.
EACH ROW INDICATES A SEGMENTATION TASK WHICH MAY CONTAIN

MULTIPLE SEGMENTATION OBJECTS.

Dataset Anatomy # of Objects Modality Support/
Test Volumes

Support/
Test Slices

SKI10 [38] Knee 4 MRI 10/90 1,088/9,786
ACDC [39] Heart 3 MRI 20/180 371/3,408
BTCV [40] Abdominal 13 CT 3/27 203/1,699

BraTS 2017 [41] Brain 3 MRI 49/435 3,396/30,359

MSD [42]

Hippocampus 2 MRI 26/234 937/8,333
Prostate 2 MRI 3/29 70/532

Lung 1 CT 6/57 1,902/15,755
Pancreas 2 CT 28/253 3,094/23,625

Hepatic Vessel 2 CT 30/273 2,329/18,791
Spleen 1 CT 4/37 464/3,186
Colon 1 CT 13/113 1,301/12,185

TABLE II
COMPARED METHODS ALONG WITH THEIR RESPECTIVE SETTINGS AND

REQUIREMENTS FOR A SINGLE VOLUME SEGMENTATION INFERENCE.

Methods General Image
Pretrained

Medical Image
Fine-Tuning

Manual
Prompt

Dataset-Specific
Fine-Tuning

Supervised Methods
UNet [35] × × × ✓

UNETR [36] × × × ✓
Swin-UNETR [37] × × × ✓

Zero-Shot SAMs
SAM [4] ✓ × random points ×

SAM2 [5] ✓ × random points ×
Fine-Tuned Medical SAMs

MedSAM [1] ✓ ✓ bounding boxes ×
MedSAM2 [33] ✓ × bounding boxes ✓

SAM-Med3D [8] ✓ ✓ random points ×
Ours ✓ × × ×

2) Comparison Studies: We compared FATE-SAM with
Supervised Methods, Zero-Shot SAM Methods, and Fine-
Tuned Medical SAM Methods. These methods rely on fine-
tuning and/or manual prompts, as summarized in Table II. In
contrast, FATE-SAM eliminates the need for both fine-tuning
and manual prompts.

Supervised Methods included U-Net [35], UNETR [36],
and SwinUNETR [37], which require task-specific training on
pixel-wise annotated datasets. To enable inference, the same
support set used in our method was used for their training set.

Zero-Shot SAM Methods used frozen weights and random
point prompts generated from ground truth masks. Since SAM
is semantic-agnostic, individual positive points were created
for each object. The final multi-object segmentation map was
then generated by combining the segmentation results of all
objects.

Fine-Tuned Medical SAM Methods includes MedSAM
[1], SAM-Med3D [8], and MedSAM2 [33]. MedSAM and
SAM-Med3D were fine-tuned on large-scale medical datasets
enabling zero-shot inference for medical images, with their
fine-tuned weights frozen during inference. MedSAM2, on the
other hand, was adapted by fine-tuning on specific datasets,
utilizing the same training data as the supervised methods.
Additionally, these methods rely on manual prompts during
inference. The specific prompt types integrated into their
fine-tuning process, such as points or bounding boxes, are
also generated from ground truth masks and provided during
inference.

3) Ablation Studies: We utilize the SKI10 dataset [38] to
examine how different configurations of FATE-SAM affect
segmentation performance. The SKI10 dataset includes 3D
knee MRI scans with delineated four anatomical structures:
the femur bone, the tibia bone, the femoral cartilage, and the
tibial cartilage. Generally, the femur and tibia bones are easier
to segment due to their larger volume and rounded shapes. In
contrast, segmenting the femoral and tibial cartilage is more
challenging due to their smaller volume, thin structures, and
curved shapes.

i) Size of Support Set and Support Examples: The size of
the support set, represented by the number of support volumes
l, affects the likelihood of retrieving well-matched examples.
The number of support examples j (as defined in Eq. 2)
determines the richness of anatomical knowledge available to
guide segmentation. Specifically, we investigated how varying
l (1%–10% of the total volumes) and j (1–5 support examples)
influences segmentation performance.

ii) Similarity Metrics Selection: The choice of similar-
ity metric in the support retrieval process (Eq. 2) plays an
important role in guiding segmentation. To assess its impact,
we evaluated FATE-SAM with various similarity metrics for
support example retrieval. Specifically, we tested both image-
level metrics, including Mean Square Error (MSE) [43] and
Normalized Cross-Correlation (NCC) [44], as well as feature-
level metrics, such as Cosine Similarity (CS) [32], Manhattan
Distance (MD) [45], Euclidean Distance (ED) [45], and Pear-
son Correlation Coefficient (PCC) [46].

iii) Prompts Comparison: Our framework leverages few-
shot adaptation to implicitly generate prompts from support
examples for segmentation, eliminating the need for man-
ual intervention. To assess the effectiveness of this implicit
prompting, we compared it with manual prompts used in the
original SAM2, including random points, bounding boxes, and
masks. Random points and bounding boxes were generated
from the ground truth masks, while mask prompts were
derived from the same support masks utilized in our method.

iv) Volumetric Consistency: We evaluated the necessity
of Volumetric Consistency by comparing segmentation per-
formance with and without it (i.e., set f̃ i−1 ≡ 0 in Eq. 5).

v) Initial Slice Selection: The 3D segmentation process of
FATE-SAM can be initialized from any slice in a volume, and
the choice of the initial slice may influence the propagation
of segmentation accuracy across adjacent slices. To evaluate
this, We analyzed the impact of starting from different initial
slices (i.e., different values for i) on segmentation results. i was
varied across five positions within the volume: the first slice,
the last slice, the 25% (Q1) position, the 75% (Q3) position,
and the central slice.

vi) Pre-Trained Weights Selection: There are various pre-
trained weights of SAM2 with different model sizes. To iden-
tify the most effective weights for our method, we conducted
a comparative analysis of various SAM2 versions, assessing
their impact on segmentation performance. The evaluated
weights include SAM2 tiny, SAM2 small, SAM2 base+, and
SAM2 large.

4) Evaluation Metric and Implementation Details: Seg-
mentation performance was evaluated using the Dice score,
which measures the similarity between predicted and ground
truth masks, with a range of 0 to 1. All experiments were
conducted on Rocky Linux 8.8 with an Intel Xeon Gold
6338 CPU @ 2.00GHz and an NVIDIA A100 GPU. The
SAM2 large pre-trained weights were used and kept frozen
during inference for FATE-SAM. No post-processing was
applied to the segmentation results.
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Fig. 3. Box plots comparison of Dice scores (%) across 8 competitive methods and our method, evaluated on 11 tasks of interest. Each point indicates the
average Dice score on a task. Each box represents the interquartile range (IQR) of the Dice scores for a specific method, with the horizontal line indicating
the median. The whiskers extend to the minimum and maximum values within 1.5 times the IQR.

TABLE III
SEGMENTATION PERFORMANCE COMPARISON ACROSS MULTIPLE MEDICAL IMAGE DATASETS AND TASKS. RESULTS ARE REPORTED AS THE AVERAGE
DICE SCORE ± STANDARD DEVIATION (UNIT: %) OVER DIFFERENT OBJECTS IN EACH TASK. THE HIGHEST AVERAGE DICE SCORE IN EACH COLUMN IS

HIGHLIGHTED IN BOLD.

Methods/Datasets SKI10 [38] ACDC [39]
Femur Bone Femoral Cartilage Tibia Bone Tibial Cartilage Avg. Left Ventricle Right Ventricle Myocardium Avg.

UNet [35] 87.13 ± 13.84 52.20 ± 21.77 86.99 ± 17.26 51.63 ± 20.04 69.49 82.40 ± 21.43 69.17 ± 21.80 70.27 ± 20.58 73.95
UNETR [36] 84.58 ± 13.64 46.00 ± 26.30 82.43 ± 16.88 48.04 ± 25.40 65.26 73.88 ± 24.62 54.23 ± 25.84 61.04 ± 20.02 63.05

Swin-UNETR [37] 87.45 ± 13.33 54.46 ± 22.20 87.60 ± 17.03 56.06 ± 18.79 71.39 80.58 ± 24.68 65.52 ± 24.76 71.16 ± 22.66 72.42
SAM [4] 89.55 ± 11.60 7.32 ± 3.50 91.70 ± 14.60 5.37 ± 2.65 48.49 69.27 ± 27.77 31.72 ± 30.18 18.61 ± 17.97 39.87

SAM2 [33] 68.58 ± 12.70 18.86 ± 7.90 64.12 ± 16.50 12.04 ± 1.85 40.90 64.16 ± 27.10 41.44 ± 26.38 45.86 ± 18.85 50.49
MedSAM [1] 89.14 ± 11.16 7.79 ± 13.46 90.37 ± 7.84 21.86 ± 19.44 52.29 89.32 ± 11.09 87.10 ± 12.92 26.36 ± 27.33 67.59

MedSAM2 [33] 90.89 ± 10.40 26.69 ± 14.60 84.98 ± 16.50 47.19 ± 16.50 62.44 46.58 ± 35.62 71.04 ± 22.80 71.96 ± 17.77 63.19
SAM-Med3D [8] 57.72 ± 17.50 6.81 ± 2.75 65.90 ± 18.25 7.54 ± 4.69 34.49 68.41 ± 15.14 43.63 ± 12.42 26.26 ± 15.40 46.10

Ours 95.16 ± 9.74 66.81 ± 10.40 95.44 ± 7.80 61.48 ± 14.60 79.72 88.41 ± 16.28 82.48 ± 21.94 79.00 ± 13.86 83.30

Methods/Datasets BTCV [40]
Spleen Right kidney Left Kidney Gallbladder Esophagus Liver Stomach Aorta Inferior Vena Cava

UNet [35] 54.85 ± 27.60 55.99 ± 30.36 48.70 ± 27.82 26.80 ± 26.55 26.72 ± 20.24 85.85 ± 8.70 31.66 ± 30.71 65.88 ± 20.24 48.66 ± 24.31
UNETR [36] 8.65 ± 10.81 0.24 ± 0.65 2.14 ± 5.30 0.00 ± 0.00 0.00 ± 0.00 78.15 ± 10.34 10.44 ± 15.36 0.00 ± 0.00 0.00 ± 0.00
Swin-UNETR 50.07 ± 29.31 47.78 ± 24.24 45.22 ± 27.18 35.58 ± 25.96 0.00 ± 0.00 80.88 ± 14.55 21.75 ± 17.32 64.54 ± 19.55 49.65 ± 15.28

SAM [4] 15.53 ± 21.27 52.19 ± 40.17 62.19 ± 37.26 3.01 ± 8.56 4.12 ± 11.32 26.56 ± 18.70 19.01 ± 21.90 47.89 ± 38.93 16.14 ± 30.15
SAM2 [33] 20.24 ± 28.57 55.67 ± 43.35 66.94 ± 39.55 5.42 ± 17.24 11.55 ± 21.31 34.59 ± 27.11 28.35 ± 31.09 54.76 ± 41.80 16.42 ± 32.52

MedSAM [1] 89.88 ± 26.25 91.13 ± 6.77 91.54 ± 4.65 73.31 ± 17.65 74.82 ± 7.95 94.78 ± 2.65 83.69 ± 9.65 88.10 ± 13.54 82.91 ± 12.55
MedSAM2 [33] 90.82 ± 10.88 85.03 ± 14.44 86.21 ± 13.90 66.32 ± 20.05 55.20 ± 20.58 89.27 ± 11.87 82.19 ± 12.47 86.79 ± 12.76 80.39 ± 16.00

SAM-Med3D [8] 92.75 ± 3.27 91.28 ± 6.09 91.76 ± 5.02 75.13 ± 18.02 74.58 ± 5.36 94.88 ± 0.89 84.45 ± 8.68 82.96 ± 21.26 83.94 ± 7.98
Ours 86.22 ± 19.42 90.99 ± 9.41 89.32 ± 11.86 69.09 ± 25.66 55.05 ± 23.94 82.17 ± 23.55 58.80 ± 33.87 87.38 ± 11.77 77.96 ± 20.91

Methods/Datasets BTCV [40] BraTS 2017 [41]
Portal Vein and Splenic Vein Pancreas Right adreanal gland Left Adrenal gland Avg. Edema Non-Enhancing Tumor Enhancing tumor Avg.

UNet [35] 39.49 ± 19.98 21.44 ± 23.86 0.25 ± 0.96 0.00 ± 0.00 38.94 29.88 ± 22.83 16.15 ± 17.72 14.72 ± 18.99 20.25
UNETR [36] 9.31 ± 8.37 1.64 ± 3.89 0.00 ± 0.00 0.00 ± 0.00 8.51 28.92 ± 22.03 13.46 ± 15.91 13.04 ± 18.04 18.47
Swin-UNETR 36.72 ± 19.65 20.90 ± 14.29 0.00 ± 0.00 0.00 ± 0.00 34.85 30.47 ± 21.97 15.05 ± 17.08 16.44 ± 20.16 20.65

SAM [4] 3.46 ± 10.33 3.42 ± 6.55 0.46 ± 1.43 0.59 ± 4.10 19.58 13.64 ± 1.28 8.92 ± 2.23 8.85 ± 1.76 10.47
SAM2 [33] 5.59 ± 16.65 3.31 ± 6.32 0.49 ± 1.19 0.40 ± 0.58 23.37 13.49 ± 1.28 9.57 ± 2.55 10.13 ± 2.29 11.06

MedSAM [1] 49.04 ± 18.25 76.16 ± 4.63 59.91 ± 9.35 61.38 ± 10.65 78.20 67.53 ± 13.04 30.80 ± 17.35 42.54 ± 22.51 46.96
MedSAM2 [33] 50.36 ± 28.86 61.75 ± 20.37 30.14 ± 19.66 44.51 ± 18.80 69.92 16.54 ± 9.95 15.62 ± 12.18 17.40 ± 12.93 16.52

SAM-Med3D [8] 46.86 ± 16.34 75.68 ± 6.07 60.33 ± 9.23 62.29 ± 10.40 78.22 47.31 ± 2.77 39.40 ± 3.83 46.07 ± 3.72 44.26
Ours 51.76 ± 20.78 45.66 ± 25.23 40.57 ± 19.92 43.80 ± 23.80 67.60 39.02 ± 5.00 41.65 ± 7.34 44.08 ± 7.24 41.58

Methods/Datasets MSD Hippocampus [42] MSD Prostate [42] MSD Pancreas [42]
Anterior Posterior Avg. Peripheral Zone Transition Zone Avg. Pancreas Cancer Avg.

UNet [35] 71.66 ± 8.63 65.05 ± 11.04 68.35 35.93 ± 17.29 57.43 ± 23.64 46.68 13.63 ± 10.34 0.00 ± 0.00 6.81
UNETR [36] 71.24 ± 9.68 66.64 ± 11.99 68.94 33.79 ± 17.13 52.92 ± 24.30 43.36 4.45 ± 5.62 0.00 ± 0.00 2.23
Swin-UNETR 73.62 ± 7.83 67.05 ± 10.93 70.33 30.38 ± 15.57 58.04 ± 24.51 44.21 62.08 ± 17.93 17.02 ± 21.94 39.55

SAM [4] 33.71 ± 25.49 31.24 ± 23.31 32.48 28.73 ± 23.29 53.84 ± 30.49 41.29 3.83 ± 7.51 2.72 ± 8.78 3.28
SAM2 [33] 24.40 ± 21.37 21.88 ± 18.94 23.14 29.29 ± 23.37 52.98 ± 30.65 41.14 3.76 ± 8.32 4.51 ± 16.01 4.14

MedSAM [1] 70.26 ± 15.40 65.87 ± 16.14 68.07 46.32 ± 21.41 72.19 ± 15.37 59.26 60.24 ± 21.47 63.24 ± 19.76 61.74
MedSAM2 [33] 62.01 ± 8.89 44.21 ± 15.88 53.11 50.79 ± 18.20 53.03 ± 22.11 51.91 36.58 ± 17.31 50.54 ± 18.24 43.56

SAM-Med3D [8] 26.97 ± 4.49 16.38 ± 3.02 21.67 60.93 ± 13.74 79.60 ± 8.24 70.27 77.78 ± 8.49 65.89 ± 19.22 71.84
Ours 73.93 ± 19.41 71.58 ± 20.53 72.75 65.68 ± 22.73 78.43 ± 20.66 72.06 49.36 ± 27.92 48.35 ± 26.50 48.85

Methods/Datasets MSD Lung [42] MSD Hepatic Vessel [42] MSD Spleen [42] MSD Colon [42] Total Avg.
Cancer Vessel Tumor Avg. Spleen Colon Cancer

UNet [35] 22.86 ± 23.43 54.14 ± 10.07 42.87 ± 27.55 48.50 80.83 ± 11.42 17.52 ± 16.72 44.93
UNETR [36] 7.27 ± 12.55 43.00 ± 11.36 9.14 ± 14.21 26.07 70.51 ± 12.80 8.92 ± 12.11 34.78
Swin-UNETR 29.45 ± 19.85 55.47 ± 11.42 41.77 ± 27.57 48.62 79.56 ± 19.23 1.74 ± 2.17 46.62

SAM [4] 26.28 ± 33.32 2.86 ± 9.96 7.81 ± 13.31 5.33 23.56 ± 28.61 11.90 ± 21.76 23.87
SAM2 [33] 33.37 ± 37.47 3.07 ± 10.53 9.76 ± 17.71 6.41 26.85 ± 34.81 17.35 ± 26.59 25.29

MedSAM [1] 52.70 ± 24.50 12.96 ± 5.65 68.04 ± 13.45 40.50 90.81 ± 10.37 66.57 ± 20.51 61.25
MedSAM2 [33] 23.71 ± 24.25 29.87 ± 13.46 35.27 ± 25.42 32.57 91.41 ± 3.56 58.13 ± 18.83 52.25

SAM-Med3D [8] 17.23 ± 14.30 4.46 ± 1.84 65.39 ± 12.65 34.93 94.17 ± 1.77 71.21 ± 12.57 53.37
Ours 70.19 ± 18.02 34.72 ± 20.03 33.11 ± 28.87 33.91 84.21 ± 21.41 61.96 ± 28.55 65.10

IV. RESULTS

A. Comparison Study Results

Fig 3 demonstrates that our method achieves the highest
median Dice score along with a small interquartile range.
This indicates both good accuracy and stability across diverse
datasets. In comparison, supervised methods exhibit moderate
median Dice scores but show broader variability, reflecting
their instability when trained on limited data. Zero-shot SAM
approaches yield lower Dice scores, highlighting their limited
adaptability to medical segmentation tasks without fine-tuning.
Meanwhile, fine-tuned medical SAM models perform well on
specific datasets, but they lack robustness across a variety
of tasks. Table III further provides detailed results of the

segmentation performance of all methods across different
datasets, tasks, and anatomical objects.

SKI10 Dataset: Our method achieved an average Dice
score of 79.72%, exceeding that of supervised methods, such
as Swin-UNETR, which scored 71.39%, and fine-tuned SAMs,
like MedSAM2, which scored 62.44%. As illustrated in Fig.
4 (row 1), most methods successfully segmented the femur
(shown in green) and tibia (shown in brown). However, the
supervised methods struggled with smooth boundaries for
femoral cartilage (yellow) and tibial cartilage (blue), zero-shot
SAMs failed, and the fine-tuned SAMs exhibited considerable
variability. In contrast, our method produced smoother and
anatomically accurate cartilage masks, achieving scores of
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Fig. 4. Visual examples of segmentation results across datasets for different methods. Pink boxes enlarge the segmented objects for enhanced visualization.
GT represents the ground truth masks.

66.81% for femoral cartilage and 61.48% for tibial cartilage.

ACDC Dataset: Our method achieved an average Dice
score of 83.30%, outperforming supervised methods such
as UNet (73.95%) and fine-tuned SAMs like MedSAM2
(67.59%). As shown in Fig.4 (row 2), our method demon-
strated superior segmentation performance, particularly for
the left ventricle (brown, 88.41%) and the right ventricle
(green, 87.10%). The myocardium (yellow), however, presents
significant challenges due to its thin, specific anatomical
structure. In this case, supervised methods displayed moderate
performance; for example, Swin-UNETR achieved a Dice
score of 71.16%. Zero-shot SAMs struggled to differentiate the
myocardium from the right ventricle, highlighting their limited
adaptability to medical domain knowledge. While fine-tuned
SAMs showed improved performance, they exhibited high
variability, with Dice scores ranging from 26.26% to 71.96%.
In contrast, our method achieved a Dice score of 79.00%,
offering smoother and anatomically consistent segmentations.

BTCV Dataset: Our method achieved an average Dice
score of 67.60%, behind fine-tuned SAMs (e.g., SAM-Med3D:
78.22%). As shown in Fig. 4 (row 3), SAM-Med3D excelled
in segmenting abdominal structures such as the liver and

spleen, benefiting from extensive fine-tuning on related med-
ical datasets. These results highlight the advantages of fine-
tuned models in leveraging domain-specific data to achieve
high accuracy on anatomical structures. In contrast, supervised
methods struggled (e.g., UNet: 38.94%), largely due to limited
training data and the inherent class imbalance in the BTCV
dataset, which restricted their generalizability. Our method,
without requiring fine-tuning, delivered competitive results,
achieving Dice scores of 90.99% for the right kidney and
87.38% for the aorta, both comparable to fine-tuned models.
For more challenging structures, such as the portal vein and
splenic vein, characterized by small size and specific structure,
our method outperformed fine-tuned SAMs. This demonstrates
its ability to effectively capture complex anatomical features
by leveraging few-shot examples.

BraTS 2017 Dataset: Our method achieved an average
Dice score of 41.58%, which outperformed supervised meth-
ods, such as UNet, which scored 20.65%. Additionally, our
performance was competitive when compared to fine-tuned
SAM methods, like MedSAM, which achieved a Dice score of
46.96%. As shown in Fig. 4 (row 4), our method demonstrated
good segmentation performance across tumor subregions. For
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the Non-Enhancing Tumor (shown in orange), our method ob-
tained a Dice score of 41.65%. This surpassed the performance
of SAM-Med3D, which scored 39.40%, and outperformed
supervised methods like UNet, which had a score of 16.15%.
Similarly, for the Enhancing Tumor (indicated in yellow),
known for its heterogeneous textures and blurred edges, our
method achieved a Dice score of 44.08%. This score is
close to that of SAM-Med3D at 46.07%, while exceeding
the performance of supervised methods, such as UNet, which
scored 16.44%.

MSD Dataset: Our method demonstrated strong gener-
alization across diverse structures, as illustrated in Fig. 4
(row 5-9): 1) Hippocampus: Achieved a score of 72.75%,
surpassing UNETR (68.94%) and Swin-UNETR (70.33%),
with smooth and accurate boundaries. 2) Prostate: Scored
72.06%, featuring a strong performance in both the peripheral
(65.68%) and transition zones (78.43%). 3) Pancreas: Pro-
duced anatomically consistent masks with both pancreas and
pancreatic cancer. 4) Spleen: Delivered accurate and smooth
delineations that were comparable to other methods. 5) Colon:
Effectively managed variability in cancer segmentation, main-
taining smooth and precise mask representations.

The comparison results demonstrate our method’s adapt-
ability and robustness, consistently outperforming or matching
competitors across various datasets and anatomical structures.

B. Ablation Study Results

In this section, we address key questions about the config-
uration of FATE-SAM through experimental results:

i) Size of Support Set and Support Examples: Fig. 5
shows that increasing the support set size (1 to 10 volumes)
and the number of support examples improves segmentation
performance. For instance, the average Dice score increases
from 78.03% (1 volume) to 80.17% (10 volumes) when using
5 support examples. This improvement is notable for chal-
lenging structures like femoral cartilage (62.78% to 67.22%)
and tibial cartilage (59.75% to 62.41%), where greater support
set diversity enhances generalization. Similarly, increasing
support examples boosts performance for soft tissues, with
femoral cartilage improving from 58.75% (1 example) to
62.41% (5 examples) using 10 volumes. For relatively easier
femur bone, performance plateaus at 95% accuracy with just
2 support examples.

The best performance (80.17%) is achieved with 10 volumes
(10% of the SKI10 dataset) and 5 support examples per slice.
However, using more examples per slice significantly increases
computational cost. Balancing efficiency and accuracy, we
selected 10% of total volumes and 3 support examples for
FATE-SAM.

ii) Similarity Metrics Selection: Table IV demonstrates
that feature-level retrieval consistently outperforms image-
level retrieval. Image-level retrieval, relying on raw image
intensities, has limited representational capacity for capturing
complex structures. In contrast, feature-level retrieval utilizes
the rich, high-level embeddings from the SAM2 encoder,
enabling it to effectively capture structural details and semantic
relationships.

Femur 
Bone

Femoral
Cartilage Tibia 

Bone

Tibial
Cartilage

Fig. 5. Size of support set and support example ablation results on the SKI10
dataset. The top-left example illustrates the anatomical structures of the femur
bone, tibia bone, femoral cartilage, and tibial cartilage. The plots display the
segmentation performance of our method with varying sizes of the support
set and the number of support examples. The horizontal axis indicates the
number of support examples, while lines in different colors represent results
for different sizes of the support set. Each sub-figure highlights the ablation
performance for a specific anatomical structure.

TABLE IV
EFFECT OF SIMILARITY METRICS. RESULTS DENOTE DICE (UNIT:%) ON

THE SKI10 DATASET.

Similarity
Metrics

Femur
Bone

Femoral
Cartilage

Tibia
Bone

Tibial
Cartilage Avg.

Image Level
MSE 94.75 63.75 95.00 58.11 77.90
NCC 95.13 64.51 95.17 59.71 78.63

Feature Level
CS 95.16 66.81 95.44 61.48 79.72
MD 95.27 66.51 95.63 61.38 79.70
ED 95.29 66.33 95.65 61.31 79.64

PCC 95.18 66.89 95.40 59.48 79.24

TABLE V
EFFECT OF PROMPTS. RESULTS DENOTE DICE (UNIT:%) ON THE SKI10

DATASET.

Prompt Femur
Bone

Femoral
Cartilage

Tibia
Bone

Tibial
Cartilage Avg.

Random Points 68.58 18.86 64.12 12.04 40.90
Bounding Boxes 95.37 38.15 95.93 38.02 57.36

Masks 88.52 51.90 84.29 41.29 66.50
Few-shot (Ours) 95.16 66.81 95.44 61.48 79.72

Among feature-level metrics, segmentation performance is
comparable, with CS (Cosine Similarity) achieving the highest
average Dice score of 79.72%. Thus, we selected CS as the
similarity metric for our method due to its simplicity and
effectiveness.

iii) Prompts Comparison: Table V highlights the impact
of different prompts on SAM2’s performance. Random point
prompts result in lower segmentation (average Dice: 40.90%),
particularly for cartilage (e.g., 18.86% for femoral cartilage,
12.04% for tibial cartilage). Bounding box prompts improve
performance (average Dice: 57.36%), excelling in the tibia
bone, but remain inadequate for cartilages (e.g., 38.15% for
femoral cartilage, 38.02% for tibial cartilage). Mask prompts
further enhance SAM2’s results (average Dice: 66.50%), par-
ticularly for cartilage segmentation.

Our approach achieves an average Dice score of 79.72%,
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TABLE VI
EFFECT OF VOLUMETRIC CONSISTENCY. RESULTS DENOTE DICE

(UNIT:%) ON THE SKI10 DATASET.

Initial
Slice

Femur
Bone

Femoral
Cartilage

Tibia
Bone

Tibial
Cartilage Avg.

w/o 3D consistency 93.02 46.37 94.74 46.12 70.06
w/ 3D consistency 95.16 66.81 95.44 61.48 79.72

providing balanced improvements across both bone and carti-
lage segmentation, with scores of 66.81% for femoral cartilage
and 61.48% for tibial cartilage. This reflects our few-shot
adaptation can leverage anatomical knowledge from support
examples effectively.

iv) Volumetric Consistency: Table VI shows that incor-
porating volumetric consistency significantly improves seg-
mentation performance, increasing the average Dice score
from 70.06% (without) to 79.72% (with). The improvement
is especially notable for cartilage segmentation, with femoral
cartilage Dice score rising from 46.37% to 66.81% and tibial
cartilage from 46.12% to 61.48%.

These results highlight the importance of preserving struc-
tural continuity and leveraging spatial correlations.

v) Initial Slice Selection: Table VII shows that the initial
slice choice has minimal impact on segmentation performance,
with average Dice scores ranging from 79.21% to 80.03%.
Slices around Q3 perform slightly better (80.03%), demon-
strating the method’s robustness to initial slice selection.

We chose to initialize FATE-SAM from the central slice,
as it offers abundant anatomical structures and is intuitive for
human interpretation.

vi) Pre-Trained Weights Selection: Table VIII shows that
our method achieves consistently high performance across
SAM2 pre-trained weight variants, with average Dice scores
ranging from 79.01% to 79.72%. SAM2 large achieves the
highest score (79.72%). With smaller weights, femur and
tibia bones consistently perform well, while tibial cartilage
scores slightly lower due to its complex anatomy and indistinct
boundaries, but the differences are minimal, demonstrating
robustness across model sizes. These findings indicate that
FATE-SAM is effective regardless of the SAM2 variant, allow-
ing model size to be chosen based on computational resource
constraints rather than segmentation performance.

In summary, the ablation study results highlight the robust
performance of FATE-SAM across varying support sizes and
confirm the effectiveness of the few-shot adaptation approach
and volumetric consistency in enhancing segmentation perfor-
mance. Additionally, FATE-SAM demonstrates insensitivity to
the choice of similarity metrics for support retrieval, initial
slice selection, and pre-trained weights.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this study, we introduced Few-shot Adaptation of
Training-frEe SAM (FATE-SAM), a novel approach for 3D
medical image segmentation that does not require fine-tuning
or manual prompts. By utilizing few-shot examples and ensur-
ing volumetric consistency, FATE-SAM achieves robust and
accurate segmentation across a variety of imaging modalities
and anatomical structures. Experiments conducted on multiple

TABLE VII
EFFECT OF INITIAL SLICE. Q1/Q3 DENOTE THE SLICE AT THE 25%/75%

OF ALL SLICES. RESULTS DENOTE DICE (UNIT:%) ON THE SKI10
DATASET.

Initial
Slice

Femur
Bone

Femoral
Cartilage

Tibia
Bone

Tibial
Cartilage Avg.

First 95.15 65.04 95.75 60.92 79.21
Q1 95.18 66.29 95.61 61.67 79.69

Center 95.16 66.81 95.44 61.48 79.72
Q3 95.31 66.76 95.62 62.42 80.03

Last 95.20 66.21 95.69 62.51 79.90

TABLE VIII
EFFECT OF SAM2 PRETRAINED WEIGHTS. RESULTS DENOTE DICE

(UNIT:%) ON THE SKI10 DATASET

SAM2
Weights

Size
(MB)

Femur
Bone

Femoral
Cartilage

Tibia
Bone

Tibial
Cartilage Avg.

SAM2 tiny 38.9 95.37 66.22 95.87 59.00 79.11
SAM2 small 46 95.36 66.14 95.60 60.81 79.48
SAM2 base+ 80.8 95.39 64.50 95.85 60.32 79.01
SAM2 large 224.4 95.16 66.81 95.44 61.48 79.72

datasets demonstrated its competitive performance, highlight-
ing its potential for clinical applications. Additionally, ablation
studies affirmed its robustness and effectiveness.

Despite its strengths, FATE-SAM has some limitations. The
inference process can be computationally intensive due to the
retrieval of support examples. It also struggles with small or
ambiguous structures, such as pancreatic cancer. Furthermore,
FATE-SAM lacks post-processing capabilities, which may re-
sult in minor inaccuracies in complex cases. Future work could
address these challenges by: 1. Optimizing computational
efficiency for faster inference; 2. Enhancing segmentation of
complex structures through advanced attention mechanisms
with minimal module fine-tuning on a limited amount of data;
3. Incorporating post-processing techniques with anatomical
priors to improve accuracy.

In summary, FATE-SAM represents a significant advance-
ment in adapting foundation models for medical imaging,
offering an efficient and accessible solution for clinical seg-
mentation tasks.
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