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Abstract:

Background: Radiomics is an active area of research focusing on high throughput feature extraction

from medical images with a wide array of applications in clinical practice, such as clinical decision

support in oncology. However, noise in low dose computed tomography (CT) scans can impair the

accurate extraction of radiomic features. In this article, we investigate the possibility of using deep

learning generative models to improve the performance of radiomics from low dose CTs.

Methods: We used two datasets of low dose CT scans — NSCLC Radiogenomics and LIDC-IDRI — as

test datasets for two tasks — pre-treatment survival prediction and lung cancer diagnosis. We used

encoder-decoder networks and conditional generative adversarial networks (CGANSs) trained in a

previous study as generative models to transform low dose CT images into full dose CT images.

Radiomic features extracted from the original and improved CT scans were used to build two classifiers

— a support vector machine (SVM) and a deep attention based multiple instance learning model — for

survival prediction and lung cancer diagnosis respectively. Finally, we compared the performance of the

models derived from the original and improved CT scans.

Results: Encoder-decoder networks and CGANs improved the area under the curve (AUC) of survival

prediction from 0.52 to 0.57 (p-value<0.01). On the other hand, Encoder-decoder network and CGAN

can improve the AUC of lung cancer diagnosis from 0.84 to 0.88 and 0.89 respectively (p-value<0.01).

Moreover, there are no statistically significant differences in improving AUC by using encoder-decoder

network and CGAN (p-value=0.34) when networks trained at 75 and 100 epochs.

Conclusion: Generative models can improve the performance of low dose CT-based radiomics in

different tasks. Hence, denoising using generative models seems to be a necessary pre-processing step
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for calculating radiomic features from low dose CTs.
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1. Introduction

In recent years, as an active research topic, radiomics [1] has been applied to clinical-decision

support in oncology in a range of cancers (lung cancers, [2] head and neck cancer, [3] rectal cancer [4])

and multiple medical imaging modalities (computed tomography (CT), [3] magnetic resonance imaging

(MRI), [5] and positron emission tomography (PET)). [2]

Following the ALARA (As Low As Reasonably Achievable) principle [6], low dose CTs has

become popular as the preferred imaging method for screening and monitoring populations at risk [7].

As a tradeoff of low radiation exposure, low dose CTs’ image quality is inferior to that of full dose CTs’,

due to the higher noise levels present in low dose CTs. Image quality and noise impact the repeatability

and reproducibility of radiomic features [8] as well as their robustness [9]. In other words, radiomic

features extracted from low dose CTs have lower reliability than the counterparts extracted from full dose

CTs. Therefore, prediction models or computer aided diagnosis systems based on radiomic features from

low dose CTs will likely be less robust and accurate than those based on radiomic features from full dose

CT. Improving the performance of radiomics calculated from low dose CT in different tasks and datasets

is therefore a timely and potentially impactful research topic.

One approach is to denoise low dose CT scans [10] and to recalculate the radiomic features based

on the denoised CT. The aim of this article, is to answer the question: should we regard denoising as a

preprocessing step for radiomic feature extraction from low dose CT? Image denoising can be regarded

as a special case of domain adaptation [11], from low dose CT images to full dose style CT images [12].

Many methods have been proposed to perform this transformation [13][14], but recently deep learning

[15] based generative models have garnered special attention and achieved state-of-art results
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[16][17][18][19]. We will use generative models to denoise low dose CT scans and improve the reliability

of radiomic features.

In addition, we will explore whether more reliable radiomic features result in models with better

performance using two real applications of radiomics: pre-treatment survival prediction [1] and cancer

diagnosis [22][23]. The cancer diagnosis task will be based on [24], in which lung cancer diagnosis was

approached as a multiple instance learning (MIL) problem [25] where nodules in each CT scan were

regarded as instances. The authors used radiomic features as the input and deep attention based MIL [26]

as the MIL problem solver for the sake of interpretability. The authors reported a mean precision of 0.807

with a standard error of the mean (SEM) of 0.069, a recall of 0.870 (SEM 0.061), and an area under the

curve (AUC) of 0.842 (SEM 0.074) by using this method.

The most related literature to this article is [27], where the authors trained three generative models

— encoder-decoder networks [17], conditional generative adversarial networks (GANs) [28] and cycle

GANSs [29] — using full dose CTs and simulated paired high-noise low dose CTs. Finally, they showed

that radiomic features extracted from low dose CT scans (low-noise CT and high-noise CT) denoised by

the models had improved reproducibility. The main differences between [27] and this article is that: 1)

we use pre-trained generative models; 2) we use real (not simulated ) low dose CTs; and 3) we focus on

the improvement in radiomics-based model performance instead of feature reproducibility.

To the authors’ best knowledge, this is the first effort to improve the performance of radiomics-

based models from features extracted from low dose CT scans. Source code, Radiomics features, data

for statistical analysis and supplementary materials of this article are available online at

https://gitlab.com/UM-CDS/low-dose-ct-denoising/-/tree/Experimental _Study.

Page| 4


https://gitlab.com/UM-CDS/low-dose-ct-denoising/-/tree/Experimental_Study

2. Methods

Institutional Review Board approval was not applicable for this study, since the primary source of

data was an open access collection on The Cancer Imaging Archive (National Institutes of Health) [30]

and all patients’ personal information had been removed from CT scans. This dataset has been used for

this study in accordance with the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 3.0 Unported (CC BY-

NC) conditions. The flowchart in Figure 1 summarizes our study methodology.

2.1 Model Development

Based on [27], we selected two generative models — encoder-decoder networks and CGANSs — that

achieved good performance in improving radiomics reproducibility as the experimental models for this

study. Moreover, we took the same architecture of encoder-decoder network and CGANSs presented in

[27].

Training of encoder-decoder networks and CGANSs requires paired low dose and full dose versions

of the same CT scan. Although there is an open access dataset containing this kind of scans [31], the

exposure of low dose CT scans in the dataset is higher - 50 milliampere-seconds (mAs) - than in many

low dose CT scanning situations. For example, CT scans in the non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC)

Radiogenomics dataset were scanned from 1 to 400 mAs [32] and over half CT images scanned with an

exposure lower or equal to 5 mAs. Models trained from the dataset described in [31] may be have a bad

performance in much lower CT scans. The noise power of high noise images (used to train the models)

in [27] is 25 times than that in [31]. For this reason, we used trained models from paper [27] without re-

training to denoise low dose CT images. The source code and pre-trained models can be found at

https://gitlab.com/UM-CDS/low-dose-ct-denoising/.
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2.2 Data Acquisition

As mentioned in the Introduction, we will apply pretrained generative models to improve the

performance of low CT radiomics-based models in two tasks: pre-treatment survival prediction and lung

cancer diagnosis. For this purpose, we chose the NSCLC Radiogenomics dataset [32] for survival

prediction and the Lung Image Database Consortium image collection (LIDC-IDRI) for lung cancer

diagnosis [33], because they contain the necessary mask of the region of interest (ROI) for calculating

the radiomics features and the images were scanned with low radiation exposure.

NSCLC Radiogenomics is a unique radiogenomic dataset from a cohort of 211 patients with

NSCLC [34], from which we used low dose CT images, their respective segmentation masks and clinical

data for survival prediction. The LIDC-IDRI dataset contains 1018 clinical chest CT scans, along with

157 patients’ diagnoses. We used the diagnoses and their respective CT scans for the lung cancer

diagnosis task. Finally, 106 samples of the NSCLC Radiogenomics were selected for survival prediction

and 110 samples from LIDC-IDRI for lung cancer diagnosis. The index of selected samples for further

investigation can be found in Supplementary Tables 1 and 2. The average radiation exposure of selected

samples was 38.65 + 81.97 mAs (z=SEM) in NSCLC Radiogenomics and 145.79 + 174.57 mAs in

LIDC-IDRI. The distributions of radiation exposure for the two datasets are shown in Supplementary

Figure 1.

2.3 Extraction of Radiomic Features

Before extracting radiomic features from CT images, HU value range of CT images were

normalized at first. In other words, Hu value of pixel in CT images larger than 1000 was set as 1000, and

then send the images to extract features.
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The masks of the ROIs (tumors) are stored in DICOM format in NSCLC Radiogenomics whilst the

segmentation of each nodule is stored in XML file in the LIDC-IDRI dataset. The 3D masks for

corresponding ROIs (tumors or nodules) were reconstructed from their corresponding files. We used

pyradiomics [35] (version 2.2.0) to calculate 103 radiomic features for further analysis. All features

included in the analyses are listed in the Supplementary Table 3.

2.4 Model development

One of the main tasks in the seminal article on radiomics by Aerts ef al. [1] is survival prediction.

For pre-treatment prediction of survival at 4 years, we used least squares support vector machines (SVMs)

[37] with Radial Basis Function (RBF) Kernel as our classifier. SVMs use regularization to prevent

overfitting when the number of input variables is high [36]. The input variables for the classifier were

age and the 103 radiomic features extracted from the tumor.

For lung cancer diagnosis, we used deep attention based multiple instance learning [26] as the

classifier as shown in paper [24]. The main characteristic of this classifier is that it can classify groups

of samples (e.g. issue a diagnosis based on a set of CT scans from a patient) and reveal the importance

of each sample in determining the diagnosis. The architecture of the method is shown in Supplementary

Figure 2. The inputs of the model are the radiomic features as and the clinical diagnosis (cancer or not)

is the output.

2.5 Experiments

We applied the trained generative models to denoise real low dose CT images before extracting the

radiomic features. Subsequently, we trained the classification models for survival prediction and lung

cancer diagnosis using radiomic features and we compared their performance with that of models trained
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using radiomic features extracted from low dose CT images.

All denoising experiments for low dose CT images were executed on a Core i7 8565 U CPU with

8GB of RAM based on pre-trained generative models. Based on training specifications described in [27],

generative models were trained 25, 50, 75 and 100 epochs. All four trained models were used for

denoising. For internal validation, 40 trials of nested cross validation [38] of RBF kernel SVM were

executed and the number of GroupKFold in each trial was set as 5 for survival predication validation.

We adopted the minority oversampling strategy described in [39] for lung cancer diagnosis task to

improve the model’s performance due to our dataset being small and imbalanced.

We assessed the models’ performance calculating their area under the receiver-operating

characteristics curve (AUC), accuracy and recall (using a probability threshold of 0.5). Finally, we used

Student’s T-test to assess the statistical significance of the differences in model performance results.
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3. Results

An example of an original CT image from the NSCLC Radiogenomics dataset and its denoised

counterparts are shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Example of low dose CT denoising: (a) original CT Image from NSCLC Radiogenomics (R01-

003, radiation exposure: 7 mAs); (b) image denoised by the CGAN (100 epochs); (¢) image denoised by

the encoder-decoder network (100 epochs); (d) zoomed region of interests (ROI) of (a); (¢) zoomed ROI

of (b); and (f) zoomed ROI of (¢)

3.1 Survival Prediction

The 4-year survival prediction model based on radiomic features extracted from low dose CTs

achieved an AUC of 0.524 with a standard error of the mean (SEM) of 0.042. On the other hand, the

survival prediction models based on radiomic features extracted from denoised low dose CTs achieved

AUC ranging between 0.54 and 0.58. As shown in Table 1 and Figure 3, encoder-decoder networks and
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CGANSs can improve radiomics-based models’ performance significantly. The difference between

encoder-decoder network and CGAN was not significant when trained for 75 epochs and 100 epochs,

similar to what was reported in reference [27].

Table 1. Experimental results for 4-year survival prediction

raining length Without

. 25 Epochs 75 Epochs 100 Epochs
Metrics Denoising
Encoder-decoder network
AUC 0.525 + 0.042 0.580 + 0.049 0.554 + 0.051 0.566 + 0.044
p-value * - <001 < 0.01 <001
CGAN
AUC -- 0.537 £+ 0.045 0.538 +£0.123 0.566 + 0.53
p-value -- 0.20 0.16 <0.01
Encoder-decoder network versus CGAN
p-value ™ - <001 0.15 0.93

“compared with results from original radiomics; ** comparing encoder-decoder network and CGAN.
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Figure 3. Experimental results (AUC) of survival prediction task

3.2 Lung Cancer Diagnosis

As shown in [24], our method can achieve an AUC of 0.842 (SEM 0.074) based on radiomic

features extracted from the original low dose CT scans from the LIDC-IDRI dataset. The AUCs of the

classification models based on radiomics extracted from denoised images range between 0.84 and 0.89

as shown in Table 2 and Figure 4(c). Models built using radiomic features calculated from denoised

images outperformed models developed from the original radiomic features in most experiments.

Similarly to survival prediction, the difference between encoder-decoder network and CGAN was not
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significant when trained for 75 and 100 epochs.

Table 2. The AUCs of different models for lung cancer diagnosis

raining length Without
. 25 Epochs 50 Epochs 75 Epochs 100 Epochs
Metrics Denoising
Encoder-decoder Network
AUC 0.842 + 0.071 0.883 £ 0.077 0.844 + 0.067 0.823 + 0.067 0.866 + 0.070
p-value” - <001 0.86 0.07 0.02
CGAN
AUC -- 0.894 + 0.056 0.863 £+ 0.066 0.837 £ 0.085 0.866 + 0.056
p-value” - <0.01 0.06 0.49 0.01
Differences of results by comparing Encoder-decoder network and CGAN
p-value” - 0.31 0.07 0.75 0.52

“compared with results

from original radiomics;

Figure 4 (a) and (b) and Table 3 show that denoising had a negative impact in the accuracy and

recall of the lung cancer diagnosis classification models, when using a threshold of 0.5.
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Figure 4. Experimental results of lung cancer diagnosis: (a) Accuracy, (b) recall and (c) AUC.

Table 3. Accuracy and recall for lung cancer diagnosis

raining length

0 Epochs 25 Epochs 50 Epochs 75 Epochs 100 Epochs
Metrics
Encoder-decoder network
Accuracy 0.807 £ 0.069 0.818 £ 0.077 0.792 £ 0.061 0.75 4+ 0.067 0.796 + 0.067
p-value* - 0.70 0.10 <0.01 0.26
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Recall 0.870 £0.061  0.829+0.096  0.831+0.089  0.810+0.097  0.848 £0.072
p-value* - <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 0.02
CGAN
Accuracy -- 0.780 £0.068  0.7794+0.085  0.776 £0.074  0.798 £ 0.064
p-value* - 0.01 0.01 <0.01 0.12
Recall -- 0.802 +£0.091  0.774+0.104  0.827+£0.079  0.811+0.079
p-value* - <0.01 <0.01 <0.01 < 0.01

Encoder-decoder network versus CGAN (p-values)

Accuracy - <0.01 0.21 0.01 0.67

Recall - 0.04 < 0.01 0.18 < 0.01

“compared with results from original radiomics;

4. Discussion

In this study, we aimed to assess the potential of generative models to improve the performance of

prediction models based on radiomic features extracted from low dose CT scans. The results show that

encoder-decoder networks and CGANs can improve the AUC of radiomics for survival prediction and

lung cancer diagnosis based on different low dose CT datasets. These findings imply that denoising low

dose CT scans using generative models is a convenient pre-processing step before calculating radiomic

features to train a predictive or diagnostic model.

The results also show that denoising using generative models might lead to a decrease in accuracy

and recall. This might be caused by a shift in the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve as a result

of the denoising. However, a higher AUC implies that there are other thresholds for which the accuracy

and recall are higher with the denoised images. The threshold will differ for each possible application of

these models, and a model with a higher AUC will be more likely to have a better accuracy/recall

combination.

Another interesting aspect of the results is the variability of the models’ AUCs for different numbers
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of training epochs. As shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4 (c), the performance of the models improves after

the first epochs, then deteriorates when training for a higher number of epochs, and finally it seems to

improve again after a particular number of training epochs. This tendency seems more significant in

Figure 4 (c) than Figure 3. This might be explained by a phenomenon that has attracted considerable

attention in the deep learning research domain in last few years -- deep double descent [40][41].

Unfortunately, the mechanisms of this phenomenon are still unclear, and more research on this topic is

needed.

It is worth delving into the cause for the observed improvement using generative models. As

mentioned previously, we think this improvement is brought on by the denoising effect of generative

models to low dose CT. However, as shown in Supplementary Figure 1 (b), 40% CT images in the LIDC-

IDRI dataset were not noisy (since they were scanned with over 200 mAs). Denoising these images using

generative models would decrease images’ quality. Therefore, there must be another source of

improvement. Our hypothesis for this alternative source of improvement is dose normalization. In other

words, generative models not only improved image quality of low dose CT images in dataset but also

transfer the imaging exposure of the whole dataset from a wide range to a more compact but unknown

range.

One potential limitation of our study is the low AUCs achieved by the models for pre-treatment

survival prediction for lung cancer based on radiomic features. However, these are in line with results

reported elsewhere. For example, Isensee et al. [42] reported an accuracy of 52.6% based on the BraTS

2017 dataset [43] for brain tumor by using radiomics; Choi ef al. [44] reported an integrated AUC (iAUC)

of 0.620 [95% CI: 0.501-0.756] in TCGA/TCIA dataset using random survival forest to derive a

prediction model; Finally, Bae ef al. [45] reported an iAUC of 0.590 [95% CI: 0.502, 0.689] for overall
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survival prediction in Glioblastoma using MRI radiomic features.

Regarding future work, we believe generative models should be trained to keep more information

from the original domain. More specific, low level domain adaptation such as denoising for medical

images should focus on keeping content information from original domain in the target domain. For

example, by adding a content loss term in the cost function, adjusting generative models training method

as shown in [47]. Second, more generative models with different architectures should be considered as

the test models to find better models for this task. Finally, since the validity of the results of this study

are limited to our selected datasets and tasks, further application to more datasets and tasks could

reinforce or disprove our findings.
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5. Conclusion

In this study, we assessed the potential of generative models (CGANs and encoder-decoder

networks) to improve the performance of low dose CT scan radiomics-based models in two tasks —

survival prediction and lung cancer diagnosis — and two datasets — NSCLC Radiogenomics and LIDC-

IDRI. SVM and deep attention based multiple instance learning were used classifiers in survival

prediction and lung cancer diagnosis respectively. The results support the hypothesis that generative

models can improve radiomics performance in different tasks and datasets. In conclusion, denoising

using generative models is an effective pre-processing step for calculating radiomic features from low

dose CT.

Page| 17



Declaration of Competing Interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial interests or personal relationships that

could have appeared to influence the work reported in this paper.

Acknowledgments

JC is supported by a China Scholarship Council scholarship (201906540036). The remaining authors

acknowledge funding support from the following: STRaTegy (STW 14930), BIONIC (NWO

629.002.205), TRAIN (NWO 629.002.212), CARRIER (NWO 628.011.212) and a personal research

grant by The Hanarth Funds Foundation for LW.

Page| 18



References

[1] Aerts, Hugo JWL, et al. "Decoding tumour phenotype by noninvasive imaging using a

quantitative radiomics approach." Nature communications 5.1 (2014): 1-9.

[2] Desseroit, Marie-Charlotte, et al. "Reliability of PET/CT shape and heterogeneity features in
functional and morphologic components of non—small cell lung cancer tumors: a repeatability
analysis in a prospective multicenter cohort." Journal of Nuclear Medicine 58.3 (2017): 406-
411.

[3] Bogowicz, Marta, et al. "Stability of radiomic features in CT perfusion maps." Physics in
Medicine & Biology 61.24 (2016): 8736.

[4] Tixier, Florent, et al. "Reproducibility of tumor uptake heterogeneity characterization through
textural feature analysis in 18F-FDG PET." Journal of Nuclear Medicine 53.5 (2012): 693-700.

[5] Zhang, Bin, et al. "Radiomics features of multiparametric MRI as novel prognostic factors in

advanced nasopharyngeal carcinoma." Clinical Cancer Research 23.15 (2017): 4259-4269.

[6] Musolino, Stephen V., Joseph DeFranco, and Richard Schlueck. "The ALARA principle in the
context of a radiological or nuclear emergency." Health physics 94.2 (2008): 109-111.

[7] Bi, Wenya Linda, et al. "Artificial intelligence in cancer imaging: clinical challenges and

applications." CA: a cancer journal for clinicians 69.2 (2019): 127-157.

[8] Traverso, Alberto, et al. "Repeatability and reproducibility of radiomic features: a systematic
review." International Journal of Radiation Oncology* Biology* Physics 102.4 (2018): 1143-
1158.

[9] Bagher-Ebadian, Hassan, et al. "On the impact of smoothing and noise on robustness of CT and
CBCT radiomics features for patients with head and neck cancers." Medical physics 44.5 (2017):
1755-1770.

[10]Kelm, Zachary S., et al. "Optimizing non-local means for denoising low dose CT." 2009 IEEE
International Symposium on Biomedical Imaging: From Nano to Macro. IEEE, 2009.

[11] Chen, Minmin, et al. "Marginalized denoising autoencoders for domain adaptation." arXiv
preprint arXiv:1206.4683 (2012).

[12] Yang, Qingsong, et al. "Low-dose CT image denoising using a generative adversarial network
with Wasserstein distance and perceptual loss." IEEE transactions on medical imaging 37.6
(2018): 1348-1357.

[13] Sharma, Abhishek, and Vijayshri Chaurasia. "A review on magnetic resonance images denoising

techniques." Machine Intelligence and Signal Analysis. Springer, Singapore, 2019. 707-715.

[14]Kollem, Sreedhar, Katta Rama Linga Reddy, and Duggirala Srinivasa Rao. "A review of image
Denoising and segmentation methods based on medical images." International Journal of
Machine Learning and Computing 9.3 (2019): 288-295.

[15] LeCun, Yann, Yoshua Bengio, and Geoffrey Hinton. "Deep learning." nature 521.7553 (2015):
436-444.

[16] Shan, Hongming, et al. "3-D convolutional encoder-decoder network for low-dose CT via
transfer learning from a 2-D trained network." IEEE transactions on medical imaging 37.6
(2018): 1522-1534.

Page| 19



[17]Chen, Hu, et al. "Low-dose CT with a residual encoder-decoder convolutional neural
network." IEEE transactions on medical imaging 36.12 (2017): 2524-2535.

[18] Yang, Qingsong, et al. "Low-dose CT image denoising using a generative adversarial network
with Wasserstein distance and perceptual loss." IEEE transactions on medical imaging 37.6
(2018): 1348-1357.

[19]Kang, Eunhee, et al. "Deep convolutional framelet denosing for low-dose CT via wavelet
residual network." IEEFE transactions on medical imaging 37.6 (2018): 1358-1369.

[20] Lucia, Frangois, et al. "Prediction of outcome using pretreatment 18 F-FDG PET/CT and MRI
radiomics in locally advanced cervical cancer treated with chemoradiotherapy." European

journal of nuclear medicine and molecular imaging 45.5 (2018): 768-786.

[21] Parmar, Chintan, et al. "Radiomic feature clusters and prognostic signatures specific for lung
and head & neck cancer." Scientific reports 5 (2015): 11044.

[22] Chen, Chia-Hung, et al. "Radiomic features analysis in computed tomography images of lung
nodule classification." PloS one 13.2 (2018): ¢0192002.

[23]Li, Hui, et al. "Quantitative MRI radiomics in the prediction of molecular classifications of
breast cancer subtypes in the TCGA/TCIA data set." NPJ breast cancer 2.1 (2016): 1-10.

[24] Chen, Junhua, et al. "Lung Cancer Diagnosis Using Deep Attention Based on Multiple Instance
Learning and Radiomics." arXiv preprint arXiv:2104.14655 (2021).

[25]Maron, Oded, and Tomas Lozano-Pérez. "A framework for multiple-instance

learning." Advances in neural information processing systems. 1998.

[26]1lse, Maximilian, Jakub M. Tomczak, and Max Welling. "Attention-based deep multiple
instance learning." arXiv preprint arXiv:1802.04712 (2018).

[27] Chen, Junhua et al. "Generative Models Improve Radiomics Reproducibility in Low Dose Cts:
A Simulation Study." Physics in Medicine & Biology 66.16 (2021): 165002.

[28]1sola, Phillip, et al. "Image-to-image translation with conditional adversarial
networks." Proceedings of the IEEE conference on computer vision and pattern recognition.
2017.

[29] Zhu, Jun-Yan, et al. "Unpaired image-to-image translation using cycle-consistent adversarial

networks." Proceedings of the IEEE international conference on computer vision. 2017.

[30] Clark, Kenneth, et al. "The Cancer Imaging Archive (TCIA): maintaining and operating a public
information repository." Journal of digital imaging 26.6 (2013): 1045-1057.

[31]McCollough, Cynthia H., et al. "Low-dose CT for the detection and classification of metastatic
liver lesions: Results of the 2016 Low Dose CT Grand Challenge." Medical physics 44.10
(2017): 339-e352.

[32] Bakr, Shaimaa, et al. "A radiogenomic dataset of non-small cell lung cancer." Scientific data 5.1
(2018): 1-9.

[33] Armato III, Samuel G., et al. "The lung image database consortium (LIDC) and image database
resource initiative (IDRI): a completed reference database of lung nodules on CT
scans." Medical physics 38.2 (2011): 915-931.

Page| 20



[34] Mazurowski, Maciej A. "Radiogenomics: what it is and why it is important." Journal of the
American College of Radiology 12.8 (2015): 862-866.

[35] Van Griethuysen, Joost JM, et al. "Computational radiomics system to decode the radiographic
phenotype." Cancer research 77.21 (2017): e104-e107.

[36] Xu, Huan, Constantine Caramanis, and Shie Mannor. "Robustness and Regularization of

Support Vector Machines." Journal of machine learning research 10.7 (2009).

[37] Suykens, Johan AK, and Joos Vandewalle. "Least squares support vector machine
classifiers." Neural processing letters 9.3 (1999): 293-300.

[38] Cawley, Gavin C., and Nicola LC Talbot. "On over-fitting in model selection and subsequent
selection bias in performance evaluation." The Journal of Machine Learning Research 11
(2010): 2079-2107.

[39] Zhu, Tuanfei, et al. "Minority oversampling for imbalanced ordinal regression." Knowledge-
Based Systems 166 (2019): 140-155.

[40]Nakkiran, Preetum, et al. "Deep Double Descent: Where Bigger Models and More Data
Hurt." arXiv preprint arXiv: 1912.02292 (2019).

[41] d'Ascoli, Stéphane, et al. "Double Trouble in Double Descent : Bias and Variance(s) in the Lazy
Regime." arXiv preprint arXiv: 2003.01054 (2020).

[42]Isensee, Fabian, et al. "Brain tumor segmentation and radiomics survival prediction:
Contribution to the brats 2017 challenge." International MICCAI Brainlesion Workshop.
Springer, Cham, 2017.

43]Menze, Bjoern H., et al. "The multimodal brain tumor image segmentation benchmark
) g g
(BRATS)." IEEE transactions on medical imaging 34.10 (2014): 1993-2024.

[44] Choi, Yoon Seong, et al. "Machine learning and radiomic phenotyping of lower grade gliomas:

improving survival prediction." European radiology (2020): 1-9.

[45]Bae, Sohi, et al. "Radiomic MRI phenotyping of glioblastoma: improving survival
prediction." Radiology 289.3 (2018): 797-806.

[46] Morse, Janice M. "“Cherry picking”: Writing from thin data." (2010): 3-3.

[47] Yang, Heran, et al. "Unsupervised MR-to-CT Synthesis Using Structure-Constrained
CycleGAN." IEEE transactions on medical imaging 39.12 (2020): 4249-4261.

Page| 21



