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Abstract

Background and Objective: Radiation pneumonitis (RP) is a side effect of thoracic radiation
therapy. Recently, Machine learning (ML) models enhanced with radiomic and dosiomic features
provide better predictions by incorporating spatial information beyond DVHs. However, to
improve the clinical decision process, we propose to use uncertainty quantification (UQ) to
improve the confidence in model prediction. This study evaluates the impact of post hoc UQ
methods on the discriminative performance and calibration of ML models for RP prediction.
Methods: This study evaluated four ML models: logistic regression (LR), support vector
machines (SVM), extreme gradient boosting (XGB), and random forest (RF), using radiomic,
dosiomic, and dosimetric features to predict RP. We applied UQ methods, including Patt scaling,
isotonic regression, Venn-ABERS predictor, and Conformal Prediction, to quantify uncertainty.
Model performance was assessed through Area Under the Receiver Operating Characteristic
curve (AUROC), Area Under the Precision-Recall Curve (AUPRC), and Adaptive Calibration
Error (ACE) using Leave-One-Out Cross-Validation (LOO-CV).

Results: UQ methods enhanced predictive performance, particularly for high-certainty
predictions, while also improving calibration. Radiomic and dosiomic features increased model
accuracy but introduced calibration challenges, especially for non-linear models like XGB and
RF. Performance gains from UQ methods were most noticeable at higher certainty thresholds.
Conclusion: Integrating UQ into ML models with radiomic and dosiomic features improves both
predictive accuracy and calibration, supporting more reliable clinical decision-making. The
findings emphasize the value of UQ methods in enhancing applicability of predictive models for
RP in healthcare settings.
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pneumonitis, Esophageal cancer
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1. Introduction

Radiation pneumonitis (RP) is a common side effect of thoracic radiation therapy,
characterized by inflammation of the lungs resulting from radiation exposure. The timing and
severity of RP can vary widely among patients, but it is typically detected within the first 8
months after radiation [1]. The incidence rate ranges from 15-40% among patients receiving
thoracic radiation [2].

In recent years, machine learning (ML), a subfield of artificial intelligence (Al), has been
increasingly used to develop predictive models for RP. ML models typically rely on traditional
features, such as those derived from dose-volume histograms (DVHs) or clinical data [2].
However, DVH-based features lack spatial information about the radiation dose distribution. To
address this limitation, spatially informed quantitative features known as radiomics (or dosiomics
when derived from dose distributions) have been developed. Previous studies have shown that
incorporating dosiomic and/or radiomic features can significantly enhance the predictive
performance of models based solely on DVHs or clinical features [3—6].

From previous studies, ML models with radiomics and/or dosiomics are commonly
evaluated based on their discriminative ability. However, high discriminative performance alone
is insufficient for clinical applications since it does not guarantee robustness, generalizability
across diverse patient populations, or practical integration into clinical workflows. In the medical
field, inaccurate or overly confident predictions can lead to harmful consequences, such as
misdiagnosis, inappropriate treatment decisions, or delayed interventions that compromise
patient safety and outcomes. For general classification model, we can view probability output as
uncertainty estimate. However, a model might have good discriminative ability but exhibit
inaccurate confidence levels [7-9]. This is where uncertainty quantification (UQ) plays a crucial
role. UQ helps assess not only whether a model is correct but also how certain of the model is in
its predictions, thereby promoting reliable and more trustworthy application of Al in healthcare
setting [10—13]. Furthermore, previous studies also show that incorporating UQ methods can
help improve model discriminative performance and clinical decision support in various ML in
medical task such as Alzheimer's disease prediction [ 14], diabetic retinopathy detection [15] and
polyp classification [16].

A recent review of UQ in radiotherapy identified its applications in image synthesis,
registration, contouring, dose prediction, and outcome prediction [17]. For outcome prediction,
UQ has been applied to tasks like local control prediction [18], survival prediction [19] and
locoregional recurrence prediction [20]. For RP prediction, existing studies [21,18] have focused
on improving uncertainty evaluation metrics but have not explicitly demonstrated how
uncertainty enhances discriminative performance.

In this study, we aim to explore the impact of integrating UQ into widely used ML
models that leverage radiomic and dosiomic features for RP prediction in esophageal cancer
patients. While prior studies have employed Bayesian networks [21] and Gaussian processes
integrated with deep neural networks [18] for UQ in RP prediction, these methods require



integration into the model during training. This requirement renders them unsuitable for existing
ML models, highlighting the need for alternative methods that can seamlessly retrofit UQ
capabilities into pre-existing frameworks. Our focus will be on post hoc (adjustment occur after
initial model training) UQ methods since it can easily be integrated into the existing common
radiomic based ML model in RP without requiring extensive modifications. Additionally, we
evaluate the models using both discriminative and uncertainty evaluation metrics, and we assess
how incorporating uncertainty can enhance discriminative performance.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1 Dataset
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Figure 1: Consort Diagram

This study was approved by Institutional Review Board (IRB) of Ramathibodi hospital,
Bangkok, Thailand approval (MURA2024/933) in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki.
This study included esophageal cancer patients aged over 15 years who underwent thoracic
radiation therapy for esophageal cancer, regardless of the indication (pre-operative concurrent
chemoradiation, definitive chemoradiation, post-op radiation or palliative radiation) between
January 2011 and June 2019. Patients were excluded if they lacked treatment planning data, had
a history of malignancy or prior radiation therapy, had underlying interstitial lung disease, had a
follow-up period of less than one year, developed lung metastases within a year, or were treated
with brachytherapy. A radiation oncologist reviewed and extracted clinical data for each patient
from electronic medical records. National Cancer Institute Common Terminology Criteria for
Adverse Events version 5.0 (CTCAE v5.0) was used as the basis for grading radiation
pneumonitis. Patients with no symptoms or radiographic features were defined as grade 0.
Patients with mild symptoms not requiring steroids or with radiographic features only were
defined as grade 1. Patients with symptoms interfering with daily activities or patients requiring
steroids were defined as grade 2. Patients requiring steroid and oxygen were defined as grade 3
and patients requiring intubation were defined as grade 4. For this study, positive class was
defined as grade 1 or more radiation pneumonitis.

3



Initially, 336 esophageal cancer patients were identified, but 235 were excluded primarily
due to the absence of radiation therapy or loss follow-up. Ultimately, 101 patients were eligible
and included in the final analysis (Figure 1). Patient characteristics are summarized in Table 1
and treatment characteristics are summarized in Table 2.

Table 1: Patient characteristics (N=101)

Parameters Median (Range)/N (%)
Age 61 (26-93)

Gender

Male 89 (88%)

Female 12 (12%)

Smoking status

Never 29 (29%)

Active 25 (25%)

Quit smoking < 10 years | 33 (33%)
Quit smoking > 10 years | 14 (13%)
ECOG performance status

0 32 (32%)
1 60 (60%)
2 9 (8%)
Stage

1 4 (4%)

2 3 (3%)

3 71 (70%)
4 23 (23%)
Chemotherapy regimen

Cisplatin + 5-FU 23 (23%)
Carboplatin + 5-FU 8 (8%)
Carboplatin + paclitaxel | 60 (59%)
Carboplatin alone 2 (2%)
Paclitaxel alone 2 (2%)
No chemotherapy 6 (6%)

Table 2: Treatment characteristics (N=101)

Parameters | Median (Range)/N (%)
Surgery

Yes 26 (26%)

No 75 (74%)

Prescription dose 50.4 (30.0-60.0)
Prescription dose per fraction 1.8 (1.8-3.0)

RT technique

3D conformal 78 (77%)

IMRT/VMAT 9 (9%)

Combine 14 (14%)




RT setting

Preoperative 47 (47%)
Postoperative 1 (1%)

Definitive 49 (48%)
Palliative 4 (4%)

RP grade

0 38 (38%)

1 58 (57%)

2 5(5%)

3 0 (0%)
Dosimetric Parameter (Lung) | Mean (Range)
MLD (Gy) 10.3 Gy (1.1-16.3 Gy)
V5 (%) 48.9% (3.4-74.0%)
V10 (%) 32.0% (2.8-53.0%)
V20 (%) 16.2 (2.1-31.5%)
V30 (%) 11.1 (1.6-26.0%)
V40 (%) 6.2% (0.0-18.9%)

2.2 Preprocessing and Features

The preprocessing and feature extraction steps are similar to those used in our previous
research [3,22]. The total dose distribution was converted to an equivalent dose of 2 Gy (EQD?2)

. . ) _ oN dix+dii/(@/B)
using the following formula: EQD2y = ); TI2/@B)

voxel k. The value of a/3 was set to 3. From now on the dose distribution will refer to dose
distribution in EQD2. The dose distributions and pretreatment CT images were then resampled to
have voxel size of 1.5 x 1.5 x 1.5 mm3 using b-spline algorithm. The regions of interests (ROIs)
were resampled to match the pretreatment CT images using the nearest neighbor algorithm.

, where d; ;. is dose at fraction i and

In this study, we extracted two types of features, dose-based (dosimetric and dosiomic)
features and features based on pretreatment CT image (radiomic features). Dosimetric features,
including mean lung dose, generalized equivalent uniform dose, and relative lung volume dose
greater than x Gy (Vx), for x in [5, 10, ..., 70], were extracted. Dosiomic features were
calculated from dose distribution in lung ROIs using the Pyradiomics library, encompassing first-
order statistics (18 features) and texture features based on gray-level cooccurrence matrix
(GLCM) (24 features), gray-level run length matrix (GLRLM) (16 features), gray-level size zone
matrices (GLSZM) (16 features) and neighborhood gray tone difference matrices (NGTDM) (5
features), in total of 61 texture features. Radiomic features were extracted from pretreatment CT
images of three lung ROIs defined by different radiation dose thresholds (10 Gy, 15 Gy, and 20
Gy). The features description is the same as dosiomic features but the number of radiomic
features are 3 times dosiomic features due to the extraction from three distinct ROIs.

All features (dosimetric, dosiomic, and radiomic) then were standardized to a scale of 0 to
1. In total, each patient comprised of 15 dosimetric, 61 dosiomic, and 183 radiomic features. To
reduce redundancy, Spearman's rank correlation test was employed to identify the correlation
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between all possible pairs of features. If a correlation exceeding 0.8 was identified, one of the
features with the highest correlation to the rest of features was eliminated. After this process, each
patient had 58 features (6 dosimetric, 37 dosiomic and 25 radiomic). Radiomic and dosiomic
features were extracted in accordance with the Imaging Biomarker Standardization Initiative
(IBSI) guidelines [23] to ensure methodological consistency and reproducibility. This process was
implemented using PyRadiomics [24], an open-source Python library specifically designed for
radiomic analysis.

2.3 Training process
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Figure 2: Training process

An overview of the training process is shown in Figure 2. The procedure starts with the
preprocessed data, which is split into training and test sets. A Leave-One-Out (LOO-CV) approach
is employed where a single data sample is held out as the test set while the remaining samples
generate the training set to ensure that each sample is tested once. Several models, including
logistic regression (LR), support vector machines (SVM), extreme gradient boosting (XGB), and
random forest (RF) were employed for the classification task. These models undergo
hyperparameter tuning using an inner three-fold nested cross-validation within the training set.
Once the models are trained and tested, UQ methods were then applied using uncalibrated (UC),
Patt scaling (PS) [25], isotonic regression (IR), VennABERS predictor (VAs) [26], or Conformal
Prediction (CP) [27-29] as described in the next section. These methods were applied to the
predictions to quantify the uncertainty associated with each prediction, either as probabilities (UC,
PS, IR and VAs) or p-values (CP). The goal is to integrate each classification model with each UQ
method to generate 20 pairs of models.



2.4 Uncertainty Quantification Methods

Given a dataset {(X1,y1), ..., (X, Yn)}, where x; represents the feature vector for the it"

instance and y; represents the corresponding label, we focus on a binary classification problem.
The uncertainty score, denoted as s(x), is defined as:

1—p(x), y is positive
s(x) = { . .
p(x), y is negative

Here, p(x) represents the predicted probability or p-value of the positive class, potentially with or

without the application of UQ methods (raw output from classifier, denoted as f(x)). This

formulation assumes that a prediction ¥ is made based on a threshold of p(x) = 0.5 (f(x) = 0.5 if
CP since CP output p-value). Consequently, the model exhibits the highest certainty when the
predicted probability/p-value is either O or 1. Below are detailed descriptions of each uncertainty
quantification method:

UC: The UC method simply refers to using the output probabilities from the classifier
without applying any UQ techniques. Thus, p(x), is equivalent to f(x).
PS [25]: PS is a parametric calibration method that fits LR to the classifier's output scores,
converting them into calibrated probabilities. The process starts by applying a classifier
without UQ to obtain a dataset of output-label pairs {(f (x1),y1), -, (f (), ¥in)}, Where
f(x;) represents the raw output score from the classifier, and y; € {0,1} is the
corresponding true label in a binary classification. These output-label pairs are then used
to fit a LR defined by:

1

p(x|f(x)) 1+ exp(a + bf(x))
where a and b are learned parameters by minimizing the negative log-likelihood of the
observed data. This method ensures that the predicted probabilities lie within the range [0,
1] and are more reliable for interpreting uncertainty.
IR: IR is a non-parametric calibration technique that fits the data to a piecewise constant
function, subject to the constraint that the function is non-decreasing. The optimization
process involves minimizing the root mean square error IR is Optimized by minimizing
the root mean square error between predicted probabilities p(x;) and actual outcomes y;.
VAs [26]: VAs is a calibration technique based on Venn prediction, provides multiple
probability estimates instead of a single probability by applying two IR models to the raw
output of a classifier. It consists of two steps: first, IR is fitted to the probability of being
a positive class using the training set {(f(x1),¥1), .-, (f (X;n), ¥m)} along with a test
sample (f(x;),1). Second, IR is fitted to the probability of being a negative class using
the training set {(1 — f(x1),y1), .., (1 — f (%), ¥m)} along with a test sample
(f (x;),0). The first IR model computes p, (x;), the probability of x; belonging to class 1

given f(x;) while the second IR model computes p, (x;), the probability of x; belonging
to class 0 given f(x;). In practice, multiple probabilities will be merge to p(x) by:



P1
1-po+p1’

p(x) =

e CP[27-29]: CP provides a framework for generating prediction sets for any model. It
works by evaluating how well a new prediction aligns with the distribution of previously
observed data, using insights learned from the training set. To compute p-value within CP
framework, we first calculate the nonconformity score, denoted as «;, for a given data x;.
Nonconformity score «; is defined as —log f(x;) [14,30]. This score measures how "non-
conforming" the test data is compared to the training data distribution. Once the
nonconformity scores are obtained, they are used to compute the p-value, p(x), which
reflects how the test point is deviated relative to the training set. Specifically, the p-value
is calculated as:

i=1,,m+1:0;20y,
P(apyy) = Lot beztnell 13 39

Where {a,**, o, } represents the set of nonconformity score from the training dataset
and a,,,, 1s the nonconformity score of the test data.

2.5 Evaluations

Evaluation was performed on a test set that aggregates all test data from each fold of the
LOO CV. To assess predictive performance, we calculated the Area Under the Receiver
Operating Characteristic Curve (AUROC) and the Area Under the Precision-Recall Curve
(AUPRC). Additionally, we evaluated the UQ methods using uncertainty evaluation metric,
specifically a calibration metric, which can be viewed as a form of uncertainty evaluation.
Calibration metrics assess the alignment between predicted probabilities and the actual frequency
of correct predictions, providing insight into how well the model's predicted confidence reflects
reality. We used the Adaptive Calibration Error (ACE) [33] as our calibration metric. Given
number of classes (K), number of samples (N) and number of ranges (R), ACE is defined as:

K R
1
ACE = ﬁz Z | acc(r, k) — conf(r, k) |
k=1r=1

where acc(r, k) and conf(r, k) are the accuracy and confidence of adaptive calibration range r for
class label k, respectively. The calibration range 7 is determined by the |N/R|™ index of the sorted
probability output. A lower ACE suggests a better match between the predicted probabilities and
actual outcomes, indicating a well-calibrated model while high ACE represents a significant
discrepancy between the model’s predicted probabilities and the actual outcomes.

3. Results

In this section, we present three types of results. First, we examine the impact of
incorporating prediction uncertainty into the predictive evaluation. Second, we assess the model's
performance with and without the inclusion of radiomic features. Finally, we compare UQ
methods using an uncertainty evaluation metric.

3.1 Uncertainty effect on Prediction performance
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To explore the impact of UQ methods, we focused on the performance metrics for the top
k% most certain predictions. Specifically, we calculated AUROC and AUPRC (Figure 3)
progressively, starting from the top 10% of the most certain predictions, incrementally increasing
up to 100% of the dataset. This approach enabled us to compute performance metrics at various
coverage levels, defined as the proportion of the dataset used in the evaluation, ranging from 0.1
to 1. By comparing performance across these coverage levels, we gained insights into how UQ
methods influence the model's performance.

In general, UQ methods enhance predictive performance across models for the most
certain predictions, though their impact diminishes as coverage increases (Figure 3). The LR
model is an exception, where most UQ methods provide similar or slightly reduced performance.
Among the methods evaluated, VAs consistently underperform. In contrast, other UQ methods,
generally improve performance, particularly at higher certainty thresholds

LR SVM XGB RF — uc

T T T T T 0.5 T T T T T 0.5 T T T T T 0.5 T T T T T
0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
Coverage Coverage Coverage Coverage

Figure 3: AUROC and AUPRC of each ML model with different UQ methods across varying
coverage levels.

To better simulate clinical scenarios, where users assess output uncertainty before making
decisions, we provided model performance metrics based on specific certainty thresholds in
Table 3. Users may trust the model's predictions when the certainty is high and may be more
skeptical when it is low. Specifically, we evaluated model performance at certainty thresholds of
0.5 (all data), 0.8, and 0.9. Predictions with certainty below these cutoffs were excluded from the
evaluation.

The results in Table 3 demonstrate that higher certainty thresholds reduce coverage.
While UQ methods have minimal impact on performance without a cut point, they provide
notable improvements at higher thresholds (such as 0.8 and 0.9). Focusing on cases where
coverage exceeds 0.05, the highest AUROC is achieved by the LR model with the CP method
(AUROC 0.78, AUPRC 0.76) at a cut point of 0.8. Similarly, the highest AUPRC is observed in
the XGB model using the IR method (AUPRC 0.85, AUROC 0.64) at a cut point of 0.9. Overall,



UQ methods not only improve performance but also increase coverage compared to the UC
baseline

Table 3: This table presents AUROC and AUPRC for each classification model combined with
UQ methods across different certainty thresholds (no threshold, 0.8 and 0.9). The baseline
values for UC are shown, while changes for other UQ methods are expressed as increases (+) or
decreases (—) relative to UC. (*N/A indicates that no data were selected for evaluation at that
threshold and improvements for UQ methods are calculated using O as the baseline)

Model Uncertainty| No Cut point Cut point 0.8 Cut point 0.9
Method | AUROC|AUPR( Coverage| AUROC|AUPRC|Coverage| AUROC |AUPRC
ucC 0.72 0.76 0.08 0.62 0.75 0.03 0.0 0.17
PS -0.01 | -0.01 | +0.35 | +0.07 0.0 +0.18 | +0.68 | +0.61
LR IR -0.03 | -0.01 | +0.47 +0.1 -0.01 | +0.18 | +0.61 | +0.66
VAs -0.03 | -0.05 | +0.32 | +0.08 | -0.13 | +0.04 | +0.25 | +0.47
CP 0.0 0.0 +0.27 | +0.15 | +0.01 +0.2 +0.72 | +0.62
ucC 0.67 0.72 0.13 0.62 0.66 0.0 N/A* | N/A*
PS +0.03 | +0.03 | +0.34 | +0.01 | +0.09 | +0.24 | +0.64* | +0.77*
SVM IR 0.0 | +0.02 | +0.49 | +0.04 | +0.09 | +0.19 | +0.66* | +0.81*
VAs +0.02 | +0.01 +0.3 -0.01 | +0.05 | +0.17 | +0.64* | +0.67*
CP 0.0 0.0 +0.09 | +0.08 | +0.01 | +0.17 | +0.69* | +0.71%*
ucC 0.68 0.74 0.44 0.64 0.73 0.22 0.28 0.72
PS +0.01 | +0.05 | +0.29 | +0.01 | +0.09 | +0.44 | +0.39 | +0.1
XGB IR -0.0 | +0.08 | +0.38 -0.0 | +0.12 | +0.53 | +0.37 | +0.13
VAs +0.01 | +0.01 | +0.18 | +0.03 | +0.03 | +0.25 | +0.42 | +0.03
CP 0.0 0.0 -0.23 0.0 -0.05 -0.12 +0.25 | -0.07
ucC 0.67 0.72 0.16 0.73 0.67 0.03 1.0 1.0
PS -0.01 | +0.02 | +0.55 -0.12 | +0.07 | +0.46 -0.41 -0.27
RF IR -0.01 | +0.09 | +0.7 -0.09 | +0.15 | +0.76 -0.38 | -0.17
VAs -0.01 | -0.01 | +0.48 -0.12 | +0.02 | +0.38 -0.46 | -0.32
CP 0.0 0.0 +0.03 -0.05 0.0 +0.05 -0.4 -0.28

3.2 Radiomic effect on predictive model

We evaluated the impact of radiomic and dosiomic features on model performance by
training three versions of the models: (1) combining radiomic and dose-based features (dosiomic
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+ dosimetric), (2) using only dose-based features, and (3) using only dosimetric features (Figure
4). For discriminative performance, we calculated AUROC and AUPRC, while ACE was used to
assess calibration.

The results in Figure 4 indicate that incorporating spatial features generally improved the
model’s discriminative ability, except for RF model, where the addition of both radiomic and
dosiomic features slightly reduced performance, particularly in AUPRC. In terms of calibration,
the LR model benefited from improved calibration with lower ACE, while other models
exhibited higher ACE values, indicating a decline in calibration performance especially in RF
(Figure 4). These findings suggest that while spatial features enhance predictive power, they
may introduce calibration challenges, particularly for non-linear models.

ACE
0.02 4
A 0.014 l
0.00 1 .

-0.014

AUROC AUPRC
0.08

0.06

0.04 4

0.02

0.00 -

0.15
0.104
. |

-0.05

0.175 1
0.150

L
000 o N

0.125
B _0.021 0.100 -

0.075 4

—0.04 4 0.050 4

~0.06 1 0.025

0.000 - T T T T
LR SVM XGB RF

I:R S\;’M XéB R‘F
Figure 4: Differences in performance metrics between models using (A) radiomic and dose-
based features compared to only dose-based features, and (B) radiomic and dose-based features
compared to only dosimetric features. Green bars indicate performance improvement, while red
bars indicate a decline in performance.

3.3 Effect of uncertainty quantification on calibration metrics

In this section, we evaluated the impact of UQ methods on the calibration metrics using
ACE. We compare the ACE values before and after applying three calibration methods: Patt
Scaling (PS), Isotonic Regression (IR), and Venn-ABERS predictor (VAs). CP is not included in
this analysis since it outputs p-values, which are not applicable for ACE evaluation. The results
indicate that all calibration methods improve ACE across the models (Figure 5). Specifically, the
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negative ACE values after calibration suggest a reduction in calibration error.

LR
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Figure 5: Difference of ACE between uncalibrated models compared with each model and
uncertainty which gives probability output method. The green color indicates improving, else

red.

The calibration plots provide a detailed comparison of the calibration performance of
various classifiers under different UQ methods (Figure 6.). The dotted diagonal line represents a
perfectly calibrated model where predicted probabilities match observed outcomes. LR
demonstrates the closest adherence to the perfect calibration line across all UQ methods,
particularly with IR and PS but shows overconfidence under UC for high-probability predictions.
Meanwhile, SVM, XGB, and RF exhibit significant calibration challenges, especially under the
UC baseline where they tend to produce overconfident probability estimates. In terms of UQ
methods, both IR and PS improve calibration, but the extent of improvement varies by model.
However, VAs introduce instability in calibration that leads to erratic behavior across non-linear
models, especially for RF, which demonstrates the poorest calibration overall.
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Figure 6: Calibration plot.

4. Discussions

In this study, we investigated the impact of UQ on the performance of ML models for
radiation RP prediction by employing several UQ methods, to access the reliability of risk
prediction, which are rarely assessed for clinical prediction models [34]. We applied four UQ
methods, including PS, IS, VARs, and CP, across four prediction models, such as LR, SVM,
XGB, and RF, and compared its resulting risk predictions to uncalibrated raw probabilities as
baseline. According to a recent systematic review of radiomic- and dosiomic-based ML models
for RP prediction [6], LR, SVM, and RF are among the most commonly used models in the
literature. Therefore, we selected these models to ensure that our findings are applicable to
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widely adopted approaches. The software code for this study is freely available at
https://eithub.com/44REAM/RP-Radiomic-Uncertainty.

Our results demonstrate that UQ can enhance certainty estimation, as discriminative
performance improves when the model is confident, except for the LR model which is known for
its inherent well-calibrated nature [14,35] (Figure 3 and Table 3). UQ methods enhance AUROC
and AUPRC for the most certain predictions since they prioritize areas where the model is
confident by excluding uncertain predictions that may introduce errors or noise. UQ methods
operate under the premise that uncertainty correlates with error. By ranking predictions based on
certainty, they exploit this correlation to identify and prioritize regions where the model is most
likely to be correct. However, as coverage grows, this correlation weakens because uncertainty
measures may not perfectly capture all sources of error, such as systematic biases or unrepresented
data distributions. Moreover, as coverage increases, the inclusion of uncertain predictions
introduces noise and amplifies model limitations. This observation aligns with prior findings in
radiomics-based locoregional recurrence prediction for head and neck cancer [20], which showed
that rejecting low-certainty samples improves overall model performance.

Calibration methods such as PS, IR, and VAs offer limited benefits in improving certainty
estimates in LR (Figure 3). However, CP can enhance uncertainty estimation in LR, as reflected
by improved discriminative performance in confident predictions (Figure 3), aligning with
previous findings [14]. This improvement can be attributed to the simpler structure of LR that
avoids overfitting and allows calibration techniques to refine probability estimates effectively. In
contrast, SVM, RF, and XGB, which are more complex than LR, exhibited poor calibration, which
could be improved through calibration techniques (Figures 3 and 5). This can be attributed to the
fact that increased model complexity often introduces overfitting and unreliable probability
estimates, resulting in worsened calibration performance [36]. For instance, SVM and XGB can
exacerbate calibration issues by assigning overly confident probabilities to outliers or misclassified
points, further skewing their output reliability. Meanwhile, calibration issues in RF arise due to its
ensemble structure (bagging ensemble), which average predictions from decision trees and
produces unreliable probabilities, particularly near class boundaries [35]. This results in poor
estimates as RF struggles to model the smooth transitions in probability distributions necessary for
well-calibrated outputs. Additionally, prior research similarly reports poorer calibration in SVM,
RF [35] and XGB [37] compared to LR.

Incorporating radiomic and/or dosiomic features, which are often high-dimensional and
complex, improved discriminative performance but introduced calibration challenges (Figure 4).
While these features capture complex spatial patterns that enhance the model's ability to predict
RP, they also increase the model’s complexity, making it more prone to overfitting [38]. As such,
the calibration errors observed after introducing radiomic and/or dosiomic features (Figure 4) in
our results can be attributed to overfitting issue [39], consistent with the challenges associated
with increasing model complexity discussed earlier. As such, ML models incorporating these
features require careful consideration of calibration strategies to ensure reliable performance.
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Without appropriate calibration, even highly accurate models may produce misleading
probabilities, decreasing their utility in clinical decision-making.

In summary, our findings indicate that for clinical use, UQ techniques should be applied
especially to complex ML models, such as SVM, RF, and XGB, to enhance the reliability of their
predictions. LR, a less complex model, often achieves comparable or superior performance
[40,41] with greater reliability in probability estimates. Furthermore, the inclusion of radiomic
and/or dosiomic features enhances the models' discriminative power for RP prediction. However,
these complex features also introduce calibration challenges, as they increase model
dimensionality and potential overfitting, particularly in non-linear models.
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