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Abstract—Reconstruction-based methods, particularly those
leveraging autoencoders, have been widely adopted to perform
anomaly detection in brain MRI. While most existing works
try to improve detection accuracy by proposing new model
structures or algorithms, we tackle the problem through image
quality assessment, an underexplored perspective in the field. We
propose a fusion quality loss function that combines Structural
Similarity Index Measure loss with ℓ1 loss, offering a more
comprehensive evaluation of reconstruction quality. Additionally,
we introduce a data pre-processing strategy that enhances the
average intensity ratio (AIR) between normal and abnormal
regions, further improving the distinction of anomalies. By
fusing the aforementioned two methods, we devise the image
quality assessment (IQA) approach. The proposed IQA approach
achieves significant improvements (>10%) in terms of Dice
coefficient (DICE) and Area Under the Precision-Recall Curve
(AUPRC) on the BraTS21 (T2, FLAIR) and MSULB datasets
when compared with state-of-the-art methods. These results high-
light the importance of invoking the comprehensive image quality
assessment in medical anomaly detection and provide a new
perspective for future research in this field. The code is available
at https://github.com/zx-pan/MedAnomalyDetection-IQA.

Index Terms—Anomaly detection, Autoencoders, DDPM, Im-
age quality assessment

I. INTRODUCTION

For decades, deep learning methods [1], [2] have been
widely used to assist radiologists in disease recognition, such
as detecting tumors from brain MRI scans. Traditional super-
vised learning approaches, however, require a large amount
of labeled data (e.g., tumor segmentation masks), which are
often difficult to obtain for medical images. To address this
challenge, many self-supervised, semi-supervised, and weakly

supervised learning methods [3], [4] have been developed.
These methods effectively utilize both limited labeled data
and abundant unlabeled data. Among these approaches, fram-
ing the disease recognition task as an anomaly detection
problem has gained popularity. This type of method trains
solely on unannotated normal images (e.g., MRI scans of
healthy brains), enabling the identification of abnormalities
(e.g., tumor segmentation) without extensive manual labeling.

Reconstruction-based methods, such as autoencoders (AEs)
and their variants, have shown great promise in medical
anomaly detection. These methods are trained to reconstruct
original images from corrupted versions, with the assumption
that anomalies are harder to reconstruct than normal regions.
During inference, the difference between the reconstructed and
original test images indicates the anomaly level for each pixel.
Consequently, abnormal areas exhibit higher reconstruction
errors, detectable through post-processing techniques (e.g.,
binarization with a threshold).

However, standard AEs and variational autoencoders
(VAEs) often produce blurry reconstructions, leading to sub-
optimal anomaly detection performance. To enhance these
models, various improvements have been proposed, such as
adding spatial latent dimensions [5], incorporating skip con-
nections [6], or developing denoising autoencoders (DAEs)
[7]. Research has also highlighted that simplex noise generally
outperforms Gaussian noise in DAE-based anomaly detection
[7], [8].

While these work takes much efforts in carefully designing
the models and algorithms, the importance of the metrics used
to evaluate reconstructions is often overlooked, with most
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Fig. 1. Visualization of the anomaly maps generated by ℓ1 loss and SSIM loss
from the same reconstruction. Calculating the reconstruction discrepancy with
L1-metric cannot flag the large tumor area, while calculating with SSIM, from
the same reconstruction, could identify the tumor area significantly better.

approaches defaulting to ℓ1 loss. In contrast, we revisit the
problem of reconstruction-based anomaly detection in brain
MRI from an image quality assessment (IQA) perspective, an
underexplored aspect in this field. Our intuition is based on the
observation that simply changing the way the reconstruction
residuals are calculated can significantly improve anomaly
detection performance. As shown in Fig. 1, even with the
same reconstruction, using Structural Similarity Index Mea-
sure (SSIM) loss to calculate the anomaly map can detect the
anomalies that the commonly used ℓ1 loss might miss.

Based on the above observations, we argue that metrics
beyond ℓ1 are essential for a more comprehensive assessment
of reconstructions during the training and inference phases
of anomaly detection. We propose a fusion quality loss that
combines SSIM loss with the widely used ℓ1 loss. This
combined loss function evaluates the reconstruction based
on intensity (subtractive from ℓ1 and divisive from SSIM),
contrast, and structure similarity, capturing the strength of both
error functions.

Evaluating reconstruction quality beyond just pixel-wise in-
tensity introduces a higher level view, making subtle variations
in different regions more impactful in the final assessment,
comparing to existing anomaly detection solutions. In this
situation, the inherent characteristics of images from a se-
mantic perspective becomes increasingly important for opti-
mizing anomaly detection performance, therefore necessitates
commensurate pre-processing steps tailored to these expanded
metrics. Since we introduce divisive metrics from SSIM, it
is important to amplify the divisive discrepancies between
anomalies and normal regions. To this end, we propose a
pre-processing strategy to consistently enhance the average
intensity ratio (AIR) between normal and abnormal regions,
thereby improving the overall effectiveness of the model.

We refer to our final approach, which combines the fusion
quality loss and AIR enhancement pre-processing strategy, as
the IQA approach. We evaluate its effectiveness on several
commonly used datasets by applying it to a baseline model.

We summarize our main contributions as follows:
• Incorporation of SSIM Loss: To the best of our knowl-

edge, we are the first to incorporate SSIM loss alongside
ℓ1 loss for both training and inference in brain MRI
anomaly detection.

• Pre-processing Strategy: We propose a simple yet effec-
tive dataset pre-processing strategy to enhance AIR and
validate its effectiveness both theoretically and empiri-

cally.
• Comprehensive experiments: Our results show that our

method achieves relative improvements in DICE of up to
15.86% for BraTS21 T2, 21.41% for MSLUB, 30.82%
for BraTS21 FLAIR, and 5.27% for BraTS21 T1-CE
compared to state-of-the-art (SOTA) baselines.

• Image quality assessment perspective: We investigate
brain MRI anomaly detection from an image quality
assessment perspective and achieve state-of-the-art per-
formance on the BraTS21 (T2, FLAIR) and MSULB
datasets. Our approach opens a new door in the com-
munity for studying medical image anomaly detection.

II. RELATED WORK

In recent years, reconstruction-based methods using autoen-
coders (AEs) and their variants have become increasingly
popular for medical anomaly detection. These models are
trained to reconstruct healthy images, and the reconstruction
error is used as an anomaly score. However, the tendency of
AEs and VAEs to produce blurry reconstructions can limit
their effectiveness in detecting anomalies [9]. To address this,
various advanced AE models have been explored. [10] pro-
poses using vector-quantized VAEs that improve discrete fea-
ture representation. [11] introduces adversarial autoencoders
to enhance generative quality through adversarial training. [7]
uses denoising autoencoders (DAE) to improve image clarity
by adding skip connections and performs denoising task during
training.

Other than AE-based methods, generative adversarial net-
works (GANs) have also been applied to anomaly detection
tasks. AnoGAN [12], the first GAN-based approach for this
task, identifies anomalies in medical images by comparing test
images with their GAN-generated healthy counterparts in pixel
space. However, AnoGAN requires extensive inference time
due to its reliance on numerous back-propagation iterations.
To improve inference speed, f-AnoGAN [13] uses an encoder
with a Wasserstein GAN for faster mapping to latent space.
Despite these improvements, GANs still face stability issues
during training and often fail to maintain anatomical coher-
ence, leading to problems like mode collapse [9].

Denoising diffusion probabilistic models (DDPM) have
recently gained attention as a robust method for anomaly
detection in brain MRI. anoDDPM [8] was the first to apply
DDPM in this context, proposing the use of simplex noise
to replace Gaussian noise. Building on this, pDDPM [14]
improved anomaly detection performance by adopting a patch-
based DDPM approach, where noise is added to patches while
the rest of the image remains uncorrupted and serves as a
condition. This technique enhances brain MRI reconstruction
by incorporating global context information about individual
brain structures and appearances. Further extending this con-
cept, mDDPM [15] applied the patch-based approach to the
frequency domain, yielding additional improvements.

While much of work in the anomaly detection has focused
on designing architectures and algorithms, some studies have
investigated different ways of measuring discrepancies. For



instance, [16] applies SSIM loss for industrial defect detection,
and replacing the ℓ2 loss. [17] proposed calculating SSIM loss
in latent space instead of pixel space, and [18] designed an
ensembled SSIM approach for anomaly score calculation.

In summary, existing work in medical anomaly detection
has either utilized SSIM loss in latent space or applied it only
during inference for anomaly score calculation. We are the first
to incorporate SSIM loss for both training and inference in the
medical anomaly detection problem, achieving state-of-the-art
performance on several commonly used datasets.

III. METHOD

In this section, we will first sketch the overall framework
of reconstruction based anomaly detection and then the core
concept of denoising diffusion probabilistic models, which
will be the basic our method builds upon. After that, we
will introduce our proposed Fusion Quality Loss and Average
Intensity Ratio Enhancement, the two major findings after
revisiting the brain MRI anomaly detection from an image
quality assessment (IQA) perspective. An overview of our final
reconstruction-based anoamly detection framework is shown
in Fig. 2.

A. Anomaly detection with pDDPM
1) Reconstruction-based anomaly detection: Given a nor-

mal dataset Xn = {xn
1 , x

n
2 , ..., x

n
N}, a reconstruction-based

anomaly detection method usually trains a model fθ(·) to
restore the original xn

i from a disturbed one xn
i
′ and expect

the reconstruction x̂n
i to be as close to xn

i as possible.

min
θ

1

N

N∑
i=1

Ltrain(x
n
i , x̂

n
i = fθ(x

n
i
′)), (1)

where Ltrain is a function to measure the reconstruction
quality.

During Inference, we denote the test dataset with anomalies
as Xa = {xa

1 , x
a
2 , ..., x

a
M}. For any test image xa

j ∈ Xa, we
first degrade it to xa

j
′, and then use the well-trained reconstruc-

tion model fθ∗(·) to get the reconstruction x̂a
j . The pixel-wise

anomaly score map Λj is defined by the reconstruction error:

Λj = Ltest(x
a
j , x̂

a
j = fθ∗(xa

j
′), (2)

where higher values correspond to larger reconstruction errors,
indicating higher probability of being abnormal. Ltest serves
the same purpose of assessing the reconstructed image as
Ltrain, though it may use a different function. A threshold is
then applied to Λj for binarization post-processing to obtain
the final anomaly segmentation.

2) pDDPM: Denoising Diffusion Probabilistic Models
(DDPMs) are a class of generative models which have recently
gained significant popularity. The training of DDPMs consists
of a Markovian forward process (the diffusion process) and
a reverse sampling procedure (the reverse process). In the
diffusion process guided by a noise schedule {β1, β2..., βT },
the image x0 is degraded to the noisy image xt by

q(xt|x0) := N (xt;
√
ᾱtx0, (1− ᾱt)I),

xt =
√
ᾱx0 + ϵ

√
1− ᾱt, ϵ ∼ N (0, I)

(3)

where αt := 1− βt and ᾱt :=
∏s

s=1 αs.
[19] show that, in the reverse process, we can model

the distribution pθ(xt−1|xt) of xt−1 given xt as a diagonal
Gaussian:

pθ(xt−1|xt) = N (µθ(xt, t),Σθ(xt, t)), (4)

where the mean µθ(xt, t) can be calculated as a function of
ϵ(xt, t), and the covariance Σθ(xt, t) can be fixed to a known
constant, following [19]. Therefore, DDPMs usually use UNet
to estimate the added noise of xt and optimize the network
with a simple loss function:

Lsimple := Et∼[1,T ],x0∼q(x0),ϵ∼N (0,I)[∥ϵ− ϵθ(xt, t)∥2] (5)

In the context of reconstruction-based anomaly detection, our
objective is not to create new images from pure noise but
to reconstruct the normal image given a noisy input image.
Therefore, following [8], [14], [15], we train a denoising
model fθ(xt, t) to directly estimate x0 instead of ϵt. Another
modification is that we estimate x0 from xt at a fixed time step
ttest when sampling, rather than T steps in traditional DDPM.
This simplification significantly decreases the sampling time
but not affects the anomaly detection performance. With these
two modifications, DDPM can be considered as a Denoising
AutoEncoder (DAE) with multi-levels’ noises, and can serve
as a reconstruction-based anomaly detection method.

pDDPM [14] proposes to conduct the diffusion and reverse
processes only on a patch and use the other region as condi-
tion. This technique offers better brain MRI reconstruction by
encouraging global context information incorporation. During
evaluation, pDDPM reconstructs from noisy patches sampled
over the whole image and merge all patches to one final re-
construction. We choose pDDPM to serve as a strong baseline.

B. Fusion Quality Loss

Most existing reconstruction-based anomaly detection meth-
ods in Brain MRI, including pDDPM, use ℓ1 loss to calculate
the reconstruction error during training and testing. However,
ℓ1 loss has two main issues in anomaly detection problems:
it assumes pixel independence, ignoring spatial relationships,
which may prevent the model from learning the intrinsic
structure of healthy brains. Additionally, it focuses on intensity
discrepancies, which may not capture subtle anomalies with
only minor intensity differences from normal parts.

To address these limitations, we propose to assess the
reconstruction image quality from a more comprehensive
perspective by incorporating the Structural Similarity Index
Measure (SSIM).

SSIM is originally constructed as an image quality measure
with respect to the human perception rather than absolute
differences measured by metrics such as the MSE or Mean
Absolute Error (MAE). It measures the similarity between
two images x and y from three aspects: luminance l(x, y),
contrast c(x, y) and structure s(x, y). The functions are defined
as follows:
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Fig. 2. Overview of our reconstruction-based anomaly detection method using a denoising autoencoder (DAE) as the reconstruction model. During training,
the normal dataset Xn is augmented with the proposed AIR enhancement pre-processinig strategy and corrupted to form the noisy normal dataset Xn

′ using
simplex noise. The model is then trained by denoising X′

n and minimizing the fusion quality loss LFQ between the reconstruction X̂n and the original
normal dataset Xn. During inference, the abnormal test dataset Xa undergoes the same process. The anomalies in Xa are expected to be poorly reconstructed,
resulting in higher values in the LFQ-based anomaly map. The final anomaly map is thresholded for segmentation, with performance measured by DICE and
AUPRC.

l(x, y) =
2µxµy + C1

µ2
x + µ2

y + C1
,

c(x, y) =
2σxσy + C2

σ2
x + σ2

y + C2
,

s(x, y) =
σxy + C3

σxσy + C3

(6)

where µx and µy are the means of the images x and y,
respectively. σx and σy are the standard deviations of x and y,
respectively. σxy is the covariance between x and y. C1, C2,
and C3 are small constants to avoid division by zero and to
stabilize the computation.

SSIM is then computed as the product of these three
components, capturing the perceived quality of the images:

SSIM(x, y) = [l(x, y)]α[c(x, y)]β [s(x, y)]γ (7)

Typically, α = β = γ = 1 and C3 = C2/2, so the formula
simplifies to:

SSIM(x, y) = l(x, y) · c(x, y) · s(x, y)

=
(2µxµy + C1)(2σxy + C2)

(µ2
x + µ2

y + C1)(σ2
x + σ2

y + C2)

(8)

In practice, it is useful to apply SSIM index locally rather
than globally for many reasons. The most straightforward one
for anomaly detection is that we need a spatially varying qual-
ity map of the reconstruction image to localize the anomalies.
The local statistics µx, σx and σxy are calculated within a
W×W window, moving with a stride S over the entire image.

We set W = 5 and S = 1 to produce a quality map matching
the input shape. The final SSIM loss can be defined as:

LSSIM (x, y) =
1− 1

K

∑K
k=1 SSIM(xk, yk)

2
(9)

where xk and yk are the image contents in the k-th local
window, and K is the total number of local windows.

The error at the (i, j) pixel during inference can be defined
as:

Λ(i, j) =
1− SSIM(xij , yij)

2
(10)

where xij and yij are the image contents within the local
window centered at (i, j).

By design, SSIM is not particularly sensitive to uniform
biases, which can lead to changes in brightness or color shifts.
However, SSIM better preserves contrast in high-frequency
regions compared to other loss functions as shown in [20].
On the other hand, ℓ1 loss preserves colors and luminance,
treating all errors equally regardless of local structure, but it
doesn’t maintain contrast as effectively as SSIM.

To capture the best characteristics of both error functions,
we propose to combine them and get our final fusion quality
loss:

LFQ = αLSSIM + (1− α)L1 (11)

we empirically set α = 0.84, as suggested by prior work [20].

C. Average Intensity Ratio Enhancement

After incorporating SSIM loss into the reconstruction as-
sessment metrics, the error is no longer uniformly weighted
regardless of the local structure as it is with ℓ1 loss. Instead,
the relationships between regions become more significant.
This shift means that the characteristics of a dataset can



significantly influence anomaly detection performance. More-
over, since the new loss function introduces divisive metrics
from SSIM, it becomes important to amplify the divisive dis-
crepancies between anomalies and normal regions. Therefore,
we propose that an appropriate image processing strategy
is necessary to optimize the anomaly detection performance
under this new loss function.

We define the average intensity ratio (AIR) between the
anomalous and normal regions in an abnormal dataset X as:

AIR(X) =
max(µa

X , µn
x)

min(µa
X , µn

X)
(12)

where µa
X and µn

X are the mean values of the anomaly and
the normal region, respectively.

Based on the principles of reconstruction-based anomaly
detection sketeched in Section III-A1, we hypothesize that a
higher AIR is important for better anomaly detection perfor-
mance, mainly for two reasons: 1) A higher AIR suggests a
larger discrepancy between the training normal data and the
anomalies in the test data, resulting in greater reconstruction
errors in the anomalous regions. 2) Since the model aims to
reconstruct the normal brain from the noisy anomalies and
calculate the difference between the reconstruction and the
anomaly as the anomaly score, a higher MIC naturally leads
to higher reconstruction errors during evaluation.

During evaluation, existing baselines usually use a vali-
dation set Xval ⊂ Xa and the corresponding ground truth
Yval to determine hyper-parameters, such as the threshold
for binarization. Therefore, it is feasible to perform dataset
statistics-based pre-processing operations before training to
increase MIC and enhance anomaly detection performance.

In the context of MRI brain anomaly detection, we analyze
three modalities from the BraTS21 dataset and find a simple
yet effective way that consistently increases the Average
Intensity Ratio (AIR) across all datasets used in this paper. Our
strategy is based on the following prior statistics calculated on
the unhealthy validation set:

1) 0 < µn
X < µa

X < 1 for all three modalities.
2) µn

X > 0.5 for FLAIR and T1-CE.
3) µa

X < 0.5 for T2.
Our pre-processing strategy for an image x is then defined as:

p(x) = x · I(un
X ≤ 0.5) + (1− x) · I(0.5 < un

X) (13)

where I is an indicator function that returns 1 if the condition
inside is true and 0 otherwise. Note that in our experiments,
the processing is applied only to the non-zero foreground. We
omit this detail here for simplicity in writing. We prove the
correctness of our strategy below:

Proof. For FLAIR and T1-CE modality of BraTS21, the prior
statistics are:

0.5 < µn
X < µa

X < 1 (14)

Thus, the pre-processing strategy should be:

p(x) = x · 0 + (1− x) · 1
= 1− x

(15)

Let X̄ denote the dataset after pre-processing. The AIR is then
calculated as:

AIR(X̄) =
max(µa

X̄
, µn

X̄
)

min(µa
X̄
, µn

X̄
)

=
max(1− µa

X , 1− µn
X)

min(1− µa
X , 1− µn

X)

=
1− µn

X

1− µa
X

= 1 +
µa
X − µn

X

1− µa
X

> 1 +
µa
X − µn

X

µn
X

=
µa
X

µn
X

=
max(µa

X , µn
X)

min(µa
X , µn

X)
= AIR(X)

(16)

For T2, the pre-processing is simply:

p(x) = x (17)

Thus, the AIR remains unchanged:

AIR(X̄) = AIR(X) (18)

To sum up, with our simple pre-processing strategy, we
ensure that for any processed dataset X̄ used in our work,
the AIR is either maintained or increased, i.e.,

AIR(X̄) ≥ AIR(X) (19)

Finally, we refer to our approach as the IQA approach,
which includes the proposed Fusion Quality Loss and Average
Intensity Ratio Enhancement as its two key components. We
apply our IQA approach to the strong baseline pDDPM,
resulting in the method we term pDDPM-IQA.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

A. Datasets

We conduct our experiments under both cross-dataset and
intra-dataset settings using three publicly available datasets:
the Multimodal Brain Tumor Segmentation Challenge 2021
(BraTS21) dataset [23], the multiple sclerosis dataset from the
University Hospital of Ljubljana (MSLUB) [24] and the IXI
dataset [25].

The BraTS21 dataset contains 1251 brain MRI scans with
four modalities (T1, T1-CE, T2, FLAIR). The MSLUB dateset
consists of brain MRI scans from 30 multiple sclerosis (MS)
patients, each having T1, T2, and FLAIR-weighted scans. The
IXI dataset includes 560 pairs of T1 and T2-weighted healthy
brain MRI scans.

In the cross-dataset setting, we follow [14] and perform
five-fold cross-validation, training the model on healthy T2-
weighted scans from IXI and evaluating it on T2-weighted
scans from BraTS21 and MSLUB.



TABLE I
COMPARISON WITH BASELINES IN TERMS OF DICE AND AUPRC ON BRATS21 AND MSLUB USING T2 MODALITY IN A CROSS-DATASET SETTING.
THE MODEL IS TRAINED ON THE IXI DATASET, WHICH CONTAINS ONLY HEALTHY SAMPLES. THE BEST RESULTS FOR A GIVEN METRIC/DATASET ARE

BOLDED, AND THE SECOND-BEST ARE UNDERLINED.

Method BraTS21 (T2) MSLUB (T2)

DICE [%] AUPRC [%] DICE [%] AUPRC [%]

Thresh [21] 19.69 20.27 6.21 4.23

AE [9] 32.87±1.25 31.07±1.75 7.10±0.68 5.58±0.26
VAE [9] 31.11±1.50 28.80±1.92 6.89±0.09 5.00±0.40
SVAE [22] 33.32±0.14 33.14±0.20 5.76±0.44 5.04±0.13
DAE [7] 37.05±1.42 44.99±1.72 3.56±0.91 5.35±0.45
f-AnoGAN [13] 24.16±2.94 22.05±3.05 4.18±1.18 4.01±0.90
DDPM [8] 40.67±1.21 49.78±1.02 6.42±1.60 7.44±0.52
mDDPM [15] 51.31±0.66 57.09±0.94 8.08±0.70 9.06±0.62
pDDPM [14] 49.41±0.66 54.76±0.83 10.65±1.05 10.37±0.51

pDDPM-IQA (ours) 59.45±0.37 62.99±0.37 12.93±0.67 11.51±0.50

Ground TruthOriginal Image DDPM mDDPM pDDPM pDDPM-IQA (Ours)

Fig. 3. Qualitative visualization on the BraTS21 test set. Columns 2-5 show anomaly maps from different methods for three samples.

In the intra-dataset setting, we perform five-fold cross-
validation on FLAIR and T1-CE scans from BraTS21. For
each fold, the slices without tumors are extracted from 60%
and 10% of the patients for model training and training-phase
validation, respectively. The remaining 30% of the patients are
split, with 10% used as the unhealthy validation set and 20%
as the test set.

We pre-process all datasets using resampling, skull-
stripping, and registration, as described in [14].

B. Implementation Details

We train the model on an NVIDIA A10 GPU using the
Adam optimizer, with a learning rate of 1e-4 and a batch size
of 32. We use the default settings in pDDPM [14] including
using simplex noise as suggested in [8], uniformly sampling
noise levels t ∈ [1, T ] with T = 1000 during training, and

training for 1600 epochs. For evaluation, we set the noise level
ttest to 500 for BraTS21 (T2) and 750 for the others.

To enhance the quality of the anomaly map, we employ
standard post-processing techniques. First, we apply a median
filter with a kernel size of KM = 5 to smooth the anomaly
scores, followed by three iterations of brain mask erosion. To
determine the optimal binarization threshold, we perform a
greedy search on the unhealthy validation set, iteratively cal-
culating Dice scores for various thresholds. The best threshold
identified is then used to compute Dice and AUPRC on the
unhealthy test set.

C. Comparisons with State-of-the-art Methods

We evaluate the effectiveness of our method against Thresh
[21], AE [9], VAE [9], SVAE [22], DAE [7], f-AnoGAN [13],
DDPM [8], mDDPM [15] and pDDPM [14], in terms of Dice-



TABLE II
COMPARISON WITH BASELINES IN TERMS OF DICE AND AUPRC ON BRATS21 USING FLAIR AND T1-CE MODALITIES IN AN INTRA-DATASET

SETTING. THE MODEL IS TRAINED ON A SUBSET OF HEALTHY SLICES FROM BRATS21.

Method BraTS21 (FLAIR) BraTS21 (T1-CE)

DICE [%] AUPRC [%] DICE [%] AUPRC [%]

DAE [7] 29.12±2.78 28.52±2.91 36.52±0.77 42.10±0.82
DDPM [8] 21.13±2.35 19.89±4.06 30.98±2.57 34.69±2.77
pDDPM [14] 42.63±2.51 46.00±2.75 43.85±2.11 49.06±2.69

pDDPM-IQA (ours) 55.77±1.78 58.27±2.07 46.16±2.09 47.55±2.66

TABLE III
ABLATION STUDY RESULTS EVALUATED ON BRATS21 USING THE FLAIR

MODALITY.

Method DICE [%] AUPRC [%]

pDDPM 42.63±2.51 46.00±2.75
pDDPM + LSSIM 47.89±1.51 46.14±1.56
pDDPM + LFQ 50.15±1.08 49.34±1.04
pDDPM + LFQ + AIR↑ (pDDPM-IQA) 55.77±1.78 58.27±2.07

TABLE IV
PERFORMANCE OF DDPM-IQA COMPARED TO THE BASELINE DDPM ON

BRAIN MRI DATASETS

Method BraTS21 (T2) MSLUB (T2) BraTS21 (FLAIR) BraTS21 (T1-CE)

DICE AUPRC DICE AUPRC DICE AUPRC DICE AUPRC

DDPM 40.67 49.78 6.42 7.44 21.13 19.89 30.98 34.69
DDPM-IQA 62.02 65.53 11.93 11.17 44.98 48.34 45.40 47.36

Coefficient (DICE) and the average Area Under the Precision-
Recall Curve (AUPRC). Results are reported as “mean±std”
across five folds.

In Table I, we compare our pDDPM-IQA with state-of-the-
art methods on BraTS21 and MSLUB using T2 modality in
a cross-dataset setting, as adopted in previous studies [14],
[15]. Our pDDPM-IQA significantly (p < 0.05) outperforms
all baseline approaches on both datasets in terms of DICE
and AUPRC, with improvements exceeding 10%. Qualitative
examples of anomaly maps generated by our method and other
models are shown in Fig. 3, demonstrating that pDDPM-IQA
provides more precise anomaly detection.

In Table II, we evaluate our method using FLAIR and
T1-CE modalities from the BraTS21 dataset in an intra-
dataset setting. pDDPM-IQA achieves state-of-the-art (SOTA)
performance (p < 0.05) on the BraTS21 FLAIR dataset,
excelling in both DICE and AUPRC. For the BraTS21 T1-
CE dataset, pDDPM-IQA also attains SOTA performance in
terms of DICE and shows competitive performance in AUPRC,
demonstrating its superior capability in accurately detecting
and segmenting anomalies.

D. Ablation Study

In Table III, we present the ablation study results on the
BraTS21 dataset using the FLAIR modality, highlighting the
effectiveness of our proposed fusion quality loss and AIR
enhancement pre-processing strategy. The baseline pDDPM

model (using ℓ1) achieves a DICE score of 42.63% and
an AUPRC of 46.00%. Incorporating the LSSIM component
slightly improves the results, with a DICE score of 47.89%
and an AUPRC of 46.14%, indicating a benefit from structural
similarity in anomaly detection. Further enhancement using
the fusion quality loss LFQ (ℓ1 + LSSIM ) yields a notable
increase, achieving a DICE score of 50.15% and an AUPRC
of 49.34%. Another significant improvement is observed with
the addition of the AIR enhancement strategy, where pDDPM-
IQA attains a DICE score of 55.77% and an AUPRC of
58.27%. These results demonstrate the substantial impact of
the IQA approach, validating their effectiveness in improving
the model’s anomaly detection capabilities.

E. Additional Experiments

To verify the generalization of our approach, we apply
our IQA approach to another baseline, DDPM, and termed
it DDPM-IQA. We evaluate it on BraTS21 T2, MSLUB,
BraTS21 FLAIR, and BraTS21 T1-CE, using the same settings
as in Table I and Table II. The results in Table IV demonstrate
that the proposed IQA approach significantly enhances the
performance of DDPM across all datasets, even achieving
SOTA performance on the BraTS21 T2 dataset. These findings
confirm that our IQA approach is broadly applicable to vari-
ous reconstruction-based anomaly detection methods in Brain
MRI.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this study, we investigated reconstruction-based anomaly
detection in brain MRI from an image quality assessment
(IQA) perspective and proposed a novel IQA approach for
medical anomaly detection. Our approach comprises two key
components: 1) we introduced the incorporation of SSIM loss
into the commonly used ℓ1 loss, resulting in a fusion quality
loss function that more accurately captures the discrepancies
between reconstructed and original images. 2) Additionally,
we proposed a dataset pre-processing strategy to increase the
average intensity ratio (AIR) between normal and abnormal
regions.

We apply our IQA approach on a baseline pDDPM model
(denoted as pDDPM-IQA in the paper), and it significantly
outperforms existing state-of-the-art approaches in terms of
DICE and AUPRC across multiple datasets.

It is worth noting that the proposed fusion quality loss
and AIR enhancement strategy are specific implementations



under the broader IQA approach. Therefore, further research
into new metrics that better assess image quality than the
current fusion quality loss could be a valuable direction.
Additionally, while our AIR enhancement strategy is tailored
to brain MRI images, developing similar strategies for other
medical imaging datasets to further improve anomaly detection
performance is worth trying.
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