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Abstract
LLM based copilot assistants are useful in ev-
eryday tasks. There is also a proliferation in
the exploration of AI assistant use cases to
support radiology workflows in a reliable man-
ner. In this work, we present RadPhi-3, a
Small Language Model instruction tuned from
Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct with 3.8B parame-
ters to assist with various tasks in radiology
workflows. While impression summary genera-
tion has been the primary task which has been
explored in prior works w.r.t radiology reports
of Chest X-rays, we also explore other useful
tasks like change summary generation compar-
ing the current radiology report and its prior
report, section extraction from radiology re-
ports, tagging the reports with various patholo-
gies and tubes, lines or devices present in them
etc. In-addition, instruction tuning RadPhi-3

involved learning from a credible knowledge
source used by radiologists, Radiopaedia.org.
RadPhi-3 can be used both to give reliable an-
swers for radiology related queries as well as
perform useful tasks related to radiology re-
ports. RadPhi-3 achieves SOTA results on the
RaLEs radiology report generation benchmark.

Keywords: small language models, instruc-
tion tuning, chest x-rays, radiology reports

Data and Code Availability We leverage pub-
licly available data for training RadPhi-3. We use
a combination of annotations from multiple datasets
like Mimic-CXR (Johnson et al., 2019), Medical-
Diff VQA (Hu et al., 2023), ChestImagenome (Wu
et al., 2021) and CheXpert Plus (Chambon et al.,
2024) datasets. The Medical-Diff VQA and ChestIm-
agenome dataset annotations are derived from radi-
ology reports pertaining to Chest X-rays of Mimic-
CXR dataset. We are not making the code available
at this point.

Institutional Review Board (IRB) Proposed
use of public datasets was reviewed by home in-

stitution. Under policy, use of de-identified public
datasets is classified as Not Human Subjects Research
[per 45§46.102(e)(1)(ii), 45§46.102(e)(5)]. Guidance
and data reflection questions are provided to re-
searchers including considerations to support repre-
sentativeness, transparency and intended use.

1. Introduction

Language Models for Radiology AI-enabled
copilot assistants are becoming popular in every do-
main with the increasing capabilities of LLMs to
perform different tasks via instruction tuning and
RLHF (Ouyang et al., 2022). While general domain
LLMs can generalize with reasonable performance to
perform tasks specific to radiology reports using in-
context learning with few shots (Liu et al., 2023a),
they still lag behind on nuanced tasks like impression
generation, which is the conclusion or summary of
the report where the radiologist provides their most
likely diagnosis based on the findings from the imag-
ing study and long-tail label prediction (Zhang et al.,
2023) unless sophisticated prompt engineering is in-
volved as noted in earlier works (Ranjit et al., 2024).
In addition, the privacy-preserving machine learning
requirements of the medical domain necessitate spe-
cialized radiology models that do not attribute the
model performance to an individual record. Given
these requirements, specialized radiology models are
still needed, and we can’t yet completely rely on gen-
eral domain LLMs for all radiology-specific tasks.

Advantages of SLMs The large size of LLMs
are prohibitive for easy training and deployments.
The Phi series of SLMs (Small Language Models)
(Abdin et al., 2024) is designed to be highly capa-
ble and cost-effective, outperforming models of sim-
ilar or larger sizes across various language, reason-
ing, coding, and math benchmarks. We use the
the Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct model to further in-
struction tune for radiology question answering and
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radiology report related tasks. The small size of
Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct makes it ideal for easy
finetuning for specialised tasks and in-house deploy-
ments of models to meet the privacy requirements
common in medical settings. The latest addition
to the Phi-3 series, Phi-3.5-mini-4k-instruct has
multi-lingual support, which encourages direct fine-
tuning for radiology specific tasks in different lan-
guages without translating the radiology reports to
English.

Radiology Report Tasks Impression summarisa-
tion from radiology report findings is a key useful task
which has been explored in many prior works. (Liu
et al., 2024),(Liu et al., 2023b). However, there are
other useful tasks pertaining to radiology reports like,
comparison of radiology reports to its prior report to
summarize the changes between them, say a pathol-
ogy condition has changed or a new device is placed
etc. Radiology report segmentation is another useful
task that can help extract useful sections from a ra-
diology report like extraction of findings, impressions
and placement description of tubes and lines. Noise
removal from radiology reports is another useful util-
ity task that can aid radiologists in their day-to-day
workflows. We finetune Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct in
a single stage setup for these tasks.

Key Contributions

1. We finetune Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct SLM for
radiology question answering using Radiopaedia
articles 1 across fifteen systems and radiology re-
port tasks pertaining to Chest X-rays. The re-
sulting model RadPhi-3 outperforms RadPhi-2

(Ranjit et al., 2024) in radiology question an-
swering and shows significant improvement in
semantic tasks like radiology natural language
inference and sentence similarity.

2. We introduce two new radiology report related
tasks in addition to the tasks defined in the
RadPhi-2 work: radiology report segmentation
to extract different sections of a radiology re-
port and temporal change summary task to gen-
erate change summary of medical observations
and support devices given the current report and
prior report as inputs.

3. We benchmark RadPhi-3 on various tasks and
benchmarks: RaLEs (Chaves et al., 2023),

1. https://radiopaedia.org/articles

Mimic-CXR (Johnson et al., 2019) and CheX-
pert Plus (Chambon et al., 2024) for impression
prediction, Radgraph2 (Dejl et al., 2024) for tem-
poral change summary prediction, Medical diff
VQA (Hu et al., 2023) for question answering
comprehension, RADNLI (Miura et al., 2021)
and MEDNLI (Shivade, 2017) for natural lan-
guage inference, and CheXpert Plus (Chambon
et al., 2024) for the radiology report segmenta-
tion task. We also benchmark RadPhi-3 on a
downstream task of multi-label classification of
pathologies using Spanish radiology reports from
the Padchest dataset (Bustos et al., 2019).

2. Related Work

Instruction tuning for radiology The work
‘Rad-Phi2: Instruction Tuning Phi2 for Radiology’
(Ranjit et al., 2024) was the first to explore instruc-
tion tuning for tasks pertaining to radiology report
related workflows. They performed instruction tun-
ing of the Phi-2 SLM in two stages, first general do-
main instruction tuning followed by radiology specific
instruction tuning and noted that two-stage instruct-
ing tuning is important for good performance on radi-
ology report related tasks quoting that Phi-2 was not
an instruction-tuned model in the first place. They
showed that radiology specific models are important
for good performance on nuanced tasks like impres-
sion prediction and long tail label prediction from
radiology reports. They also had two model versions,
RadPhi-2-Base for Radiology Question Answering
and RadPhi-2 for radiology report related tasks. We
extend the work of RadPhi-2 with additional tasks
and datasets and also update the instruction tuning
to be based on Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct. We also
do not use the general domain instruction tuning step
used in RadPhi-2 as Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct is al-
ready an instruction tuned model.

Phi-3 Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct (Abdin et al.,
2024) is one of the latest addition to the Phi SLM
model series. The main difference from the Phi2

model is that instruction tuning with direct prefer-
ence optimization was added in the Phi-3 version.
We train using the Phi3 version for our radiology
specific instruction tuning.

Temporal change summary The paper ‘Rad-
Graph2: Modeling Disease Progression in Radiol-
ogy Reports via Hierarchical Information Extrac-
tion’ (Khanna et al., 2023) introduced the Radgraph2

https://radiopaedia.org/articles
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dataset (Dejl et al., 2024) that has change tracking
annotations w.r.t medical observations and support
devices in radiology reports to help develop systems
that track disease progression over time. We lever-
age these annotations to extract sections of radiol-
ogy reports that capture the changes w.r.t medical
observations or support devices and use it to bench-
mark RadPhi-3 on the new task of reporting temporal
change summary w.r.t the current radiology report.

3. Methodology

In this section we explain the training datasets,
finetuning approach, baselines and evalua-
tion metrics we used for instruction tuning
Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct for radiology specific
tasks.

3.1. Datasets

In this section we describe the datasets used for train-
ing RadPhi-3.

3.1.1. Radiology Question Answering

The Radiology question answering dataset was con-
structed from Radiopaedia articles pertaining to 15
different systems and contains questions and answers
related to radiological appearances of findings, differ-
ential diagnosis, assessing prognosis, and suggesting
treatments etc. The dataset statistics is available in
Table 12. It was constructed with the help of GPT-4
by sending the Radiopaedia articles as the context
and instructing GPT-4 to construct QA pairs using
the context. The prompt used for constructing the
dataset is available in the appendix section E.
Question-answer pairs generated from the sum-

mary articles of Radiopaedia were reserved as the
test set. We performed a radiologist evaluation of
question-answer pairs generated from 82 randomly
sampled articles from the train and test sets, strat-
ified across systems, to check for hallucination of
facts, instruction-following hallucinations, and the
quality of questions and answers generated. Hal-
lucination of facts refers to errors related to facts
in the answers that were not present in the arti-
cle. Instruction-following hallucinations refer to in-
adequate adherence to instructions while answering
a question. Quality errors refer to question-answer
pairs that are not very useful in a clinical setting. The
evaluation results are available in Table 37. There

were zero factual hallucinations, five quality-related
errors, and one instruction-following hallucination.
The examples of these errors are available in Table
41, 42, and 43. As seen from these tables, the quality
errors were primarily due to inadequate information
in the Radiopaedia article.

3.1.2. Radiology Report Related Tasks

There are useful tasks pertaining to radiology reports.
Examples of such tasks include impression predic-
tion from findings, abnormality and support devices
label prediction, QA comprehension, extract find-
ings/impression from a radiology report and cleanup
of a noisy radiology report text. We extend the radi-
ology report related instruction tuning dataset in the
prior work RadPhi-2 (Ranjit et al., 2024) with addi-
tional tasks and datasets. This dataset is constructed
by using the annotations of the public datasets de-
fined in the data availability section and translating
these annotations to an instruction format using the
prompts defined in Table 31. We added impressions
from the CheXpert Plus dataset for the impression
prediction task.

The data split for all the tasks is based on Mimic-
CXR’s official train, validation and test spilt as all of
these datasets are derived from Mimic-CXR annota-
tions. Tasks based on CheXpert Plus uses its official
train and validation splits. The train, validation and
test split for the different tasks is defined in Table 13.

We also added the below two new tasks, radiology
report generation and temporal change summary to
the instruction tuning dataset.

3.1.3. Radiology report segmentation

CheXpert Plus (Chambon et al., 2024) is a relatively
new dataset with 187,711 radiology reports for Chest
X-rays, each meticulously divided into subsections
defined in Table 16. We introduce the radiology re-
port segmentation task leveraging these annotations
to segment the radiology reports into different report
sections. We use the official train split for training
and validation split for testing. The dataset statistics
is available in Table 16. The prompt for translating
the annotations from CheXpert Plus to the instruc-
tion tuning format is available in Table 31.

3.1.4. Temporal change summary

This task is defined as: Given a radiology report and
its prior report, extract a change summary of medical
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Figure 1: Training Workflow of RadPhi-3.

observations and support devices. This is extracted
under 5 different categories (New, Resolved, Wors-
ened, Stable and Improved) for medical conditions
and 4 different categories (New, Removed, Changed
and Unchanged) for support devices.

In addition, we also had a category for extracting
the negative findings for medical conditions and rec-
ommendations for device adjustments. We use GPT-4
to extract the change summary using the prompt de-
fined in the Appendix section E. The dataset statis-
tics is available in Table 17.

We performed a radiologist evaluation of this
dataset by sampling 50 examples from the test set
to check for fact hallucinations, hallucinations of cat-
egories, and missed findings. Hallucinations of facts
refer to errors related to facts in the answers that
were not present in the current or prior report. Hal-
lucinations of categories refer to errors where the
change summary category (new, improved, worsened,
resolved, etc.) was incorrectly assigned. Missed find-
ings errors are related to the missed change mentions.
The evaluation results are in Table 38. There were
zero factual hallucinations. There were a few halluci-
nations with respect to the assignment of change cate-
gories, where GPT-4 incorrectly classified the change

category. An example of such is available in Table
40.

3.2. Fine-tuning Details

As shown in Figure 1, we create the instruction tun-
ing dataset from Mimic-CXR reports and related an-
notations from the datasets described in section 3.1.2
for QA comprehension, label prediction, impression
prediction, and extraction tasks.

We use GPT-4 processing to extract change sum-
maries from Mimic-CXR reports with respect to med-
ical observations and support devices as described in
section 3.1.4 and question-answer pairs from radiol-
ogy articles as described in section 3.1.1.

All of these together form the radiology instruction
tuning dataset that is used to fine-tune RadPhi-3.
RadPhi-3 is fine-tuned from the

Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct model checkpoint by
continued fine-tuning for 3 epochs. We fine-tune
using 4x NVIDIA A100 Tensor Core GPUs with
80GB VRAM using the Huggingface framework
with Flash Attention 2, DeepSpeed Stage 3, and the
paged adamw 32bit optimizer. A global batch size of
128 was used for 3 epochs, as well as a base learning
rate of 5e-5 and a warm-up ratio of 0.1.
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3.3. Baselines

We use RadPhi-2 as our baseline model for both
the Radiology QA task and the report related tasks.
We also additionally measure the performance of
Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct to check the radiology
knowledge of a general domain model. We also com-
pare with the existing SOTA approaches depending
on the task.

3.4. Evaluation Metrics

3.4.1. Lexical metrics

We report the ROUGE-L (Lin, 2004), BLEU-4 (Pa-
pineni et al., 2002) and F1-score implementation of
LlavaMed (Li et al., 2023) for the lexical metrics. For
label prediction tasks, as its a multi-label classifica-
tion, we use the f1-score implementation of scikit-
learn. We report the macro average. 2

3.4.2. Hallucination Metrics

We compute the AlignScore metric (Zha et al.,
2023) for all the extraction tasks and the radiology
question-answering related task to measure the fac-
tual consistency of the outputs w.r.t the inputs. This
measures if the model generated text is factually con-
sistent with the input context.

3.4.3. Clinical Metrics

We report the F1-CheXbert(Smit et al., 2020), F1-
RadGraph (Jain et al., 2021) for the clinical metrics.
F1-RadGraph is based on the RadGraph model

(Jain et al., 2021) that parses the radiology report
into graph of clinical entities (like anatomy and ob-
servations and relations) and the metric measures the
overlap in clinical entities between the ground truth
and candidate report. We use the Radgraph python
package(v0.1.2) 3 which is an implementation of the
Radgraph F1 metric based on rewards (Jain et al.,
2021). We use the ‘partial’ reward level for compu-
tation of this metric.
F1-CheXbert(Smit et al., 2020) measures the

micro-averaged F1 score of 14 disease mentions ex-
tracted from a generated summary in comparison to
the ground truth. We also use the Chexbert python
package(v0.0.2) for calculating the F1-Chexbert met-
ric. 4.

2. https://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/generated/
sklearn.metrics.f1_score.html

3. https://pypi.org/project/radgraph/
4. https://pypi.org/project/f1chexbert/

We derive bootstrap confidence intervals for our
evaluations by creating 10 resamples with replace-
ment from the test dataset as our dataset is huge,
where each resample is the size of the original test
set. The temporal summary extraction and radiol-
ogy report segmentation tasks were an exception to
bootstrapping due to the low support for certain cat-
egories and we report stratified metrics for these two
tasks.

4. Results

In this section we discuss the evaluation results of
RadPhi-3 on various datasets and benchmarks.

4.1. Radiology Question Answering

The results of the radiology question answering task
evaluation on the test set of Radiopaedia summary
articles is available in Table 1 and the stratified met-
rics by system in Table 18 .

The stratified metrics by system shows that
RadPhi3-Instruct performs better than GPT-4 on
all the systems and by a large margin on systems like
Hepatobiliary, Urogenital, Breast, Musculoskeletal,
Forensic and Gastrointestinal. It is also better than
RadPhi2-Instruct on all the systems. It is interest-
ing to note that Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct has the
highest recall value pointing to its reasonably good
radiology knowledge and has comparable metrics to
GPT-4 on many systems as seen from the stratified
metrics.

An example prediction from RadPhi3-Instruct,
Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct and GPT-4models is avail-
able on Table 21. We see that RadPhi3-Instruct is
able to give clear, concise and factually correct an-
swer to the question.

4.2. Impression Prediction

The results of the evaluation of the impression pre-
diction task from the findings of a radiology report
on the test set of Mimic-CXR is available in Ta-
ble 2. Both RadPhi-2 and RadPhi-3 is better than
Impression GPT (Ma et al., 2024) and establishes
SOTA performance. We note that we pre-processed
the impressions with GPT-4 to remove noise using the
prompt we defined for the cleanup radiology text task
in Table 31.

The metrics of the impression prediction task on
the CheXpert Plus validation dataset is available in

https://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/generated/sklearn.metrics.f1_score.html
https://scikit-learn.org/stable/modules/generated/sklearn.metrics.f1_score.html
https://pypi.org/project/radgraph/
https://pypi.org/project/f1chexbert/
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Table 1: Radiology Question Answering Metrics on Radiopaedia Summary Articles.
Models F1-Score Precision Recall RougeL
Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct 32.91[31.3, 34.93] 21.01[19.33, 22.47] 76.66 [73.54, 79.55] 11.39[9.96, 12.55]
GPT-4 33.98[31.09, 37.02] 28.68[26.24, 31.69] 42.07[37.33, 46.96] 23.68[21.87, 26.35]
RadPhi-2 38.98[35.72, 42.83] 40.97[37.35, 46.75] 37.3 [32.85, 41.95] 27.01[23.96, 29.82]
RadPhi-3 40.33 [36.56, 44.14] 42.71 [37.71, 46.16] 38.39[34.92, 43.02] 28.39 [24.98, 31.54]

RadPhi-3 is better than RadPhi-2 on all the metrics. Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct has a good recall value indicating the
reasonable radiology knowledge of the general domain model.

Table 2: Impression Prediction Metrics on Mimic-CXR Test Set
Models F1 Chexbert F1 RadGraph RougeL F1-Score
Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct 50.29 [50.19, 51.21] 12.80 12.18 [12.01, 12.48] 24.11 [23.56, 24.5]

GPT-4 (Impression-GPT) 64.9 46.0
RadPhi-2 67.87 [66.95, 68.61] 43.06 49.74 [49.09, 50.47] 59.66 [59.15, 60.55]

RadPhi-3 66.66 [65.64, 67.48] 41.74 48.33 [47.56, 48.91] 58.52 [57.66, 59.47]

RadPhi-3 performs comparable to RadPhi-2 on all the metrics and both are better than Impression GPT.

Table 3: Impression Prediction Metrics on ChexPert Plus Validation Set
Models F1 Chexbert F1 RadGraph RougeL F1-Score
Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct 60.61 [56.22, 67.59] 24.92 19.87 [18.09, 21.74] 33.08 [31.32, 34.97]

RadPhi-2 59.4 [52.98, 61.59] 33.65 40.72 [33.95, 44.95] 49.97 [44.71, 54.35]

RadPhi-3 64.02 [58.69, 68.92] 47.84 47.51 [44.81, 49.27] 57.89 [53.45, 59.35]

RadPhi-3 is better than RadPhi-2 in all the metrics.

Table 4: Abnormality and Support Devices Label Metrics - ChestImagenome Labels
Task Metrics Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct RadPhi-2 RadPhi-3

Tubes/Lines/Devices Labels
F1-Score
Recall
Precision

63.05 [62.72, 63.35]

61.43 [61.17, 61.71]

71.64 [71.01, 71.95]

95.54 [95.16, 95.2]

95.82 [95.43, 95.51]

95.49 [95.12, 95.15]

95.16 [94.54, 95.61]

95.49 [94.93, 95.93]

95.07 [94.43 95.54]

Abnormality Labels
F1-Score
Recall
Precision

76.72 [76.08, 77.2]

76.4 [75.77, 76.82]

78.86 [78.18, 79.48]

94.68 [94.57, 94.87]

94.88 [94.82, 95.0]

95.54 [95.4, 95.79]

93.36 [93.04, 93.67]

93.89 [93.49, 94.12]

93.98 [93.59, 94.34]

RadPhi-2 is slightly better than RadPhi-3. We report the macro F1 score.

Table 5: QA Comprehension, Findings/Impression Extraction and Clean Radiology Text Task Metrics
Task Metrics Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct RadPhi2-Instruct RadPhi-3

QA Comprehension

F1-Score
Precision
Recall
RougeL

13.07 [12.78, 13.24]

7.13 [7.03, 7.24]

78.04 [77.45, 78.59]

2.96 [2.89, 2.98]

98.1 [97.88, 98.25]

97.95 [97.84, 98.15]

98.25 [98.13, 98.44]

97.61 [97.45, 97.8]

96.98 [96.88, 97.26]

97.05 [96.88, 97.38]

96.91 [96.71, 97.21]

96.18 [95.87, 96.32]

Cleanup Radiology Text

F1-Score
BLEU-4
RougeL
AlignScore

70.78 [70.49, 71.23]

17.43 [17.08, 17.67]

36.32 [35.81, 36.61]

61.22 [60.82, 61.68]

92.06 [91.97, 92.16]

73.23 [72.99, 73.47]

86.82 [86.63, 86.95]

93.97 [93.81, 94.12]

92.13 [91.91, 92.38]

73.29 [72.8, 73.74]

86.95 [86.77, 87.14]

93.61 [93.5, 93.89]

Extraction

F1-Score
BLEU-4
RougeL
AlignScore

73.93 [73.7, 74.12]

38.19 [37.9, 38.53]

62.13 [61.85, 62.43]

59.83 [59.12, 60.44]

91.85 [91.74, 91.99]

72.67 [71.99, 73.07

86.55 [86.22, 86.83]

93.75 [93.36, 94.02]

91.83 [91.55, 91.94]

72.72 [72.49, 73.21]

86.44 [86.3, 86.73]

93.35 [93.02, 93.57]

RadPhi-2 performs comparable to RadPhi-3 on all the metrics.
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Table 6: NLI Metrics (RADLI + MEDNLI)
Model F1-Score Precision Recall
Phi-3-mini-3k-instruct 22.29 [21.59, 30.88] 42.36 [40.45, 58.95] 30.04 [29.61, 40.93]

RadPhi-2 0.17 [0.02, 0.31] 50.0 [5.62, 50.0] 0.09 [0.01, 0.16]

RadPhi-3 83.89 [82.3, 84.56] 83.66 [82.01, 84.33] 84.55 [83.05, 85.27]

RadPhi-3 performs significantly better than RadPhi-2 on NLI task.

Table 3. An example prediction for the Impression
prediction task is available in Table 23 in the Ap-
pendix section.

4.3. Abnormality and Support Devices
Prediction

The performance metrics of the abnormality and sup-
port devices label prediction from the radiology re-
ports is available in Table 4. We see that RadPhi-3
has comparable metrics to RadPhi-2 in both the ab-
normality and support devices label prediction tasks.
Example predictions for the tubes, lines and devices
prediction and abnormality labels prediction is avail-
able in Table 26 and Table 19 respectively.

4.4. QA Comprehension, Cleanup Radiology
Text and Findings/Impression
Extraction Tasks

The performance metrics of QA Comprehension and
other utility tasks like noise removal from a radiology
text and extracting a clean set of findings/impression
from a radiology report is available in Table 5. We see
that RadPhi-3 has comparable metrics to RadPhi-2

in the findings/impression extraction and cleanup ra-
diology text tasks and RadPhi-2 is slightly better
on the QA comprehension task. We also note that
the general domain Phi3-mini-4k-instruct model
has lower performance on these tasks, particularly on
the QA comprehension task. We also note the Align
Score metric is high for these tasks indicating the fac-
tual consistency of the outputs to the inputs.
Example results for the QA comprehension task

is available in Table 20, extract findings/impression
task is available in Table 25 and cleanup radiology
text task is available in Table 24.

4.5. Natural Language Inference

The performance metrics of Natural Language Infer-
ence on the MEDNLI and RADNLI datasets is avail-
able in Table 6. RadPhi-2 has poor performance on
semantic tasks as it went through minimal general do-
main instruction tuning. RadPhi-3 shows significant

improvement on this task over RadPhi-2. Sample re-
sults from the RadPhi-3 is available in Table 27.

4.6. Radiology Report Segmentation

The performance of RadPhi-3 on the CheXpert Plus
(Chambon et al., 2024) validation dataset to divide
the radiology report text into different sections (de-
fined in Table 16) is available in Table 7. We note
that RadPhi-3 performs very well on the radiology
report section segmentation task, sample results are
available in Table 29. The Align Score for the extrac-
tion of all the report sections is very high indicating
the factual consistency of the outputs to the inputs.

4.7. Temporal Change Summary

The performance metrics of the Temporal Change
Summary Task to summarise the changes in the med-
ical conditions and support devices comparing the
current radiology report and its prior is presented in
Table 8. As seen from the table, the best perform-
ing change category is ‘Stable’ for both the medical
conditions and support devices. The least perform-
ing categories for support devices are the ‘Changed’
and ‘Recommendations’ categories which reports the
changes in the placement of devices and related rec-
ommendations. This is due to the fact that we have
very less support for cases that report the changes
in the placement of devices in the dataset. Sample
model predictions for the temporal change summary
task is available in Table 30.

4.8. Generalization Testing

We also performed generalization testing of
Rad-Phi2-Instruct and Rad-Phi3-Instruct

models using some examples of tasks the mod-
els have not seen before. We have the following
observations:

RadQA Dataset We performed a variant of the
QA comprehension task using the RadQA (Soni and
Roberts, 2022) dataset. In this task, the model was
asked to extract the part of the radiology report that
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can answer the question. The reports in this dataset
pertain to various imaging modalities and anatomi-
cal systems. We found that Rad-Phi3-Instruct can
generalize better than Rad-Phi2-Instruct. Exam-
ple predictions from both models are available in Ta-
ble 34.

Sentence Similarity We used the MS-CXR-T
(Bannur et al., 2023) dataset to test the gener-
alization performance of Rad-Phi3-Instruct and
Rad-Phi2-Instruct on a semantic task. The task
is to assess whether two sentences are describing
the same meaning (paraphrase) or different mean-
ings (different) given a change summary. We found
that Rad-Phi2-Instruct is unable to perform this
task at all, while Rad-Phi3-Instruct and the base
model Phi3-mini-4k-instruct were able to perform
it. Example predictions are available in Table 32 and
Table 33.

Tubes and Lines Placement In this task, the
models were asked to describe the placement of de-
vices mentioned in the report. Although this task was
new to the models, both Rad-Phi2-Instruct and
Rad-Phi3-Instruct were able to perform it success-
fully, while the base model Phi3-mini-4k-instruct
was not able to perform this task. Example predic-
tions are available in Table 35.

4.9. NLG Benchmarks

4.9.1. RaLEs Benchmark

RaLEs is a benchmark group of datasets for natu-
ral language understanding and generation in radiol-
ogy. We focus only on the natural language genera-
tion task from this benchmark to predict the Impres-
sions section of a radiology report given the Find-
ings, using the MEDIQA 2021 (Ben Abacha et al.,
2021) and BioNLP 2023 (Delbrouck et al., 2023)
datasets. BioNLP 2023 dataset contains computed
tomography reports and magnetic resonance imaging
examinations of head, chest, abdomen, spine and si-
nuses. This dataset is good to benchmark the impres-
sion prediction task for regions other than Chest and
modalities other than X-rays. MEDIQA 2021 con-
tains radiology reports of only Chest X-rays from the
Mimic-CXR dataset. The statistics of the datasets in
the RaLEs benchmark is available in Table 14.

NLG Score We compute the NLG (Natural Lan-
guage Generation) score for the RaLEs benchmark
(Chaves et al., 2023). NLG score is the average of

the ROUGE-L and RadGraph metrics across both
the datasets for comparison with the leader board.

We note that RadPhi-3 achieves SOTA perfor-
mance on the RaLEs benchmark surpassing the exist-
ing SOTA results by a large margin in both the clini-
cal and lexical metrics for the BIONLP-2023 dataset.
We also note that as RadPhi-3 was trained on para-
phrased versions of impressions of the MIMIC-CXR
dataset, we preprocess the impression sections of the
MEDIQA-2021 dataset which is also MIMIC-CXR
based using the cleanup radiology text prompt de-
fined in Table 31. The metrics are available in Table
9.

4.9.2. Temporal Radiology Report Summary

We leverage the Radgraph2 dataset (Khanna et al.,
2023) annotations to extract the lines from the radi-
ology report that mentions a change about a medical
condition or a support device. The metrics are avail-
able in Table 11. As seen from the result, the model
is able to extract the change mentions of medical ob-
servations and support devices reasonably well for all
categories except for the resolved category of medi-
cal observations which has very less support as seen
from the dataset statistics of the RadGraph2 dataset
in Table 15. Sample predictions of this task is avail-
able in Table 28.

4.9.3. Padchest Benchmark

We use the Padchest (Bustos et al., 2019) dataset
annotations which contains radiology reports in the
Spanish language as a downstream task of RadPhi-3
to predict the abnormality labels associated with the
Spanish reports. We use a prompt in the Spanish
language defined in Table 31 for this task. The met-
rics in Table 10 shows that RadPhi-3’s performance
on this task is very good. A sample prediction on
Spanish reports is available in Table 22.

5. Discussion

In this work, we presented RadPhi-3, an
SLM with 3.8B parameters finetuned from
Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct for radiology specific
tasks. The instruction tuning involved knowledge
intensive tasks like radiology question answering
and also ten different tasks related to radiology
reports. Unlike RadPhi-2, which was finetuned from
Phi-2 and was preceded with a general domain
instruction tuning and used a special token based
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input format, RadPhi-3 was directly finetuned
from Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct using the default
instruction format. RadPhi-3 shows significant
improvement over RadPhi-2 on radiology question
answering for all the systems and natural language
inference tasks while being on-par on rest of the
tasks.

SLMs like RadPhi-3 can be easily trained for more
nuanced tasks in Radiology domain where general do-
main LLMs falls short unless prompted with carefully
curated dynamic examples (Ma et al., 2024). Exam-
ple of such tasks include long tail label prediction
(Padchest radiology reports is mapped to 347 abnor-
mality categories), impression prediction and radiol-
ogy question answering which requires deep knowl-
edge of the domain. This was also evident from the
the stratified metrics of the radiology question an-
swering task available in Table 18 where we note
that GPT-4 falls short in radiology knowledge when
compared to RadPhi-3 on systems like Hepatobil-
iary, Urogenital, Breast, Musculoskeletal, Forensic
and Gastrointestinal.

We presented two new tasks in this work, Radi-
ology Report Segmentation to extract different sec-
tions from a radiology report and the Temporal
Change Summary task to summarize the changes
of medical observations and support devices from
a radiology report and its prior report. We also
bench marked RadPhi-3’s performance on ten dif-
ferent tasks like Impression Prediction, Abnormality
Label Prediction, Tubes, Lines and Device Label Pre-
diction, Temporal Summary Extraction, QA compre-
hension, Findings/Impression Extraction, Cleanup
Radiology Text, Natural Language Inference, Radi-
ology Report Segmentation and Abnormality Label
Prediction from Spanish reports.

RadPhi-3 achieves SOTA performance on the
RaLEs benchmark for generative tasks with signifi-
cant improvement for the BioNLP 2023 dataset which
contains radiology reports from systems other than
Chest and modalities other than X-rays showing that
the model is able to generalize well and can be ex-
tended to other report types.

Limitations and Future Work The current
work did not explore the advantages of a radiology
instruction-tuned SLM in a multimodal setting es-
pecially for finetuning in a limited dataset setting
and low rank adaptation settings where we anticipate
it would add more value. The future work can ex-
plore in this direction. RadPhi-3 was also instruction

tuned only using radiology reports of Chest X-rays,
future work can extend this across systems, modali-
ties, languages and additional tasks.
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Appendix A. Evaluation Benchmarks

Table 7: Radiology Report Segmentation Metrics (CheXpert Plus sections)
Report Section BLEU-4 RougeL F1-Score AlignScore
Clinical History 66.38 100.0 98.56 99.46
Comparisons 73.39 100.00 96.49 99.80
Technique 8.54 100.00 98.25 99.36
Procedure Comments 16.41 100.00 98.37 99.41
Impression 99.81 99.91 99.84 89.03
Findings 32.71 99.01 98.27 98.88
End Of Impression 4.78 98.72 97.57 99.31
Summary 83.03 100 99.61 99.69

RadPhi-3 performs very well on section extraction task.

Table 8: Temporal Change Summary Metrics (Mimic-CXR reports)
Change Category Labels BLEU-4 RougeL F1-Score Support

Medical conditions Change Summary

New
Resolved
Stable
Improved
Worsened
Negatives

20.13
10.44
41.24
8.30
8.18
43.03

27.74
17.62
61.94
13.98
13.19
65.97

30.10
18.79
67.73
14.75
14.45
70.61

1243
840
2564
543
666
2374

Tubes and Lines Change Summary

New
Removed
Unchanged
Changed
Recommendations

16.73
11.13
23.61
1.70
3.74

19.32
18.96
29.94
1.99
4.20

20.10
20.10
31.21
2.09
4.40

754
772
1177
132
171

Performance of RadPhi-3 on Temporal Change Summary task. Low performance in Changed and Recom-
mendations category can be attributed to less support.

Table 9: RaLEs Benchmark - Impression Prediction
Dataset Metrics Best Reported RadPhi-3

MEDIQA-2021

Rouge 2
RougeL
Chexbert
RG

0.250
0.388
0.725
0.406

0.271
0.409
0.697
0.353

BIONLP-2023

Rouge 2
RougeL
Chexbert
RG

0.189
0.303
0.506
0.283

0.204
0.310
0.564
0.325

NLG Score 0.345 0.349

Table 10: Padchest Label Metrics (Spanish Reports)
Metric Score
F1-score 97.64 [97.51, 97.71]

Precision 97.79 [97.67, 97.88]

Recall 97.9 [97.78, 97.96]

Appendix B. Dataset Statistics
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Table 11: Temporal Change Summary Metrics - RadGraph2
Change Category Progression BLEU-4 RougeL F1-Score Support
Medical conditions and devices Stable 86.30 81.60 93.99 77

Medical conditions

Improved
Worsened
New
Resolved

83.61
81.18
70.45
36.46

81.85
79.13
72.13
43.08

89.09
86.61
77.99
46.71

13
21
8
1

Medical devices
Removed
New
Advanced

87.56
43.13
82.76

90.94
52.13
85.19

96.43
55.17
88.25

7
5
2

Performance of RadPhi-3 on Temporal Change Summary task. Low performance on Resolved category due
to very less support.

Table 12: Radiology Question Answering Dataset Statistics (Radiopaedia.org)
Systems Article Counts Summary Counts QA Pair Counts
Chest 1710 31 9695
Cardiac 767 4 5188
Central Nervous System 2817 29 16557
Urogenital 703 2 4171
Oncology 391 0 2782
Breast 356 1 1929
Musculoskeletal 3758 46 24026
Not Specified 1579 0 10880
Hepatobiliary 469 1 2956
Vascular 420 3 2304
Gastrointestinal 1210 30 7342
Obstetrics 568 0 3157
Interventional 149 0 1003
Trauma 85 0 483
Spine 94 0 490
Forensic 17 1 105
Total 15076 148 93068

Table 13: Radiology Report Task Dataset Statistics
Task Train Test Validation
Impression Prediction 208,876 2,523 1,647
Cleanup Radiology Text 50,000 9,337 5,549
Abnormality Labels 221,035 3,403 1,959
QA Comprehension 467,057 9,179 3,878
Extract Findings 50,000 3,844 2,103
Tubes, Lines and Devices Labels 94,915 3,403 1,959
Extract Impression 50,000 3,283 2,295
RadNLI, MEDNLI 11,712 1,902 1,395
Radiology Report Segmentation 282,592 - 308
Impression Prediction (Chexpert Plus) 59,364 - 74
Temporal Change Summary 151667 2,817 1,259

Table 14: Benchmark Dataset Statistics
Dataset Train Test Validation
BioNLP-2023 (RaLEs) 59,320 6,526 7,413
MEDIQA-2021 (RaLEs) 91,544 600 2,000
Temporal Change Summary (Radgraph-2) 227,643 150 75
Padchest Label Prediction 137,221 7,872 15,665
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Table 15: Temporal Change Summary Statistics - RadGraph2
Change Summary Progression Train Test Validation

Medical conditions and devices Stable 381 77 47

Medical conditions

Improved
Worsened
New
Resolved

86
127
49
16

13
21
8
1

15
17
3
2

Medical devices
Removed
New
Advanced

33
17
13

7
5
2

6
3
1

Table 16: CheXpert Plus Section Statistics
Section Train Validation
Comparison 212,845 228
Impression 223,083 234
Summary 189,455 193
Clinical History 176,871 175
Finding 59,395 74
Procedure Comments 25,637 32
Technique 10,719 13
End of Impression 7,385 7
Total Records 282,592 308

Table 17: Temporal Change Summary - Mimic CXR
Summary Category Labels Train Test Validation

Diseases Change Summary

Stable
Resolved
Negatives
Worsened
New
Improved

303,689
68,939
222,780
40,827
116,147
34,318

6,150
1,323
4,102
864
2,409
683

2,604
589
1,848
340
970
284

Tube Lines Change Summary

Removed
Unchanged
New
Recommendations
Changed

51,738
69,263
49,940
10,110
9,637

1,029
1,554
1,077
183
141

432
642
441
91
77
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Appendix C. Stratified Metrics

Table 18: System Wise Metrics for Radiology Question Answering on Radiopaedia Summary Articles.
System Metrics Phi-3-mini-4k-instruct RadPhi-2 GPT-4 RadPhi-3

Chest

F1-Score
Precision
Recall
RougeL

35.08 [34.24, 36.12]

22.87 [21.81, 23.47]

75.22 [74.43, 76.54]

12.33 [11.55, 12.69]

39.64 [37.68, 41.64]

42.76 [40.56, 45.37]

36.95 [34.67, 39.66]

26.83 [25.33, 28.54]

36.73 [35.39, 37.04]

32.41 [30.62, 33.62]

42.37 [40.13, 43.81]

24.65 [23.86, 25.54]

39.57 [37.9, 41.1]

44.68 [43.29, 46.55]

35.51 [34.09, 37.89]

28.38 [26.99, 29.94]

Cardiac

F1-Score
Precision
Recall
RougeL

34.01 [31.09, 36.71]

21.92 [20.87, 23.39]

75.94 [71.1, 81.18]

11.48 [9.69, 12.88]

35.69 [31.37, 41.0]

35.8 [30.59, 39.75]

35.59 [33.01, 41.29]

19.57 [17.97, 23.44]

33.78 [30.29, 37.11]

28.5 [25.48, 33.13]

41.45 [36.92, 43.22]

20.23 [17.69, 22.23]

35.34 [33.47, 39.86]

40.91 [35.7, 44.57]

31.1 [27.64, 34.39]

22.41 [20.28, 24.11]

Gastrointestinal

F1-Score
Precision
Recall
RougeL

33.51 [32.68, 34.56]

21.61 [21.31, 23.06]

74.58 [73.23, 75.98]

11.98 [11.61, 12.74]

37.78 [35.85, 38.88]

40.13 [38.07, 42.2]

35.69 [34.2, 38.42]

24.23 [22.85, 25.44]

32.93 [31.99, 33.66]

27.89 [26.4, 28.75]

40.19 [38.34, 41.73]

22.45 [21.56, 23.01]

38.95 [37.77, 40.14]

42.85 [41.3, 43.95]

35.71 [34.24, 37.8]

26.91 [25.8, 28.44]

Musculoskeletal

F1-Score
Precision
Recall
RougeL

33.55 [32.86, 35.07]

21.47 [20.92, 22.39]

76.77 [74.78, 77.8]

12.49 [12.05, 12.95]

40.11 [39.05, 41.79]

43.19 [42.14, 44.48]

37.43 [35.74, 38.19]

29.67 [29.13, 30.21]

36.5 [34.89, 37.83]

31.21 [30.12, 32.56]

43.96 [42.4, 45.4]

26.54 [25.81, 27.16]

40.84 [39.51, 42.38]

44.43 [43.59, 46.67]

37.78 [36.29, 39.3]

30.18 [29.34, 31.86]

Central Nervous System

F1-Score
Precision
Recall
RougeL

34.18 [32.87, 34.51]

22.08 [21.01, 22.83]

75.58 [73.95, 76.39]

11.58 [10.97, 12.17]

36.62 [35.55, 37.8]

41.13 [39.76, 42.61]

33.01 [30.63, 34.1]

25.41 [23.82, 26.16]

33.46 [31.95, 34.96]

29.46 [28.19, 31.33]

38.72 [36.46, 40.25]

22.37 [21.04, 23.27]

37.65 [36.1, 40.25]

41.07 [39.27, 43.37]

34.74 [32.79, 37.83]

24.95 [23.94, 26.68]

Breast

F1-Score
Precision
Recall
RougeL

31.02 [28.96, 32.34]

19.26 [17.61, 20.71]

79.64 [75.53, 82.85]

9.11 [8.41, 9.84]

44.99 [41.83, 49.87]

43.87 [38.35, 62.14]

46.18 [35.35, 54.97]

27.99 [22.04, 38.85]

36.42 [31.85, 42.53]

29.93 [26.63, 32.68]

46.52 [39.93, 51.5]

25.09 [22.12, 28.86]

45.39 [34.85, 49.99]

45.08 [38.27, 50.59]

45.7 [41.12, 53.0]

32.92 [29.25, 39.1]

Urogenital

F1-Score
Precision
Recall
RougeL

33.97 [31.68, 36.49]

21.5 [19.96, 22.91]

80.94 [77.25, 82.03]

10.13 [9.32, 11.0]

38.38 [36.1, 41.82]

40.76 [37.62, 46.24]

36.27 [29.97, 39.91]

26.95 [24.36, 30.56]

34.14 [30.74, 37.34]

28.26 [24.71, 29.36]

43.11 [34.54, 46.95]

21.86 [18.85, 22.79]

40.55 [36.93, 44.36]

41.81 [36.55, 44.33]

39.36 [35.77, 45.5]

27.78 [23.7, 30.27]

Vascular

F1-Score
Precision
Recall
RougeL

28.9 [28.1, 31.06]

17.85 [14.67, 19.32]

75.88 [72.83, 77.13]

9.84 [8.26, 11.48]

34.66 [30.18, 40.45]

34.55 [34.37, 38.27]

34.77 [33.26, 38.84]

23.42 [21.51, 26.46]

33.53 [29.83, 38.82]

27.27 [23.98, 30.64]

43.52 [41.04, 50.72]

21.97 [19.85, 25.3]

39.15 [37.03, 44.21]

38.58 [29.55, 47.74]

39.74 [34.97, 47.79]

24.75 [19.9, 33.26]

Forensic

F1-Score
Precision
Recall
RougeL

27.41 [24.09, 32.25]

16.75 [14.17, 19.99]

75.41 [69.56, 85.01]

11.54 [7.15, 15.12]

44.99 [38.99, 50.29]

46.27 [38.47, 58.28]

43.78 [38.14, 47.7]

43.52 [34.16, 50.44]

32.32 [25.5, 36.49]

24.38 [20.13, 32.99]

47.95 [37.47, 59.6]

28.62 [20.44, 42.75]

49.25 [41.88, 57.61]

48.72 [37.22, 54.07]

49.79 [42.04, 56.95]

38.43 [32.25, 43.37]

Hepatobiliary

F1-Score
Precision
Recall
RougeL

37.51 [36.44, 40.21]

24.83 [20.98, 26.59]

76.62 [72.71, 80.57]

13.45 [10.62, 14.65]

36.9 [30.59, 44.76]

41.25 [33.54, 48.13]

33.38 [23.55, 46.46]

22.51 [19.43, 26.85]

29.94 [28.47, 34.41]

27.48 [26.11, 31.82]

32.89 [26.1, 46.39]

23.02 [18.83, 27.28]

36.57 [30.16, 41.52]

39.01 [32.36, 39.77]

34.43 [30.27, 39.71]

27.15 [20.53, 30.1]

Appendix D. Examples

Table 19: Abnormality Label Prediction Example
Prompt Given the below radiology report:

PREAMBLE: PA AND LATERAL VIEWS OF THE CHEST
INDICATION: Shortness of breath , wheezing on exam. The right hemidiaphragm is el-
evated. Aside from linear atelectasis in the right base, the lungs are clear. There is no
pneumothorax or pleural effusion. Cardiomediastinal contours are normal. The sternal
wires are aligned.
IMPRESSION: No evidence of acute cardiopulmonary abnormalities.
What abnormality labels can be applied to these findings?

Ground
Truth

atelectasis, linear/patchy atelectasis, lung opacity, elevated hemidiaphragm

RadPhi-3 atelectasis, linear/patchy atelectasis, lung opacity, elevated hemidiaphragm
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Table 20: QA Comprehension Example
Prompt Use the information from the radiology report below to answer the question that follows:

PREAMBLE: PORTABLE CHEST,
COMPARISON: study.
FINDINGS: The patient is status post median sternotomy and coronary bypass surgery.
Heart remains enlarged, and is accompanied by pulmonary vascular congestion. Interval
improved aeration at both lung bases with improving atelectasis and decreasing pleural
effusions. No new areas of consolidation within either lung.
what level is the pleural effusion?

Ground
Truth

decreasing

Phi3-mini-
4k-instruct

The pleural effusion is described as d̈ecreasing,ẅhich implies that it is present but is lessening
in severity. However, the report does not specify the exact level of the pleural effusion.
To determine the level, a radiologist would typically look for the lowest point of the fluid
collection on a chest X-ray or CT scan. Since the report does not provide a specific location,
it is not possible to give a precise level without additional imaging details.

RadPhi-2 decreasing
RadPhi-3 decreasing

Table 21: Radiology Question Answering Example
Prompt What is the epidemiology of abdominal aortic aneurysm?
Ground
Truth

The prevalence of rupture increases with age, males are more commonly affected than females, prevalence is
almost 10% in people over 65 years old, and it is the 10th commonest cause of death in Western populations.

Phi-3-mini-
4k-instruct

Abdominal aortic aneurysm (AAA) is a localized enlargement of the abdominal aorta such that the diameter
is greater than 3 cm or more than 50% larger than normal diameter. The epidemiology of AAA varies by
region, but it is more common in men than in women, with a male-to-female ratio of approximately 4:1. The
prevalence increases with age, with the majority of cases occurring in individuals over the age of 65. Smoking
is a significant risk factor, and the prevalence of AAA is higher in smokers compared to non-smokers. Other
risk factors include hypertension, atherosclerosis, family history of AAA, and male gender. The incidence of
AAA is estimated to be about 2 to 4 per 1000 person-years in the general population. In some countries, such
as the United Kingdom, screening programs for AAA have been implemented, which have led to increased
detection rate.

GPT-4 The epidemiology of abdominal aortic aneurysm (AAA) shows a prevalence of around 2-8% among older
adults, especially in men over 65. Risks include age, smoking, hypertension, and a family history of AAA.
Incidence is declining due to decreased smoking rates and improved hypertension control.

RadPhi-3 Abdominal aortic aneurysms are more common in men than in women. The prevalence increases with age,
and the majority of aneurysms are diagnosed in patients over 65 years of age.

Table 22: Padchest Label Prediction Example
Prompt Considerando el siguiente informe radiol´ogico,

cambi pulmonar cronic con tract fibros lsd . aument densid parec extrapleural call osea fals
imag nivel medi hemitorax derech . cit complet estudi con tc torax .
¿ cu´ales son las posibles anomal´ıas o etiquetas de dispositivos para los hallazgos en el
informe radiol´ogico ?

Ground
Truth

increased density,fibrotic band,chronic changes

RadPhi-3 chronic changes, fibrotic band,increased density
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Table 23: Impression Prediction Example
Prompt Given the findings from a radiology report:

An extensive right hilar lung mass is associated with radiation fibrosis, better delineated on
CT . An additional component of postobstructive pneumonia may be present. Retrocardiac
opacity, left pleural effusion, and left plueral thickening are also new. No pneumothorax is
present.
The findings from the radiology report above need an impression. Write one.

Ground
Truth

Large right hilar lung mass and radiation fibrosis are present. There is an opacity in the left
retrocardiac region. There is a small left effusion and thickening of the pleura.

Phi-3-mini-
4k-instruct

The patient presents with a significant right hilar mass suggestive of a neoplastic process,
likely secondary to prior radiation therapy, as indicated by the presence of radiation fibrosis.
The mass is more clearly defined on CT imaging. There is also a suspicion of postobstructive
pneumonia, which may be contributing to the patient’s respiratory symptoms. New findings
include a retrocardiac opacity, which could represent a mass or consolidation, a left pleural
effusion, and left pleural thickening. These findings warrant further investigation, including
a possible biopsy of the hilar mass and evaluation of the pleural effusion. No evidence of
pneumothorax is noted.

RadPhi2 Right hilar mass is present. There is a component of postobstructive pneumonia. Left lower
lobe opacity is present, likely due to a combination of pleural effusion and atelectasis.

RadPhi-3 Right hilar mass is present. There is radiation fibrosis. There is a left lower lobe pneumonia.
There is a left pleural effusion.

Table 24: Cleanup Radiology Text Example
Prompt Given the findings from a radiology report:

The cardiomediastinal and hilar silhouettes remain stable. There are bilateral upper lung
reticular and nodular opacities with associated volume loss, stable compared to the prior
study. The lungs are otherwise clear with no focal consolidation. There is no pleural effusion,
pulmonary edema, or pneumothorax. The osseous structures are unremarkable.
Update the findings such that each sentence in the output describes a finding or observation
about the image. Remove any mention of change of an observation and just state its presence.
Do not include any follow-up suggestions or advice, and avoid mentioning any doctor names
or other noisy details.

Ground
Truth

There are bilateral upper lung reticular and nodular opacities with associated volume loss.
The lungs are otherwise clear with no focal consolidation. There is no pleural effusion,
pulmonary edema, or pneumothorax. The osseous structures are unremarkable.

RadPhi-2 Bilateral upper lung reticular and nodular opacities with associated volume loss are present.
The lungs are clear with no focal consolidation. There is no pleural effusion, pulmonary
edema, or pneumothorax. The osseous structures are unremarkable.

RadPhi-3 Bilateral upper lung reticular and nodular opacities with associated volume loss are present.
The lungs are clear with no focal consolidation. There is no pleural effusion, pulmonary
edema, or pneumothorax. The osseous structures are unremarkable.
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Table 25: Impression Extraction Example
Prompt Given the radiology report below:

INDICATION: History of sarcoidosis, now status post laparoscopic Nissen on post-op day
# 2 with respiratory desaturations, here to evaluate for recurrent pneumonia.
COMPARISON: Chest radiograph, last performed on .
TECHNIQUE: PA and lateral radiographs of the chest.
FINDINGS: The inspiratory lung volumes are decreased from the most recent prior study.
Increased opacification of the bilateral bases is likely reflective of atelectasis in the post-
operative setting of low lung volumes. Prominent lung markings raise the possibility of
chronic lung disease. Small bilateral pleural effusions are present. No pneumothorax is
detected. The cardiac silhouette is likely within normal limits allowing for low lung volumes.
No overt pulmonary edema is present. Calcified hilar and mediastinal lymph nodes are re-
demonstrated, compatible with sequela of known sarcoidosis. Multiple healed right posterior
rib fractures are again noted.
IMPRESSION: 1. Bibasilar opacities most likely represent atelectasis in the post-operative
setting of low lung volumes. Small pleural effusions. 2. Stable calcified hilar and mediastinal
lymph nodes compatible with known sarcoidosis. 3. Suggestion of chronic lung disease.
Output the impression of the radiology report. Do not mention any doctor names, noisy
details, or follow-up advice or changes in observations.

Ground
Truth

Bibasilar opacities most likely represent atelectasis. Small pleural effusions are present.
Calcified hilar and mediastinal lymph nodes compatible with sarcoidosis. There is suggestion
of chronic lung disease.

RadPhi-3 Bibasilar opacities are present, likely representing atelectasis in the post-operative setting
of low lung volumes. Small pleural effusions are observed. Calcified hilar and mediastinal
lymph nodes are present, compatible with known sarcoidosis. There is suggestion of chronic
lung disease.

Table 26: Tubes, Lines and Device Label Prediction Example
Prompt Given the below radiology report:

EXAMINATION: CHEST (PORTABLE AP)
INDICATION: year old man with very reduced EF, s/p Respiratory and PEA arrest and
intubation now with OG tube. // OG tube placement OG tube placement
COMPARISON: Prior chest radiographs through .
IMPRESSION: More dependent distribution of right pleural effusion is due to more posi-
tioning of the patient. Previously questioned new right upper lobe consolidation is smaller
than assumed. Moderate cardiomegaly and pulmonary vascular congestion persist. There
is probably minimal pulmonary edema. ET tube in standard placement. Right jugular line
ends in the upper SVC. Nasogastric tube ends at the diaphragm and would need to be ad-
vanced at least 15 cm to move all side ports into the stomach.
What are the tubes and lines or devices that are mentioned in the radiology report?

Ground
Truth

enteric tube, endotracheal tube, ij line

RadPhi-3 ij line, endotracheal tube, enteric tube
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Table 27: NLI Example
Prompt In this task, you are given a premise and hypothesis.

The task is to classify them into three categories: ’positive’ if the hypothesis supports the
premise, ’negated’ if it opposes the premise, and ’neutral’ if it neither supports nor opposes
it.
Premise: A recent TEE showed severe aortic stenosos with an aortic valve area of 0.7cm2.
Hypothesis: Patient has a normal echo

Ground
Truth

negated

RadPhi-3 negated

Table 28: RadGraph2 - Temporal Summary Example
Prompt Given a radiology report generate a change summary

Report:
FINAL REPORT CHEST RADIOGRAPH PERFORMED ON COMPARISON : Prior
exam from . CLINICAL HISTORY : Cirrhosis with confusion , question pneumonia
. FINDINGS : AP portable upright chest radiograph was provided . As seen previously ,
there are bilateral pleural effusions slightly increased on the left and stable on the right . The
subjacent opacities in the lower lungs could represent atelectasis versus pneumonia . The
upper lungs are well aerated . The cardiomediastinal silhouette is stable . Bony structures
are intact . TIPS partially imaged in the right upper quadrant . IMPRESSION : Bilateral
pleural effusions , subjacent consolidations , may represent atelectasis versus pneumonia .

Ground
Truth

Change summary of medical devices:
Change summary of medical conditions:
Worsened:
As seen previously , there are bilateral pleural effusions slightly increased on the left

and stable on the right .
No change summary:
Stable:
As seen previously , there are bilateral pleural effusions slightly increased on the left

and stable on the right .
The cardiomediastinal silhouette is stable .

RadPhi-3 Change summary of medical devices:
Change summary of medical conditions:
Worsened:
As seen previously, there are bilateral pleural effusions slightly increased on the left and

stable on the right.
No change summary:
Stable:
The cardiomediastinal silhouette is stable.
As seen previously, there are bilateral pleural effusions slightly increased on the left and

stable on the right.
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Table 29: CheXpert Section Extraction Example
Prompt Given the radiology report below: NARRATIVE: RADIOGRAPHIC EXAMINATION OF

THE CHEST: 2002 january 26th CLINICAL HISTORY: 53 years of age, Female, postop.
COMPARISON: Same day radiograph PROCEDURE COMMENTS: Single view of the
chest. FINDINGS: The transesophageal echo probe has been removed. A new enteric tube
is present. There is otherwise unchanged positioning of supportive medical devices. Mild
pulmonary edema and cardiomegaly. Left basilar opacity. No pneumothorax. No acute
bony abnormalities are noted. IMPRESSION: 1. Residual mild pulmonary edema and left
basilar opacity. ”Physician to Physician Radiology Consult Line: (898) 940-4661” Signed
ACCESSION NUMBER: 04240392 This report has been anonymized. All dates are offset
from the actual dates by a fixed interval associated with the patient.
Extract all the important sections from it for better interpretability.

Ground
Truth

Clinical History:
53 years of age, Female, postop.

Comparison:
Same day radiograph

Technique:
N/A

Procedure Comments:
Single view of the chest.

Findings:
The transesophageal echo probe has been removed. A new enteric tube is present. There

is otherwise unchanged positioning of supportive medical devices. Mild pulmonary edema
and cardiomegaly. Left basilar opacity.No pneumothorax. No acute bony abnormalities are
noted.
Impression:
1. Residual mild pulmonary edema and left basilar opacity.”Physician to Physician Radi-

ology Consult Line: (898) 940-4661”
Signed
End Of Impression:
N/A

Summary:
N/A

RadPhi-3 Clinical History:
53 years of age, Female, postop.

Comparison:
Same day radiograph

Technique:
N/A

Procedure Comments:
Single view of the chest.

Findings:
The transesophageal echo probe has been removed. A new enteric tube is present. There

is otherwise unchanged positioning of supportive medical devices. Mild pulmonary edema
and cardiomegaly. Left basilar opacity.No pneumothorax. No acute bony abnormalities are
noted.
Impression:
1. Residual mild pulmonary edema and left basilar opacity.”Physician to Physician Radi-

ology Consult Line: (898) 940-4661”
Signed
End Of Impression:
N/A

Summary:
N/A
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Table 30: Temporal Summary Example
Prompt Given a current radiology report and a previous report of the same patient, generate a change

summary Current Report: FINAL REPORT SINGLE AP PORTABLE VIEW OF THE
CHEST REASON FOR EXAM: AVR, assess for occlusions. COMPARISON: Comparison
is made with prior study of . Cardiomegaly is stable. Vascular congestion has improved,
now is mild. Right lower lobe atelectasis has increased. Aeration of the left hemidiaphragm
has minimally improved. Left IJ catheter tip is in the mid SVC. There is no evidence of
pneumothorax. Small bilateral pleural effusions are unchanged. Previous Report: FINAL
REPORT CHEST RADIOGRAPH TECHNIQUE: Single portable upright radiograph of the
chest was compared with prior radiograph from . FINDINGS: Since prior radiograph from

, the mediastinal drain tube has been removed. There is no pneumothorax. Both lung
volumes are very low. Bilateral, right side more than left side, moderate pulmonary edema
has improved. Widened cardiomediastinal silhouette is more than it was on ; however,
this appearance could be exacerbation from low lung volumes. Patient is status post median
sternotomy with intact sternal sutures.

Ground
Truth

Diseases Change Summary:
New:
Resolved:
Stable:
Cardiomegaly
Small bilateral pleural effusions

Improved:
Vascular congestion
Aeration of the left hemidiaphragm

Worsened:
Right lower lobe atelectasis

Negatives:
There is no evidence of pneumothorax

Tubes Lines Change Summary:
New:
Left IJ catheter tip is in the mid SVC

Removed:
Unchanged:
Changed:

Recommendations:
RadPhi-3 Diseases Change Summary:

New:
Resolved:
Stable:
Cardiomegaly
Small bilateral pleural effusions

Improved:
Vascular congestion
Aeration of the left hemidiaphragm

Worsened:
Right lower lobe atelectasis

Negatives:
No evidence of pneumothorax

Tubes Lines Change Summary:
New:

Left IJ catheter tip is in the mid SVC
Removed:

Mediastinal drain tube
Unchanged:
Changed:
Recommendations:
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Appendix E. Prompts

Prompt Design - Temporal Summary Extraction
Given a current radiology report and a previous report of the same patient, generate a change summary with the following details:
Change Summary for Diseases: List of new conditions reported in the current report that did not exist before or list of conditions that
were existing before and which were either completely resolved, improved, worsened , or unchanged (stable), all according to the current
report. Conditions are considered stable if they are mentioned as stable or unchanged in the current report. Resolved conditions should
be explicitly mentioned as fully resolved or cleared in the current report, and it should not include conditions that are just absent in the
current report. Improved conditions should be reported under improvements and not as resolved unless fully resolved. New conditions
are the conditions newly mentioned in the current report which were not mentioned in the previous report. Improvement or worsened
conditions should also be explicitly stated as such in the current report. Negative findings are extracted under the negative category.
However, mentions like ”there is no new consolidation” mean the condition is unchanged or stable. Extract the progression category
as new/resolved/stable/worsened/improved/negative, along with the corresponding progression description. This section should not
include the changes related to devices, tubes, or lines.
Tubes and Lines Change Summary: List of findings related to any devices, tubes, or lines in the patient’s body. This could be a new
device or a line introduced into the patient’s body which was not present before, or it was present before but has been removed now, or
the device is present in both cases but the position of the device or line may have changed or remained unchanged. To be reported as
unchanged, the device or line should be mentioned in both reports and described as stable or unchanged in the current report. To be
reported as changed, the device or line/tube should be mentioned in both reports, and its position should have changed according to
the current report (this does not refer to a recommendation for change but to a change in the placement of the device compared to the
previous report). Extract the placement category as new/removed/changed/stable, with the corresponding placement description of the
device/line/tube in the body. If there are recommendations regarding device/line/tube placement, they should be extracted separately
under recommendations. If any device/tube/line is mentioned as ”in place” or ”in standard placement,” it just means that it is in the
right position and should not be confused with the definition of stable or unchanged, which means that the device was mentioned in
both reports and its position has not changed.
Extract in the following JSON format:
{ ”Diseases Change Summary”: {
”New”: <List of Findings that are new according to the current report. They should not be present in the previous report. >or [],
”Resolved”: <List of Findings that are mentioned as fully resolved or cleared in the current report. >or [],
”Stable”: <List of Findings that are unchanged or stable according to the current report. >or [],
”Improved”: <List of Findings that have been explicitly reported as improved according to the current report. >or [],
”Worsened”: <List of Findings that have been explicitly reported as worsened according to the current report. >or [],
”Negatives”: <List of conditions mentioned negatively in the current report. >or []
},
”Tubes Lines Change Summary”: {
”New”: <List of placement descriptions of new devices in the body according to the current report. >or [],
”Removed”: <List of Devices/Lines that have been removed according to the current report. >or [],
”Unchanged”: <List of placement descriptions of devices in the body whose position is unchanged according to the current report. >or
[],
”Changed”: <List of placement descriptions of devices in the body whose position has changed according to the current report. >or [],
”Recommendations”: <List of placement recommendations on the positioning of devices in the body. >or []
}
}
If there are no extractions for a particular category, just return an empty list for that category. No findings should overlap across
categories. Additionally, do not miss reporting any finding in the current report. It should be covered under one of the two section
categories (do not include symptoms of the patient, but only radiographic findings with respect to the current report). The changes are
written only with respect to findings and tube/line mentions in the current report. The previous report may also have changes with
respect to its prior report, which should be ignored.

Prompt Design - Cleanup Radiology Text
Given the below findings from a radiology report. Paraphrase the findings into individual sentences without mention of priors.
{FINDINGS}

Prompt Design - Radiopaedia Question Answering Dataset
Given a radiology article in an html format extract the content of the entire article as longform question and answer pairs using the
format mentioned below. The article content is structured under various headings. Create question answer pair for every heading of
the article framing the question using the heading and answer as the content under the heading. If there are sub-headings or bullet
points, then create question answer pair for them as well if it cannot be included in the main heading. If there are descriptions as
sub-bullet points include them as well. All content of the article should be included in one of the question answer pairs. The questions
and answers should strictly be sourced from the article itself.
Question-Answer format: [”question”: question from the article, ”answer”: answer from the article]
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Table 31: Prompt Design - Instruction Tuning Dataset for Radiology Reports.
Source Task Name Prompt
Mimic-CXR Findings/Impression

Extraction
Given the radiology report below:
FULL REPORT
Output the findings/impression of the radiology report. Each sen-
tence in the output should describe an observation or a finding about
the image. Do not mention any changes in observations, follow-up
suggestions, doctor names, or noisy details.

Mimic-CXR Cleanup Report
Text

Given the text from a radiology report:
RADIOLOGY REPORT TEXT
Update the impressions or findings such that each sentence in the out-
put describes an impression or observation about the image. Remove
any mention of change of an observation and just state its presence.
Do not include any follow-up suggestions or advice, and avoid men-
tioning any doctor names or other noisy details.

Mimic-CXR Impression Pre-
diction

Given the findings from a radiology report:
FINDINGS
Based on the above findings from a radiology report, write an impres-
sion.

Chest-
Imagenome

Abnormality La-
bels

Given the below radiology report:
FULL REPORT
What abnormality labels can be tagged to these findings?

Medical-Diff-
VQA

QA Comprehen-
sion

Answer the question using the radiology report below as context:
FULL REPORT
Question:

CheXpert
Plus

Chexpert Section
Extraction

Given the radiology report below: REPORT TEXT Extract all the
important sections from it for better interpretability.

Mimic-CXR Temporal Sum-
mary

Given a current radiology report and a previous report of the same
patient, generate a change summary.
Current Report: CURRENT REPORT
Previous Report: PREVIOUS REPORT

MedNLI &
RadNLI

Natural Language
Inference

In this task, you are given a premise and hypothesis.
The task is to classify them into three categories: ’positive’ if the
hypothesis supports the premise, ’negated’ if it opposes the premise,
and ’neutral’ if it neither supports nor opposes it.
Premise:
Hypothesis:

Chest-
Imagenome

Tubes, Lines and
Devices Labels

Given the below radiology report:
FULL REPORT
The radiology report above has some tubes and lines or devices. What
are they?

Padchest Label Prediction Considerando el siguiente informe radiológico,
FULL REPORT
¿ cuáles son las posibles anomaĺıas o etiquetas de dispositivos para
los hallazgos en el informe radiológico ?
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Appendix F. Generalization to New Tasks - Examples

Table 32: Temporal Sentence Similarity Task - MS-CXR-T Example-1
Prompt You are a radiologist. Assess whether two sentences are describing the same meaning (para-

phrase) or different meaning (different) regarding the change information. Reply with para-
phrase or different
- - INPUT
Sentence1: right mid lung opacity has slightly improved.
Sentence2: right mid lung opacity has slightly worsened.
ANSWER:

Ground
Truth

different

Phi3-mini-
4k-instruct

different

Rad-Phi2-
Instruct

improved

Rad-Phi3-
Instruct

different

Table 33: Temporal Sentence Similarity Task - MS-CXR-T Example-2
Prompt You are a radiologist. Assess whether two sentences are describing the same meaning (para-

phrase) or different meaning (different) regarding the change information. Reply with para-
phrase or different.
- - INPUT
Sentence1: status post right thoracentesis with interval decrease in right pleural effusion,
which is now trace in size.
Sentence2: status post right thoracentesis with interval increase in right pleural effusion,
which is now trace in size.
ANSWER:

Ground
Truth

different

Phi3-mini-
4k-instruct

different

Rad-Phi2-
Instruct

no

Rad-Phi3-
Instruct

different
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Table 34: RAD-QA Dataset example
Prompt Given below the question: Are thre any changes in the diffuse convalescent opacities in the

lungs?
and the radiology report:
FINAL REPORT
INDICATION: Neutropenia and Pneumocystis pneumonia.
CHEST X-RAY, PORTABLE AP:
COMPARISON:
Endotracheal tube is properly positioned with the tip at the thoracic inlet. A left subclavian
central venous line is again demonstrated with tip in the mid- superior vena cava. No
pneumothorax. There has been interval improvement in the bilateral ground glass, patchy
opacities. Nasogastric tube is also seen properly positioned in the stomach.
Extract the full sentence from the report that can answer the question. Don’t answer the
question, just extract the part of the radiology report which can answer the question.If there
is no sentence that can be used to answer the question return Not possible to extract.

Ground
Truth

improvement in the bilateral ground glass, patchy opacities

Phi3-mini-
4k-instruct

There has been interval improvement in the bilateral ground glass, patchy opacities.

RadPhi2-
Instruct

The endotracheal tube is properly positioned with the tip at the thoracic inlet. A left
subclavian central venous line is demonstrated with tip in the mid- superior vena cava. No
pneumothorax is present. Bilateral ground glass, patchy opacities are seen. The nasogastric
tube is properly positioned in the stomach.

RadPhi-3 There has been interval improvement in the bilateral ground glass, patchy opacities.

Table 35: Extraction of Tubes and Lines Placement Information
Prompt Given the below radiology report:

PREAMBLE: SINGLE FRONTAL VIEW OF THE CHEST
INDICATION: Respiratory failure.
LAST PARAGRAPH: Comparison is made with prior study, . Cardiac size is normal.
Large right and moderate left pleural effusions are grossly unchanged allowing for differences
in positioning of the patient. NG tubes are in the stomach. ET tube is in the standard
position. Right peripherally inserted catheter tip is in the right subclavian vein, unchanged.

Output the full placement description of the devices mentioned in the report. If no device
is mentioned return N/A.

Ground
Truth

NG tubes are in the stomach. ET tube is in the standard position. Right peripherally
inserted catheter tip is in the right subclavian vein.

Phi3-mini-
4k-instruct

N/A Explanation: The radiology report does not mention any specific devices that are
placed within the patient’s body. It only mentions the presence of NG (nasogastric) tubes
in the stomach and an ET (endotracheal) tube in the standard position, but these are not
considered devices that are placed for the purpose of the radiological examination.

RadPhi2-
Instruct

NG tubes are in the stomach. ET tube is in the standard position. Right peripherally
inserted catheter tip is in the right subclavian vein.

RadPhi-3 NG tube is in the stomach. ET tube is in the standard position. Right peripherally inserted
catheter tip is in the right subclavian vein.
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Appendix G. Hallucination Measurements

Table 36: Align Score Metric for Dataset Creation - Radiology QA Dataset
Task Align Score Mean Align Score Median
Radiopaedia QA-Pairs using GPT-4 0.89± 0.10 0.92

The alignment score metrics for the Radiology QA dataset with respect to the Radiopaedia articles are very high, indicating
that GPT-4 didn’t hallucinate while creating the dataset.

Table 37: Radiologist Evaluation - Radiology QA Dataset Error Counts
Article Count Hallucination of Facts Instruction-following Hallucination Quality Errors
82 0 1 5
Error counts for the Radiology QA Dataset created by GPT-4. Hallucination of facts refers to errors related to
facts in the answers that were not present in the article. Instruction-following hallucinations refer to inadequate
adherence to instructions while answering a question. Quality errors refer to question-answer pairs that are not
very useful in a clinical setting.

Table 38: Radiologist Evaluation - Temporal Summary Dataset Error Counts
No of Temporal Extractions Hallucination of Facts Hallucination of Category Missed Findings
50 0 5 7
Error counts for the Temporal Summary Dataset created by GPT-4. Hallucination of facts refers to errors related
to facts in the answers that were not present in the current or prior report. Hallucination of category refers to errors
where the change summary category (new, improved, worsened, resolved, etc.) was incorrectly assigned. Missed
findings errors are related to the missed change mentions.

Table 39: Radiologist Evaluation - Impression Prediction
No. of Findings Missed Findings False Findings Position Errors Severity Errors
149 14 1 2 0
Error counts by category for the impression prediction task. The errors were mostly related to the
findings missed in the predictions. The 149 findings were associated with 50 impressions.
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Table 40: Radiologist Feedback Example - Temporal Change Summary Dataset
Prompt Given a current radiology report and a previous report of the same patient, generate a change

summary
Current Report: FINAL REPORT EXAMINATION: CHEST (PORTABLE AP)
INDICATION: year old man with ventilator dependence interval scan ?CXR CHANGES
IMPRESSION:
Compared to chest radiographs through .
Bibasilar atelectasis, severe on the right, moderate on the left, unchanged since earlier on .
Moderate right pleural effusion is probably present. There is no pulmonary edema although
pulmonary vasculature is mildly engorged. No pneumothorax.
Cardiopulmonary support devices in standard placements.
Previous Report: FINAL REPORT EXAMINATION: CHEST (PORTABLE AP)
INDICATION: year old man with Right-sided occipital craniotomy for evacuation. interval
change
TECHNIQUE: Single frontal view of the chest
COMPARISON:
IMPRESSION:
Cardiomediastinal contours are unchanged. Moderate right pleural effusion has increased
with associated adjacent atelectasis. Mild vascular congestion has increased. ET tube is in
standard position. Right subclavian catheter tip is in the lower SVC. NG tube tip is out of
view below the diaphragm

GPT-4 Diseases Change Summary:
New:
Resolved:
Stable:
Bibasilar atelectasis, severe on the right, moderate on the left Moderate right pleural

effusion No pulmonary edema Pulmonary vasculature is mildly engorged
Improved:
Worsened:
Negatives:
No pneumothorax

Tubes Lines Change Summary:
New:
Removed:
ET tube Right subclavian catheter NG tube

Unchanged:
Changed:
Recommendations:

Radiologist
Feedback

The devices are not removed, all of them have been captured as ‘Cardiopulmonary support
devices in standard placements’.
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Table 41: Radiologist Feedback Example - Radiology QA Dataset
Question What are the different panda signs?
Answer Generated by
GPT-4 using the Ra-
diopaedia Article

1. panda sign of the midbrain,
2. double panda sign,
3. panda sign of sarcoidosis,
4. panda eyes (base of skull fracture)

Radiologist Feedback The Radiopaedia article didn’t have enough content to answer this
question. The actual answer should contain more details like the
below: Panda sign are present in various following pathology and
seen under various investigation search:
1. sarcoidosis: under 67 gallium scan denoting uptake of it by lacrimal
and parotid gland
2.panda eyes : seen in fracture of anterior of anterior cranial fossa (
dark coloured area around the eyes)
3.double panda sign: t2 mri indicating Wilson dis
4.panda sign of mid brain: t2 mri indication of Wilson dis

Table 42: Radiologist Feedback Example - Radiology QA Dataset
Question What is the treatment and prognosis for cystic nephromas?
Answer Generated by
GPT-4 using the Ra-
diopaedia Article

Radical or partial nephrectomy is usually done, with lymph node
excision

Radiologist Feedback The model has answered about treatment but not the prognosis. The
Radiopaedia article did not contain the prognosis.

Table 43: Radiologist Feedback Example - Radiology QA Dataset
Question-Answer Gen-
erated by GPT-4 using
the Radiopaedia Arti-
cle

[’question’: ’What are the mnemonics for hepatic capsular retrac-
tion?’, ’answer’: ’CT CHIEF, FILTH E, and FITCH are mnemon-
ics for hepatic capsular retraction.’, ’question’: ’What does CT
CHIEF stand for?’, ’answer’: ’C: cholangiocarcinoma (intrahepatic),
T: treated hepatic metastasis or hepatocellular carcinoma, C: cirrho-
sis with confluent hepatic fibrosis, H: hemangioma (especially scle-
rosed hepatic hemangioma), I: inflammatory pseudotumor, hepatic,
E: epithelioid hemangioendothelioma, F: fibrolamellar hepatocellular
carcinoma.’, ’question’: ’What does FILTH E stand for?’, ’answer’:
’F: fibrosis in confluent hepatic fibrosis, I: intrahepatic cholangiocar-
cinoma, L: lamellar as in fibrolamellar hepatocellular carcinoma, T:
treated metastasis, H: hepatocellular carcinoma (uncommon mani-
festation), E: epithelioid hemangioendothelioma.’, ’question’: ’What
does FITCH stand for?’, ’answer’: ’F: fibrolamellar hepatocellular
carcinoma, I: inflammatory pseudotumor, hepatic, T: treated hepatic
metastasis or hepatocellular carcinoma, C: cholangiocarcinoma, con-
fluent hepatic fibrosis, H: hemangioma, hemangioendothelioma.’]

Radiologist Feedback Question-Answer pairs should be more clinically useful, this one is
just abbreviations.

https://radiopaedia.org/articles/panda-sign-disambiguation
https://radiopaedia.org/articles/panda-sign-disambiguation
https://radiopaedia.org/articles/cystic-nephroma-2
https://radiopaedia.org/articles/cystic-nephroma-2
https://radiopaedia.org/articles/hepatic-capsular-retraction-mnemonic-1
https://radiopaedia.org/articles/hepatic-capsular-retraction-mnemonic-1
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