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Document description

This document contains tables showing detailed results of the statistical tests
described in the manuscript, and a comparison between manually and automat-
ically generated segmentations.

Statistical analysis

Five sets of statistical tests were conducted to assess: 1) performance con-
trasts between model designs (see Table [A]), 2) benefit of transfer learning (see
Table [B), 3) benefit of segmentation-guiding, and 4) benefit of uncertainty
weighting (see Table , and 5) performance contrasts between the baseline
and segmentation-guided models, and the traditional methods in ANTs (SyN
and SyNCC) (see Table [D). For the tests, The TRE metric was used, as it is
considered the gold standard for surgical practitioners. Tests were conducted on
the evaluations of the IXI and Oslo-CoMet test datasets only. For the tests only
involving the Oslo-CoMet dataset, the two-step transfer learning approach was
used as reference. A significance level of 5% was used to determine statistical
significance.

Table A. Results of multiple comparisons comparing TRE between
all designs evaluated on the IXI dataset.

BL-NS SG-ND SG-NSD UW-NSD UW-NSDH

BL-N 0.9 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
BL-NS - <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001
SG-ND - - 0.9 0.9 0.9

SG-NSD - - - 0.9 0.9
UW-NSD - - - - 0.9




Table B. Results of hypotheses tests assessing the benefit of transfer
learning on the Oslo-CoMet dataset in terms of TRE for the three
designs: BL-N, SG-NSD, and UW-NSD.

Model  p-value

BL-N 0.8608
SG-NSD 0.0021
UW-NSD  0.0014

Table C. Results of hypotheses tests assessing the added value of
segmentation-guiding and uncertainty weighting on the Oslo-CoMet
dataset.

Model p-value

Segmentation-guiding  <0.001
Uncertainty-weighting  0.0093

Table D. Results of hypotheses tests assessing the performance of
the baseline and segmentation-guiding models compared to
traditional method ANTs (SyN and SyNCC approaches), on the
Oslo-CoMet dataset.

AT Model ANTs approach p-value

BL-N SyN 0.5845
SyNCC 0.5845
SG-NSD SyN <0.001
SyNCC <0.001




Comparison between manual and automatic annotations

Manual and automatic segmentations of the parenchyma and the vascular struc-
tures were performed on the Oslo-CoMet test set images. In Table [E] the DSC
and HD95 are reported.

Table E. DSC and HD95 comparing manual and automatic
annotations on the Oslo-CoMet test set images.

Label DSC HD95

Parenchyma 0.946+0.046 10.1224+11.032
Vessels 0.355+£0.090  24.872+£5.161




