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Abstract

Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI) of the brain has benefited from deep learning (DL) to alleviate
the burden on radiologists and MR technologists, and improve throughput. The easy accessibility
of DL tools have resulted in the rapid increase of DL models and subsequent peer-reviewed
publications. However, the rate of deployment in clinical settings is low. Therefore, this review
attempts to bring together the ideas from data collection to deployment into the clinic building on
the guidelines and principles that accreditation agencies have espoused. We introduce the need
for and the role of DL to deliver accessible MRI. This is followed by a brief review of DL examples
in the context of neuropathologies. Based on these studies and others, we collate the
prerequisites to develop and deploy DL models for brain MRI. We then delve into the guiding
principles to practice good machine learning practices in the context of neuroimaging with a focus
on explainability. A checklist based on the FDA's good machine learning practices is provided as
a summary of these guidelines. Finally, we review the current challenges and future opportunities

in DL for brain MRI.
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Abbreviations:

CAD: Computer Aided Detection

CAM: Class Activation Mapping

CNN: Convolutional Neural Network

DAGMNet: Dual attention gate network

DICOM: Digital Imaging and Communications in Medicine
DSC: DICE Similarity Coefficient

FL: Federated Learning

GDPR: General Data Protection Regulation

GMLPs: Good Machine Learning Practices

Grad-CAM: Gradient-weighted Class Activation Mapping
HR: High-Resolution

IRB: Institutional Review Board
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MCI: Mild Cognitive Impairment

OECD: Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
OOD: Out-of-Distribution

PPML: Privacy Protecting Machine Learning

PSNR: Peak Signal-to-Noise Ratio

RF: Radio Frequency

SSIM: Structural Similarity Index Measure
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Introduction

As of 20182, the density of MR scanners was least in geographies with the highest populations
such as in sub-Saharan Africa and the Indian subcontinent. The severe lack of neurosurgeons
and skilled human resources required to operate, use, and interpret data from MR scanners is a
major barrier to accessing this life-saving technology?. In contrast, contemporary radiology
departments in the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) countries
require a close interplay of a team with diverse expertise: radiologists specializing in different
anatomical sites, MR technologists, medical physicists, and radiologic nurses supported by the
vendor’s service and application engineers. This MR inaccessibility and the resulting disparity
necessitates the development and deployment of automated methods to augment existing local
expertise. Recently, there has been the development of autonomous MRI methods to automate
protocolling®*, identify artifacts®®, and reconstruct images from accelerated scans’. These
advances are expected to assist local MR technicians, accelerate acquisitions, improve
throughput by assisting or replacing manual data processing steps, and reduce waiting times for
radiology reporting. In addition to positively impacting MR accessibility, these automation methods
facilitate MRI-based big data studies such as the Human Connectome Project®, UK Biobank®, and
Rhineland study'®, among others. This is due to the high volume and velocity associated with

such studies.

These automation methods leverage the recent resurgence of artificial intelligence techniques in
general and supervised learning methods in particular. A deep cascade of neural networks -
termed deep learning (DL) models - is trained with a set of input features on one side and the
resulting outcomes (labels) on the other side, using existing apriori annotated data''. These
trained DL models are then validated against an unseen but similar data set to fine-tune

“hyperparameters” of the DL model. Subsequently, the tuned DL model is used to perform



inference on a test dataset to evaluate its performance by comparing it with a human-evaluated
outcome. Finally, once the classification-tasked model performs satisfactorily with respect to
false-positive (FP), false-negative (FN), true-positive (TP), and true-negative (TN) prediction
metrics (captured in a “confusion matrix”), then it is considered for a deployment study and down-

stream accreditation processes'".

In this review, we discuss studies that have developed and deployed deep learning models tasked
with multi-task classification. We then present an analysis of the related literature to provide
critical steps involved in data collection and curation required to set up deep learning studies. We
then highlight the importance of good machine learning practices and the explainability of the DL
results by illustrating examples and tools. A suggestive set of steps to enable mounting a
successful development and deployment of MRI DL models will be then discussed based on
recent literature. Finally, a brief overview of the challenges and opportunities related to MRI-based

DL studies is presented.

MRI DL studies of the brain

Easy and direct availability of vast amounts of MRI data from publicly available repositories such
as HCP8, UK Biobank®, among others, as well as accessible tools to build'? and optimize DL
models'® have significantly accelerated the application of DL methods to address challenges in
MRI. These studies have resulted in a substantial body of peer-reviewed literature (Figure 1), with
most of them sharing an open-source implementation of their models with sample data. This
review focuses on MRI DL studies that meet the following criteria: (i) published in the last five
years; (ii) Methods mostly focusing on classification and not regression tasks; (iii) studies
incorporating explainable Al components; (iv) works demonstrating deployment of the DL models

and preferably across multiple vendors and sites. These criteria were used to focus our review on



specific developments. Notably, the generic tools developed by mathematicians and computer
scientists in the DL community for explainable Al such as GradCAM'* and other methods'®>'® have
focused more on classification tasks compared to regression tasks (Figure 1). The quantification
of the outcomes of a classifier network is relatively straightforward compared to a regression
model. The outcomes are directly compared to the “true annotated labels" and hence result in a
binary or a multi-class decision. These can easily be binned into TP, FP, TN, and FN and
evaluated for sensitivity and specificity. In contrast, regression models accomplishing tasks such
as DL denoising and synthesizing images are quantified using peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR)
and structural similarity index measure (SSIM). These metrics have a continuous value and are
hard to set thresholds for acceptance. In addition, regression models are typically explained using
activation maps that are subsequently interpreted by the authors rather than community-wide
tools independent of the developed methods. The interested reader is referred to ’ for a detailed
review of machine learning-based image reconstruction methods that leverage regression

models.

Example DL MRI solutions for neuroimaging

Brain tumors: Nalepa et al. have demonstrated a fully automated pipeline for DCE-MRI analysis
of brain tumors called Sens.Al DCE"’. In particular, they have substituted manual segmentation
of brain tumors in T2 FLAIR images with deep-learning-based methods to demonstrate improved
reproducibility. They complement this with a real-time image processing algorithm to determine
the vascular input region. Finally, they include a new cubic model of the vascular function for PK
modeling. They have validated their package with the BraTs dataset for DICE coefficient and area
under the curve as well as by twelve readers from two institutions. These results show good to
excellent agreement between the gold standard BraTS dataset and Sens.Al DCE with a total
execution time of approximately 3 minutes. Another study focused on the automated identification

and classification of brain tumor MRI data classified into glioma, meningioma, and pituitary tumors



with an accuracy of 93.7% and a DICE similarity coefficient (DSC) of 95.8%'8. A subsequent task
of classifying gliomas into high or low grade had an accuracy of 96.5% and a DSC of 94.3%.
These models were based on the GoogleNet variant architectures to efficiently combine local
features. The identification and classification tasks were accomplished in less than 3 minutes.
The method compared well with other state-of-the-art methods with respect to accuracy. Although
the study did not explicitly focus on explainable Al methods such as Grad-CAM for interpretation,
the authors performed an ablation study to demonstrate the effect of the locally chosen features.
Brain extraction is a key step in multiple neuroimaging pre-processing pipelines and in complying
with privacy laws. This task becomes more challenging in the presence of pathology such as
diffuse gliomas as most analytical and deep learning methods focus on healthy brain extraction.
Thakur et al have addressed this gap by developing and testing their models for brain extraction
in the presence of diffuse glioma, in a multi-institutional manner'®. The authors considered
multiparametric MRI data from private and public repositories acquired with different acquisition
protocols to train a “modality-agnostic” tool that does not require retraining. The work
demonstrated a similar or better accuracy compared to other brain extraction models that worked
only on healthy brain extractions. The interested reader is pointed to these reviews for further

reading on deep learning methods for brain tumor imaging?, classification?!, and segmentation?2.

Stroke: The need for automated segmentation and classification of images, especially in
emergency room settings in this time-critical pathology is well understood. In this direction, Liu et
al developed a deep learning model that detected and segmented abnormalities in acute ischemic
stroke?®. The work included several steps of pre-processing the data, such as skull stripping and
DWI intensity normalization, among others. The study compared T-score and the modified c-fuzzy
methods for lesion segmentation. In addition, the authors implemented the 3D Dual attention gate
network (DAGMNet) as a supervised learning method to delineate the lesions. The developed

model performs better than the unsupervised generic tools and is faster, publicly available, and



easy to deploy. They tested their algorithm on a hold-out data set of 280 MRIs and quantified the
improved performance using DICE scores, precision, sensitivity, subject detection rate, DICE
scores for the lesion volumes and lesion DWI contrast. Another study on stroke detection
performed by Zhang et al demonstrated an accuracy of 89.77% over 300 ischemic stroke
patients?*. The authors evaluated three network architectures with labels drawn by experienced
radiologists from two hospitals. Their models predicted a bounding box covering the lesions.
Statistical analysis performed on the location, size, and shape correlated well with the radiologists’
labeling. This implementation aids in rapid localization and preliminary characterization of the
lesion. The authors have committed to making the data available once a thousand patient data
are collected. An important task in imaging stroke is to grade the severity of the ischemia. A multi-
class classification solution for detecting the severity has been developed by Acharya et al.?® The
authors extracted higher-order features from MR images, such as bispectrum entropy and its
phase, followed by support vector machines to classify the severity of the stroke into LACS, PACS
and TACS. The algorithm demonstrated high levels of accuracy without the need for any manual

intervention to augment the neuroradiologist.

Alzheimer’s disease: Supervised learning models have demonstrated the utility of automation
in the imaging of Dementia. A specific challenge in this area is the classification and staging of
the progression in mild cognitive impairment (MCI) patients. Kwak et al. have developed a deep
learning model based on brain atrophy patterns and associated these changes with differences
in amyloid burden, cognition, and metabolism?. This model is used to classify AD patients from
cognitively normal subjects. A secondary classification helps identify the trajectory of cognitive
decline in individuals with MCI. These results were validated with cognitive tests, fluid biomarkers,
and PET uptake data with good agreement. The approach is expected to benefit from integrating
cognitive and neurobiological features to capture the heterogeneity of MCI. Another approach

involved the development and testing of whole-brain 3D convolutional neural networks to detect



AD?. This model did not include any patient-specific information to allow the generalization of the
algorithm. The implementation included four steps of brain extraction, normalization, 3D CNN
followed by domain adaptation. A key feature of this study is the authors' focus on accomplishing
accountability. The method outperformed other state-of-the-art methods in the CAD Dementia
challenge test, along with explainable Al visualizations to aid the interpretation of classification
results. Ahmed et al. also used a 3D approach but collected an ensemble of 2D patches in three
orientations to train an ROIl-based neural network to stage AD using MR images as per NIA
labels?®. This approach was demonstrated on the GARD and ADNI datasets. This method was
compared to other state-of-the-art methods, and the performance was similar or better. The
landmarks delineated by the algorithm to indicate AD correlated well with known neuroanatomical
areas. However, the model could not accurately predict asymptomatic AD based on the high rates

of false positives.

Prerequisites for DL-based neuro-MRI

Data from routine MRI studies result in high volume, velocity, and variety: characteristics of big
data?®3%. For training DL models, high volume and velocity are favorable factors: more data is
better than lesser; high velocity of data requires automated processing methods. However, the
variety in MRI data due to a large number of available acquisition parameters, reconstruction
methods, receive coil configurations, post-processing steps requires attention to fine details
before collating data for annotation and subsequent training. In line with the classification
suggested by Wald®, the sources of these variabilities need to be binned as emanating from the
MR system characteristics, subject-induced variations, and pathology-specific factors. Typically,
the goal of the DL models discussed in this work is to glean the subtle changes in
pathophysiological states based on the MR images. Therefore, standardization of parameters

getting affected by the system and subject priors is critical to ensure that the DL models focus



their attention on the pathology being investigated. The removal or reduction of the confounding
variables is therefore essential in building these DL models. This exercise is facilitated by the use
of explainable Al tools. Therefore, two critical requirements to understand an MRI-based DL study
are standardization of procedures and methods and explainable Al tools. A detailed discussion
on these prerequisites is performed below.

DL models require large amounts of data to achieve high accuracy levels®=°. Unlike models
trained on natural images, large datasets are challenging to achieve for medical imaging
applications®-%. Training a DL model of medical images entails data collection, curation, and
annotation. Additionally, data augmentation might be necessary in cases when the data are
insufficient or to strengthen the generalization ability of the model***!. The steps of data collection
and annotation are the most expensive and time-consuming, and patient privacy policies often
restrict the use and sharing of images®394243, These factors significantly impact the models’
performance in clinical settings, limiting their ultimate deployment*®#2. The purpose of this section
is to review strategies and recommendations (Figure 2) at the data level for maximizing the

likelihood of successful deployment after training based on previously published work.

Data collection, including patient selection, imaging protocol, sequences, and scan parameters,
is determined based on the intended use of the model and its targeted application. Cohorts can
be prospective or retrospective, depending on whether the data are acquired for the study or
retrieved from a public or private repository*. An initial step in the process is the approval by an
Institutional Review Board (IRB) or a similar board. Additionally, participants provide informed
consent about the use of their personal data, which is typically de-identified during data curation.
Privacy Protecting Machine Learning (PPML) is a niche area of research that aims at maximizing
the confidentiality of patient data while optimizing its use on data-driven models®. In this field,
Federated Learning (FL) alleviates the shortage of data problems by allowing training models on

large-scale, multi-center data without data sharing. FL feasibility in MRI has been explored by
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Sarma et al. and Sheller et al. for brain tumor and prostate segmentation tasks*¢#’. When dealing
with multi-institutional data, protocol harmonization can avoid model bias that may arise from
differences in image contrast, intensity, or noise distribution. In MRI, these differences may stem
from multiple sources, including variations in system manufacturer, field strength, Radio
Frequency (RF) coils, patient positioning, acquisition sequence and scan time, and even pre-

processing and reconstruction pipelines.

Publicly available databases are the results of extensive research projects and contain large
amounts of data that can be leveraged for training. These datasets are typically acquired using
the same protocol and scanner or using highly harmonized protocols. Patient inclusion and
exclusion criteria in these research cohorts are strict, and the datasets are well-curated and
usually undergo multi-step post-processing pipelines and standardization operations. While the
reproducibility of models trained on publicly available datasets is easier to assess, the data lack
the heterogeneity characteristic of clinical data observed during deployment. Martensson et al.*3
systematically studied the performance variability of a DL model trained on different combinations
of training sets, including publicly available datasets and more heterogeneous Out-of-Distribution
(OOD) datasets. They observed that performance drops when models trained on homogeneous
data are applied to clinical data. However, inference on clinical data showed a better agreement
level with a radiologist reading if clinical cohorts were present in the training data.

A benefit of local data acquisition for training is having access to raw data. Most public or private
imaging repositories contain data in the Digital Imaging and Communications in Medicine
(DICOM) format. The raw data undergo several pre-processing steps, including coil-combination,
filtering, artifact correction, and phase removal before storage, stripping the images of features
that DL models in the process could recognize. Raw data might be favored for certain DL tasks,
data augmentation techniques, or for data synthesis via forward modeling. This is exemplified by

the increasing usage of the fastMRI dataset®, the only publicly-available dataset of raw MR knee
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and brain data. It has become a benchmark for the validation and reproducibility assessment of
DL-based image reconstruction algorithms. Additionally, models for the detection or correction of
k-space-occurring artifacts such as motion*®-! and Gibbs ringing®®? typically leverage raw data

for the simulation of artifact-corrupted images.

Data collection is followed by data curation. This step is performed to standardize and improve
dataset quality for subsequent deep neural network training*?. The data used for the model
development entails a trade-off between distribution heterogeneity and representation bias. It
should represent varying patient populations and anatomy disparities while avoiding biasing
network representation. Successfully deployed models are typically developed with data acquired
using the same imaging protocol and the same system as the site targeted for deployment5354,
Failure mode analysis of the prospective evaluation of an automatic kidney segmentation model
after deployment revealed segmentation errors arising from common clinical scenarios such as a
fluid-filled stomach and a distended bladder®*. These cases are typically excluded during cohort
building or data curation and reduce the model’s tolerance to data variations. Poor generalizability
to unseen domains is one of the major challenges to successfully deploying DL models in the

clinic®®.

For fully and semi-supervised learning tasks, data labeling or annotation is typically the most time-
consuming step of an Al project. It may require localizing, delineating, or segmenting lesions or
organs of interest or labeling or annotating characteristics of the data. This step is performed
manually by an experienced reader via visual inspection. When human observations or clinicians'
expertise is required to annotate the data, multiple readers and ideally with variable levels of
experience, are preferred to estimate inter-reader variability and compare it to the model’s

performance.
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Finally, data augmentation is the process of generating additional versions of the initial data to
enlarge the training set and improve the model's robustness, thereby avoiding overfitting®®.
Typical techniques include translation, flipping, rotation, and cropping. Depending on the
application, other approaches may be useful, such as random k-space oversampling for model-
based reconstruction techniques. Data augmentation can also be leveraged to reduce the gap
between the training data and prospective clinical data, for example, by simulating noise and
motion artifacts in the images. A recent study®’ for accelerated MR reconstruction demonstrated
that with the introduction of these commonly-occurring artifacts using MR physics-driven data
augmentation techniques, model performance on both in-distribution and OOD data increases

compared to state-of-the-art image-based data augmentation methods.

Good Machine Learning Practices for MRI

Al's novelty and current regulatory paradigms are not well adapted to strike a balance between
patient safety and promoting the expansion of this new industry®®. For assessing commercially
accessible algorithms to guarantee their dependability and safety, defining best practices is an
area of active research®%, significant regulatory problems need to be resolved to move clinical
Al toward becoming safe and robust®’. Wu et. al. reviewed the FDA database for parameters that
were used to evaluate the Al algorithms of products. The parameters they found were - (i) number
of patients and sites used in the evaluation, (ii) prospective and retrospective collection of data,
and (iii) whether the performance was stratified by disease subtypes or not. Based on the FDA
summary, the study revealed that 126 out of 130 Al devices conducted solely retrospective
investigations at their submission. The influence of the Al decision tool on clinical practice must
be fully characterized, though, and this is crucial since human-computer interaction might differ

significantly from a model's intended purpose. For instance, most computer-aided detection
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(CAD) diagnostic tools are meant to serve as decision-support aids rather than primary diagnostic
instruments®’. Instead of independently diagnosing, staging, or triaging pathology, CAD is meant
to identify, mark, highlight, or otherwise draw attention to imaging characteristics®. The FDA
suggests regulating Al software based on function rather than technical components or intended

use, which is different from the case for most pharmaceutical items, gadgets, and foods®®.

Therefore, FDA advocates ten guiding principles for medical device development known as 10
Good Machine Learning Practices (GMLPs) that take into consideration the prerequisites
discussed above. According to the first and second principle, all expertise related to the product
development should work together from the development phase until integration into the clinical
workflow. This includes neuroradiologists, neuroimaging scientists, MR technicians, and data
scientists implementing good software engineering and security practices. The third principle
states the importance of metadata in developing DL models and connects to the concept of data
security from the second principle. The fourth and fifth principles mention the importance of
datasets. The training and testing datasets should be independent and the reference datasets
should have the same characteristics as of the patients in the former datasets. According to the
sixth principle, the intended use of a model must be clearly defined along with its risks and
performance limitations on different datasets. This relates to principle number three in a sense
that metadata defines the scope of the model being used on the specific patients. Principle seven
states the involvement of humans and the fact that human intervention cannot be avoided at any
stage of development or deployment. This principle focuses more on Al in the loop rather than
human in the loop. Eighth and ninth principle centers on the user and states that the model should
be easy to understand for the end user and must list all the possible precautions in order to avoid
harm to the patient. Principle ten mentions that updates in the model are a mandatory part of the
DL deployment and must be considered frequently®®. A checklist based on these GMLPs is

provided as a summary specifically designed for experts working in brain MRI (Table 1).
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Explainable Al

Although deep learning techniques produce outcomes, they do not explain how those results were
obtained. One cannot just analyze the deep neural network to understand how that choice was
made. As a result, deep learning models are sometimes referred to as "Black Boxes"®. Medical
professionals believe these "black boxes" may be prejudiced in some way, which might have
negative effects when used in practical applications®. Additionally, laws like the General Data
Protection Regulation (GDPR, Article 15) of the European Union specify that patients have the
right to request an explanation for how a given diagnosis was reached if the standard deep
learning models cannot®. Therefore, Explainable Atrtificial Intelligence (XAl) techniques recently
developed with the primary objective of visualizing and interpreting the results of machine learning
(ML) and deep learning (DL) networks represent a potential remedy to close this gap between
high performance and deep-level understanding®® (Figure 3). They have been utilized in a variety
of applications, including the categorization of ECGs® and the visualization of feature maps at

various Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) layers®”.

Velden et al. categorized XAl approaches into three groups based on three criteria: (i) model-
based vs post-hoc; (ii) model-specific against model-agnostic; and (iii) global versus local. These
categories are visual, textual, and example based. The most prevalent type of XAl in medical
imaging, out of these three categories, is the visual explanation. These approaches, sometimes
referred to as saliency mapping, employ a backpropagation methodology to highlight the key
elements of a picture for a certain model’s decision by emphasizing the pixels that had the
greatest influence on the results of the investigation®. Class activation mapping (CAM), a
technique used in the backpropagation methodology, was introduced by Zhou et al. in 2016. They
used global average pooling on the last convolutional feature maps to substitute the fully
connected layers at the conclusion of a CNN. It is a weighted linear sum of the visual patterns

that were observed and recorded by the filters at various spatial positions®.
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Gradient-weighted class activation mapping is a generic strategy that includes CAM as one of its
specialized methods (Grad-CAM). Grad-CAM can operate with any CNN, but CAM needs global
average pooling in particular®*. Grad-CAM delivers the ROI on an input image that has the
greatest influence on class prediction. Grad-CAM allows us to track the spatial attention changes
that occur between network layers, or more precisely, what each network layer focuses on in each
input image. To do this, the output gradient with respect to each neuron in the network is

calculated to ascertain its relative significance®®.

Grad-CAM has been widely used to describe deep learning models. Jimeno et. al. used it to
identify and classify wrap-around and Gibbs ringing artifacts®. It was used by Windisch et al. in
2020 to identify brain MRI regions that caused the classifier to determine the existence of a
malignancy’®. A model’s prediction of the fetus's brain age may also be explained using Grad-
CAM, according to a 2020 publication by Liao et al., which will help avoid congenital
malformations”. It was also employed by Natekar et al. in 2020 to describe the brain tumor

segmentation network®.

Occlusion Sensitivity technique is another XAl tool®*. The input MR image is disturbed by a small
perturbation, and the categorization choice is changed and examined. In order to quantify the
variation in the output prediction, it covers a piece of the input picture with a black patch. After
moving the patch across the whole picture, it is simple to determine which parts of the brain are
responsible for the categorization choice in question by looking at this variation®. This approach
was utilized by Bordin et al. to identify relationships between White matter hyperintensities and
the anatomical areas that are most important for the categorization of Alzheimer's disease. In
conclusion, these XAl approaches present a potentially important addition that may eventually

boost radiologist's confidence in the usage of Al models.
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Challenges and opportunities

DL research has recently witnessed accelerating adoption in the field of MRI (Figure 1) impacting
image acquisition, reconstruction, processing, and radiological reporting tasks.

Image acquisition: Currently, DL for MRI acquisition can be classified into two broad categories:
(i) automatically generating MR pulse sequences for a target contrast or signal-to-noise ratio. In
this approach, once a vendor hardware of interest has been identified, imposing appropriate
constraints on the cost function (for example, slew rate) will facilitate easy implementation of the
optimized pulse sequence on the chosen hardware*. Second is the acceleration of existing
vendor-defined protocols, potentially relying on post-acquisition methods to recover SNR7274,
This approach is inherently limited to a particular protocol and vendor. The emergence of physics-
informed DL methods will allow researchers to develop models that are privy to the underlying
physical phenomena, potentially resulting in improved interpretability since the outputs can be
evaluated using existing task-specific knowledge”"°. Performing automated and intelligent slice
planning for localizers is also an active area of research®’#!,

Image reconstruction and processing: Based on the work by Chaudhari et al.*°, applications
of DL to image reconstruction and processing are classified into model-free image synthesis,
model-based image reconstruction, and classification and segmentation. Model-free image
synthesis pertains to the mapping of input images to output images. Examples are image super-
resolution, denoising, artifact reduction or removal, and synthesis of missing contrasts. Image
super-resolution enables the acquisition of multiple low-resolution images, which can be upscaled
using DL models®-87. Compiling a training dataset for this task is not straightforward since it is
not trivial to acquire paired low-resolution (LR) and high-resolution (HR) data. Apart from logistical
challenges, image registration is a primary concern. It is therefore convenient to acquire HR
images and subsequently perform retrospective downsampling to generate LR images. However,

this does not faithfully replicate MRI encoding, and hence does not accurately represent real-
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world LR data. In some other cases, HR data is not readily available. One workaround is to
leverage a self-supervised learning framework to synthesise low-resolution images from high-
resolution data, thereby mitigating the requirement of image registration®. Image denoising
models improve SNR post-acquisition’?74. Two common approaches to achieve image denoising
are to either directly synthesise the denoised image, or to synthesise the residual from which the
final denoised image can be obtained. In the first approach, the models are trained on pairs of
noisy/clean images to optimize for image quality whilst avoiding blurring artifacts and retaining
the anatomical structures present in the original image®®*2. An alternative method is to obtain the
final denoised image from the difference of the original input image and the predicted residual®%4.
Next, artifact reduction or removal models improve image quality by partially or completely
correcting MR image artifacts that might otherwise interfere with diagnosis or reduce image
quality®>%5-%7, Finally, contrast-synthesis models enable performing a limited MR exam whilst still
obtaining the same diagnostic information as from a comprehensive MR exam, by generating the
missing contrasts®®°, They can also enable performing contrast-enhanced MR examinations with
reduced dosages of the exogenous contrast agents'®'%. Model-based image reconstruction
involves transforming undersampled data into fully-sampled reconstructed images'®2-'%. One
primary challenge associated with image synthesis and reconstruction is hallucination®. This
relates to the addition of features that are not present in the input image. Since the model’s
representations are learned implicitly, hallucinations typically tend to reflect the characteristics of
the training dataset. The challenge of distinguishing true image signals from hallucinated signals
is exacerbated in the task of contrast-synthesis. Existing explainable Al approaches applicable to
other tasks are not amenable to image synthesis tasks. Consequently, mitigation strategies to
avoid hallucinations are an active area of research in the broader DL community. For image
reconstruction, embedding data-consistency steps into the reconstruction process is a viable

strategy to mitigate hallucinations.
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Radiological reporting: The typical workflow of a radiologist involves identifying, localizing, and
characterizing the pathology of interest. This is labour-intensive, and recent DL implementations
have attempted to alleviate this burden on the radiologist'®. Examples range from predicting
diagnosis from input images, to generating a text-based radiological report from input images.
The superior performance of DL methods on identification and classification tasks lends itself to
the automated detection of findings from acquired images. Furthermore, several works have also
demonstrated a potential for automated interpretation of findings'®”. Finally, assisting clinical
decision support systems could improve quality of care'®®1%°, However, the attribution of clinical
decisions that were assisted by DL systems is an unresolved problem. Along with other ethical
and legal challenges such as those related to data sharing and bias (refer to sections on
prerequisites and GMLP), these bottlenecks need to be addressed prior to a potential deployment
in a real-world scenario. Wang et al. discuss the entire workflow of medical imaging: from
tomographic raw data/features to reconstructed images and then extracted diagnostic
features/readings’.

Figure 4 briefly captures the broader challenges and opportunities associated with employing DL
in medical imaging. In general, DL methods present other challenges and opportunities apart from
the application-specific ones discussed above. First, the current state-of-the-art DL qualifies as
narrow intelligence since it lacks global context'®. This results in severe performance degradation
when tackling out of distribution data (OOD). Furthermore, it is not trivial to identify whether
unseen data is OOD'?. This problem is exacerbated in diagnostic healthcare imaging because
the generated data is heterogeneous, noisy, and incomplete. This can be attributed to the
differences in vendor hardware and software, and the plethora of component configurations''.
Second, the lack of interpretability of DL models does not allow clinical users to develop trust in
the models’ predictions, resulting in stymied adoption and deployment in healthcare. Third,
training DL models to achieve the level of robustness necessary to handle this variety requires an

ImageNet-like breakthrough in the medical imaging community at large''2. Recent works such as
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RadIimageNet''? are encouraging, and can potentially facilitate such advancements. However,
with ever-growing scales of data collection, the closely coupled and critical task of data curation
grows in complexity, at least for supervised learning frameworks. This relates to the fifth
challenge, which involves ensuring bias-free data curation. The performance of any DL model is
directly dependent on the quality of the data it was trained on. To avoid any biases in the output
which could potentially compound in downstream analyses, the training dataset has to be free of
all confounding factors. Training DL models on large-scale datasets requires prohibitively
expensive hardware setups to provide the required compute, coupled with extremely long training
durations. Consequently, this time-, cost-, and resource-intensive workflow raises the
development barrier thereby mostly limiting research efforts to well-funded organizations and
institutions. However, the recently increasing availability of commercial cloud solutions by
Amazon, Microsoft, Google, etc., unlocks cost-effective compute that is globally accessible. In
addition to the pre-existing heterogeneity of the data, acquisition methods are constantly evolving,
introducing another dimension of variability to the data. This will require deployed DL models to
be capable of online training to avoid incorrect or irrelevant predictions, or potential misdiagnoses
in downstream analyses when encountering OOD data. Any development workflow lag,
regardless of the duration, will result in incorrect treatment planning until updated models are
deployed. On the other hand, disengaging the models until newer versions are available will result
in workflow interruptions and throughput degradation. Lastly, the ethical and legal uncertainties
involved critically need to be resolved prior to any potential deployments. Different countries
enforce different medical data custody laws, necessitating region-specific modifications to the DL
tool and the data pipeline to ensure compliance. Most importantly, the ownership of a DL-assisted
clinical decision is an open question. Despite these challenges, the ability to automate tasks such
as image interpretation and diagnosis will alleviate the immense burden on healthcare providers,
allowing them to focus on other important tasks whilst improving the quality of their work lives.

Providing more accurate and timely diagnosis, reduced costs, increased efficiency, and tailored
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treatments to individual patients based on their specific characteristics and needs all result in
improved patient outcomes. These are strong motivators to strategize immediate or near-future
adoption of existing DL methods. Directing research efforts to explore opportunities and
simultaneously addressing existing issues will aid in the wider adoption and improved realization
of DL’s potential. Along with addressing weaknesses and leveraging strengths, incorporating the
GMLP principles (Section 4) across the development lifecycle of DL-assisted medical applications

will aid in maximizing safety, efficiency, and quality during clinical deployment.

Conclusion

Our literature review indicates an increase in DL models for brain MRI tasks related to the
acquisition, reconstruction, image analysis, and reporting in the last five years across
neuropathologies such as tumors, stroke, and Alzheimer’s disease. These studies were
summarized as a suggestive DL pipeline for brain MRI studies. Importantly, the proportion of
studies that adhere to GMLP principles and contain XAl components are significantly low. This
DL neuro-MRI GMLP checklist in this review is motivated by this gap and emanates from the ten-
point guidelines espoused by the accreditation agencies for these principles tailored to brain MRI.
Finally, our assessment of the opportunities and challenges in DL studies on brain MRI indicates
that the inclusion of the GMLPs significantly reduces the challenges associated with cost, and
lack of interpretability, bias in the training data among others (Figure 4). Overcoming these
challenges will unlock the potential to improve multiple aspects of neuroimaging using MRI

through the successful deployment of accreditation agency-approved DL models.
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Figures and Tables:
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Figure 1: Publication trend in the past five years for deep learning in MRI. We used the PubMed
database with the following keywords - regression MRI deep learning, classification MRI deep

learning, and MRI deep learning.
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Figure 2: Steps for creating a dataset for the development of a deep learning model.
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Accreditation agency approved XAl models in MRI following Good | =5
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Figure 3: Mountain represents the number of publications getting reduced as we focus our
scope. At the base of the mountain, we have a number of publications on Al in MRI. As we
move up the mountain, we specialize more into accreditation agency approved XAl models in
MRI following GMLPs. We can see that a small fraction of all publications actually make it to the
top of the mountain, i.e., follow all the requirements of the accreditation agency. Many of the
publications follow black box approach which doesn’t explain the decision making methodology
of their models and thus end up nowhere.
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Figure 4: Challenges and opportunities of employing deep learning (DL) in neuroimaging.
Developing DL methods poses several challenges, such as (clockwise from top) ensuring bias-
free data curation and annotation, difficulty in assembling datasets reflective of real-world
heterogeneity, black-box models stymieing development of trust in predictions, region-specific
ethical and legal requirements, and managing the massive compute requirements to train and
deploy models. However, unrealized opportunities such as (clockwise from top) more timely and
accurate clinical decisions, augmenting available human expertise to alleviate the burden on
Skilled personnel, increased throughput and the associated reduction in operating costs are
strong motivators to work toward a successful deployment.
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Checklist of GMLPs for brain MRI

1. | Are neuroradiologists, neuroimaging scientists, MR technician and data scientist
working together throughout the whole life cycle of the product?

2. | Is the patient's personal information anonymous in the brain MR images?

3. |Is the metadata being filled for each patient scan with proper details of all
parameters?

4. | Does training and testing MR datasets contain different scans? There shouldn’t be
any common scan in both datasets.

5. | Does reference MR dataset for validation of model have completely unique scans
with same parameters as training and testing dataset?

6. | Are you using the model for segmenting brain structures from the specific contrast
for which it has been trained for? If so, don’t use it for other contrasts.

7. | Is the output of the model accepted and readable by the neuroradiologist?

8. | Has the model been tested in the neuroradiology department under the supervision
of an expert neuroradiologist before deployment?

9. | Are the precautions and potential dangers of using the model explicitly
mentioned?

10. [ Is the model being updated frequently for incorporating the changes in the new

scans that may occur naturally?

Table 1: This checklist represents the 10 guiding principles framed by the FDA for medical

device development known as Good Machine Learning Practices (GMLPs). This is a simpler

version of those principles rephrased specifically for experts working in brain MRI, such as
neuroradiologists, neuroimaging scientists and associated data scientists. In order to get
approved by the FDA, the Al model developed for MRI must fulfill all these questions.
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