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Abstract 

Routine computed tomography (CT) scans often detect a wide range of renal cysts, some of which may 

be malignant. Early and precise localization of these cysts can significantly enhance patient outcomes 

and aid quantitative image analysis. Current segmentation methods, however, do not offer sufficient 

interpretability at the feature and pixel levels, emphasizing the necessity for an explainable framework 

that can detect and rectify model inaccuracies. We developed an interpretable segmentation framework, 

validated on a dataset of 568 patients and 1,468 cysts, from three different centers and an open-source 

dataset. This framework first isolated the kidney region and then performed 3D segmentation of the 

renal cysts. It also incorporated segmentation quality control through uncertainty estimation. A 

Variational Autoencoder Generative Adversarial Network (VAE-GAN) was employed to learn the latent 

representation of 3D input patches and reconstruct input images. Modifications in the latent 

representation using the gradient of the segmentation model generated counterfactual explanations for 

varying dice similarity coefficients (DSC). Radiomics features extracted from these counterfactual 

images, using a ground truth cyst mask, were analyzed to determine their correlation with segmentation 

performance. The framework achieved a DSC of 0.82 on two external test sets, with sensitivities of 0.95 

and 0.97, respectively. The DSCs for the original and VAE-GAN reconstructed images for 

counterfactual image generation showed no significant differences. Counterfactual explanations 

highlighted how variations in cyst image features influence segmentation outcomes and showed model 

discrepancies. Radiomics features correlating positively and negatively with dice scores were identified. 

Using uncertainty estimates to flag segmentations with dice scores below 0.75 reduced the percentage 

of poor segmentations from 17% to 5%, when only 20% of the data was flagged for manual correction. 

The combination of counterfactual explanations and uncertainty maps provided a deeper understanding 

of the image features within the segmented renal cysts that lead to high uncertainty. The proposed 

segmentation framework not only achieved high segmentation accuracy but also increased 

interpretability regarding how image features impact segmentation performance. The proposed 

interpretability method can also be used for other segmentation problems. 

 
* These authors contributed equally as second authors 



2 
 

 

1. Introduction 

Renal cysts are fluid-filled sacs or spaces that can pose a medical challenge, since they represent a 

heterogeneous group of malignant and benign lesions with overlapping clinical and radiologic features, 

and usually warrant further investigation1. They are usually detected using medical imaging, with an 

incidental detection rate of about 40% for patients who undergo abdominal computed tomography (CT) 
2.  CT plays a major role in the clinical workflow for these patients, both in detection and in the 

management and follow-up of patients. In 1986, the Bosniak classification system was introduced to 

assess renal cysts based on CT scans to estimate malignancy risk3. While there have been incremental 

improvements over the decades, with e.g. the revision of the Bosniak classification system in 19974, 

20055, and 20196, and the addition of other imaging modalities such as ultrasound and magnetic 

resonance imaging (MRI),  the overtreatment of potentially benign cysts remains an issue, as aggressive 

surgical removal can cause harm to patients without clear benefit7. A method to improve overall patient 

outcomes is the development of artificial intelligence-based approaches to analyze and annotate clinical 

images. Such artificial intelligence (AI) models have the potential to increase detection and improve 

classification, as well as automatically annotate large datasets that can be used to train junior 

radiologists8 and develop further image analysis systems. Cyst segmentation on medical images is not 

part of the clinical workflow as it takes a considerable amount of time and is usually subject to inter-

observer variability9–11. Accurate segmentation of the lesions of interest could play an important role in 

improving the assessment of the malignancy risk and progression of the cysts, as well as improving the 

performance of downstream AI algorithms for classification and monitoring, where the lack of 

annotations is considered a bottleneck for quantitative studies12.  

 

Deep neural networks are becoming popular tools to aid in clinical detection, classification, and 

regression tasks, due to their rapid advances in fields outside of medicine, partially driven by 

increasingly available data and computational resources. A particular class of deep neural networks that 

can take 2D and 3D images as input are convolutional neural networks (CNNs), and they have 

demonstrated state-of-the-art performance in various medical image segmentation challenges 13 14. 

Despite their proven efficacy, CNNs operate as 'black boxes' due to their complex multi-layered 

architecture in which numerous filters interact non-linearly 15. Ensuring the explainability of 

segmentation models is crucial not only for building trust and guaranteeing reliability but also for 

preventing model failures and fulfilling ethical and legal obligations by providing insights into the 

model's decision-making process 16. Heatmaps, or attribution maps, are among the most common post-

hoc explainability methods, as they highlight the regions of the input image that contribute most 

significantly to the model’s decision 17. The value of these maps for interpreting segmentation models 

is limited because they highlight a general area of relevance but cannot offer insights into the model's 

decisions on a pixel level 18. Alternatively, counterfactual explanations enhance model understanding 

by simulating 'what-if' scenarios, where altering specific regions of an image can change the outcome19. 

This method aids in identifying the features that influence the segmentation model's decisions, achieved 

by modifying parts of the input image and observing the resultant changes in segmentation. This 

approach is interesting for medical image segmentation, as differences in segmented areas can affect 

decisions related to diagnosis and treatment, e.g. when monitoring changes in follow-up. Counterfactual 

explanations may potentially boost trust and reliability in the model’s predictions by enabling users to 

understand causal relationships within the data20. Furthermore, quality control in medical image 

segmentation also improves trust, as data heterogeneity can lead to unnoticed segmentation errors that 

undermine the reliability of the results21. Uncertainty estimation can increase the reliability of 

segmentation methods by identifying failed segmentations for better quality control and indicating when 

human intervention is necessary22. Uncertainty estimation can also aid in interpreting counterfactual 

https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/GNAA
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/Zksz
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/y3pO
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/acb7
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/2RW0
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/EqzH
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/o7Np
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/subQ
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/We9J+kRsf+oTt0
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/Iamu
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/4yGq
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/LfFI
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/CO3e
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/XqO1
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/0hWU
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/JX4v
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/ijwN
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/hsDf
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/h1a9
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/HT1s
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explanations by identifying unreliable parts of the generated images, thereby pinpointing features about 

which the model is ambiguous. 

Another method to quantify regions of interest (ROIs) in medical images is the extraction of pre-defined 

quantitative features, including aspects such as texture, shape, and intensity, commonly known as 

handcrafted radiomics23–25. When a segmentation mask is available, radiomics features can be used to 

assess changes within the region of interest, making them particularly well-suited for interpreting 

segmentation networks 18. Radiomics features can be useful in interpreting the changes within the region 

of interest that result in modifications to segmentation masks during the generation of counterfactuals. 

In this study, we introduce an automated and explainable deep learning framework for the detection and 

3D volumetric segmentation of renal cysts in contrast-enhanced abdominal CT scans, validated across 

a multi-centric dataset. We incorporate a novel counterfactual explanation method to provide insights 

into the framework's decision-making process by generating synthetic images. Additionally, we 

incorporate segmentation quality control by utilizing uncertainty estimation to identify potential 

inaccuracies. For a comprehensive analysis, we employ radiomics features for the quantitative 

interpretation of counterfactual explanations and apply uncertainty estimation for a thorough qualitative 

understanding of these explanations. 

 

Figure 1: Proposed workflow for the segmentation of renal Cysts incorporating qualitative and quantitative evaluation of 

counterfactual explanations and uncertainty estimation. (1) The segmentation model generates a segmentation mask along with 

uncertainty estimates for the mask. (2) The original image is input into the VAE-GAN framework to produce a reconstructed 

image. (3) This reconstructed image is then fed into both the segmentation model and the VAE-GAN to generate segmentation 

masks and latent space representations, respectively. Latent space perturbations are created, leading to the production of new 

reconstructed images corresponding to segmentation masks with Dice similarity coefficient (DSC) ranging from 0 to 1. (4) 

These reconstructed images are re-input into the segmentation model to generate new segmentation masks, which serve as 

counterfactual explanations. At this point, uncertainty estimates and radiomics features are also extracted. (5) Counterfactuals 

and uncertainty estimation plots are employed to identify discrepancies in the model. Furthermore, the relationship between 

DSC and radiomics features is analyzed. 

 

 

https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/5Jgn+1WP7+byNU
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/JX4v
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2. Methods 

2.1 Description of the data 

Contrast-enhanced CT scans (CE-CT scans) of 568 patients were retrospectively collected and 

anonymized by each center, with approval from the respective institutional review boards. Maastricht 

University Medical Center+ specifically waived the requirement for informed consent due to the 

retrospective, anonymized nature of the data collection, which involved no participant interventions or 

compensations. The segmentation of the regions of interest (ROIs) in the datasets from the University 

of California - San Francisco (UCSF) Medical Center, Maastricht University Medical Center 

(MUMC+), and Amsterdam University Medical Center (AMC) was conducted using MIM software 

(MIM Software Inc., Cleveland, OH) by a medical doctor with 4 years of experience in image 

segmentation and reviewed by a radiologist with 15 years of experience in medical radiology. These 

expert segmentations were established as the ground truth for both training and subsequent evaluation. 

To compile the images, radiology databases at UCSF, MUMC+, and AMC medical centers were 

searched using the keyword ‘Bosniak’. Patients with radiologic reports indicating the presence of renal 

cyst(s) were identified. The inclusion criteria for this study were: (i) confirmation of a renal cyst and (ii) 

availability of an arterial phase contrast-enhanced CT scan. Additionally, an open-source dataset from 

the KITS 23 challenge was utilized, selecting only cases that contained renal cysts. The specifics of 

these datasets are detailed in Table 1. 

 

2.2 Segmentation 

In the initial phase, we utilized a low-resolution nnUNet for kidney and cyst segmentation to define the 

region of interest (ROI), ensuring focus on the kidney region during the final prediction 26. CT images 

were resampled to the median resolution of 0.775 ×  0.775 × 2.5 𝑚𝑚3 , and the intensity values were 

clipped to the 0.5th and 99.5th percentiles based on the training set, corresponding to values of -71 HU 

and 344 HU, respectively. Subsequently, z-score normalization was applied to the intensities, using a 

mean of 117.1 and a standard deviation of 89.9. A bounding box was created based on predictions from 

low-resolution nnUNet to isolate the ROI. We employed five-fold cross-validation to predict bounding 

boxes for cases within the training set. To address failure cases, the minimum size of the bounding boxes 

was set to match the median size of all predicted bounding boxes in the training set. This isolation of 

the ROI enabled the subsequent stages of cyst segmentation and counterfactual explainability to 

concentrate solely on the kidney region, thereby reducing the complexity of the models. 

 

The segmentation network consisted of an adapted version of the Dynamic 3D UNet (DynUnet) 

implementation available in MONAI library27. For training, we ensured that 50% of the dataset includes 

some area beyond the bounding box to increase robustness. However, inference was performed only 

within the area of the bounding box predicted by the previous stage. The patch size was set to 

128 ×  128 ×  48 𝑝𝑖𝑥𝑒𝑙𝑠3. The augmentations applied included random zoom, random Gaussian noise, 

random Gaussian smoothing, random intensity scaling, and random flipping along three axes. All 

augmentations, except for random flipping, were applied with a probability of 0.15, while random 

flipping was applied with a probability of 0.5. The details about the augmentations are presented in 

Table A1. The loss function used for training the network combined multi-class dice loss28 and binary 

cross-entropy loss with equal weight. We employed deep supervision in our training strategy and set the 

number of deep supervision layers to four 29,30. In deep supervision, we aggregated the losses from the 

different layers of the U-Net and assigned decreasing weights to these layers, starting from the last layer 

which had the highest resolution. The weights decreased progressively, with 1.0 for the last layer, 

followed by 0.5, 0.25, 0.125, and finally 0.0625 for each preceding layer. 

 

https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/9Bbh
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/reUf
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/F2Yo
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/4TKG+mJUQ
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2.3 Uncertainty Estimation 

Segmentation quality control can be enhanced by integrating an uncertainty estimation that gauges the 

model's confidence in the masks to mitigate silent failures. The estimation of the predictive uncertainty 

is facilitated by the posterior sampling of the weight space, achieved through inference from various 

models saved during stochastic gradient descent (SGD) training31,32. We employed a cyclic learning rate 

with a total training budget of 𝑇𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 1200 epochs that are divided into 3 cycles. Each cycle consisted 

of 𝑇𝑐𝑦𝑐𝑙𝑒 = 400 epochs, with the learning rate decreasing gradually until 80% of 𝑇𝑐𝑦𝑐𝑙𝑒  had elapsed, 

after which it remained constant. The learning rate 𝑙𝑟 at any point in 𝑇𝑐𝑦𝑐𝑙𝑒  is given by: 

𝑙𝑟(𝑡𝑒𝑝𝑜𝑐ℎ ) =  0.01 ⋅ [1 −  
𝑚𝑖𝑛(𝑡𝑚𝑜𝑑 , 320) 

400
]

0.9

, 𝑡𝑚𝑜𝑑 > 0 

Where 𝑡𝑚𝑜𝑑  =  𝑡𝑒𝑝𝑜𝑐ℎ % 𝑇𝑐𝑦𝑐𝑙𝑒  represents the number of epochs elapsed within 𝑇𝑐𝑦𝑐𝑙𝑒 . At the 

beginning of each cycle, the learning rate was increased to 0.1 for one epoch to escape the local 

minimum. After the training reaches a local minimum following 320 epochs within 𝑇𝑐𝑦𝑐𝑙𝑒, n=10 models 

are saved randomly from each cycle. The standard deviation of the predictions from these n=30 models 

across the 3 cycles offered a measure of the uncertainty associated with the predicted segmentation 

masks.  

 

For the quality control, we considered segmentations with a Dice similarity coefficient (DSC) below 

0.75 to be poor. To evaluate the effectiveness of using uncertainty in segmentation quality control, we 

plotted the proportion of images classified as having poor segmentation against the proportion of images 

marked for manual correction across various uncertainty thresholds 22,33. Uncertainty estimation can be 

correlated with counterfactual synthetic images to identify characteristic features within the cyst and 

kidney that increase the model's uncertainty. 

 

2.4 Counterfactual Explanation 

Counterfactual explanations are produced by applying minimal alterations to the input image to change 

the model's prediction15,34. For segmentation networks, we create counterfactual images to change the 

predicted segmentation masks, providing insights into the image features that the model considers 

crucial for segmenting the region of interest. These explanations are generated using the variational 

autoencoder-generative adversarial network (VAE-GAN) framework, which establishes a latent space 

for image synthesis.  

 

VAE-GAN merges the capabilities of a variational autoencoder (VAE) and a generative adversarial 

network (GAN), harnessing the GAN discriminator's learned feature representations to improve VAE’s 

reconstruction and generative capabilities35. VAE consists of an encoder, 𝐸, that takes an input image 𝑥 

to generate a latent representation 𝑧. The decoder, 𝐷, then decodes z to generate the reconstructed image, 

𝑥̂ . VAE employs variational inference to learn a continuous latent representation with mean 𝜇 and 

standard deviation 𝜎 , assuming that z is from a Gaussian distribution. A GAN comprises two neural 

networks: the generator and the discriminator denoted as 𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑐. Within this framework, the decoder of 

the VAE functions as the generator, creating synthetic images. The discriminator is tasked with 

discerning between the training samples, 𝑥, and these generated images, 𝑥̂, by assigning a probability 

ranging from 0 to 1. This process is conducted while simultaneously encouraging the VAE to generate 

data that closely aligns with the true data distribution. The training of the VAE-GAN utilizes a loss 

function defined as follows: 

 

𝐿𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 =  𝐿𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑛 + 𝐿𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑛_𝑘𝑖𝑑 + 𝜆𝐾𝐿 ∗ 𝐿𝐾𝐿 + 𝜆𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑐 ∗ 𝐿𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑐  +  𝜆𝑎𝑑𝑣 ∗ 𝐿𝑎𝑑𝑣 

https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/7EGK+BEom
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/KJ7f+HT1s
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/CO3e+oByX
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/jEGM
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Where 𝐿𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑛 =  
1

𝑁
∑ |𝑥 −  𝑥̂| 𝑁

𝑖=1 is the reconstruction loss which measures the difference between the 

input image x and the reconstructed image 𝑥̂, 𝐿𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑛_𝑘𝑖𝑑 calculates the reconstruction loss exclusively 

within the combined kidney and cyst region to ensure that the VAE-GAN framework learns the 

representative features within the ROI, 𝐿𝐾𝐿  =  𝐷𝐾𝐿(𝑞𝜑(𝑧|𝑥) || 𝑝(𝑧))  is the Kullback-Leibler 

divergence loss which measures deviations of the learned latent variable distribution 𝑞(𝑧|𝑥) from the 

prior distribution 𝑝(𝑧)36, 𝐿𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑐 = ∑
1

𝑀𝑙
|𝜙𝑙(𝑥)  − 𝜙𝑙(𝑥̂)|2𝐿

𝑙=1  is the perceptual loss which measures the 

high-level perceptual and semantic differences between input 𝑥 and the reconstruction 𝑥̂ using features 

extracted from a feature map 𝜙𝑙(⋅) obtained from layer 𝑙 and 𝑀𝑙  is the total number of elements in the 

feature map of layer 𝑙 37, and 𝐿𝑎𝑑𝑣 =  𝑙𝑜𝑔(𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑐(𝑥))  +  𝑙𝑜𝑔( 1 −  𝐷𝑖𝑠𝑐(𝑥̂)) is the adversarial loss 

which measures the discriminator’s ability to correctly classify real and reconstructed images.  𝜆𝐾𝐿 =

1 × 10−6
 , 𝜆𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑐 = 0.001, 𝜆𝑎𝑑𝑣 = 0.01 are the hyperparameters that weigh the contribution of each 

corresponding loss component to the total loss. 𝐿𝑎𝑑𝑣  is incorporated in the total loss function following 

10 initial warm-up epochs. We used MONAI for implementing the VAE-GAN framework27.  

 

Counterfactuals are generated by perturbing the latent space of the VAE with respect to the gradients of 

the predicted segmentation mask. The process starts with reconstructing the input image using the VAE. 

This reconstructed image, which closely resembles the original, is then used to generate the 

counterfactuals. The region of interest corresponding to the ground truth cyst area is then selected to 

examine the impact of change of features within the ROI on the predicted segmentation masks. The 

predicted probabilities for cyst, kidney, and background classes are aggregated within this ROI. The 

latent space representation of the reconstructed image computed using the VAE is denoted by 𝑧𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑔 . The 

gradients of the aggregated probabilities of cyst, kidney, and background classes were computed 

separately with respect to 𝑧𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑔 , denoted by 
𝛿(∑𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑐𝑦𝑠𝑡)

𝛿𝑧𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑔
, 

𝛿(∑𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑘𝑖𝑑)

𝛿𝑧𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑔
 and 

𝛿(∑𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑏𝑔)

𝛿𝑧𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑔
 respectively. A 

counterfactual image, 𝑥𝑐𝑖𝛼̂
,  was generated by the decoder as follows:  

 

𝑥𝑐𝑖𝛼̂ =  𝐷 (𝑧𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑔  +  𝛼(
𝛿(∑𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑐𝑦𝑠𝑡)

𝛿𝑧𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑔
 −

𝛿𝛿(∑𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑘𝑖𝑑)

𝛿𝑧𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑔
 −

𝛿(∑𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑏𝑔)

𝛿𝑧𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑔
)) 

 

Where 𝛼 determines the magnitude of increase or decrease of the cyst probabilities within the ROI, 

which in turn impacts the predicted cyst segmentation masks. The value 𝛼 is iteratively increased and 

decreased to identify the upper and lower bounds until a point is reached where the consecutive 

monotonic increases or decreases in the DSC within the ROI no longer persist. The counterfactual 

images are generated with predicted DSC ranging from 0 to 1, in increments of 0.1. 

 

Handcrafted radiomics features, including first-order statistics and texture features (Table A2), are 

extracted from counterfactual scans with varying Dice scores, using the ground truth ROI as the mask. 

These features are extracted using Pyradiomics (V3.1.0)38 and the bin width is set at 25. These features 

provide insights into the internal density, heterogeneity, texture uniformity, and intensity distribution of 

renal cysts. They can be useful for investigating how changes in quantitative features within the ROI 

affect the predicted segmentation mask for the renal cyst. These handcrafted radiomics features are 

extracted from synthetic images that represent counterfactual explanations for the cysts in the test set, 

covering a range of Dice Similarity Coefficients (DSC) from 0 to 1. For each specific cyst, 

counterfactuals are generated for 10 distinct DSC values, each separated by an interval of approximately 

0.1. For each case, a line is plotted with the DSC on the x-axis and the corresponding feature value on 

https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/jmpu
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/a2bB
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/reUf
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/ssUR
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the y-axis. A median line is calculated from these individual lines, and the slope of this median line is 

also determined. The top three features associated with the largest positive slopes, and the top three 

associated with the largest negative slopes, are identified. 

 

2.5 Evaluation Metrics 

The performance of the kidney and cyst segmentation was evaluated using the Dice similarity coefficient 

𝐷𝑆𝐶, which measures the overlap between the predicted segmentation mask and the ground truth mask. 
A 𝑫𝑺𝑪 of greater than 0.10 was considered a detection, consistent with prior research that assessed 

detection capabilities for 3D lesions39–41. A candidate cyst is classified as a true positive 𝑇𝑃 when its 

𝐷𝑆𝐶 with the ground truth cyst exceeds 0.1. It is deemed a false positive 𝐹𝑃 if this criterion is not met. 

A ground truth cyst lacking a corresponding candidate cyst prediction with a 𝐷𝑆𝐶 greater than 0.1 is 

labeled as a false negative 𝐹𝑁. The detection performance is assessed using sensitivity and the number 

of false positives per image. 

 

The counterfactual generation capabilities are directly correlated with the reconstruction ability of the 

VAE-GAN. We propose a counterfactual reliability index (CRI) that compares the 𝑫𝑺𝑪 of the original 

images (𝐷𝑆𝐶𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑔) with 𝑫𝑺𝑪 of the reconstructed images (𝐷𝑆𝐶𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑛), as well as the sensitivity of the 

original images (𝑆𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑦𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑔) with the sensitivity of the reconstructed images (𝑆𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑦𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑛). 

This metric quantifies the reliability level of the counterfactuals by measuring how closely the 

performance of the reconstructed images correlates with that of the original images. To achieve a high 

CRI close to 1, the reconstructed images must exhibit segmentation accuracy and detection capability 

similar to those of the original images. The CRI is defined as follows: 

 

𝐶𝑅𝐼 =  (1 −  
|𝐷𝑆𝐶𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑔  −  𝐷𝑆𝐶𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑛|

𝐷𝑆𝐶𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑔
)  × (1 −  

|𝑆𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑦𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑔  −  𝑆𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑦𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑛|

𝑆𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑡𝑦𝑜𝑟𝑖𝑔
)  

Table 1: Description of the datasets used in this study. 

No Name of 

the 

dataset 

Use Medical  

Center 

No. of 

CT 

Scans 

CT Phase No. of 

Cysts 

No. of 

Malignant 

Cysts 

Mean Cyst 

Volume 

(ml) 

Median 

Resolution 

(𝒎𝒎𝟑) 

1. UCSF Training/ 
Testing 

University 
of 

California - 

San 

Francisco 

217 Late Arterial 
Phase 

515 17 44.8 0.76 ×  0.76

×  2.4 

2. KITS202
3 

Training/ 
Testing 

Open 
Source 

248 Late Arterial 
Phase and 

Nephrogenic 

Contrast 

Phase 

748 NA 47.2 0.81 ×  0.81 
×  3.38 

3. MUMC External 
Validation 

Maastricht 
University 

Medical 

Center 

60 Late Arterial 
Phase 

115 15 59.5 0.74 ×  0.74 
×  2.32 

4. AMC External 

Validation 

Amsterdam 

University 
Medical 

Center 

43 Late Arterial 

Phase 

108 9 46.4 0.71 ×  0.71 
×  2.26 

 

 

https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/FXcD+VcoO+XcO6
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Table 2: Overview of the quantitative model performance. 
Dataset No. of 

CT 
Scans 

No. of 
Cysts 

DSC DSC 
Small 
Cysts 

DSC 
medium 
Cysts 

DSC 
large 

Sensitivity Sensitivity 
small 
cysts 

Sensitivity 
medium 

cysts 

Sensitivi
ty large 
cysts 

FPPI 

Cross-Validation Results 

UCSF 217 515 0.83 0.63 0.75 0.90 0.96 0.89 0.97 1.0 0.47 

KITS 248 748 0.83 0.63 0.75 0.90 0.94 0.87 0.94 1.0 0.25 

UCSF 
Reconstructed 

217 515 0.81 0.57 0.79 0.91 0.93 0.83 0.97 1.0 0.40 

KITS 
Reconstructed 

248 748 0.82 0.58 0.73 0.88 0.92 0.83 0.94 1.0 0.32 

External Test Set Results 

AMC 43 115 0.83 0.65 0.82 0.90 0.95 0.88 1.0 1.0 0.16 

MUMC 60 108 0.84 0.63 0.82 0.89 0.97 0.92 1.0 0.97 0.25 

AMC 
Reconstructed 

43 115 0.82 0.58 0.82 0.90 0.94 0.84 1.0 1.0 0.14 

MUMC 
Reconstructed 

60 108 0.82 0.59 0.81 0.87 0.94 0.83 1.0 0.97 0.21 

 

3. Results 

A total of 568 contrast-enhanced CT scans containing 1486 renal cysts were employed for training, 

testing, and external validation of the detection and segmentation algorithm, as well as for validating 

counterfactual generation and uncertainty-based quality control measures. Five-fold cross-validation 

was conducted on the KITS23 and UCSF datasets. Datasets from two centers, AMC and MUMC, served 

as external test datasets. The specifics of these datasets are detailed in Table 1. 

 

3.1 Segmentation 

We classified renal cysts into three categories based on their percentile distribution within the datasets. 

Cysts with a volume of less than 1.8 𝑚𝑙 were considered small. Those with volumes ranging from 1.8 𝑚𝑙 

to 11.5 𝑚𝑙 were categorized as medium. Cysts with a volume greater than 11.5 𝑚𝑙 were classified as 

large. We evaluated the segmentation model’s performance in terms of the DSC and sensitivity across 

various cyst sizes, as well as the false positives per image (FPPI) for both original and reconstructed 

scans. Table 2 presents the model's quantitative performance on original and reconstructed images for 

both the five-fold cross-validation and the test set. 

During the five-fold cross-validation of the UCSF and KITS datasets, a mean DSC of 0.83 was achieved 

for both datasets. For the reconstructed images from the VAE for generating counterfactual 

explanations, the mean DSC was 0.81 for the UCSF dataset and 0.82 for the KITS dataset, respectively. 

Fig. 2(a) illustrates the distribution of the DSC during five-fold cross-validation for original and 

reconstructed images, as well as for cysts of various sizes. There was no significant difference in the 

overall DSC between the original and reconstructed images. The detection sensitivity for the UCSF and 

KITS datasets was 0.96 and 0.94, respectively. For the reconstructed dataset, the sensitivity for the 

UCSF and KITS datasets was 0.93 and 0.92, respectively. During the five-fold cross-validation, all 

malignant cysts were detected in both the original and reconstructed images, with their Dice distribution 

shown in Fig. 2(c). There was no significant difference in the DSC for medium and large cysts between 

the original and reconstructed images. However, there was a significant difference in the DSC for small 

cysts, with scores of 0.63 for both the UCSF and KITS datasets and scores of 0.57 and 0.58 for the 

reconstructed images of the UCSF and KITS datasets, respectively. The counterfactual reliability index 

for the UCSF and KITS datasets was 0.95 and 0.97, respectively. 
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There was no significant difference in the test set in terms of the DSC between the original and 

reconstructed images for the overall DSC and the DSC of small, medium, and large cysts. Fig. 2(b) 

illustrates the distribution of DSC on the test set for overall performance as well as for cysts of various 

sizes. On the AMC and MUMC datasets, a DSC of 0.83 and 0.84 were observed for the original images, 

respectively, and a DSC of 0.82 was recorded for both datasets for the reconstructed images. The 

detection rate for the AMC and MUMC datasets showed an overall sensitivity rate of 0.95 and 0.97 for 

the test images, respectively, and a detection rate of 0.94 for both datasets for the reconstructed images. 

For medium and large cysts, sensitivities of 1 and 0.97 were observed, respectively, for both the original 

and reconstructed images. For small cysts, the sensitivity for the AMC and MUMC datasets was 0.88 

and 0.92 for the original images, respectively, and a comparatively lower sensitivity of 0.84 and 0.83 

for the reconstructed images. A sensitivity of 0.96 was observed for malignant cysts for both original 

and reconstructed images, with their DSC shown in Fig. 2(d). Additionally, the original images exhibited 

a higher false positive rate per image of 0.16 and 0.25 for the AMC and MUMC datasets, respectively, 

compared to 0.14 and 0.24 for the reconstructed images. The counterfactual reliability index for the 

AMC and MUMC datasets was 0.97 and 0.95, respectively. This demonstrates that the reconstructed 

datasets produce segmentation and detection results very similar to those of the original datasets. 

Consequently, these reconstructed images can be used to generate counterfactuals that accurately reflect 

the model's true behavior in comparison to the original images. 

 

3.2 Counterfactual Explanation 

In our study, we used gradient manipulations of the predicted segmentation mask and VAE-GAN to 

generate counterfactual images with the intent of altering the model's predicted cysts segmentation 

masks. The counterfactual explanations present insights into the interpretability and robustness of the 

segmentation model to intensity variations within the cyst region. Fig. 3 provides a detailed visualization 

of the impact of image feature manipulations on cyst segmentation performance using counterfactual 

generation on the test set cases. These counterfactual variations help identify the features that the 

segmentation model deems significant, such as textures, and internal cyst densities, by observing how 

manipulating these features influences the DSC. The orange box highlights the baseline original images 

which serve as a reference for subsequent counterfactual perturbations. In Fig. 3 (a), a gradient of texture 

modifications is observed, demonstrating that as the texture of the cysts becomes more similar to that of 

the kidney, the segmentation model increasingly classifies these areas as kidney tissue, which is reflected 

in the decreasing DSCs. Conversely, enhancing the texture contrast leads to an improvement in the 

DSCs, suggesting that the model relies heavily on texture differentiation between cysts and kidney tissue 

for accurate segmentation. Fig. 3 (b) shows a scenario where the model's performance is highly sensitive 

to even minimal perturbations in the image features. Despite the lack of significant changes in the cysts' 

intensity, there is a pronounced effect on the segmentation output, indicating that the model's accuracy 

is finely tuned to specific image characteristics. Fig. 3 (c) shows the impact of perturbations for 

counterfactual generation for a small cyst. The accompanying DSCs serve as a quantitative measure of 

segmentation accuracy that correlates directly to the visual changes within the cyst.  
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Figure 2: Quantitative evaluation of segmentation efficacy by dice coefficient, stratified by cyst volume and differentiated by 

standard and reconstructed images from VAE-GAN for counterfactual analysis. Statistical significance was determined using 

the two-sided Mann–Whitney–Wilcoxon test, where “ns” indicates 𝑝 >  0.05, and “*” denotes 𝑝 <  0.05. (a) displays five-fold 

cross-validation results, detailing the Dice Coefficient for overall patients, as well as for small (< 1.8 𝑚𝑙), medium (1.8 −

11.5 𝑚𝑙), and large cysts (>  11.5𝑚𝑙), with respective p-values for comparisons between standard and reconstructed methods 

being 0.17, <0.001, 0.16, and 0.17. (b) presents the test set Dice coefficient results for both standard and reconstructed methods, 

yielding p-values of 0.60, 0.12, 0.73, and 0.68, respectively. (c) compares the performance of the standard and reconstructed 

methods based on the Dice coefficient for malignant cysts in five-fold cross-validation, while (d) shows their performance on 

the test set for malignant cysts. (For high resolution: Link) 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1x3ftW4MlbH8Op_U3sji_wINJroCIkzYW/view?usp=sharing


11 
 

 

Figure 3: Counterfactual explanations for cyst segmentation accuracy in a segmentation network. (a), (b), and (c) illustrate the 

segmentation network's performance, with the Dice similarity coefficient (DSC) for the cyst displayed next to each image, 

demonstrating the accuracy of cyst segmentation. During counterfactual image generation, only the attributes of the cyst being 

investigated are altered, directly influencing the displayed DSC. The network's segmentations are encapsulated within orange 

boxes, where the red boundary delineates the kidney and the blue boundary defines the cyst. These images display a sequence 

of counterfactual modifications that result in both increased and decreased DSC, highlighting how specific changes to the cyst's 

representation affect segmentation accuracy. (For High Resolution: Link) 

 

An analysis was conducted to explore if there is a meaningful correlation between various radiomics 

features and the DSCs of generated counterfactuals. Fig. 4 shows the relationship between the DSCs of 

the generated counterfactuals and the observed changes in different radiomics features within the ground 

truth region. A grey line in the background represents a plot between the DSC and the corresponding 

value of a radiomics feature for an image in the test set. The colored lines show the average of these 

lines along with the confidence interval. The top three features exhibiting the highest positive slopes of 

the average lines are indicated in the top row (a-c) of Fig. 4. These features are: Original Gray Level 

Dependence Matrix (GLDM) LowGrayLevelEmphasis, Original Gray Level Co-occurrence Matrix 

(GLCM) MaximumProbability, and Original GLCM JointEnergy. A higher value of Original GLDM 

LowGrayLevelEmphasis suggests a predominance of low-intensity pixels. Original GLCM 

MaximumProbability reflects the likelihood of pairs of pixels having the same value, with higher scores 

indicating more consistent texture patterns. Original GLCM JointEnergy represents the sum of squared 

elements in the GLCM matrix, with increasing values demonstrating more homogeneity. Conversely, 

the features showing the top three highest negative slopes are displayed in the middle row (d-f) of Fig. 

4. These features are: Original Neighborhood Gray Tone Difference Matrix (NGTDM) Contrast, 

Original GLCM JointAverage, and Original GLCM SumAverage. Original NGTDM Contrast measures 

local variations in gray level intensity, with a higher value indicating greater heterogeneity within the 

cyst. Original GLCM JointAverage calculates the average intensity of pairs of adjacent pixels, providing 

an idea of the general level of gray intensity, and Original GLCM SumAverage sums the average 

intensities of pixel pairs, offering insight into the overall intensity distribution. Lastly, the bottom row 

(g-i) shows plots for Original Gray Level Size Zone Matrix (GLSZM) 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/19E5PM7y4ao79mIAQIF9DC-kc0lYExGYT/view?usp=sharing
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LargeAreaHighGrayLevelEmphasis, Original GLSZM Zone Variance, and Original GLSZM 

LargeAreaEmphasis, which do not display a significant trend with variation in DSCs as indicated by a 

flat average line. 

 
Figure 4: Correlation between Dice similarity coefficient (DSC) variations and radiomic feature alterations via counterfactuals 

on the test set. This figure illustrates the relationship between changes in DSCs and their impact on radiomics features extracted 

from the region of interest—the ground truth—across counterfactual scenarios. DSCs range from 0 to 1. The top row (a-c) 

displays features 'Original GLDM LowGrayLevelEmphasis,' 'Original GLCM MaximumProbability,' and 'Original GLCM 

JointEnergy', which exhibit a positive correlation with increasing DSCs. The middle row (d-f) depicts features 'Original 

NGTDM Contrast,' 'Original GLCM JointAverage,' and 'Original GLCM SumAverage,' which show a negative correlation 

with decreasing DSCs. The bottom row (g-i) presents features 'Original GLSZM LargeAreaHighGrayLevelEmphasis,' 'Original 

GLSZM Zone Variance,' and 'Original GLSZM LargeAreaEmphasis,' that demonstrate no significant relationship with the 

DSC, highlighting the heterogeneity of radiomics feature behaviors in response to segmentation accuracy variations. Each plot 

includes individual case trends as light grey lines in the background, against which the aggregated trend for the test set is 

overlaid, providing both an overview and a granular look at the data. (For High Resolution: Link) 

 

3.3 Uncertainty Estimation 

Model confidence in predicted masks is assessed using posterior weight sampling to avoid silent failures 

by flagging uncertain cases for manual review. Segmentations with a DSC below 0.75 are deemed poor 

quality. Fig. 5 illustrates the application of uncertainty estimation for segmentation quality control in 

training and test sets. It plots the fraction of segmentations flagged for manual correction against the 

remaining poor segmentations fraction for various uncertainty thresholds. The dashed black line shows 

the trend for random flagging. The ideal trend is marked by the gray line and shaded area, indicating a 

proportional reduction of poor segmentations with increased manual correction. Fig. 5 (a) displays the 

segmentation quality control performance for the training set during five-fold cross-validation with 95% 

corresponding confidence intervals. Initially, 24% of segmentations are classified as poor (DSC < 0.75). 

Flagging 20% of the data for manual correction reduces the fraction of poor segmentations to 7%, 

indicating a 71% decrease. Fig. 5 (b) presents similar results for the test set. Initially, 17% of 

segmentations are poor, which falls to 5% upon flagging, a reduction of 69%. These findings confirm 

the effectiveness of uncertainty estimation as a means of enhancing the quality control process. 

 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1jJ3eg4nS88gRwggF7VC6Ig0rNvKfAItV/view?usp=sharing
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Figure 5: Segmentation quality control using uncertainty estimation for training and test sets. In both, the proportion of 

segmentations that remain after being flagged for manual correction is plotted against the threshold for flagging. The dashed 

black line represents the behavior for random flagging, where there is no information in the uncertainty estimates and samples 

are randomly chosen for manual correction, with no correlation between poor segmentation masks and flagging for manual 

correction. The ideal scenario is indicated by the gray-shaded area. Segmentations with a Dice Similarity Coefficient (DSC) 

below 0.75 are classified as poor quality. The solid colored lines track the actual data, with the training set performance in red 

and the test set in blue, facilitating direct comparison with the ideal and random flagging baselines. The red and blue markers 

denote the fraction of poor-quality segmentations left when only 20 percent of the dataset is retained for manual correction. 

(For High Resolution: Link) 

 

We integrated counterfactual explanations with uncertainty estimation to enhance understanding of the 

segmentation model's reliability and to identify image features that contribute most to high segmentation 

uncertainty. Fig. 6 illustrates the use of counterfactual explanations and uncertainty estimation to 

analyze the model's behavior in test set cases. In Fig. 6(a), there is high initial uncertainty for the 

predicted cyst. When counterfactuals are generated with decreasing DSCs, uncertainty decreases until 

the cyst merges indistinguishably with the kidney at lower DSCs. Fig. 6(b) depicts a segmentation of a 

renal cyst with low initial uncertainty. However, as counterfactuals modify the image features, 

uncertainty increases. Even when the DSC of counterfactual drops to 0.07, the image retains some cyst-

like characteristics but is segmented as kidney tissue, accompanied by increased uncertainty. Fig. 6(c) 

presents a predicted cyst experiencing minimal changes in image features during counterfactual 

generation, yet the DSC drops to zero and uncertainty increases. This indicates that even minor 

perturbations can lead to significant model uncertainty. The combined counterfactual explanations and 

uncertainty plots can be stitched together to form a Graphics Interchange Format (GIF), an example of 

which can be seen in Figure A1.  

 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1RrSChRphdWc7kvbV4m3h1d_aQc_BY9a7/view?usp=sharing
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Figure 6: Integration of counterfactuals with uncertainty in segmentation evaluation. For each column labeled (a), (b), and (c), 

the orange box displays the original image, the model's segmentation output, and the corresponding uncertainty. The black 

boxes in each column correspond to counterfactual images that demonstrate a range of DSC values, showing how variations in 

image features can lead to different segmentation accuracies. The greater intensity of white in the uncertainty plot indicates 

higher uncertainty, denoting areas where the model's predictions are less confident. The DSC is noted on the left of each box, 

with the red and blue outlines depicting the kidney and cyst, respectively. These counterfactual images, paired with the 

uncertainty visualization, underscore the model's predictive variability and aid in the assessment of cyst characteristics that 

result in increased uncertainty. (For High Resolution: Link) 

 

4. Discussion 

Automated detection and segmentation of kidney cysts may significantly enhance the evaluation of 

malignancy risk and cyst progression, alongside boosting the efficacy of subsequent artificial 

intelligence (AI) algorithms used for classification and monitoring. The scarcity of annotations is 

identified as a critical limitation for quantitative studies, underscoring the importance of accurate lesion 

segmentation. Hence, we introduced a deep learning framework for 3D volumetric segmentation of renal 

cysts in CT scans, which incorporates uncertainty-based quality control and novel counterfactual 

explanations for segmentation. Despite the high performance attributed to convolutional neural networks 

(CNNs), they operate as black boxes, failing to explain how changes in features within the region of 

interest would impact the prediction. To gain insights into the model’s decision-making process, we 

employed a VAE-GAN framework and manipulated the gradient of the segmentation to generate 

counterfactuals. We conducted both quantitative and qualitative evaluations of the proposed 

counterfactual explanations on a multi-centric dataset to validate the segmentation framework. This 

work is among the initial attempts to investigate how features within a specific region of interest in a 

3D image, such as a cyst, impact the performance of the segmentation model while aiming to keep the 

remainder of the image constant.  

 

The proposed segmentation model achieved DSCs of 0.83 and 0.82 for renal cysts on external test 

datasets, and cyst sensitivity of 0.95 and 0.97, respectively. Lin et. al42 utilized a 3D-UNet to segment 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/19CcQwnEjqIRvUsQ9jEczDL1ksPmvsVEv/view?usp=sharing
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/7F7R
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renal cysts in the corticomedullary phase of CT urography scans, obtaining a DSC of 0.54 on their test 

set. Blau et. al43 used a 2D-UNet for the segmentation of renal cysts in abdominal CT and achieved a 

sensitivity of 0.85 on their test set. No significant difference in segmentation performance, as measured 

by the DSC, was observed between the original images and those reconstructed from the VAE for 

generating counterfactual explanations in the external test sets. The reconstructed images resulted in 

fewer false positives per image for both test datasets, which may be attributed to the noise-reduction 

capabilities of the VAE44. A sensitivity of 0.96 was achieved for malignant cysts in the test dataset, 

indicating that the segmentation masks predicted by our model could be utilized in future cyst 

characterization algorithms. The counterfactual reliability index on the test datasets was 0.97 and 0.94, 

indicating that the reconstructed images produced segmentations very similar to those of the original 

images. 

 

The qualitative evaluation of the segmentation counterfactuals reveals that gradient-based manipulation 

of the disentangled latent space of the Variational Autoencoder (VAE) produces realistic 

counterfactuals. These may blend with the kidney or the background as the DSC approaches zero. 

However, even minimal perturbations within the cyst that do not result in significant visual changes can 

markedly affect the DSC. While segmentation counterfactuals can help visualize changes in image 

features, previous work has been mostly limited to attribution maps, which provide a limited intuitive 

understanding of the segmentation model16. Since the radiomic features were only extracted from the 

ground truth masks on the original and reconstructed scans, we were able to assess the relationship 

between DSCs and radiomics features within the cysts.  The analysis revealed that a predominance of 

low gray level values, consistent texture, and homogeneity has a positive correlation with segmentation 

consistency, i.e higher DSCs between the ground truth segmentation and the model output, while 

heterogeneity, contrast, and overall brightness have a negative correlation with DSCs. 

 

Uncertainty estimation in the proposed segmentation model demonstrated the ability to circumvent 

model failures by flagging them for manual correction. The joint analysis of uncertainty estimation and 

counterfactual visualizations provided insights into how changes in the image features of renal cysts can 

cause variations in model uncertainty. Even minimal modifications in the image features of the cyst, 

which are not visually perceptible, can result in increased model uncertainty. Furthermore, it also helps 

us understand how the image features need to change for the model uncertainty to decrease. Therefore, 

the combined plots are useful for understanding the model’s confidence, reliability, and decision-making 

process in terms of image features. Counterfactuals with image features that cause high uncertainty can 

be included during model training to enhance the robustness of the segmentation model. 

 

We conducted a comprehensive qualitative and quantitative analysis of our explainable segmentation 

framework but it was not without limitations. While we successfully generated counterfactuals with 

varying DSCs for regions that were successfully detected and analyzed regions associated with false 

positives, creating counterfactuals for false negatives proved challenging occasionally due to the limited 

magnitude of gradients in those regions of interest. Future research could concentrate on the 

counterfactual analysis of false negatives, particularly on overcoming the challenge of limited gradients. 

Additionally, the potential benefits of this research could be further investigated through an in silico trial 

that could assess whether the provision of explanations boosts clinicians' confidence and their 

performance in the detection and management of cysts45. Future research could also focus on the use of 

counterfactuals with model discrepancies for augmentation during model training to enhance the 

performance and reliability of segmentation models. Furthermore, in the future, this segmentation 

framework will be integrated into an automated malignancy classification algorithm for renal cysts, 

aiming to reduce unnecessary surgeries. 

https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/3cu1
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/KCVp
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/XqO1
https://paperpile.com/c/svPMdJ/sqaj
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5. Conclusion 

In this multi-center study, we introduced an innovative deep learning framework for the automated 

detection and segmentation of renal cysts in computed tomography (CT) scans that incorporates 

counterfactual explanations and uncertainty-based quality control. Our approach leverages the strengths 

of convolutional neural networks for segmentation while addressing their inherent 'black box' nature. 

The use of counterfactual images and uncertainty estimation provided insights into the algorithm's 

decision-making process by allowing us to observe changes in image features that lead to increases or 

decreases in the Dice similarity coefficient. Our comprehensive analysis across multiple datasets, 

including malignant cases, validates the effectiveness of our methodology in producing segmentation 

masks for renal cysts. These masks can be used in clinical practice and by algorithms designed for the 

classification of renal cyst malignancy. 
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Appendix 
Table A1: Overview of image data augmentation applied during training. 

Transformation Name Parameters and Settings Probability 

Random Zoom Zoom range: 0.9 to 1.2 (multiplicative scale factor, no units)  0.15 

Random Gaussian Noise 

Addition 

Gaussian noise standard deviation: 0.01 (relative intensity 

units) 

0.15 

Random Gaussian 

Smoothing 

Gaussian smoothing sigma range: 0.5 to 1.15 pixels for all axes 0.15 

Random Intensity 

Scaling 

Intensity scaling factor: 0.3 (multiplicative factor, no units) 0.15 

Random Flip Along 

Axis 0 

Flip along spatial axis 0  0.5 

Random Flip Along 

Axis 1 

Flip along spatial axis 1 0.5 

Random Flip Along 

Axis 2 

Flip along spatial axis 2  0.5 

 
 

Table A2: Details about the handcrafted radiomics features used to analyze counterfactual images, which correspond to 

varying Dice scores ranging from 0 to 1, with a fixed region of interest based on the ground truth cyst annotation. 

Handcrafted Radiomics Features Number of Features 

First Order Statistics 18 

Gray Level Co-occurrence Matrix (GLCM) 24 

Gray Level Dependence Matrix (GLDM) 14 

Gray Level Size Zone Matrix (GLSZM) 16 

Neighboring Gray Tone Difference Matrix (NGTDM) 5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



21 
 

 
Figure A1: The counterfactual explanations, which are synthetic images produced by altering features in the cyst region of 

interest to generate predicted masks with varying Dice scores, are stitched together to form a GIF. The red contour corresponds 

to the kidney, and the blue contour corresponds to the predicted cyst. The uncertainty maps highlight the image features about 

which the model is uncertain. The GIF can be viewed at the following link: 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1W_Q3YVn1y2U6sU2RiXNqqM7WtMk-QG3q/view?usp=sharing 

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1W_Q3YVn1y2U6sU2RiXNqqM7WtMk-QG3q/view?usp=sharing
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