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Supplementary Results

Even though all methods were trained with a maximum of 15 interactions, we can see that re-
sults continue to improve beyond this point. The 2S-ICR method demonstrates the strongest Dice
performance across all 0 to 20 interactions, as shown in the line plots above and in Figures 1 and 2.

In Figure 3, improvements in segmentation are observed across all instances after interaction.
Noteworthy enhancements are particularly evident in samples with initially suboptimal segmenta-
tions. Importantly, all samples demonstrated either consistent or improved segmentation accuracy,
with no cases exhibiting a decline in quality due to the interaction process.
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Figure 1: Mean Dice coefficient across 0 to 20 interactions on the Hecktor 2021 dataset (N = 224).
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Figure 2: Mean Dice coefficient across 0 to 20 interactions on the MDA dataset (N = 67).



1.0

08 ° .
[)
o 0.6
©
=
§0.4
Model
0.2 e 2S-ICR
' «  DeepGrow
e DeepEdit-25
0.0 > DeepEdIt-50

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
DSC (0 clicks)

Figure 3: Change in Dice similarity coefficient (DSC) on individual samples from the MDA dataset.



