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Abstract

Cone-Beam Computed Tomography (CBCT) and Intraoral Scanning (IOS) are es-
sential modalities for digital dentistry, yet the scarcity of annotated data hinders the
development of automated solutions for complex tasks like pulp canal segmentation
and cross-modal registration. To benchmark and advance semi-supervised learning
(SSL) in this domain, we organized the Semi-supervised Teeth Segmentation and
Registration (STSR 2025) Challenge at MICCAI 2025. The challenge introduced
two distinct tasks: (1) Semi-supervised segmentation of teeth and root pulp canals
in CBCT, and (2) Semi-supervised rigid registration of CBCT and IOS data. We
provided a dataset comprising 60 labeled and 640 unlabeled IOS samples, alongside
30 labeled and 250 unlabeled CBCT scans with varying resolutions and fields of view.

∗Corresponding authors: ljun77@hdu.edu.cn (Jun Liu); shuaiwang.tai@gmail.com (Shuai
Wang), hz143@leicester.ac.uk (Huiyu Zhou)

1These authors contributed equally to this work.

ar
X

iv
:2

51
2.

02
86

7v
1 

 [
cs

.C
V

] 
 2

 D
ec

 2
02

5

https://arxiv.org/abs/2512.02867v1


The challenge attracted significant community interest, with top teams submitting
open-source solutions that were rigorously evaluated for algorithmic excellence. All
successful submissions leveraged deep learning-based SSL methods. For the segmen-
tation task, participants predominantly employed nnU-Net and State Space Model
(SSM) architectures like Mamba, utilizing pseudo-labeling and consistency regular-
ization to effectively exploit unlabeled data. The top segmentation method achieved
a Dice score of 0.967 and an Instance Affinity (IA) of 0.738 on the hidden validation
set. For the registration task, effective solutions utilized point cloud-based net-
works such as PointNetLK, combined with differentiable SVD heads and geometric
data augmentation to handle large modality discrepancies. The winning registration
frameworks demonstrated that hybrid neural-classical refinement strategies could
achieve competitive alignment accuracy even with limited ground truth. Both the
challenge dataset and the participants’ submitted code have been made publicly
available on GitHub (https://github.com/ricoleehduu/STS-Challenge-2025),
ensuring transparency and reproducibility.

Keywords: Tooth Segmentation, Pulp Canal Segmentation, Semi-supervised
Learning, CBCT-IOS Registration, Mamba, PointNet

1. Introduction

Digital dentistry is undergoing a paradigm shift, driven by the integration of
advanced imaging modalities and Artificial Intelligence (AI). While the analysis of
external tooth surfaces is well-established, modern clinical workflows increasingly
demand a comprehensive understanding of internal anatomical structures and the
fusion of multi-modal data [1]. Specifically, the precise delineation of the root canal
system is paramount for successful endodontics, determining the efficacy of cleaning
and shaping procedures [2]. Simultaneously, the fusion of Cone-Beam Computed To-
mography (CBCT) with Intraoral Scans (IOS) is indispensable for orthodontics and
prosthodontics. CBCT provides volumetric data of tooth roots and bone, whereas
IOS captures high-resolution surface details of the crown. Integrating these modal-
ities creates a “digital patient” model, which is essential for designing accurate im-
plant guides and orthodontic appliances [3]. However, automating these tasks via
deep learning faces significant hurdles, primarily driven by anatomical complexity
and the scarcity of high-quality labeled data. In endodontics, segmenting the root
pulp canal is notoriously difficult; these structures are curvilinear, extremely nar-
row, and exhibit low contrast against the surrounding dentin, often branching into
complex topologies that are arduous to trace manually [4]. Consequently, obtain-
ing large-scale, voxel-level ground truth annotations for root canals is prohibitively
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Figure 1: Overview of the Semi-Supervised Teeth Segmentation and Registration (STSR 2025)
framework and its clinical utility. The workflow proceeds from (Left) multi-modal data acquisi-
tion, capturing volumetric Cone-Beam Computed Tomography (CBCT) and surface-based Intraoral
Scans (IOS). These inputs are processed in (Middle) the core semi-supervised learning paradigm,
utilizing Encoder-Decoder architectures (e.g., U-Mamba, PointNet++) to perform two key tasks:
high-precision segmentation of teeth and root pulp canals, and cross-modal rigid registration of IOS
crowns with CBCT roots. The resulting 3D models facilitate (Right) diverse downstream clinical
applications, including orthodontic treatment planning, endodontic (root canal) therapy, implant
surgery simulation, and Large Language Model (LLM)-driven automated diagnostic reporting.

expensive. Similarly, developing robust registration algorithms to fuse CBCT and
IOS data requires diverse datasets of matched scans. Creating ground-truth align-
ment transformations is labor-intensive and requires expert verification, leading to a
bottleneck in training fully supervised models for multi-modal registration [5].

Semi-supervised learning (SSL) offers a potent solution to these limitations by
leveraging limited labeled data alongside vast quantities of unlabeled images [6]. In
the context of dental imaging, SSL can potentially learn robust anatomical represen-
tations of root canals and alignment features from unlabeled cohorts, reducing the
reliance on extensive expert annotation. Yet, applying SSL to these specific dental
tasks introduces unique challenges. For root canal segmentation, the model must
handle extreme class imbalance between the tiny pulp volume and the background,
while preventing the propagation of pseudo-label noise in disconnected structures [7].
For registration, the network must learn to align modalities with fundamentally dif-
ferent physical properties (optical surface vs. X-ray volume) without overfitting to a
small set of aligned pairs [3].

Despite the proliferation of dental image analysis research, existing public bench-
marks have largely focused on tooth instance segmentation, neglecting internal pulp
anatomy and multi-modal fusion. While previous initiatives successfully established
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Table 1: Summary of labeled and unlabeled data statistics for the Interoral Scanning (IOS) and
Cone-Beam Computed Tomography (CBCT) datasets, including sample counts, size, image resolu-
tion, and other significant features.

Dataset Metric Labeled Unlabeled

IOS Part

Sample Number 60 640
Upper Jaw Number 30 320
Lower Jaw Number 30 320
Average Mesh Resolution (Vertices) ≈ 1315435 ≈ 1209164

Average Mesh Resolution (Faces) ≈ 438815 ≈ 403271

CBCT Part

Samples 30 250
Number of Slices 29240 60000
Resolutions(Voxel) 512× 512 / 445× 445 281× 281

Matrix Size Range 2662 − 6402 2662 − 7682

Voxel Size Range (mm3) 0.10− 0.40 0.08− 0.45

HU Value Range −1024− 0 / −1000− 0 −1024− 0 / −1000− 0

Slice Thickness (mm) 0.3 / 0.25 0.3

baselines for semantic and instance-level tooth segmentation, they did not address
the fine-grained segmentation of root canal systems or the geometric registration of
IOS and CBCT data. The lack of standardized benchmarks for these complex tasks
significantly impedes the translation of AI research into clinical applications.

To address these critical gaps, we organized the 3rd Semi-supervised Teeth Seg-
mentation and Registration (STSR 2025) Challenge as an official satellite event of
MICCAI 2025. STSR 2025 aims to benchmark state-of-the-art SSL algorithms on
two clinically vital tasks. Task 1 focuses on Semi-supervised Teeth and Pulp Root
Canal Segmentation in 3D CBCT. Task 2 introduces Semi-supervised Teeth Crown
and Root Registration, challenging participants to align high-resolution IOS crown
surfaces with volumetric CBCT root data.

In summary, the main contributions of this work are as follows:

• We present a novel public dataset, the first large-scale, multi-modal resource
specifically curated for semi-supervised root canal segmentation and CBCT-
IOS registration.

• We established the first open international benchmark for these advanced den-
tal tasks, employing a rigorous evaluation framework with Dockerized submis-
sions.

• We provide a detailed analysis of SSL strategies employed by top-performing
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participants, offering valuable insights for future research.

Table 2: Comparison of the STS2025 dataset with CjData and other public 3D dental CBCT
datasets. STS2025 introduces a significant semi-supervised benchmark with detailed fine-grained
annotations for root canal structures.

Dataset Years Age
Range Patients Volumes

(A / woA) Slices Num of
Teeth Annotator Volumes

(pixels)

Clinical dental
CBCT [8] 2020 10-49 25 25

(25 / 0) 9400 ≈ 770 1 110× 145× 280

CTooth+[9] 2022 10–15 22 168
(22 / 146) 31380 ≈ 5040 15 266× 266× 266

Mandibular Canal
CBCT [10] 2022 10-100 347 347

(347 / 0) 88832 ≈ 17220 - 178× 423× 463

Multi-modal
dataset [11] 2023 18-89 169 188

(188 / 188) 16203 ≈ 5401 13 640× 640× 200

STS2023 [12] 2023 7–70 584 584
(84 / 500) 88500 ≈ 17520 30 640× 640× 399

ToothFairy2[13] 2023 16-100 530 530
(480/50) 80000 ≈ 71400 5 170× 272× 345

298× 512× 512

STS2024 2024 7–70 330 330
(30 / 300) 69960 ≈ 9900 30 266× 266× 200

512× 512× 332

ToothFairy3[14] 2024 16-100 532 532
(532/0) 80000 ≈ 17024 5 170× 272× 345

298× 512× 512

STS2025 (Ours) 2025 7–70 370 370
(70 / 300) - - 30+ Multi-resolution

2. Related Works

2.1. Semi-Supervised Dental Segmentation
Accurate delineation of dental anatomical structures plays a fundamental role in

orthodontic assessment, implant planning, endodontic navigation, and surgical sim-
ulation. Early studies on tooth segmentation from CBCT or panoramic radiographs
primarily focused on distinguishing teeth from surrounding tissues, and benefited
substantially from convolutional architectures such as U-Net, V-Net, and subsequent
variants that improved 2D/3D medical image segmentation performance [1–3]. 3D
U-Net–based models have shown particular effectiveness in CBCT by leveraging vol-
umetric context to separate individual teeth from bone and soft tissue [4].

Beyond semantic segmentation, instance-level tooth segmentation has gained sig-
nificant attention. Several works have introduced 3D instance segmentation pipelines
capable of identifying and isolating each tooth despite metal artifacts, structural over-
lap, or irregular spacing. For example, Zanjani et al. developed a fully automated
CBCT pipeline combining segmentation and identification [5], while Wang et al. fur-
ther introduced a pose-aware instance segmentation model demonstrating robustness
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Table 3: Comparison of the STSR 2025 dataset with other public dental datasets. The STSR 2025
dataset provides a unique resource for multi-modal registration, featuring a large unlabeled set
for semi-supervised learning. “L / U” denotes data with/without annotations (Labeled / Unlabeled).

Dataset Year Modality Scans (L / U) Num. of Teeth Task Precision / Res.

Zanjan[15] 2019 3D Point Cloud 60
(60 / 0) ≈ 3,700 Semantic Seg. 20 µm

Teeth3DS [16] 2022 3D IOS (Mesh) 1,800
(1800 / 0) ≈ 23,999 Instance Seg. 10 ∼ 90 µm

3D-IOSSeg [17] 2024 3D IOS (Mesh) 440
(440 / 0) ≈ 14,080 Fine-grained Seg. 10 ∼ 80 µm

STSR 2025 (Ours) 2025 CBCT + IOS 330
(30 / 300) - Registration -

Figure 2: End-to-end workflow of the MICCAI 2024 Semi-supervised Teeth Segmentation (STS)
Challenge. The process encompasses five key stages: (1) multi-center data collection to ensure
dataset diversity, (2) iterative annotation by clinicians for high-quality ground truth, (3) construc-
tion of the semi-supervised dataset with distinct labeled and unlabeled sets, and (4/5) the final
summarization and evaluation of submitted participant methods.

in challenging CBCT scenarios [6]. Nevertheless, most datasets emphasize crowns
or full-tooth volumes; annotations for fine-scale internal structures—particularly the
pulp chamber and multi-root canal systems—remain limited.

Segmentation of root canals and mandibular canals presents additional chal-
lenges due to their thin geometry, variable curvature, low contrast, and suscepti-
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bility to CBCT artifacts. Classical image-processing approaches such as level sets
or vesselness filtering often fail to capture these structures reliably. Recent deep
learning methods have demonstrated stronger performance, including hybrid level-
set–constrained 3D U-Nets achieving Dice scores exceeding 0.95 [7], Attention U-
Net–based systems for canal measurement [8], and two-stage models for mandibular
canal extraction [9]. Nonetheless, these methods rely heavily on dense expert anno-
tations, making large-scale supervised training impractical.

To reduce annotation burdens, semi-supervised learning (SSL) has been increas-
ingly explored in medical imaging. Popular SSL approaches include pseudo-labeling
[10], consistency-based teacher–student models [11], and perturbation-based regu-
larization frameworks such as MixMatch or FixMatch [12,13]. While SSL has been
applied to tooth segmentation on limited CBCT datasets, its use for fine-grained
structures (pulp chambers, root canals) remains rare. The scarcity of publicly avail-
able CBCT datasets with detailed canal annotations further limits progress. A cohe-
sive, hierarchical benchmark integrating tooth instance segmentation with canal-level
SSL therefore remains unresolved.

2.2. IOS–CBCT Registration and Multimodal Integration
Accurate registration between intraoral scans (IOS) and CBCT has become essen-

tial in digital dentistry, enabling integration of high-resolution crown surfaces with
volumetric root and bone anatomy. Traditional multimodal registration relies on geo-
metric alignment techniques such as Iterative Closest Point (ICP) or curvature-based
surface matching [14]. However, due to inherent modality differences—IOS lacking
root geometry while CBCT provides internal structures—classical approaches often
struggle with missing regions, noise, and field-of-view inconsistencies.

Learning-based frameworks have attempted to overcome these limitations by com-
bining segmentation, identification, and registration within unified pipelines. Jang et
al. proposed a fully automated CBCT–IOS integration workflow using tooth segmen-
tation and global-to-local alignment strategies, followed by stitching-error correction
for IOS mosaics [15]. These methods allow simultaneous incorporation of crowns,
gingival surfaces, and roots into a unified representation.

More recent clinical studies have demonstrated that AI-driven multimodal regis-
tration can surpass manual or semi-automated methods in both accuracy and effi-
ciency. One validated system achieved median surface deviations as low as 0.04 mm
and root-mean-square registration errors of 0.19 mm across 31 patients [16], while
another multicenter evaluation reported that automated registration was over seven
times faster than expert-guided registration with comparable precision [17]. These
findings highlight the feasibility of robust, clinically deployable dental registration
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systems.
Despite this progress, critical gaps remain: current datasets rarely include stan-

dardized crown-root correspondences across CBCT and IOS, and few incorporate
detailed segmentation (crowns, roots, canals) alongside registration annotations.
Such limitations hinder fair benchmarking across algorithms and restrict generaliza-
tion to diverse clinical conditions. Developing integrated datasets and standardized
evaluation protocols—covering semi-supervised canal segmentation and multimodal
IOS–CBCT fusion—remains a key step toward comprehensive and reliable 3D dental
modeling frameworks.

Figure 3: Overview of the STS 2025 Challenge participation and timeline. (a) World map illustrat-
ing the geographical distribution of registered teams. (b) Detailed timeline of the challenge schedule
from registration and training to the final workshop and announcement of results, together with
the number of participating teams (78 for Task 1 and 52 for Task 2) and the total submissions (392
for Task 1 and 29 for Task 2).

3. Challenge Description

3.1. Dataset information and annotation details
The STSR (Semi-supervised Teeth Segmentation and Registration) 2025 Chal-

lenge is one of the official competitions at the MICCAI 2025 ONDI Workshop. It
primarily aims to systematically evaluate, in real clinical scenarios, semi-supervised
learning-based methods for 3D tooth and root canal segmentation, as well as CBCT–IOS
crown–root registration techniques. Unlike STS 2024, which focused solely on 2D
panoramic and 3D CBCT tooth instance segmentation, this challenge further empha-
sizes the precise segmentation of 3D CBCT tooth crowns and pulp root canals, as well
as multi-modal crown-root registration between CBCT and IOS. It specifically evalu-
ates algorithm performance in multi-instance, multi-class, and multi-modal scenarios.
The challenge comprises two tasks: Task 1 involves semi-supervised segmentation of
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3D CBCT tooth crowns and root canals, while Task 2 addresses semi-supervised
crown-root registration between 3D CBCT and IOS data.

The challenge dataset originates from real clinical settings, jointly provided by
multiple collaborating dental institutions. It encompasses diverse clinical scenarios
including routine endodontic treatment, orthodontic therapy, and implant restora-
tion. All CBCT images were acquired by radiologists or dentists with over five years
of experience following standardized examination protocols. IOS data originated
from intraoral 3D scans of the same patients within a similar time window. Cases
extensively featured dental malocclusion, tooth loss, root canal treatment traces,
metal restorations, orthodontic brackets, implants, and various X-ray artifacts, fully
reflecting the complexity of real clinical images. All data undergoes standardized
quality control and anonymization prior to inclusion, removing personally identifiable
metadata while retaining only imaging parameters and essential identifiers relevant
for research and evaluation. Data usage is approved by the corresponding medical
ethics committee and governed by a CC BY-NC-ND license, permitting solely scien-
tific research purposes. Commercial development and secondary distribution in any
form are strictly prohibited.

3.1.1. 3D-CBCT Dataset
Task 1: For 3D CBCT volumetric data, perform precise three-dimensional seg-

mentation of all permanent teeth (including wisdom teeth) and their root canal pulp
chambers. Unlike previous approaches that only annotated tooth contours or crowns,
this task further annotates internal root canal structures on top of tooth segmen-
tation. This enables the model to reconstruct crowns, roots, and root canal spaces
simultaneously, providing more detailed anatomical information for applications such
as root canal therapy, complex extractions, and implant planning. All CBCTs un-
dergo standardized reconstruction and resampling to normalize voxel resolution and
coordinate systems. An two-stage annotation process is employed: initial masks are
drawn by trained intermediate dentists using ITK-SNAP, followed by case-by-case
refinement and arbitration by experts with extensive clinical experience. Each tooth
and its root canal is assigned a unique ID, enabling instance-level 3D annotation
integrated with FDI tooth position coding. The training set comprises 30 precisely
annotated CBCTs and approximately 300 unannotated cases. The validation set con-
tains 40 annotated CBCTs for online evaluation. The test set consists of annotated
CBCTs visible only to the organizing committee for final ranking.

3.1.2. CBCT–IOS Dataset
Task 2 focuses on crown-root registration between 3D CBCT and intraoral scan-

ners (IOS), leveraging the complementary strengths of IOS’s high-resolution crown

9



surface capture and CBCT’s comprehensive crown-root-jawbone information. IOS
models offer exceptional resolution for crown surface geometry but lack root and
jawbone data; CBCT provides comprehensive three-dimensional anatomical infor-
mation encompassing the crown, root, and surrounding bony structures, but faces
limitations in spatial resolution and artifact generation. Each sample consists of a
pair of registered CBCT volumetric data and IOS dental arch models. IOS undergoes
preprocessing including coordinate normalization and mesh cleaning. Registration
ground truth is obtained by manually fine-tuning a coarse algorithm-based regis-
tration in a 3D environment by clinicians and engineers, yielding one set of 4×4
rigid transformation matrices for each jaw. Data division: The training set contains
30 cases with precise registration annotations and approximately 300 unannotated
paired data sets. The validation set includes 50 paired data sets with ground truth
matrices for online evaluation. The test set comprises hidden paired samples visible
only to the organizing committee, used for final ranking.

3.2. Participants and challenge phases
The STS2025 (STSR 2025) Challenge aims to build upon previous work and

further advance the research and practical application of semi-supervised learning
methods in medical and dental image analysis. The competition will proceed in
phases: Registration opens on April 25, 2025, with the release of training data and
the commencement of eligibility verification based on the Data Access Agreement.
Teams that pass verification will receive data download access and detailed usage
instructions. To facilitate early algorithm debugging, a non-scored test set will be
released on April 28. Participants must submit results for the scored test set by Au-
gust 15, with Docker submissions due by August 22. Each team is typically allowed
only one valid submission during Test Set Phase B to mitigate overfitting risks. The
organizing committee will conduct evaluations in a standardized environment and
announce the final award list on August 31. Teams may prepare and submit techni-
cal reports between September 1–14, with acceptance notifications issued following
review. Challenge outcomes will be showcased at a dedicated workshop during MIC-
CAI 2025 (September 23–27, 2025). Final papers must be proofread and submitted
to the conference proceedings by October 8.

Tasks 1 and 2 attracted research teams from multiple countries and regions world-
wide, with China contributing the largest number of participating teams. Partici-
pation statistics indicate that Task 1 (Segmentation of Teeth and Pulp Canals in
CBCT Scans) attracted 78 teams submitting a total of 392 solutions, while Task
2 (Crown-Root Registration in IOS and CBCT Scans) drew 52 teams submitting
29 solutions. These figures demonstrate sustained global interest in dental image
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segmentation technology and its modeling and application within semi-supervised
learning frameworks. To recognize outstanding contributions, both tracks adopted
a unified reward system: the top two teams on the test leaderboard received cash
prizes (300forfirstplace,100 for second place) along with honorary certificates.

To foster collaboration and reproducibility, the organizing committee provided
official baseline code based on nnU-Net along with corresponding Docker images
during the competition. In partnership with cloud platforms, GPU computing sub-
sidies were offered to registered teams, lowering the hardware barrier for training
large-scale 3D models. During the online validation phase, participants may submit
segmentation or registration result files on the Codabench platform for immediate
feedback. Alternatively, they may package their complete algorithms via Docker for
evaluation by the organizing committee in a standardized environment. Following
the conclusion of the STS2025 Challenge, the first authors of the top five teams on
the leaderboard will be invited to co-author a challenge summary review paper. This
paper will systematically outline the task specifications, methodological features, and
experimental results, with plans to submit it to a top-tier medical imaging journal.
Additionally, all teams are encouraged to submit technical reports. After peer re-
view, these reports will be included in conference proceedings such as Springer LNCS,
further advancing the exchange and practical application of related methods.

3.3. Clinical Utility of Segmentation
Both tasks in this year’s STSR 2025 Challenge possess clear and significant clin-

ical applications. For Task 1, precise 3D segmentation of tooth structures and root
canals serves as a critical foundation for various clinical procedures, including root
canal therapy, complex extractions, implant restorations, and orthodontic treat-
ments. Fine-grained segmentation of tooth structures and root canal spaces within
CBCT images enables clear visualization of root canal number, orientation, branch-
ing, and curvature. This assists clinicians in accurately assessing preoperative root
canal preparation difficulty and filling strategies, reducing risks of complications such
as perforation and residual canals. It also holds significant value for postoperative
efficacy evaluation and quantitative analysis of lesion progression during long-term
follow-up. For Task 2, CBCT–IOS crown–root registration integrates high-resolution
crown surface geometry with CBCT volumetric data encompassing roots, alveolar
bone, and critical surrounding anatomy (e.g., mandibular canal, maxillary sinus)
within a unified 3D coordinate system. In implant planning, multimodal data based
on precise registration assists clinicians in designing the three-dimensional position
and inclination of implants, enabling comprehensive assessment of bone volume, bone
quality, and safe distances from critical anatomical structures in the implant site.
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In orthodontic treatment, registration results facilitate combined analysis of crown
morphology, root position, and alveolar bone coverage, thereby establishing safer
and more effective tooth movement pathways. In maxillofacial and orthognathic
surgery, virtual surgical planning and postoperative realignment assessment based
on registered 3D models hold significant application value. Overall, instance-level
3D segmentation and multimodal registration advance traditional digital oral tech-
nologies into the era of intelligent diagnosis and precision treatment.

3.4. Performance Evaluation
For this challenge, we designed a systematic quantitative evaluation metric system

for two tasks to comprehensively characterize segmentation accuracy, registration
accuracy, and inference efficiency. For Task 1 (3D CBCT tooth and root canal
segmentation), we measure mask overlap and boundary alignment at both the image
level and instance level. Let the predicted mask of the entire image be A and the
ground truth mask be B. The image-level Dice coefficient is defined as

Diceimage =
2|A ∩B|
|A|+ |B|

,

and the image-level mean Intersection over Union (mIoU) is defined as

mIoUimage =
|A ∩B|
|A ∪B|

.

At the instance level, let the predicted mask and ground truth mask for the i-th
instance (tooth or root canal) be Ai and Bi, respectively, with a total of N instances.
The Dice and mIoU for this instance are given by

Dicei =
2|Ai ∩Bi|
|Ai|+ |Bi|

, mIoUi =
|Ai ∩Bi|
|Ai ∪Bi|

.

Averaging across all instances yields the instance-level Dice and mIoU metrics:

Diceinstance =
1

N

N∑
i=1

Dicei, mIoUinstance =
1

N

N∑
i=1

mIoUi .

Relying solely on voxel overlap is insufficient to comprehensively reflect boundary
errors. Therefore, we further employ Normalized Surface Dice (NSD) to measure the
surface-level agreement between predictions and ground truth. Given a distance
tolerance τ (e.g., 2mm), let overlapGT and overlappred denote the surface areas of
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overlap between ground truth and predicted boundaries within tolerance τ at the
image level, and let total_areaGT and total_areapred denote the total surface areas
of the ground truth and predicted boundaries, respectively. The image-level NSD is
defined as

NSDimage =
overlapGT + overlappred

total_areaGT + total_areapred
.

For the i-th instance, similarly denote overlapGTi
, overlappredi

, total_areaGTi
, and

total_areapredi
. The instance-level NSD is then defined as

NSDi =
overlapGTi

+ overlappredi

total_areaGTi
+ total_areapredi

,

and averaging across all instances yields

NSDinstance =
1

N

N∑
i=1

NSDi .

At the instance recognition level, we employ the Instance Agreement (IA) metric
to evaluate the model’s overall recognition capability across different tooth positions.
Let CGT and Cpred denote the sets of categories appearing in the ground truth and
predictions, respectively. If the IoU between a category c in the prediction and the
ground truth satisfies IoU(c) ≥ 0.5, then that category is considered successfully
recognized. Define

Cmatch =
{
c
∣∣ IoU(c) ≥ 0.5

}
, Call = CGT ∪ Cpred ,

then IA is defined as
IA =

#Cmatch

#Call
,

where #(·) denotes the cardinality of a set. The aforementioned image-level and
instance-level Dice, mIoU, NSD, and IA collectively form the segmentation accuracy
evaluation metrics for Task 1.

For Task 2 (CBCT–IOS crown–root registration), we primarily evaluate rigid
geometric registration error. Let the ground truth rigid transformation and predicted
rigid transformation be

Tgt =

[
Rgt tgt

0 1

]
, Tpred =

[
Rpred tpred

0 1

]
,
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where Rgt, Rpred ∈ R3×3 are rotation matrices, and tgt, tpred ∈ R3 are translation
vectors. Translation error (TransErr) is defined as the Euclidean distance between
the two translation vectors:

TransErr =
∥∥tpred − tgt

∥∥
2
,

which reflects the overall positional offset after registration. Rotation error (RotErr)
is measured by the angle between the relative rotation matrices. First, we construct
the relative rotation matrix

Rrel = Rpred R
T
gt ,

and compute the relative rotation angle θ (in radians) from its trace:

θ = cos−1

(
trace(Rrel)− 1

2

)
.

Converting to degrees yields

RotErr = θ · 180
π

.

Averaging across all cases and separately for maxilla and mandible yields the overall
translation and rotation errors for Task 2.

To further analyze multimodal alignment quality from grayscale consistency and
information-theoretic perspectives, we define the aligned CBCT volumetric data as
X and the IOS volumetric data as Y in a unified coordinate system, where the
voxel index is i and the means are µX and µY , respectively. The normalized cross-
correlation (NCC) is defined as

NCC(X, Y ) =

∑
i(Xi − µX)(Yi − µY )√∑

i(Xi − µX)2
√∑

i(Yi − µY )2
.

Let entropy be denoted by H(·) and joint entropy by H(X, Y ). Then mutual in-
formation (MI) and normalized mutual information (NMI) are respectively given
by

MI(X, Y ) = H(X) +H(Y )−H(X, Y ),

NMI(X, Y ) =
H(X) +H(Y )

H(X, Y )
.

In terms of efficiency evaluation, both tasks employ a unified metric system. Let
there be M cases in total, with the inference time for the k-th case denoted as RTk.
The average inference time is defined as

RT =
1

M

M∑
k=1

RTk,
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and each case’s inference time must not exceed the preset upper limit Tmax (e.g.,
60 s), i.e.,

RTk ≤ Tmax, k = 1, . . . ,M .

Regarding GPU memory consumption, we sample the GPU memory usage m(ti) at
fixed intervals during inference. The area under the memory–time curve (AUC-GPU)
can be approximated as

AUC−GPU ≈
n−1∑
i=1

m(ti)
(
ti+1 − ti

)
.

This metric simultaneously accounts for both peak memory usage and the duration
of high memory occupancy, providing a comprehensive measure of memory overhead.
By jointly employing the aforementioned segmentation accuracy, registration accu-
racy, and efficiency metrics, we can systematically evaluate the accuracy, stability,
and practical usability of competing methods across multiple dimensions.

4. Methods

Figure 4: Overview of prominent methodological strategies employed by participants in the STS
2024 Challenge. The figure illustrates four key approaches: (a) Knowledge transfer with pretrained
models, where pre-trained foundation models (e.g., SAM) are leveraged to improve segmentation.
(b) Consistency regularization learning, including self-teaching, model perturbation, and semantic
consistency (T1 and T2 denote two kinds of transformation). (c) Multi-stage architecture optimiza-
tion decomposes the problem into multiple sub-problems and gradually obtained fine results.

4.1. Approaches based on the nnU-Net Framework
The nnU-Net framework, renowned for its self-configuring pipeline and strong

performance in medical imaging, served as a powerful baseline for several teams.
These approaches focused their innovations not on redesigning the core architecture,
but on implementing effective semi-supervised learning strategies and optimizing the
framework for clinical efficiency.
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Table 4: Summary of 2D submitted teams, model architecture, optimization strategy, and training
settings.

Team Model
Architecture Backbone Optimizer Loss

Function Device Epochs Batch
Size

ChohoTech YOLOv8 YOLOv8 Adam CIoU, DFL,
VFL RTX 3090 100 32

Camerart2024 Self-Training
Pipeline DeepLabV3+ Adam BCE, Dice RTX 4090 200 4

Jichangkai
Two-Stage

Semi-Supervised
nnU-Net

nnU-Net AdamW Dice, CE RTX 4090 150 4

Dew123 DICL Network UNet SGD Dice, MSE,
CE RTX 3060 100 8

Junqiangmler Semi-TeethSeg2024 VNet2d AdamW Dice,
Cross-Entropy RTX 4090 300 4

Isjinghao SemiT-SAM SAM AdamW Multi-
component RTX 3060 300 4

Lazyman Cross Teaching
Network

CNN +
Transformer SGD Dice, MSE RTX 4090 43 16

Caiyichen YOLOv9 YOLOv9 Adam CIoU, DFL,
VFL RTX 3060 100 16

Guo7777 ResUnet50
+ SAM

ResNet50,
SAM Adam BCEWithLogitsLoss,

MSELoss
Tesla V100

-SXM2 300 4

Ccc2024 DAE-Net Dual Attention
Mechanism Adam Dice, IoU RTX 4060 Ti 40 32

4.1.1. Ji Changkai
This team proposed a solution centered on the 3D full-resolution nnU-Net archi-

tecture [18], with a primary focus on balancing high accuracy with computational
efficiency. Their approach, termed Efficient nnU-Net, integrated a customized pre-
processing pipeline and lightweight post-processing. The core innovation lay in two
key inference acceleration strategies: the removal of computationally expensive test-
time augmentation (TTA) and an optimized interpolation process using PyTorch’s
native functions. For training, they utilized a standard composite loss function of
Dice and Cross-Entropy. This submission prioritized creating a model that was not
only accurate but also practical for deployment in time-sensitive clinical environ-
ments.

4.1.2. DiceMed
This team based their solution on the nnU-Net framework, enhancing its perfor-

mance through a direct and effective semi-supervised strategy. Their core contribu-
tion was a two-stage pseudo-labeling scheme. In the first stage, a baseline nnU-Net
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Table 5: Summary of 3D submitted teams, model architecture, optimization strategy, and training
settings for STS MICCAI 2024 Challenge Task 2.

Team Model
Architecture Backbone Optimizer Loss

Function Device Epochs

Chohotech 3-Stage
Pipeline

YOLOv8,
U-Net Adam CIoU, DFL,

VFL NVIDIA A100 100

Houwentai
CFP 2-Stage

Semi-sup.
nnU-Net

nnU-Net AdamW Dice, CE 6 × RTX 4090 100

Madongdong Semi-supervised
YOLOv8 YOLOv8 Adam CIoU, DFL,

VFL RTX 3090 300

Jichangkai 2-Stage nnU-Net
Self-training nnU-Net AdamW Dice, CE RTX 3090 300

Junqiangmler ROI Preproc.
+ VNet3d VNet3d AdamW Dice, CE RTX 4090 300

Gute_iici 2-Stage
Unimatch

VNet (S1),
Enc-Dec (S2) AdamW Unimatch Tesla V100 100

model was trained for 750 epochs exclusively on the 30 labeled scans. In the second
stage, this model was used to generate pseudo-labels for the 300 unlabeled scans.
The model was then retrained for an additional 500 epochs on the combined dataset
of original labels and high-confidence pseudo-labels. This approach aimed to directly
leverage the unlabeled data to expand the training set and improve the model’s abil-
ity to recognize diverse anatomical variations.

4.2. Hybrid Architectures with State Space Models
To address the inherent limitations of standard convolutional networks in mod-

eling long-range spatial dependencies within large 3D volumes, several teams de-
veloped novel hybrid architectures. These methods integrate State Space Models
(SSMs), such as Mamba, into a U-Net backbone to efficiently capture global context
while retaining the U-Net’s strength in hierarchical feature extraction.

4.2.1. Zhi Qin
This team introduced a novel architecture, U-Mamba2, which integrates the

Mamba2 State Space Model into the bottleneck of a U-Net to enhance the mod-
eling of global spatial relationships. Their methodology was distinguished by a so-
phisticated three-stage semi-supervised learning pipeline. The process began with
self-supervised pre-training using a Denoising Autoencoder (DAE) on all data. This
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Figure 5: Overall diagram of the proposed U-Mamba2-SSL framework. (a) UMamba2 is first pre-
trained by reconstructing inputs corrupted with noise, downsampled, and masked; (b) The second
stage involves a combination of supervisedloss for the labeled data and consistency regularization
between the unperturbedoutput and the perturbed output of the unlabeled data; (c) The final
stage introduces pseudo labeling on top of the training objectives in (b). Only pseudo labels with
confidence above a certain threshold contribute to the training loss.

was followed by a consistency regularization stage, where the model was trained to
produce stable outputs under both input and feature space perturbations. The fi-
nal stage introduced a pseudo-labeling scheme that used a high confidence threshold
(0.75) to generate reliable labels from the unlabeled set.

4.2.2. Chen Liangyu
This team proposed an innovative hybrid architecture named TCM-UNet. This

model integrates several advanced components into a 3D U-Net backbone to improve
feature representation. The encoder’s core feature extractor is the CMambaBlock,
a module with three distinct branches for explicit long-range context modeling (via
SSM), complex feature extraction, and general feature learning. Furthermore, they
introduced a Tri-Axis Attention Module (TAAM) into the skip connections to address
the challenge of cross-dimensional feature correlation in 3D volumes. For training,
they employed a composite Dice and Cross-Entropy loss function enhanced with a
deep supervision mechanism to ensure robust learning across all levels of the decoder.
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Figure 6: The overall structure of our nnU-Net-based model for teeth and root pulp canal segmen-
tation.

5. Results

5.1. Evaluation and Key Findings
5.1.1. Evaluation and Key Findings in CBCT-IOS Registration Track

Performance in the CBCT–IOS registration track was evaluated using a geometric
error framework that quantifies the accuracy of the estimated rigid transformation
aligning an intraoral scan (IOS) to a cone-beam CT (CBCT) volume. The pri-
mary metrics were mean translation error (in millimeters) and mean rotation error
(in degrees), computed over corresponding anatomical landmarks in the test set.
These metrics directly reflect the clinical usability of the registered models, where
sub-millimeter and sub-degree precision is often required for surgical planning. The
results reveal a pronounced performance gap between competing approaches. The
top-performing team, DiceMed, achieved a mean translation error of 46.47 mm and a
mean rotation error of 165.30°. Their success stems from a PointNetLK-style iterative
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Figure 7: CBCT scans and intraoral scans are separately processed by PointNet++, followed by
feature matching and rigid transformation estimation using SVD. The predicted transformation is
applied to align the intraoral scans with CBCT data.

registration architecture combined with a two-stage semi-supervised training proto-
col: initial supervised training on labeled pairs followed by pseudo-label generation
and filtering on unlabeled data, enabling effective use of scarce annotations. In con-
trast, the second-place team, jichangkai, reported significantly higher errors—161.08
mm in translation and 164.58° in rotation—despite building upon the same official
baseline framework. This discrepancy highlights the sensitivity of registration per-
formance to architectural and training nuances, and underscores the effectiveness of
DiceMed’s iterative refinement and semi-supervised strategy in handling real-world
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Table 6: Quantitative comparison of segmentation performance for ranked teams. The evaluation
includes Image-level and Instance-level metrics (DSC, IoU, NSD, and IA). Values are presented as
mean (standard deviation).

Team Image-level Instance-level

Name Ranking DSC ↑ IoU ↑ NSD ↑ DSC ↑ IoU ↑ NSD ↑ IA ↑

zhiqin1998 1 0.9176
(±0.1970)

0.8822
(±0.1924)

0.9487
(±0.2042)

0.6668
(±0.1788)

0.5513
(±0.1589)

0.8838
(±0.2058)

0.5778
(±0.2589)

jichangkai 2 0.9431
(±0.0183)

0.8929
(±0.0314)

0.9934
(±0.0089)

0.6268
(±0.0940)

0.4994
(±0.0824)

0.8786
(±0.1114)

0.4748
(±0.1690)

DiceMed 3 0.8478
(±0.2397)

0.7862
(±0.2498)

0.8530
(±0.2623)

0.6019
(±0.1798)

0.4815
(±0.1532)

0.8110
(±0.2326)

0.5099
(±0.2486)

cccc2024 4 0.4521
(±0.4823)

0.4344
(±0.4636)

0.4704
(±0.5017)

0.3052
(±0.3315)

0.2477
(±0.2699)

0.4156
(±0.4502)

0.2509
(±0.2918)

minh_dang 5 0.8105
(±0.0904)

0.6902
(±0.1184)

0.8666
(±0.0915)

0.1464
(±0.0273)

0.1135
(±0.0268)

0.1964
(±0.0344)

0.1131
(±0.0691)

GUETIICI 6 0.8660
(±0.1160)

0.7779
(±0.1425)

0.9352
(±0.1078)

0.0043
(±0.0020)

0.0022
(±0.0010)

0.0232
(±0.0096)

0.0000
(±0.0000)

junqiangmler 7 0.3686
(±0.4548)

0.3419
(±0.4220)

0.3981
(±0.4911)

0.0899
(±0.1149)

0.0766
(±0.0984)

0.1075
(±0.1370)

0.0875
(±0.1176)

challenges such as partial visibility and sparse anatomical overlap. Notably, both
submissions prioritized robustness over speed, as the challenge emphasized geomet-
ric fidelity rather than real-time inference. Future work may explore the trade-off
between accuracy and efficiency, but in this edition, minimizing spatial misalignment
remained the paramount objective.

5.2. Quantitative Performance
5.2.1. Quantitative Performance in CBCT-IOS Registration Track

The comprehensive performance of the top teams in the CBCT-IOS Registration
Track, as detailed in Table 2, highlights the effectiveness of advanced registration
frameworks for this challenging task. The most important finding is the significant
performance gap between the leading teams, with the top-ranked team achieving
substantially lower registration errors.

The detailed quadrant-level analysis in Table 7On the test set, the best-performing
team, Dice Med (rank 1), achieved an average translation error of 46.47 mm and
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an average rotation error of 165.30 degrees. In contrast, the second-ranked team,
jichangkai (rank 2), had much higher errors, with an average translation error of
161.08 mm and an average rotation error of 164.576 degrees. This stark contrast
emphasizes the critical impact of the selected algorithmic approach on the final reg-
istration accuracy. The leading methods employed distinct strategies tailored for
point cloud registration. Their method utilizes a PointNetLK-style iterative regis-
tration module, which extracts features from both IOS and CBCT point clouds and
iteratively predicts incremental 6-DoF transformations to refine the alignment. Cru-
cially, they employed a two-stage semi-supervised training protocol: first training
on labeled data, then generating and filtering pseudo-labels from unlabeled data to
fine-tune the model, effectively mitigating the scarcity of annotated clinical data.
The second-ranked team, jichangkai, implemented a semi-supervised framework that
extends the official STSR Task-2 Baseline, indicating a shared foundation but likely
differing in specific architectural choices or training details, which resulted in their
markedly higher error rates. The high variance levels observed in the table (e.g.,
±200.40 for Dice Med’s translation error) may be attributed to the presence of out-
lier cases with significant registration failure and the non-percentage nature of the
measurement method, where even a single large error can drastically affect the mean.

Table 7: Image-level performance for top 2 teams in the CBCT-IOS Registration Track.The bottom
table details the Instance DSC scores broken down by mean translation error and mean rotation
error. The high variance level observed may be attributed to the presence of cases with significant
error and non-percentage measurement method.

Team Image-level

Name Rank Mean Translation Error mm ↓ Mean Rotation Error deg ↓

Dice Med 1 46.47 (±200.40) 165.30 (±83.87)

jichangkai 2 161.08 (±12986.90) 164.57 (±106.48)

baseline 217.82 (±13594.51) 156.98 (±142.37)

5.3. Analysis of Methodological Impact
A deeper analysis reveals a clear connection between architectural choices, SSL

strategies, and performance outcomes. The exceptional boundary accuracy (NSD) of
Chen Liangyu can be attributed to its innovative CMambaBlock and TAAM, which
enhanced the model’s ability to integrate long-range context and cross-dimensional
features. The success of Zhi Qin, the overall winner, stemmed from its systematic,
multi-stage SSL pipeline, which enabled robust feature learning from the unlabeled
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Table 8: Quantitative comparison of segmentation performance for Macroscopic Structure. Val-
ues are presented as mean ± standard deviation.

Rank Team Dice_Image Dice_Instance IoU_Image IoU_Instance NSD_Image NSD_Instance

1 zhiqin1998 0.8701 ± 0.0762 0.8701 ± 0.0762 0.7889 ± 0.1103 0.7889 ± 0.1103 0.9719 ± 0.0192 0.9719 ± 0.0192

2 DiceMed 0.8217 ± 0.0629 0.8217 ± 0.0629 0.7196 ± 0.0908 0.7196 ± 0.0908 0.9244 ± 0.0157 0.9244 ± 0.0157

4 cccc2024 0.8693 ± 0.0788 0.8693 ± 0.0788 0.7850 ± 0.1165 0.7850 ± 0.1165 0.9797 ± 0.0173 0.9797 ± 0.0173

6 jichangkai 0.8431 ± 0.0831 0.8431 ± 0.0831 0.7447 ± 0.1186 0.7447 ± 0.1186 0.9726 ± 0.0179 0.9726 ± 0.0179

8 minh_dang 0.6793 ± 0.0758 0.6793 ± 0.0758 0.5284 ± 0.0883 0.5284 ± 0.0883 0.8284 ± 0.0113 0.8284 ± 0.0113

9 GUETIICI 0.0164 ± 0.0164 0.0164 ± 0.0164 0.0084 ± 0.0084 0.0084 ± 0.0084 0.0450 ± 0.0450 0.0450 ± 0.0450

11 junqiangmler 0.7787 ± 0.1198 0.7787 ± 0.1198 0.6550 ± 0.1614 0.6550 ± 0.1614 0.9512 ± 0.0408 0.9512 ± 0.0408

12 baseline 0.8025 ± 0.1285 0.8025 ± 0.1285 0.6925 ± 0.1787 0.6925 ± 0.1787 0.9773 ± 0.0192 0.9773 ± 0.0192

data. The top IA score from DiceMed highlights that even a straightforward pseudo-
labeling strategy can be supremely effective for the instance identification aspect
of the task. Analysis of failure cases across the top solutions revealed systematic
challenges related to fine anatomical structures. The paper from DiceMed noted
a primary weakness in segmenting the apical third of the tooth root, where low
contrast-to-noise ratio (CNR) and partial volume effects led to incomplete masks.
Similarly, the Zhi Qin solution struggled with predicting the precise thickness and
length of the pulp canal and was susceptible to generating false positives in Limited
Field of View (LFOV) scans.

5.4. Qualitative Observations
Qualitative assessment of the segmentation results aligns with the quantitative

metrics, confirming that leading methods could reconstruct complex dental anatomy
while also revealing their shared limitations. Visualizations from Ji Changkai and
DiceMed showed accurate and anatomically coherent segmentations in standard
cases. However, common failure modes emerged in challenging scenarios. The in-
complete segmentation of root apices was a frequently observed issue, resulting in
fragmented masks and anatomically incorrect 3D reconstructions. Furthermore, the
imprecise delineation of fine internal structures like the pulp canal and the generation
of false positives in non-standard LFOV scans indicate that while SSL has greatly
advanced performance, systematic challenges remain in handling low-contrast micro-
structures and improving generalization across varied imaging conditions.

5.4.1. Quantitative Evaluation in 3D CBCT Track
The 3D CBCT segmentation track posed a significant challenge, characterized by

high-dimensional data and a high prevalence of imaging artifacts. This complexity
was reflected in the final submissions, with only five teams successfully completing
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Figure 8: Performance analysis based on metric stability and case difficulty. (a) Statistical dis-
tribution of segmentation metrics (Dice and IoU) visualizing the performance variance for the
participating teams. (b) Comparative analysis of model robustness on hard versus easy cases for
Dice Image and IA metrics.

Table 9: Quantitative comparison of segmentation performance for Root Canal System. Values
are presented as mean ± standard deviation.

Rank Team Dice_Image Dice_Instance IoU_Image IoU_Instance NSD_Image NSD_Instance

1 zhiqin1998 0.6409 ± 0.0455 0.6470 ± 0.0389 0.4945 ± 0.0462 0.4992 ± 0.0415 0.9339 ± 0.0352 0.9430 ± 0.0173

2 DiceMed 0.6199 ± 0.0488 0.6230 ± 0.0460 0.4634 ± 0.0498 0.4656 ± 0.0478 0.9329 ± 0.0236 0.9376 ± 0.0139

4 cccc2024 0.6137 ± 0.0469 0.6202 ± 0.0470 0.4577 ± 0.0484 0.4625 ± 0.0487 0.9335 ± 0.0336 0.9428 ± 0.0149

6 jichangkai 0.5886 ± 0.0436 0.5927 ± 0.0407 0.4318 ± 0.0429 0.4348 ± 0.0410 0.9273 ± 0.0307 0.9338 ± 0.0177

8 minh_dang 0.0017 ± 0.0015 0.0017 ± 0.0015 0.0008 ± 0.0008 0.0008 ± 0.0008 0.0284 ± 0.0227 0.0290 ± 0.0236

9 GUETIICI 0.0013 ± 0.0030 0.0013 ± 0.0030 0.0007 ± 0.0015 0.0007 ± 0.0015 0.0216 ± 0.0434 0.0216 ± 0.0434

11 junqiangmler 0.0000 ± 0.0000 0.0000 ± 0.0000 0.0000 ± 0.0000 0.0000 ± 0.0000 0.0000 ± 0.0000 0.0000 ± 0.0000

12 baseline 0.0761 ± 0.1703 0.0761 ± 0.1703 0.0509 ± 0.1139 0.0509 ± 0.1139 0.1502 ± 0.3359 0.1502 ± 0.3359

the task. The results, however, provide a powerful demonstration of semi-supervised
learning’s efficacy in this demanding volumetric domain.

The most striking outcome of the 3D track is the dramatic performance improve-
ment conferred by SSL. A fully-supervised 3D nnU-Net baseline, trained only on the
30 labeled CBCT scans, achieved a modest Instance DSC of 30.80%. In contrast, the
winning SSL method from team ChohoTech achieved an Instance DSC of 92.15%.
This represents an absolute gain of over 61 percentage points (a relative improve-
ment of 197%), decisively validating the use of SSL for volumetric dental instance
segmentation and proving its ability to overcome extreme data scarcity.
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Table 10: Quantitative comparison of segmentation performance for Special Condition. Values
are presented as mean ± standard deviation.

Rank Team Dice_Image Dice_Instance IoU_Image IoU_Instance NSD_Image NSD_Instance

1 zhiqin1998 0.9025 ± 0.0000 0.9527 ± 0.0000 0.8634 ± 0.0000 0.9114 ± 0.0000 0.9397 ± 0.0000 0.9919 ± 0.0000

2 DiceMed 0.7388 ± 0.0000 0.8921 ± 0.0000 0.6759 ± 0.0000 0.8162 ± 0.0000 0.7425 ± 0.0000 0.8965 ± 0.0000

4 cccc2024 0.8660 ± 0.0000 0.9353 ± 0.0000 0.8167 ± 0.0000 0.8821 ± 0.0000 0.9120 ± 0.0000 0.9849 ± 0.0000

6 jichangkai 0.8293 ± 0.0000 0.8875 ± 0.0000 0.7588 ± 0.0000 0.8121 ± 0.0000 0.8965 ± 0.0000 0.9595 ± 0.0000

8 minh_dang 0.0000 ± 0.0000 0.0000 ± 0.0000 0.0000 ± 0.0000 0.0000 ± 0.0000 0.0000 ± 0.0000 0.0000 ± 0.0000

9 GUETIICI 0.0000 ± 0.0000 0.0000 ± 0.0000 0.0000 ± 0.0000 0.0000 ± 0.0000 0.0000 ± 0.0000 0.0000 ± 0.0000

11 junqiangmler 0.6390 ± 0.0000 0.7912 ± 0.0000 0.5637 ± 0.0000 0.6979 ± 0.0000 0.7154 ± 0.0000 0.8858 ± 0.0000

12 baseline 0.9113 ± 0.0000 0.9273 ± 0.0000 0.8533 ± 0.0000 0.8683 ± 0.0000 0.9677 ± 0.0000 0.9847 ± 0.0000

As detailed in Table ?? and visualized in Fig. ??(a), team ChohoTech’s approach,
which adapted a YOLO-based pipeline to 3D, was not only the most accurate but
also the most stable, evidenced by its low standard deviations across all metrics.
This stability contrasts sharply with the performance of several other teams, includ-
ing the second-place winner Houwentai, which exhibited very high variance (e.g., a
standard deviation of 33.82% for Instance DSC). This suggests that their SSL strate-
gies, while effective on some cases, struggled to generalize across the full diversity
of the unlabeled test set. This instability may indicate that their pseudo-labeling
or consistency schemes were sensitive to domain shifts introduced by clinical factors
like metal artifacts, causing degraded performance on unlabeled data that differed
significantly from the small labeled set.

The quadrant-level analysis in Table ?? and Fig. ??(b) further reinforces the ro-
bustness of the top methods, which maintained consistently high performance across
all four anatomical quadrants. The clinical relevance of these results is underscored
by the excellent Normalized Surface Distance (NSD) scores achieved by the top
teams. A high NSD score indicates the generation of segmentations with highly ac-
curate surface boundaries, which is a critical prerequisite for clinical applications such
as the digital design and fabrication of precise orthodontic appliances and surgical
guides.

5.4.2. Comparative Analysis between 2D and 3D Tracks
A cross-task comparison reveals differences in performance, model complexity,

and computational cost between the 2D PXI and 3D CBCT tracks, highlighting
the distinct challenges of each modality. Four teams: ChohoTech, Jichangkai, Jun-
qiangmler, and Madongdong competed in both tracks, allowing for a direct compar-
ison of how their strategies adapted across dimensions.

The most striking difference lies in the potential for segmentation accuracy. As
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shown in Table 6 and Table ??, the winning team ChohoTech achieved a remark-
able Instance DSC of 92.15% in the 3D track, substantially higher than their already
impressive 83.59% in the 2D track. This suggests that the additional spatial informa-
tion in 3D data is highly effective at resolving ambiguities inherent in 2D projections,
most notably the superposition of tooth structures that complicates boundary de-
lineation, leading to more accurate and robust instance segmentation once a model
can effectively process volumetric data. However, capitalizing on this 3D advantage
proved non-trivial. Other teams like Jichangkai and Junqiangmler saw a decrease
in their average scores when moving from 2D to 3D, underscoring the challenge of
successfully adapting SSL methods to a higher-dimensional space.

This difficulty is intrinsically linked to the algorithmic efficiency, where the com-
putational burden of the 3D track was an order of magnitude greater. For ChohoTech,
the average runtime (RT) increased from 13.29 seconds per 2D image to 60.76
seconds per 3D volume. More dramatically, their integrated GPU memory usage
(AUC_GPU) surged from approximately 7,341 GB·s to 233,660 GB·s. This massive
increase in resource requirements explains why fewer teams were able to complete
the 3D task and emphasizes a critical trade-off for clinical deployment: while 3D
models can yield superior accuracy, their high computational cost may limit their
practical application. The semi-supervised learning paradigm itself is also more de-
manding in 3D, as generating and refining pseudo-labels for volumetric data requires
significantly more memory and computational power, a factor that contributes to
the performance instability observed in several 3D submissions.

5.5. Qualitative Analysis of Segmentation Failures and Successes
To complement the quantitative metrics, a qualitative analysis of the segmenta-

tion results provides crucial insights into the specific clinical and anatomical chal-
lenges that current semi-supervised methods face.

5.5.1. Analysis of 2D PXI Segmentation
Visual inspection of adult cases in Fig. ?? reveals that while top-performing

methods were proficient in segmenting well-defined teeth, two primary failure modes
emerged in challenging regions. First, the erroneous merging of overlapping teeth
(circled in red) was a common issue. In 2D panoramic projections, the boundaries
between crowded or superimposed teeth become ambiguous. This suggests that
SSL models relying heavily on local pixel context can struggle to enforce instance
separation without a strong prior, a problem that detection-first architectures are
designed to mitigate. Second, many methods produced inaccurate segmentations of
tooth apices (circled in blue). The apex is a small, low-contrast structure of high
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Figure 9: Visual comparison of 3D CBCT segmentation results.

clinical importance for diagnosing periapical lesions. Its poor segmentation likely
indicates that standard region-based loss functions (e.g., Dice) are dominated by
the larger tooth crown, thus failing to penalize errors on these small but critical
anatomical targets.

These challenges were significantly amplified in the pediatric cases shown in Fig.
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Figure 10: Visual comparison of 3D CBCT segmentation results. Multi-perspective views of the
ground truth (a) are contrasted with outputs from top teams Houwentai and Jichangkai (b, c).
Specific failure modes, including lack of segmentation (L), over-segmentation (O), and recognition
errors (R) are indicated. A 2D slice comparison is provided in (d) for boundary detail.

??. Pediatric dentition, with its mix of smaller deciduous teeth and developing
permanent teeth, creates a dense and highly irregular environment. The magnified
views demonstrate that most methods struggled in these cluttered regions, often
failing to delineate individual small teeth. This highlights a key difficulty for SSL: if
the limited labeled data does not sufficiently represent the vast anatomical variability
of pediatric development, the model may generate noisy or incomplete pseudo-labels
for unlabeled pediatric cases, hindering its ability to learn robust features for these

28



challenging objects.

5.5.2. Qualitative Analysis of 3D Tracks at zoomed in view
For the 3D track, Fig. 10 illustrates typical error modes in volumetric segmenta-

tion. While leading methods successfully reconstructed the 3D morphology of most
teeth, three primary failure patterns emerged: under-segmentation (e.g., merging
adjacent teeth, labeled ’L’), over-segmentation (e.g., erroneous extensions into sur-
rounding bone, labeled ’O’), and recognition errors (e.g., correct segmentation but
incorrect tooth identification, labeled ’R’). These qualitative observations corrobo-
rate the quantitative findings, underscoring that accurate instance separation and
identification remain critical challenges in 3D CBCT segmentation.

Figure 11: Distribution of loss functions employed and backbone architectures by participants in
the 2D and 3D challenge tracks. (Left) Analysis of loss function usage indicates a strong preference
for composite loss functions over single-objective training. The combination of a region-based loss
(Dice) and a pixel-wise loss (Cross-Entropy) was the most common strategy. (Right) Breakdown of
backbone model choices, revealing that nnU-Net and V-Net were the most prevalent architectures.
A notable trend was the integration of the Segment Anything Model (SAM) as a foundational
component.

5.6. Methodological Insights from Leading Teams in CBCT-IOS registration
An examination of the public implementations and descriptions released by lead-

ing Task-2 participants shows a clear convergence toward a registration-centric design
philosophy: compact, point-cloud oriented feature extractors, iterative pose refine-
ment, and pragmatic semi-supervised training pipelines. Two representative public
repositories — one implementing a PointNetLK-style iterative registration module
and another providing an extensible baseline incorporating differentiable geometric
solvers — exemplify these choices and the practical engineering trade-offs made for
robust CBCT-IOS alignment.
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5.6.1. Network Architectures
Top submissions favor lightweight point-set feature encoders rather than heavy

volumetric backbones. A common pattern is a stack of 1D convolution layers (Conv1D
- BN - ReLU) to extract per-point descriptors, followed by a global pooling oper-
ation to produce compact scene descriptors. The feature difference between IOS
and CBCT descriptors is then processed to estimate the pose. While some teams
employed an update network to predict incremental 6-DoF transforms similar to
PointNetLK, others utilized a differentiable Singular Value Decomposition (SVD)
head to explicitly solve for the optimal rigid transformation. This design handles
partial overlaps and variable point densities typical in dental scans while keeping
inference efficient.

5.6.2. Semi-supervised Techniques
The semi-supervised schemes implemented in the repositories follow a two-stage

protocol. First, models are trained on the available labeled scan pairs to establish a
stable initialization. Second, the trained model generates pseudo-labels on unlabeled
pairs; low-confidence predictions are filtered and only reliable pseudo-labels are mixed
with true labels for fine-tuning. This staged approach reduces confirmation bias
from noisy pseudo-labels and improves generalization. Practical engineering details
used in the released code include confidence thresholding, iterative re-estimation of
pseudo-labels, and separate learning-rate schedules for the pseudo-label fine-tuning
phase.

5.6.3. Loss Function and optimization targets
Reported implementations combine geometric and feature-level objectives. Typ-

ical terms include a descriptor-level matching loss (to align learned features across
modalities), a transform regression loss (L2 on predicted incremental pose param-
eters), and geometric alignment losses (e.g., point-to-point Chamfer distance). In
practice, teams found that balancing descriptor matching with a final geometric dis-
tance improves both convergence speed and final registration accuracy.

5.6.4. Modular, multi-stage pipelines and practical components
Rather than one monolithic network, the released solutions favor modular pipelines:

robust preprocessing (e.g., HU thresholding for CBCT), a compact feature encoder,
and a post-refinement stage. This modularity simplifies debugging and allows component-
wise ablation. The public code also emphasizes reproducibility: clear dataset down-
load instructions, training scripts, and inference wrappers for Dockerized evaluation.
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5.6.5. Performance across anatomical regions and demographics
The implementation details and semi-supervised training choices above directly

influence robustness. When evaluated on full-arch datasets, methods employing it-
erative refinement with cautious pseudo-label filtering show stable alignment across
different quadrants of the dentition. Public inference scripts facilitate per-quadrant
analyses, enabling teams to stratify failure modes (e.g., posterior molars with heavy
restorations). Overall, the released baselines demonstrate that a well-tuned, semi-
supervised point-cloud registration pipeline can deliver consistent performance across
arch regions, effectively minimizing Mean Rotation and Translation Errors (MRE/MTE)
even in cases of partial IOS coverage.

6. Discussion

6.1. Main findings
Dental image segmentation presents unique challenges that differentiate it from

other medical imaging domains. The STS 2024 Challenge underscored several crit-
ical difficulties inherent to dental datasets: 1) Limited Segmentation Accuracy of
Previous Methods; 2) Inadequate Integration of Segmentation and Tooth Position
Recognition; 3) High Proportion of Unannotated Data. Traditional methods rely
heavily on fully supervised learning paradigms, which demand extensively anno-
tated datasets. However, annotating dental images is labor-intensive and requires
specialized expertise, leading to a scarcity of high-quality labeled data. Conse-
quently, previous approaches exhibited limited precision in accurately delineating
tooth boundaries, especially in cases involving overlapping structures or varying im-
age qualities. The complexity of dental anatomy, with its intricate and closely packed
tooth structures, further exacerbates segmentation inaccuracies. Beyond mere seg-
mentation, accurate tooth position identification is crucial for comprehensive dental
analysis and clinical decision-making. Prior methodologies typically treated seg-
mentation and tooth position recognition as separate tasks, leading to suboptimal
performance in integrated scenarios. This discrimination fails to leverage the inter-
dependencies between segmentation and positional data, resulting in inconsistencies
and reduced overall accuracy. The inability to concurrently address segmentation
and tooth position recognition limits the utility of automated systems in practical
dental applications. The STS 2024 Challenge introduced several innovative elements
in dataset construction and challenge design to address the aforementioned chal-
lenges. First, to mitigate the scarcity of annotated data, we meticulously curated
a dataset encompassing 2D panoramic X-ray images and 3D CBCT tooth volumes.
This multiple-modal dataset enriches the dataset and facilitates the development of
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algorithms capable of handling different imaging modalities, encouraging the creation
of more robust and generalizable models. Furthermore, including pediatric and adult
dental images ensures that models can adapt to variations across age groups, enhanc-
ing their applicability in real-world clinical settings. Our challenge incorporated a
multi-faceted evaluation framework that assesses participants’ algorithms on several
levels, ensuring a comprehensive performance evaluation: Instance-Level Evaluation,
Image-Level Evaluation.

The results from the STS 2024 Challenge reveal several noteworthy insights: Top-
performing teams predominantly leveraged semi-supervised learning frameworks, ef-
fectively utilizing the limited labeled data alongside the abundant unlabeled data.
Techniques such as integrating pre-trained models like the Segment Anything Model
(SAM), consistency regularization learning, and multi-stage architecture optimiza-
tion significantly enhanced segmentation accuracy, which aligns with the broader
trend in medical imaging, where semi-supervised methods are increasingly recog-
nized for their ability to overcome data scarcity. In the 3D CBCT segmentation
task, multi-stage training strategies yielded superior performance. Participants could
incrementally improve segmentation precision and robustness by sequentially refin-
ing the model through multiple training phases. This approach facilitates better
feature learning and mitigates the risk of overfitting, particularly in complex 3D
structures. Despite the overall success of semi-supervised methods, a notable por-
tion of participants did not employ any semi-supervised strategies. This variability
reveals a critical gap between the demonstrated potential of SSL and its practical
adoption, which have demonstrated clear advantages in handling unannotated data.
Across the diverse methodologies, participants predominantly introduced perturba-
tions at multiple levels to augment model training and generalization: Data-Level
Perturbations: Techniques such as weak-strong augmentations and the addition of
Gaussian noise were employed to create varied input data representations, foster-
ing robustness against input variations. Model-Level Perturbations: The integration
of heterogeneous network architectures (e.g., CNNs and Transformers) facilitated
implicit consistency regularization, promoting diverse feature learning and reducing
model-specific biases. Training Cycle Perturbations: Frameworks like the teacher-
student model incorporated temporal perturbations by iteratively refining pseudo-
labels, thereby enhancing feature learning and mitigating overfitting. In terms of
consistency constraints, methods varied across three primary dimensions: Soft Con-
straints: Utilization of soft logits and features as supervisory signals encouraged
smooth decision boundaries and feature consistency across different perturbations.
Hard Constraints: Binary segmentation outputs were enforced through hard label as-
signments, ensuring definitive delineation of anatomical structures. Structural Con-
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straints: Incorporation of edge detection operators (e.g., Sobel) imposed structural
integrity on anatomical boundaries, aligning segmentation outputs with inherent
anatomical features.

Building upon the insights gained from the STS 2024 Challenge, several avenues
for future research and development emerge. First, efforts should be directed toward
creating more extensive and diverse annotated dental datasets encompassing various
anatomical variations, imaging modalities, and clinical conditions. Collaborative ini-
tiatives and data-sharing platforms can facilitate the accumulation of comprehensive
datasets necessary for training robust deep-learning models. Further exploration of
semi-supervised and unsupervised learning methods can enhance model performance
and reduce dependency on labeled data. Techniques such as self-supervised learning,
transfer learning, and active learning hold promise for improving segmentation accu-
racy and efficiency. Developing models that concurrently address segmentation and
tooth position identification can yield more holistic and clinically relevant outputs.
Multi-task learning frameworks can enhance the synergy between tasks, improving
overall performance and utility. Bridging the gap between research and clinical prac-
tice requires rigorous validation of segmentation models in real-world settings. Future
studies should focus on integrating automated segmentation tools into clinical work-
flows and assessing their impact on diagnostic accuracy, treatment planning, and
patient outcomes. Enhancing the computational efficiency of semi-supervised mod-
els is crucial for their adoption in clinical environments. Research should optimize
models for real-time processing without compromising segmentation accuracy, ensur-
ing their practicality and scalability. Subsequent iterations of the STS Challenge can
incorporate more diverse and complex datasets, introduce additional evaluation met-
rics that reflect clinical utility, and encourage the development of lightweight models
suitable for deployment in various clinical settings. Such enhancements can further
drive innovation and accelerate the adoption of advanced segmentation techniques
in dentistry.

6.2. Case Difficulty and Metric Correlation
The case difficulty and metric correlation analysis in Fig. 12 offers valuable in-

sights into the dataset’s intrinsic challenges and the robustness of our evaluation
framework.

The difficulty analysis in Fig. 12(a, c) reveals that the primary challenges differed
by modality. In the 2D PXI track, the most difficult cases were those with severe
pathologies like extensive tooth loss. This is a classic problem for semi-supervised
learning, as these atypical cases deviate from the primary distribution of the unla-
beled data, hindering the generation of effective pseudo-labels. This suggests a need
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Figure 12: Case difficulty and inter-metric correlation analysis for the 2D (a, b) and 3D (c, d)
tracks. (a, c) Case Difficulty Analysis: Plots identifying the most challenging cases (0031 in 2D,
0024 in 3D). Difficulty in 2D was linked to severe tooth loss, while in 3D, it arose from small targets
(e.g., apices) and inter-tooth misidentification. (b, d) Inter-Metric Correlation: Matrices for both
tracks showing strong concordance across metrics, indicating consistent team rankings.

for SSL methods that are more robust to domain shift within the dataset itself. In
contrast, 3D CBCT challenges were more related to fine anatomical details, such
as segmenting small tooth apices and resolving ambiguity between adjacent teeth.
This points to architectural limitations in current models, which may require more
specialized designs to capture fine-grained features in volumetric data.

The strong positive correlation between different evaluation metrics, as shown
in the matrices from 12(b, d), is an interesting finding. The high concordance
across metrics like Instance DSC and Instance Affinity (IA) indicates that the team
rankings were stable and not dependent on a specific metric choice. This validates
the robustness of our evaluation framework and suggests that the top-performing
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methods were genuinely superior across multiple criteria of segmentation quality.

Figure 13: Bar plots of X-ray and CBCT labeling time under varied methods. The green arrow
indicates a time reduction (acceleration) and the red arrow an increase (deceleration) compared to
the baseline (typically the Junior@Zero). Jun: Junior dentist; Sen: Senior dentist.

6.3. Human-Machine Collaborative Annotation Study
To quantitatively evaluate the clinical utility of semi-supervised segmentation

algorithms in this challenge, we conducted a human-machine collaborative annota-
tion study. The study involved two dentists (a junior clinician with more than two
years of experience and a senior specialist with more than ten years of experience).
The dentists annotated a curated test set of 30 dental scans, including 10 X-rays
from child, 10 X-rays images from adult, and 10 CBCT volumes from adult. The
study follows four distinct strategies: (i) Full manual annotation (i.e, From scratch);
(ii) Correction of predictions from existing methods (only available for the CBCT);
(iii) Correction of 7th-ranked outputs (relatively low-quality); and (iv) Correction of
1st-ranked outputs (relatively high-quality).

Annotation time per case was rigorously recorded to assess workflow efficiency,
as shown in Fig. 13. This study focuses on three key dimensions: (i) the relationship
between algorithmic performance (as reflected by model rankings) and time saved
during clinical workflows; (ii) modality-specific challenges in 2D vs. 3D tasks, in-
cluding anatomical variability across pediatric and adult populations; and (iii) how
clinician expertise interacts with automated tools to optimize workflow efficiency.

6.3.1. Dramatic Time Savings in Clinical Workflows
The top-performing semi-supervised model (the 1st-ranked team) demonstrated

transformative efficiency gains across all modalities. In 2D X-rays (a historically
unaddressed domain), the labeling efficiency improved 4.5× for the junior dentists
(i.e., from 326.10s to 72.50s per case) and 2.11× for the senior (i.e., from 244.50s
to 116.10s). Critically, the 1st-ranked model outperformed existing CBCT methods
by 94.1% (i.e., the junior’s time that decreased from 5841.80s to 343.30s), validating
its superiority in handling sparse-annotation scenarios. For the CBCT volumes, the
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annotation time plummeted from 3.5 4̃.9 hours to 5.7 8̃.2 minutes per volume, which
is clinically critical for efficient orthodontics and implant planning.

Moreover, the segmentation quality directly impacts the annotation efficiency.
The relatively low-quality initial predictions may increase the cognitive load and
correction time of dentists. For instance, the 7th-ranked model prolonged senior
dentists’ child X-ray annotation by 68.5% (i.e., increasing from 244.50s to 412.00s),
indicating that subpar segmentation disrupts clinical efficiency. Conversely, the 1st-
ranked model reduced time while improving consistency, where the standard devi-
ations decreased across tasks. This highlights that only high-precision algorithms
enable reliable human-machine collaboration, which is one of the core goal of our
semi-supervised challenge.

Notably, the CBCT modality that is essential for complex orthodontic procedures,
showed the greatest absolute time savings (e.g., from 4.9 hours to ≤0.1 hour / vol-
ume). This aligns with our challenge’s focus on underrepresented 3D data, addressing
a critical barrier in dental area. For adult X-rays, the 1st-ranked model reduced an-
notation time by 88.2% (e.g., the junior’s time decreasd from 555.50s to 63.60s),
outperforming the 7th-place model by 87.7%. Notably, for pediatric X-rays—a do-
main previously lacking public datasets—the methods achieved near-adult levels of
efficiency (e.g., 72.5s vs. 65.7s for the junior), proving semi-supervised methods can
overcome pediatric data scarcity.

6.3.2. Implications for Clinical Deployment
The junior dentist benefited disproportionately from high-quality AI assistance.

In pediatric X-rays, their efficiency gain with the 1st-ranked model (4.5×) exceeded
Seniors’ (2.1×), narrowing the experience gap: the junior-senior time differential
dropped from 81.6s (manual) to 43.6s (AI-assisted). However, Seniors exhibited lower
tolerance for imperfect predictions—when using the 7th-place model, their pediatric
X-ray annotation time surged by 68.5%, versus only 12.9% for Juniors. This im-
plies that AI assistance most empowers early-career clinicians, while experts require
near-perfect segmentation for workflow integration. A Senior dentist could process
96 CBCT volumes/day with 1st-ranked model assistance versus 2 volumes/day man-
ually—enabling large-scale data curation for AI development. Combining Junior
clinicians with state-of-the-art AI achieved 73% of Senior-level efficiency (e.g., pe-
diatric X-rays: 72.5s vs. Senior’s 116.1s) at lower resource cost. This validates our
challenge’s design premise: semi-supervised learning bridges data scarcity in special-
ized domains (pediatrics, CBCT) while optimizing clinical resource utilization.

In a nutshell, our challenge’s top semi-supervised model reduced dental annota-
tion effort by 52–98%, demonstrating that human-AI collaboration—when powered
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by high-precision initial segmentation—can overcome historic barriers in pediatric
and 3D dental imaging, accelerating the translation of AI tools into clinical practice.
Our challenge catalyzed algorithms that transform dental image annotation from a
hours-long manual task to a minutes-long collaborative effort, with profound implica-
tions for clinical scalability and global dental health equity. Future work should focus
on real-time interactive refinement tools to further harness human-AI synergies. The
results underscore the critical role of semi-supervised algorithms in enabling scalable,
cost-effective dental diagnostics while maintaining clinical accuracy—a prerequisite
for widespread adoption in resource-constrained settings. Also, this study directly
addresses two critical gaps in dental AI research: (1) the absence of benchmarks for
human-AI collaboration efficiency in pediatric dental imaging, and (2) the lack of
comparative data on how semi-supervised model quality impacts real-world clinical
labor. By simulating real-world refinement scenarios, we quantify how algorithmic
performance translates to tangible clinical time savings and evaluate the viability of
semi-supervised solutions for underserved tasks (e.g., pediatric X-rays and CBCT
segmentation, where public datasets are absent).

6.4. Limitations
While the STS 2024 Challenge made strides in advancing dental image segmen-

tation, it has limitations. The dataset, although diverse, remains limited in size
and scope, potentially affecting the generalizability of the findings. Additionally,
the challenge primarily focused on segmentation accuracy, with less emphasis on
other critical factors such as processing speed and integration with clinical work-
flows. Furthermore, while representative of real-world scenarios, the high proportion
of unannotated data may have introduced biases that could influence the performance
of semi-supervised algorithms. The STS 2024 Challenge has been instrumental in
highlighting the potential of semi-supervised semantic segmentation in dental medi-
cal imaging. By addressing key challenges related to data scarcity and segmentation
precision and by introducing innovative evaluation metrics, the challenge has paved
the way for future advancements in automated dental analysis. Moving forward, con-
tinued efforts to expand and diversify dental datasets and develop more integrated
and sophisticated learning algorithms will be essential in realizing the full potential
of AI-driven dental diagnostics and treatment planning.

7. Conclusion

The STS 2024 Challenge represents an advancement in semi-supervised instance
segmentation for dental imaging, establishing the first standardized benchmark for
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label-efficient learning in this clinically critical domain. Our comprehensive analysis
reveals that successful methodologies consistently leveraged synergistic combinations
of three core strategies: knowledge transfer from foundation models, iterative pseudo-
label refinement, consistency regularization leanring, and multi-stage architectural
optimization. The dominance of teacher-student frameworks employed by 85% of
top-ranked solutions underscores their effectiveness in propagating knowledge from
limited labeled data through carefully designed pseudo-labeling cycles. Notably,
the integration of Segment Anything Model (SAM) variants and nnU-Net back-
bones emerged as particularly potent, enabling teams like Guo777 and Isjinhao to
achieve instance-level Dice scores exceeding 90% in CBCT segmentation while utiliz-
ing merely 9% labeled data. These technical innovations directly translate to tangible
clinical value, as evidenced by our human-machine collaboration study demonstrating
that top solutions reduced annotation time by 88.2% for adult OPG and 94.1% for
CBCT volumes when compared to manual annotation with junior clinicians achieving
73% of senior-expert efficiency when refining high-quality predictions.

Despite these advances, several critical challenges persist. The underutilization
of unlabeled data by approximately 60% of participating teams highlights a persis-
tent gap between semi-supervised learning potential and practical implementation.
Furthermore, while multi-stage pipelines like Haoyuuu’s T3Net showed exceptional
performance in 3D segmentation, their computational complexity presents deploy-
ment barriers in time-sensitive clinical settings. Limitations in dataset diversity, par-
ticularly the scarcity of pediatric CBCT scans and complex pathological cases, also
constrain model generalizability. Looking forward, three priority directions emerge:
1) Developing hybrid SSL frameworks that combine SAM’s zero-shot generalization
with uncertainty-aware consistency constraints, 2) Creating cross-modal learning ar-
chitectures that leverage complementary information from both 2D and 3D dental
imaging, and 3) Establishing standardized clinical validation protocols that assess
both segmentation accuracy and real-world workflow integration. The publicly re-
leased STS 2024 dataset and open-sourced methodologies provide an essential founda-
tion for addressing these priorities. By catalyzing research in label-efficient learning
for dental instance segmentation, this initiative accelerates progress toward accessi-
ble, AI-enhanced diagnostics that can transform global oral healthcare, particularly
in resource-constrained settings where expert annotation remains scarce.
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