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Abstract

The understanding of disease progression is at the heart of effective healthcare, offering invaluable
insights into the course of illnesses, enabling timely interventions, and ultimately enhancing the quality of
patient care. Electronic health records have brought us closer to harnessing real-world data to gain these
insights. However, the volume and complexity of real-world data warrants the use of powerful techniques
like deep learning. This paper presents a novel deep learning-based approach named RealDiffFusionNet
that incorporates Neural Controlled Differential Equations (Neural CDE) - a class of time series models
that are robust in handling irregularly sampled data - and multi-head attention as a mechanism to
incorporate and align relevant multimodal context (image data, time invariant data, etc.) at each time
point. Long short-term memory (LSTM) models were also used as a baseline to compare against
Neural CDE performance. Two different datasets were used in the current study. One of the datasets
was from the Open-Source Imaging Consortium (OSIC) containing structured time series data of the
lung function with a baseline CT scan of the lungs. The second dataset used was from Alzheimer’s
Disease Neuroimaging Initiative (ADNI), that included a series of MRI scans along with demographics,
physical examinations, and cognitive assessment data. An ablation study was performed to understand
the role of CDEs, multimodal data, attention fusion, and interpolation strategies on model performance.
When the baseline models (without attention) were evaluated, the use of multimodal data resulted
in an improvement in Neural CDE performance, with a lower test RMSE (0.5405). Additionally, the
performance of multimodal Neural CDE was also superior compared to multimodal LSTM (1.396).
In the attention-based architectures, fusion through concatenation and rectilinear interpolation were
found to improve model performance. The performance of the proposed RealDiffFusionNet was found
to be superior (0.2570) to all models. For the ADNI dataset, between the Neural-CDE and LSTM
models trained only on the structured data, the test RMSE were comparable (0.471 for LSTM vs. 0.4581
Neural-CDE). Furthermore, the addition of derived image features from patients’ MRI series to the
structured data (multimodal) resulted in an improvement in Neural-CDE performance, with a lower test
RMSE (0.4372 with multimodal data Vs 0.4581 with structure data). RealDiffFusionNet has shown

promise in utilizing CDEs and multimodal data to accurately predict disease progression.
Index Terms

Deep Learning, Neural Differential Equations, Time Series, Multi-Head attention, Multimodal Data,
Pulmonary Fibrosis, Alzheimer’s
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I INTRODUCTION

I. INTRODUCTION

Optimizing disease management relies heavily on the capability to forecast disease progression
both promptly and precisely. For example, in the case of cancer, identifying the early stages of
the disease and disease progression through various stages (e.g., Stage I-IV), as well as predicting
patient outcomes at an early stage are helpful in choosing the appropriate interventions [1]. To
understand the disease and its progression, a comprehensive and thorough utilization of data
from various sources (e.g., Electronic Health Records (EHRs), etc.) is the most important first
step [2], [3]]. However, given the rapidly expanding array of tools and the surge in data volumes,
traditional heuristics-based prognoses have become unfeasible for physicians [4]. To this end,
Machine Learning (ML) methods that can process huge amounts of data in multiple dimensions
are the most promising tools for assisting physicians. ML algorithms can discover, classify, and
identify patterns and relationships between various disease characteristics and effectively predict
future outcomes of disease [35]].

Long Short-Term Memory neural networks, or LSTMs, are a members of Recurrent Neural
Networks that can model sequential characteristics by explicitly allowing the model to selectively
choose useful information to pass to the next hidden state [6]. This is done with multiple gates that
selectively add and remove information from the cell state. Various gates, cell states approaches
are used to address the shortcomings of the RNNs. However, for RNNs including LSTM there is a
need for the data to be discrete and demand that measurements be taken at steps of constant time
intervals — known as regular sampling [7]]. However, most commonly, data in the medical domain
i1s multivariate (multiple features that change with time), is irregularly sampled (non-uniform
time intervals between observations), and unaligned (data for different features are collected at
different times) [8]].

A class of models known as Neural Differential Equations (NDEs) can address these issues
related to irregular sampling and data alignment across different covariates [9]. NDEs use a
neural network to model change in the data through a differential equation, which allows them
to model sequences in a continuous manner. Because these functions model data continuously
with respect to time, measurements at regular time intervals are not needed. Neural-controlled
differential equations (Neural CDEs) are an extension of NDEs specifically designed to handle
irregularly sampled multivariate time-series data [[10]. In addition, Neural CDEs offer multiple
advantages including the ability to process incoming data, (which may even be partially observed)
and can also be trained with memory-efficient adjoint-based backpropagation across observations.

The introduction of attention mechanisms has sparked a transformative shift, with the medical
field experiencing particularly groundbreaking applications [11]. By equipping computational
models with the ability to selectively focus on pertinent aspects of complex data, attention
mechanisms mirror a cognitive process akin to human focus, enhancing the model’s performance

in tasks that require precision and nuanced understanding. From analyzing medical images to
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parsing patient records and literature, attention-based models are redefining the possibilities in
medical research and clinical practice, promising significant strides towards personalized and
predictive medicine [12].

Real-world data has emerged as a pivotal asset in revolutionizing healthcare practices,
offering insights that were previously inaccessible [13]. This data encompasses information
derived from diverse sources such as electronic health records, patient-generated data, wearable
devices, and claims databases. Its application in healthcare is far-reaching, from enhancing
clinical decision-making to fostering personalized treatment approaches. By analyzing this data,
healthcare professionals can discern trends, identify risk factors, and optimize treatment protocols.
Additionally, real-world data aids in post-market surveillance of drugs and medical devices,
facilitating the detection of adverse events and enabling timely interventions. As the healthcare
landscape evolves, harnessing the potential of real-world data promises to substantially elevate
patient outcomes and refine the delivery of care.

In this work, the disease progression of Idiopathic pulmonary fibrosis (PF), a common interstitial
lung disease with no cure [[14] and Alzheimer’s Disease, a progressive neurodegenerative disorder,
were modeled. Pulmonary Fibrosis is a disease caused by the scarring of the lungs, making it
more difficult for the lungs to work properly [15]. The disease does not progress at the same
rate for all patients. For some patients, it progresses slowly, and live with PF for many years,
while for others it declines more quickly. A key measure in assessing lung function to this end
is forced vital capacity (FVC). This represents the total forced exhale volume (FEV) by a patient
and is measured using a spirometer. A lower FVC value thus reflects a worse disease state for a
fibrosis patient. In the evaluation of Alzheimer’s Disease, the ADAS-13 (Alzheimer’s Disease
Assessment Scale-cognitive subscale with 13 items) serves as a pivotal metric for modeling
cognitive impairment. An increase in the ADAS-13 scores is indicative of a deterioration in
cognitive abilities, with higher scores corresponding to a more severe decline. This scale is
instrumental in both clinical settings and research studies for monitoring the progression of the
disease and assessing the impact of therapeutic interventions on cognitive function.

The current study aimed to apply Neural CDEs to model the disease progression of pulmonary
fibrosis and Alzheimer’s Disease using multimodal (structural and image data) irregularly sampled
data.

II. RELATED WORK

Chen et al. 2018 [9] reported a novel approach to deep learning by using ordinary differential
equations (ODEs) as continuous-depth models. In this article, the authors demonstrated ODE-
based models can outperform traditional ResNet |16 architectures, offering improved efficiency
and adaptability. Rubanova et al [[17] have demonstrated ODE-basedmodels outperformed their
RNN-based counterparts on irregularly-sampled data. Further to this study, Kidger et al, 2020

[10] have developed the Neural CDE as a continuous analog of an RNN in sepsis prediction. In
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this study the authors introduced a new model for handling irregularly sampled time series data
using neural controlled differential equations (Neural CDEs). The paper demonstrates that Neural
CDEs can effectively model complex dynamics in irregular time series, outperforming traditional
methods. The authors also highlight the potential of Neural CDEs in various applications, including
healthcare and finance, where irregular time series are common. Wong et al, 2021 [18] reported a
specialized deep-learning model, Fibrosis-Net, designed to predict the progression of pulmonary
fibrosis from chest CT images. This current work attempts to leverage the state-of-the-art Neural
CDE approach in modeling time series data containing multiple modalities (structured data +

image data).

III. METHODOLOGY

The Open-Source Imaging Consortium (OSIC) dataset [19] on interstitial lung diseases is a
longitudinal dataset containing a baseline image at the Oth week, demographic information (age,
gender, smoking status), and a series of measurements representing forced vital capacity (FVC).
Key features of the data are that it includes 176 patients with a baseline CT scan and FVC data
over 1.5 years. The dataset is longitudinal, containing a CT scan at week 0, which is the start of
the study. From there, a series of forced vital capacity measurements (FVC) are recorded over the
course of many weeks. FVC represents the total amount of air exhaled during a forced expiratory
volume test as measured by a spirometer. FVC value can worsen as the patient experiences more
and more shortness of breath over time, either through obstruction or restriction [20]]. A decrease
in FVC reflects disease progression.

The Alzheimer’s Disease dataset used in the preparation of this article were obtained from
the Alzheimer’s Disease Neuroimaging Initiative (ADNI) database (adni.loni.usc.edu). ADNI
dataset encompasses a wide array of information, including baseline and follow-up MRI and PET
scans, demographic details (age, gender, education), genetic markers, and a variety of biomarkers
from blood, urine, and cerebrospinal fluid samples. Key features of the data are that it comprises
1,566 patients across a spectrum of cognitive function, from normal aging to severe Alzheimer’s
disease. The dataset is longitudinal, with an initial scan and assessment serving as the baseline,
followed by subsequent scans and evaluations at regular intervals. This allows for the tracking of
neurobiological markers and cognitive metrics over time.

A. Baseline Models

The data was preprocessed to extract the relevant data and perform data wrangling. Two
approaches for analyzing time-series data were evaluated - Neural CDE and LSTM. LSTMs
model sequential data discretely through the use of a hidden state updated at every time step.
Neural CDEs allow for modeling sequences in a continuous manner using differential equations
allowing them to work well with irregularly sampled data. For analyzing image data (CT scans),
the EfficientNet-b0 model was used [[21]]. Other architectures were also evaluated, but in line with
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(Hamdi et al., 2019) [22], this architecture served to be best in analyzing CT image slices. As a
next step, multimodal models were created by concatenating fixed-length output vectors produced
from the image model with the latent embedding provided by the solved differential equation
at each time step (or the cell output of an LSTM model), from which progression predictions
were obtained with a last fully-connected layer. In both scenarios (baseline and attention-based
models), a prediction approach of simulating disease progression for new, unobserved patients by
only using their baseline CT image, time invariant data, and baseline FVC measurement were
emplyed. This approach is analogous to a sequence-to-sequence task (using patients in the train
dataset to predict disease trajectories for test patients) as opposed to a sequence-to-one approach
where a patient’s past history is used to forecast the next observation.

With regards to handling missing data with the Neural CDEs, the cubic spline/rectilinear
interpolation (in addition to allowing for a continuous representation of the data) was used to fill
in these values. For the LSTM, as is typical in the literature, a forward-fill approach was utilized.

1) Structured Data

Categorical features were label encoded and the continuous features and FVC label were
normalized on the training dataset’s mean and standard deviation. For each patient progression, the
data was shifted to use the next measured FVC value as the target. In addition, the week/month
of the next measured FVC value was provided as an additional feature in the model to help
inform the model’s prediction.

2) Multimodal Data

To test the hypothesis for the improvement in both LSTM and Neural-CDE performance, a
baseline CT scan image was used. Similar preprocessing steps were performed on the structured
data but for the multimodal data, each training step involved the incorporation of a random slice
of the subject’s baseline CT scan. DICOM pixel intensities were rescaled, and the image was
resized to a smaller size of 224 x 224 to fit on the GPU. A pretrained Efficient-Net model was
used for image processing, and extracted features were then concatenated with LSTM/Neural
CDE’s features and passed through a final fully connected linear layer to give the final output.

B. Baseline Model Architectures

1) Long-short term memory networks (LSTMs)

Long-short term memory networks (LSTM), a specific type of Recurrent Neural Network
(RNN), maintain state to model sequential data, using information from previous time steps to
predict values at future time steps. LSTM uses various “gates” that add and remove information
from the cell’s state.

The equations that represent the computation performed in a single LSTM cell (a single LSTM
layer at a particular time step) can be seen below:

ft = O'g(Wf.It + Ufht_l + bf)
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iy = 0g(Wizy + Ujhy_y + b;)
o = 0g(Woxy + Ushy—1 + b,)
¢ =fi-c1+i - 0.(Wexy + Uchy_1 + b,)
hy = o - op(cy)

For each cell, the cell state, and the hidden state from the previous step (C;_; and h;_;) are
utilized alongside input for the current time step (z;) to create a new output (o;) and a new cell
and hidden state (C;_; and h;_;) via weights (W, W,;, W,, W_ and Uy, U;, U,, U,) and
biases (by, b;, b,, b.) trained through backpropagation. LSTMs can furthermore be stacked such
that inputs to the stacked LSTM are the hidden state at each time step from the previous LSTM

network.
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Fig. 1: LSTM architecture

The baseline model used to compare against the Neural-CDE model was a stacked LSTM
with two layers with a final fully connected layer with one layer (shown in Figure (1)) to produce
a single output: a prediction for FVC at the next observed time point.

2) Neural Controlled Differential Equations (Neural CDE)

Neural CDEs [10] are a variant of NDEs designed to work specifically with irregularly sampled

time series data. As shown in Figure 2| Neural CDEs use a “time-varying vector” X to create a
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representation of the local dynamics from a calculated interpolation of the irregularly sampled
data upon which a hidden state is calculated. A linear map is then used to make a final prediction.
Mathematically, this can be represented by the following set of equations:

2(0) = Clto, w0), 2(1) = 2(to) /fel dXx s

Hidden state z

Ayt
1

Fig. 2: Neural CDE architecture

C. Attention Based Model Architectures

1) Attetnion architecture

The attention mechanism works by transforming the input data into Query (Q), Key (K), and
Value (V) matrices10. The Q matrix represents the information that the model wants to retrieve
from the input, while the K matrix represents the input itself. The model computes attention
weights between Q and K, which are used to weight the values in the V matrix that are used to

generate the output. The attention operator can be illustrated as shown in Figure [3]
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Fig. 3: Illustration of attention operator

2) Neural CDE Based Multimodal Multi-Head Fusion
In order to incorporate multimodal context to help improve Neural CDE model performance
through utilizing demographics information and image data, we introduce a novel methodology
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Fig. 4: Neural CDE MultiModal Multi-Head Fusion Architecture

for incorporating Neural Differential Equation based models with multimodal deep learning-based
models.

To incorporate multimodal context to aid the performance of Neural CDE model through the
utilization of demographics information and image data, a novel methodology is introduced for the
incorporation of Neural Differential Equation based models with multimodal deep learning-based
models.

Initially, we utilize a rectilinear/Hermite spline interpolation with the Neural CDE, specifically
chosen to ensure causality, ensuring that the interpolation at any given point is influenced solely
by preceding time points, excluding future data.

Subsequently, the Neural CDE model equipped with a forecasting head —without any image data
or demographic feature incorporation—is pretrained to learn initial trends in disease progression.
This approach ensures that the subsequent multihead attention model will choose to more heavily
incorporate the Neural CDE output early on in training as the Neural CDE model is more accurate
in predicting disease trajectory. Over time, additional information from the multimodal context
would be integrated. The model is evaluated at each time step a prediction is required at, and
the model’s coefficients are utilized by the forecasting head to make predictions. Following this
pretraining step, the forecasting head is detached, and replaced with a linear map to a fixed
length embedding vector representing the model’s calculated features from the continuous hidden
state. Embeddings are created from both the image slice data and the demographic details are
then concatenated with CDE model’s embeddings. Inspired by the Transformer’s decoder and

the masked multi-head attention we utilize a layer normalization on the combined data and

10



IV RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

incorporate skip connections with a multihead attention mechanism that is constrained by a
causal mask. Afterwards, we again apply layer normalization and subsequently incorporate skip
connections in integrating a feedforward network to supplement the learned embedding so far.
The resulting embeddings undergo processing via an intermediary hidden layer and culminate in
a final linear mapping to provide the model’s prediction for every individual timestep.
a) Interpolation Schemes

As shown in figure [5| we evaluated two different interpolation schemes (Cubic Hermite splines
with backward differences and rectilinear interpolations) proposed in Morrill et al. to deal with
the causality present in disease progression data. The main difference between the two approaches
are that Cubic Hermite Splines are discretely online (can only be evaluated at time point at
which new data is provided) whereas the Rectilinear interpolation is continuously online (model
can be evaluated at any time). the Cubic Hermite Spline approach allows for discontinuities to
be smoothened to allow for easier differential equation modeling. Additionally, the rectilinear
approach, for which differential equation evaluation can be performed even beyond the irregularly
sampled data can be seen as a generalization of the ODE-RNN time series modeling approach
(Rubanova et al., 2019) [17].

X Rectilinear

X Cubic Hermite splines
with backward differences

Fig. 5: Neural CDE Data Interpolations

3) LSTM Based Multimodal Multi-Head Fusion

To further demonstrate the efficacy of the Neural CDE approach, we replace the Neural CDE
model and its’ interpolations with an additional time delta feature and forward filling any missing
values. We then make use of the output of the model at each time step for subsequent embeddings

with the image and demographic features.

D. Model Training and Testing

For all the models, the data was split in the following format: 70% for training, 20% for
validation, 10% as a holdout set. This was done to validate model performance. Root Mean
Squared Error (RMSE), Mean Absolute Error (MAE), and R-Squared were calculated for training,
validation, and test sets to assess the robustness of the model. Weights and Biases (wandb) was
used for tracking and hyperparameter tuning to optimize the model performance.

11
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IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
A. Baseline Model Architectures

1) Structural data only versus Multimodal Data

As shown in Table [IL using the structured data alone, the Neural CDE model achieves relatively
good performance with a low training RMSE of 1.076, a validation RMSE of 1.054, and a test
RMSE of 1.215. These results suggest that the model can capture and generalize the underlying
patterns within the structured data. In the case of multimodal data, the Neural CDE model performs
better with the training RMSE lower at 0.4147, indicating the model’s ability to effectively learn
from the diverse data sources. The validation RMSE is 0.6559, further affirming the model’s
robustness. The lowest test RMSE of 0.5405 highlights the Neural CDE’s capability to generalize
well to unseen multimodal data.

Neural CDE Models
Train RMSE Validation RMSE Test RMSE

Structured Data 1.076 1.054 1.215
Multimodal Data 0.4147 0.6559 0.5405

TABLE I: Performance of Neural CDE model using structured data alone versus multimodal data

2) Multimodal LSTM versus Multimodal Neural CDE

As shown in Table [[IL the multimodal LSTM model exhibits good performance across the
training phase with a train RMSE of 0.5824. However, its validation and test RMSE values are
comparatively higher at 0.8586 and 1.396, respectively. This indicates that while multimodal
LSTM captures certain patterns during training, it might struggle to generalize well to unseen
data, resulting in higher error rates. On the other hand, the Neural CDE model performs better
as it achieves a significantly lower train RMSE of 0.4147 and validation RMSE of 0.6559. The
test RMSE of Neural CDE 0.5405 is the lowest among the evaluated models. This suggests that
Neural CDE better in capturing the training patterns but also in generalizing effectively to new

instances.
Models
Train RMSE Validation RMSE Test RMSE
LSTM 0.5824 0.8586 1.396
Neural CDE 0.4147 0.6559 0.5405

TABLE II: Model performance of multimodal LSTM versus multimodal Neural CDE

12
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B. Attention Based Architectures

1) Fusion strategies

As shown in Table the Embedding Sum method demonstrates a reasonable performance
across different phases. In the training phase, it achieves an RMSE of 0.8879, and its performance
slightly deteriorates in the validation phase, with an RMSE of 1.118. However, it manages to
maintain its effectiveness in the testing phase with an RMSE of 0.902. In contrast, the Embedding
Concatenation technique stands out with a notably lower RMSE across all phases. It performs
well with an RMSE of 0.1360 in the training phase, maintains its performance in the validation
phase with an RMSE of 0.3465, and achieves the best result in the testing phase with an RMSE
of 0.2912. We observed information loss when we used addition as the fusion strategy - loss
stabilized at a much higher error than we observed with the concatenation approach. These
findings suggest the benefit of using the Embedding Concatenation approach in minimizing

prediction errors compared to the Embedding Sum method.

Models

Train RMSE Validation RMSE Test RMSE
Sum 0.8879 1.118 0.902
Concatenation 0.1360 0.3465 0.2912

TABLE III: Comparison of the neural CDE model performance with embedding using sum versus
concatenation

2) LSTM fusion versus Neural CDE fusion

As shown in Table the LSTM Fusion model demonstrates a consistent performance
pattern across different phases of the process. During training, it achieves an RMSE of 0.3038,
maintaining its effectiveness in the validation phase with an RMSE of 0.8191. The performance
remains stable in the testing phase as well, with an RMSE of 0.9066. In comparison, the Neural
CDE Fusion approach outperforms the LSTM Fusion model in terms of predictive accuracy. It
starts with a lower RMSE of 0.1360 during training, which carries over into the validation phase
with an RMSE of 0.3465. Notably, the Neural CDE Fusion model achieves the best result in
the testing phase, demonstrating an impressive RMSE of 0.2912. These findings highlight the
superiority of the Neural CDE Fusion model in minimizing prediction errors compared to the
LSTM Fusion approach.

Models

Train RMSE Validation RMSE Test RMSE
LSTM Fusion 0.3038 0.8191 0.9066
Neural CDE Fusion 0.1360 0.3465 0.2912

TABLE IV: Comparison of performance LSTM fusion versus Neural CDE fusion

13
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3) Neural CDE interpolation strategies

As shown in Table [V] the Cubic Hermite splines model exhibits consistent results throughout
the process. During training, it achieves an RMSE of 0.1360, maintaining its effectiveness in
the validation phase with an RMSE of 0.3465. The model’s performance remains stable in the
testing phase as well, with an RMSE of 0.2912. In contrast, the Rectilinear interpolation approach
outperforms the Cubic Hermite splines model in terms of predictive accuracy. It starts with a
slightly lower RMSE of 0.1278 during training, which carries over into the validation phase
with an RMSE of 0.3371. Notably, the Rectilinear interpolation model achieves the best result
in the testing phase with an RMSE of 0.2570. These findings highlight the advantage of the
Rectilinear interpolation model in minimizing prediction errors compared to the Cubic Hermite

splines approach.

Models
Train Validation Test

Cubic Hermite Splines 0.1360  0.3465 0.2912
Rectilinear 0.1278  0.3371 0.2570

TABLE V: Model performance with the use of Cubic Hermite splines versus Rectilinear
Interpolation

4) Pretrained Neural CDE versus RealDiffFusionNet

As shown in Table the pretrained CDE model displays consistent results throughout
the process. During training, it achieves an RMSE of 1.076, maintaining its effectiveness in
the validation phase with an RMSE of 1.054. The model’s performance remains relatively
stable in the testing phase as well, with an RMSE of 1.215. In contrast, the RealDiffFusionNet
approach outperforms the pretrained CDE model in terms of predictive accuracy. It starts with a
significantly lower RMSE of 0.1278 during training, which carries over into the validation phase
with an RMSE of 0.3371. Notably, the RealDiffFusionNet achieves the best result in the testing
phase, demonstrating a lower RMSE of 0.2570. These findings highlight the superiority of the
RealDiffFusionNet in minimizing prediction errors compared to the pretrained CDE approach.

Models

Train RMSE Validation RMSE Test RMSE
Pretrained CDE 1.076 1.054 1.215
RealDiffFusionNet 0.1278 0.3371 0.2570

TABLE VI: Comparison of model performance with pretrained Neural CDE versus RealDiffFu-
sionNet

14



V. CONCLUSIONS

V. CONCLUSIONS

This study evaluated the performance of Neural CDE informed multihead attention models in
comparison to various baseline models, including LSTMs. It was found that the use of the Neural
CDE based models served to improve accuracy due to their capacity to handle the irregularly
sampled medical data. Additionally, it was observed that the incorporation of the multimodal
context (baseline CT scan and patient time invariant features) using attention fusion was found
to be successful in improving model performance. Overall, ReallDiffFusionNet is promising in
analyzing real world healthcare time series data.
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