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Abstract

Accurate image registration is pivotal in bio-medical image analysis, where selecting suit-
able registration algorithms demands careful consideration. While numerous algorithms
are available, the evaluation metrics to assess their performance have remained relatively
static. This study addresses this challenge by introducing a novel evaluation metric termed
Landmark Hit Rate (HitR), which focuses on the clinical relevance of image registration
accuracy. Unlike traditional metrics such as Target Registration Error, which emphasize
sub-resolution differences, HitR considers whether registration algorithms successfully po-
sition landmarks within defined confidence zones. This paradigm shift acknowledges the
inherent annotation noise in medical images, allowing for more meaningful assessments. To
equip HitR with label-noise-awareness, we propose defining these confidence zones based
on an Inter-rater Variance analysis. Consequently, hit rate curves are computed for varying
landmark zone sizes, enabling performance measurement for a task-specific level of accu-
racy. Our approach offers a more realistic and meaningful assessment of image registration
algorithms, reflecting their suitability for clinical and biomedical applications.

Keywords: registration metric, landmark, target registration error, label noise awareness

1. Introduction

Image registration is a fundamental task in medical image analysis and the amount of
available registration methods is growing steadily. Choosing an appropriate algorithm with
a good balance between sufficient registration accuracy and reasonable computation time
requires detailed consideration. It is therefore important to find reliable validation metrics
for being able to evaluate registration methods properly and assess their suitability for a
specific task. However, while developing new registration algorithms is ongoing, evaluation
metrics have not changed much over the years. Recent works use either segmentation-based
measures such as Dice (Balakrishnan et al., 2019) or landmark-based metrics calculating a
Target Registration Error (TRE) (Baheti et al., 2024; Hering et al., 2022).

MOTIVATION AND CONTRIBUTION

Well-performing algorithms are typically distinguished by small TRE differences, often in a
sub-resolution range. For the interpretation of these TRFEs, it is crucial to keep inter- and
intra-rater-reliability in mind to differentiate between actual performance improvements
and random improved fits of the test set (Kofler et al., 2022). HitR draws its inspiration
from valuable insights obtained through qualitative interviews with clinical experts. These
experts prioritize precise landmark localization, with a greater focus on avoiding major
omissions rather than minor positional fluctuations. They acknowledge that annotations
inherently possess some level of inaccuracy, which shifts their focus on the identification of
missed landmarks.

Consequently, we leverage these insights to redefine the evaluation of image registra-
tion algorithms through the introduction of HitR metric. Unlike traditional metrics that
emphasize sub-resolution differences, HitR is designed to align with clinical priorities by
evaluating the ability of registration algorithms to position landmarks within predefined
confidence zones. We further enhance HitR’s practicality by proposing a method for defin-
ing these zones based on Inter-rater Variance analysis. Additionally, we compute hit rate
curves for various zone sizes, allowing task-specific accuracy assessments. This shift in
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paradigm offers a pragmatic approach for assessing image registration algorithms, aligning
them more closely with clinical and biomedical applications. We hope our work can help
bridging the gap between algorithm development and real-world requirements.

2. Related Work

Image registration is an essential step for segmentation algorithms, either as part of the
preprocessing pipeline (Kofler et al., 2020; Buchner et al., 2023; Kofler et al., 2023) or
inside the algorithm itself (Fidon et al., 2022). Moreover, image registration is used for
pre-alignment of images in the scope of tumor growth models (Lipkové et al., 2019; Ezhov
et al., 2023).

In general, evaluation methods for measuring the quality and accuracy of image reg-
istration methods can be divided into two categories, qualitative and quantitative valida-
tion (Pluim et al., 2016). Qualitative evaluation usually involves assessment performed by
(clinically) trained experts such as radiologists, judging the registration results by visual
perception. In quantitative registration evaluation, there is the option to define a reference
transformation, which serves as a reference when evaluating registration accuracy. Nev-
ertheless, defining realistic and therefore ”correct” reference deformations is challenging.
Hence, those kinds of validation can hardly be used for large datasets as they are predom-
inantly used in image registration studies and challenges. Quantitative validation metrics
in the form of aligning segmentations and/or landmarks are usually chosen when it comes
to evaluating registration algorithms to a greater extent (Hellier et al., 2003; Murphy et al.,
2010; Marstal et al., 2019; Hering et al., 2022; Weitz et al., 2022; Borovec et al., 2020).
There are predominantly two main methods for quantitative evaluation that are used in
image registration studies and challenges (Pluim et al., 2016): (i) alignment of correspond-
ing anatomical structures (segmentations) and (ii) alignment of corresponding point sets
(landmarks). Both contour/surface alignment via segmentation and landmark alignment
using annotated points in an image require human (expert) knowledge and are frequently
performed manually.

Recent image registration studies and challenges along with the chosen evaluation met-
rics are described subsequently:

e Retrospective Evaluation of Inter-subject Brain Registration (Hellier et al., 2003) —
Registration of brain MR images: corresponding point set evaluation using TRE and
Hausdorff distance (HD); segmentation evaluation using Dice Similarity Coefficient
(DSC), Union Coefficient (UC), Jaccard Coefficient (JC), False Negative Error (FNE),
False Positive Error (FPE), and Volume Similarity (VS).

e The EMPIRE10 Study (Murphy et al., 2010) — Registration of intra-patient thoracic
CT images: alignment of lung boundaries; alignment of major fissures; evaluation
of corresponding landmarks (TRE); physical plausibility of registration deformation
(folding/tearing).

e The Continuous Registration Challenge (Marstal et al., 2019) — Registration of lung
CT and brain MR images: tissue classification by texture analysis; extraction of
differential characteristics; distance between extracted cortical sulci.
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e Learn2Reg Challenge (Hering et al., 2022) — Registration of inter- and intra-patient
images from different modalities (ultrasound, CT, MR) for multiple anatomies (brain,
abdomen, thorax: segmentation-based alignment evaluation (DSC, HD); correspond-
ing landmark evaluation (TRE); plausibility (smoothness) of displacement field (Ja-
cobian determinant).

e ANHIR Challenge (Borovec et al., 2020) — Registration of histology (microscopy)
images: corresponding landmark evaluation (TRE).

e ACROBAT Challenge (Weitz et al., 2022) — Registration of histopathological whole
slide images (WSI) with immunohistochemically (IHC) stained breast cancer tissue
sections: corresponding landmark evaluation (TRE).

Nevertheless, TRE has several limitations (Luo et al., 2022): Landmarks are annotated
by localization algorithms (manual, automatic or semi-automatic methods) and may contain
localization errors. Moreover, TRE only estimates the error at specific landmark locations.
Hence, a dense population of landmarks is preferable since it is enabling registration ac-
curacy evaluation on the whole image. Also, sparse or unequally distributed landmarks
may introduce bias. At the same time, dense point sets are costly, especially when the
annotations are performed manually by human experts.

Therefore, we aim to move towards a more label-noise-aware representation instead of
solely relying on single TRE for evaluating image registration algorithms.

3. Methods

Building on the foundation of the TRE, we address the challenge of managing multiple
annotators and their potential biases by computing the average annotated landmark. This
leads to the introduction of HitR, a landmark-based hit-rate metric, which evaluates predic-
tion accuracy within predefined Region of Interests (ROIs) around landmarks. For better
visualization, we propose a method for extrapolating radii that is particularly useful for
landmarks with limited annotations. Lastly, we explore the option of aggregating distances
at the image domain level, addressing variations between images and multiple annotations.

3.1 Target Registration Error and Euclidean distance

Registration algorithms are frequently evaluated based on landmarks by computing the
Target Registration Error (TRE). The TRE is typically expressed as the Euclidean distance
between the reference landmark y and the model prediction y:

TRE(y,9) = lly — 9ll2- (1)

Specifically, the Euclidean distance between two vectors p, g € R? is defined as:

S (i — )2, (2)

=1

lp—qll2 =

where p; and ¢; denote the i-th components of the vectors (i.e. p = (p1,p2,--.,Pn))-



FRAMING IMAGE REGISTRATION AS A LANDMARK DETECTION PROBLEM (HITR)

3.2 Accounting for multiple annotation entities

To account for annotation noise induced by the annotation entities (from now on called
annotators) and their respective biases, we can calculate the average annotated landmark
in space:

Nk,

1
y*h = — ) "y, (3)

n
kil v=1

where y*4%) is the annotation for the landmark [ in the image domain k for the annota-
tor v, and y* is the average annotation that we use as a reference to compare with model
predictions. Additionally, the number of annotators n;; depends on the image domain &
and the landmark [ to address the possibility of having different annotators for different
landmarks.

Optionally, Equation (3) can be extended to account for varying levels of annotator
reliability by computing a weighted average of the landmark annotations:

Nk 1

y(k’l) _ Z)\yy(k,l,v)’ s.t. Z)\v — 1’ (4)
v=1 v

where the weights A\, represent the reliability of the annotator v.
Now we can calculate each annotator’s distance to the average landmark and define a
set Dy ; containing these distances:

Dy, = {”y(k’l’v) —y®D

‘2 ’l}Zl,Q,...,TLk’l}, (5)

where [ represents the landmark and k the image and v the different annotators.
Next, we combine all these sets across image domains and landmarks to obtain a set D
containing all the annotation distances:

K Ly

D = U U Dy, (6)

k=11=1

where K is the total number of images and Lj; the number of landmarks in image
k. Similar to Equation (3), Ly depends on the image domain k as the total amount of
landmarks can vary across images.

3.3 Computing the landmark-based hit-rate (accuracy)

For most registration problems, tiny variations around the reference landmarks are tolerable
and expected, for instance, they naturally occur due to transformation artifacts when re-
sampling from different resolutions. Consequently, sub-resolution TRFEs frequently possess
questionable meaning and should be disregarded by practitioners.

Instead, practitioners typically care about the presence of substantial registration errors,
in other words, missed landmarks.

Therefore, we construct a ball of radius r centered at each landmark, which we call ROI,
and we consider a prediction a hit when it is located within the ROI and a miss otherwise.
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Function x,(,-), as described in Equation (7), then assigns 1 for each hit and 0 for each
missed landmark:

~ 17 ||y - QHZ S T
xr(Y,9) = g : (7)
' {0, ly — gl > 7

Figure 1 showcases a 2D illustration of this process. As input for radius r, we supply
the distances derived from Equation (5).

Let’s consider an image domain k£ with landmarks [ = 1,..., L. We define the sets
containing the positions of the reference landmarks as Y}, = {y(k’l)}lL:’“1 and the predicted

landmarks as Y, = {'g(k’l)} lL *, where the components yFD and §*) represent the reference

prediction and the model pr_ediction for a landmark [ respectively. Now the landmark-based
hit rate, or in other words, the accuracy in the image domain k in dependency of radius r

is computed as the ratio between the hits and the total number of landmarks:

. 1 .
my (Ye, Yi) = 7 > xe(y®h,g*h). (8)

HIT MISS

Figure 1: Hit or Miss. Reference annotation (yellow) and predicted landmark (magenta).
The red circle with radius r indicates the tolerated ROI around a landmark, where the radius
corresponds to a specified threshold derived by annotators’ distances. A hit is classified
according to Equation (7) and the hit rate (HitR) is calculated with Equation (8), describing
the ratio between hits and number of landmarks.
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3.4 Extrapolation of radii and visualization

To achieve a gold standard, the whole dataset should be annotated by several annotators.
As this will often turn out to be prohibitively expensive, we propose to approximate this
gold- with a silver standard. For this, it is necessary to have a representative subset of the
dataset re-annotated by at least one annotator and compute D (cf. Equation (6)).

Now, instead of directly plugging the distances from D into the metric calculation (cf.
Equation (8)), we can sample from the distribution of D and extrapolate the radii for
landmarks with only one annotation. For sampling radii, we propose the following approach:

r, = median(D) + pMAD(D). 9)

where MAD is the median absolute deviation.

We propose this approach as the median and median absolute deviation are robust
towards outliers and promise to generate meaningful intervals for most distributions.

Additionally, we can fine-tune p € [fmin, lmaz] t0 cover a desired range of accuracy
while maintaining a non-negative radius (r > 0).

For visualization, we propose to plot accuracy curves dependent on the radius r as
illustrated in Figure 4.

3.5 Aggregation on the level of the image domain

For some use cases, it can make sense to aggregate the distances on the level of the image
domain. For instance, if there is a high variance between images and multiple annotations
exist for a subset of the landmarks within an image k. In this case Equation (5) can be

substituted with:
Ly,

Dy = U D1 (10)
=1

which leads to substituting the approximation in Equation (9) with:
7 = median(Dy) + pMAD(Dy,) (11)

where MAD is the median absolute deviation.
Then the accuracy (cf. Section 3.3) can be computed analogously.
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4. Experiments

To evaluate and showcase the capabilities of HitR we conduct experiments on the dataset
of the Brain Tumor Sequence Registration Challenge (BraTS-Reg) (Baheti et al., 2024).

4.1 BraTS-Reg Challenge

BraTS-Reg focuses on aligning post-tumor-resection MR images with their pre-surgery coun-
terparts in brain MR scans and can be characterized as follows.

DATASET

The multi-institutional dataset used for evaluation consists of 50 paired quartets of baseline
(pre-operative) and follow-up (post-operative) brain MR images. For each time point, the
four MR sequences native T1-weighted (T1), contrast-enhanced T1 (T1-CE), T2-weighted
(T2), and T2 Fluid Attenuated Inversion Recovery (FLAIR) are provided, respectively. All
images are preregistered to the same anatomical space.

ANNOTATIONS

Several experts from multiple institutions annotated 739 pairs of corresponding anatomical
landmarks in the baseline and the follow-up images. The number of annotations varies for
each case, ranging from 6 to 50 landmarks for one patient. For each image, all provided
annotations are from the same expert. Annotation variance was assessed on post-surgery
landmarks for a subset of the patients.

CHALLENGE SUBMISSIONS
15 different algorithms, covering a wide range of registration methods, including iterative
and Deep Learning-based approaches, were submitted to BraTS-Reg.

EVALUATION METRIC

BraTS-Reg was evaluated mainly by calculating the TRE between landmarks warped by
the participating registration algorithms and the respective reference annotations.
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4.2 Simulation of Annotation noise

Even though BraTS-Reg provided only landmarks from a single rater for most of the test
set, it evaluates the inter-rater variance on a representative subset of post-surgery landmark
annotations. The distribution of the differences between annotators is illustrated in Figure 2.

We utilize this distribution to simulate the behaviors of 20 virtual annotators. For this,
we introduce random perturbations to the 739 landmarks of the reference annotation within
3D space. For each dimension (z,y, z), we stochastically sample a value from the distribu-
tion representing annotation differences. Consequently, we multiply the sampled value by
an annotator-specific bias 8, randomly selected from a uniform distribution spanning from
0.7 to 1.3. This way we obtain new landmark annotations with similar characteristics to
the original labels. Subsequently, we apply the resulting product to the respective x, y, and
z dimensions of the landmark, thus creating a new simulated landmark in 3D space. Code
for simulating new landmarks is provided here.

o 5 10 15 20
annotator distance [mm]

Figure 2: Distribution of distances between annotators’ on a set of 399 re-annotated land-
marks in the Brain Tumor Sequence Registration Challenge (BraTS-Reg), see Section 4.1.
Most landmarks are re-annotated landmarks within a distance of around 5mm, while a few
landmarks are re-annotated with distances up to almost 24mm.
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4.3 HitR Analysis

The simulated annotations enable us to apply the methodology developed in Section 3 and
compute the HitR. Consequently, we start by computing the average annotated landmark as
described in Equation (3). This enables us to compute the HitR per registration algorithm
and annotator, following Equation (8), as illustrated in Figure 3. We can observe that

algorithms’ performances differ depending on the respective landmark annotation by varying
raters.

iiﬁ@ig
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Figure 3: Boxplot illustrating HitR per registration and annotator. HitR is computed ac-
cording to Equation (8). For the computation, we consider each rater’s annotations’ distance
to the average landmark as a radius for the ROI. For each algorithm, HitR is calculated
based on all registered landmarks and the defined ROI. The evaluated algorithms are sub-
missions to the BraTS-Reg, see Section 4.1. The performance of the algorithms significantly
varies and overlaps depending on the underlying annotation confirming the decision of the
challenge organizers to award the challenge contributions based on performance tiers.

Further, we can compute HitR assuming the same radius r across all landmarks, simulat-
ing a scenario where we don’t have annotations for the whole dataset. For this, we compute
varying radii as described in Section 3.4. Figure 4 illustrates the behavior of algorithms
when radii are sampled from the distribution of distances between annotators (see Figure 2)
using Equation (9). While top ranked algorithms behave rather stable over all applied radii,
some of the evaluated algorithms perform vastly better when radii are increasing, implied
by crossing curves. This finding can give hints towards the overall robustness of algorithms.

10
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Figure 4: Line chart comparing HitR in dependency of the radius r for various registration
algorithms. The evaluated algorithms are submissions to the BraTS-Reg, see Section 4.1.
HitR is computed for the points derived from Equation (9), while the lines are interpolated.
Some algorithms reveal greatly improved performance once the ROI size is increased (indi-
cated by crossing lines).

4.4 Comparison to TRE

Next, we analyze how HitR performs in comparison to Target Registration Error (TRE).
Therefore, we compare the hits and misses to the TRE per landmark. We observe a mod-
erate Pearson r of —0.49. This demonstrates that HitR even though it is computed in
dependency of TRE measures something different. Figure 5 illustrates TRE across the test
set.

5. Discussion and Conclusion

Our study introduces HitR, a label-noise-aware metric designed to evaluate registration
algorithms, with an illustrative application within the Brain Tumor Sequence Registration
Challenge (BraTS-Reg). The metric holds potential for broader applicability in various
registration problems within and beyond the bio-medical imaging realm. Furthermore, our
simulation study provides a robustness estimation of the BraTS-Reg results by emulating
real-world variations introduced by annotator biases and annotation errors.

HitR allows explicit formulation of use-case-specific accuracy requirements (see Figure 4)
by defining fixed thresholds for ROI size. Depending on the downstream biomedical task,
this can help decide between computational run-time and registration accuracy. For exam-
ple, in pre-registering multiple modalities (PET and MRI) for stereotactic biopsy planning,

11
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Figure 5: Boxplot illustrating TRE to all annotators’ landmark annotations per registra-
tion algorithm. For each algorithm, the TRE between a registered landmark and every
corresponding annotators’ landmark is computed, respectively. The evaluated algorithms
are submissions to the BraTS-Reg, see Section 4.1. With a Pearson r of —0.49, TRFE only
moderately correlates with HitR.

highly accurate registration is mandatory, but the run-time can be neglected. On the other
hand, when doing longitudinal registration for evaluation of tumor response, run-time will
be prioritized (as this is done while reading the images as they are being acquired). Here,
the RANO criteria, which define evaluation guidelines for assessing brain tumor growth in
MRI evaluation, allow for some relaxation in registration accuracy requirements due to the
significant margin of growth required to diagnose tumor progression. We hope that allow-
ing such explicit formulation of use case requirements HitR can contribute to advancing
registration techniques towards improved applicability and accuracy.

Limitations and Future Research

One limitation of our approach is that landmark ROIs are modeled with ball shapes. This
is problematic as it assumes a homogeneous distribution of annotation noise. In reality,
annotation noise might be heterogeneously distributed, as in our practical example anno-
tators might generate more noisy labels in tumor vicinity. Future research could consider
this by modeling this with more complex topologies.

Furthermore, the proposed metric is not differentiable and can hence not be applied to
train Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs). Instead of discretizing, future work could
explore extending the metric to a differentiable form. This could be achieved by measuring
the signed distance from the landmark ROI and thus enabling usage as a loss in CNN
training.

12
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