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Abstract

Recent advancements in medical imaging and artificial
intelligence (AI) have greatly enhanced diagnostic capabil-
ities, but the development of effective deep learning (DL)
models is still constrained by the lack of high-quality anno-
tated datasets. The traditional manual annotation process
by medical experts is time- and resource-intensive, limit-
ing the scalability of these datasets. In this work, we in-
troduce a robust and versatile framework that combines AI
and crowdsourcing to improve both the quality and quan-
tity of medical image datasets across different modalities.
Our approach utilises a user-friendly online platform that
enables a diverse group of crowd annotators to label med-
ical images efficiently. By integrating the MedSAM seg-
mentation AI with this platform, we accelerate the annota-
tion process while maintaining expert-level quality through
an algorithm that merges crowd-labelled images. Addi-
tionally, we employ pix2pixGAN, a generative AI model,
to expand the training dataset with synthetic images that
capture realistic morphological features. These methods
are combined into a cohesive framework designed to pro-
duce an enhanced dataset, which can serve as a universal
pre-processing pipeline to boost the training of any medi-
cal deep learning segmentation model. Our results demon-
strate that this framework significantly improves model per-
formance, especially when training data is limited.

1. Introduction
The rapid advancements in medical imaging technolo-

gies, such as CT and MRI, have revolutionised diagnostic
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capabilities in healthcare by enabling non-invasive visual-
isation of internal anatomical structures. Alongside this,
the recent progress in artificial intelligence (AI) has led to
growing interest and significant improvements in develop-
ing medical image analysis algorithms, which subsequently
improve automated diagnostics. These advancements en-
able healthcare professionals to make more precise diag-
noses and develop more effective treatment plans [12] [36]
[32].

Image segmentation is one of the most commonly used
analysis techniques and involves the delineation of struc-
tures and forms the building blocks of any AI-assisted im-
age labelling algorithm. However, a major limiting factor
to the development of a robust and accurate AI-based med-
ical image analysis model is the lack of high-volume and
high-quality annotated training datasets [2].

High-quality labelled datasets are crucial as they directly
influence the accuracy and reliability of AI models, en-
suring these technologies can make precise diagnostic pre-
dictions [6]. Generating these labelled datasets is both
time-consuming and resource-intensive, making scalability
a challenge [33]. Furthermore, hiring medical experts to
manually label a large quantity of medical images is costly,
and the process is often tedious due to its repetitive na-
ture [33]. Thus, crowdsourcing has been seen as an attrac-
tive method to help improve the annotation rate for medical
images. It operates based on allowing untrained individ-
uals to help annotate new, unlabelled datasets [28]. Re-
searchers have explored the potential of crowdsourcing to
cost-effectively expand the annotated datasets for medical
images [27]. Studies have shown that with clear instruc-
tions and examples, non-experts can achieve performance
that matches that of trained experts, particularly for certain
imaging modalities [10]. However, the complexity of the
medical images still needs to be investigated to understand
the limitations of crowd-sourcing fully.
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Figure 1. Summary of the proposed framework: Real medical image datasets are provided to a crowdsourced labelling platform and also
used to train pix2pixGAN. Annotators would label the real dataset images with assistance from MedSAM. These annotated real images are
then used by pix2pixGAN to generate synthetic images, which are subsequently sent back to the labelling platform for further annotation.
The labelled synthetic and real images are finally combined into an enhanced dataset. Figure illustrated by Lark

The challenge of acquiring a substantial volume of med-
ical images for training AI solutions is another significant
bottleneck in the field. This is due to the high cost and
logistical complexity involved in producing such datasets,
which require specialised equipment and trained person-
nel. Additionally, privacy concerns are also limiting the
acquisition due to the handling of sensitive personal infor-
mation, which usually requires extra data masking proce-
dures. The diversity of medical imaging modalities (e.g.
CT, MRI) further complicates the collection process, as ac-
quiring comprehensive data across all these modalities is a
daunting task [9]. Although, the release of datasets publicly
by various research groups in recent years (MMWHS [35],
FLARE22 [21], Cancer Imaging Archive [16]) has some-
what mitigated the issue, given the data-intensive nature of
AI model training, particularly with Deep Learning (DL)
approaches, the demand for extensive datasets remains un-
abated [29]. Consequently, exploring the potential of gen-
erative AI to augment real datasets by creating synthetic
but close-to-realistic images presents a promising area of
research [26]. This approach can help overcome the in-
herent limitations of insufficient variety and volume of real
datasets, by generating diverse and extensive training data.
Such synthetic data can improve the training of AI models,
enabling them to help achieve higher accuracy and general-
isability in medical image analysis [1].

In this work, we present a versatile framework that en-
hances medical image dataset in both quality and quantity
by coupling crowdsourcing and generative AI. This method
ultimately increases segmentation accuracy of DL models
when available training dataset is limited.

2. Related Works

Crowdsourcing in image analysis, seen in Google’s re-
CAPTCHA [19] and Duolingo [14], also applies to biomed-
ical imaging. Studies show that crowds can accurately la-
bel complex medical images, demonstrating the potential
for medical image analysis. Platforms like Amazon Me-
chanical Turk (MTurk) [13] and Appen Figure Eight [20]
streamline crowdsourcing by providing a diverse pool of
participants and reducing the need for custom setups. Al-
ternatively, custom platforms like Label Studio [15], though
more time-intensive to develop, offer precise control over
the crowdsourcing tasks, improving the engagement and
specificity of the work. In summary, crowdsourcing in im-
age analysis extends its utility to biomedical fields, demon-
strating significant potential in medical diagnostics. By util-
ising diverse participant pools and flexible setup options,
these methods elevate data accuracy and streamline the la-
belling process, and prove essential for advancing accurate
DL approach for medical image segmentation.

Moreover, there has been a lot of research in using gen-
erative AI to improve data augmentations [34] [30]. Specif-
ically, Generative Adversarial Network (GAN)-based mod-
els [7] [8] are widely used for synthesising different med-
ical images, successfully expanding the size of biomedical
imaging datasets [3]. Deep Convolutional GAN (DCGAN),
an unconditional GAN-based model, has been used to gen-
erate high-quality liver lesion region of interests (ROIs)
[5]. These synthetic images, combined with real images,
are used to train Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs)
and greatly improve the performance of CNN classification
models, thereby enhancing diagnosis. Additionally, syn-
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thetic MRI images generated by a conditional GAN model
have successfully boosted the training of segmentation net-
works and improved the performance of brain tumour MR
image segmentation [25].

3. Our Approach
3.1. Main Contributions

By coupling AI and citizen science, we aim to improve
the data gathering rate and create an extensive and labelled
dataset for future medical image DL research. This en-
hancement can be achieved by: deploying a flexible seg-
mentation model to facilitate the labelling process, thereby
reducing both time and tedium for crowd annotators; enlist-
ing the aid of the public via crowdsourcing, with adequate
guidance, to accelerate the annotation rate; implementing
generative AI to expand the medical image datasets with
synthetic images.

By achieving the above aims, we highlight 4 key contri-
butions of this work:

1. We proposed a versatile framework to efficiently and
effectively resolve the scarcity and costliness of medi-
cal image datasets for DL model training.

2. We implemented a state-of-the-art segmentation AI
MedSAM to simplify crowdsourced segmentation
which attains labelling at an expert quality.

3. We incorporated a novel generative AI pix2pixGAN
to expand the quantity of existing dataset in different
modalities.

4. We verified that, using the framework we proposed,
the accuracy and performance of DL models for medi-
cal images would be significantly improved with small
training dataset.

In short, we established a versatile framework that can
expand limited medical image dataset in quantity and also
with similar label quality as the domain experts. Such
dataset will be called enhanced dataset (quality + quantity)
for the rest of this work. An overview of our framework can
be seen in Figure 1.

3.2. Crowd Labelling Platform Deployment

Image labelling tasks for crowds, especially with med-
ical images, are often complex and result in a lack of ac-
curacy and willingness to participate. We first needed to
implement an online platform for the ease of communica-
tion and labelling operation from the researchers to a wide
audience with various types of device. Label Studio was
chosen as the main data labelling platform as it is open
source and contains a simple, friendly user interface (UI)
(See Figure 2) [15]. An easily navigable UI is key in this
study as the labelling process needs to be straightforward
to account for various computer literacy in the public. We
designed the platform to allow the use of a few tools which

includes labelling brush, eraser, zooming, etc. Furthermore,
we provided all users with an instructional PDF file contain-
ing ground truth label exemplars and a short video to guide
them on using the platform (see Supplementary Section 3
and 4). Label Studio was also chosen because it is easily
deployed on online servers [15], a feature well supported
by its extensive developer community. Our current imple-
mentation of Label Studio is hosted on the Hugging Face
Spaces platform [4]. This hosting platform was selected
for its capability to support application deployment using
Docker containers.

3.3. Segmentation AI Integration

Segmentation AI assistance has been proven to be an
effective approach to further resolve the complexity of la-
belling [11]. However, the use of segmentation AI aiding
in the labelling process needs to be versatile for a wide
range of tasks regarding medical images, and intuitive for
the users to operate. Label Studio [15] also supports AI in-
tegration during the labelling process. It operates by using
another server as a Machine Learning (ML) backend, where
the AI model is hosted. We chose MedSAM [22] for our AI
integration (see Section 4.1.1). MedSAM is a zero-shot seg-
mentation model based on Meta’s Segment Anything model
(SAM) [18] that has been trained on 1 million medical im-
ages. For integration with the labelling platform, we only
allow the bounding box functionality to appear when a tog-
gle switch is activated. A user would select the rectangular
label from the available selection and draw a box on the im-
age (see Supplementary Section 3). Then, Label Studio will
send the necessary information (bounding box coordinates
and current image) to MedSAM. MedSAM will consider
the spatial relationship and contextual information inherent
in medical images when processing the information for seg-
mentation [22]. Finally, it will send its predicted labels of
the specified region back to Label Studio. This would allow
for faster and more accurate labelling created by the users.

3.4. Generative AI Integration

As crowd-labelling methods are limited by the availabil-
ity of raw medical images, generative AI, particularly Gen-
erative Adversarial Networks (GANs) [7] [8], is used for
data augmentation purposes. Using the GAN model of our
choice, synthetic medical images are generated using la-
bels provided by the crowd and from the input dataset. To
achieve this, the GAN model can be extended to a con-
ditional GAN (cGAN) model [24]. A condition will be
given to both the generator and the discriminator during the
training process to partially control the generated images.
We used user-generated labels from crowdsourcing as in-
put into the cGAN. As the labels are in image format, a
variant of cGAN named pix2pixGAN [17] was adapted for
our project. This is due to pix2pixGAN being specially de-

3



Figure 2. Label Studio UI

signed to solve image-to-image translation problems, where
the input consists of image-label pairs. These synthetic im-
ages generated by pix2pixGAN are then integrated with the
annotated image dataset to meet the needs of training future
medical Image models.

3.5. Test Trials

The framework was tested on 3 different datasets which
are MMWHS-MRI, MMWHS-CT and FLARE22 [35] [21].
We recruited 12 annotators to investigate the effectiveness
of the general public in labelling medical images, and their
results were further used to verify the potential of improving
DL model training with crowdsourcing. We assigned each
annotator 6 tasks, containing 5 images each. The objective
and criteria of each task are listed as follows:

1. Task 1: Labelling of the specified heart regions
(MMWHS-CT) without any AI assistance or ground
truth exemplars.

2. Task 2: Labelling of the specified heart regions
(MMWHS-CT) with AI assistance but no ground truth
exemplars are provided.

3. Task 3: Labelling of the specified heart regions
(MMWHS-CT) with AI assistance and ground truth
exemplars.

4. Task 4: Labelling of the specified heart regions of the
artificial GAN-generated dataset with AI assistance.

5. Task 5: Labelling of the specified abdominal organs
(FLARE22) with AI assistance and ground truth ex-
emplars.

6. Task 6: Labelling of the specified heart regions
(MMWHS-MRI) with AI assistance and ground truth
exemplars.

Tasks 1, 2, and 3 serve to evaluate the necessity of AI

assistance and instructions with ground truth exemplars
in crowdsourcing platforms. Task 4 serves to assess
the crowdsourcing label performance on GAN generated
dataset. Tasks 3, 5, and 6 serve to understand the versa-
tility of the platform in various datasets. (Detailed results
see Supplementary Section 6)

3.6. Merged Crowd Labels

To combine the ensemble of crowd labels of a single im-
age into a merged label, a pixel-wise majority voting ap-
proach is taken [23]. In this approach, the labels of each
pixel are summed to create a frequency map. Subsequently,
a threshold is applied to this map to generate the merged
label. This threshold represents the minimum number of
crowd annotators required to agree that a specific pixel be-
longs to the object of interest. In this work, a minimum
threshold of 4 was chosen based on the consideration of the
number of unique crowd annotators.

3.7. Evaluation Metrics - Comparison with Ground
Truth

To evaluate the quality of the segmentations results, the
Sørensen-Dice index (DSC) [31] and the Jaccard Index
(IoU) [31] are commonly used. These metrics, defined
in Equation 1 and 2 respectively, are selected due to their
widespread usage and ease of comparison with other publi-
cations and methods.

D(X,Y ) =
2 |X ∩ Y |
|X|+ |Y |

(1) J(X,Y ) =
|X ∩ Y |
|X ∪ Y |

(2)
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4. Experiment

The experiment section is comprised of 3 sub-sections.
Section 4.1 contains our initial findings on the framework
and evaluates the performance of crowd labellers in achiev-
ing expert-level labelling. Section 4.2 evaluates the perfor-
mance of an enlarged dataset using synthetic images gener-
ated by pix2pixGAN. Lastly, Section 4.3 evaluates the ef-
fectiveness of training DL segmentation models by com-
bining crowd-labelled images and synthetic images into
one enhanced dataset, which is the overall outcome of the
framework.

4.1. Quality – Achieving Image Crowd Labelling at
a Professional Level

4.1.1 Segmentation AI Comparison for Crowd Use

The primary objective of incorporating an AI assis-
tance labelling tool on our platform is to improve the ef-
ficiency and ease of the segmentation task for crowd an-
notators. As a preliminary study, we investigated the most
suitable segmentation AI model that is capable of assist-
ing users in labelling tasks1. A comparative analysis is
conducted on prediction masks generated by 4 segmenta-
tion models: UNet 1, UNet 19, SAM, and MedSAM. Both
UNet 1 and UNet 19 are based on simple UNet structure,
UNet 1 is trained on 10 training slices from 1 sub-dataset
of MMWHS-CT, whereas UNet 19 is trained on 76 train-
ing slices from 19 sub-datasets of MMWHS-CT.

Figure 3 shows example prediction masks generated by
UNet 1 and UNet 19 models on MMWHS-CT slice 110.
Notably, both predicted masks are characterized by un-
smooth and irregular contours with small, scattered regions
due to overlapping labels. These graphical observations are
confirmed by the metrics in Table 1, where UNet 1 outper-
forms UNet 19 with a higher overall metric score. Both
models achieve relatively high metric scores above 0.65 for
ventricle labels and relatively low scores below 0.53 for
atrium labels. Results from Figure 3 and Table 1 suggest
that the UNet models are unsuitable for platform AI assis-
tance due to their poor versatility across different datasets.
Each label task in the platform requires a new UNet model
specifically trained for the corresponding dataset, and even
ideally, the sub-datasets, despite the same modality and sim-
ilar morphological structure. This is validated by the su-
perior performance of UNet 1 over UNet 19, which was
achieved even with less training data and reduced training
time.

SAM and MedSAM are tested as large-scale models
without specific training on any MMWHS datasets. Figure
3 also illustrates the prediction masks of the same testing

1Abbreviation of the ROIs: LA - Left Atrium; RA - Right Atrium; LV
- Left Ventricle; RV - Right Ventricle

slice generated by SAM and MedSAM models, character-
ized by smooth contours and significantly fewer overlap-
ping regions. These observations are corroborated by metric
scores detailed in Table 1. In contrast to the UNet models,
which demonstrated higher performance of ventricle labels
over atrium labels, both SAM and MedSAM exhibit consis-
tent performance across all labels, which demonstrate their
high versatility. Specifically, SAM achieves an average
DSC of 0.7344 (IoU of 0.6183), while MedSAM reaches an
average DSC of 0.8123 (IoU of 0.7197). MedSAM outper-
forms SAM and the UNet models in graphical representa-
tion and metric evaluations and hence, the chosen segmen-
tation AI for crowd-labelling.

4.1.2 Necessity of AI Assistance and Instruction

To investigate if AI assistance can improve crowd seg-
mentation results, the comparison and analysis between the
results from Task 1 and Task 2 (Hand-drawn vs. AI assis-
tance) are as follows, using the DSC and IoU metrics.

Figure 4. Comparison of DICE and IoU between each ROI for
Task 1 (hand-drawn) and Task 2 (AI assistance); illustrated by
Prism GraphPad

From Figure 4, it is demonstrated that the distribution of
metrics scores does not vary significantly between Task 1
and Task 2. A noticeable amount of data points clustered
around 0 is observed. Quantitatively in Table 2, it is statisti-
cally evident that, for all compartments of the heart, crowd
segmentation accuracy from Task 1 and Task 2 are not sig-
nificantly different (p > 0.05). This indicates that with
only segmentation AI assistance provided, the accuracy of
the crowd result would not be improved. It is hypothe-
sised that most of the volunteers have no prior knowledge
of heart anatomy, leading to almost random annotations that
do not fit with the ground truth. Furthermore, some users
also reported being confused with the orientation of the im-
ages. It should be noted that once participants became ac-
customed to the AI tool, the majority of users reported an
easier labelling process and reduction in labelling time by
simply making quick refinements on the AI-generated re-
gions. This result highlights the success of making the seg-
mentation process easier and less tedium with the deploy-
ment of the MedSAM segmentation facilitated tool. To seek
for actual improvement in accuracy, we hypothesised that
an instruction, in addition to AI assistance, would provide
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Figure 3. Comparison of the results for, from Left to Right, Ground Truth, UNet 1, UNet 19, SAM, MedSAM on MMWHS-CT slice 110

UNet 1 UNet 19 SAM MedSAM
ROI DSC IoU DSC IoU DSC IoU DSC IoU

LA 0.5268 0.5232 0.4535 0.4721 0.6079 0.5149 0.7129 0.6306
RA 0.4109 0.4970 0.2986 0.3522 0.7253 0.6102 0.7827 0.6860
LV 0.7749 0.8909 0.7973 0.7675 0.7926 0.6639 0.8929 0.8070
RV 0.8509 0.8943 0.6574 0.6840 0.8118 0.6840 0.8605 0.7555

Average 0.6409 0.7014 0.5517 0.5690 0.7344 0.6183 0.8123 0.7197

Table 1. Mean DSC and IoU result for, from Left to Right, UNet 1, UNet 19, SAM, and MedSAM

fundamental knowledge to users that will in turn increase
labelling accuracy.

To investigate whether the crowd segmentation results
would improve when crowd annotators receive AI assis-
tance along with detailed instructions including ground
truth label exemplars. The results from Task 2 and Task
3 (AI assistance vs. AI assistance with instructions) using
DSC and IoU metrics are computed as follows.

Figure 5. Comparison of DICE and IoU between each ROI for
Task 2 (AI-assisted) and Task 3 (AI-assisted and instructions with
ground truth exemplars); illustrated by Prism GraphPad

It is evident in Table 1 that the crowd segmentation re-
sults from Task 3 are statistically more accurate than those
from Task 2 with 95% CI (p < 0.05), demonstrating that
the instructions with ground truth exemplars are crucial to
the accuracy of crowd labelling outcomes. To account for
the variance between annotators, we merged the crowd la-
bels using pixel-wise majority voting approach with thresh-
old of 4 (as discussed in Section 3.6). Table 3 shows the
metrics after merging. Notably, LA has a relatively low
DSC of 0.3839 (IoU of 0.3627), indicating the difficulty
in labelling this ROI. Hence, it is demonstrated that crowd
annotators tend to perform better with simple anatomical
structures that have less variance between slices. This ob-
servation suggests that crowdsourcing should be limited to
datasets with relatively simple structures. Nonetheless, this
indicates the importance of providing clear guidance and

ground truth exemplars to the crowd annotators by the re-
searchers when setting up segmentation tasks.

4.1.3 Crowd Segmentation in Different Modalities

It has been demonstrated that AI assistance in combina-
tion with instructions can dramatically improve the accu-
racy of labelling tasks. To further investigate the versatility
of our platform, we conducted tests involving AI-assisted
labelling on MRI images from the MMWHS dataset, which
differ significantly from the CT images from the same
dataset, and CT images of the abdomen from the FLARE22
dataset.

Figure 6. Comparison between the ground truth (Bottom) and
merged crowd labels from different Datasets (Top): Task 3
MM-WHS CT (Left); Task 5 FLARE22 (Middle); and Task 6
MMWHS-MRI (Right)

It is notable that in Figure 6, visually the merged crowd
segmentation is close to the ground truth, with the edges
of the organ identified with high definition. Quantitatively,
Table 4 shows that the labelling accuracy is very high in
liver and kidney segmentation. Specifically, the DSC is ap-
proximately 0.96 for both the liver and aorta (IoU of about
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Task 1 Task 2 Task 3
ROI DSC IoU DSC IoU DSC IoU

LA 0.3106 0.2874 0.3113 0.2842 0.4272 0.4003
[0.1876 0.4336] [0.1726 0.4021] [0.1950 0.4276] [0.1760 0.3924] [0.3002 0.5542] [0.2793 0.5213]

RA 0.4132 0.3511 0.5093 0.4327 0.7020 0.6161
[0.3014 0.5250] [0.2528 0.4494] [0.4019 0.6167] [0.3359 0.5295] [0.6143 0.7898] [0.5340 0.6983]

LV 0.6661 0.6010 0.5332 0.4521 0.8722 0.7871
[0.5740 0.7581] [0.5139 0.6880] [0.4391 0.6272] [0.3677 0.5364] [0.8460 0.8984] [0.7482 0.8261]

RV 0.6513 0.5729 0.6506 0.5924 0.8877 0.8112
[0.5624 0.7402] [0.4926 0.6533] [0.5512 0.7499] [0.5001 0.6847] [0.8569 0.9185] [0.7793 0.8431]

Table 2. Mean DSC and IoU with 95% CI for results collected from Task 1 (Hand-drawn), Task 2 (with AI assistance), and Task 3 (with
AI assistance and instructions)

ROI DSC IoU

LA 0.3839 0.3627
RA 0.8504 0.7531
LV 0.7246 0.6622
RV 0.9159 0.8454

Table 3. Mean DSC and IoU for merged
labels from Task 3 MMWHS-CT

ROI DSC IoU

Liver 0.9698 0.9415
Kidney 0.7597 0.6536
Aorta 0.9584 0.9204

Table 4. Mean DSC and IoU for merged
label from Task 5 FLARE22 Abdomen

ROI DSC IoU

LV 0.6966 0.5850
Myocardium of LV 0.7197 0.6260
RV 0.7146 0.6472
Pulmonary Artery 0.7382 0.5917

Table 5. Mean DSC and IoU for merged
label from Task 6 MMWHS-MRI

0.93) and about 0.75 for the kidney (IoU of about 0.65). Ac-
cording to Table 5, despite the complexity of MRI images,
the DSC and IoU metrics are acceptable, yielding a DSC
of about 0.7 (IoU of about 0.6) for all. These results illus-
trate that our platform is versatile to ensure the accuracy of
labelling tasks across different modalities of images. This
endorses the customizability of the crowdsourcing platform
by ensuring that different datasets can all be segmented ef-
ficiently by the merged crowd labels.

4.2. Quantity – Enlarging Dataset with Synthetic
Data

4.2.1 Synthetic Images in Different Modalities

Figure 7. Exemplars of synthetic images generated by
pix2pixGAN, using masks from: MMWHS-CT Slice 100 (Left);
FLARE22 Slice 55 (Middle); MMWHS-MRI Slice 65 (Right)

To evaluate the versatility of the pix2pixGAN model,
we trained it on datasets comprising different diverse seg-
mentation pairs from medical imaging modalities and or-
gans. The results demonstrated the model’s ability to gen-
erate synthetic images across different modalities, includ-
ing MMWHS-CT, MMWHS-MRI, and FLARE22. Further-
more, the model’s versatility was evidenced by its capacity
to generate clearly identifiable organs and compartment tis-
sues, such as the heart in MMWHS, and the liver and kid-
neys in FLARE22, as we can see in Figure 7. The generated
synthetic images exhibited distinct edges and good con-
trast, particularly when multiple organs are present within

a single image, with characterisable and identifiable mor-
phology. These findings demonstrated pix2pixGAN’s high
versatility in generating synthetic images across various
modalities and anatomical structures in medical imaging.
However, it is noted that the synthetic image organs are of-
ten found at wrong vertebral levels, which indicates a lack
of realism. A potential improvement is suggested where
landmarks apart from ROIs could be included during syn-
thesis to refine anatomical accuracy.

4.2.2 Efficiency of Enlarged Dataset

To further evaluate the feasibility of using an enlarged
dataset to improve model training in scenarios with lim-
ited data, we conducted a segmentation task comparison
between the original and enlarged datasets. For each of
the MMWHS-CT, MMWHS-MRI, and FLARE22 datasets,
20 slices were randomly selected, with 10 used for train-
ing and 10 for testing. Additionally, 10 synthetic images
were generated from the ground truth labels of the training
slices using pix2pixGAN. For the control dataset, a UNet
model was trained on 10 real images with their correspond-
ing ground truth labels. For the enlarged dataset, a UNet
model was trained on 20 images, comprising of 10 real and
10 synthetic images, along with their ground truth labels.

Results from Table 6, 7, and 8 suggest all modalities have
shown notable improvements in training scores with the en-
larged dataset, apart from few IoUs fluctuated at a slightly
lower score. Notably, Table 7 shows an average of 15.9%
increase for DSC and 11.1% increase for IoU. Aorta, as the
hardest segmented ROI in FLARE22, has improved from
a DSC value of 0.1490 (IoU of 0.6580) to a DSC value
of 0.3392 (IoU of 0.7802). Overall, this result validates
the effectiveness of incorporating synthetic data to improve
model training outcomes in data-limited scenarios.
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Control Enlarged
ROI DSC IoU DSC IoU

LA 0.6318 0.6859 0.7767 0.7901
RA 0.5992 0.6361 0.6988 0.7000
LV 0.6025 0.5689 0.6821 0.6464
RV 0.7254 0.7390 0.8086 0.7850

Table 6. Mean DSC and IoU for
UNet trained with control and enlarged
MMWHS-CT dataset

Control Enlarged
ROI DSC IoU DSC IoU

Liver 0.7511 0.8695 0.8092 0.8369
Kidney 0.5648 0.7039 0.6030 0.8135
Aorta 0.1490 0.6580 0.3392 0.7802

Table 7. Mean DSC and IoU for
UNet trained with control and enlarged
FLARE22 dataset

Control Enlarged
ROI DSC IoU DSC IoU

LV 0.6727 0.786 0.7689 0.7703
Myocardium of LV 0.7063 0.7281 0.7271 0.7734

RV 0.7608 0.8606 0.8268 0.8591
Pulmonary Artery 0.4716 0.5629 0.5156 0.5513

Table 8. Mean DSC and IoU for
UNet trained with control and enlarged
MMWHS-MRI dataset

Control Enlarged Enhanced
ROI DSC IoU DSC IoU DSC IoU

Liver 0.7921 0.9005 0.8546 0.9061 0.8895 0.9322
[0.7634 0.8209] [0.8928 0.9081] [0.8377 0.8714] [0.8999 0.9123] [0.8797 0.8993] [0.9271 0.9372]

Aorta 0.1467 0.4932 0.2604 0.7453 0.5045 0.7291
[0.1411 0.1522] [0.4659 0.5205] [0.2537 0.2671] [0.7161 0.7745] [0.4928 0.5162] [0.7059 0.7523]

Table 9. Mean DSC and IoU with 95% CI for UNet specifically trained for liver and aorta from control, enlarged, and enhanced FLARE22
dataset

4.3. Enhanced Dataset – Combining Generative AI
and Crowdsourcing

Finally, we combined the high quality merged crowd la-
bels with GAN enlarged dataset as an enhanced dataset to
evaluate the potential to improve model training in limited
data scenarios further. To ensure the training dataset’s qual-
ity, only 5 FLARE22 Liver and Aorta merged crowd labels
are used for the enhanced dataset due to their high simi-
larity to the ground truth, with DSC above 0.95 and IoU
above 0.92 as shown in Table 4. Therefore, as a preliminary
evaluation, we trained three segmentation UNet models for
the Aorta and Liver using three versions of the FLARE22
dataset: a control dataset, an enlarged dataset, and an en-
hanced dataset. The control dataset included 10 real im-
ages; the enlarged dataset consisted of 10 real images and
10 synthetic images; and the enhanced dataset comprised
10 real images, 10 synthetic images, and 5 merged crowd
labels.

The metrics present in Table 9 indicate a significant im-
provement (p < 0.001 for both liver and aorta DSC using
unpaired t-test) in segmentation accuracy from the control
dataset to the enlarged dataset, with further enhancement
(p < 0.001 for both liver and aorta DSC using unpaired t-
test) when utilising the enhanced dataset compared to the
enlarged dataset. Overall, the enhance dataset performance
has significant improvement when compared with the con-
trol dataset (p < 0.0001 for both liver and aorta DSC using
unpaired t-test). Notably, the enhanced dataset achieves a
12.3% increase in DSC for liver segmentation compared to
the control dataset. Furthermore, the DSC for the Aorta
increase substantially, from 0.1467 to 0.5045, and IoU im-
prove from 0.4932 to 0.7291, highlighting enhanced feature
extraction for challenging segmented ROIs.

These findings validate the potential of augmenting a
limited training dataset with GAN-generated synthetic im-

ages and high-quality merged crowd labels, supporting the
feasibility of our proposed framework.

5. Conclusion
To conclude, it is evident that it is possible to improve

the data-gathering rate to create a fully labelled dataset by
using crowdsourcing. We demonstrated that using a flexi-
ble zero-shot segmentation AI model such as MedSAM can
improve the user experience and efficiency of labelling. In-
cluding synthetic images generated by GAN models like
pix2pixGAN to enlarge the dataset has been proven to im-
prove the accuracy of the segmentation model. A prototype
platform is implemented to demonstrate the workflow and
can act as a provision for a more robust platform that can
effectively collect labelling data from the crowd. Crowd-
sourcing can be included as a data-gathering pipeline for fu-
ture researchers in training their AI models and algorithms.
Building upon the foundation of this research, we demon-
strated a framework exploiting the potential of coupling AI
and crowdsourcing to resolve the scarcity in the availabil-
ity of medical images for model training. Our framework
is general and versatile, and can be extended by others to
contribute and incorporate for specific modalities.
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