arXiv:2402.16658v1 [eess.|V] 23 Feb 2024

Proceedings of Machine Learning Research 1-15

Multi-Objective Learning for Deformable Image Registration

Monika Grewal! MONIKA.GREWALQCWI.NL
Henrike Westerveld? G.WESTERVELD@ERASMUSMC.NL
Peter A. N. Bosman'? PETER.BOSMAN@QCWI.NL
Tanja Alderliesten? T.ALDERLIESTEN@QLUMC.NL

L Centrum Wiskunde & Informatica, 1098 XG, Amsterdam, The Netherlands
2 Erasmus University Medical Center, 3015 GD, Rotterdam, The Netherlands
3 Delft University of Technology, 2628 CD, Delft, The Netherlands

4 Leiden University Medical Center, 2333 ZC, Leiden, The Netherlands

Abstract

Deformable image registration (DIR) involves optimization of multiple conflicting objectives,
however, not many existing DIR algorithms are multi-objective (MO). Further, while there
has been progress in the design of deep learning algorithms for DIR, there is no work in the
direction of MO DIR using deep learning. In this paper, we fill this gap by combining a
recently proposed approach for MO training of neural networks with a well-known deep
neural network for DIR and create a deep learning based MO DIR approach. We evaluate
the proposed approach for DIR of pelvic magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) scans. We
experimentally demonstrate that the proposed MO DIR approach — providing multiple
registration outputs for each patient that each correspond to a different trade-off between
the objectives — has additional desirable properties from a clinical use point-of-view as
compared to providing a single DIR output. The experiments also show that the proposed
MO DIR approach provides a better spread of DIR outputs across the entire trade-off front
than simply training multiple neural networks with weights for each objective sampled from
a grid of possible values.

Keywords: Deformable Image Registration, Deep Learning, Multi-objective Optimization,
Multi-objective Learning

1. Introduction

Deformable image registration (DIR) refers to the task of finding a non-linear transformation
that aligns two images. The non-linear transformation is characterized by a deformation
vector field (DVF), that maps each location in the target image (also referred to as fixed or
reference image) to a location in the source image (also referred to as moving image). The
source image is then warped by resampling from the mapped locations. Some of the potential
applications of DIR in medical imaging are dose accumulation in radiation treatment, contour
propagation, tumor growth tracking, and creating a digital atlas (Mohammadi et al., 2019;
Rigaud et al., 2019; Zhao et al., 2022; Salehi et al., 2022).

DIR involves optimization of a parameterized DVF to maximize the similarity between
two images. However, optimizing only for maximizing image similarity may yield a highly
irregular or sometimes physically implausible DVF due to model overfitting. Therefore,
an additional objective penalizing irregularity in the DVF is often used, which inherently
conflicts with the objective of maximizing image similarity (Li and Fan, 2018; Balakrishnan
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et al., 2019; De Vos et al., 2019). Further, an additional guidance objective (either maximizing
the similarity between organ contours or minimizing the distance between corresponding
landmarks) is often utilized in challenging DIR problems (Balakrishnan et al., 2019; Hering
et al., 2021). Intuitively, improvement in the additional guidance objective should always
lead to improvement in the image similarity objective. However, in practice, the additional
guidance objective may still conflict with the image similarity objective. This is often caused
when the optimization gets overfitted to the regions where additional guidance is provided,
deteriorating performance in other image regions (Balakrishnan et al., 2019). Another
cause for conflict between the image similarity objective with the additional guidance can
be the uncertainty in the additional guidance, which, in turn, could be caused by either
inter/intra-observer variance in case of manual annotation or modeling error in case of
automatic generation of additional guidance. Therefore, DIR is essentially a multi-objective
(MO) problem (Deb et al., 2016), which involves two or more conflicting objectives.

Therefore, fundamentally an MO approach is appropriate for DIR, where multiple DIR
outputs corresponding to a diverse range of trade-offs between the conflicting objectives are
provided to the clinicians to a posteriori choose the best solution. Although the notion of
DIR being multi-objective is well accepted and discussed, not many DIR approaches have
been developed with this perspective. Alderliesten et al. (2015) provided a proof-of-concept
study for MO DIR of 2D images. Pirpinia et al. (2017) used an evolutionary algorithm to
tune the corresponding weights of different objectives for each 3D breast MRI pair and run
single objective DIR multiple times. Nakane et al. (2022) formulated DIR as MO problem
by partitioning the template image into several overlapping regions. Andreadis et al. (2023)
presented the first integral approach to MO DIR that could be used for 3D volumetric scans
using an MO optimization algorithm.

With the advent of deep learning in the past few years, multiple deep learning based DIR
approaches have been proposed (Balakrishnan et al., 2019; de Vos et al., 2017; Li and Fan,
2018; Li et al., 2022; Salehi et al., 2022; Rigaud et al., 2019), which provide the possibility to
predict the DVF for an entire volumetric scan within seconds. However, to the best of our
knowledge, there is no work done in the direction of MO DIR using deep learning. In this
paper, we fill this gap and provide a novel approach for MO DIR using deep learning. To this
end, we employed a well-known deep neural network for DIR, VoxelMorph (Balakrishnan
et al., 2019), and combined it with a recently proposed technique for training neural networks
multi-objectively (Deist et al., 2023). Our main contributions are the following:

e We develop a deep learning based approach for MO DIR so that multiple DIR outputs
corresponding to different trade-offs between multiple objectives can be presented to
the clinical experts for a posteriori decision-making.

e We develop a parameter-efficient version of the previously introduced deep learning
approach for MO DIR. With our proposed strategy, extending any encoder-decoder
style DIR network to its MO version is straightforward.

e We demonstrate MO DIR, for a challenging real-world registration task: DIR of female
pelvic magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) scans and highlight its potential benefits.
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Figure 1: Illustration of the proposed deep learning based MO DIR, approach. Ispyrce: source
image, Iiqrger: target image, Segsource and Segiarger: Organ segmentation masks for source
and target image, respectively. The weights of the encoder are shared among p DIR networks,
which output p DVFEs (Ay, Ag, ..., Ap) to warp Isource and Segsource. The network is trained
to Simlﬂtaneousb’ minimize p loss vectors [LfmageSimilaritya Lpv FSmoothnesss LS@gSimilarity]
using MO learning.

2. Approach

We first provide a brief background on the concepts of MO optimization that we apply to
deep learning based DIR. MO optimization refers to minimizing' a vector of n objectives
simultaneously. The goal is to find a set (often referred to as ‘approximation set’) of p
solutions that are both close to as well as diversely-spread along the Pareto front — the set of
all Pareto optimal solutions in objective space. A solution is Pareto optimal if none of the
objectives can be improved without a simultaneous detriment in performance in at least one
of the other objectives (Van Veldhuizen and Lamont, 2000).

Our deep learning based MO DIR implementation consists of a DIR network within
the MO learning framework proposed in Deist et al. (2023). We selected VoxelMorph
(Balakrishnan et al., 2019) for DIR because it is a well-known neural network for DIR.
VoxelMorph uses an encoder-decoder style neural network for predicting a DVF, which is a
basis for many deep learning based DIR approaches proposed afterwards. We selected the MO
learning framework proposed in Deist et al. (2023) for two reasons: a) it achieves MO training
of neural networks through hypervolume (HV) maximization - a process that inherently
ensures Pareto optimality? and diversity between the solutions, b) it is the only MO approach
that allows training neural networks multi-objectively without a priori knowledge of the

1. In this paper, we assume minimization as objectives correspond to losses in deep learning.
2. If HV is maximal, all the solutions are Pareto optimal.
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exact preference between different objectives. It should be noted that the latter is crucial in
the task of DIR. This is because earlier literature suggests that the exact preference between
different objectives may be different between different image pairs, which may only be known
a posteriori after inspecting multiple solutions (Pirpinia et al., 2017).

In this paper, we aim to minimize p loss vectors (corresponding to p solutions or
DIR outputs in the approximation set), each comprising of three losses: L rmageSimitaritys
Lpv FsSmoothness, and LSegSimilarity- Here, for LImageSimilaritya we used normalized cross-
correlation loss. Lpy psmoothness 18 the squared sum of spatial gradients of the predicted DVF
in all directions, and LgegSimitarity i the Dice loss between the fixed image’s organ mask
and the moving image’s organ mask warped by the predicted DVF (refer to (Balakrishnan
et al., 2019) for details). In the original formulation of MO learning in Deist et al. (2023), p
neural networks are required corresponding to p solutions in the approximation set. Due to
the memory intensive nature of training a 3D DIR network, this poses a challenge due to
limited GPU memory. To tackle this, we modified the original implementation by sharing
the weights of the encoder between p DIR networks® as shown in Figure 1. The DIR network
predicts p DIR outputs (DVFs). This is followed by calculation of p loss vectors, which are
used in the MO learning framework. The parameters of the DIR network are updated using
a dynamic loss formulation, that, for each DIR output is defined as:

L' = wileageSimilarity + wéLDVFSmoothness + wéLSegSimilarity Vi € {17 cee 7P} (1)

Where, the weights wzl', w%, wé are calculated in each iteration using HV maximization. This
ensures that at the end of the training the DIR outputs (that are used to calculate the p loss
vectors) are close to, and diversely distributed along the Pareto front of the three objectives.

2.1. Data

We retrospectively used data from cervical cancer patients who received brachytherapy
treatment at Leiden University Medical Center (LUMC), The Netherlands. We received 136
MRI scan pairs (along with associated contours generated for clinical use of four organs at risk:
bladder, bowel bag, rectum, and sigmoid) corresponding to two fractions of brachytherapy
treatment in anonymized form after approval from the medical ethics committee. The original
resolution of the MRI scans was 0.5 mm X 0.5 mm X 4 mm. We resampled the MRI scans
to a resolution of 1 mm x 1 mm x 1 mm and used randomly cropped patches of size 192 x
192 x 32 as an input to the neural network. We separated the scans at patient level based
on their chronological order of acquisition into train and validation (126 scan pairs), and
test (10 scan pairs) splits. On the test scans, a radiation therapy technologist annotated 23
anatomical landmarks (details in Appendix B), which were selected by a radiation oncologist
on the basis of their importance in brachytherapy treatment for cervical cancer patients. The
placement of landmarks was cross-checked by another radiation oncologist.

3. In our preliminary experiments (shown in Appendix A Figure 4), we observed that parameter sharing in
the encoder causes a negligible decrease in the diversity of the predictions while increasing the parameter
efficiency by 17% for p = 5.
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Figure 2: (a) Approximation set consisting of 27 solutions, each corresponding to a different
trade-off between the 3 loss functions. (b) and (g): A transverse slice from the target and
source image, respectively. (c) - (f): Warped images (top row) and DVFs overlaid on the
source image (bottom row) corresponding to four solutions (highlighted in color matching
with the image frame) in the set. The direction and scale of the arrows represent the
displacement vector in the x-y plane, and the color (contrasting for cranial vs. caudal motion)
of the arrows represent the displacement along the z-direction. Bladder and rectum contours
are shown in cyan and magenta colors, respectively on the images.

3. Experiments and Results

We implemented* our proposed approach using Python and PyTorch. The training hyper-
parameters were: number of solutions p = 27, initialization = Kaiming He, optimizer =
Adam, learning rate (Ir) = le~%, number of training iterations = 20K, reference point for HV
calculation = (1, 1, 1) (details in Appendix C). To assess the DIR performance, we calculated
target registration errors (TREs) of the 23 manually annotated landmarks by transforming
the landmarks in the target image with the predicted DVF and calculating the Euclidean
distance with the corresponding landmarks in the source image. We also calculated the
percentage of voxels with a negative determinant of the spatial Jacobian of the DVF, as an
indication of folding in the transformation.

3.1. Comparison of MO DIR with Single DIR Output

Contrary to traditional DIR, in MO DIR, the decision maker is provided with multiple
DIR solutions. This is demonstrated in Figure 2 (a). The figure shows that there are
multiple possible ways to align the two images, which represent different trade-offs between
the objectives of interest. For example in solution 2 (green), the bladder contour of the
transformed source image seems perfectly aligned with the bladder contour of the target
image, but there seems to be misalignment in image intensities in the top part of the image.
Similarly, the transformed source image from solution 4 seems more similar to the target
image as compared to the transformed source image from solution 3, however, the DVF from
solution 3 seems more smooth than the DVF from solution 4. In this scenario, the decision
maker (clinician) can evaluate different trade-offs and select a DIR solution specific to this
image pair. Such an MO scenario also allows incorporating additional clinical criteria into

4. The implementation will be made publicly available upon publication.
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Figure 3: Approximation sets obtained for two representative test scan pairs in (a) and (b).
The colors of the points represent the TRE values in mm (left), and percent folding (right).
Lower values represented by blue tones are better. The TRE before DIR is represented by a
black line on the TRE colorbar. Black boxes indicate the likely desired regions.

decision making e.g., alignment of the bladder may be more important than the alignment of
the rectum in a specific clinical use case.

In Figure 3 (a), we show the obtained approximation set for one of the test scan pairs. It
is apparent that the desired solutions based on lower TRE values (solutions in blue color
in the left image) are different from the desired solutions based on lower percent folding
(solutions in blue color in the right image) in the transformation. There is a small subset of
solutions (black boxes in Figure 3) for which both the TRE and percent folding are in the
lower range of obtained values. Further, the range of trade-offs represented by these subsets
of solutions is different for the two scan pairs illustrated in Figure 3 (a) and Figure 3 (b).
This demonstrates how a single DIR solution corresponding to a certain trade-off between
objectives may perform better on one performance metric, but not on another performance
metric. Similarly, it may provide best balance between performance metrics for one scan
pair, but not for another. On the other hand, in MO DIR, a clinician can evaluate multiple
possibilities corresponding to different trade-offs, separately for each scan pair, and make an
informed decision.
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Table 1: Minimum mean TRE of 23 anatomical landmarks in mm, associated folding in %
for grid search and MO DIR, respectively for each test scan pair. Mean + standard deviation
from 5 models from 5-fold cross-validation is reported.

Test scan TRE before ‘ Grid Search MO DIR

| TRE % folding TRE % folding
1 3.97 3.63 £0.04 0.29 +£0.19 | 3.74 & 0.03, 0.05 = 0.03
2 4.71 453 +£0.11 3.45 + 0.38 | 4.66 + 0.07, 2.00 &+ 1.23
3 8.21 804 £0.10 133 +£1.18 | 8.12 £ 0.06, 1.07 &+ 1.64
4 9.07 8.18 £ 0.07 0.12 £ 0.15 | 8.58 &= 0.17, 0.47 = 0.39
5 4.46 4.01 £ 0.06 0.80 + 0.96 | 4.08 & 0.07, 1.36 = 1.01
6 5.55 452 £0.09 1.31 £0.17 | 4.69 & 0.09, 0.76 = 0.32
7 5.99 5.90 £ 0.03 0.26 &+ 0.18 | 5.93 £ 0.02, 0.29 4+ 0.13
8 4.39 3.96 £ 0.05 2.72 +0.88 | 4.06 = 0.05, 1.72 + 1.31
9 5.73 5.06 £ 0.06 0.87 &0.24 | 5.24 & 0.13, 0.82 £ 0.97
10 3.80 3.72 £0.03 0.20 + 0.28 | 3.70 & 0.03, 0.11 + 0.13

3.2. Comparison of Proposed MO DIR with Grid Search

Traditionally, a set of neural networks are trained with a weighted loss formulation with
weights for each loss sampled from a grid of possible values. Finally, one of these neural
networks is then selected based on the performance on validation data. To simulate the
MO DIR set up with grid search, we trained the different heads of our MO DIR neural
network with weights corresponding to different points in grid search. We used 27 grid points
by enumerating over all the possible combinations for w; € {0,0.5,1}, ws € {0,0.1,0.5,1},
and ws € {0,0.5,1} and omitting redundant (e.g., {0,0.5,0.5} and {0,0.1,0.1}) and less
meaningful (e.g., {0,1,0}) combinations. It should be noted that this process of grid search
is already slightly better than naive grid search. Moreover, it incorporates the domain
knowledge that training only with deformation smoothness loss is not meaningful - something
which is not required for HV maximization based MO DIR approach.

The obtained approximation set from these solutions is shown with filled circles in Figure
3. Figure 3 shows that the obtained solutions from grid search are clustered in certain regions
and do not provide diversity in trade-offs between objectives. This demonstrates the difficulty
in tuning the weights of different objectives to achieve a diverse range of trade-offs with
grid search. On the other hand, with the proposed MO DIR approach, the tuning for both
diversity as well as proximity to the Pareto front is achieved in a straightforward manner.
Further, in Table 1, the best TRE values along with the corresponding percent folding in
the transformed images obtained by grid search solutions and MO DIR solutions is shown
for each scan pair. The table indicates that both grid search and the proposed MO DIR
find quantitatively similar trade-offs between the best TRE values and associated image
folding. It is important to remark here that TRE is a sparse metric for assessing the DIR
performance. Moreover, the image folding is an aggregate metric over entire scan. As such,
it is difficult to compare between different trade-offs or derive clinical conclusions without
inspecting the underlying DVFs.
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4. Conclusions and Discussion

We propose the first deep learning approach for MO DIR, which provides multiple DIR
solutions diversely spread across the trade-off front between conflicting objectives. With such
an approach, clinicians can evaluate the provided DIR solutions according to patient-specific
clinical criteria and select the most suitable trade-off. We experimentally demonstrated the
added value of MO DIR as compared to providing a single DIR output in terms of providing
insights, and capability to select the most suitable DIR solution for each patient case, which
potentially increases the chances of clinical adoption. We also demonstrated that the MO
DIR setting is more efficient than a grid search for weights for each objective in terms of
spread of solutions across the approximation front.

Although the potential utility of deep learning based MO DIR  is evident from experimental
results, the presented work is still only a proof-of-concept. It has certain limitations and
because the concept of MO learning is new to the field of DIR, there exist some open
questions. Some of the limitations, open questions, and possible future research directions
are as follows:

e HV maximization provides a straightforward way to distribute the solutions diversely
on the approximation front without requiring any manual tuning. A downside of this
is that it is difficult to find differently distributed points, for example, if the solutions
are desired to be biased towards one objective. In future work, it would be interesting
to investigate the use of the weighted HV (Zitzler et al., 2007) metric in MO DIR
to steer the solutions to a desired region. It is also important to investigate which
part of the approximation front is more desired by involving clinicians as a posteriori
decision-makers.

e In Figures 2 and 3, the solutions seem more clustered in the corner where L j,qgeSimilarity
and LgegSimilarity are large and Lpy pSmoeothness 18 small. This could be because this
corner of the front is easy to achieve due to no or little deformation, or because of
the corresponding shape of and local density along the Pareto front. It is known that
setting the reference point differently can impact this (Ishibuchi et al., 2018) (also see
Appendix C). It will be interesting to investigate this further in future.

e In our proof-of-principle, we made certain choices e.g., number of objectives, number of
solutions in the approximation set, type of additional guidance, type of neural network
for DIR, in an effort to create a baseline deep learning based MO DIR approach. That
said, the current approach leaves multiple improvement possibilities open in order to
realize the complete potential of the MO perspective for DIR. For example, it can
be improved by using a more sophisticated neural network for DIR, multi-resolution
registration, constraints on tissue types, and diffeomorphism.

e The presented MO DIR work provides more insights than traditional approaches by
showcasing the trade-offs between different objectives and how these trade-offs differ
between scan pairs. However, the objectives are still average values per pair of scans.
Practically, the DIR performance will likely not be uniform across the entire scan.
Additionally, it is possible that clinically a solution in the vicinity of a provided discrete
solution on the approximation front is more desired. It is therefore essential to research
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in the direction of intuitively visualizing the DVFs and navigating across (and in the
local neighborhood of) different solutions.
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Appendix A. Effect of Parameter Sharing in the Encoder
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Figure 4: Effect of parameter sharing in the Encoder. filled circles: MO DIR without
parameter sharing in the encoder, triangles: MO DIR with parameter sharing in the encoder.
p = 5, n = 2. Approximation sets obtained from 5 models of 5-fold cross-validation are

v
0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6
Limagesimitarity Limagesimitarity Limagesimitarity

shown.

In Figure 4, 5 approximation sets obtained from 5 models after 5-fold cross-validation, by
training the MO DIR approach with p = 5 for LpageSimitarity, @0d Lpyv Fsmoothness 10sses
without (filled circles) and with parameter sharing (triangles) in the encoder are shown for all
the test scan pairs. The figure shows that parameter sharing does not impact the distribution

of solutions on the front.

Appendix B. Description of Landmarks

Internal and external urethral ostium

Uterus top

Cervical ostium

Isthmus

Intra-uterine canal top

Internal anal sfincter

Os coccygis

Most ventral intersections of S1-S2, S2-S3, S3-54
Anterior superior border sympysis (ASBS)
Posterior inferior border sympysis (PIBS)

Right and Left ureteral ostium

Right and left femur head

Right and left acetabulum

Right and left ligament rotundum

Right and left entrance of uterine artery to cervix
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reference point: (10, 10, 10) reference point: (1, 1, 1)

04 f3

e run0 run 1 e run2 e run3 e rund e run5 run 6 e run7 run 8 e run9

Figure 5: Effect of the location of reference point on the GenMED (Bosman, 2011) benchmark
problem. The Pareto front was approximated using 25 points. The solutions from 10 runs
are shown for two different locations of the reference point.

Appendix C. Effect of Selecting Reference Point

The calculation of the HV (and consequently its gradients) is sensitive to the choice of the
reference point (Ishibuchi et al., 2018), which, in turn, affects the spread of the solutions
on the front. This is particularly the case for three or more objectives. In Figure 5, this
phenomenon is illustrated with experiments on the convex GenMED problem with three
objectives (Bosman, 2011). Briefly, in the GenMED problem, the n objectives (in our case,
n = 3 i.e., f1, f2, 3 are the sum of square distances from n unit vectors. When the reference
point is far away, the final solutions tend to cluster on the edges of the Pareto front. The
spread of the points becomes more uniform across the Pareto front when the reference point
is moved closer. Based on these empirical observations, we tuned the reference point for MO
DIR training. We considered the following choices: (10, 10, 10), (1, 1, 1), (1, 1, 0.2), (0.5, 1,
1) based on observing the worst loss values after training. For experiments in the paper, we
selected (1, 1, 1) as the reference point because it provided well distributed points across the
front based on visual inspection on validation set.

Appendix D. Comparison between MO DIR Without and With
Additional Guidance

To gain insights into the effect of additional guidance from organ masks on the DIR perfor-
mance, we compared the following two settings: : a) MO DIR using L ImageSimilarity, and
Lpv FsSmoothness (IlO additional gUidance)’ b) MO DIR using LImageSimilaritya Lpv FsSmoothnesss
and LgegSimilarity (additional guidance). In Figure 6, the obtained approximation sets on
test scan pairs from both settings are shown in the objective space of LpnageSimilarity
LpvFsmoothmess, and LgegSimilarity- The figure shows that training MO DIR with the addi-
tional guidance from organ masks, some solutions are obtained in the region corresponding
to lower Lgegsimilarity loss but higher LjnageSimilarity 10ss. These solutions underline the
conflict between LipageSimilarity a0d LgegSimilarity, Whose nature and causes could only be
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Figure 6: Effect of additional guidance. filled circles: MO DIR without additional guidance
from organ contours, triangles: MO DIR with additional guidance from organ contours.
p = 27. Approximation sets obtained from 5 models of 5-fold cross-validation are shown.

known after exploring the DIR outputs corresponding to these solutions. It is worth noting
that with MO DIR, such an exploratory analysis is possible and straight-forward.

Furthermore, in Table 2, the maximum mean Dice score and % folding in the associated
DVF of an approximation set is reported for each test scan pair. Similar to Figure 6,
Table 2 also shows that by training DIR with additional guidance from organ masks, higher
similarity between organ masks (indicated by high Dice scores) can be achieved without
compromising with % folding in the DVFs. It is important to state here that the best
solutions in the approximation sets according to Dice score (reported in Table 2) are not
same as the best solutions according to TRE values (reported in Table 1), highlighting the
nuances of evaluating a DIR outcome. Further, it is difficult to make clinically relevant
performance comparisons solely based on quantitative values due to two reasons: a) mean
Dice score is biased towards large organs, b) the solution corresponding to maximum Dice
score may be overfitted to Lgegsimilarity 10ss.

14



DL-BasED MO DIR

Table 2: Maximum mean percent Dice score of four organs at risk (bowel bag, bladder,
rectum, and sigmoid), and associated % folding for approximation sets obtained from MO
DIR without and with guidance from organ masks, for each test scan pair. Mean + standard
deviation from 5 models from 5-fold cross-validation is reported.

‘ No Guidance Guidance
Test scan
‘ % Dice % folding ‘ % Dice % folding

1 97.63 & 0.04 1.24 £ 0.26 | 99.28 & 0.06, 0.77 £ 0.22
2 92.75 + 0.09 1.03 £ 0.28 | 95.66 4+ 0.26, 1.38 £ 0.28
3 96.25 + 0.07 0.64 £ 0.37 | 98.99 4+ 0.10, 0.93 £ 0.17
4 96.56 + 0.04 0.69 £ 0.18 | 98.53 4+ 0.13, 0.87 £ 0.28
5 94.58 + 0.05 0.03 £ 0.07 | 98.24 4+ 0.09, 0.66 £ 0.07
6 96.49 + 0.13 1.36 £ 0.27 | 98.73 + 0.13, 1.00 £+ 0.37
7 96.93 & 0.02 0.93 £ 0.53 | 99.01 4+ 0.11, 0.96 £ 0.49
8 97.56 + 0.09 0.63 £ 0.16 | 99.07 + 0.07, 0.64 £+ 0.11
9 95.63 + 0.03 1.89 £ 0.44 | 98.01 + 0.11, 1.09 £ 0.42
10 95.04 & 0.01 0.67 £ 0.17 | 97.48 & 0.12, 1.02 £ 0.26
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