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ERSR: An Ellipse-constrained pseudo-label
refinement and symmetric regularization
framework for semi-supervised fetal head

segmentation in ultrasound images
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Leyi Wei, Ran Su, Jia Zhou, and Qiangguo Jin

Abstract— Automated segmentation of the fetal head in
ultrasound images is critical for prenatal monitoring. How-
ever, achieving robust segmentation remains challenging
due to the poor quality of ultrasound images and the lack
of annotated data. Semi-supervised methods alleviate the
lack of annotated data but struggle with the unique char-
acteristics of fetal head ultrasound images, making it chal-
lenging to generate reliable pseudo-labels and enforce ef-
fective consistency regularization constraints. To address
this issue, we propose a novel semi-supervised framework,
ERSR, for fetal head ultrasound segmentation. Our frame-
work consists of the dual-scoring adaptive filtering strat-
egy, the ellipse-constrained pseudo-label refinement, and
the symmetry-based multiple consistency regularization.
The dual-scoring adaptive filtering strategy uses boundary
consistency and contour regularity criteria to evaluate and
filter teacher outputs. The ellipse-constrained pseudo-label
refinement refines these filtered outputs by fitting least-
squares ellipses, which strengthens pixels near the center
of the fitted ellipse and suppresses noise simultaneously.
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The symmetry-based multiple consistency regularization
enforces multi-level consistency across perturbed images,
symmetric regions, and between original predictions and
pseudo-labels, enabling the model to capture robust and
stable shape representations. Our method achieves state-
of-the-art performance on two benchmarks. On the HC18
dataset, it reaches Dice scores of 92.05% and 95.36% with
10% and 20% labeled data, respectively. On the PSFH
dataset, the scores are 91.68% and 93.70% under the same
settings.

Index Terms— Semi-supervised learning, pseudo-labels,
consistency regularization, fetal head segmentation, ultra-
sound images

I. INTRODUCTION

FETAL head abnormalities (e.g., microcephaly) are asso-
ciated with adverse neurodevelopmental outcomes [1].

Accurate and automated segmentation of the fetal head in ul-
trasound images is a cornerstone of modern obstetric practice,
playing a crucial role in prenatal screening, diagnosis, and
monitoring [2]. Precise delineation of the fetal skull enables
the quantification of critical biometric parameters, including
head circumference (HC), biparietal diameter (BPD), and
occipitofrontal diameter (OFD). These measurements are fun-
damental for assessing gestational age, tracking fetal growth
trajectories, detecting potential growth abnormalities such as
microcephaly or macrocephaly, and identifying certain con-
genital malformations [3]. In addition, accurate fetal head seg-
mentation is instrumental in guiding prenatal interventions and
delivery planning, thereby contributing to improved maternal
and fetal outcomes.

The advent of deep learning has revolutionized the field of
fetal head segmentation in prenatal ultrasound [4]. However,
the successful application of supervised learning methods
is often limited by the need for large-scale, meticulously
annotated fetal ultrasound datasets. Acquiring and annotating
these datasets is inherently challenging, requiring substantial
time and specialized expertise from trained sonographers.
Consequently, the limited availability of annotated fetal head
ultrasound images hinders the robustness and generalization
capability of supervised models. Moreover, accurate fetal head
segmentation remains challenging due to blurred or incomplete
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fetal head boundaries, and interference from black chambers
or surrounding maternal tissues [5], [6].

Recently, semi-supervised learning (SSL) methods have
attracted significant interest in the field of medical image
segmentation [7]–[15]. By leveraging both labeled and unla-
beled data, SSL offers an effective solution to the challenges
posed by the annotation bottleneck. The SSL techniques can
be broadly categorized into consistency regularization [7],
[9], [13], [16]–[19], pseudo-labeling [10], [15], [20]–[23], and
hybrid approaches [11], [12], [24]. Consistency regularization
methods encourage the model to produce stable predictions
under different input perturbations. Pseudo-labeling methods
generate labels for unlabeled data. Hybrid approaches integrate
the strengths of both paradigms by enforcing consistency
between student model predictions and pseudo-labels under
perturbations, thereby enhancing segmentation performance.

Whereas these SSL techniques have demonstrated promis-
ing results in various medical imaging tasks, their direct
application to the complex domain of fetal head ultrasound
segmentation presents significant challenges. Firstly, the in-
herent characteristics of ultrasound images, such as significant
noise, acoustic shadowing, speckle artifacts, and ill-defined
tissue boundaries, often lead to pseudo-labels with distorted
and rough boundaries. These pseudo-labels deviate from the
natural elliptical structure of the fetal head, which results
in error accumulation during training. Secondly, current SSL
methods, such as Bidirectional Copy-Paste (BCP) [9] and its
variants [11], [25], lack refinement strategies for pseudo-labels
that can account for the unique elliptical and symmetrical
characteristics of the fetal head, thus limiting their effec-
tiveness in segmentation. Thirdly, existing methods, in their
application of consistency constraints, often overlook potential
black chambers that may be present in ultrasound images, as
well as the inherent symmetrical structural features of the fetal
head. Approaches based on such undiscriminating consistency
constraints can disrupt the original anatomical integrity visi-
ble in fetal ultrasound images, consequently diminishing the
overall effectiveness of consistency-based techniques.

To address the aforementioned limitations, we propose
an ellipse-constrained pseudo-label refinement and symmetric
regularization framework (ERSR) 1 for semi-supervised fetal
head segmentation in ultrasound images. The ERSR, proposed
based on the Mean Teacher (MT) architecture [16], consists
of three strategies: the dual-scoring adaptive filtering strategy
(DS-AF) employs boundary consistency and contour regularity
criteria to evaluate and selectively filter pseudo-labels gener-
ated by the teacher model; the ellipse-constrained pseudo-label
refinement (EC-PRe) refines the pseudo-labels by fitting least-
squares ellipses to the target regions, thereby enhancing pixels
near the center of the fitted ellipse and suppressing noise; and
the symmetry-based multiple consistency regularization strat-
egy (SMCR) enforces multi-level consistency across perturbed
images, symmetric regions, and between original predictions
and pseudo-labels, enabling the model to capture robust and
stable shape representations.

The main contributions of this paper are summarized as

1Code is available at https://github.com/BioMedIA-repo/ERSR

follows:
• Unlike existing SSL methods that focus on pixel-level

consistency, we leverage the elliptical geometric charac-
teristic of the fetal head, an anatomical prior. This issue
has been greatly overlooked in prior SSL research, despite
its physiological importance in fetal head ultrasound
segmentation.

• We propose the dual-scoring adaptive filtering strategy
(DS-AF), the ellipse-constrained pseudo-label refinement
(EC-PRe), and the symmetry-based multiple consistency
regularization strategy (SMCR). These strategies address
the problems of poor pseudo-label quality and error
accumulation in the consistency learning process from
the perspectives of pseudo-label filtering, pseudo-label
refinement, and consistency regularization, respectively.

• The effectiveness of the proposed framework is rigorously
validated through extensive experiments on two publicly
available fetal head ultrasound datasets, demonstrating
state-of-the-art performance compared to existing semi-
supervised methods.

II. RELATED WORKS

A. Ultrasound fetal head segmentation

Automated segmentation of the fetal head in ultrasound im-
ages has been an active area of research due to its critical role
in fetal biometry and prenatal assessment. Early approaches
mainly relied on traditional image processing techniques, such
as active contour models and statistical shape models [26].

The advent of convolutional neural networks (CNNs) has
significantly advanced fetal head segmentation in ultrasound
imaging [4]. Numerous studies have successfully employed U-
Net [27] and its variants [28], [29], demonstrating substantial
improvements over traditional methods. For instance, Baum-
gartner et al. [30] utilized CNNs to automatically detect 13
standard fetal scan planes and localize fetal structures from 2D
ultrasound data in real time, achieving localization using only
image-level supervision. Ou et al. [31] proposed a real-time
segmentation network (RTSeg-Net) for real-time, accurate seg-
mentation of the fetal head and pubic symphysis in intrapartum
ultrasound images, specifically designed for deployment on
systems with limited hardware capabilities. Wang et al. [14]
combined data augmentation, attention mechanisms, and a
progressive training strategy to achieve accurate segmentation
of fetal brain structures from a small sample dataset.

Nevertheless, a common limitation of these approaches is
their inadequate leverage of unlabeled data [30], [31]. More-
over, previous methods have often overlooked the geometric
characteristics of the fetal head and did not specifically target
fetal head features to mitigate the accumulation of pseudo-
label errors during training. As a result, they remain heavily
reliant on high-precision annotations and large amounts of
training data.

B. Semi-supervised learning

SSL leverages abundant unlabeled data to reduce the re-
liance on limited labeled samples, significantly alleviating the

https://github.com/BioMedIA-repo/ERSR
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annotation burden. Mainstream SSL methodologies can be
broadly categorized into three groups: consistency regulariza-
tion, pseudo-labeling, and hybrid approaches.

Consistency regularization is based on the principle that a
model’s predictions should remain invariant to perturbations
applied to its inputs or internal states [16]. This is often
achieved through data augmentation, with advanced methods
such as Mixup [32], Cutout [33], and CutMix [34] being
explored to create diverse and challenging perturbations. A
canonical example of consistency-based methods is the Mean
Teacher framework [16], which enforces prediction consis-
tency between a student model and a teacher model (an
exponential moving average of the student’s weights).

Pseudo-labeling generates artificial labels for unlabeled data
using the model’s predictions [35]. To mitigate error propa-
gation from incorrect pseudo-labels, strategies like applying a
confidence threshold, as seen in FixMatch [36], are commonly
employed to filter for high-quality labels.

However, directly applying these general-purpose SSL
methods to medical image segmentation presents considerable
challenges due to the significant domain gap between natural
and medical images. Medical images, particularly ultrasound
scans, are characterized by low contrast, speckle noise, and
ambiguous boundaries, which differ substantially from the rich
textures and clear object definitions found in natural images.
Consequently, generic data augmentations like CutMix can
create anatomically implausible artifacts, potentially corrupt-
ing critical diagnostic features rather than promoting robust
learning. This necessitates the development of domain-specific
adaptations that can effectively handle the unique properties
of medical data.

C. Semi-supervised medical image segmentation
Building on the foundational principles of SSL, numer-

ous methods have been specifically adapted or designed for
medical image analysis tasks [7], [9], [15], [17], [37]–[45].
These methods often tailor general SSL strategies to the unique
characteristics of medical imaging.

In the context of consistency regularization, methods have
been developed to create more semantically meaningful aug-
mentations. For instance, Bidirectional Copy-Paste (BCP) [9]
enhances training by copying foreground objects from source
images and pasting them onto target images, a technique well-
suited for segmentation tasks. Many variants of the Mean
Teacher framework have also been proposed to enforce consis-
tency in various medical scenarios [7], [17], [37], [39], [40],
[42]. For pseudo-labeling, PredICt-and-masK (PICK) [15]
utilizes a multi-decoder architecture to improve the reliability
of pseudo-labels for medical images. To address the instability
of generated pseudo-labels, Zeng et al. [38] introduce a loss-
based pseudo-label selection method and further utilize uns-
elected low-quality pseudo-labels through feature adversarial
training. Hybrid approaches, which combine the strengths of
both paradigms, have also demonstrated strong performance
across various clinical applications [8]. Notable examples
include Dual-Student and Teacher Combining CNN and Trans-
former (DSTCT) [24], Mutual [11], and Students Discrepancy-
Informed Correction Learning (SDCL) [12], which introduce

advanced mechanisms for mutual supervision and bias correc-
tion in medical segmentation.

Despite these advancements, many existing semi-supervised
medical image segmentation methods still treat medical im-
ages as generic data, overlooking crucial anatomical priors
that could enhance model performance and stability. For our
specific task of fetal head segmentation in ultrasound images,
these methods lack explicit constraints on key structural fea-
tures. This oversight can lead to the accumulation of errors
from low-quality pseudo-labels. These limitations motivate our
approach, where we aim to integrate task-specific anatomical
priors to guide the SSL process more effectively.

III. METHOD

A. Overall framework
Fig. 1 shows the proposed ERSR framework for semi-

supervised segmentation of fetal head ultrasound images,
based on a teacher-student architecture, with pseudo-label
filtering, refinement, and consistency regularization. The la-
beled dataset X l = {(xi, yi)}Nl

i=1 and unlabeled dataset X u =

{(xj)}Nu
j=1 are combined as X = X l ∪ X u, where Nl << Nu.

For unlabeled data xu ∈ X u, the DS-AF strategy evaluates
and filters the output pt of the teacher model Ft, resulting
in filtered pseudo-labels pselected, which are then refined using
the EC-PRe strategy to generate optimized pseudo-labels pre.
Each xu is augmented into two symmetric versions, xu

s1 and
xu

s2, via the symmetric random perturbation module. These,
along with xu, are fed into the student model Fs to predict
po, ps1 and ps2. Prediction po is further transformed into two
mirrored versions, po1 and po2, using predefined symmetry
and mirroring operations in symmetric random perturbation.
Similarly, predictions ps1 and ps2 are decomposed into p1

s1, p2
s1,

p1
s2, and p2

s2. Then SMCR is applied across these predictions,
enforcing alignment between po and pre, ps1 and po1, ps2 and
po2, p1

s1 and p2
s1, as well as p1

s2 and p2
s2. Supervision from

labeled data xl ∈ X l is provided throughout training.

B. Dual-scoring adaptive filtering strategy
In semi-supervised segmentation, high quality pseudo-labels

are essential for accurate learning. Fetal head structures are
geometrically continuous and contour coherent. Based on
this property, an ideal pseudo-label should similarly ensure
boundary consistency and contour geometric regularity. To
achieve this, we propose a dual-scoring adaptive filtering
strategy, as shown in Fig. 1 (a), designed to evaluate predic-
tions from two complementary geometric criteria: boundary
consistency and contour regularity, thereby mitigating the
error accumulation commonly associated with noisy pseudo-
supervision in teacher-student frameworks. Specifically, two
distinct geometric scores are computed to assess the quality
of the teacher model’s predictions, with the highest weighted
summation score being selected as reliable pseudo-labels.

Boundary consistency score. Given the probability map
pt ∈ [0, 1]H×W from the teacher model Ft, where H and
W are the height and width, respectively. The boundary
consistency of pt is evaluated using the Sobel gradient. Specif-
ically, we calculate the horizontal and vertical gradients of pt,
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Fig. 1. Overview of our proposed ellipse-constrained pseudo-label refinement and symmetric regularization (ERSR) framework. In the DS-AF
strategy, the K outputs of the teacher model with the most regular boundaries are selected as pseudo-labels and refined using the EC-PRe strategy.
Note that the “Symmetry axis” obtained by FitEllipse is used in the “Split and mirror operations”. Combining the optimized pseudo-labels, we enforce
multiple consistency regularization in SMCR. For simplicity, the supervised process of the student model in SMCR is omitted.

denoted as Gh and Gv, via the Sobel operator. The boundary
consistency score is defined as the mean gradient magnitude:

Sboundary =
1

H ×W

H∑
i=1

W∑
j=1

√
G2

h(i, j) +G2
v(i, j) + ϵ,

(1)
where ϵ is a small constant for numerical stability. A lower
Sboundary value indicates a more consistent boundary, and
higher values correspond to sharper or noisier boundaries.

Contour regularity score. To further assess the geometric
quantity of pt, we introduce an additional geometric metric
based on the Laplacian of the Euclidean Distance Transform
(EDT) of its binary mask M. Specifically, the binary mask M
is generated by thresholding pt at a predefined value τ , such
that M(i, j) = 1 if pt(i, j) > τ , and M(i, j) = 0 otherwise.
The EDT(M) is then computed to produce a distance map that
encodes the distance of each foreground pixel to the nearest
background pixel. Finally, the distance map is convolved with
the Laplacian operator to obtain a Laplacian value, which
reflects local curvature and serves as an indicator of contour
regularity. The contour regularity score is calculated as:

Scontour =
1

H ×W

H∑
i=1

W∑
j=1

|EDT(M) ∗Laplacian(i, j)|, (2)

where | · | denotes the absolute value, and ∗ represents the
convolution operation between the Euclidean Distance Trans-
form EDT(M) and the Laplacian kernel. A smaller value of
Scontour reflects more continuous structural geometry in the
predicted probability map.

The geometric score Sscore for each sample is computed by

combining the two metrics, Sboundary and Scontour, as follows:

Sscore = 1− (α · Sboundary + (1− α) · Scontour), (3)

where α ∈ [0, 1] is a parameter that balances the boundary
consistency score and the contour regularity score.

To select samples dynamically, we introduce a score dictio-
nary D that is updated at each training iteration with the latest
geometric score (Sscore) from teacher predictions. This allows
us to globally rank all unlabeled samples and select the top
K proportion with the highest scores as reliable supervisory
signals:

pselected = TopK(D(Sscore),K), (4)

where TopK(·, ·) selects the top K = ⌊R ·Nu⌋ samples with
the highest Sscore. The ratio R is dynamically adjusted during
training via a sigmoid ramp-up function [46], prioritizing
higher-quality pseudo-labels in the early stages and gradually
introducing more samples as training progresses.

In this way, low-quality teacher predictions pt are filtered out
during the early training period, reducing error accumulation
and improving overall model stability.

C. Ellipse-constrained pseudo-label refinement
To address the noisy and irregular boundaries common in

pseudo-labels from ultrasound images, we introduce an ellipse-
constrained refinement module (Fig. 1 (b)). The core rationale
is to regularize noisy predictions with a stable geometric prior.
To accommodate the natural shape variation where the fetal
head only approximates an ellipse, our approach uses ellipse
fitting. The goal is not to enforce a perfect ellipse, but rather
to capture the dominant global structure while disregarding
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local boundary imperfections. This refinement provides a more
stable and anatomically plausible learning target, steering the
model away from fitting to noise.

Given the filtered pseudo-label pselected, the largest connected
component Mc of its binary mask M is extracted to focus on
the most significant region for refinement. An ellipse is then
fitted to this component using a least squares method:

(Ca, Cb), (axismajor, axisminor), θ = FitEllipse(Mc), (5)

where FitEllipse denotes the least squares ellipse fitting op-
eration, (Ca, Cb) represents the center coordinates of the fitted
ellipse, (axismajor, axisminor) denotes the lengths of the major
and minor axes, and θ is the orientation angle.

To effectively utilize the fitted ellipse, spatial coordinates are
transformed into a rotating coordinate system aligned with the
ellipse’s orientation. This transformation is defined as:

arot = (a− Ca) · cos(
θ · π
180

) + (b− Cb) · sin(
θ · π
180

),

brot = −(a− Ca) · sin(
θ · π
180

) + (b− Cb) · cos(
θ · π
180

),

(6)

where (a, b) denotes the original pixel coordinates of the
point to be rotated. Based on the transformed coordinates, the
elliptical distance metric is computed as:

d =

(
arot

axismajor/2

)2

+

(
brot

axisminor/2

)2

. (7)

This metric identifies whether a pixel lies inside (d ≤ 1) or
outside (d > 1) the ellipse. Finally, the refined pseudo-label
pre for each pixel is:

pre =

{
max(pselected, β + (1− d)2), d ≤ 1,

pselected · exp(−(d− 1)), d > 1,
(8)

where β is a small constant that ensures a minimum enhance-
ment for pixels within the ellipse.

As defined in (8), EC-PRe performs a soft, geometry-guided
refinement rather than a hard replacement. It enhances proba-
bilities inside the fitted ellipse and smoothly suppresses them
outside, inherently handling deviations from a perfect elliptical
shape. This approach nudges the pseudo-label towards a more
anatomically plausible form by penalizing distant noise and
reinforcing the core region, thus providing a more reliable and
structurally consistent supervisory signal.

D. Symmetry-based multiple consistency regularization
Existing perturbation strategies like BCP [9] are effective

for perturbation but ignore the crucial symmetry of the fetal
head, creating anatomically implausible training examples. To
address this, we introduce the symmetric random perturba-
tion method that uses localized, symmetric changes to create
anatomically plausible augmentations. This process yields a
more robust supervisory signal for consistency regularization.

Symmetric random perturbation. To preserve the physio-
logical structure of the original image while introducing mean-
ingful variability, we propose a symmetric random augmenta-
tion method that introduces structural perturbations and pixel-
level diversity. Specifically, given the center point coordinates

of the fitted ellipse (Ca, Cb) and its orientation angle θ, the
reflected coordinates (a′, b′) of an original point (a, b) in the
image space are computed as:

(a′, b′) =2 · [((a− Ca) cos θ + (b− Cb) sin θ) · (cos θ, sin θ)]
− (a− Ca, b− Cb) + (Ca, Cb).

(9)
This transformation generates the symmetric counterpart of

each point with respect to the elliptical axis of symmetry. To
classify each pixel to a side of the axis, we use the rotated x-
coordinate arot of a point a. Then, the binary mask M derived
from the optimized pseudo-label pre is split into two segments,
Mleft and Mright, on each side of the symmetry axis:

Mleft = M· I(arot < 0), Mright = M· I(arot ≥ 0), (10)

where I(·) denotes the indicator function, which evaluates to
1 if the condition is true and 0 otherwise.

Using Eq. (9) and Eq. (10), the foreground of the image
xu is extracted and mirrored to generate two symmetrically
augmented images, xu

s1 and xu
s2. Each image is composed by

combining the background, one half of the foreground, and its
mirrored counterpart:

xu
s1(a, b) =xu(a, b) · (1−M(a, b)) + xu(a, b) · Mleft(a, b)

+ xu(a′, b′) · Mleft(a
′, b′),

xu
s2(a, b) =xu(a, b) · (1−M(a, b)) + xu(a, b) · Mright(a, b)

+ xu(a′, b′) · Mright(a
′, b′),

(11)
where (a, b) and (a′, b′) denote the original and reflected
coordinates, respectively. Note that when symmetric random
perturbation is enabled, random pixel-level augmentations are
applied independently to each half and its mirrored counterpart
before recombination, increasing diversity while maintaining
structural symmetry.

Consistency regularization constraints. Combining the
original unlabeled image xu ∈ X u and its symmetrically
augmented counterparts xu

s1 and xu
s2, the student model Fs

generates three corresponding predictions: po, ps1, and ps2,
respectively. To ensure consistency between original and aug-
mented image predictions, similar to Eq. (11), the prediction
po from the original image is symmetrically processed to
obtain two mirrored predictions, po1 and po2. The value at
each point x = (a, b) is determined by its position relative to
the symmetry axis, defined by its rotated coordinate arot:

(po1(x), po2(x)) =

{
(po(x), po(x

′)), arot < 0 (left),
(po(x

′), po(x)), arot ≥ 0 (right),
(12)

where x′ = (a′, b′) is the symmetric counterpart of x. To
enforce alignment between the symmetrically transformed
predictions and their augmented counterparts, we define the
augmentation consistency loss as:

Laug = MSE(po1, ps1) + MSE(po2, ps2), (13)

where MSE(·, ·) denotes the mean squared error loss.
To further enhance the model’s robustness to different per-

turbations, consistency constraints are introduced between the
predictions of different symmetric augmentations on both sides
of the symmetry axis. Specifically, each symmetry-augmented



6 IEEE TRANSACTIONS AND JOURNALS TEMPLATE

prediction psi (i = 1, 2) is decomposed into two masked
components, denoted as pmsi (m = 1, 2), corresponding to
the left and mirrored right sides, respectively. This process
is formulated as:

pmsi (a, b) =

{
psi(a, b) · P s

left(a, b), m = 1,

psi(a
′, b′) · P s

right(a
′, b′), m = 2,

(14)

where i ∈ {1, 2} indexes the two symmetry-augmented pre-
dictions (ps1, ps2), while m = 1 and m = 2 denote the left and
mirrored-right components, respectively. The corresponding
symmetry consistency loss is defined as:

Lsym = MSE(p1s1, p
2
s1) + MSE(p1s2, p

2
s2). (15)

In addition, to ensure that the original prediction remains
faithful to the refined pseudo-label, we apply a direct supervi-
sion loss between the original prediction po and the optimized
pseudo-label pre:

Lori = MSE(po, pre). (16)

By this strategy, the model maintains consistency at multiple
levels: between different perturbed images, between symmetric
regions, and between the original prediction and pseudo-labels.
This approach encourages the model to focus on structural
patterns, enhancing its ability to preserve the structural infor-
mation of the fetal head and providing more robust supervision
during training.

E. Loss function
The training strategy is divided into two stages. In the first

stage, the model is pre-trained using only the labeled data, and
both the teacher and student networks are initialized with the
resulting weights. Supervised training continues during this
stage to stabilize feature learning.

In the second (semi-supervised) stage, unlabeled data is
introduced to further optimize the student network Fs by
incorporating consistency regularization. During this process,
the teacher network Ft is updated using the EMA of the
student’s parameters.

The overall training objective in the semi-supervised stage
combines supervised and consistency-based losses:

Ltotal = Lsup + λ(Lori + Laug + Lsym), (17)

where Lsup is a weighted sum of the Dice loss and the
binary cross-entropy (BCE) loss, which are commonly used
in medical image segmentation. The weighting coefficient λ
is gradually increased from 0 to its maximum value using a
sigmoid ramp-up schedule [46], allowing the model to focus
on reliable supervised signals in the early training phase before
progressively incorporating consistency constraints.

IV. EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

A. Experiment details
Dataset. Experiments are conducted on two publicly avail-

able datasets: the HC18 dataset and the PSFH dataset. The
HC18 dataset, sourced from the 2018 grand challenge [47],
contains 1,354 ultrasound images collected from 551 pregnant

women. It includes 999 images for training and 355 for testing.
After preprocessing, elliptical annotations are filled to create
binary segmentation masks for the fetal head. The PSFH
dataset, provided by the MICCAI 2023 grand challenge [48],
consists of 5,100 ultrasound images extracted from perinatal
transperineal ultrasound videos. Of these, 4,000 images are
used for training and 1,100 for testing. Each image is paired
with a high-quality segmentation mask of the fetal head.
Notably, the standard annotations of test sets are not provided.
Therefore, only the training sets are used in our experiments,
which are further split into training, validation, and test subsets
in a 7:1:2 ratio. All images are normalized to zero mean
and unit variance, and standard affine transformations such
as rotation and scaling are applied for data augmentation.

Evaluation metrics. The performance of the model is eval-
uated using three standard metrics: Dice similarity coefficient
(Dice), 95% Hausdorff distance (HD95), and average surface
distance (ASD).

Implementation details. Our method is implemented in
PyTorch and executed on an NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU. The
backbone is set as U-Net [27], optimized using the stochastic
gradient descent (SGD) optimizer with a polynomial learning
rate schedule. The learning rate is initialized at 1 × 10−2

and decayed according to
(
1− iter

total iter

)power
with power

at 0.9. The total number of training iterations is 10,000, and
it takes approximately 2 hours to complete these iterations.
The batch size is set to 8 for both labeled and unlabeled data.
The hyperparameters are empirically set as: α = 0.5, β = 0.6,
τ = 0.5, and the initial pseudo-label selection ratio R is set
to 0.5. All quantitative results are based on the performance
of the student model and represent the average over three
independent runs.

B. Comparison with state-of-the-art methods

We compare our method with several state-of-the-art SSL
methods, including MT [16], AdvNet [17], UAMT [7], R-
Drop [49], BCP [9], DSTCT [24], Mutual [11], SDCL [12],
PICK [15], and UniMatch V2 [50]. Based on their underlying
technical approaches, the compared methods are grouped into
three categories: consistency regularization [7], [9], [16], [17],
[49], [50], pseudo-labeling [15], and hybrid methods [11],
[12], [24].

The results in Tables I and II demonstrate that our proposed
method, ERSR, significantly outperforms the baseline model
(U-Net) and achieves superior performance compared to other
methods across the Dice, HD95, and ASD metrics under the
same labeled data ratio. Notably, on the HC18 dataset with
20% labeled data, ERSR achieves a Dice of 95.36%, repre-
senting a 3.96% improvement over the second-best method,
PICK [15], and falling just 0.95% short of the supervised
upper bound. In contrast, UniMatch V2 underperformed sig-
nificantly. We attribute this failure to its large ViT encoder’s
pre-training on natural images. The features learned from this
process are ill-suited for the fetal ultrasound domain, which
negates potential pre-training advantages.

These results indicate that ERSR effectively enables the
model to capture structural variations that are consistent with
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TABLE I
QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON THE HC18

DATASET. IMPROVEMENTS OVER THE SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE

HIGHLIGHTED IN GREEN

Scans used MetricsMethod Labeled Unlabeled Dice(%)↑ HD95(mm)↓ASD(mm)↓
U-Net [27] 69(10%) 0 70.89 18.15 0.77
U-Net [27] 139(20%) 0 85.96 7.04 0.27
U-Net [27] 699(All) 0 96.31 0.59 0.25
MT [16]

69(10%) 630(90%)

66.44 23.12 4.50
AdvNet [17] 68.33 18.13 2.60
UAMT [7] 72.18 16.25 1.55
R-Drop [49] 73.57 15.29 1.34
BCP [9] 86.82 6.55 0.33
DSTCT [24] 68.76 18.14 2.71
Mutual [11] 78.33 11.57 1.18
SDCL [12] 77.74 12.30 1.27
PICK [15] 88.80 5.87 0.34
UniMatch V2 [50] 86.12 11.39 1.05
ERSR 92.05↑3.25 3.60↓2.27 0.17↓0.16
MT [16]

139(20%) 560(80%)

85.96 8.65 0.62
AdvNet [17] 73.48 17.58 1.97
UAMT [7] 81.20 8.80 0.81
Rdrop [49] 86.76 8.47 0.49
BCP [9] 91.16 3.67 0.31
DSTCT [24] 78.07 12.04 0.87
Mutual [11] 90.70 3.73 0.38
SDCL [12] 89.16 5.41 0.45
PICK [15] 91.40 3.82 0.28
UniMatch V2 [50] 90.92 4.56 0.59
ERSR 95.36↑3.96 1.05↓2.62 0.16↓0.12

the physiological shape of the fetal head, achieving strong
performance on shape-sensitive metrics such as HD95 and
ASD, even without explicit boundary supervision. Similarly,
as shown in Table II, the effectiveness of ERSR is validated
on the PSFH dataset, further demonstrating its generalizability
and robustness. Additionally, qualitative results presented in
Fig. 2 show that ERSR produces fewer missegmentations and
yields predictions with more regular shapes and smoother
boundaries compared to other competing methods.

C. Ablation study
The ablation results in Tables III and IV reveal not just

the individual contribution of each component, but also their
sequential and interdependent relationship, functioning as a
multi-stage refinement pipeline. Notably, by progressively
integrating DS-AF, EC-PRe, and SMCR on the HC18 dataset
(10% labeled), the Dice score improves from a baseline of
70.89% to 92.05%. The logic behind this substantial gain is
as follows: First, DS-AF removes samples with large errors,
providing a clean foundation. Subsequently, EC-PRe acts as
a key structural anchor to establish an accurate symmetry
axis. Finally, only with a correct geometric prior from EC-
PRe can SMCR effectively enforce spatial consistency without
introducing errors. This integrated approach, which enforces
boundary regularity, geometric rationality, and spatial consis-
tency, establishes a robust refinement process. This structure is
essential for preventing error accumulation and demonstrates
the indispensable role of each component.

V. DISCUSSION

A. Analysis of symmetry axis setting
In clinical practice, the symmetry axis is a relatively sta-

ble structural information of the fetal head, and the ERSR

TABLE II
QUANTITATIVE COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT METHODS ON THE PSFH

DATASET. IMPROVEMENTS OVER THE SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE

HIGHLIGHTED IN GREEN.

Scans used MetricsMethod Labeled Unlabeled Dice(%)↑ HD95(mm)↓ASD(mm)↓
U-Net [27] 280(10%) 0 88.82 4.62 0.78
U-Net [27] 560(20%) 0 90.05 2.91 0.37
U-Net [27] 2800(All) 0 95.10 0.70 0.10
MT [16]

280(10%) 2520(90%)

82.60 5.58 0.92
AdvNet [17] 87.87 4.52 0.74
UAMT [7] 82.66 5.32 0.89
Rdrop [49] 85.98 5.08 0.78
BCP [9] 88.05 4.19 0.69
DSTCT [24] 71.44 8.51 1.91
Mutual [11] 85.73 5.22 0.78
SDCL [12] 89.65 3.97 0.58
PICK [15] 89.71 3.77 0.61
UniMatch V2 [50] 80.99 7.72 1.37
ERSR 91.68↑1.97 2.54↓1.23 0.26↓0.32
MT [16]

560(20%) 2240(80%)

88.47 5.65 0.88
AdvNet [17] 89.54 3.55 0.61
UAMT [7] 89.00 4.72 0.96
Rdrop [49] 88.40 5.45 0.89
BCP [9] 91.28 2.92 0.54
DSTCT [24] 89.32 3.07 0.72
Mutual [11] 91.60 2.85 0.51
SDCL [12] 92.96 1.95 0.36
PICK [15] 92.29 2.23 0.33
UniMatch V2 [50] 89.65 5.18 0.94
ERSR 93.70↑0.74 1.40↓0.55 0.16↓0.17

TABLE III
ABLATION STUDY RESULTS ON THE HC18 DATASET. THE FIRST ROW

REPRESENTS THE SUPERVISED LOWER BOUND. IMPROVEMENTS

COMPARED WITH THE LOWER BOUND IN BLUE ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN

GREEN

Strategy Scans used HC18
DS-AF EC-PRe SMCR Labeled Unlabeled Dice(%)↑ HD95(mm)↓

69(10%) 630(90%)

70.89 18.15
✓ 87.17 7.50

✓ 87.54 7.33
✓ ✓ 87.77 6.95
✓ ✓ 84.66 9.17

✓ ✓ 89.94 5.61
✓ ✓ ✓ 92.05↑21.16 3.60↓14.55

139(20%) 560(80%)

85.96 7.04
✓ 91.48 3.80

✓ 91.85 3.75
✓ ✓ 94.01 1.77
✓ ✓ 93.74 2.14

✓ ✓ 95.12 1.29
✓ ✓ ✓ 95.36↑9.4 1.05↓5.99

framework implements mirror data augmentation based on
the symmetry axis. To determine the most effective axis
selection strategy, we systematically evaluate five symmetry
axis generation methods: major axis (long), minor axis (short),
random rotations around the center point (random), random
horizontal (horizontal), and vertical (vertical) axes within mask
bounds. The corresponding results are summarized in Table V.

Notably, results in Table V show that using anatomically
plausible symmetry axes, such as the major (long) and minor
(short) axis, yields significantly more accurate results than
using randomly defined axes. Among these, the dynamically
determined major axis (long) strategy consistently yields the
best performance, achieving a Dice score of 92.05%, which
surpasses the second-best approach (vertical axis) by 1.84%.
This validates our choice of using the major axis as a re-
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Fig. 2. Visual comparison of different methods trained with 10% and 20% labeled data. The green line represents the ground truth, while the red
line indicates the predicted segmentation. Yellow arrows indicate areas where our method outperforms competing approaches.

TABLE IV
ABLATION STUDY RESULTS ON THE PSFH DATASET. THE FIRST ROW

REPRESENTS THE SUPERVISED LOWER BOUND. IMPROVEMENTS

COMPARED WITH THE LOWER BOUND IN BLUE ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN

GREEN

Strategy Scans used PSFH
DS-AF EC-PRe SMCR Labeled Unlabeled Dice(%)↑ HD95(mm)↓

280(10%) 2520(90%)

88.82 4.62
✓ 90.40 3.97

✓ 90.22 4.09
✓ ✓ 90.30 4.07
✓ ✓ 91.19 3.09

✓ ✓ 91.10 3.15
✓ ✓ ✓ 91.68↑2.86 2.54↓2.08

560(20%) 2240(80%)

90.05 2.91
✓ 92.52 2.41

✓ 92.56 2.49
✓ ✓ 92.47 2.43
✓ ✓ 93.28 1.83

✓ ✓ 93.46 1.67
✓ ✓ ✓ 93.70↑3.65 1.40↓1.51

liable prior for symmetry-based augmentation. Whereas this
estimated axis is an effective approximation rather than a
guaranteed ground truth, our experiments confirm it is the
best available approximation, ensuring robust and effective
regularization.

TABLE V
EFFICIENCY ANALYSIS OF SYMMETRY AXIS ON THE HC18 DATASET.

IMPROVEMENTS OVER THE SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED

IN GREEN

Strategy Dice(%)↑ HD95(mm)↓ ASD(mm)↓
short 90.19 4.48 0.19
random 83.21 10.53 0.18
horizontal 84.66 9.55 0.2
vertical 90.21 4.27 0.19
long (ERSR) 92.05↑1.84 3.60↓0.67 0.17↓0.01

B. Effectiveness of symmetric random perturbation
To further evaluate the effectiveness of our proposed sym-

metric random perturbation strategy, we compare it with
several widely used mixing-based augmentation methods, in-
cluding Mixup [32], Cutout [33], CutMix [34], and BCP [9].

A qualitative comparison of these methods on ultrasound
images is presented in Fig. 3, while Table VI summarizes
their quantitative performance on the HC18 dataset under the
10% labeled setting. As observed in the visual results, Mixup
tends to blur textures and obscure anatomical boundaries,
whereas Cutout and CutMix introduce abrupt intensity dis-
continuities or spatial artifacts that affect structural coherence.
BCP reduces these issues by promoting boundary consistency,
but its patch-based approach can still disrupt the overall
shape of the fetal head. In contrast, our method preserves
the natural appearance and the elliptical geometry of the fetal
head by enforcing anatomical symmetry during augmentation,
improving segmentation performance and retaining anatomical
integrity.

MixupImage1

Image2
Original image Different methods

CutoutCutMix

BCP OursImage1 RightImage2+1 Image1+2 Image1 Left

Fig. 3. Visual comparison of different image augmentation methods.
Yellow arrows highlight the differences in augmentation effects of differ-
ent data augmentation methods at the same location.

TABLE VI
EFFICIENCY ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENT MIXING-BASED METHODS ON THE

HC18 DATASET. IMPROVEMENTS OVER THE SECOND-BEST RESULTS

ARE HIGHLIGHTED IN GREEN

Method Dice(%)↑ HD95(mm)↓ ASD(mm)↓
Mixup [32] 86.81 7.58 0.27
Cutout [33] 84.13 9.67 0.31
CutMix [34] 86.33 7.87 0.28
BCP [9] 87.97 6.34 0.26
ERSR 92.05↑4.08 3.60↓2.74 0.17↓0.09

Quantitatively, our method outperforms all competing aug-
mentation strategies. Compared to BCP, it achieves a Dice
improvement of 4.08%, a reduction of 2.74 mm in HD95, and
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0.09 mm in ASD. These performance gains stem from two
factors: (1) the symmetry-based splitting ensures augmented
images remain clinically and anatomically plausible, and (2)
the mirror-based augmentation leverages structural information
of the fetal head from the same sample without introducing
noise from unrelated samples. These improve pseudo-label
generation and feature learning, helping the model better
capture and generalize anatomical features.

C. Effects of threshold τ

Thresholding operations play a critical role in determining
the accuracy of both soft probability maps and the resulting
hard segmentation masks. As shown in Table VII, we system-
atically evaluate the effect of different binarization thresholds
on segmentation performance using the HC18 dataset under
the 10% labeled setting. The results show that model perfor-
mance degrades noticeably when the τ are set too low (e.g.,
0.2) or too high (e.g., 0.8), whereas optimal segmentation
accuracy is achieved at a threshold of 0.5. Specifically, this
threshold yields the highest Dice score (92.05%), the lowest
HD95 (3.60 mm), and the lowest ASD (0.17 mm), surpass-
ing the second-best configuration by a substantial margin.
This suggests that thresholds closer to the extremes (0 or
1) introduce bias toward either over-segmentation or under-
segmentation, leading to degraded geometric and boundary
accuracy, as evidenced by the increase in HD95 and ASD.
Therefore, we set the threshold to 0.5 for optimal performance.

TABLE VII
EFFICIENCY ANALYSIS OF THRESHOLD ON THE HC18 DATASET.

IMPROVEMENTS OVER THE SECOND-BEST RESULTS ARE HIGHLIGHTED

IN GREEN

Threshold Dice(%)↑ HD95(mm)↓ ASD(mm)↓
0.2 85.48 8.71 0.22
0.4 90.11 5.14 0.21
0.5 (ERSR) 92.05↑1.94 3.60↓1.54 0.17↓0.02
0.6 89.59 5.37 0.19
0.8 87.35 7.32 0.22

D. Parameter settings
The hyperparameters α, β, and R in the ERSR framework

control different aspects of the training process: α balances
the geometric scoring mechanism, β defines the lower bound
for pseudo-label enhancement, and R adjusts the filtering ratio
in the Top-K pseudo-label selection. To determine the optimal
values, each hyperparameter is systematically varied from 0
to 1 in increments of 0.2, with an additional evaluation at
0.5 to provide finer granularity. The resulting segmentation
performance, measured by the Dice score on the HC18 dataset
with 10% labeled data, is shown in Fig. 4. As highlighted by
the red dashed box, the best performance (92.05%) is achieved
when α and R are set to 0.5, and the performance reaches its
peak when β is 0.6.

E. Analysis with other SSL ultrasound methods
Recent semi-supervised methods, exemplified by work from

the 2025 ISBI Challenge on Fetal Ultrasound Grand Chal-
lenges, primarily mitigate pseudo-label noise through two

92.05 
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Fig. 4. Comparison of different hyperparameter settings on the HC18
dataset. The Y-axis represents the Dice score (%), and the X-axis
denotes the value of each hyperparameter. The optimal values are
highlighted in the red dashed box, whereas the suboptimal values are
indicated by the pink dashed box.

main strategies: enhancing model diversity via multi-teacher
frameworks (e.g., COMT [51] and AD-MT [52]) or employing
advanced data augmentations for consistency training (e.g.,
HACL [53] and Semi-CervixSeg [54]). These approaches en-
force consistency under various model perspectives or stochas-
tic perturbations.

In contrast, our ERSR method adopts a knowledge-driven
strategy, integrating the fetal head’s inherent symmetry as a
strong anatomical prior. Unlike methods that rely on stochastic
augmentations for consistency training, ERSR’s regularization
is based on a deterministic, anatomically valid property, pro-
viding a more direct and reliable supervisory signal against
pseudo-label noise. Thus, whereas other SSL methods of-
fer broad applicability, ERSR’s task-specificity serves as a
complementary strength for symmetrical structures, suggesting
promising avenues for hybrid approaches that combine both
paradigms.

F. Generalizability of ERSR for Elliptical Structures

The applicability of ERSR’s ellipse-constrained refinement
to other anatomical structures is a key consideration. To
empirically test its generalizability, we evaluate ERSR on the
pubic symphysis segmentation task from the PSFHS chal-
lenge [55]. The method achieves promising results on 20%
labeled pubic symphysis segmentation (Dice: 84.78%, HD95:
5.3 mm), which confirms the mechanism’s generalizability to
other structures with a similar elliptical geometry.

We further evaluate the potential applicability of ERSR
to fetal abdominal segmentation (ACOUSLIC-AI Chal-
lenge [56]). The abdomen is often approximated as an ellipse
for biometric measurements, which suggests ERSR could
refine segmentations and improve measurement consistency.
However, a significant challenge arises from the abdomen’s
nature as a highly deformable soft-tissue structure, unlike the
more rigid fetal skull or pubic symphysis. A direct application
of ERSR’s constraint risks over-regularizing correct but non-
elliptical boundaries. Therefore, adapting ERSR for the ab-
domen would likely require a more flexible constraint method,
which we identify as an important direction for future research.
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G. Computational Efficiency and Clinical Practicality
Computational efficiency is critical for clinical deployment.

As shown in Table VIII, our ERSR framework is designed
to be exceptionally lightweight. A key advantage of our
approach is that our proposed modules (DS-AF, EC-PRe,
SMCR) are implemented purely as a training strategy and
add no architectural overhead during inference. Consequently,
ERSR achieves its state-of-the-art accuracy while maintaining
the exact same parameter count (1.81 M) and computational
complexity (2.28 GFLOPs) as the baseline model. This zero-
overhead design contrasts sharply with other methods that
require significantly more computational resources, making
ERSR a highly practical and efficient solution for real-world
clinical workflows.

TABLE VIII
ANALYSIS OF MODEL PARAMETERS AND COMPUTATIONAL COMPLEXITY.

Models Params(M) GFLOPs
U-Net [27] 1.81 2.28

BCP [9] 1.81 2.28
DSTCT [24] 27.15 5.91
Mutual [11] 4.24 4.85
SDCL [12] 1.81 2.28
PICK [15] 3.27 2.86

UniMatch V2 [50] 24.18 7.57
ERSR 1.81 2.28

H. Clinical significance of ERSR
The proposed ERSR enhances the reliability and precision

of automated fetal head segmentation. Its DS-AF and EC-
PRe modules work in tandem to ensure robust segmentations.
Furthermore, the SMCR strategy leverages the fetal head’s
intrinsic symmetry to ensure anatomically sound results. This
directly improves the accuracy and reproducibility of critical
biometric measurements (e.g., HC, BPD), enabling more pre-
cise tracking of fetal development and diagnosis of growth
abnormalities. ERSR is a lightweight training strategy that
requires minimal labeled data and adds no computational over-
head during inference. Its accuracy, robustness, and efficiency
make it a practical tool to accelerate clinical workflows, reduce
annotation costs, and promote the adoption of automated tools
for improved prenatal care.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we propose a novel framework, ERSR, for
semi-supervised medical image segmentation of fetal head
ultrasound images. ERSR consists of the dual-scoring adaptive
filtering strategy, the ellipse-constrained pseudo-label refine-
ment, and the symmetry-based multiple consistency regular-
ization. The dual-scoring adaptive filtering strategy employs
boundary consistency and contour regularity criteria to eval-
uate and filter teacher model outputs. The ellipse-constrained
pseudo-label refinement refines these filtered outputs by fitting
least squares ellipses to get finer pseudo-labels. The symmetry-
based multiple consistency regularization strategy enforces
consistency at multiple levels to ensure that the model learns
robust and stable shape representations. Extensive experiments
and ablation studies demonstrate that ERSR outperforms ex-
isting state-of-the-art SSL methods.
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