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Abstract. Model transfer presents a solution to the challenges of seg-
mentation in the microscopy community, where the immense cost of la-
belling sufficient training data is a major bottleneck in the use of deep
learning. With large quantities of imaging data produced across a wide
range of imaging conditions, institutes also produce many bespoke mod-
els trained on specific source data which then get collected in model
banks or zoos. As the number of available models grows, so does the
need for an efficient and reliable model selection method for a specific
target dataset of interest. We focus on the unsupervised regime where no
labels are available for the target dataset. Building on previous work link-
ing model generalisation and consistency under perturbation, we propose
the first unsupervised transferability estimator for semantic and instance
segmentation tasks which doesn’t require access to source training data
or target domain labels. We evaluate the method on multiple segmenta-
tion problems across microscopy modalities, finding a strong correlation
between the rankings based on our estimator and rankings based on tar-
get dataset performance.
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1 Introduction

Segmentation is a ubiquitous problem in microscopy image analysis as it plays a
key role in the interpretation of biological structures. While modern deep learn-
ing methods have significantly improved segmentation accuracy, their practical
use remains limited by the need for labour-intensive, pixel-wise annotation of
training data. Transfer learning [35] aims to address this problem through re-use
of networks trained on other datasets ("source"), either similar to the dataset
of current interest ("target") or sufficiently large to sample all possible tar-
gets. The latter approach has been prevalent in the analysis of natural images,
while in microscopy most practitioners rely on training domain expert models
on their own data due to the lack of very large public datasets comparable to
[29]. Community efforts such as the BioImage Model Zoo [24] make many such
models available to enable transfer learning for microscopy. The growing success
of these initiatives introduces a new challenge: how to choose the best model for
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a given target dataset, when multiple models, trained on the same task but with
different settings, architectures, or source data, are available?

Fig. 1. Unsupervised ranking of pre-trained models by the consistency of the model
prediction under perturbation of the input data or feature responses.

Qualitative approaches comparing datasets are common practice, but un-
reliable, as imperceptible differences in source and target dataset distributions,
model architectures and training regimes impact likely transfer success [31], [19],
[21]. Several quantitative approaches have been proposed for classification and
semantic segmentation models in natural and medical images [22,38,26,13], but
all of these are supervised, as they aim to select the best model for target dataset
fine-tuning. In contrast, unsupervised estimation of zero-shot transferability has
received little attention, hindering model re-use and leading to waste of com-
putational resources in inference with sub-optimal pre-trained models. Instance
segmentation transferability remains unaddressed even in a supervised setting.
The goal of our contribution is to bridge this gap, enabling efficient zero-shot
transfer for segmentation models through a systematic, quantitative approach to
ranking potential model transfer performance, without requiring access to source
training data or annotation of target domain labels.

The model ranking problem can be seen as related to unsupervised domain
adaptation (UDA), where a model is fine-tuned to an unlabelled target dataset.
Another related problem is posed by domain generalization, where models are
trained to better generalize to unseen data, without a specific target dataset
in mind. While we aim to estimate rather than improve transferability, we
can exploit similar approaches to measuring the model generalizability. Here,
consistency-based approaches, such as [7,30,1], potentially satisfy our require-
ments for an unsupervised estimator and, although originally introduced for
classification, could serve as a basis for segmentation model ranking.

Consistency-based approaches measure the change of the model performance
upon perturbation, introduced in the input space, similar to data augmentation,
or in the feature space, e.g. dropout. Here, another interesting connection can
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be made: variance of prediction under dropout can be used as a measure of
epistemic uncertainty [10,17,15,20]. This measure is needed to produce a cali-
brated estimate of model confidence, well correlated with its performance. As our
ideal transferability estimator also needs to strongly correlate with model perfor-
mance on target data, epistemic uncertainty estimators can provide inspiration
for model ranking methods. Here, we are limited to post-hoc uncertainty estima-
tors such as [17,15,20] as we cannot influence model training. These estimators
have previously not been used in the transferability estimation setting. Further-
more, they require supervision as they use target domain labels to calibrate
the uncertainty. Still, rich theory behind uncertainty estimators links prediction
variance under feature space perturbation with redundancy and robustness of
the learned features in the context of the target data [34]. These properties are
also strong indicators of a network’s transferability potential.

Building on the approaches proposed for model generalization, UDA and un-
certainty estimation, we introduce a novel zero-shot transferability estimator for
semantic and instance segmentation problems (Fig. 1). The estimator is based
on prediction consistency under feature or input space perturbation and does
not require access to source training data or target domain labels. We evalu-
ate the estimator on several popular microscopy segmentation problems: cell
and nucleus segmentation in light microscopy and mitochondria segmentation in
electron microscopy. For all of these, model rankings produced by our estimator
are strongly correlated with target dataset performance, providing a simple, but
powerful, model selection method for model zoos and practitioners in the field.

2 Methods

2.1 Problem Definition

We define a domain D over an input and output space X × Y with an associ-
ated marginal distribution P (X) and task t, defined by P (Y |X). During model
transfer we apply a source model mS : XS → YS , trained on data taken from
the source domain DS : XS × YS , to a target dataset XT taken from a target
domain DT : XT × YT , where DS ̸= DT . Necessarily [11] we assume a trans-
ductive transfer setting, where P (XS) ̸= P (XT ) but tS = tT , meaning the task
and output space has not changed. Considering a model bank MS = {mj

S}Nj=1,
where the source domain and training regime for each model can vary, our goal
is to rank each mi

S in terms of their performance on a target task tT without
fine-tuning. We assume access only to the source model mj

S and an unlabelled
set of target data XT = {xi}ni=1. For the source models MS we consider both
black-box models, where we can only access the output, and grey-box models,
where we have access to intermediate layers, but cannot retrain them.

2.2 Model Perturbation

Input space perturbations Test-time input data augmentations are applica-
ble to both black-box and grey-box models. Popular transformations for mi-
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croscopy include additive Gaussian noise, gamma correction and changes in
brightness and contrast. The strength of each augmentation can be controlled
by its the respective scaling parameter θN , θB , θC and θγ .

AdditiveGaussianNoise x′ = x+N (0, θN ) Brightness x′ = x+ θB

Contrast x′ = µ(x) + θC(x− µ(x)) GammaCorrection x′ = xθγ
(1)

Feature Perturbation For grey-box models, perturbations can also be applied
directly to features at intermediate layers of the network. Motivated by the
findings in [23,20] we used test-time spatial dropout [32] at the bottleneck layer
of the networks after the encoder. The dropout rate pd controls the proportion of
feature maps dropped at that layer during an inference run. For a network with
L layers and dropout perturbation applied at layer l the prediction is defined as

ŷ = ml→L ◦DO(pd) ◦m1→l(x). (2)

Perturbation strength If the model or the input data is very strongly per-
turbed, even the best model will become completely inconsistent. At the same
time, if the perturbation is too weak, all models will remain perfectly consistent.
The correct perturbation strength should allow for model differentiation.

2.3 Consistency-based Transferability Estimator (CTE)

Considering a single target test set XT = {xi
T }

nT
i=1, we rank the transfer per-

formance of a set of models MS = {mj
S}Nj=1 on XT . For each image xi

T , the
prediction consistency score CTEi is computed as the mean of the pairwise
consistencies between Npert perturbed predictions ŷp and one unperturbed pre-
diction ŷ,

CTEi =
1

NpertNpix

Npert∑
p=1

Npix∑
pix=1

consis(ŷpix, ŷ
p
pix). (3)

The consistency score for the transfer mj
S → XT is then calculated as the

median over the test set images for robustness with small dataset sizes. Further-
more, to counteract the highly imbalanced ratio of foreground and background
classes in microscopy, the pixelwise iterator is limited to the pairwise union
of perturbed and unperturbed foreground prediction masks. The final ranking
within MS is calculated as the descending order of CTE scores of all mj

S → XT .

Semantic segmentation consistency metric As the first approach, we pro-
pose to extend the Effective Invariance (EI) [7], originally formulated for classi-
fication tasks, to semantic segmentation. EI measures the invariance of a single
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prediction to test-time perturbations, which for the segmentation task can be
formulated as

CTE-EI =
1

N

N∑
i=1


√
p̂ti · p̂i if ŷti = ŷi ;

0 otherwise,
(4)

where p̂ and ŷ represent the probabilistic output of a model and its thresholded
value, while the superscript t represents the perturbed prediction. We refer to
the EI as a "soft" consistency measure as it is based on a probabilistic input.
This reliance on good model calibration can lead to issues in a transfer learning
setting, where calibration becomes less reliable [25]. We therefore propose an-
other consistency measure, which is based only on the thresholded model output
("hard" consistency). Our measure directly compares the number of pixelwise
changes between the perturbed and unperturbed predictions using the Hamming
distance normalised by the number of pixels:

Normalized Hamming Distance (NHD) = 1−
∑

(ŷp ̸= ŷ) ∩ (ŷp ∪ ŷ)∑
(ŷp ∪ ŷ)

. (5)

This is equivalent to IoU between the predictions, but considering it as the
number of pixel flips gives an intuition of what is being measured.

Instance Segmentation Metrics "Soft" consistency metrics are not applica-
ble to instance segmentation tasks as no probabilistic output is readily available.
In contrast, "hard" consistency measures such as NHD are conceptually close
to the Adapted Rand Index (RI) instance segmentation performance measure,
which is based on pairwise pixel agreements between instances. We utilise the
foreground-restricted Rand Score, defined by [2] as:

Foreground-restricted Rand Scoring (V Rand) =

∑
ij p

2
ij

α
∑

k s
2
k + (1− α)

∑
k t

2
k

, (6)

where pij is the probability that a pixel has the same label in the perturbed
prediction and in the unperturbed prediction, tk is the probability that a pixel
has label k in ŷ, and sk is the probability that a pixel has label k in ŷp.

3 Experiments and Results

3.1 Datasets and Models

We evaluate our approach on a range of publicly available segmentation datasets
and tasks. Each segmentation task comes with several datasets; we designate one
dataset as target and train models on other datasets as source (one dataset per
model). For Mitochondria Segmentation in Electron Microscopy, we use four
datasets with semantic segmentation groundtruth, stemming from different tis-
sues and electron microscopy modalities: EPFL [18], MitoEM [8] with two sub-
datasets, Hmito (human brain) and Rmito (rat brain), and VNC [27]. For Nuclei



6 J. Talks et al.

datasets in Light Microscopy, we use fluorescent nuclei datasets for instance and
semantic segmentation: Go-Nuclear [33] a 3D stack of Arabidopsis thaliana (only
semantic), SBIAD895 [5], SBIAD634 [14] with nuclei images of normal or cancer
cells from different tissue origins and sample preparation types (only as target),
SBIAD1410 [12] microscopy videos of cell migration processes during fruitfly em-
bryonic development (only as source), BBBC039 [16] high-throughput chemical
screen on U2OS cells, DSB2018 Fluorescent subset [4] (only as target), Hoechst
[3] a modified U2OS osteosarcoma cell line, HeLaCytoNuc [6] a dataset of HeLa
cell nuclei (only as source) and SELMA3D 2024 [9] challenge (only semantic
as source). For Cell Datasets in Light Microscopy, we consider dense instance
segmentation of cells: FlyWing [9] of a developing fruitfly wing, Ovules [37] with
Arabidopsis thaliana ovules, and the PNAS [36] dataset with the Arabidopsis
thaliana apical stem cell niche.

We used predefined training/test splits where provided, for other datasets
we split roughly 80/20 training to test. The 3D image stacks are tiled into 2D
256 × 256 patches, 2D images are not tiled. We limit the evaluation to non-
empty images and patches. The source models we train use a 2D U-Net [28]
architecture, with 3 or 4 layer encoder/decoder. All the networks were trained
until convergence with a BCEDice loss and with a mixture of intensity and
geometric augmentations as well as DropOut [10]. Importantly these are the same
augmentations that were then used to perturb the networks during consistency
analysis. For cell segmentation, we additionally compare to two publicly available
models from [24], "laid-back-lobster" and "pioneering-rhino" [37].

3.2 Results

In Fig.2, we compare ranking by CTE and direct ranking by performance, us-
ing F1 score for semantic models and Mean Average Precision [4] for instance
models, across a range of tasks and datasets. For all of these, CTE shows a
strong linear and monotonic correlation to performance. Fig.2e-f additionally
demonstrates that feature perturbation and input perturbation yield very simi-
lar outputs. In Fig.3 we investigate the dependency of CTE on the strength of
the perturbation, gradually increasing dropout proportion for feature perturba-
tion from 0.05 to 0.5. The correlation with segmentation performance remains
strong across the range of perturbation strengths, although very strong pertur-
bations (dropout proportion of p = 0.5) can reduce performance, showing the
importance of selecting tolerable, but differentiating perturbations.

For quantitative evaluation, we use Kendall tau (Kτ ) for pairwise agreements
between rankings, Pearson correlation coefficient (Pr) for linear correlation be-
tween rankings and Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (Sρ) for the strength
and direction of monotonic relationship between rankings. Tab. 1 shows the
performance of CTE for semantic segmentation, comparing the "hard" consis-
tency score (CTE-NHD), the "soft" consistency score (CTE-EI), and CCFV[38]
- the current state-of-the-art for supervised, fine-tuned transferability estima-
tion in medical segmentation tasks. Despite having access to labels, CCFV un-
derperforms compared to consistency-based approaches. This can perhaps be
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Fig. 2. Correlation between CTE and segmentation performance. In (a)-(d)
each point represents a source model, while the colours represent the target datasets.
In (e)-(f) we compare feature vs. input perturbations, each colour showing a different
source model. Straight lines are fitted by least squares. All of the reported consistency
scores are calculated based on a single pair of perturbed and non-perturbed inference
runs. We clearly observe a strong linear and monotonic relationship.

explained by its aim to estimate fine-tuned rather than zero-shot transferability.
Feature space perturbations on average outperform input space perturbations,
while also benefiting from the conceptual simplicity of dropout as opposed to
domain-suitable image transformations. Note, that although we used the same
perturbations as data augmentations in training, they still perturb the predic-
tions sufficiently to produce a correct consistency-based ranking. CTE-EI per-
forms slightly worse than the "hard" score which can be explained by its reliance
on good model calibration which can deteriorate in transfer learning setting [25].

Table 1. Semantic segmentation scores averaged over target datasets: Mito (MS=3)
over 4 target datasets, Nuclei (MS=7) over 5 target datasets

CTE-NHD
(Feat)

CTE-NHD
(Input)

CTE-EI
(Feat) CCFV

Target Kτ Sρ Pr Kτ Sρ Pr Kτ Sρ Pr Kτ Sρ Pr

Mito Avg. 1.00 1.00 0.98 1.00 1.00 0.99 1.00 1.00 0.98 0.33 0.38 0.36
Mito Std. 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.54 0.63 0.68

Nuclei Avg. 0.83 0.92 0.80 0.73 0.85 0.96 0.78 0.88 0.91 0.28 0.33 0.33
Nuclei Std. 0.07 0.06 0.14 0.11 0.09 0.04 0.11 0.07 0.09 0.26 0.33 0.22
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a b

Fig. 3. Effect of the perturbation strength. Each symbol represents a strength of
dropout perturbation applied at test time to calculate the consistency, where p is the
proportion of feature layers zeroed at the bottleneck layer of the source model. Each
colour represents a different source model, all of which are transferred to a single target
task. Straight lines are fitted to each set of a single perturbation strength, highlighting
the conservation of a good ranking across a wide range of perturbation strengths.

Tab. 2 shows the CTE performance for instance segmentation, across tasks
and datasets. To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to address this
problem, so no baseline comparison can be made. Kendall tau score is slightly
lower than the other evaluation statistics, probably caused by its sensitivity to
pairwise rank inversion between very closely ranked models.

Table 2. Instance segmentation scores averaged over target datasets: Cells (MS=5)
over 3 target datasets, Nuclei (MS=5) over 5 target datasets.

CTE-VRand (Feat) CTE-VRand (Input)
Target Kτ Sρ Pr Kτ Sρ Pr

Cells Avg. 0.87 0.93 0.84 0.54 0.57 0.45
Cells std. 0.23 0.12 0.12 0.22 0.16 0.43

Nuclei Avg. 0.76 0.80 0.85 0.69 0.80 0.77
Nuclei std. 0.26 0.25 0.06 0.22 0.16 0.18

Both Tab. 1 and Tab. 2 show the results from a single perturbation run com-
pared to a single unperturbed inference run. In our experiments, averaging over
multiple perturbation runs did not provide any advantage. Limiting inference
to two runs makes the approach computationally lightweight and fast, which is
especially important in a model bank setting.
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4 Discussion

We introduced a novel zero-shot transferability estimator for segmentation mod-
els which does not require access to source training data or target domain labels.
The rankings by our estimators are strongly correlated with the direct model
performance ranking, achieving a new state-of-the-art for semantic and instance
segmentation transferability estimation in microscopy. Our estimators require
only two inference runs on the test data and are applicable to blackbox and
greybox models, facilitating efficient model selection in a model bank context.
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