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ABSTRACT

Background:
Traditional segmentation networks approach anatomical structures as standalone elements, overlook-
ing the intrinsic hierarchical connections among them. This study introduces Softmax for Arbitrary
Label Trees (SALT), a novel approach designed to leverage the hierarchical relationships between
labels, improving the efficiency and interpretability of the segmentations.
Materials and Methods:
This study introduces a novel segmentation technique for CT imaging, which leverages conditional
probabilities to map the hierarchical structure of anatomical landmarks, such as the spine’s division
into lumbar, thoracic, and cervical regions and further into individual vertebrae. The model was
developed using the SAROS dataset from The Cancer Imaging Archive (TCIA), comprising 900 body
region segmentations from 883 patients. The dataset was further enhanced by generating additional
segmentations with the TotalSegmentator, for a total of 113 labels. The model was trained on 600
scans, while validation and testing were conducted on 150 CT scans. Performance was assessed using
the Dice score across various datasets, including SAROS, CT-ORG, FLARE22, LCTSC, LUNA16,
and WORD. Additionally, 95% confidence intervals (CI) were computed using 1000 rounds of
bootstrapping.
Results:
Among the evaluated datasets, SALT achieved its best results on the LUNA16 and SAROS datasets,
with Dice scores of 0.93 (95% CI: 0.919, 0.938) and 0.929 (95% CI: 0.924, 0.933) respectively.
Additionally, the model demonstrated reliable accuracy across other datasets, scoring 0.891 (95%
CI: 0.869, 0.906) on CT-ORG and 0.849 (95% CI: 0.844, 0.854) on FLARE22. Moreover, the
LCTSC dataset showed a score of 0.908 (95% CI: 0.902, 0.914) and the WORD dataset also showed
good performance with a score of 0.844 (95% CI: 0.839, 0.85). Furthermore, SALT is capable of
segmenting a whole-body CT with 1000 slices in an average of 35 seconds.
Conclusion:
SALT used the hierarchical structures inherent in the human body to achieve whole-body segmenta-
tions with an average of 35 seconds per CT scan. This rapid processing underscores its potential for
integration into clinical workflows, facilitating the automatic and efficient computation of full-body
segmentations with each CT scan, thus enhancing diagnostic processes and patient care.
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1 Introduction

Computed Tomography (CT) imaging stands out as one of the most comprehensive [13, 20, 36, 41] tools in the field of
diagnostic imaging, with the number of CT scans increasing by 4% per year worldwide [48]. With the rising volume
of CT scans, radiologists also face a growing workload, highlighting the importance of adopting automated solutions
for support. Moreover, CT scans contain a substantial volume of information, and only a portion is used for specific
diagnosis purposes. A substantial amount of potentially clinically valuable information remains unexploited and is the
focus of current research [6, 18, 53]. In this context, deep learning networks have the capability of automating tasks
and extracting information from scans with little additional cost besides algorithm training. In particular, automated
segmentation of CT scans is now a widespread technique for identifying key anatomical features such as organs, tissues,
and vessels [26, 43, 53]. These detailed segmentations aid radiologists in making accurate diagnoses [3] and have been
linked to indicators of a patient’s well-being [1, 19]. This capability enables automated quantification of segmentations,
with metrics such as organ volumetries gaining recognition for their role in predicting overall survival outcomes [17,
22]. Furthermore, CT scans enable the automated calculation of Body Composition Analysis (BCA), which quantifies
the amount of fat, muscle, and bone [14, 27, 38, 39] and is proving to be valuable in monitoring disease progression [19,
23, 33] and predicting patient survival outcomes [15, 21].

The currently existing models for full-body segmentation, such as TotalSegmentator [16, 53], often rely on multiple
models for segmenting CT scans when the number of labels becomes too extensive for a single model to handle
efficiently. Additionally, completing a full segmentation can take several minutes, which is impractical for scenarios
where a segmentation algorithm is expected to constantly operate in the background as part of a hospital’s data
acquisition process.

In response to this problem, we introduce the Softmax for Arbitrary Label Trees (SALT) framework, an approach that
employs a single, robust model to efficiently manage a broad spectrum of labels. The SALT framework harnesses
hierarchical relationships to segment a vast range of anatomical landmarks, reflecting the natural tree-like organization
of the human anatomy. By employing conditional probabilities, this framework models the intricate relationships
between these landmarks, capturing the complex network of connections among various anatomical structures. In
this study, an application of the SALT framework to 3-dimensional CT scans using a nnUNet [16] architecture is
presented. However, the flexibility of this framework allows for its adaptation to other contexts, accommodating both
2D and 3D imaging across diverse image types, and could be used with a wide range of deep learning algorithms.
This adaptability underscores the SALT framework’s potential as a universal tool for medical image analysis. This
optimization aims to resolve existing bottlenecks and substantially improve the utility of CT scan data in real-time
clinical settings, facilitating the seamless operation of the segmentation algorithm within the hospital’s data acquisition
process.

2 Materials and Methods

2.1 Datasets

This study used a selection of datasets available on The Cancer Imaging Archive (TCIA) [9] to train and evaluate
the SALT approach. For the training, 750 CT scans from the Sparsely Annotated Region and Organ Segmentation
(SAROS) [9, 25] dataset were used (600 for training and 150 for validation). In this dataset, the segmentations target
anatomical landmarks that are relevant for body composition analysis (BCA) [14, 27]. The annotations cover a wide
range of areas such as the abdominal and thoracic cavities, bones, brain, mediastinum, muscles, pericardium, spinal
cord, and subcutaneous tissue. In addition to these annotations, segmentations of organs, vessels, and specific muscles
and bones were generated using Version 1 of the TotalSegmentator models [16, 52, 53] for the same dataset of 750
scans. The TotalSegmentator predictions were then fused with the SAROS annotations to create a single dataset of 750
scans containing all labels. For SAROS, smaller labels such as the thyroid, submandibular, and parotid glands were
not included in the final segmentation. The SAROS segmentations encompass larger and more general areas, so the
TotalSegmentator predictions were superimposed on the SAROS labels, as a subclassification of larger areas. This
fusion is illustrated in Figure 1, which highlights the natural tree-like organization of the human body. For example, the
body encompasses the thoracic cavity, which itself includes organs like the lungs and heart. These organs, in turn, can
be subdivided further into more specific segments, such as the lobes of the lungs and the atria and ventricles of the heart.

For the evaluation, an additional independent test set of 150 CT scans from SAROS and other publicly available
datasets were used: CT Volumes with Multiple Organ Segmentations (CT-ORG) [5, 9, 44] Fast and Low-resource
Semi-supervised Abdominal Organ Segmentation (FLARE22) [31, 32], Lung CT Segmentation Challenge (LCTSC) [9,
54, 55], Lung Nodule Analysis 2016 (LUNA16) [2, 50], and Whole Abdominal Organ Dataset (WORD) [30]. However,
the “gallbladder” label from the WORD dataset was omitted because the masks were either very few points and not an
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Figure 1: Example of a hierarchical segmentation. A) In the thorax, the biggest region is the thoracic cavity. B) The
thoracic cavity can then be subdivided into lungs and mediastinum. C) The mediastinum has a further subregion the
pericardium, and the lungs can be subdivided into lower/middle/upper left/right lobes. D) The pericardium contains the
heart, which can be subdivided into myocardium and left/right ventricle/atrium. The full segmentations originate from
the TotalSegmentator, while the sparse segmentations are from SAROS.

actual segmentation, a segmentation of the common bile duct, or they were segmentations of a tumor (see Figure 8 of
Appendix A). The final composition of the evaluation dataset, together with the number of cases and the used labels, is
reported in Table 1.

2.1.1 Dataset Postprocessing

The labels from all datasets underwent postprocessing to ensure the hierarchical structure by either merging or splitting
the original segmentations. An example of merging is the lung label, which was not present in the TotalSegmentator
labels but could be inferred by merging the upper, lower, middle left, and right lobes. In some cases, splitting was
necessary to ensure the tree structure, as each label can only have one parent. For instance, the aorta passes through the
mediastinum, pericardium, and abdominal cavity, which would imply three parents. To preserve the tree structure, the
aorta label was split into three separate regions: “aorta thoracica pass pericardium”, “aorta thoracica pass mediastinum”,
and “aorta abdominalis”. Similar splitting was performed for the inferior vena cava and pulmonary artery. Furthermore,

Table 1: Datasets used for the evaluation. Multiple datasets from TCIA were used for evaluating SALT: CT
Volumes with Multiple Organ Segmentations (CT-ORG), Fast and Low-resource Semi-supervised Abdominal Organ
Segmentation (FLARE22), Lung CT Segmentation Challenge (LCTSC), Lung Nodule Analysis 2016 (LUNA16),
Sparsely Annotated Region and Organ Segmentation (SAROS), and Whole Abdominal Organ Dataset (WORD). For
SAROS, an independent test set was used for the evaluation. For each dataset, the number of included CT scans and the
labels used for evaluation are reported.

Dataset Number of Scans Labels

CT-ORG [5, 9, 44] 21 Liver, bladder, lungs, kidneys, bone, brain.

FLARE22 [31, 32] 50 Liver, right kidney, spleen, pancreas, aorta, inferior vena cava, right
adrenal gland, left adrenal gland, gallbladder, stomach, duodenum, left
kidney.

LCTSC [9, 54, 55] 60 Spinal cord, lung right, lung left, heart.

LUNA16 [2, 50] 51 Upper right lobe, middle right lobe, lower right lobe, upper left lobe,
lower left lobe.

SAROS [9, 24, 25] 150 Subcutaneous tissue, muscles, abdominal cavity, thoracic cavity, bones,
mediastinum, pericardium, brain, spinal cord.

WORD [30] 140 Liver, spleen, kidney left, kidney right, stomach, pancreas, duodenum,
colon, intestine, adrenal glands, bladder.
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Figure 2: Hierarchical labeling for the segmentation of anatomical landmarks. The blue labels were generated with
the TotalSegmentator, while the pink labels come from the SAROS dataset. The gray labels were also generated: “body”
is the sum of all annotated voxels, while “background” is all non-annotated voxels. The “other” classes were created
as the parts of the parents which were not annotated. The light pink labels were generated by splitting an existing
TotalSegmentator label. Some vertebrae and ribs have been removed from this visualization for a better overview. For
some bones and muscles with only left and right children, the two nodes were fused for better visualization.

in cases where the child labels were insufficient to fully annotate the volume of the parent label, additional labels were
created. For instance, the thoracic cavity has two child labels, namely the lungs and the mediastinum (as depicted in
Figure 1). However, these two volumes alone do not encompass the entire thoracic cavity. Therefore, an additional
label (called “other”) was introduced to incorporate the remaining voxels and ensure a correct learning process for the
model. After postprocessing, there were a total of 145 labels (excluding the root) and 113 leaf nodes. The hierarchical
structure of the labels can be viewed in Figure 2.
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Figure 3: Different representations of the tree class hierarchy. From left to right: (1) The adjacency matrix encodes
directed edges from parent to child nodes. (2) The reachability matrix encodes all nodes in the path from the root node
to a specific node. (3) The sibling matrix encodes all sibling nodes for a specific node.

2.2 Modeling Conditional Probabilities for Trees

As visible from Figure 2, the hierarchical labels can be represented as an unweighted tree. An arbitrary tree can be
defined by its adjacency matrix A of size N ×N , where N is the number of nodes and each value ai,j of the matrix
represents an edge between parent node i and child node j. Since the tree is unweighted, A has only binary elements [8],
and aij = 1 represents a connection between parent node i and child node j.

Another useful structure is the reachability matrix R, which encodes in row i all the nodes j that can be reached from
node i, and in column j all the traversed nodes between the root and node j. This matrix is also binary and it can be
derived from the adjacency matrix using matrix multiplications and additions:

R =

H∑
v=0

Av = A0 +A1 + . . .+AH ,

where H is the height of the arbitrary tree. Each power Av represents the nodes that can be reached from any node
with a path of size v, so the matrix AH+1 will be a zero matrix, as no two nodes have a distance that is larger than H .
Another component is the sibling matrix S, which is also binary and encodes all local neighbors on the same level:

S = AT ×A

An example for all three matrices, A, R, and S, based on the employed dataset and the associated label structure is
shown in Figure 3.

Using these matrices, the assignment of a voxel of the body to a specific class can be represented through conditional
probabilities based on the tree structure. For instance, the probability of a voxel to belong to the right lower lobe of the
lung depends on the probabilities of it belonging to the right lung, the lungs as a whole, the thoracic cavity, and the
body. This concept is analogous to the one of Bayesian networks [46], which are acyclic directed graphs where each
node contains probability information, and edges represent a direct influence between the nodes. In a Bayesian network,
all relationships are expressed using conditional probabilities and can be simplified using the chain rule [46]. This can
also be applied to our hierarchical tree, but a normalization step needs to be added to ensure that each node represents a
probability. This can be done using a softmax function [7], which is commonly employed as an activation function in
neural networks for multi-class classification tasks. Its outputs are probabilities that indicate the likelihood of the input
being assigned to each class, and its sum is 1, just like for probabilities.

These concepts can be used to build a deep learning model that uses conditional probabilities and the softmax function
as activation layer for segmentation. The model takes an input and outputs a feature map x with N channels, which is
the number of nodes of the hierarchical tree. To enforce the hierarchical relationships, a final probability function for
each class c can serve as the activation layer.

The probability P (y = c|x) that the final class y corresponds to class c can be computed using the chain rule as the
product of the probabilities from the root node to node 40. The probability of each node is normalized using the softmax
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for each sibling group, obtaining the following formula:

P (y = c|x) =
Rc∏
i=1

P (y = i|x
i−1⋂
j=1

y = j)

=
∏
i∈Rc

e−xi∑
k∈Si

e−xk
,

Here, Rc denotes the column c of R, which contains the nodes in the path between the root node and node c. Si

represents the siblings of node i, and xi and xj respectively correspond to the feature maps associated with node i and
j. The resulting probabilities of all leaf nodes sum up to one, analogously to the softmax function. To illustrate an
example of the probability chain, consider the process of determining the likelihood that a voxel is part of the left hip
bone. This requires a sequential evaluation of the voxel’s probability of being within the body, within the bone, then
associated with hip bones, and finally identified as part of the specific left hip bone, which can be expressed as:

P (y = hip left|x) = P (y = body)
· P (y = bones|x ∩ y = body)
· P (y = hip|x ∩ y = body ∩ y = bones)
· P (y = hip left|x ∩ y = body ∩ y = bones ∩ y = hip).

2.3 Model Preprocessing and Training

The SALT architecture in this paper consists of a DynUNet from the MONAI framework [10] (version 1.1, PyTorch [42]
version 1.14), which is a reimplementation of the architecture utilized by nnUNet [16]. The output feature map of
the DynUNet model has as many channels as there are nodes in the hierarchical tree. Due to SALT’s flexibility, the
DynUNet could be substituted by any other model. The previously described probability functions were used to create
an activation layer, which was used to generate the final probabilities, as illustrated in Figure 4.

Initially, all CT scans underwent several pre-processing steps: Left-Posterior-Inferior voxel reorientation, resampling to
a voxel spacing of 1.5x1.5x1.5 mm, normalization of intensity values within the Hounsfield Units to scale the range
from -1024 to 1024 to between 0 and 1, and random crops of size 192x192x48. The model was trained for 1000 epochs
with 600 CT scans for training and 150 for validation. The AdamW optimizer [28] was used with an initial learning rate
of 0.00025 and a weight decay of 0.00005. The learning rate was reduced during training using a cosine function [29].

The model used a hybrid loss based on categorical cross-entropy loss [35] and Dice loss [34], which are commonly used
for medical segmentation tasks [16]. In contrast to the common use of these losses, SALT optimizes multiple classes at
the same time by constructing an encoding of the nodes using the reachability matrix. Let R be the reachability matrix
of size (N,N), where N is the number of nodes in the tree, and let y be the ground truth label with |V | elements (each
corresponding to a voxel’s label). We construct a new label y′ of size (|V |, N) by indexing the reachability matrix
R using the ground truth y. This operation maps each voxel label to its corresponding encoding column in R, or in
other words, y′ corresponds to the traversed nodes from the root to the voxel’s label. Considering the prediction ŷ of
size (|V |, N), the cross-entropy and the Dice loss can be computed using y′ and ŷ. Unlike the conventional softmax
approach, this method optimizes each node along with all its ancestors, which is a result of the label encoding and the
implementation of chained conditional probabilities within the activation layers.

For the calculation of the evaluation metrics during training, a similar approach that uses the tree structure to encode
each node was used. Technical details about this method are presented in Appendix C. Furthermore, the trained model
and the code are available for review on GitHub under the following link: https://github.com/UMEssen/SALT.

2.4 Evaluation

The model’s performance was assessed with the Dice score [11] and with the normalized surface Dice score (NSD) [37].
The NSD measures the frequency at which the surface distance between volumes is under 3 mm, a metric previously
employed by TotalSegmentator [53]. For a better comparison with existing models, the same metrics were also utilized
to evaluate the predictions from Version 2 of the TotalSegmentator [16, 53] on the datasets from Table 1. Additionally,
95% confidence intervals (reported in square brackets) were computed by bootstrapping the scores of the evaluated CT
scans. The bootstrapping was performed with 1000 iterations and the 2.5 and the 97.5 percentiles were utilized as upper
and lower bound of the confidence intervals. To evaluate the variations in scores across datasets, the distributions of the
Dice and NSD scores were compared for datasets that share the same organ labels.

For a better comparison, the evaluation datasets were also used to generate predictions from Version 2 of the To-
talSegmentator [16, 53] and the same evaluation scores were computed. Moreover, the speed of the model was
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Figure 4: Overview of the SALT architecture. A DynUNet model is used to output feature maps containing N
channels, where N is the number of nodes of the tree. The SALT layer builds conditional probabilities from the nodes
of the tree and can be used analogously to a softmax function to create a segmentation.

evaluated in comparison with Version 1 and Version 2 of the TotalSegmentator and across multiple speed settings. For
TotalSegmentator Version 1, tests were carried out on models with isotropic spacings of 1.5mm and 3mm. In the case of
Version 2, models with isotropic spacings of 1.5mm, 3mm, and 6mm were examined. All experiments were performed
by running the models on a single NVIDIA RTX A6000 card [40].

3 Results

3.1 Segmentation Evaluation

The trained model showed a Dice of 0.891[0.887, 0.896] and an NSD of 0.931[0.927, 0.936]. An overall score for the
different datasets is presented in Table 2 together with the scores obtained by Version 2 of the TotalSegmentator. The
Dice scores and the NSD scores for the datasets are reported in Table 3, Table 4, Table 5, Table 6, Table 7 and Table 8
of Appendix B. Notably, the lungs, the liver, the spleen, and the stomach achieved the best scores across the different
datasets.

Additionally, an evaluation of the speed of the model at inference time was also performed, which can be reviewed in
Table 9. It is relevant to make a distinction between the inference time (the time the model takes to make a prediction)
and the total time, as a large portion of the inference time is just spent postprocessing and storing the result. In Figure 5,
a comparative analysis of SALT’s speed against both Version 1 and Version 2 of the TotalSegmentator is presented.
This comparison clearly demonstrates that SALT consistently outperforms its counterparts, showing a notable speed
advantage, especially with larger CT scans. Additionally, a speed comparison was conducted between SALT and the
faster variants of TotalSegmentator that utilize lower spacing, with the findings detailed in Figure 9 of Appendix A.
These “fast” alternatives of TotalSegmentator, which use a single model instead of five, also exhibit better speed. In
these comparisons, the 3mm model from Version 2 of TotalSegmentator was consistently slower than or comparable to
SALT. However, for larger images, the 3mm model of Version 1 and the 6mm model of Version 2 were faster.

Furthermore, the inner workings of the model can be better understood by examining the conditional probabilities used
at various stages. As an example, the process of predicting the vertebra L4 is illustrated in Figure 6. This visualization
effectively demonstrates how the model relies on these conditional probabilities to formulate its predictions.

Table 2: Summary results of the model’s performance for the datasets. The evaluation is performed in terms of
Dice and Normalized Surface Dice (NSD) for both SALT and Version 2 of the TotalSegmentator (TSV2). The 95%
confidence intervals were computed using 1000 rounds of bootstrapping, and the interval is reported in square brackets.

Metric CT-ORG FLARE22 LCTSC LUNA16 SAROS WORD

SALT (Dice) 0.891
[0.869, 0.906]

0.849
[0.844, 0.854]

0.908
[0.902, 0.914]

0.93
[0.919, 0.938]

0.929
[0.924, 0.933]

0.844
[0.839, 0.85]

TSV2 (Dice) 0.917
[0.898, 0.931]

0.892
[0.888, 0.897]

0.937
[0.931, 0.942]

0.952
[0.943, 0.959]

0.852
[0.846, 0.857]

0.84
[0.834, 0.846]

SALT (NSD) 0.884
[0.863, 0.905]

0.947
[0.942, 0.952]

0.886
[0.872, 0.899]

0.908
[0.89, 0.92]

0.98
[0.975, 0.984]

0.909
[0.903, 0.915]

TSV2 (NSD) 0.916
[0.895, 0.933]

0.954
[0.949, 0.959]

0.945
[0.935, 0.954]

0.934
[0.925, 0.943]

0.955
[0.949, 0.959]

0.906
[0.899, 0.912]
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CT Scans Sorted by Time Taken by SALT (n=472)
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Figure 5: Comparison between the speed of SALT and the TotalSegmentator. Version 1 and 2 of the TotalSegmen-
tator were run on the same set of 472 CT scans from Table 1. The TotalSegmentator models and SALT were trained on
1.5mm isotropic spacing.

Figure 6: Visualization of conditional probability maps for segmenting the L4 vertebra using the trained model.
In the visualization, it is showcased that the model does not directly predict the target class, but uses conditional
probabilities to create the predictions. LS: Lumbar Spine.
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3.2 Failure Analysis

In many cases, the results for the same classes varied across the datasets. To investigate these discrepancies, statistical
tests were performed on datasets sharing the same labels to discover whether there were significant differences in the
results. The results are reported in Table 10 of Appendix B.

An example of this discrepancy is the brain class, which however did not present a significant difference in Table 10
due to the few CT scans with this label. For the SAROS dataset, the brain class achieved a Dice score of 0.758, while
for the CT-ORG dataset, it only obtained a Dice score of 0.486. This is because two CT scans of the CT-ORG dataset
were classified as containing a brain segmentation by the model, but only one was annotated as such in CT-ORG. The
existing segmentation achieved a Dice score of 0.973. The other case should also have been segmented, as the image,
despite not showing the entire brain, still includes a visible brainstem (Figure 7B). The TotalSegmentator also produced
a similar segmentation as our model (Figure 7C). In SAROS, in nine cases where the brain was not part of the CT scan,
the model incorrectly predicted the brain class in other areas of the body.

In the LUNA16 dataset, the lung segmentations consistently achieved good results. However, for the middle lobe, there
were some significant differences in the segmentations. In fact, sometimes the middle lobe was wrongly segmented,
and in Figure 7E and Figure 7F it is possible to see that for these examples, the TotalSegmentator produced similar
segmentations as our model. This is also further proven by the 0.848 Dice score of the TotalSegmentator for this class
(Table 6 of Appendix B).

For the pericardium class, the annotations from the LCTSC datasets followed another definition and resulted in an
overall Dice score of 0.894 compared to a Dice score of 0.952 for the SAROS dataset. According to the LCTSC
guidelines, the heart is contoured around the pericardial sack. This annotation is thus not compatible with the ones
produced by our model, which segments the entire area within the pericardial sack (Figure 7H).

For the bone class, where the model achieved a Dice score of 0.911 for the SAROS dataset, the Dice score for the
CT-ORG dataset was 0.872. Visually, it can be seen that the model tends to include more contours than the ones from
this dataset (Figure 7I, Figure 7J, and Figure 7K). In particular, our segmentations also include the cortical bone, while
the TotalSegmentator and the CT-ORG segmentations tend to leave it out. Moreover, in the SAROS dataset, cartilage
was annotated as bone in the rib cage, and since the rib cage is considered part of the bones, this causes a discrepancy in
the segmentations. In Version 1 of the TotalSegmentator, the segmentation of the cartilage was not present, but it was
added in Version 2 of the tool, as can be seen in Figure 7K.

The adrenal glands class consistently achieved the lowest Dice scores between 0.65 and 0.706. Visually, our model
tends to segment a larger area that also contains the organ’s wall (Figure 7L, Figure 7M, and Figure 7N). This is also
proven by the better NSD scores (between 0.887 and 0.957). For the TotalSegmentator, this class also produced similar
results in the WORD dataset but had a better Dice score for the FLARE22 dataset (Table 4 of Appendix B).

For the colon segmentation, the model occasionally encountered challenges in differentiating between the colon and the
small bowel. This issue is exemplified in Figure 7O and Figure 7P, where the patient underwent a right hemicolectomy,
resulting in the removal of the ascending colon and a portion of the transverse colon. Due to the presence of significant
air within the small bowel, the model erroneously identified it as part of the colon. However, as can be seen in Figure 7Q,
the TotalSegmentator also made this mistake, even resulting in a lower Dice score for this class compared to SALT
(0.773 vs. 0.808).

4 Discussion

In this work, we propose the SALT framework to provide a single activation layer for hierarchical probability modeling.
While we have illustrated its application in medical imaging with a nnUNet model, the activation layer could be adapted
to various hierarchical contexts and could be used with any model. The power of this framework lies in its ability to
train a single segmentation model to recognize over 100 labels hierarchically. Throughout the training process, the
loss function is computed over the full tree, allowing for the optimization of each node at every stage of training. This
hierarchical training ensures that the model respects the natural structure of the data, for instance, ensuring that the
colon is identified within the abdominal cavity. Additionally, the proposed model takes an average of 35 ms per slice,
meaning that a full whole-body CT scan with 1000 slices can be computed in 35 seconds, which is faster than existing
models [53].

4.1 Performance Comparison

In general, SALT obtained consistently good results for the kidneys (Dice 0.92, except for the CT-ORG dataset), the
liver (Dice above 0.95), the spleen (Dice above 0.92), the stomach (Dice above 0.9), and the lungs (Dice above 0.91,
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Figure 7: Comparison between the ground truth (first row), SALT (second row) and Version 2 of the TotalSeg-
mentator (third row). The comparisons across various classes and datasets are systematically organized as follows:
Figures A, B, and C focus on the comparison of the brain class from the CT-ORG dataset. Figures D, E, and F examine
the middle lobe of the LUNA16 dataset. In Figures G and H, the analysis shifts to the pericardium from the LCTSC
dataset. The bone class from the CT-ORG dataset is compared in Figures I, J, and K. Figures L, M, and N represent the
adrenal glands from the FLARE22 datasets. Finally, Figures O, P, and Q compare the colon class from the WORD
dataset.

except for the right middle lobe). The most difficult class to predict in terms of Dice was the adrenal glands (Dice
scores of 0.65-0.70), which however showed good results for the NSD (0.88-0.95). The segmentation produced by the
model tried to take more contours into account than the external dataset, yielding lower Dice scores for classes that do
not account for many voxels (such as the adrenal glands).

On the SAROS dataset, SALT achieved similar results to a nnUNet-based network for BCA trained on similar
classes [14]. Specifically, SALT achieved a better Dice score for the mediastinum class (0.95 vs. 0.84) and maintained a
performance difference of no more than 0.05 decimal points compared to the BCA nnUNet network across most classes.
The only exception was the brain class, where nnUNet achieved a higher score of 0.97 compared to SALT’s 0.75. Upon
comparing SALT’s results with those of TotalSegmentator [53] for the other datasets, it was observed most classes had
a difference of at most 0.05. The only exceptions were the adrenal glands and the vena cava inferior in the FLARE22
dataset, the kidneys and the urinary bladder in the CT-ORG dataset, and the brain in the SAROS dataset. Additionally,
larger errors were reported in classes belonging to the gastrointestinal tract, a region traditionally challenging to segment
accurately [12, 49, 51]. In fact, annotating structures such as the small and large intestines and the duodenum, presents
a challenge due to their inherent complexity. These anatomical regions are notorious for their considerable variability,
lack of consistent positioning, and occasional absence of clearly delineated boundaries [12, 51].

Moreover, the scores presented significant differences across the datasets, exemplifying the heterogeneity of annotation
guidelines and the inherent variability of human anatomy. This is illustrated in Figure 7 and showcased by the statistical
comparisons of Table 10 of Appendix B and by the results of the TotalSegmentator, with a Dice score of 0.835 for
adrenal glands in the FLARE22 dataset and a score of 0.624 in the WORD dataset.

4.2 Clinical Applicability

The extraction of biomarkers from medical segmentations is an active field of research that has a variety of clinical
applications, such as making accurate diagnoses [3], monitoring a patient’s well-being [1, 19], or predicting overall
survival [17, 22]. This also includes BCA biomarkers, which are also relevant for disease progression [19, 23, 33] and
predicting patient survival outcomes [15, 21]. Moreover, segmentations can also be used to predict contrast phases [4].
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Given the many applications and the high volume of CT scans generated daily, models for segmentation and biomarker
extraction need to prioritize speed and efficiency. SALT’s fast processing suggests that, compared to other models, it
could enable quicker biomarker extraction, resulting in increased throughput. This speed could facilitate its integration
into clinical workflows, enabling the automatic calculation of essential biomarkers each time a patient undergoes a CT
scan.

4.3 Limitations & Future Work

A limitation of this study is the tendency of the model to include the walls of organs and vessels in the annotations,
which differs from the annotations of the other datasets. While this approach may be advantageous for certain classes,
such as bones, where it includes the cortical bone area, it may be disadvantageous for others, such as adrenal glands,
where it may inadvertently include abdominal fat. This may be due to differences in annotation between the large-scale
segmentations of the SALT dataset (which typically include the walls) and the TotalSegmentator predictions. Moreover,
SALT also performed worse in the aorta and inferior vena cava classes (0.89 and 0.859 respectively) compared to
TotalSegmentator (0.936 and 0.912 respectively). This discrepancy might be attributed to the necessity of dividing these
structures into multiple regions to ensure the tree structure, which may have confused the model. This limitation arises
from the required tree-like class hierarchy of the model, as not all classes are strictly assignable to a single parent node.
A graph-like topology, represented by a directed acyclic graph, would greatly extend the representation capabilities, as
a node could potentially have multiple parent nodes, which could be implemented as a union of all parent probabilities.
However, the overall softmax properties would no longer hold, as the probabilities would not sum up to one. Another
interesting extension would be to define the hierarchical tree using existing ontologies, such as the Foundational Model
of Anatomy [45] or SNOMED [47], to provide standardization.

An additional extension could be used for multi-label segmentation, where each voxel gets more than one class assigned.
This is especially important for overlapping concepts, such as that subcutaneous tissue or muscle can be present in all
parts of the body (arms, head, legs, and torso). Moreover, this work was also intended to work with multiple datasets,
such that, without any modifications, a model could be trained using different sources without needing to fuse different
datasets on one single segmentation.

Furthermore, future work should aim to refine the segmentation capabilities of the model to ensure that organ walls are
only included in the annotations when relevant, which raises the larger problem of unifying datasets annotated with
different annotation guidelines. The introduction of advanced post-processing methods could also improve the quality
of the resulting segmentations, leading to more accurate and clinically useful outcomes.

5 Conclusion

In conclusion, the presented SALT framework offers a new approach to medical imaging by utilizing the hierarchical
nature of the human anatomy to achieve comprehensive and efficient segmentations across 113 body regions. The
model’s capability to process a whole-body CT scan in an average of 35 seconds paves the way for integration into
clinical workflows, enabling the immediate computation of crucial biomarkers upon performing a CT scan. While this
work primarily targeted the segmentation of body regions in CT scans, SALT defines an activation function that can
be used for any application or domain with a hierarchical structure. Future enhancements will focus on refining the
segmentation accuracy, exploring graph-like topologies for more complex anatomical structures, and extending the
model’s application to multi-label segmentation and multi-dataset integration.
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A Additional Figures

Figure 8: Gallbladder Segmentations of the WORD dataset. In A, 5 voxels were marked as gallbladder and binary
dilation was performed to be able to visualize them. In B and D, the common bile duct was segmented instead of the
gallbladder. In C, a tumor was identified as the gallbladder.
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CT Scans Sorted by Time Taken by SALT (n=472)
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Figure 9: Comparison between the speed of SALT and the TotalSegmentator. The fast alternatives of the
TotalSegmentator were run on the same set of 472 CT scans from Table 1. Version 1 only has a fast alternative that uses
one single model and 3mm isotropic spacing, while Version 2 has two alternatives that use 3mm and 6mm isotropic
spacing.

B Additional Tables

Table 3: Dice scores and Normalized Surface Dice (NSD) for the CT-ORG dataset. The scores are reported for
SALT and Version 2 of the TotalSegmentator (TSV2). The 95% confidence intervals are reported in brackets.

Label SALT (Dice) TSV2 (Dice) SALT (NSD) TSV2 (NSD)

Kidneys 0.872
[0.854, 0.884]

0.927
[0.912, 0.94]

0.914
[0.884, 0.937]

0.951
[0.92, 0.975]

Liver 0.95
[0.946, 0.953]

0.964
[0.961, 0.967]

0.92
[0.906, 0.935]

0.952
[0.945, 0.961]

Urinary Bladder 0.829
[0.787, 0.867]

0.881
[0.853, 0.905]

0.731
[0.655, 0.805]

0.858
[0.8, 0.906]

Bones 0.872
[0.863, 0.879]

0.877
[0.861, 0.89]

0.919
[0.912, 0.926]

0.883
[0.866, 0.897]

Brain 0.486
[0, 0.973]

0.488
[0, 0.976]

0.49
[0, 0.981]

0.492
[0, 0.985]

Lungs 0.962
[0.958, 0.966]

0.97
[0.964, 0.975]

0.968
[0.951, 0.982]

0.971
[0.955, 0.984]
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Table 4: Dice scores and Normalized Surface Dice (NSD) for the FLARE22 dataset. The scores are reported for
SALT and Version 2 of the TotalSegmentator (TSV2). The 95% confidence intervals are reported in brackets.

Label SALT (Dice) TSV2 (Dice) SALT (NSD) TSV2 (NSD)

Adrenal Glands 0.699
[0.683, 0.713]

0.835
[0.825, 0.846]

0.949
[0.935, 0.961]

0.978
[0.969, 0.986]

Adrenal Gland (L) 0.693
[0.674, 0.709]

0.837
[0.824, 0.849]

0.944
[0.925, 0.959]

0.978
[0.965, 0.988]

Adrenal Gland (R) 0.706
[0.687, 0.724]

0.831
[0.814, 0.845]

0.957
[0.944, 0.97]

0.978
[0.965, 0.988]

Duodenum 0.756
[0.74, 0.77]

0.768
[0.749, 0.785]

0.836
[0.821, 0.852]

0.844
[0.828, 0.86]

Gallbladder 0.861
[0.844, 0.877]

0.894
[0.878, 0.91]

0.956
[0.942, 0.969]

0.958
[0.941, 0.973]

Kidneys 0.92
[0.913, 0.925]

0.915
[0.899, 0.929]

0.959
[0.948, 0.968]

0.938
[0.922, 0.953]

Kidney (L) 0.919
[0.914, 0.924]

0.914
[0.897, 0.928]

0.963
[0.954, 0.97]

0.94
[0.924, 0.955]

Kidney (R) 0.921
[0.912, 0.928]

0.921
[0.899, 0.936]

0.956
[0.943, 0.967]

0.939
[0.919, 0.955]

Liver 0.952
[0.95, 0.954]

0.972
[0.971, 0.973]

0.966
[0.96, 0.97]

0.977
[0.975, 0.979]

Pancreas 0.843
[0.83, 0.856]

0.833
[0.815, 0.85]

0.934
[0.92, 0.946]

0.929
[0.91, 0.945]

Spleen 0.94
[0.935, 0.943]

0.974
[0.972, 0.975]

0.972
[0.966, 0.978]

0.999
[0.998, 0.999]

Stomach 0.93
[0.925, 0.935]

0.954
[0.949, 0.958]

0.974
[0.967, 0.979]

0.982
[0.976, 0.987]

Aorta 0.89
[0.882, 0.896]

0.936
[0.926, 0.945]

0.951
[0.937, 0.962]

0.958
[0.94, 0.973]

Vena Cava Inferior 0.859
[0.854, 0.865]

0.912
[0.905, 0.918]

0.942
[0.934, 0.949]

0.954
[0.946, 0.96]

Table 5: Dice scores and Normalized Surface Dice (NSD) for the LCTSC dataset. The scores are reported for SALT
and Version 2 of the TotalSegmentator (TSV2). The 95% confidence intervals are reported in brackets. (L) = Left, (R) =
Right.

Label SALT (Dice) TSV2 (Dice) SALT (NSD) TSV2 (NSD)

Spinal Cord 0.84
[0.833, 0.845]

0.881
[0.874, 0.886]

0.969
[0.963, 0.975]

0.977
[0.971, 0.981]

Lungs 0.941
[0.934, 0.947]

0.959
[0.953, 0.965]

0.894
[0.877, 0.909]

0.937
[0.925, 0.949]

Lung (L) 0.922
[0.9, 0.94]

0.948
[0.933, 0.96]

0.878
[0.849, 0.904]

0.929
[0.908, 0.948]

Lung (R) 0.946
[0.937, 0.952]

0.961
[0.953, 0.967]

0.896
[0.877, 0.913]

0.938
[0.921, 0.952]

Pericardium 0.894
[0.887, 0.901]

/ 0.792
[0.769, 0.815]

/
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Table 6: Dice scores and Normalized Surface Dice (NSD) for the LUNA16 dataset. The scores are reported for
SALT and Version 2 of the TotalSegmentator (TSV2). The 95% confidence intervals are reported in brackets. (L) =
Left, (R) = Right.

Label SALT (Dice) TSV2 (Dice) SALT (NSD) TSV2 (NSD)

Lungs 0.961
[0.956, 0.964]

0.983
[0.981, 0.984]

0.951
[0.935, 0.962]

0.979
[0.976, 0.982]

Lung (L) 0.956
[0.949, 0.961]

0.982
[0.979, 0.984]

0.945
[0.926, 0.958]

0.981
[0.977, 0.983]

Lung Lower Lobe (L) 0.931
[0.917, 0.94]

0.961
[0.956, 0.966]

0.905
[0.875, 0.927]

0.953
[0.941, 0.964]

Lung Upper Lobe (L) 0.948
[0.943, 0.952]

0.969
[0.966, 0.971]

0.943
[0.93, 0.953]

0.962
[0.952, 0.97]

Lung (R) 0.964
[0.96, 0.967]

0.984
[0.982, 0.985]

0.956
[0.943, 0.965]

0.978
[0.975, 0.981]

Lung Lower Lobe (R) 0.93
[0.918, 0.938]

0.955
[0.948, 0.962]

0.894
[0.871, 0.912]

0.926
[0.913, 0.939]

Lung Middle Lobe (R) 0.835
[0.787, 0.873]

0.848
[0.8, 0.885]

0.794
[0.75, 0.835]

0.806
[0.763, 0.842]

Lung Upper Lobe (R) 0.916
[0.894, 0.931]

0.933
[0.911, 0.947]

0.874
[0.845, 0.898]

0.888
[0.862, 0.911]

Table 7: Dice scores and Normalized Surface Dice (NSD) for the SAROS dataset. The scores are reported for SALT
and Version 2 of the TotalSegmentator (TSV2). The 95% confidence intervals are reported in brackets.

Label SALT (Dice) TSV2 (Dice) SALT (NSD) TSV2 (NSD)

Abdominal Cavity 0.98
[0.979, 0.981]

/ 0.995
[0.994, 0.995]

/

Bones 0.911
[0.908, 0.914]

0.805
[0.8, 0.811]

0.991
[0.99, 0.992]

0.942
[0.938, 0.945]

Brain 0.758
[0.656, 0.858]

0.939
[0.886, 0.974]

0.794
[0.691, 0.896]

0.964
[0.91, 0.996]

Muscles 0.931
[0.928, 0.934]

/ 0.989
[0.987, 0.991]

/

Spinal Cord 0.849
[0.845, 0.852]

0.878
[0.872, 0.885]

0.975
[0.972, 0.978]

0.964
[0.958, 0.97]

Subcutaneous Tissue 0.937
[0.932, 0.942]

/ 0.991
[0.989, 0.993]

/

Thoracic Cavity 0.972
[0.969, 0.975]

/ 0.992
[0.99, 0.994]

/

Mediastinum 0.95
[0.944, 0.955]

/ 0.981
[0.976, 0.984]

/

Pericardium 0.952
[0.949, 0.955]

/ 0.982
[0.979, 0.984]

/
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Table 8: Dice scores and Normalized Surface Dice (NSD) for the WORD dataset. The scores are reported for SALT
and Version 2 of the TotalSegmentator (TSV2). The 95% confidence intervals are reported in brackets. (L) = Left, (R) =
Right.

Label SALT (Dice) TSV2 (Dice) SALT (NSD) TSV2 (NSD)

Adrenal Glands 0.65
[0.631, 0.667]

0.624
[0.603, 0.643]

0.887
[0.868, 0.903]

0.856
[0.833, 0.875]

Colon 0.808
[0.796, 0.819]

0.773
[0.76, 0.785]

0.828
[0.814, 0.841]

0.784
[0.768, 0.798]

Duodenum 0.642
[0.619, 0.662]

0.623
[0.598, 0.644]

0.741
[0.719, 0.761]

0.718
[0.692, 0.74]

Kidneys 0.923
[0.917, 0.926]

0.925
[0.921, 0.928]

0.97
[0.963, 0.974]

0.973
[0.968, 0.977]

Kidney (L) 0.922
[0.914, 0.928]

0.922
[0.918, 0.926]

0.971
[0.961, 0.978]

0.969
[0.963, 0.974]

Kidney (R) 0.922
[0.92, 0.925]

0.927
[0.923, 0.931]

0.969
[0.965, 0.972]

0.976
[0.971, 0.98]

Liver 0.951
[0.949, 0.953]

0.956
[0.954, 0.957]

0.952
[0.946, 0.958]

0.96
[0.956, 0.963]

Pancreas 0.802
[0.79, 0.812]

0.791
[0.782, 0.8]

0.922
[0.914, 0.93]

0.911
[0.903, 0.918]

Small Bowel 0.821
[0.81, 0.83]

0.797
[0.784, 0.81]

0.867
[0.855, 0.878]

0.847
[0.831, 0.863]

Spleen 0.927
[0.924, 0.93]

0.939
[0.937, 0.942]

0.962
[0.956, 0.968]

0.986
[0.983, 0.989]

Stomach 0.9
[0.89, 0.907]

0.904
[0.898, 0.91]

0.925
[0.914, 0.935]

0.93
[0.922, 0.938]

Urinary Bladder 0.864
[0.843, 0.882]

0.903
[0.884, 0.918]

0.914
[0.894, 0.931]

0.96
[0.945, 0.971]

Table 9: Evaluation of the time taken by the model at inference time. The inference and total time are reported in
seconds, and all values are given as mean ± standard deviation. The times and the number of slices were stored after
preprocessing the CT scan to a spacing of (1.5, 1.5, 1.5).

CT-ORG FLARE22 LCTSC LUNA16 SAROS WORD

Inference
Time

8.87 ± 11.88 2.84 ± 1.19 8.89 ± 2.84 2.74 ± 1.03 8.86 ± 7.68 10.25 ± 2.83

Total Time 17.73 ± 14.77 4.95 ± 1.46 13.21 ± 3.56 6.96 ± 2.01 15.95 ± 11.63 15.93 ± 3.03

Number
Slices

396.19 ± 187.16 167.64 ± 39.19 273.76 ± 37.0 208.68 ± 26.94 359.05 ± 183.77 385.44 ± 61.75

Seconds per
Slice

0.04 ± 0.01 0.02 ± 0.008 0.04 ± 0.01 0.03 ± 0.009 0.04 ± 0.01 0.04 ± 0.003
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Table 10: Results of the statistical tests for the Dice score and the Normalized Surface Dice (NSD) across the
datasets. For organs present in multiple datasets, the results across these datasets were compared using statistical tests.
The comparisons were conducted either using the Mann-Whitney U test (for labels belonging to two datasets) or with the
Kruskal-Wallis test with Dunn’s post-hoc multiple comparison test adjustment (for more than two datasets). Moreover,
the p-values were adjusted for multiple comparisons using Bonferroni’s method. A star (*) denotes statistically
significant differences in results between the reported datasets for a particular organ label. In all cases, p-values less
than or equal to 0.05 were considered significant.

Dice NSD

Adrenal Glands FLARE22 vs. WORD: 0.0433* FLARE22 vs. WORD: 2.6896e-06*

Bones CT-ORG vs. SAROS: 2.1364e-09* CT-ORG vs. SAROS: 4.2888e-12*

Brain CT-ORG vs. SAROS: 1.0 CT-ORG vs. SAROS: 1.0

Duodenum FLARE22 vs. WORD: 1.3189e-09* FLARE22 vs. WORD: 1.5321e-06*

Kidney Left FLARE22 vs. WORD: 0.2095 FLARE22 vs. WORD: 0.0042*

Kidney Right FLARE22 vs. WORD: 1.0 FLARE22 vs. WORD: 0.8368

Kidneys CT-ORG vs. FLARE22: 1.7019e-06*
CT-ORG vs. WORD: 3.6064e-10*

FLARE22 vs. WORD: 1.0

CT-ORG vs. FLARE22: 0.0050*
CT-ORG vs. WORD: 2.5901e-09*

FLARE22 vs. WORD: 0.1195

Liver CT-ORG vs. FLARE22: 1.0
CT-ORG vs. WORD: 1.0

FLARE22 vs. WORD: 1.0

CT-ORG vs. FLARE22: 2.4277e-05*
CT-ORG vs. WORD: 0.0029*

FLARE22 vs. WORD: 1.0

Lung Left LCTSC vs. LUNA16: 1.0141e-05* LCTSC vs. LUNA16: 6.1510e-06*

Lung Right LCTSC vs. LUNA16: 1.9292e-05* LCTSC vs. LUNA16: 1.3627e-08*

Lungs CT-ORG vs. LCTSC: 0.0020*
CT-ORG vs. LUNA16: 1.0

LCTSC vs. LUNA16: 2.2457e-06*

CT-ORG vs. LCTSC: 3.8623e-08*
CT-ORG vs. LUNA16: 1.0

LCTSC vs. LUNA16: 1.1547e-06*

Pancreas FLARE22 vs. WORD: 0.0006* FLARE22 vs. WORD: 1.0

Pericardium LCTSC vs. SAROS: 1.1399e-23* LCTSC vs. SAROS: 1.5610e-27*

Spinal Cord LCTSC vs. SAROS: 0.5081 LCTSC vs. SAROS: 1.0

Spleen FLARE22 vs. WORD: 0.0001* FLARE22 vs. WORD: 1.0

Stomach FLARE22 vs. WORD: 3.3810e-06* FLARE22 vs. WORD: 2.4462e-09*

Urinary Bladder CT-ORG vs. WORD: 0.1782 CT-ORG vs. WORD: 5.6032e-06*

C Implementation Details

To evaluate the model’s performance during training, a different Dice score formulation was devised. This approach
uses the tree structure to create an encoding for each node, thereby eliminating the need to merge masks for evaluation
purposes. The standard definition of Dice score can be computed using true positives (TP), false positives (FP), and
false negatives (FN):

Dice =
2 · TP

TP + FP + FN
.

Let yc and ŷc be binary vectors representing the ground truth and the prediction for a specific class c. Then TP, FP, and
FN can be computed for the same class c using simple logical operations such as a logical and (∧) and logical not (¬)
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and by computing the bit summation over each voxel v in the voxels set V :

TPc =
∑
v∈V

ŷ(v)c ∧ y(v)c

FPc =
∑
v∈V

ŷ(v)c ∧ ¬y(v)c

FNc =
∑
v∈V

¬ŷ(v)c ∧ y(v)c

To effectively assess the hierarchical relationships among classes, each class is assigned a bitwise encoding. The size of
the encoding depends on the amount of bytes needed for uniquely encoding the node relationships. This means that the
size of the encoding is N ×B, where B is the number of bytes. The bitwise encoding at position c of the matrix has
size B and it is a signature that represents which nodes are traversed to get to node c, i.e., all the parents of the node.
Additionally, a bitwise mask of size N ×B is also computed to mask the relevant bits of the encoding that correspond
to the parents and the siblings of each node c. An example of the bitwise encoding and mask is shown in Figure 10.
For bitwise signatures with no more than 64 bits of encoding, native data types from the numpy package57 can be
employed. In the other cases, the encoding can be split into individual bytes, and it requires an additional boolean
logical and reduction operation to check for a binary match.

Figure 10: Bitwise representation of the class hierarchy. Both the bitwise encoding and the bitwise mask have size
N ×B, representing the number of classes (N ) and the number of bytes (B) needed to uniquely identify each node.

Using these two matrices, it is possible to compute the Dice for voxel v and class c by converting the ground truth
(y) and the prediction (ŷ) to a binary representation that uses these encodings. Let v be a voxel of the ground truth
y or of the prediction ŷ, and let c be the class for which the Dice is computed. To compute the binary representation
bin(v, c), the voxel v is first converted to its bit encoding, and then it is masked using the bitwise mask of class c:
bin(v, c) = encoding (v) ∧ mask (c) . The result is a binary representation of the hierarchical affiliation of the voxel
v to the class c. In practice, this is done for a set of voxels V at the same time, resulting in a two-dimensional array
of binary representations of each voxel v ∈ V . The binary representation is then compared to the binary encoding
encoding (c) of class c with an equality operator (equals):

equals(x, y) =
{

1 if x = y

0 otherwise
,

and the ground truth and the prediction are redefined as:

y′c = equals(bin(yc, c), encoding (c)),

ŷ′c = equals(bin(ŷc, c), encoding (c)).

Now, y′c and ŷ′c can be used to compute the Dice score with the true positive, false negative, and false positive formulas
shown above.
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