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Abstract. A critical challenge for tumour segmentation models is the ability to 

adapt to diverse clinical settings, particularly when applied to poor quality neu-

roimaging data. The uncertainty surrounding this adaptation stems from the lack 

of representative datasets, leaving top-performing models without expo-sure to 

common artefacts found in MRI data throughout Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA). We 

replicated a framework that secured the 2nd position in the 2022 BraTS compe-

tition to investigate the impact of dataset composition on mod-el performance 

and pursued four distinct approaches through training a model with: BraTS-Af-

rica data only (train_SSA, N=60), 2) BraTS-Adult Glioma data only (train_GLI, 

N=1251), 3) both datasets together (train_ALL, N=1311), and 4) through further 

training the train_GLI model with BraTS-Africa data (train_ftSSA). Notably, 

training on a smaller low-quality dataset alone (train_SSA) yielded subpar results, 

and training on a larger high-quality dataset alone (train_GLI) struggled to delin-

eate oedematous tissue in the low-quality validation set. The most promising ap-

proach (train_ftSSA) involved pre-training a model on high-quality neuroimages 

and then fine-tuning it on the smaller low-quality dataset. This approach outper-

formed the others, ranking 2nd in the MICCAI BraTS Africa global challenge 

external testing phase. These findings underscore the significance of larger sam-

ple sizes and broad exposure to data in improving segmentation performance. 

Furthermore, we demonstrated there is potential for improving such models by 

fine-tuning them with a wider range of data locally.  

Keywords: Sub-Saharan Africa, Brain Tumour Segmentation, MRI, Deep 

Learning, U-Net. 
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1 Introduction 

The burden of cancer continues to rise each year, disproportionately affecting low and 

middle-income countries (LMICs) due to limited access to imaging technologies as 

well as specialists, which are crucial for early diagnosis and successful treatment [1,2]. 

Accurate tumour segmentation provides essential information for treatment decisions, 

thereby impacting patient survival rate [3,4]. Among intracranial tumours, gliomas are 

highly heterogeneous, and their prognosis remains poor despite considerable progress 

in the field of neuro-oncology [5–7]. Gliomas have varied shapes, sizes, boundaries, 

intensity distributions, and volume fluctuations, which all pose a challenge for accurate 

segmentation using magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) [8].  MRI is the standard of care 

and preferred modality for brain tumor imaging [9].  

Despite its advantages, various challenges still need to be addressed in low-resource 

settings, specifically, within sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), such as limited access to high-

field MRI scanners and a shortage of qualified experts to acquire, analyze, and interpret 

MRI data, which leads to delayed tumour diagnosis [5,10].  This coupled with the rela-

tively poor healthcare systems, socio-economic status, and the usual late presentation 

of disease in SSA, worsens prognosis and sustain the high mortality rates in SSA [1]. 

These factors continue to drive the growing demand for access to early diagnosis and 

timely interventions for intracranial tumours. The development of accurate automatic 

brain tumour segmentation models that can per-form well across varying clinical set-

tings therefore holds significant importance on a global scale. 

The field of brain tumour segmentation has evolved considerably in recent decades, 

aiming to overcome limitations such as reliance on domain expertise, subjectivity, or 

sensitivity to noise and intensity non-homogeneity [12,13]. Machine learning tech-

niques, specifically deep learning, are at the forefront of this domain, demonstrating 

significant improvement in terms of segmentation precision between the tumorous tis-

sue, surrounding oedema and normal tissue [14–16]. A combination of convolutional 

neural networks (CNNs) and autoencoders is currently the best approach and has grad-

ually reduced the dependence on domain expertise and complex feature extraction 

methods [17]. Specifically, the U-Net model has established itself as a gold-standard in 

automated brain tumour segmentation tasks [18,19]. Several adaptations of the U-Net 

have been proposed to further improve efficiency, accuracy, and generalisability [20–

23]. However, large neuroimaging datasets required for the generalisation of deep learn-

ing models are limited in the medical field, due to both ethical concerns, and data pri-

vacy regulations [24]. 

Since its establishment, the Brain Tumour Segmentation (BraTS) Challenge1 has 

witnessed a remarkable surge in globally contributed brain patient data derived from 

multi-parametric (mp-)MRI scans; comprising the largest annotated publicly available 

brain tumour dataset in 2023, with ~4,500 cases [25]. The community-developed bench-

mark for automated brain tumour segmentation fostered through this collabo-ration has 

significantly contributed to the development of novel architectures and refined training 

                                                           
1  Initiated 2012, in collaboration with the Medical Image Computing and Computer Assisted 

Interventions (MICCAI) Society 



procedures within the domain [3,14,23,26]. However, despite promising performance, it 

is still uncertain whether these top performing methods can be effectively applied to 

data obtained from SSA populations, where the quality of MR images remain poor 

[11,29]. This is largely due to a lack of representative datasets compounded by vast 

differences in image acquisition parameters across settings, which create challenges for 

generalisation [17]. Current benchmarks are primarily based on high-resolution brain 

MRI obtained in standard resource-rich clinical set-tings in high-income countries, in-

corporating image pre-processing steps that may not expose models to artefacts com-

monly seen in routine clinical scans from SSA [30].  

A key framework currently at the forefront is the nn-UNet developed by Isensee and 

colleagues [27], which provides a robust tumour segmentation pipeline capable of 

adapting to various imaging modalities and anatomical structures [28]. This framework 

demonstrates improved efficacy through ensembling predictions from different U-Net 

based architectures, with emphasis on the importance of modelling decisions such as 

pre-processing, data augmentation pipelines, and hyper-parameter tuning approaches. 

Recently, Zeineldin and colleagues [31] demonstrated that an expectation-maximisation 

ensemble of the DeepSeg, the nn-UNet, and the Deep-SCAN U-Net based pipelines 

performs well on a small external test dataset from SSA; achieving Dice score coeffi-

cients (DSC) of 0.9737, 0.9593, and 0.9022, for the whole tumour (WT), tumour core 

(TC) and enhancing tumour (ET), respectively, and Hausdorff distance (95%) (HD95) 

scores below 3.32 for all sub-regions. However, testing on an external dataset with sim-

ilar characteristics to the training data did not perform as well, and the difference be-

tween validation results for their ensemble approach and the independent run of a nn-

UNet based model was minuscule (~0.005, U=6.0, p=0.7). This may further emphasise 

that a simpler framework with more aggressive data augmentations and carefully se-

lected post-processing methods are likely to play a significant role in developing mod-

els that achieve similar performance across a variety of datasets and that can be applied 

readily in low-resource settings. The former is particularly important for increasing rel-

evant data representations during model training [32]. 

This year for the first time, the BraTS challenge was expanded to include multi-

modal MRI training data from low-resource settings. In this work, we examined the 

extent to which established U-Net tumour segmentation frameworks can train with and 

generalize to MRI data from low-resource settings to their lower resolution and data 

quality, and the feasibility of implementing such frameworks with limited re-sources. 

Given the challenge's goal of creating a versatile benchmark model, we prioritised es-

tablishing comparable metrics with top performing methods as a reference point rather 

than introducing complex augmentations. Our strategy was to replicate a BraTS Chal-

lenge benchmark model [37] to investigate the influence of training data composition 

on the segmentation predictions of an external dataset comprised solely of low-resolu-

tion data. 
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2 Methods 

2.1 Data Description 

The dataset used in this study were derived from the BraTS 2023 Challenge data. The 

training, validation and testing datasets comprised of mp-MRI scans from a total 1565 

pre-operative adult glioma patients with 1470 from pre-exiting BraTS data (BraTS-

Adult Glioma) as described in previous works [3,25,26,30], and an additional 95 cases 

from SSA (BraTS-Africa) [11]. These are typical clinical scans obtained from various 

institutions as part of standard care, leading to significantly diverse imaging quality.  

Each case included a T1-weighted (T1), post-gadolinium contrast T1-weighted (T1Gd), 

T2-weighted (T2) and T2 Fluid Attenuated Inversion Recovery (T2-FLAIR). Figure 1 

illustrates sample slices obtained from volumes of a patient from each dataset, empha-

sising the substantial variations in data quality between BraTS-Adult Glioma and 

BraTS-Africa. The BraTS-Africa dataset was collected through a collaborative network 

of imaging centres in Africa, with support from the Consortium for Advancement of 

MRI Education and Research in Africa (CAMERA)2 and funding from the Lacuna 

Fund in Health Equity3. In each case, image-based ground truth annotations of the tu-

mour sub-regions were generated and approved through an iterative process [11]. Re-

finement occurred through manual review by volunteers, 2 expert radiologists, and final 

approval for release was provided by an expert neuro-radiologist. These tumour sub-

regions are radiological features and do not reflect strict biological entities [11,25] and 

include enhancing tumour (ET; label=3), peritumoral oedematous tissue (ED; label=2), 

and the necrotic core (NCR; label=1), while the voxels not annotated are considered as 

background (label=0). 

 

 

Fig. 1. Axial, coronal, and sagittal slices of T1Gd MRIs from the high-resolution BraTS-Adult 

Glioma dataset (top) and the low-resolution BraTS-Africa dataset (bottom). 

                                                           
2  https://www.cameramriafrica.org/ 
3  https://lacunafund.org 

https://www.cameramriafrica.org/
https://lacunafund.org/


2.2 Selecting a Framework 

Since the development of the nn-UNet pipeline [27], it has undergone several revisions 

which primarily focused on the training parameters rather than the architecture itself. 

Table 1 (rows 1-3) show challenge results for the original nn-UNet model from 2017, 

and revised models submitted by Isensee et al. in subsequent BraTS challenges, where 

it placed 2nd in 2018 [33] and 1st in 2020 [34]. The nn-UNet effectively addresses the 

challenges of manually accounting for co-dependencies when making design changes 

and selecting the best performing ensemble (see further [28]). How-ever, some teams 

participating in the BraTS challenge in 2021 [35, 36] and 2022 [31, 37] demonstrated 

that the basic 3D U-Net component of nn-UNet could be optimised to achieve good 

performance on brain tumour segmentation tasks, without the need to run the full en-

semble of networks encompassed in the nn-UNet pipeline. A comparison of results (see 

Table 1, rows 4-7 showing external validation results) produced by these teams primar-

ily shows that there is minor difference in overall model performance when sample size 

remains the same. In comparison to the varied performance seen in the three nn-UNet 

submissions trained with different smaller sample sizes, this may further highlight the 

importance of the sample size used for training segmentation models and its effect on 

model performance. 

Table 1. BraTS Challenge results: final test scores for nn-UNet trained with different samples, 

and validation set scores for nn-UNet based models trained with the same samplea. 

Year [ref.]b N Model 
Ave DSC 

(HD95) 

WT DSC 

(HD95) 

TC DSC 

(HD95) 

ET DSC 

(HD95) 

2017 [27] 285 nn-UNet 82.1 (-) 85.8 (-) 77.5 (-) 64.7 (-) 

2018 [33] 285c nn-UNet 84.33 (5.64) 87.81 (6.03) 80.62 (5.08) 77.88 (2.90) 

2020 [34] 369 nn-UNet 85.35 (14.55) 88.95 (8.50) 85.06 (17.34) 82.03 (17.81) 

2021 [35] 1251 3D UNet 91.56 (1.72) 94.86 (1.41) 94.25 (1.73) 90.81 (2.00) 

2021 [36] 1251 3D UNet 

+ attention 
88.36 (10.61) 92.75 (3.47) 87.81 (7.62) 84.51 (20.73) 

2022 [31] 1251 Ensemble 88.21 (9.54) 92.71 (3.60) 87.53 (7.53) 84.38 (17.50) 

2022 [37] 1251 3D UNet 88.25 (7.96) 92.92 (3.59) 88.02 (5.84) 83.81 (14.46) 
aResults obtained from published papers, except [35], which is obtained from the Synapse online evaluation 

platform for 2021; bYear of BraTS challenge and citation.  cFinal model submitted was co-trained with exter-
nal dataset (N = 484). 

Our selection took into account both simplicity and efficacy, as easy replication in re-

source-limited environments would be more beneficial for translation to local settings 

in the long term. In addition to sample size, Futrega et al. [35] demonstrated that alter-

ations to network architecture make little difference in terms of overall tumour segmen-

tation performance. Specifically, they show that varying network layers (e.g., residual 

connections, multi-head self-attention) or integrating different architectures (e.g., a re-

sidual U-Net with an autoencoder or a vision transformer with basic U-Net) remain 

comparable with a basic 3D U-Net architecture (mean Dice score across sub-regions 

ranging ~0.002) [35]. This is further supported by a comparison of the ensemble models 

in [31] and [36], which show no significant difference between the nn-UNet component 
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and their ensemble results (p>0.7). We therefore chose to implement the framework 

outlined by Futrega and colleagues from their 2022 BraTS challenge participation and 

we refer the reader to both their original paper [35], and their recently released paper 

[37], which details the full pipeline of the framework. 

2.3 Data Pre-Processing 

All data were provided after initial pre-processing by the challenge organisers to ensure 

the removal of all protected health information prior to the public sharing of data. The 

BraTS standardised pipeline detailed in [3, 25] was used, and pre-processing steps in-

cluded conversion of the DICOM files to NifTI format, to strip all personal patient 

metadata from headers; skull stripping, to deface neuroimaging scans; co-registration 

to the SRI24 anatomical template; and finally, re-sampling to a uniform 1mm3 isotropic 

resolution (see also [11]). We then implemented several additional pre-processing steps 

as outlined by the OptiNet pipeline [35]. These steps included: stacking the volumes 

from all modalities; cropping the redundant back-ground voxels, to reduce computa-

tional cost; normalisation of the non-zero regions; and, adding a foreground one hot 

encoding channel, to differentiate between tumorous and non-tumorous regions. This 

resulted in a final input tensor of shape (5,240,240,155) with channels representing the 

4 modalities and the one-hot encoding layer. 

2.4 OptiNet Pipeline and Experiments 

 

Fig. 2. Tuned OptiNet model architecture replicated from [37].  

OptiNet primarily adjusts the nn-UNet framework in terms of modelling choices related 

to pre-processing of data, data augmentations implemented, loss function applied (re-

gion-based, summing binary cross-entropy and Dice loss), and several post-processing 

steps. Data augmentations applied included both spatial transforms (random crop of 

size 128x128x128, random flip) and intensity related transforms (Gaussian noise, 

Gaussian blur, changes in brightness) and were implemented during training. Yousef et 

al. [38] provides a detailed review of the basic U-Net architecture: briefly, it consists of 



a contracting (encoder) and expansive (decoder) path that are used for down sampling 

and up sampling, respectively. In the OptiNet version, the encoder, made up of a stand-

ard CNN, partners with a decoder that combines feature maps from convolutional layers 

and trilinear up-sampling. Cropped volumes of size 128x128x128 with preserved con-

text undergo skip connections to reduce information loss between the encoder and de-

coder, aiding the decoder in restoring image resolution and spatial structure. Figure 2 

depicts the model architecture used in our experiments, reproduced from the open ac-

cess notebooks provided4. Futrega et al. [37] include minor architectural changes (e.g., 

channel sizes, up sampling technique) to the default UNet architecture from nn-UNet. 

A full review of all architectural and non-architectural tweaks explored by Futrega and 

colleagues are detailed their 2021 [35] and 2022 [37] papers. Notably, their results 

showed only a slight increase in mean Dice score when combining some of these 

changes with the additional one-hot encoding channel (~0.0026, p=0.5; see Table 3 in 

[35]). 

We ran four experiments using the OptiNet pipeline by varying the composition of 

the training dataset. We trained these models with 1) BraTS-Africa data only 

(train_SSA, N=60), 2) BraTS-Adult Glioma data only (train_GLI, N=1251), 3) both 

datasets together (train_ALL, N=1311), and 4) through further training the train_GLI 

model with BraTS-Africa data (train_ftSSA). The train_ftSSA model was included to 

obtain an estimate of the feasibility of exporting pre-trained benchmark models for fine-

tuning locally in Africa. All trainings and validations were conducted with Pytorch 1.9 

on a high-performance computing cluster provided by Compute Canada, using one 

GPU of either NVIDIA T4 Turing (16GB GDDR6 memory) or NVIDIA V100 Volta 

(16GB/32GB HBM2 memory), depending on the availability on the cluster. All train-

ings were performed with an internal validation procedure, using a split of the training 

dataset. Due to time and computational constraints, we trained models containing the 

larger BraTS-Adult Glioma dataset for 100 epochs on one-fold each. For models con-

taining only the smaller BraTS-Africa dataset (train_SSA and train_ftSSA), training was 

set for a maximum of 150 epochs per fold with a 5-fold cross validation and an early 

stopping strategy when there was no improvement in DSC on internal validation in 100 

epochs. Table 2 shows mean dice scores achieved during training per fold. Checkpoints 

giving best dice scores on the internal validation set of each fold were used for external 

validation predictions for each experiment.  

Table 2. Average Dice scores from 5-fold cross validation for OptiNet models trained with 

BraTS-Adult Glioma data and our models trained with BraTS-Africa data. 

5-fold CV 
OptiNet 

2021 

OptiNet 

2022 

train 

_SSA 

train 

_ALL 

train 

_GLI 

train 

_ftSSA 

Fold 0 91.18 91.48 93.48 90.64 90.18 89.83 

Fold 1 91.41 91.5 88.64 - - 92.62 

Fold 2 91.76 92.17 89.35 - - 95.04 

Fold 3 92.68 92.74 89.62 - - 93.64 

                                                           
4 https://github.com/NVIDIA/DeepLearningExamples/tree/master/PyTorch/Segmentation/nnUNet 
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Fold 4 90.76 91.05 82.15 - - 87.30 

Mean Dice 91.56 91.79 88.65 90.64 90.18 91.69 

3 Results 

Below we describe the performance metrics obtained for each of the 4 training varia-

tions, with validation scores computed through the challenge online evaluation system. 

Metrics provided by the system (see Table 3) are lesion-wise dice score coefficients 

(DSC) and Hausdorff distance (95%) (HD95) averaged across the 15 patient samples 

provided for the BraTS-Africa 2023 validation phase.  No ground truth segmentations 

are provided; however, the small size of the dataset allowed for a more detailed review 

of the generated segmentation masks for all validation subjects. The figures presented 

in this section show the segmentations we generated from our models on selected vali-

dation cases. All segmentations are represented by the non-biological labels provided 

for annotation as described earlier, where ED is green, ET is blue, NCR is red.  

Table 3. Segmentation performance on BraTS-Africa validation set (N=15)a. 

Model DSC HD95 

 Average WT TC ET Average WT TC ET 

train_SSA 59.11 

(31.65) 

61.34 

(31.52) 

58.94 

(31.70) 

57.05 

(31.74) 

130.15 

(126.56) 

126.31 

(128.30) 

126.34 

(127.46) 

137.80 

(123.92) 

train_ALL 
78.93 

(24.14) 

77.43 

(28.53) 

79.71 

(22.45) 

79.65 

(21.45) 

45.21 

(88.18) 

66.76 

(111.23) 

35.25 

(76.39) 

33.62 

(76.92) 

train_GLI 80.04 

(20.89) 

74.68 

(25.04) 

82.18 

(21.10) 

83.27 

(16.54) 

39.75 

(74.17) 

77.13 

(94.61) 

23.07 

(63.99) 

19.05 

(63.92) 

train_ftSSA 82.18 

(21.68) 

90.81 

(12.59) 

79.58 

(24.78) 

76.14 

(27.67) 

38.65 

(76.77) 

14.66 

(47.99) 

42.26 

(82.57) 

59.04 

(99.73) 

aMetrics reported as mean (standard deviation) among different cases of the validation set. 

As expected, training a model with only 60 samples (train_SSA) is not sufficient, and 

most validation segmentations were obtained at a chance level (50%). To provide per-

formance estimates on similar data as well as a comparison for other training set com-

positions, the low-resolution naive train_GLI model was submitted for validation in 

both Task 1 (BraTS-Adult Glioma) and Task 2 (BraTS-Africa). Despite being trained 

only for 100 epochs on one-fold, this model performed relatively well on the Task 1 

validation dataset comprised of 219 glioma patients in terms of performance metrics 

(mean DSC of 79.81, 82.12, 78.48 and HD95 of 54.04, 28.80, 42.90 for WT, TC and 

ET, respectively). Average performance metrics across tumour sub-regions achieved 

on Task 2 validation data were good. As the intention was to use this as a pre-trained 

base to further train with SSA data, and inspection of internal validation loss indicated 

it was stabilising, we deemed the model sufficient for subsequent fine-tuning with 

BraTS-Africa data. Fine-tuning of the trained BraTS-Adult Glioma data with the 



BraTS-Africa data across a 5-fold training procedure resulted in a similar mean Dice 

score across sub-regions. 

Further investigation of sub-region performance showed that despite the same mean 

DSC, the train_GLI and train_ftSSA models had varied performance for different sub-

regions. The train_GLI model struggled with delineating the WT from non-tumour tis-

sue, with 40% of cases achieving below chance DSCs. Conversely, the train_ftSSA 

model appeared to do well in this region, but struggled with the ET regions, with 26% 

of subjects scoring below chance. The ET sub-region is traditionally the most difficult 

to precisely segment given its size and overlap with surrounding sub-regions. The 

HD95 also provides a clearer indication of a model’s ability to delineate sub-regions, 

as it better estimates performance on small or low-quality segmentations and when con-

tours are important. Looking at differences in these scores, we see that the train_ftSSA 

model on average was able to predict the whole tumour boundary much better (HD95 

~63 units lower) than the train_GLI model. Conversely, the train_GLI model is, on 

average, better able to delineate ET sub-region than train_ftSSA does (HD95 ~40 units 

lower). Figure 3 shows two cases where these differences are clearly seen. 

 

 

Fig. 3. T1Gd of two cases highlighting segmentation differences in ED (green) and ET (blue). 

An outlier case was identified where all models struggled to accurately segment the TC 

sub-region (mean DSC ranging 22.33-49.04) likely due to the confounding presence of 

ET and TC like voxel intensities within the oedematous tissue in the posterior region 

of the cortex. This case heavily influenced the train_ftSSA scores more than the other 

models: removing this outlier resulted in DSC increases by 4.13 and 3.43 (with a cor-

responding drop in HD95 by 13.04 and 8.04) for ET and TC sub-regions, respectively. 

Furthermore, this outlier also demonstrated improvements in sub-region performance 

of both ET and TC for the train_SSA and train_ALL models, albeit weaker than with 

train_ftSSA. Table 4 shows a full comparison of differences in average DSC and HD95 

scores. Only performance in the TC sub-region was impacted in the train_GLI model. 

Additionally, one case consistently achieved extremely poor segmentation results for 

all models with mean DSC across sub-regions ranging 35.40-37.02 and HD95 229.37-

229.89, as shown in Figure 4. 
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Table 4. Differences in Dice (DSC) and Hausdorff95 (HD95) after excluding outlier case. 

Model DSC HD95 

 Ave WT TC ET Ave WT TC ET 

train_SSA 1.01 -2.43 2.62 2.84 -1.51 8.82 -5.94 -7.41 

train_ALL 1.05 -1.26 2.19 2.23 1.10 4.57 -0.66 -0.61 

train_GLI 0.25 -1.43 2.38 -0.20 1.67 5.31 -1.50 1.21 

train_ftSSA 2.40 -0.35 3.43 4.13 -11.61 0.87 -8.04 -13.04 

 

Fig. 4. T1Gd of outlier case where poor performance was seen across models for all labels. 

Figure 5 depicts a subject for which extremely good scores were obtained on the ET 

and TC segmentations (mean DSC >89 and HD95<2.00) but not for the WT region. 

Traditionally, it is more difficult to precisely segment the ET, which is usually a small 

region. The whole tumour itself should be more easily identifiable. Mean DSC (HD95) 

achieved was 72.22 (9.273), 0.125 (285.335), 41.33 (190.082) and 89.49 (1.414) for 

each model depicted in panel 1 from left to right, respectively. Visually we see that 

most models primarily struggled with delineating oedematous tissue (ED), of which 

there is very little. 

 

Fig. 5. T2-FLAIR showing varied ED (green) segmentation across all models. 



In reviewing the performance of all models, we also considered that the whole tumour 

comprises oedematous tissue, which is harder to differentiate in low-resolution scans. 

It is likely that without being exposed to the low-quality data from SSA, the train_GLI 

model struggled to precisely identify the boundaries of tumours with extensive oedema. 

We therefore submitted the model pre-trained with the larger BraTS-Adult Glioma da-

taset and further trained on the smaller SSA dataset (train_ftSSA)5. This model per-

formed well on an unseen external test dataset comprised of 20 patients with scans from 

SSA, ranking 2nd globally. Final DSC and HD95 scores achieved in the testing phase 

are not publicly available at the time of writing. 

4 Discussion 

Taken together, the results from our experiments emphasise that current state-of-the-

art models cannot be implemented directly to SSA data, as the limited training data 

available will result in overfitting the model. Our final model performed extremely well 

with a single pre-training fold of 100 epochs and fine-tuning with a 5-fold cross-vali-

dation. However, Futrega et al. [37] demonstrated that a 10-fold cross validation allows 

for more accurate segmentation performance. We only validated 5 folds for train_SSA 

and train_ftSSA and did not run cross-validation on the train_ALL and train_GLI mod-

els. It is therefore likely that more extensive cross-validation could yield a more accu-

rate comparison between each model. Yet, the high-ranking performance of our final 

model reiterate what has been previously demonstrated in simulated cases [39]: state-

of-the-art models can be improved with a wider range of data through federated learn-

ing, providing opportunity for institutes in low-resource setting to re-train on a smaller 

set of local data without the need for obtaining data from external sources. However, 

these results need to be interpreted with caution, as they may be confounded by the 

limited sample size of the training and validation datasets. Furthermore, going forward, 

future works should involve both integrating more extensive datasets sourced from var-

ious regions within Africa and implementing stronger data augmentations related to 

scanner artefacts when training on high quality MRI scans. These steps are vital to the 

development of a model capable of generalising across image qualities seen in varied 

clinical settings. 
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