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Future frame prediction in chest cine MR imaging using the PCA respiratory motion model and
dynamically trained recurrent neural networks
Michel Pohl,Mitsuru Uesaka,Hiroyuki Takahashi,Kazuyuki Demachi,Ritu Bhusal Chhatkuli

• RNNs trained online can accurately forecast future frames in chest cine-MR imaging.
• Online learning helps adapt to unsteady motion and reach high accuracy with few data.
• Respiratory motion corresponded mainly to the first or second PCA component.
• Predicting higher-order PCA weights related with minor deformations boosted accuracy.
• Linear filters and RNNs estimated motion well at low and high horizons, respectively.
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A B S T R A C T
Lung tumors follow the respiratory motion and are thus difficult to target accurately during radiother-
apy. Not considering the latency of treatment systems may lead to uncertainty in the estimated tumor
location and high irradiation of healthy tissue surrounding it. This work addresses the challenge of
future frame prediction in chest dynamic magnetic resonance (MR) image sequences to compensate
for the time delay using recurrent neural networks (RNN) trained with online learning algorithms.
The latter enable networks to adapt to the changing respiratory patterns of each patient and help mit-
igate irregular movements unseen in the training set, as they update synaptic weights with each new
training example.

Experiments were conducted using four publicly available two-dimensional (2D) thoracic cine-
magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) sagittal sequences of volunteers sampled at 3.18Hz. Principal
component analysis (PCA) decomposes the time-varying displacement vector field (DVF), computed
using the pyramidal Lucas-Kanade optical flow algorithm, into static deformation fields and low-
dimensional time-dependent weights. We compare various algorithms to forecast the latter: linear
regression, least mean squares (LMS), and RNNs trained with real-time recurrent learning (RTRL),
unbiased online recurrent optimization (UORO), decoupled neural interfaces (DNI) and sparse 1-step
approximation (SnAp-1). Predicting the DVF projection onto the linear PCA feature subspace enables
estimating the deformation field in the future and, in turn, the next frames by warping the initial image.

Linear regression led to the lowest mean predicted deformation error at a horizon ℎ = 0.32s (the
time interval in advance for which the prediction is made), equal to 1.30mm, followed by SnAp-1 and
RTRL, whose error increased from 1.37mm to 1.44mm as ℎ increased from 0.62s to 2.20s. Similarly,
the structural similarity index measure (SSIM) of LMS decreased from 0.904 to 0.898 as ℎ increased
from 0.31s to 1.57s and was the highest among the algorithms compared for the latter horizons. SnAp-
1 attained the highest SSIM for ℎ ≥ 1.88s, with values of less than 0.898. The predicted images look
similar to the original ones, and the highest errors occurred at challenging areas such as the diaphragm
boundary at the end-of-inhale phase, where motion variability is more prominent, and regions where
out-of-plane motion was more prevalent.

1. Introduction
1.1. Respiratory motion management in

MR-guided radiotherapy
Machine learning can benefit external beam radiotherapy

at various steps within the clinical workflow, ranging from
supporting the optimal treatment plan selection, improving
dose planning and radiation delivery, to helping assess pa-
tient response to the therapy session [1]. Respiratory motion
forecasting during treatment is a critical application that can
enhance therapeutic irradiation precision and patient out-
come. Indeed, the beam may partially miss the moving target
(e.g., the lung or pancreas tumor) and negatively affect sur-
rounding healthy tissue instead, due to the intrinsic latency
of the treatment system. Specifically, rotation, deformation,
and translation of the tumor and surrounding organs at risks
induced by breathing can cause geometric and dosimetric er-
rors. Chest tumor motion is primarily periodic, with a range
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in the cranio-caudal direction sometimes exceeding 5cm [2].
Nonetheless, it is influenced by phase shifts and local vari-
ations in frequency and amplitude. Amplitude shifts refer
to sudden and occasional variations in the average position
of the organs, while the term "drift" describes more gradual
changes occurring during a single treatment session. As an
example, baseline intrafractional drifts of 1.65 ± 5.95 mm,
1.50 ± 2.54 mm, and 0.45 ± 2.23 mm (mean ± standard
deviation) have been observed in the superior-inferior (SI),
anterior-posterior, and left-right directions, respectively, in
[3]. Moreover, general posture changes due to patient re-
laxation as time elapses or minor positional adjustments on
the treatment bed also add to the variability in chest motion
records. Each radiotherapy treatment system has a specific
characteristic time delay, but "for most radiation treatments,
the latency will be more than 100ms, and can be up to two
seconds" [4].

During external beam radiotherapy treatment of chest tu-
mors, the latter’s three-dimensional (3D) volume cannot be
imaged fully in real time. Conventional methods rely on
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tracking metallic fiducial markers implanted near the tar-
get using kilovoltage (kV) fluoroscopic imaging, which is
unfortunately invasive, or external markers placed on the
chest, which is more tolerable but limited by a low corre-
lation with the target motion and the associated phase shift.
Several works also proposed deriving internal motion from
the whole chest surface imaged with optical cameras. The
recent advancements in magnetic resonance imaging (MRI)
technology enable observing soft tissue and organ motion
in real-time in a fixed imaging plane with high contrast.
Moreover, recent magnetic resonance (MR)-guided radio-
therapy systems do not involve the burden of additional
imaging dose, as opposed to kV fluoroscopy imaging or four-
dimensional cone beam computed tomography (4D-CBCT)
acquisitions. Because MRI is not subject to dose restrictions,
free-breathing in the two-dimensional (2D) slice of interest
featuring inter-cycle variations can be imaged for relatively
long, as opposed to 4D-CBCT imaging, which can only cap-
ture an average breathing cycle. Fast four-dimensional (4D)
MR acquisition is a current area of research, as the proposed
4D imaging techniques result in a relatively low spatial reso-
lution and quality. In that context, MR-guided radiotherapy
can benefit from artificial intelligence (AI) enhancements re-
garding 3D volume motion estimation from partial observa-
tions, and irradiation delay mitigation. Our work focuses on
the latter point, but we will briefly cover advances concern-
ing the former as they relate to the spatial motion model that
we employed.

Much research has been conducted on exploring math-
ematical correspondence models that can derive 3D inter-
nal motion, which is not observable in real-time, from sur-
rogate signals, also referred to as partial observations (in the
case of imaging). Such models usually require a fitting pro-
cedure involving simultaneous image and surrogate signal
acquisitions. As an example, liver motion recorded via ul-
trasound imaging was inferred from the position of light-
emitting diodes (LED) placed on the chest surface of vol-
unteers (AccuTrack 250 system) using a Long Short-Term
Memory (LSTM) network in [5]. The latter was coupled
with another LSTM forecasting the position of the LEDs
to achieve spatio-temporal prediction. The authors found
that LSTMs were more effective than support vector regres-
sion (SVR) at both tasks and that continuously updating the
correlation model improved the accuracy. Correspondence
models are referred to as subject-specific when the fitting
procedure is performed using the data from a single patient
or population-based when it involves data from several sub-
jects.

Principal component analysis (PCA), an unsupervised
dimensionality reduction algorithm that can be interpreted
as fitting an ellipsoid to the data, has been a popular tool
used to build correspondence models. One commonly per-
forms eigendecomposition on a motion matrix constructed
via deformable image registration (DIR) between a refer-
ence phase and other phases in a four-dimensional dataset
(Appendix B). That approach implicitly assumes that linear
combinations of the eigenvectors associated with the largest

eigenvalues can approximate every potential organ motion
state. Two broad categories in using PCA for correspon-
dence modeling are highlighted in [6]. In direct modeling,
PCA is applied to internal or surrogate data, in which case a
regression method is fitted using the PCA weights, or PCA
is used to fit the correspondence model. The first article in-
troducing the PCA respiratory motion model belongs to the
latter subcategory [7]. In that work, the displacement vector
field (DVF) within the whole chest was inferred from the
diaphragm position in four-dimensional computed tomog-
raphy (4DCT) images; it was observed that two principal
components were sufficient to describe the breathing motion
accurately. Another example where PCA is used to fit the
correspondence model is the work of Chen et al., where the
tumor and lung motion is derived from the external chest
surface using 4DCT imaging with a particle-based surface
meshing approach and topology preserving non-rigid point
matching registration algorithm [8]. By contrast, in indirect
models, the weights associated with the principal compo-
nents derived from internal motion are estimated using nu-
merical optimization by maximizing the similarity between
the partial observations and the corresponding 2D cross-
sections from the inferred 3D data. For instance, subject-
specific indirect models were used to estimate volumetric
MR scans from 2D cine-MRI in [9, 10]. In those two stud-
ies, iterative optimization of the weights of the eigenvectors
was conducted until satisfactory alignment between the ob-
served 2D cross-sections and warped reference volume was
reached. Romaguera et al. mentioned that "results reported
for these patient-specific models are often more accurate
than for population-based methods. In a clinical scenario,
their reliability depends, however, on the degree of patient-
specific inter-fraction motion variations."
1.2. Respiratory motion forecasting with

dynamically trained RNNs
Recurrent connections are widespread in recent artificial

neural network (ANN) architectures proposed for respiratory
motion forecasting in radiotherapy [12, 13, 14, 15]. Indeed,
the feedback loop at the core of diverse recurrent neural net-
work (RNN) models acts as a form of memory, enabling the
storage and retrieval of information over time. This distinc-
tive feature allows these networks to effectively learn pat-
terns and relationships within sequential data and surpass
conventional multilayer perceptrons (MLP) in time series or
natural language processing. One training strategy consists
of adjusting the network weights as new incoming samples
become available to better handle unique breathing patterns
not previously encountered in the training set. A straightfor-
ward method to achieve that involves retraining the network
as new data points are obtained using a sliding time inter-
val window beyond which past data is discarded. For in-
stance, such an approach was previously used to dynamically
retrain LSTMs forecasting the SI component of the tumor
center of mass in 2D cine-MR sequences and adapt a popu-
lation model to a specific patient [16]. The authors reported
a root-mean-square error (RMSE) decrease from 2.02mm to
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1.77mm and from 1.59mm to 1.34mm on the two test sets
that they used when dynamically retraining the LSTM with
a horizon (the time interval in the future for which the predic-
tion is made, also called response time or look-ahead time)
equal to ℎ = 750ms compared to offline learning (i.e., not
performing adaptation). That strategy can enhance perfor-
mance, but it has a significant drawback: with each new re-
training cycle, the algorithm progressively forgets the char-
acteristics of earlier data that fall outside the new window.
A very similar and conventional way of training RNNs is
truncated backpropagation through time (TBPTT); while be-
ing relatively resource-efficient with a complexity of (𝑞2),
where 𝑞 denotes the number of hidden units, it suffers from
a bias towards more recent dependencies [17].

Unlike dynamic retraining with a sliding window ap-
proach or TBPTT, truly online training methods retain
learned knowledge over a longer time span. Indeed, the cor-
responding equations governing the update of the network
parameters do not directly reference a time point in the past
beyond which information is lost. Real-time recurrent learn-
ing (RTRL), a fundamental online learning algorithm for
RNNs, operates by recursively updating the sensitivity ma-
trix (the derivative of the hidden state with respect to the
parameters), also referred to as the influence matrix, at each
time step [18]. It has previously been applied to the forecast
of the locations of fiducial markers implanted in the lungs
(SyncTraX system) [19], abdominal and thoracic cancer le-
sions recorded by CyberKnife Synchrony system [20], chest
internal points tracked with DIR in 4D cone beam computed
tomography (CBCT) images [21], as well as external mark-
ers placed on the abdomen and chest of healthy volunteers
(NDI Polaris system) [22, 23]. Nonetheless, RTRL is lim-
ited by its high computational complexity, which scales as
(𝑞4), rendering inference impractical even for moderately
sized networks.

Several algorithms for online training of RNNs were re-
cently proposed as an attempt to lower computational re-
quirements compared to RTRL while avoiding bias in the
loss gradient estimation, as introduced in TBPTT, as much
as possible, effectively balancing short-term and long-term
signal dependencies (cf for instance the discussion in [24]).
One is unbiased online recurrent optimization (UORO),
which approximates the sensitivity matrix as the product of
two random vectors updated recursively at each time step,
using the "rank-one trick" [25]. UORO produces unbiased
gradient estimates using a closed-form update rule, albeit
with the trade-off of introducing stochasticity. Other ap-
proaches seek to reduce time complexity by leveraging spar-
sity, such as sparse n-step approximation (SnAp-n), which
only monitors the effect of weights on hidden units impacted
within 𝑛 steps of the recurrent core [26]. Although the latter
algorithm introduces a bias in the loss gradient computation,
it maintains a non-stochastic closed-form update. The spe-
cific case 𝑛 = 1, sparse 1-step approximation (SnAp-1), is
equivalent to a diagonal approximation of the sensitivity ma-
trix analogous to that proposed in the original LSTM paper
[27]. In opposition to UORO and SnAp-1, which attempt to

compress the information in the sensitivity matrix, decou-
pled neural interfaces (DNI) is a future-facing algorithm; in
other words, it relies on error signal prediction. Originally
introduced as a versatile framework relevant to both recur-
rent and non-recurrent networks, DNI seeks to eliminate the
dependency of network modules on the completion of back-
ward or forward computations by other modules before the
update of their own weights. That is achieved by learning
a "synthetic gradient," an independent estimate of the loss
gradient at each layer. DNI’s gradient updates are biased,
deterministic, and numerical since there is no closed-form
expression to directly compute the error signal, necessitat-
ing a gradient descent step instead. UORO, SnAp-1, and
DNI all benefit from a computational complexity of (𝑞2)
lower than that of RTRL. Efficient implementations of these
three algorithms for vanilla RNNs were proposed in [22, 23].
In the latter works, they are applied for the first time to ra-
diotherapy by forecasting the position of external markers
and demonstrated higher performance than RTRL; the hid-
den layer size was reduced when using RTRL to compensate
for the latter’s high processing time.
1.3. Future frame forecasting in natural and

thoracic video sequences
Similar to time series forecasting, video prediction, the

self-supervised task of estimating future frames given a se-
quence of past successive frames, has seen much interest
in the computer vision community, with some applications
in robotic control [28], autonomous driving [29, 30, 31], or
precipitation nowcasting [32]. Forecasting natural images is
challenging as those are characterized by complex pixel dy-
namics at different scales, subject to occlusions, camera mo-
tion, or variations in lighting conditions. Furthermore, the
future is multimodal, as there are generally multiple equally
plausible future outcomes given the information in the past
frames. That phenomenon experimentally results in blurry
predictions, especially when the horizon is high. More gen-
erally, it was observed that forecasting frames further in the
future tends to lead to less accurate results. Due to their high
capabilities in sequential data processing, RNNs are often
used as the temporal modeling backbone of video forecast-
ing architectures. Early works focusing specifically on these
include the introduction of the convolutional LSTM [32],
which is more suited to the image space than its classical
counterpart, and the extension of the LSTM-based encoder-
decoder framework, originally developed for machine trans-
lation [33], to video prediction [34]. Dynamic retraining,
i.e., periodically fine-tuning the network in the inference
phase, was applied to video forecasting in [29], which im-
proved accuracy for long-term predictions.

Oprea et al. comprehensively surveyed deep learning
methods for video prediction and categorized them as fol-
lows [35]. Initial approaches attempted to forecast raw pixel
values straightforwardly, aiming to implicitly capture fine
details and scene dynamics [32, 34, 30]. Nevertheless, learn-
ing an appropriately stable and meaningful representation
from raw frames proved difficult due to the high dimension-
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ality and variability of the pixel space. That challenge led to
developments aimed at reducing the dimensionality of inter-
nal representations and supervision complexity. On the one
hand, some works focused on separating variability elements
from the visual content, which Oprea et al. refer to as "factor-
izing the prediction space." One such strategy consists of dis-
entangling motion and appearance using a two-stream pro-
cessing approach [36]. Another subcategory encompasses
methods that model variability factors as explicit transfor-
mations between subsequent frames to leverage the latter’s
high level of simililarity, using kernel-based or vector-based
resampling [37, 38]. The latter consists of predicting a DVF
and applying it to one of the observed frames to generate
the estimated future frame. It generally relies on the spa-
tial transformer network (STN), a module that learns to per-
form geometrical transformations on an input image or fea-
ture map [39]. It was argued that vector-based resampling
approaches "can avoid [the] blurring problem by copying co-
herent regions of pixels from existing frames" and "lead to
more realistic and sharper results than techniques that hallu-
cinate pixels from scratch" [38]. On the other hand, Oprea
et al. group together methods that "narrow the prediction
space" either by "conditioning the predictions on extra vari-
ables," such as the robot state and action [37, 40], or redefin-
ing the forecasting task in a higher-level space, such as se-
mantic or instance segmentation maps [29, 31], or keypoint
coordinates [28]. In parallel to works focused on simplify-
ing the prediction task, other research efforts have also tack-
led the challenge of future multimodality by proposing al-
gorithms based on probabilistic models such as variational
auto-encoders (VAE) [40, 41, 28]. A VAE compresses and
recovers the input 𝑥 to capture a low-dimensional represen-
tation 𝑧 that encapsulates the most significant factors of vari-
ability in 𝑥. When applied to image generation, VAEs seek
to produce new images by sampling from a prior distribution
over the latent encoding 𝑧, thus introducing a probabilistic
element to traditional autoencoders’ otherwise deterministic
latent space.

Video prediction using dynamic chest imaging is valu-
able for radiotherapy, as it helps characterize the complete
deformation of the moving target. By contrast, most previ-
ous works on tumor position estimation attempted to predict
only its center of mass, whose sole trajectory is an incom-
plete representation of motion. In chest MR scan sequence
prediction, multimodality can appear in the form of respira-
tory and cardiac irregularities or out-of-plane motion (Sec-
tion 1.1). Furthermore, a low signal-to-noise ratio (SNR)
caused by a weak magnetic field and distortions or degrada-
tions due to susceptibility, flow, chemical shift, or magnetic
field inhomogeneity artifacts can make prediction more diffi-
cult. The relatively low acquisition frequency and amount of
data for training in available cine-MR chest scan datasets are
additional challenges specific to medical imaging. Chhatkuli
et al. proposed the first next-frame forecasting algorithm for
chest video sequences, consisting of applying PCA to raw
pixel intensities and predicting the time-dependent weights
with multi-channel singular spectral analysis (MSSA) [42].

That method was validated using chest phantom kV fluoro-
scopic images and coronal slices from 4DCT acquisitions.
Likewise, volumetric chest cine-MR scan sequences from
extended cardiac-torso phantom (XCAT) data and an actual
liver cancer patient were predicted by conducting PCA us-
ing the DVF between a reference frame and the current frame
and forecasting the corresponding weights using MLPs com-
bined with adaptive boosting in [43]. Although not strictly
related to next-frame forecasting, a similar approach was
used in [44] to predict chest surfaces reconstructed from
point clouds captured by a 3D photogrammetry system. In
that work, kernel PCA was applied to the surface height map,
and a vector autoregressive model estimated the future low-
dimensional time-varying representations in the kernel fea-
ture space. The PCA models in [42, 43, 44] were subject-
specific, and it was observed that an oscillatory pattern fol-
lowing the breathing motion characterized the weights cor-
responding to the first principal components. The predictive
coding network, a deep neural network design based on con-
volutional LSTMs and inspired by the neuroscience concept
of predictive coding, was used to predict 2D cross-sections
from chest 4DCT acquisitions as a direct pixel synthesis
model in [45]. By contrast, Romaguera et al. used a vector-
based resampling approach to forecast 2D liver images ac-
quired using multiple modalities (MRI, computed tomogra-
phy [CT], and ultrasound) [46]. The proposed algorithm was
a modified version of VoxelMorph, an encoder-decoder neu-
ral network architecture for self-supervised DIR based on
the STN module, including multi-scale residual blocks and
ConvLSTMs for temporal prediction. Recent works have fo-
cused on future volumetric MR scan estimation from real-
time 2D cine-MR acquisitions to simultaneously address the
delays and real-time 3D imaging limitations of MR linear ac-
celerator (LINAC) systems. First, an encoder-decoder archi-
tecture similar to that in [46], whose future latent encoding of
the deformations is estimated from the incoming 2D frames,
was proposed in [11]. The latter architecture was later refor-
mulated using a (probabilistic) conditional VAE backbone,
and the resulting network achieved a lower target (vessel)
tracking error [47]. Further accuracy improvements were re-
ported by replacing the ConvLSTMs in the latter work with a
transformer architecture using prior-based conditioning and
learnable queries for temporal prediction [48]. In general, it
was documented that the predicted frames, especially at the
diaphragm edge region, were less accurate around the end-
inhale phase since the latter was subject to high inter-cycle
variability. It was also reported that blood vessels appearing
suddenly due to out-of-plane movement may not appear in
the predictions [46].
1.4. Content of this study

This research is the first to apply online learning algo-
rithms for RNNs, namely RTRL, UORO, SnAp-1, and DNI,
to chest cine-MR image prediction and even video predic-
tion in general, to the best of our knowledge. The forecasting
model is specific to a given scan sequence: training and vali-
dation use the same video. PCA is applied to time-dependent
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DVFs estimated using the pyramidal Lucas-Kanade optical
flow algorithm to derive a subject-specific internal respira-
tory motion model. We forecast the time-varying PCA coef-
ficients to obtain the embeddings corresponding to the next
video frames. As such, our approach belongs to the vector-
based resampling category in the classification of video fore-
casting models of Oprea et al. [35]. Our one-shot approach
(i.e., not using a population model) produces satisfactory vi-
sual results and reaches numerical accuracy metrics similar
to those previously reported in the literature about chest scan
sequence prediction. That can be attributed to the capabil-
ities of online learning algorithms to quickly adapt to new
incoming data, corresponding potentially to irregular breath-
ing. Additionally, PCA is a simple method that brings inter-
pretability, as one can visualize how the prediction of a spe-
cific one-dimensional time-varying PCA weight translates
into the deformation space. Our study is the first to deter-
mine the optimal number of components by cross-validation
among the works in chest video prediction. Furthermore,
our research is the first to utilize public cine-MR data for
medical chest image sequence forecasting. To our knowl-
edge, the MR records used are also longer (i.e., the number
of time steps is higher) than those used in similar previous
works; some comprise heart motion. Lastly, we compare the
performance of RNNs, least mean squares (LMS), and linear
regression for various horizons and accuracy measures and
provide insights regarding hyper-parameter optimization for
UORO, SnAp-1, and DNI.

2. Material and methods
2.1. Chest image data

This study uses two volumetric chest MR image se-
quences from an online public dataset [49]. The original 4D-
MRI data were acquired using a technique based on “stack-
ing of dynamic 2D images using internal image-based sort-
ing” [50, 51]. Using bicubic spline interpolation, we re-
sampled the original 3D volumes so that each voxel corre-
sponds to a 1mm×1mm×1mm resolution. We then selected
two sagittal cross-sections for each subject, totaling four se-
quences of 2D cross-sections. The 2D images thus have a
spatial resolution of 1mm2 per pixel and are encoded in 8
bits. Lastly, we shifted them such that the first image of each
sequence corresponds to the middle phase within the expira-
tion process. The resulting cine-MR sagittal sequences com-
prise each 𝑀 = 200 frames (as the initial 4D data); Table
1 summarizes their characteristics. Sequences 1 and 4 com-
prise cross-sections from the left part of the chest and include
cardiac motion, whereas sequences 2 and 3 correspond to the
right hemithorax. Fig. 14 displays the mean image associ-
ated with each 2D+𝑡 sequence.
2.2. Breathing motion modeling with PCA

Given each MR image sequence, DIR between the ini-
tial 2D frame (at time 𝑡1) and that at time 𝑡 is performed
using the pyramidal iterative Lucas-Kanade optical flow al-
gorithm [52, 53], following the practical implementation in

Sq. Field of Pixel Sampling Nb. of Breathing Heart
index view (mm) size (mm) frequency frames cycles visible?
1 270 × 270 1 × 1 3.22 Hz 200 14 Yes
2 270 × 270 1 × 1 3.22 Hz 200 14 No
3 290 × 290 1 × 1 3.15 Hz 200 28 Yes
4 290 × 290 1 × 1 3.15 Hz 200 28 No

Table 1
Characteristics of the dynamic chest MRI scan sequences

[22] (with a straightforward adaptation from 3D to 2D). The
optical flow parameters are optimized with grid search: we
select those that minimize the mean of the registration er-
ror over the first 90 images (details in Appendix A). In the
following, we denote by 𝑢(𝑥⃗, 𝑡) the push-forward 2D local
deformation vector at pixel 𝑥⃗ and time 𝑡, which satisfies the
local brightness constancy assumption by definition:

𝐼(𝑥⃗, 𝑡1) ≈ 𝐼(𝑥⃗ + 𝑢(𝑥⃗, 𝑡𝑘), 𝑡𝑘) (1)
The vector resulting from concatenating (and centering)

the deformations 𝑢(𝑥⃗, 𝑡) at time 𝑡, 𝑋𝑐(𝑡), lies in a high-
dimensional space of dimension 2|𝐼|, where |𝐼| is the num-
ber of pixels (Eq. 25). However, the complex overall spa-
tiotemporal variations are driven by relatively simple phe-
nomena that can be described with few degrees of freedom.
This work uses PCA to project the high-dimensional motion
vector 𝑋𝑐(𝑡) onto a low-dimensional linear space. Mathe-
matically, given an arbitrary number of principal compo-
nents 𝑛𝑐𝑝 ∈ ℕ, for each 𝑗 ∈ [[1, ..., 𝑛𝑐𝑝]], we compute the
jth principal component (𝑢𝑗(𝑥⃗)

)

𝑥⃗∈𝐼 and associated weights
(

𝑤𝑗(𝑡𝑘)
)

𝑘∈[[1,...,𝑀], which satisfy the following approximate
relationship for all pixels 𝑥⃗ at any time 𝑡:

𝑢(𝑥⃗, 𝑡) ≈ 𝜇(𝑥⃗) +
𝑛𝑐𝑝
∑

𝑗=1
𝑤𝑗(𝑡)𝑢𝑗(𝑥⃗) (2)

The formula above expresses the high-dimensional time-
dependent DVF, 𝑢(𝑥⃗, 𝑡), as a linear combination of a few
(static) vector fields 𝑢𝑗(𝑥⃗) weighted by time-dependent sig-
nals 𝑤𝑗(𝑡). This article refers to the 𝑢𝑗(𝑥⃗) vectors as the
principal DVFs. In Eq. 2, 𝜇(𝑥⃗) represents the (temporal)
mean of 𝑢(𝑥⃗, 𝑡𝑘) over 𝑘 ∈ [[1, ...,𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛]], and the principal
components 𝑢𝑗(𝑥⃗) are computed using the first𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 images
of each sequence. To estimate the weights at time 𝑡𝑘 when
𝑘 ≥ 𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛, we project the centered DVF vector 𝑋𝑐(𝑡𝑘) onto
the principal components, as described by Eq. 3. We set
𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 = 90, except when performing prediction with lin-
ear regression, in which case 𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 = 160 (the reason is
explained in the next section).

𝑤𝑗(𝑡) =
∑

𝑥⃗∈𝐼

⟨

𝑢(𝑥⃗, 𝑡) − 𝜇(𝑥⃗), 𝑢𝑗(𝑥⃗)
⟩ (3)

In the equation above, ⟨⋅, ⋅⟩ designates the Euclidean inner
product, and the sum is over all the pixels 𝑥⃗ in the incom-
ing image at time 𝑡. The principal components stay con-
stant throughout each sequence since the motion model is
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not updated as time elapses. This is a deliberate choice, as
we assume that the breathing dynamics remain relatively sta-
ble within all sequences. Given that the latter are relatively
short, around two minutes, and show no significant changes
in motion patterns, we believe this is acceptable. Eq. 3 can
easily be derived from Eq. 2 using the orthonormality of the
vectors formed by the concatenation of the 𝑢𝑗(𝑥⃗) for 𝑥⃗ ∈ 𝐼
in ℝ2|𝐼|:

∑

𝑥⃗∈𝐼

⟨

𝑢𝑖(𝑥⃗)|𝑢𝑗(𝑥⃗)
⟩

=

{

1 if 𝑖 = 𝑗
0 otherwise (4)

Appendix B contains further mathematical details con-
cerning the derivation of Eqs. 2 and 3 from a linear algebra
viewpoint.
2.3. Prediction of the time-dependent PCA weights

Predicting the following images is accomplished via
forecasting the weights 𝑤𝑗(𝑡𝑘). We compare various predic-
tion techniques: offline multivariate linear regression, LMS,
and vanilla RNNs (also referred to as standard RNNs) with
a single hidden layer trained online. The latter architecture
can mathematically be described as follows:

𝑥𝑛+1 = Φ(𝑊𝑎,𝑛𝑥𝑛 +𝑊𝑏,𝑛𝑢𝑛) 𝑦𝑛+1 = 𝑊𝑐,𝑛𝑥𝑛+1 (5)
In the equations above, 𝑊𝑎,𝑛, 𝑊𝑏,𝑛, and 𝑊𝑐,𝑛 refer respec-
tively to the core-to-core, input-to-core, and core-to-output
synaptic weights. Their shape is 𝑞×𝑞, 𝑞×(𝑚+1), and 𝑝×𝑞,
where 𝑚, 𝑝, and 𝑞 denote respectively the input, output, and
hidden layer sizes. These matrices depend on the time step
index 𝑛, as online learning algorithms update them contin-
ually. Φ is the non-linear activation function; we set it as
the coordinate-wise hyperbolic tangent function in this work.
The RNN training algorithms that we selected for this study
are respectively RTRL, UORO, SnAp-1, and DNI. Their im-
plementation is the same as in [22, 23], which provide more
technical details.

The input 𝑢𝑛 of the forecasting algorithms consists of
the concatenation of the weights 𝑤𝑗(𝑡𝑛), ..., 𝑤𝑗(𝑡𝑛+𝐿−1) for
each component index 𝑗 ∈ [[1, ..., 𝑛𝑐𝑝]], where 𝐿 designates
the signal history length (SHL) expressed in number of time
steps. The weights 𝑤1(𝑡), ..., 𝑤𝑛𝑐𝑝 (𝑡) are predicted simulta-
neously to utilize temporal correlation information, thereby
potentially increasing accuracy. The output vector 𝑦𝑛+1 con-
sists of the PCA weights at time 𝑡𝑛+𝐿+ℎ−1, where ℎ refers to
the horizon value expressed in number of time steps (Eq. 6).
In our work, we study the influence of ℎ ∈ [[1, ..., 7]] on the
prediction accuracy.

𝑢𝑛 =

⎛

⎜

⎜

⎜

⎜

⎜

⎜

⎜

⎜

⎜

⎝

1
𝑤1(𝑡𝑛)
𝑤2(𝑡𝑛)
...

𝑤𝑛𝑐𝑝 (𝑡𝑛)
𝑤1(𝑡𝑛+1)

...
𝑤𝑛𝑐𝑝 (𝑡𝑛+𝐿−1)

⎞

⎟

⎟

⎟

⎟

⎟

⎟

⎟

⎟

⎟

⎠

𝑦𝑛+1 =
⎛

⎜

⎜

⎝

𝑤1(𝑡𝑛+𝐿+ℎ−1)
...

𝑤𝑛𝑐𝑝 (𝑡𝑛+𝐿+ℎ−1)

⎞

⎟

⎟

⎠

(6)

Each incoming input vector 𝑢𝑛 is normalized by substi-
tuting it with (𝑢𝑛 − 𝜇𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛)∕𝜎𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 (the division is performed
element-wise), where 𝜇𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 and 𝜎𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 are, respectively, the
mean and standard deviation of the 𝑢𝑛s of the training set.
That accelerates the convergence of stochastic gradient de-
scent. The output 𝑦𝑛+1 is then scaled back to the original
space by replacing it with 𝜎𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 ∗ (𝑦𝑛+1 + 𝜇𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛), where ∗
refers to the element-wise multiplication. The loss gradient
associated with the RNN or LMS is clipped when the latter is
greater than 𝜏𝑅𝑁𝑁 = 100.0 or 𝜏𝐿𝑀𝑆 = 2.0, respectively, to
ensure numerical stability [54]. The synaptic weights of the
RNNs were initialized according to a Gaussian distribution
of mean 0 and standard deviation 𝜎𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 = 0.02.

Learning is performed using only information from a sin-
gle video used then for testing. Indeed, we do not build a
generalized model but a sequence-specific model. Each time
series is split into a training and development set of 56.3s and
the remaining test set of 6.3s. The training set comprises the
data between 0s and 28.3s, corresponding to 𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 = 90
frames, except in the case of linear regression, where we set
𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 = 160 because using more training data is beneficial
to offline methods2.

During cross-validation, we optimize the SHL for all the
algorithms considered, the learning rate of the adaptive al-
gorithms (LMS and RNNs), and the number of RNN hid-
den units (Table 2). The cross-validation set corresponds
to the time indices 𝑘 ∈ [[𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 + 1, ...,𝑀𝑐𝑣]], where we
set 𝑀𝑐𝑣 = 180 for all the forecasting methods considered.
We select the hyper-parameters in the grid that minimize the
normalized root-mean-square error (nRMSE) of the cross-
validation set, defined in Eq. 7 (with 𝑘𝑚𝑖𝑛 = 𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 + 1 and
𝑘𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 𝑀𝑐𝑣).

𝑛𝑅𝑀𝑆𝐸 =

√

√

√

√

√

√

∑𝑘𝑚𝑎𝑥
𝑘=𝑘𝑚𝑖𝑛

∑𝑛𝑐𝑝
𝑗=1

(

𝑤𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑
𝑗 (𝑡𝑘) −𝑤𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑒

𝑗 (𝑡𝑘)
)2

∑𝑘𝑚𝑎𝑥
𝑘=𝑘𝑚𝑖𝑛

∑𝑛𝑐𝑝
𝑗=1

(

𝑤𝑗
𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑒 −𝑤𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑒

𝑗 (𝑡𝑘)
)2

(7)

In that equation, for each component order 𝑗 ∈ [[1, ..., 𝑛𝑐𝑝]],
𝑤𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑒

𝑗 (𝑡𝑘) designates the "ground-truth" time-dependent
weight at time 𝑡𝑘 computed by projecting the deformations
associated with the incoming image onto the principal DVFs
according to Eq. 3, 𝑤𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑

𝑗 (𝑡𝑘) the predicted weight at time 𝑡𝑘,
and 𝑤𝑗

𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑒 the mean of 𝑤𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑒
𝑗 (𝑡𝑘) for 𝑘 ∈ [[𝑘𝑚𝑖𝑛, ..., 𝑘𝑚𝑎𝑥]].

2.4. Image prediction
Given the predicted PCA weights, we estimate the fu-

ture DVFs using Eq. 2. By doing so, we assume that the
predicted motion always lies in the 𝑛𝑐𝑝-dimensional linear

1The matrices 𝑊 and 𝑊𝑛 of size 𝑝 × (𝑚 + 1) correspond to the linear
regression and LMS coefficients, respectively. The latter depend on the
time step index 𝑛 since they are updated after receiving each new incoming
sample, in opposition to the former. Similarly, the parameters 𝑊𝑎 and 𝑊𝑏in the last row, corresponding to the RNN hidden layer, do not depend on 𝑛
as the hidden units are considered frozen in that particular case (i.e., there
is no update at any time step during inference).

2In particular, this means that the principal components and weights
computed using linear regression differ from those associated with the adap-
tive methods (LMS and RNNs).
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Prediction Mathematical Development set Range of hyper-parameters
method model partition for cross-validation

RTRL, UORO 𝑥𝑛+1 = Φ(𝑊𝑎,𝑛𝑥𝑛 +𝑊𝑏,𝑛𝑢𝑛) Training 28.3s 𝜂 ∈ {0.005, 0.01, 0.015, 0.02}
SnAp-1, DNI 𝑦𝑛+1 = 𝑊𝑐,𝑛𝑥𝑛+1 Cross-validation 28.3s 𝐿 ∈ {6, 12, 18, 24, 30}

𝑞 ∈ {10, 30, 50, 70, 90, 110}

LMS 𝑦𝑛+1 = 𝑊𝑛𝑢𝑛 Training 28.3s 𝜂 ∈ {0.02, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2}
Cross-validation 28.3s 𝐿 ∈ {6, 12, 18, 24, 30}

Linear 𝑦𝑛+1 = 𝑊 𝑢𝑛 Training 50.3s 𝐿 ∈ {6, 12, 18, 24, 30}
regression Cross-validation 6.3s

RNN with a 𝑥𝑛+1 = Φ(𝑊𝑎𝑥𝑛 +𝑊𝑏𝑢𝑛) Training 28.3s 𝜂 ∈ {0.005, 0.01, 0.015, 0.02}
frozen hidden 𝑦𝑛+1 = 𝑊𝑐,𝑛𝑥𝑛+1 Cross-validation 28.3s 𝐿 ∈ {6, 12, 18, 24, 30}
layer 𝑞 ∈ {10, 30, 50, 70, 90, 110}

Table 2
Overview of the forecasting techniques and cross-validation scheme considered in this re-
search. The second column specifies the relationship between the input vector 𝑢𝑛 containing
the past PCA weights and the output vector 𝑦𝑛+1 corresponding to the predicted weights
(both defined in Eq. 6)1. The fourth column outlines the hyper-parameter configuration
employed for cross-validation using grid search, with 𝜂 denoting the learning rate, 𝐿 the
SHL (expressed in number of time steps), and 𝑞 the number of hidden units.

subspace spanned by the principal deformation fields. Fig.
1 illustrates the motion prediction problem from a geomet-
rical viewpoint.

Xc(t1)

Xc(t2)

Xc(tn)

Xc(tn+L−1)

̂
Xc(tn+L+h−1)

Xc(t3)

Figure 1: Geometrical interpretation of the motion prediction
process. The flattened 2|𝐼|-dimensional centered DVF at time
𝑡 (|𝐼| denotes the number of pixels), 𝑋𝑐(𝑡), is projected onto
the 𝑛𝑐𝑝-dimensional linear subspace spanned by the (flattened)
principal DVFs (Eq. 3). The predicted (flattened and cen-
tered) DVF at time 𝑡𝑛+𝐿+ℎ−1, 𝑋𝑐(𝑡𝑛+𝐿+ℎ−1), lies on that linear
subspace. This figure represents the case where ℎ = 3, 𝐿 = 2,
and 𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 2.

The future frames are recovered by warping the initial
image according to the predicted DVFs (Fig. 2). That im-
plicitly relies on the assumptions that the motion field is rea-
sonably smooth (i.e., mostly invertible) and that out-of-plane

t1 t

Figure 2: The chest image at time 𝑡 is estimated by warping
the initial image (at 𝑡 = 𝑡1) 3.

Figure 3: Warping the first image (at time 𝑡 = 𝑡1) using
Nadaraya-Watson regression with a Gaussian kernel. The
closer a point in the source image lands to the square point in
the target image (at time 𝑡), the more it influences the inten-
sity of that target pixel at 𝑡 4.

motion, artifacts, and brightness variations corresponding
to the same tissue patch throughout the video are minimal.
Since the intensity values are only known at locations with
non-integer coordinates in the target frame, those values
must be interpolated at the pixels with integer coordinates
(i.e., on the conventional grid). To achieve that, we perform
Nadaraya-Watson regression (Fig. 3), whose implementa-
tion in this work follows that in [21] (details can be found in
the latter article).

The number of principal components 𝑛𝑐𝑝 is selected by
3Reprinted from [21], Copyright 2024, with permission from Elsevier.
4Same as footnote 3.
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cross-validation. First, for each value of 𝑛𝑐𝑝 ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4},
the hyper-parameters that minimize the nRMSE of the cross-
validation set (Eq. 7) are determined as described in Sec-
tion 2.3. To select the optimal value of 𝑛𝑐𝑝, we compute
and maximize an accuracy metric quantifying the predicted
vector field quality. We first define 𝛿(𝑢, 𝑥⃗, 𝑡), the local in-
stantaneous absolute registration error at pixel 𝑥⃗ and time 𝑡,
using the 4D vector field 𝑢 as follows:

𝛿(𝑢, 𝑥⃗, 𝑡𝑘) = |𝐼(𝑥⃗ + 𝑢(𝑥⃗, 𝑡𝑘), 𝑡𝑘) − 𝐼(𝑥⃗, 𝑡1)| (8)
Using the latter quantity, one can calculate 𝜖(𝑢, 𝑡𝑘), the

instantaneous normalized registration RMSE at time 𝑡𝑘 us-
ing the vector field 𝑢:

𝜖(𝑢, 𝑡𝑘) =

√

√

√

√

∑

𝑥⃗ 𝛿(𝑢, 𝑥⃗, 𝑡𝑘)2
∑

𝑥⃗
(

𝐼(𝑡1) − 𝐼(𝑥⃗, 𝑡1)
)2

(9)

In that expression, 𝐼(𝑡1) designates the mean intensity of
the initial image. Lastly, that latter error is evaluated using
the vector field predicted using 𝑛𝑐𝑝 principal components,
𝑢(𝑖)(𝑛𝑐𝑝) (𝑖 designates the run index), and averaged over the
cross-validation time steps and evaluation runs (to take into
account the stochasticity of the forecasting algorithms in-
volved in the initialization or updates of the parameters):

𝐸𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑(𝑛𝑐𝑝) =
1

𝑛𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑝(𝑀𝑐𝑣 −𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛)

×
𝑛𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑝
∑

𝑖=1

𝑀𝑐𝑣
∑

𝑘=𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛+1
𝜖(𝑢(𝑖)(𝑛𝑐𝑝), 𝑡𝑘) (10)

In this article, 𝐸𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑(𝑛𝑐𝑝) is referred to as the mean nor-
malized registration RMSE. In the formula above, we select
𝑛𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑝 = 25 runs when evaluating RNN algorithms, except
RTRL, for which we set 𝑛𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑝 = 5, as the latter is slower but
experimentally yields error measurements with lower uncer-
tainty. We choose the value of 𝑛𝑐𝑝 that minimizes 𝐸𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑(𝑛𝑐𝑝)(of the cross-validation set). That metric is relatively quick
to compute, as it does not involve warping the initial image
at 𝑡1. The overall image prediction pipeline and the main
parameters involved are outlined in Fig. 4 and Table 7, re-
spectively.

3. Results
3.1. Breathing motion modeling with PCA

The deformation vectors near the diaphragm mainly
point upwards during expiration and downwards during in-
spiration (Fig. 5), following the lung tissue motion associ-
ated with breathing. Nonetheless, the entire displacement
field does not homogeneously point up or down, as each or-
gan moves and deforms in a specific way. Furthermore, arti-
facts and transverse motion causing sudden brightness vari-
ations led to relatively high fluctuations of the norm of the
deformation vectors, for example, near the upper torso and
lower back skin surface in sequence 1. Results regarding

the optimization of the DIR parameters can be found in Ap-
pendix A.

The first-order principal DVF of sequence 1 corresponds
to the expansion and contraction of the right cardiac ventri-
cle, as well as internal motion within the liver (Fig. 6). By
contrast, the second principal DVF was mainly associated
with respiratory motion, as the deformation vectors within
the thoracic cavity tended to lean downwards uniformly.
Notwithstanding, periodic intensity variations around the
sternum and lumbar areas, primarily due to transversal mo-
tion, were captured by these two components. Likewise, in
sequence 4, the first principal DVF corresponds to liver de-
formations and artifacts at the back area (Fig. 7). The spatial
2D vectors constituting the second-order principal compo-
nent aligned upwards relatively homogeneously, reflecting
the breathing motion.

In general, the time-dependent PCA weights appeared
noisy and featured a certain level of instability. That may
be due to various reasons, including the relatively low im-
age acquisition frequency (3.18Hz). Indeed, the latter is un-
suitable for properly visualizing high-frequency motion such
as heart’s, essentially characterized by 𝑤1(𝑡) in sequence 1.
The most regular and periodic component was the one as-
sociated with respiratory motion5. Specifically, the oscil-
lations of 𝑤2(𝑡) in sequence 4 had a higher frequency than
𝑤2(𝑡) in sequence 1 because the breathing frequency in the
former was higher than in the latter. In addition, the respi-
ratory motion appeared more unsteady in sequence 4 than
in sequence 1, which translates into higher amplitude vari-
ations in 𝑤2(𝑡) in the former sequence compared to the lat-
ter. Nonetheless, the peaks of most components had some
degree of synchronization, which suggests that PCA did not
completely isolate respiratory motion in a single component.

The second PCA component in sequences 1, 3, and 4 pri-
marily reflected the vertical mode of respiratory motion. In
other words, PCA gave more importance to the rotational,
compression, and expansion elements of breathing motion.
As a result, forecasting only 𝑤1(𝑡) in these sequences would
likely not result in accurate respiratory motion prediction
(more on that in Section 3.3). On the one hand, the prin-
cipal components of order 𝑗 > 2 also provide cues regard-
ing the breathing motion and should thus not be neglected.
For example, there was a strong correlation between the
lower peaks of 𝑤3(𝑡) and the associated peaks of 𝑤2(𝑡) in
Sequence 1. On the other hand, as the order 𝑗 of the time-
dependent weight 𝑤𝑗(𝑡) increased, the amplitude of the lat-
ter decreased, and those signals tended to become noisier
and less predictable. Concomitantly, the amplitudes of the
spatial components 𝑢𝑗(𝑥⃗) within the (air) background of the
images tended to increase together with 𝑗. That happened as
PCA attempts to "model" noise for high values of 𝑗. Disre-
garding components with a relatively high order 𝑗 thus seems
necessary to forecast future frames accurately.

5𝑤2(𝑡) in sequence 1 (the component mainly associated with respira-
tory motion in that sequence) was very similar to 𝑤1(𝑡) in sequence 2, even
though the cross-sections looked different, because sequences 1 and 2 were
extracted from the same 4D-MRI acquisition. Similarly, 𝑤1(𝑡) and 𝑤2(𝑡) in
sequence 3 were similar to 𝑤1(𝑡) and 𝑤2(𝑡) in sequence 4, respectively.
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1. DVF calculation and optimization (minimization of the ground-truth registration error 𝐸𝑔𝑡(𝑢))

2. Computation of the principal DVFs 𝑢𝑗 Ԧ𝑥 and associated weights 𝑤𝑗(𝑡𝑘) for j = 1, ..., 𝑛𝑐𝑝

3. Training an RNN to forecast the weights 𝑤𝑗(𝑡𝑘+ℎ)

4. Tuning the hyper-parameters of the RNN (nRMSE minimization)

5. Determining the optimal number of PCA components 𝑛𝑐𝑝 (minimisation of 

the registration error 𝐸𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑(𝑛𝑐𝑝) using the predicted DVF)

6. Future frame prediction 
performance evaluation

Time axis
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t = 𝑡1 t = 𝑡𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛
t = 𝑡𝑀𝑐𝑣 t = 𝑡200Training set Cross-validation set Test set

Figure 4: Overall experimental setting. We set 𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 = 90 for each forecasting method, except linear
regression, for which 𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 = 160. The parameters of the optical flow algorithm used for DIR are
optimized using the first 90 images. The cross-validation set ends at 𝑡𝑀𝑐𝑣

with 𝑀𝑐𝑣 = 180.

(a) DVF between 𝑡 = 𝑡1 and 𝑡 = 𝑡28. The image at
𝑡 = 𝑡28 is displayed in the background.

(b) DVF between 𝑡 = 𝑡1 and 𝑡 = 𝑡32. The image at
𝑡 = 𝑡32 is displayed in the background.

Figure 5: DVF in sequence 1 during inspiration (left) and expiration (right). The origins of each of the displayed
2D displacement vectors are separated from each other by 6 pixels (6mm). Best viewed with zoom-in on a digital
display.

3.2. Prediction of the time-dependent weights
In this section only, we consider the case where the

number of PCA components is fixed in advance and exclu-
sively focus on the prediction of the time-dependent weights
(steps 3 and 4 in Fig. 4). We arbitrarily set 𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 3 for
the four sequences and compute the principal components
associated with each sequence using the 90 first images6.
Because the weights of the RNNs are initialized randomly,
given each possible combination of hyper-parameters in the

6We used 160 images to compute the principal components when per-
forming image prediction with linear regression (in Sections 3.3 and 3.4).
However, in this section, we only use 90 images to calculate them when
forecasting the time-dependent weights with linear regression, which we fit
using 160 time steps, to compare the different algorithms using identical
time-series sequences.

cross-validation range (Table 2), we average the nRMSE of
the cross-validation set (Eq. 7 with 𝑘𝑚𝑖𝑛 = 𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 + 1
and 𝑘𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 𝑀𝑐𝑣) over 𝑛𝑐𝑣 = 250 successive runs; we se-
lect the hyper-parameter combination minimizing that error.
In this section, we measure performance by averaging the
nRMSE of the test set between the predicted and ground-
truth time-dependent weights (Eq. 7 with 𝑘𝑚𝑖𝑛 = 𝑀𝑐𝑣 + 1
and 𝑘𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 200) over 𝑛𝑃𝐶𝐴

𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 = 250 evaluation runs. One
exception is RTRL, for which we select 𝑛𝑐𝑣 = 𝑛𝑃𝐶𝐴

𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 = 10
because of its highest computational complexity. That value
was acceptable in practice as RTRL was characterized by
relatively low or moderate performance metric uncertainties,
possibly due to the gradient computation exactness. By con-
trast, UORO and DNI were associated with larger confidence
intervals (Table 3), which can be linked with the stochastic-
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(a) 1st principal component 𝑢1(𝑥⃗) (b) Time-dependent PCA coefficient 𝑤1(𝑡𝑘)
associated with the 1st principal component

(c) Time-dependent PCA coefficient 𝑤3(𝑡𝑘)
associated with the 3rd principal component

(d) 2nd principal component 𝑢2(𝑥⃗) (e) Time-dependent PCA coefficient 𝑤2(𝑡𝑘)
associated with the 2nd principal component

(f) Time-dependent PCA coefficient 𝑤4(𝑡𝑘)
associated with the 4th principal component

Figure 6: First two principal components and first four time-varying PCA coefficients associated with sequence 1.
The first 𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 = 90 images are used to compute the principal DVFs. The time-dependent weights are computed
by projecting the DVF at time 𝑡 onto the subspace spanned by the principal components (Eq. 3). The origins of
each of the displayed 2D displacement vectors are separated from each other by 6 pixels (6mm). The principal DVFs
were multiplied by a scalar coefficient equal to 500 to ease visualization. The image at 𝑡 = 𝑡1 is displayed in the
background. Best viewed with zoom-in on a digital display.

ity in the loss gradient update in UORO and the additional
random initialization of the coefficients 𝐴 appearing in the
synthetic gradient of DNI (same notation as in [23]).
3.2.1. Prediction performance

SnAp-1 and RTRL achieved the lowest weight predic-
tion nRMSEs (averaged over the four sequences and horizon
values examined), followed by DNI and then UORO (Ta-
ble 3). In general, the nRMSE tended to increase with the
horizon value (Fig. 8). Linear regression led to the lowest
nRMSE at ℎ = 0.314s, equal to 0.7866. RTRL and SnAp-1
outperformed the other algorithms when ℎ ≥ 0.628s, with
associated nRMSEs lower than 0.8790. The error curves re-
lated to SnAp-1 and RTRL were quite close, indicating that
the former algorithm approximated the latter well. Linear
regression resulted in higher prediction errors than all RNN
methods investigated when ℎ ≥ 0.942s, except when the hid-

7The confidence interval calculation method is the same as that de-
scribed in Section 2.4 in [22].

den layer parameters were fixed. The latter method resulted
in the worst accuracy for all values of ℎ.

In Fig. 9, one can observe the synchronization of most
peaks of 𝑤1(𝑡) and 𝑤3(𝑡) with the oscillations of 𝑤2(𝑡), the
main PCA weight associated with breathing motion in se-
quence 1. Predictions with SnAp-1 seem visually correct in
general, although the peaks of the predicted signal do not
perfectly match those of the original signal, especially for
𝑤3(𝑡). That may lead to a lower breathing amplitude in the
corresponding predicted 2D frames.
3.2.2. Influence of the hyper-parameters on prediction

accuracy
Fig. 10 describes the influence of the hyper-parameters

on the cross-validation nRMSE for UORO, SnAp-1, and
DNI. The latter reveals that the forecasting error generally
increased with ℎ, which corroborates the observations re-
garding the test nRMSE in Fig. 8. These three RNN training
algorithms attained the minimum of the nRMSE (averaged
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(a) 1st principal component 𝑢1(𝑥⃗) (b) Time-dependent PCA coefficient 𝑤1(𝑡𝑘)
associated with the 1st principal component

(c) Time-dependent PCA coefficient 𝑤3(𝑡𝑘)
associated with the 3rd principal component

(d) 2nd principal component 𝑢2(𝑥⃗) (e) Time-dependent PCA coefficient 𝑤2(𝑡𝑘)
associated with the 2nd principal component

(f) Time-dependent PCA coefficient 𝑤4(𝑡𝑘)
associated with the 4th principal component

Figure 7: First two principal components and first four PCA coefficients associated with sequence 4 (for 𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 = 90).
The origins of each of the displayed 2D displacement vectors are separated from each other by 6 pixels. The norm
of each principal DVF was multiplied by a coefficient equal to 500 to ease visualization. The image at 𝑡 = 𝑡1 is
displayed in the background. Best viewed with zoom-in on a digital display.

over the seven horizon values) at an SHL equal to 𝐿 = 12
time steps (which corresponds to 3.768s ahead). Further-
more, the learning rate that minimized that nRMSE was 0.01
for both UORO and DNI and 0.02 for SnAp-1. Concerning
the latter algorithm, the cross-validation nRMSE decreased
both with the learning rate 𝜂 and number of hidden units 𝑞,
irrespective of the horizon value selected. Optimizing 𝜂 for
SnAp-1 led to the most significant average nRMSE decrease
(a 5.2% relative decrease), from 0.865 at ℎ = 0.314s to 0.793
at ℎ = 2.198s.
3.3. Optimization of the number of principal

components
In this section and the following, the number of princi-

pal components 𝑛𝑐𝑝 is selected by cross-validation, as de-
scribed in Section 2.4 (step 5 in Fig. 4). The registration
error of the cross-validation set using the predicted DVF,
𝐸𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑(𝑛𝑐𝑝), defined in Eq. 10, tended to increase with the
forecasting horizon ℎ (Fig. 11), which coincides to the pre-
vious observations related to Figs. 8 and 10. Selecting only
one component led to a high registration error, as the prin-

cipal component mainly associated with breathing was that
of order 2 in three of the MR sequences (Section 3.1). The
variation of 𝐸𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑(𝑛𝑐𝑝) with 𝑛𝑐𝑝 when 𝑛𝑐𝑝 ≥ 2 was relatively
low compared to the sharp error decline observed when 𝑛𝑐𝑝increased from 1 to 2. When considering 𝐸𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑(𝑛𝑐𝑝) aver-
aged over ℎ ∈ {0.314s, ..., 2.198s} (black dotted curves in
Fig. 11), it appears that selecting 𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 2 components was
optimal for LMS, whose corresponding registration error in-
creased significantly, from 0.2278 to 0.2313, as 𝑛𝑐𝑝 increased
from 2 to 4. By contrast, 𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 3 minimized 𝐸𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑(𝑛𝑐𝑝) av-
eraged over ℎ for UORO, SnAp-1, RTRL, and linear regres-
sion, and 𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 4 was optimal for DNI.

Predictions at low response time intervals were gener-
ally more accurate using more principal components. In-
deed, UORO and DNI attained their lowest registration er-
ror 𝐸𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑(𝑛𝑐𝑝) at 𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 2 when ℎ ≥ 1.884s and 𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 4
when ℎ ≤ 1.256s, respectively. Concerning LMS and
linear regression, using three components was optimal for
ℎ ≤ 0.628s, and the predicted DVF was more accurate with
𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 2 when ℎ ≥ 0.942s8. That phenomenon happened
as the signals associated with higher-order principal com-
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Figure 8: nRMSE of the test set associated with the prediction
of the first three time-dependent PCA weights (Eq. 7 with
𝑘𝑚𝑖𝑛 = 𝑀𝑐𝑣 + 1, 𝑘𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 200, and 𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 3) for each algorithm as
a function of the look-ahead time ℎ. Each point represents the
nRMSE averaged over the four sequences and 𝑛𝑃𝐶𝐴

𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 = 250 runs
in the case of RNNs (except RTRL, for which we set 𝑛𝑃𝐶𝐴

𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 = 10
given its higher processing time and lower error uncertainty)
for a given value of ℎ. The hyper-parameters are selected by
cross-validation as described in Section 2.3.

Prediction method nRMSE
RTRL 0.8594 ± 0.0006
UORO 0.8954 ± 0.0006
SnAp-1 0.8574 ± 0.0001
DNI 0.8874 ± 0.0008
LMS 0.8976
Linear regression 0.9280
Previous weight as prediction 1.4580
RNN with frozen layer 0.9768 ± 0.0005

Table 3
nRMSE of the test set associated with the prediction of the first
three time-dependent PCA weights (Eq. 7) for each algorithm,
averaged over look-ahead time intervals between 0.32s and
2.20s, the four image sequences, and 𝑛𝑃𝐶𝐴

𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 = 250 runs in the
case of RNNs (except RTRL, for which we set 𝑛𝑃𝐶𝐴

𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 = 10 given
its higher processing time and precision). Each error value in
the table corresponds to the average of one curve in Fig. 8.
We assume that the nRMSEs associated with the RNNs follow
each a Gaussian distribution and report the corresponding 95%
confidence half-range intervals7.

ponents tended to be noisier and harder to forecast (Section
3.1). At low look-ahead time periods, they can be predicted
to some extent, which leads to a more accurate DVF esti-
mation, as these components still contain valuable informa-
tion about chest motion. At higher horizons, though, reliable
prediction becomes more challenging; therefore, discarding
them can be a better choice. In other words, the informa-
tion added by increasingly noisier weights was only worth
considering if they could be predicted with a relatively high
degree of confidence, which was more often the case when

ℎ was low.
3.4. Image prediction
3.4.1. Numerical accuracy

To take into account the randomness involved in the ini-
tialization and updates of the synaptic weights, we report
the image prediction performance metrics associated with
the RNNs averaged over 𝑛𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑝 = 25 runs (except RTRL,
for which 𝑛𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑝 = 5 due to its higher processing time and
precision). LMS attained the highest cross-correlation coef-
ficient and structural similarity index measure (SSIM), av-
eraged over the four sequences and horizon values consid-
ered, between the predicted and original images [55], fol-
lowed by SnAp-1 and RTRL (Table 4). Nonetheless, the av-
erage SSIM achieved by LMS, equal to 0.8991, was within
the confidence interval of that associated with SnAp-1. By
contrast, RTRL and SnAp-1 reached nRMSEs between the
predicted and ground-truth test images, respectively equal to
0.2113 and 0.2115, lower than that corresponding to LMS,
equal to 0.2135. It should be noted that the nRMSE referred
to in Table 4 (and more generally in this section) differs from
that in Table 3 and Fig. 8. Indeed, in the former, it char-
acterizes the dissimilarity between the predicted and origi-
nal images directly11, as opposed to that between the pre-
dicted and ground-truth PCA weights, in the latter. SnAp-1
attained the lowest mean and maximum Euclidean endpoint
errors (also referred to as geometrical errors) between the
predicted and reference DVFs, respectively equal to 1.41mm
and 21.28mm, where the ground-truth DVFs refer to the
pyramidal Lucas-Kanade optical flow (Section 3.1). Indeed,
the displacements derived from the latter method can still
represent a valid benchmark, although the exact motion is
not precisely known. The four RNN online training algo-
rithms examined achieved a higher DVF prediction accuracy
than LMS, whose corresponding mean and maximum defor-
mation errors were equal to 1.48mm and 22.00mm, respec-
tively.

Keeping the hidden layer of an untrained vanilla RNN
unchanged as an edge case led to lower numerical accu-
racy measures than those corresponding to RNNs trained
dynamically. Similarly, using the previous time-varying
weights 𝑤𝑗(𝑡𝑘) or frame at time 𝑡𝑘 as the predicted weights
𝑤𝑗(𝑡𝑘+ℎ−1) or frame at time 𝑡𝑘+ℎ−1, respectively, as edge
cases, resulted in a performance worse than that of the other
forecasting algorithms investigated. Interestingly, the for-
mer scenario (using the past weights as the predicted ones)

8Selecting 𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 3 components was optimal for linear regression when
ℎ = 2.198s. However, the values of𝐸𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑 (𝑛𝑐𝑝) for 𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 2 and 𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 3were
very close, which might be due to the relatively low number of sequences in
our dataset. The curves corresponding to the intermediary horizon values
ℎ = 0.628s, ℎ = 1.256s, and ℎ = 1.884s were not represented in Fig. 11
(and also Fig. 10) to improve readability.

9Same as footnote 7.
10That last row can be interpreted as an upper bound on the forecasting

performance, intrinsic to the image registration method employed.
11The nRMSE between the ground-truth and predicted images can be

defined using the same formula as Eq. 7 by replacing the predicted weights
𝑤𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑

𝑗 (𝑡𝑘), the ground-truth weights 𝑤𝑡𝑟𝑢𝑒
𝑗 (𝑡𝑘), and the number of principal

components 𝑛𝑐𝑝 by the predicted and ground-truth image intensity at pixel
𝑗 and the number of pixels |𝐼|, respectively.
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Figure 9: Prediction of the time-dependent PCA weights associated with sequence 1 for different horizon
values using SnAp-1. Ehe hyper-parameters are selected by cross-validation for each horizon value, as
described in Section 2.3.

resulted in a better accuracy than the latter. That seems to
confirm that discarding the higher-order PCA components
had a regularizing effect relative to the initial deformation
field and thus helped minimize noise in the predicted mo-
tion. Lastly, the similarity between the original image at
time 𝑡𝑘 and the first image (at time 𝑡1) warped with the non-
predicted DVF between 𝑡1 and 𝑡𝑘, measured in terms of aver-
age cross-correlation, SSIM, and nRMSE, was higher than
that of any of the forecasting techniques examined. That sug-
gests that further enhancing PCA weight forecasting perfor-
mance would likely lead to a higher video prediction accu-
racy.

The cross-correlation coefficient and SSIM between the
predicted and ground-truth frames tended to decrease as ℎ
increased, irrespective of the algorithm considered (Fig. 12).

12Same as footnote 7.

Similarly, the nRMSE between the predicted and ground-
truth frames and both the mean error and maximum error
between the predicted and original DVF (computed using
the Lucas-Kanade optical flow technique) tended to increase
with ℎ for all the forecasting approaches considered.

Linear regression was highly effective at ℎ = 0.314s,
as the associated nRMSE, mean DVF error, and maximum
DVF error, equal to 0.2003, 1.297mm, and 20.24mm, re-
spectively, were lower than those of the other methods.
Moreover, linear regression achieved the lowest maximum
DVF error at ℎ = 0.628s, equal to 20.88mm. The cross-
correlation and SSIM attained by LMS were the lowest
among the algorithms compared when ℎ ≤ 1.884s and
ℎ ≤ 1.570s, respectively. Specifically, they decreased from
0.9888 to 0.9865 between ℎ = 0.314s and ℎ = 1.884s and
from 0.9037 to 0.8979 between ℎ = 0.314s and ℎ = 1.570s,
respectively. Nevertheless, the cross-correlation associated
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(a) Learning rate influence on UORO
accuracy

(b) Learning rate influence on SnAp-1
accuracy

(c) Learning rate influence on DNI
accuracy

(d) Hidden layer size influence on UORO
accuracy

(e) Hidden layer size influence on SnAp-1
accuracy

(f) Hidden layer size influence on DNI
accuracy

(g) SHL influence on UORO accuracy (h) SHL influence on SnAp-1 accuracy (i) SHL influence on DNI accuracy

Figure 10: nRMSE between the predicted and ground-truth first three time-dependent PCA weights of the cross-
validation set (Eq. 7 with 𝑘𝑚𝑖𝑛 = 𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛+1, 𝑘𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 𝑀𝑐𝑣, and 𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 3). For a given hyper-parameter and specific value
of ℎ, each colored point in the corresponding graph represents the nRMSE minimum across all combinations of the
other hyper-parameters within the cross-validation range (Table 2). Each nRMSE value displayed is averaged over
𝑛𝑐𝑣 = 250 runs and the four records. The black dotted curves and corresponding error bars represent the nRMSE
minimum averaged over look-ahead times ℎ between 0.314s and 2.198s and its standard deviation over these values
of ℎ, respectively.
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(a) Influence of the number of principal
components on forecasting with UORO

(b) Influence of the number of principal
components on forecasting with SnAp-1

(c) Influence of the number of principal
components on forecasting with DNI

(d) Influence of the number of principal
components on forecasting with RTRL

(e) Influence of the number of principal
components on forecasting with LMS

(f) Influence of the number of principal
components on forecasting with linear

regression

Figure 11: Normalized root-mean-square registration error 𝐸𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑(𝑛𝑐𝑝) using the predicted DVF of the cross-validation
set (Eq. 10) as a function of the number of principal components 𝑛𝑐𝑝 for different forecasting algorithms and horizon
values ℎ. Each color point corresponds to the error average over the four sequences and 𝑛𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑝 = 25 runs in the case
of RNNs (we set 𝑛𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑝 = 5 for RTRL as a specific case) for a given horizon value ℎ. The RNN hyper-parameters were
optimized by grid search for each value of 𝑛𝑐𝑝 and ℎ. The black dashed curves and associated error bars correspond
respectively to the average and standard deviation of 𝐸𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑(𝑛𝑐𝑝) over all the values of ℎ between 0.314s and 2.198s.

with LMS was within the confidence interval of that of
RTRL at ℎ = 1.884s. Likewise, the SSIM corresponding
to LMS was within the error range of the SSIMs of both
RTRL and SnAp-1 at ℎ = 1.570s. At ℎ = 2.198s, all the
RNN algorithms led to a predicted image cross-correlation
with the ground truth higher than that of LMS, except DNI,
whose associated confidence range overlapped that latter
value nonetheless. The highest cross-correlation at ℎ =
2.198s, equal to 0.9864, was attained by UORO. Similarly,
the highest SSIMs for ℎ = 1.884s and ℎ = 2.198s, respec-
tively equal to 0.8979 and 0.8971, were achieved by SnAp-1.
For those two highest look-ahead time periods, RNNs re-
sulted in higher SSIMs than LMS, except UORO and DNI,
whose confidence intervals nonetheless overlapped LMS.
The lowest nRMSEs were attained by either RTRL or SnAp-
1 for each horizon ℎ ∈ {0.628s, ..., 2.198s}, with an in-

crease from 0.2097 to 0.2144 for SnAp-1 between that inter-
val’s extremities. The nRMSEs associated with UORO and
RTRL for ℎ between 1.570s and 2.198s were also very close.
Likewise, RTRL or SnAp-1 consistently achieved the lowest
mean DVF error when ℎ ≥ 0.628s and maximum DVF error
when ℎ ≥ 0.942s. Concerning SnAp-1, these two geometri-
cal errors respectively increased from 1.374mm to 1.440mm
between ℎ = 0.628s and ℎ = 2.198s and from 21.16mm to
21.49mm between ℎ = 0.942s and ℎ = 2.198s. RNNs sys-
tematically led to DVF errors lower than those correspond-
ing to LMS when ℎ ≥ 0.628s, except for the maximum er-
ror attained by DNI at ℎ = 1.884s, whose confidence range
still comprised the maximum error of DNI for that specific
horizon. There was a higher dispersion of the performance
metrics corresponding to UORO and DNI around their mean
(cf Table 4 also), similar to what was observed in Section 3.2
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Prediction Cross-correlation nRMSE SSIM Mean DVF Max DVF
method coefficient error (mm) error (mm)
UORO 0.9863 ± 0.0001 0.2144 ± 0.0003 0.8971 ± 0.0002 1.450 ± 0.003 21.78 ± 0.03
SnAp-1 0.9868 ± 0.0001 0.2115 ± 0.0001 0.8990 ± 0.0001 1.405 ± 0.001 21.28 ± 0.01
DNI 0.9863 ± 0.0001 0.2151 ± 0.0005 0.8976 ± 0.0003 1.461 ± 0.005 21.68 ± 0.04
RTRL 0.9868 ± 0.0001 0.2113 ± 0.0001 0.8989 ± 0.0001 1.405 ± 0.001 21.31 ± 0.01
LMS 0.9872 0.2135 0.8991 1.479 22.00
Linear regression 0.9854 0.2176 0.8943 1.471 21.73
RNN with fixed hidden weights 0.9818 ± 0.0001 0.2335 ± 0.0002 0.8869 ± 0.0001 1.607 ± 0.002 23.25 ± 0.03
Previous PCA weight as prediction 0.9715 0.2755 0.8602 2.129 27.90
Previous image as prediction 0.9654 0.3176 0.8483 n/a n/a
Warping with the original DVF 0.9909 0.1592 0.9179 n/a n/a

Table 4
Comparison of the video prediction performance of each algorithm. Each value represents the average of a specific performance
measure of the test set over the four image sequences, the look-ahead values ℎ between 0.314s and 2.198s, and 𝑛𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑝 = 25
evaluation runs in the case of RNNs (except RTRL, for which 𝑛𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑝 = 5 given its higher processing time and precision). We
assume that each performance metric associated with the RNNs follows a Gaussian distribution and report the corresponding 95%
confidence half-range intervals9. The rows “previous image as prediction” and “previous PCA weight as prediction” correspond
to the situations where the frame at time 𝑡𝑘 and the time-dependent weights 𝑤𝑗(𝑡𝑘) are used as the predicted frame at time 𝑡𝑘+ℎ
and predicted PCA weights 𝑤𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑

𝑗 (𝑡𝑘+ℎ), respectively. The row “warping with the original DVF” corresponds to the mean difference
between the images at time 𝑡𝑘 and the original image at 𝑡1 warped by the Lucas-Kanade optical flow between 𝑡1 and 𝑡𝑘 10.

regarding weight forecasting.
3.4.2. Visual results

In the predicted images, the deformations of the organs
and the up and down diaphragm motion due to breathing
generally seem correct. However, the diaphragm position
at the end-of-inhale phase appears slightly higher than ex-
pected in the predicted frames corresponding to sequence 1
(Fig. 13). That might be caused by inaccuracies in the pre-
diction of the peaks of the time-dependent weights, as the
sequences are relatively short (cf Fig. 9, especially the third-
order signal). High intensity errors localized at the top of the
right ventricle characterized the predicted frames at the end-
of-exhale phase at 𝑡 = 59.0s in sequence 1, while the defor-
mation errors, lower than 12mm, were rather homogeneous
within the right ventricle and pancreas. At the end-of-inhale
phase, both types of errors were higher, particularly within
the small lung region posterior to the heart.

The intensity error mean of the test set in sequence 1 was
pronounced around the latter air pocket and the diaphragm
and heart boundaries (Fig. 14). In contrast, the deformation
errors averaged over the test set were more diffuse across
the organs, which was also the case in the other sequences.
The moderate to high intensity errors located at the major
vessels in sequences 2 and 4 did not correlate with signif-
icant geometrical errors in the same regions. In contrast to
the other sequences, the intensity errors associated with liver
motion in sequence 2 were localized at the diaphragm. In-
deed, in the latter acquisition, the up and down liver move-
ments were fast relative to the sampling frequency, as evi-
denced by the blurriness at the diaphragm area in the mean
image. The corresponding deformation errors were concen-
trated near the posterior part of the liver, where the mean im-
age appeared the least sharp and the motion amplitude was
the highest. The displacements of organs such as the liver

and heart were accompanied by noise and temporal changes
in local texture, which resulted in low and homogeneous in-
tensity errors. Lastly, all sequences were characterized by
relatively high errors at specific areas comprising the ster-
num, lumbar, and skin (or subcutaneous fat), partly due to
high tissue/bone contrast and out-of-plane motion.

4. Discussion
4.1. Comparison with the literature about

spatiotemporal respiratory motion forecasting
Table 5 compares our PCA-based model with the liter-

ature regarding next-frame prediction in 2D dynamic chest
imaging. Comparison is complex because the datasets are
different. In particular, the imaging modality, the exact hu-
man body part imaged, the spatial resolution, brightness,
contrast, sampling frequency, and noise, as well as the fre-
quency, amplitude, and regularity of the respiratory motion,
vary from study to study. Furthermore, the experimental set-
ting, which involves arbitrary choices regarding the response
time and the data partition into development and test sets,
also differs between the studies.

Chhatkuli et al. reported higher cross-correlations and
SSIMs than those corresponding to our research [56]. How-
ever, they they used repeated sequences, which made the
input breathing data artificially regular and easy to predict.
Moreover, our mathematical model, based on the computa-
tion of deformation fields, may better represent motion data
than PCA applied directly to raw intensities, as it was re-
ported that a large number of principal components (twenty)
were used to predict the kV fluoroscopic images in that work.

13The hyper-parameters and value of 𝑛𝑐𝑝 that minimized the prediction
RMSE between the original and predicted weights and the registration error
of the cross-validation set, respectively, were selected for each sequence
individually.
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Figure 12: Future frame forecasting accuracy/errors corresponding to each algorithm as a function of the look-ahead time interval.
Each point represents the average of a given performance metric of the test set over the four image sequences and 𝑛𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑝 = 25
runs in the case of RNNs (we set 𝑛𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑝 = 5 for RTRL as a specific case). We plotted the 95% confidence interval associated with
the mean of each RNN performance measure, assuming that the latter follows a Gaussian distribution12.

We conjecture that artifacts and inconsistencies in the pre-
dicted frames may become more pronounced with models
based on direct pixel synthesis, such as that in [45] as well,
when relatively large unseen deformations occur or when
experimenting with high response time intervals. Indeed,
Oprea et al. mention that methods leveraging only raw pixel
intensities "often lead to the regression-to-the-mean prob-
lem, visually represented as blurriness" [35]. 4DCT data
was also used in [45] and [46], which report higher SSIMs
and low target tracking errors, respectively. Although the
latter error type, corresponding to the motion of a few points
only, is different from the geometrical or endpoint errors
(average motion error over a whole 2D cross-section) in
our study, their comparison is still significant to some ex-
tent. Nonetheless, 4DCT scans only capture an average mo-
tion over several respiratory cycles. Hence, these two stud-
ies may lack relevance in a clinical context, where efficient
tracking must take intra-fractional breathing variations into
account. In addition, it is currently impossible to acquire
4DCT scans in real-time during radiotherapy treatment.

The geometrical errors associated with RNNs in our re-
search are lower than the tumor center-of-mass tracking er-

ror reported in [43] despite the lower horizons considered in
the latter study (up to ℎ = 625ms). That happened because
RNNs are intrinsically better than standard MLPs at mod-
eling time-series data. Even though lower landmark track-
ing errors, corresponding to blood vessel positions, were
achieved in [46], the images selected in the latter study only
covered the right hemidiaphragm as an attempt to avoid mo-
tion not directly related to breathing. Indeed, Romaguera
et al. conducted another experiment using sagittal cross-
sections comprising the left lower lobe of the liver and fea-
turing composite motion, including cardiac beating; with
that setting, the local normalized cross-correlation dropped
to 0.85 at ℎ = 1.60s. Those conditions were closer to our
study, as sequences 1 and 4 included cardiac motion. More-
over, since we did not crop the images to focus on specific
region of interests (ROI) and considered instead the whole
chest, motion data compression and forecasting in our work
were more challenging.

Table 5 does not encompass the entire body of liter-
ature about spatio-temporal respiratory motion forecasting
for concision. However, the results reported in the previ-
ous related works are generally consistent with ours. For
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Figure 13: Predicted images in sequence 1 using RTRL at ℎ = 0.31s and LMS at ℎ = 1.88s at the end of expiration
(top line, frame 188) and inspiration phases (bottom line, frame 196), along with the corresponding pixel-wise
intensity and Euclidean deformation error maps. The predictions were performed with 𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 3 principal components,
as that choice led to the best cross-validation accuracy for both methods. Among the algorithms compared, the
highest SSIMs for sequence 1 with ℎ = 0.31s and ℎ = 1.88s were achieved by RTRL and LMS, respectively, with the
hyper-parameters selected by cross-validation.
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Figure 14: Spatial SnAp-1 prediction errors averaged over the test set and 5 evaluation runs with ℎ = 1.88s, along
with the mean image of the test set, for the four MRI sequences13.

instance, a 1.67mm geometric mean deformation error and
SSIM of 0.75 were reported in [47], focusing on 4D-MR
liver sequence reconstruction from a static 3D-MR volume
and sagittal cine-MR navigator slices. The errors were likely
higher due to the inherently more challenging task, which in-
volved reconstructing a complete 4D sequence from partial
observations in addition to time-series forecasting. Further-
more, the sequences used in that study seemed more diverse
than ours regarding patient anatomies and breathing charac-

teristics (e.g., the authors mentioned irregularities such as
small apneas). Most works mention that the forecasting ac-
curacy tends to decrease as the prediction horizon increases.
For instance, an increase of the tracking error relative to the
tumor center of mass from 1.55mm to 2.6mm as ℎ increased
from 125ms to 625ms was reported for the XCAT phan-
tom experiment in [43]. That study also mentioned a sim-
ilar increase in the nRMSE relative to PCA time-dependent
weight forecasting. Likewise, tumor SI positions extracted
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Work Prediction Type of video Population Breathing Sampling Amount of Response Prediction
method prediction or subject- data rate data time error

model specific?

[56] PCA and Direct pixel Subject 1) kV fluoroscopy 1) 10Hz 1 record of 1) 100ms 1) c.c. 0.998
MSSA synthesis -specific (phantom) 24 (case 1) SSIM 0.971

2) coronal cross-sections 2) 2Hz or 28 (case 2) 2) 500ms 2) c.c. 0.999
from lung cancer 4DCT repeated frames SSIM 0.995

[43] PCA and MLP Prediction space Subject 1) XCAT phantom 1) 8Hz 1) 5 records 1) 125ms, 1) 3D TE
with adaptive factorization -specific 2) cine-MRI of of 2 min 625ms 1.55mm, 2.60mm
boosting with explicit liver cancer patient 2) 3Hz 2) 1 min record 2) 333ms 2) SI/AP TE

transformations (both sagittal) 1.58mm/1.90mm

[45] PredNet [30] Direct pixel Population x/y/z cross-sections - 6 patients - SSIM from
synthesis from 4DCT of lung 10 phases per 0.935 to 0.951

cancer patients [57] 2D sequence

[46] Voxelmorph-like Prediction space Population 1) liver sagittal cine-MRI 1) 3.13Hz 1) 12 records 1) 0.32s 1) local c.c. 0.95-0.97
recurrent AE factorization from healthy subjects of 50 frames to 1.60s TE 0.45mm - 0.77mm
and spatial with explicit 2) chest sagittal cross- 2) 2.5Hz 2) 10 records 1) 0.40s 2) TE from 0.28mm
transformer transformations sections from 4DCT [58] of 10 frames to 2.0s to 0.42mm

Our PCA from Prediction space Subject Chest sagittal 3.18Hz 4 records from from c.c. 0.987
work Lucas-Kanade factorization -specific cine-MRI from 2 subjects with 314ms SSIM 0.899

optical flow with explicit healthy subjects 200 frames to 2.198s Mean geometrical
and SnAp-1 transformations per record DVF error 1.41mm

Table 5
Comparison of our work with the previous studies about next-frame forecasting in 2D chest imaging. A field with "
- " indicates that the information is not available in the corresponding research article. "c.c." and "TE" respectively
stand for "cross-correlation" and (target) "tracking error." The results corresponding to our study, in the last row,
are those in Table 4; we selected SnAp-1 as a representative method for brevity. The column "type of video prediction
model" refers to the classification in [35].

from cine-MR sequences (with a 4Hz sampling rate) were
predicted in [16] using dynamically retrained LSTMs, and
the corresponding RMSE increased with ℎ, but with a wider
spread, from 0.48mm at ℎ = 250ms to 2.20mm at ℎ =
750ms. However, it was reported in [59] that linear regres-
sion performed better than RNNs, as the former achieved
a 1.65mm mean average 3D lung tumor tracking error at
ℎ = 0.6s, using dynamic MR sequences sampled at 5Hz.
That might be due to the relatively low values of ℎ consid-
ered in that study. We conjecture that RNNs with online
learning capabilities, such as those presented in our work,
may perform better at higher horizons. More generally, it
has commonly been observed that the prediction error in-
creased with ℎ in the broader literature about video forecast-
ing. For instance, the graphs in [37, 36, 40] documenting
a decreasing trend of the SSIM between the estimated and
ground-truth frames as ℎ increases were very similar to that
in Fig. 12.

Deep learning-based population models such as those
in [45, 46] enable inference on unseen patients without a
prior additional registration step, but Romaguera et al. admit
that "classical registration approaches still outperform deep
learning techniques in several medical imaging applications"
[46]. The end-to-end strategy in those studies contrasts with
the modular pipeline that we adopted, similar to [56, 43].
The latter allows for better interpretability of the results, as
the role of each PCA component and weight and their inter-
action can be examined simply (Section 3.1). Notably, while
Nabavi et al. and Romaguera et al. focused mainly on the spa-
tial modeling part using modern deep learning architectures,

we adopted a complementary approach by investigating for
the first time recent online learning algorithms for RNNs,
motivated by the need to adapt to non-stationary respiratory
signals with few data (as large medical databases can be dif-
ficult to access), with an emphasis on the time-series fore-
casting component.

Moreover, our study is the first to tackle the optimal se-
lection of the number of components 𝑛𝑐𝑝 in the PCA respira-
tory motion model in the context of chest MR scan sequence
forecasting. Our results agree with the claim in [60] that two
principal components are required to model the respiratory
motion accurately. That argument was based on the fact that
two eigenvectors are sufficient to represent cosine motion,
which can approximate breathing to some extent. Similarly,
the Bayesian information criterion was used in [9] to deter-
mine the optimal number of components experimentally; it
was also found that the first two sufficed to describe mo-
tion in chest 4D-MRI. Likewise, it was mentioned in [43]
that the third component appears "less predictable" than the
first two. While we also visually observed that the noise
level increased with the principal component index, we ar-
gue that cues helping better forecast motion are present in
higher-order time-dependent weights and eigenvectors. In-
deed, respiratory deformations cannot be fully reduced to a
unidirectional cosine constituent. Our study is the first to
propose a rationale based on self-supervised learning to op-
timize 𝑛𝑐𝑝. The sharp drop in the registration errors as 𝑛𝑐𝑝increases from 1 to 2 in Fig. 11 is consistent with the argu-
ment of the similarity of breathing motion with the cosine
function mentioned in [60], while the general smaller de-
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crease of 𝐸𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑(𝑛𝑐𝑝) as 𝑛𝑐𝑝 increases from 2 to 3 suggests
that it is more complex than cosine motion. The prior stud-
ies about respiratory motion modeling with PCA generally
used two or three principal components (Section 1.1); we
also found in our work that that choice generally led to high
forecasting accuracy. Specifically, we observed that the op-
timal value of 𝑛𝑐𝑝 depended on the prediction method, the
horizon selected, and the image sequence itself. That aligns
with the recommendation in [60] to determine the number
of PCA coefficients on a patient-per-patient basis. Further-
more, the time-dependent weights 𝑤𝑗(𝑡) obtained from PCA
in our study (Figs. 6 and 7) were visually similar to the PCA
signals in [56, 43, 44], with the component mainly associ-
ated with breathing appearing rather sinusoidal and smooth.
4.2. Comments on the performance of RNNs

The prediction of the PCA weights 𝑤𝑗(𝑡) in this research
is a task similar to that of the positions of external markers
at 3.33Hz in [23], as the sampling frequency and data parti-
tion into training, cross-validation, and test sets (30s/30s/rest
of the data, in the latter work) were similar. If we exclude
RTRL, which was trained with fewer hidden units (𝑞 ≤ 40)
in [23], the algorithm ranking from lowest to highest nRMSE
stayed the same (Table 3). Specifically, SnAp-1 achieved the
lowest nRMSEs, followed in order by DNI, UORO, LMS,
and linear regression, with reported error values in [23] (av-
eraged over the horizon range considered, from ℎ = 0.3s
to ℎ = 2.1s) respectively equal to 0.335, 0.337, and 0.384,
0.490 and 1.663. However, the latter errors were lower than
those corresponding to this work. Indeed, the PCA sig-
nals appeared noisier and more uncorrelated compared to
the markers’ location data in [23]. Moreover, the RNNs had
less data to learn from in this research, as the number of time
steps was lower, particularly within the test set, with which
algorithms trained online can continue to improve. Nonethe-
less, in both works, the nRMSE tended to decrease with ℎ
and linear regression was particularly accurate at ℎ = 1 step
ahead forecasts (Fig. 8), with a corresponding nRMSE of
0.342 in [23].

The results relative to hyper-parameter optimization in
[23] aligned with those in this research. Indeed, the cross-
validation nRMSE as a function of 𝑞 attained its global min-
imum for UORO at similar values in both works (𝑞 = 70 in
this study and 𝑞 = 60 in [23]). Likewise, concerning SnAp-
1, the same error tended to decrease first as 𝑞 increased,
attaining a minimum at 𝑞 = 110 in the current work and
𝑞 = 120 in [23]. Lastly, the optimal learning rate 𝜂, cor-
responding to the minimum of the cross-validation nRMSE
averaged over ℎ, was 0.01 for both UORO and DNI, whereas
the same error metric decreased with 𝜂 and attained its mini-
mum at 𝜂 = 0.02 for SnAp-1, both in the current study (Fig.
10) and in [23]. By contrast, it was recommended in sev-
eral articles about respiratory motion forecasting using sig-
nals with a sampling rate close to 30Hz to select a value of
𝜂 ranging from 0.001 to 0.005 [12, 14, 15]. A higher value
led to better results in our simulations, possibly due to the
higher signal variations at lower sampling rates and the rel-

atively low amount of time steps in the time-series data that
we used. Indeed, it was previously observed that the optimal
learning rate tended to decrease as the acquisition frequency
increased [23].

In our work, the RNNs accurately predicted the time-
dependent PCA signals (Table 3), the DVFs, as evidenced by
the corresponding low endpoint errors, and the future frames
in terms of nRMSE (Table 4), compared with LMS and lin-
ear regression. However, the cross-correlation and SSIM as-
sociated with LMS in Table 4, respectively equal to 0.9872
and 0.8991, were the highest among the algorithms com-
pared. We conjecture that as LMS has limited capabilities
in forecasting noisy signals, cross-validation retained only
𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 2 components, on average over the four sequences
and horizon values considered (Fig. 11), instead of 𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 3
or 4 for the RNNs. Selecting fewer components suppresses
the influence of minor deformation modes on the predicted
displacements, as respiratory motion was primarily associ-
ated with the first two components (Figs. 6 and 7). That de-
noising effect could explain why the average endpoint errors
were lower for LMS despite the latter’s better performance
on several pixel intensity-based metrics. Generally, quan-
tifying performance with multiple metrics allows for more
fine-grained performance analysis: cross-correlation might
be more sensitive to local image contrast differences, and
SSIM quantifies image resemblance in a way that is more
congruent with the perceptual characteristics of the human
visual system. However, commonly used image similarity-
based metrics such as those are imperfect, as they "prefer
blurry predictions nearly accommodating the exact ground-
truth than sharper and plausible but imperfect generations"
[35]. In tumor motion tracking in radiotherapy, measures
explicitly assessing the predicted DVF accuracy seem more
relevant, as they as they relate more directly to the geomet-
rical problem formulation. Moreover, RNNs still achieved
a higher SSIM and cross-correlation at high horizons com-
pared to LMS (Fig. 12) because of the latter’s rudimentary
memory capacity. With the advancement of MR-guided ra-
diotherapy systems and the increase of MR image acquisi-
tion rates in the future, the horizon-to-acquisition frequency
ratio will increase, which will likely make RNNs a more at-
tractive option, even for relatively low look-ahead time peri-
ods. Lastly, the sequences in our dataset comprise relatively
few time steps and feature rather stable motion; we hypothe-
size that later studies using more irregular breathing data will
help even better experimentally highlight the robustness and
benefits of online learning algorithms for RNNs relative to
adaptive linear filters.
4.3. Limits of our study

Our MRI dataset is relatively limited, as only two sub-
jects were involved. As such, more anatomies are needed
to validate our preliminary findings in the future. In addi-
tion, the relatively short duration of our records may have
impeded RNNs in efficiently modeling and forecasting res-
piratory signals in our experiments; using MR sequences
with a longer acquisition time interval and more frames
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in later works will improve performance. We conjecture
that if longer records were available, the peaks of the time-
dependent weights, such as those of 𝑤2(𝑡) and 𝑤3(𝑡) associ-
ated with sequence 1 in Fig. 9, may have been better esti-
mated, leading to better accuracy at the two extreme phases
of the breathing cycle. The end-of-inhale phase was chal-
lenging to predict due to higher inter-cycle variability, as
indicated for instance by the predicted and ground-truth di-
aphragm misalignment in sequence 1 (Fig. 13). In general,
errors can be high around the diaphragm, where motion am-
plitudes are higher, as evidenced by the corresponding av-
erage intensity mismatch in sequence 2 and blur in the as-
sociated mean test image (Fig. 14). These two observa-
tions agree with the findings in the related literature (Section
1.3). Nonetheless, our dataset still has the highest number
of frames per sequence among those in the previous works
about 2D frame prediction in chest imaging, except for the
XCAT phantom data in [43] (Section 4.1). Furthermore,
to the best of our knowledge, our study is the first to use
publicly available data for video prediction in the context of
2D dynamic MR chest imaging. Our code is also publicly
available [61]; thus, our experiments are fully reproducible.
Lastly, the consistency of our results with the previous find-
ings in the respiratory motion forecasting literature, high-
lighted above, indicates that our results are reliable.

In a real-world clinical setting, the out-of-plane motion
of the patient during treatment and local variations in bright-
ness and contrast may hamper accurate real-time registration
and prediction. Furthermore, considering that the future 2D
images are merely a deformation of the initial 2D frame is
a convenient but restrictive hypothesis, as organ motion is
three-dimensional and brightness constancy of local tissue
is not guaranteed. A straightforward solution could be to up-
date the motion model and reference frame used for warping
when errors become large. Alternatively, one could develop
an approach combining deformation field computation "with
pure synthesis layers to better predict pixels that cannot be
copied from other video frames," as suggested in [38], in
future work. Although the Lucas-Kanade optical flow is a
classical algorithm that has been used successfully in chest
imaging [62, 63, 64], it may result in noisy DVFs, as it does
not involve any assumption regarding field smoothness. In
addition, it cannot cope with contrast and brightness vari-
ations, as it exclusively relies on the brightness constancy
assumption and is not guided by an internal representation
of object (or tissue) structures, as in deep learning-based
registration [65]. Consequently, employing more sophisti-
cated registration techniques in subsequent works will help
improve the overall prediction accuracy. Still, our study is
the first to discuss the optimization of the pyramidal and
iterative Lucas-Kanade algorithm hyper-parameters in the
context of chest cine-MR imaging (Appendix A). Lastly, al-
though using PCA to model respiratory motion is a sim-
ple approach that enhances the explainability of the image
prediction pipeline, the hypothesis that the motion vectors
lie on a linear subspace is not exactly true. More com-
plex representations with tools such as kernel principal com-

ponent analysis (kPCA) or auto-encoders (AE) could help
overcome that limitation and improve the forecasting perfor-
mance. Despite the shortcomings previously mentioned, our
method experimentally satisfies the general 2mm maximum
tracking error requirement often mentioned in the literature
(cf for instance [66]), as the mean DVF error achieved by the
RNNs in our work was less than 1.49mm for all the horizons
considered (Fig. 12).

5. Conclusion
This work represents the first application of RNNs

trained with online learning algorithms to the estimation of
future frames in dynamic chest MR scan sequences and more
broadly, to video prediction, to the best of our knowledge.
RNNs were used to forecast the low-dimensional projection
of the DVF between the reference image and incoming im-
age, computed using the Lucas-Kanade pyramidal optical
flow algorithm, onto the hyperplane spanned by the PCA
components. After recovering the tissue displacements in
the future using the PCA motion model, the initial sagittal
cross-section was warped to estimate the next frames. Dy-
namic learning of RNNs is suited to the prediction of res-
piratory motion, as it enables adaptation to non-stationary
breathing patterns and can help quickly reach high accuracy
from a limited amount of training data. The proposed algo-
rithm is highly interpretable and can separate and forecast
composite motion, including cardiac beating and liver lo-
cal deformations, on top of the main breathing component.
We achieved performance on par with the related literature
[56, 43, 45, 46], with a mean geometrical deformation error
of 1.41mm for SnAp-1, corresponding to an average over
the horizon values ℎ considered, of up to 2.20s. Moreover,
among the works about future frame prediction in medical
chest dynamic imaging, ours is the first to make use of pub-
licly available cine-MR sequences, and is thus fully repro-
ducible. Our research will help compensate the latency of
MR-guided radiotherapy systems and, in turn, deliver less
radiation to healthy tissue.

In general, the accuracy of SnAp-1 was higher than that
of DNI and UORO, and very close to that of RTRL, which
was much more computationally expensive. The predictions
tended to become less accurate as ℎ increased. Linear re-
gression was very efficient at low horizons: at ℎ = 0.31s,
it attained a mean DVF error equal to 1.30mm, which was
lower than that of the other methods. That geometric er-
ror became then the lowest for SnAp-1 (and RTRL) between
ℎ = 0.62s and ℎ = 2.20s; it increased from 1.37mm to
1.44mm between these two values. Similarly, the SSIM
achieved by LMS decreased from 0.904 to 0.898 as ℎ in-
creased from 0.31s to 1.57s, and was the highest among the
algorithms compared for those values of ℎ. SnAp-1 reached
the highest SSIMs when ℎ ≥ 1.88s, with corresponding
values of less than 0.898. The high performance of linear
regression, adaptive linear filters and ANNs for low, inter-
mediate, and high horizon values, respectively, agrees with
the general literature on respiratory motion forecasting [4].
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The predicted images appeared visually correct, although
misalignments of the diaphragm edge sometimes appeared
at the end-of-inhale phase, characterized by higher motion
variability, in line with what has been documented in the
previous works about chest image sequence prediction.

To the best of our knowledge, our study is the first to
provide insights regarding optimization of 𝑛𝑐𝑝, the number
of coefficients in the PCA respiratory motion model, in the
context of future frame prediction. Indeed, in the previous
studies using that model, 𝑛𝑐𝑝 was selected rather arbitrar-
ily, whereas our are grounded on cross-validation. The first-
order or second-order component corresponded primarily to
respiratory motion. We observed that the others, reflecting
minor modes of deformation such as cardiac or liver mo-
tion, could still contribute to performance improvements, al-
though the associated time-varying weights looked noisier.
Specifically, we observed that on average over the horizons ℎ
considered, 𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 2 led to the highest cross-validation accu-
racy for LMS and 𝑛𝑐𝑝 ≥ 3 was better for the other methods.
The sharp error drop observed from 𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 1 to 𝑛𝑐𝑝 = 2 is
consistent with the fact that the main component associated
with breathing was the second in three of the four sequences.
In addition, the predictions corresponding to a high look-
ahead time period ℎ were more accurate when 𝑛𝑐𝑝 was lower
and vice-versa. Indeed, at high response times, it is more
challenging to forecast higher-order noisy PCA signals, and
the latter contain less information regarding respiratory mo-
tion.

Predicting chest dynamic MR scan images presented
specific difficulties including the presence of artifacts, the
relatively low image acquisition frequency, and out-of-plane
motion. The sequences in our dataset had a limited dura-
tion, corresponding to 200 frames, which made prediction
even more challenging. Indeed, the RNNs needed to quickly
adapt to each respiratory record with few training examples,
as our approach is subject-specific. However, to the best
of our knowledge, our dataset comprises the highest num-
ber of frames per (non-phantom) subject among the stud-
ies about future frame forecasting in chest dynamic imag-
ing [56, 43, 45, 46]. Our method demonstrated performance
satisfying the general clinical requirement of a 2mm max-
imum tracking error [66], but future works need to assess
robustness to irregular breathing and variability in patient
anatomies more thoroughly. In addition, while 2D chest
video prediction can provide useful information about the
motion and deformation of the tumor, its clinical benefits can
only be fully realized in conjunction with modules perform-
ing downstream tasks such as segmentation to provide the
actual contours of the tumor and organs at risk, and 3D im-
age generation from partial 2D views to compensate for the
4D imaging limitations of MR-LINAC systems. The imple-
mentation and evaluation of such components combined to-
gether with our video prediction model is left as future work.
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A. Appendix : Optimization of the image
registration parameters

In this section, we provide details regarding optimization
of the parameters of chest MR scan registration with the it-
erative and pyramidal Lucas-Kanade optical flow algorithm
[52, 67, 53] (step 1 in Fig. 4). To determine those result-
ing in the most accurate DVF for each image sequence, we
minimize the "ground-truth" registration error 𝐸𝑔𝑡(𝑢) of the

Parameter Parameter range Best
value(s)

Std deviation of the Gaussian filter 𝜎𝐷𝑉 𝐹
𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 ∈ {0.1, 0.1

applied to the initial image 0.5, 1.0}
Std. deviation of the Gaussian filter 𝜎𝑠𝑢𝑏 ∈ {0.1, 0.5, 1.0} -
used for downsampling at each layer
Std. deviation of the Gaussian 𝜎𝐿𝐾 ∈ {1.0, 2.0, 2.0
kernel weighting the moment matrix 3.0, 4.0} or 3.0
Number of layers 𝑛𝑙𝑎𝑦𝑒𝑟𝑠 ∈ {1, 2, 3} 2 or 3
Number of iterations 𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑟 ∈ {1, 2, 3} 1

Table 6
Hyper-parameter range for optimization of the pyramidal it-
erative Lucas-Kanade algorithm, along with parameter values
that experimentally led to the lowest registration error 𝐸𝑔𝑡 with
the 𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 = 90 first images of the four MR image sequences16.

first 𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 = 90 images14, defined in Eq. 11. In that equa-
tion, |𝐼| refers to the number of pixels in a given image and
𝛿(𝑢, 𝑥⃗, 𝑡𝑘) to the instant registration error at pixel 𝑥⃗ and time
𝑡𝑘 using the 4D vector field 𝑢 (Eq. 8) 15. The parameters to
determine, whose exact definition can be found in [21], their
corresponding range for grid search, and their optimal value,
are outlined in Table 6.

𝐸𝑔𝑡(𝑢) =

√

√

√

√

√

1
(𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 − 1)|𝐼|

𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛
∑

𝑘=2

∑

𝑥⃗

𝛿(𝑢, 𝑥⃗, 𝑡𝑘)2 (11)

Figure 15: Relative influence of the iterative and pyramidal
Lucas-Kanade optical flow algorithm parameters on the (min-
imum) registration error 𝐸𝑔𝑡. Each bar corresponds to the
standard deviation associated with one curve in Fig. 16.

𝐸𝑔𝑡 increased with 𝜎𝐷𝑉 𝐹
𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 and 𝜎𝑠𝑢𝑏, except for sequence

2, where it decreased with 𝜎𝑠𝑢𝑏 (Fig. 16). These observa-
tions, similar to those relative to chest CT scan registration
in [21], indicate that initial filtering seems to have a detri-
mental effect on registration. 𝐸𝑔𝑡 was a convex function of

14Registration was also optimized using the first 90 images when fore-
casting the PCA weights with linear regression, although we selected
𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 = 160 for that algorithm (Section 2.3).

15𝐸𝑔𝑡 refers to the same quantity as 𝑒𝐷𝑉 𝐹 in [21]. The deformation field
𝑢 minimizing 𝐸𝑔𝑡(𝑢) in Eq. 11 is considered the "ground-truth" DVF, rep-
resenting the motion to forecast. Therefore, the field 𝑢 intervening in the
expression of 𝐸𝑔𝑡 does not depend on any evaluation run index 𝑖 or number
of principal components 𝑛𝑐𝑝, as opposed to 𝑢(𝑖)(𝑛𝑐𝑝), appearing in the defi-
nition of the registration error 𝐸𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑 (𝑛𝑐𝑝) (Eq. 10) and corresponding to the
predicted DVF.

16The notations are the same as those in [21].
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Figure 16: Registration error 𝐸𝑔𝑡 as a function of the parameters of the iterative and pyramidal version
of the Lucas-Kanade optical flow algorithm. Given one parameter, each point in the associated graph
corresponds to the minimum of 𝐸𝑔𝑡 over every possible combination of the other parameters in the grid
(Table 6).

𝜎𝐿𝐾 , and setting 𝜎𝐿𝐾 = 1.0 led to the worst performance.
Moreover, as in [21], we found that using only one layer led
to poor MRI registration due to the large amplitude of the
respiratory motion relative to the (resampled) MR scan res-
olution (1mm2 isotropic pixels). That aligns with the recom-
mendation in the literature to use a multiresolution scheme to
estimate the optical flow with chest scan images accurately
[62, 68]. Similarly, a multi-scale approach based on a deep-
learning encoder-decoder architecture was also used to pre-
dict spatial transformations in [46]. By contrast, an iterative
approach was detrimental, as 𝐸𝑔𝑡 increased with 𝑛𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑟 in our
experiments.

The normalized standard deviation of𝐸𝑔𝑡 relative to each
parameter is reported in Fig. 15. In the context of that figure,
"normalization" means that the standard deviations associ-
ated with a particular sequence are multiplied by a common
coefficient so that their sum equals 1. Similarly to the results
on chest 4DCT in [21], 𝜎𝐿𝐾 and 𝑛𝑙𝑎𝑦𝑒𝑟𝑠 were the parameters
whose optimization contributed the most to minimizing 𝐸𝑔𝑡with our 4D-MRI dataset, as their associated standard devi-
ations were the highest (Fig. 15). Specifically, their opti-
mization respectively led to a 19.6% and 5.4% decrease in
the minimum registration error (Fig. 16).

B. Appendix : Notes on the PCA respiratory
motion model
In this section, we explain how to derive the equations

for the PCA motion model as described in Section 2.2 (Eqs.
2 and 3) from the original matrix description of the PCA
algorithm. That model is subject-specific and similar to the
original one proposed in [7], although, in our work, PCA
is only applied to internal motion, and no surrogate data is
involved. We first define a "data matrix" containing motion
information for a given sequence until time step 𝑀 ∈ ℕ as
follows:

𝑋 =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

𝑢𝑥(𝑥1, 𝑡1) 𝑢𝑦(𝑥1, 𝑡1) 𝑢𝑥(𝑥2, 𝑡1) ... 𝑢𝑦(𝑥⃗|𝐼|, 𝑡1)
...

𝑢𝑥(𝑥1, 𝑡𝑀 ) 𝑢𝑦(𝑥1, 𝑡𝑀 ) 𝑢𝑥(𝑥2, 𝑡𝑀 ) ... 𝑢𝑦(𝑥⃗|𝐼|, 𝑡𝑀 )

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

(12)
In the matrix above, 𝑢𝑥(𝑥⃗, 𝑡) and 𝑢𝑦(𝑥⃗, 𝑡) respectively re-

fer to the x and y components of 𝑢(𝑥⃗, 𝑡), the DVF at time 𝑡.
We set 𝑀 to be equal to the number of training images, i.e.,
𝑀 = 𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛. We define the mean deformation 𝜇𝑋 ∈ ℝ1×2𝑃

as the line vector containing the mean of each column of X:
𝜇𝑋 = [𝜇𝑥(𝑥1), 𝜇𝑦(𝑥1), 𝜇𝑥(𝑥2), ..., 𝜇𝑦(𝑥⃗|𝐼|)] (13)
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In that equality, 𝜇𝑥(𝑥𝑖) and 𝜇𝑦(𝑥𝑖) respectively refer to the
average of 𝑢𝑥(𝑥𝑖, 𝑡𝑘) and 𝑢𝑦(𝑥𝑖, 𝑡𝑘) over 𝑘 ∈ [[1, ...,𝑀]]. We
then compute the centered data matrix 𝑋𝑐 , whose column
vectors each have a mean equal to 0, as follows:

𝑋𝑐 = 𝑋 − 𝟙𝑀×1𝜇𝑋 (14)
Given an arbitrary integer 𝑛𝑐𝑝 ∈ ℕ, PCA enables finding

two matrices, 𝑊 ∈ ℝ𝑀×𝑛𝑐𝑝 and 𝑈 ∈ ℝ2|𝐼|×𝑛𝑐𝑝 , that mini-
mize the quantity ‖𝑋𝑐−𝑊𝑈𝑇

‖2 subject to the two following
conditions17:

• 𝑊 𝑇𝑊 is a diagonal matrix
• 𝑈𝑇𝑈 = 𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑝 (identity matrix of size 𝑛𝑐𝑝)
Specifically, we first perform the spectral decomposition

of 𝑌 = 𝑋𝑐𝑋𝑇
𝑐 , i.e., we compute the matrix of eigenvectors

𝑉 and diagonal matrix Λ that contains the square root of the
eigenvalues, satisfying by definition:

𝑌 = 𝑉 Λ2𝑉 𝑇 (15)
We introduce the following notations:

Λ =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

𝜆1
⋱

𝜆𝑀

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

with 𝜆1 ≥ ... ≥ 𝜆𝑀 ≥ 0 (16)

𝑉 =
[

𝑉1, ..., 𝑉𝑀
] (17)

We multiply each column vector 𝑉𝑖 by the sign of its first
non-zero entry (which thereby becomes positive). We in-
cluded that additional normalization step to make the PCA
algorithm output consistent regardless of the eigendecom-
position algorithm used18. The matrices 𝑊 and 𝑈 are com-
puted using the first 𝑛𝑐𝑝 eigenvalues and eigenvectors as fol-
lows:

𝑊 = [𝑉1, ..., 𝑉𝑛𝑐𝑝 ]
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

𝜆1
⋱

𝜆𝑛𝑐𝑝

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

(18)

𝑈 = 𝑋𝑇
𝑐 [𝑉1, ..., 𝑉𝑛𝑐𝑝 ]

⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

1∕𝜆1
⋱

1∕𝜆𝑛𝑐𝑝

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

(19)

𝑈 is the principal components matrix, and its columns
are the principal components. 𝑊 is referred to as the weight
matrix. 𝑋, 𝑊 , and 𝑈 approximately satisfy the following
relationship:

𝑋 − 𝟙𝑀×1𝜇𝑋 = 𝑊𝑈𝑇 (20)
17The PCA weight matrix 𝑊 in this appendix is different from the ma-

trix of coefficients in linear regression in Table 2.
18In particular, that normalization step ensures that the first non-zero

(scalar) time-dependent weight is always positive for all 𝑗 ∈ [[1, ..., 𝑛𝑐𝑝]]:
𝑤𝑗 (𝑡1) ≥ 0.

We denote the entries of 𝑊 and 𝑈 as follows:

𝑊 =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

𝑤1(𝑡1) ... 𝑤𝑛𝑐𝑝 (𝑡1)
... ... ...

𝑤1(𝑡𝑀 ) ... 𝑤𝑛𝑐𝑝 (𝑡𝑀 )

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

(21)

𝑈 =

⎡

⎢

⎢

⎢

⎢

⎢

⎣

𝑢𝑥1(𝑥1) ... 𝑢𝑥𝑛𝑐𝑝 (𝑥1)
𝑢𝑦1(𝑥1) ... 𝑢𝑦𝑛𝑐𝑝 (𝑥1)
𝑢𝑥1(𝑥2) ... 𝑢𝑥𝑛𝑐𝑝 (𝑥2)
... ... ...

𝑢𝑦1(𝑥⃗|𝐼|) ... 𝑢𝑦𝑛𝑐𝑝 (𝑥⃗|𝐼|)

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎥

⎥

⎥

⎦

(22)

Using the latter notations, we infer from Eq. 20 that
for all pixel indices 𝑖 ∈ [[1, ..., |𝐼|]] and time step 𝑘 ∈
[[1, ...,𝑀]]:

⎧

⎪

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎪

⎩

𝑢𝑥(𝑥𝑖, 𝑡𝑘) = 𝜇𝑥(𝑥𝑖) +
𝑛𝑐𝑝
∑

𝑗=1
𝑤𝑗(𝑡𝑘)𝑢𝑥𝑗 (𝑥𝑖)

𝑢𝑦(𝑥𝑖, 𝑡𝑘) = 𝜇𝑦(𝑥𝑖) +
𝑛𝑐𝑝
∑

𝑗=1
𝑤𝑗(𝑡𝑘)𝑢

𝑦
𝑗 (𝑥𝑖)

(23)

These two latter equations can be combined and rewrit-
ten as Eq. 2 by defining 𝜇(𝑥𝑖) = [𝜇𝑥(𝑥𝑖), 𝜇𝑦(𝑥𝑖)]𝑇 and
𝑢𝑗 = [𝑢𝑥𝑗 (𝑥𝑖), 𝑢

𝑦
𝑗 (𝑥𝑖)]

𝑇 . Eq. 2 is the explicit geometrical
form of Eq. 20, the latter being expressed using a more
abstract linear algebra framework. Both describe the PCA
motion model, which approximates high-dimensional time-
dependent deformation fields 𝑢(𝑥⃗, 𝑡) by a linear combination
of a few (static) independent vector fields 𝑢𝑗(𝑥) generating
a low-dimensional linear subspace, weighted by the time-
dependent weights 𝑤𝑗(𝑡).

Similarly, the relationship 𝑈𝑇𝑈 = 𝐼𝑛𝑐𝑝 , which expresses
the orthonormality of the principal components, is equiva-
lent to Eq. 4. Using the same relationship, one can rewrite
Eq. 20 as follows:

𝑊 = 𝑋𝑐𝑈 (24)
For 𝑘 ∈ ℕ, we define the following row vector, correspond-
ing to the deformation field at time 𝑡𝑘, centered using the
mean DVF of the training set:

𝑋𝑐(𝑡𝑘) = [𝑢𝑥(𝑥1, 𝑡𝑘), 𝑢𝑦(𝑥1, 𝑡𝑘), 𝑢𝑥(𝑥2, 𝑡𝑘), ..., 𝑢𝑦(𝑥⃗|𝐼|, 𝑡𝑘)] − 𝜇𝑋
(25)

𝑋𝑐(𝑡𝑘) is the 𝑘th row of the centered data matrix 𝑋𝑐 ∈
ℝ𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛×2|𝐼| when 𝑘 ≤ 𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛. Eq. 24 can be rewritten as:

[𝑤1(𝑡𝑘), ..., 𝑤𝑛𝑐𝑝 (𝑡𝑘)] = 𝑋𝑐(𝑡𝑘)𝑈 (26)
The latter equation expresses the fact that the time-

dependent weights at time 𝑡𝑘 can be computed by project-
ing the flattened centered DVF vector 𝑋𝑐(𝑡𝑘) onto the hyper-
plane of ℝ2|𝐼| spanned by the (orthogonal) columns of 𝑈 .
During inference, we keep the principal components from
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Prediction parameters
Output layer size 𝑝 = 𝑛𝑐𝑝
Input layer size 𝑚 = 𝑛𝑐𝑝𝐿
Number of hidden layers 1
Size of the hidden layer 𝑞
Activation function 𝜙 Hyperbolic tangent
Training algorithms RTRL, UORO, SnAp-1, DNI
Optimization method Stochastic gradient descent
Gradient clipping threshold 𝜏𝑅𝑁𝑁 = 100
Weights initialization Gaussian  (0, 𝜎𝑖𝑛𝑖𝑡 = 0.02)
Input data normalization Yes (online)
Cross-validation metric to nRMSE (Eq. 7)
select RNN hyper-parameters
Cross-validation metric Registration error 𝐸𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑑(𝑛𝑐𝑝)
to select 𝑛𝑐𝑝 (Eq. 10)
Number of runs for selecting 𝑛𝑐𝑣 = 250 (10 for RTRL)
the RNN hyper-parameters
Cross-validation range for 𝑛𝑐𝑝 𝑛𝑐𝑝 ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4}
Nb. of runs for selecting 𝑛𝑐𝑝 𝑛𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑝 = 25 (5 for RTRL)
Number of runs for evaluating 𝑛𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑝 (same as previous row)
image prediction test accuracy
(in Section 3.4.1)
Nb. of runs for evaluating PCA 𝑛𝑃𝐶𝐴

𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 = 250 (10 for RTRL)
weight prediction test accuracy
(in Section 3.2.1)
Last training time step index 𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 = 90 (𝑡𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛

= 28.26s)
Last cross-val. time step index 𝑀𝑐𝑣 = 180 (𝑡𝑀𝑐𝑣

= 56.52s)
Test time interval 6.28s (20 time steps)

Table 7
Parameters related to the experimental setup and RNN config-
uration. 𝑛𝑐𝑝 and 𝐿 designate the number of principal compo-
nents and the SHL expressed in number of time steps, respec-
tively. 𝑛𝑐𝑣, 𝑛𝑤𝑎𝑟𝑝, and 𝑛𝑃𝐶𝐴

𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 are lower for RTRL as the latter is
slower and its associated errors have lower uncertainty, com-
pared with the other RNN algorithms.

the training data and define the weights as the projection of
the centered DVF 𝑋𝑐(𝑡𝑘) computed from the incoming data
onto the same hyperplane. In other words, Eq. 26 is also
valid for 𝑘 > 𝑀𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛. Fig. 1 illustrates the projection idea
described above. Eq. 3 can simply be derived from Eq. 26
and expresses the latter with a different viewpoint.

C. Appendix: RNN experimental setup
Table 7 outlines the parameters related to the cross-

validation and RNN configuration in our research.

Pohl, Uesaka, Demachi and Chhatkuli: Preprint submitted to Elsevier Page 27 of 27


	Introduction
	Respiratory motion management in MR-guided radiotherapy
	Respiratory motion forecasting with dynamically trained RNNs
	Future frame forecasting in natural and thoracic video sequences
	Content of this study

	Material and methods
	Chest image data
	Breathing motion modeling with PCA
	Prediction of the time-dependent PCA weights
	Image prediction

	Results
	Breathing motion modeling with PCA
	Prediction of the time-dependent weights
	Prediction performance
	Influence of the hyper-parameters on prediction accuracy

	Optimization of the number of principal components
	Image prediction
	Numerical accuracy
	Visual results


	Discussion
	Comparison with the literature about spatiotemporal respiratory motion forecasting
	Comments on the performance of RNNs
	Limits of our study

	Conclusion
	Appendix : Optimization of the image registration parameters
	Appendix : Notes on the PCA respiratory motion model
	Appendix: RNN experimental setup

