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Abstract

In this work, we introduce MedIL, a first-of-its-kind autoencoder built for encoding medical
images with heterogeneous sizes and resolutions for image generation. Medical images are
often large and heterogeneous, where fine details are of vital clinical importance. Image
properties change drastically when considering acquisition equipment, patient demograph-
ics, and pathology, making realistic medical image generation challenging. Recent work
in latent diffusion models (LDMs) has shown success in generating images resampled to a
fixed-size. However, this is a narrow subset of the resolutions native to image acquisition,
and resampling discards fine anatomical details. MedIL utilizes implicit neural representa-
tions to treat images as continuous signals, where encoding and decoding can be performed
at arbitrary resolutions without prior resampling. We quantitatively and qualitatively show
howMedIL compresses and preserves clinically-relevant features over large multi-site, multi-
resolution datasets of both T1w brain MRIs and lung CTs. We further demonstrate how
MedIL can influence the quality of images generated with a diffusion model, and discuss
how MedIL can enhance generative models to resemble raw clinical acquisitions.

Keywords: LDM, autoencoder, INR

1. Introduction

Medical images come in all shapes and sizes. For example, a T1w magnetic resonance image
(MRI) of the brain has a spatial resolution dependent upon scan sequence, magnetic field
strength, etc. Similarly, lung computational tomography (CT) images may be acquired
with different out-of-plane resolutions (Armato III et al., 2015). These parameters further
depend on the pathology of interest, the quality of scanner hardware, and other external
factors. This diversity of image resolutions poses a challenge for generative models that aim
to learn a distribution of medical images. If such models are to fully represent real-world
clinical images, anatomical details must be preserved throughout the model.

Recent denoising diffusion probability models (DDPM) are more tractable when trained
on a compressed latent space, with an accompanying autoencoder, in a latent diffusion model
(LDM). This reliance on compression implies that the generative power of an LDM is only
as good as its autoencoder. However, most LDM autoencoders require a fixed input size to
produce a fixed latent space shape, which further requires input data to be resampled and
manipulated. Thus, the limitations of these autoencoders require image homogenization,
which narrows image diversity and hinders the DDPM from the start.
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To resolve this bottleneck, we introduce MedIL - Medical images from Implicit Latent
spaces. MedIL is a novel autoencoder that utilizes implicit neural representations (INRs)
to flexibly encode medical images without any prior resampling. The INRs used in MedIL
consider images as discrete samples of 3D spatially-continuous signals with physical coordi-
nates, which allows for sampling at any arbitrary coordinate. This flexibility enables MedIL
to encode any resolution of medical images, produce latent spaces of any size, and decode
latent space samples to any arbitrary resolution. Our contributions are as follows:

• We propose and describe MedIL, a novel autoencoder built for encoding and decoding
medical images with heterogeneous resolutions.

• We demonstrate MedIL as an autoencoder for T1w brain MRIs and lung CTs.

• We show how MedIL’s flexibility improves downstream generative image tasks.

• We publicly release our MedIL implementation which includes model implementations
and utility functions for future work in spatially-continuous autoencoders. (https:
//github.com/TylerSpears/medil)

2. Background

2.1. Related Work

Deep generative models for medical images have been applied to a variety of imaging tasks
for several years. More recently, these models have been improved with the denoising dif-
fusion probabilistic model (DDPM) (Ho et al., 2020). Authors in (Dorjsembe et al., 2022)
were one of the first to demonstrate unconditional generation of 3D T1w brain MRIs using
a DDPM, with subsequent work (Pinaya et al., 2022) improving image quality. The more
specific problem of arbitrary-resolution image generation is a sub-field of image generation
where the source and/or target distributions do not have a fixed size. Many arbitrary-
resolution works use generative adversarial networks (GANs) enhanced with positional en-
coding. INR-GAN was proposed by (Skorokhodov et al., 2021), which used a hypernetwork
to produce the weights of a per-image INR. Authors in (Ntavelis et al., 2022) utilized posi-
tional encodings and scale-consistency to generate partial images. Anyres-GAN (Chai et al.,
2022) generated nature images of varying aspect ratios using a GAN with pixel coordinates.
There are few works in this sub-field with DDPMs, and to the best of our knowledge, there
are no prior works on arbitrary-resolution medical image generation with DDPMs.

2.2. Latent Diffusion Models

Traditional diffusion models denoise Gaussian samples in pixel space, requiring intensive
computation for high-resolution images and sequential sampling steps. Latent Diffusion
Models (LDMs) (Rombach et al., 2022) address this by operating in compressed latent
space. First, an autoencoder perceptually compresses inputs into a lower-dimensional latent
space. Next, a diffusion model is trained in this latent representation, enabling scalable high-
resolution synthesis. Building on standard diffusion models (Ho et al., 2020), LDMs (Rom-
bach et al., 2022) implement diffusion in compressed latent space. The forward process grad-
ually adds Gaussian noise via q(xt|xt−1) = N (

√
1− βtxt−1, βtI) over T steps, converging to
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N (0, I). The reverse process learns to denoise through pθ(xt−1|xt) = N (µθ(xt, t),Σθ(xt, t)),
trained using a hybrid loss (Nichol and Dhariwal, 2021) (where ϵθ predicts the added noise):

Lhybrid = Et,x0,ϵ∥ϵ− ϵθ(xt, t)∥2︸ ︷︷ ︸
Lsimple

+λ Lvlb︸︷︷︸
VLB objective

(1)

2.3. Continuous Image Representations with INRs

INRs are MLPs that learn a continuously-valued representation of a discretely-sampled
signal. While many INRs learn to represent a single image or scene, such as neural radiance
fields (NeRF) and sinusoidal representation networks (SIREN) (Mildenhall et al., 2021;
Sitzmann et al., 2020), other methods consider INRs as a learned interpolation kernel over
space. For example, the Local Implicit Image Function (LIIF) is an arbitrary-size super-
resolution method for upsampling images to any zoom factor (Chen et al., 2021).

For notational consistency, let us define Ω ⊂ Rd as a continuous, bounded coordinate
space which contains the coordinates of all images in our dataset. Also, denote variables
C ⊂ Ω as discrete, rectilinear grids of coordinate vectors c ∈ C (thus, c ∈ Rd). Then,
LIIF considers every pixel x in image X as a discrete sample with an associated coordinate
cX ∈ CX , where d = 2 for 2D images1. The output of LIIF is determined by a query
coordinate cQ ∈ CQ that can be calculated by a transformation of cX , e.g. zoom. LIIF
uses an MLP fθ to create a function F (fθ, X,CX , CQ) that reconstructs the image X at
coordinates CQ.

To avoid grid artifacts at pixel boundaries, LIIF performs 4 forward-passes at each
nearest-neighbor point (the local “ensemble”) in CX relative to every cQ. Denote the

coordinate ci,jX with i, j ∈ {0, 1}, as the coordinate in CX that is the (i, j)th nearest pixel
to a cQ, and let X[cX ] be a sampling operation of X at cX . Then, the INR forward passes
are linearly combined as

F (fθ, X,CX , cQ) =
∑
i

∑
j

wi,jfθ

(
X

[
ci,jX

]
, ci,jX , cQ

)
, (2)

where wi,j is the linear interpolation weight of the i, j’th forward pass.

Subsequent INR works used positional encodings to reduce the spectral bias in INRs
(Tancik et al., 2020; Xu et al., 2022). The local texture estimator (LTE) (Lee and Jin,
2022), used in MedIL, builds on LIIF by learning these positional encodings as frequencies
and phase offsets for image super-resolution.

3. MedIL

MedIL is an autoencoder architecture where all volumes are treated as a sample of a
spatially-continuous signal using a mix of convolutional and INR modules in both the en-
coder and decoder. The MedIL architecture is illustrated in Figure 1. The input, latent,
and output volumes (X, Z, and X̂, respectively) all have associated coordinate grids CX ,
CZ , and CX̂ which are contained in the bounded, continuous coordinate space Ω. Medical

1. We constrain our notation to 2D in describing previous work, but our MedIL implementation is in 3D.
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Figure 1: MedIL architecture. Input volumes X are encoded into latent volumes Z, which
can then be decoded to arbitrary output resolutions or orientations.

images are unique in that voxel locations have defined physical coordinates, so Ω may be de-
fined by the scanner’s field of view (FoV) or a template space (Evans et al., 1993). We then
consider encoding as a transformation of X into the Z via their coordinate grids CX and CZ .
Similarly, decoding is a transformation of Z to X̂ using a coordinate transformation from
CZ to CX̂ . As illustrated in Figure 1, MedIL is capable of decoding (and encoding) images
of arbitrary resolution and orientation so long as their coordinates are contained within Ω.
This flexibility allow MedIL to encode fixed-size, but feature-rich, latent representations for
subsequent image generation tasks.

The MedIL encoder comprises a fully convolutional backbone and an LTE network. This
backbone encodes spatial context for the sampling module and spatially compresses X by
some integer factor(s). This helps “spread out” the compression burden between layers,
and reduces the memory requirements for a 3D LTE. The LTE module then continuously
resamples the convolutional backbone’s output to the coordinates CZ , producing Z. The
decoder must then resample Z into X̂ via CZ and CX̂ . The decoder mirrors the encoder,
starting with an LTE module to perform the “variable” resampling, and a convolutional
backbone to upsample by an integer factor.

Training with Large Volumes. Due to the large size of raw medical images (i.e.
5123 voxels), it is infeasible to train MedIL over entire volumes. So, based on work in (Chai
et al., 2022), we break up training MedIL into two stages. First, we pretrain MedIL on
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volumes downsampled to a standard size such that features across the entire FoV of Ω are
available to MedIL. Second, patches of full-resolution volumes are randomly sampled from
a tissue mask. These X̂ volumes have a fixed voxel shape, but their physical resolutions
may vary. We also ensure spatial context around X̂ by selecting CZ such that the boundary
points of CZ encompass CX̂ with some buffer space. We similarly “exscribe” CX around
CZ .

4. Experiments & Results

4.1. Data

T1w Brain MRIs. To maximize the diversity of acquisition sites and image parameters,
we chose to train MedIL on T1w brain MRIs from five different publicly available datasets:
the Young Adult Human Connectome Project (HCP) (Van Essen et al., 2013), the Autism
Brain Imaging Data Exchange (ABIDE) 1 and 2 (Di Martino et al., 2014, 2017), the Open
Access Series of Imaging Studies-3 (OASIS3) dataset (LaMontagne et al., 2019), and the
Center of Reproducible Research (CoRR) brain dataset (Zuo et al., 2014). We selected
healthy adult (≥ 21 years of age) subjects with a total of roughly 3,700 unique subjects and
slightly over 7,000 volumes, as various datasets provided multiple scans per subject.

Lung CTs. We further validated MedIL on a second image modality, CT images of
lungs from the Lung Image Database Consortium and Image Database Resource Initiative
(LIDC-IDRI) (Armato III et al., 2015). The LIDC-IDRI dataset consists of 1,000 lung
CTs with out-of-plane resolutions ranging between 0.7mm to 5.0mm. Details are given
in Appendix A.1, but we emphasize that no spatial interpolation was performed during
preprocessing.

4.2. Comparison Models

We sought to compare MedIL to previously established fully-convolutional autoencoders
found in the medical image literature. For the T1w brain MRIs, we recreated the LDM
(both autoencoder and diffusion model) architecture and training parameters from (Pinaya
et al., 2022). We similarly followed (Khader et al., 2023) for constructing and training an
LDM for chest CTs. These models, which we name as Conv. LDMs, are built for fixed-size
images, and we aim to reconstruct volumes at their native resolutions. So, we must first
train these models on fixed-size volumes, then interpolate their output to the image’s native
resolution. We resampled all T1w brain MRIs to be AC-PC aligned, with a 1mm isotropic
resolution and size 160×224×160. We also resampled all lung CTs to a resolution of 2.5mm
isotropic with the shape 1283. These resampled data formed the training set for both the
Conv. LDMs and the MedIL pretraining stage. We also compared MedIL to an ablation
variant with the LTE module stripped out and replaced with only trilinear interpolation,
which we name MedIL-Interp.

4.3. Experiment 1. Autoencoder Reconstruction of T1w Brain MRIs

In our first experiment, we evaluated MedIL’s reconstruction performance for native-resolution
T1w brain MRIs. We compared MedIL to a Conv. LDM (Pinaya et al., 2022) with tri-
linear resampling into the native space. The latent space consisted of 3 channels, and its
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Ground Truth MedIL (Ours) MedIL-InterpConv. LDM

Figure 2: Reconstruction of real, native-space T1w brain MRIs.

Table 1: Results for reconstructing native-space T1w Brain MRIs (Experiment 1) and
native-space lung CTs (Experiment 2). All images were scaled to the range [0, 1].

↓ ℓ1 ↑PSNR ↑SSIM ↑MS-SSIM ↓Perceptual
Experiment 1: Brain MRI

Conv. LDM 0.035424 30.188066 0.879466 0.975497 0.000183
MedIL-Interp (Ablation) 0.041470 29.222708 0.846165 0.959142 0.000375
MedIL (Ours) 0.037323 30.040161 0.868112 0.969519 0.000302

Experiment 2: Lung CT

Conv. LDM 0.026827 32.547900 0.827005 0.955557 0.003036
MedIL-Interp (Ablation) 0.030542 31.815599 0.833598 0.949818 0.000913
MedIL (Ours) 0.027418 32.770102 0.851286 0.959340 0.000779

coordinate grid CZ was AC-PC aligned with 8mm spacing. Test sets consisted of 50 ran-
domly selected subjects per dataset, giving 250 test volumes. Model reconstructions were
evaluated by ℓ1, peak signal-to-noise ratio (PSNR), the structural similarity index measure
(SSIM) (Wang et al., 2004), multi-scale SSIM (Wang et al., 2003), and the Med3D learned
perceptual metric (Chen et al., 2019).

Reconstructions examples for Experiment 1 are shown in Figure 2, and quantitative re-
sults are shown in Table 1. MedIL produces high-quality reconstructions of native-resolution
T1w brain MRIs across multiple datasets. Even with resolutions as high as 0.7mm, greater
than a 10× downsampling to Z, MedIL preserves small details. Row 1 highlights how MedIL
can maintain the separation of gyri, whereas Conv. LDMs may struggle (though the oppo-
site may often occur). The gold boxes in Figure 2 rows 2 and 3 show how fine anatomical
features are lost in the resampling required for Conv. LDMs, such as the boundary between
the fornix and the Thalamus. In row 3, the inferior edge of the anterior commissure is
disconnected for Conv. LDM, but maintained by MedIL. These results also demonstrate
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Ground
Truth

MedIL
(Ours)

MedIL-
Interp

Conv.
LDM

Figure 3: Reconstruction of real, native-space lung CTs.

some weaknesses of MedIL, such as a less clear separation between white and gray matter.
Additionally, we observed that at higher resolutions, MedIL may insert extraneous gyri as
shown in the green boxes in row 2. We hypothesize this is an effect of the pretraining
on 1mm data. For the quantitative results in Table 1, MedIL is highly competitive with
Conv. LDM in all tested metrics. MedIL also outperformed the ablation model in all given
metrics, demonstrating the advantage of the learned resampling modules.

4.4. Experiment 2. Autoencoder Reconstruction of Lung CTs

In Experiment 2, we further validated MedIL as a general medical image autoencoder via
reconstructing lung CTs at native resolutions. Unlike T1w brain MRIs, with resolutions
between 0.7 to 1.3mm, the out-of-plane resolutions of lung CTs span 0.6 and 5mm for the
LIDC-IDRI dataset. Furthermore, lung CTs may be extremely large (up to 5123 voxels),
posing a computational challenge when resampling cannot be performed. MedIL for lung CT
was compared to the Conv. LDM described in (Khader et al., 2023). Following this previous
work, Conv. LDM was trained on CTs from the LIDC-IDRI dataset resampled to 2.5mm
isotropic (128 voxels). Evaluation was performed over a test set of 99 random subjects in
the CT’s native resolution, with Conv. LDM reconstructions trilinearly resampled to the
native resolution. Test performance metrics are the same as Experiment 1.

Example lung CT reconstructions are shown in Figure 3, and quantitative metrics are
shown in Table 1. MedIL effectively reconstructs different tissue and bone boundaries over
a range of CT resolutions. For example, in the left and right columns of Figure 3, MedIL
maintains a clear border between tissue and air and even layers within bone. This is opposed
to Conv. LDM where the necessary trilinear upsampling has blurred all boundaries. Inside
the lungs, MedIL reconstructs the larger-scale nodules with clarity, but struggles with small,
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MedIL Conv. LDM

Figure 4: Example T1w MRIs generated with a DDPM on latent space samples.

Table 2: Generative model results for Experiment 3 trained with encodings from Experi-
ments 1 and 2.

↑ Coverage ↑ Density
↓ FID ↓ MS-SSIM k = 10 k = 30 k = 10 k = 30

Brain MRI

Conv. LDM 0.144 0.6903 0.556 0.856 0.131 0.1657
MedIL (Ours) 0.035 0.8090 0.675 0.888 0.2185 0.2857
Real Data - 0.6801 - - - -

Lung CT

Conv. LDM 0.00769 0.4798 0.902 0.997 0.323 0.394
MedIL (Ours) 0.01410 0.4547 0.706 0.971 0.249 0.362
Real Data - 0.4313 - - - -

narrow branches, a clear example of the spectral bias problem (Tancik et al., 2020). Conv.
LDM blurs and weakens these same branches, along with the nodules, but are not entirely
erased. Despite this, MedIL quantitatively outperforms the comparison models in all metrics
besides ℓ1. This performance is likely due to MedIL’s preservation of tissue boundaries, and
each metric’s lower weighting of small, low-intensity bronchial features.

4.5. Experiment 3. Generating T1w Brain MRIs at Different Resolutions

In our final experiment, we sought to demonstrate how MedIL latent encodings may in-
fluence downstream image generation. Using the MedIL and Conv. LDM models from
Experiments 1 and 2, we encoded the entire training and validation sets into latent samples
and trained a UNet (Ronneberger et al., 2015) DDPM for 1,000 epochs. We sampled 1,000
latent volumes from the DDPM, and each model decoded its samples into 1mm AC-PC
aligned space for the brain MRIs, and 0.7× 0.7× 2.5mm space for the lung CTs. For brain
MRI, no resampling was required for Conv. LDM, and MedIL decoded samples into the
1mm output space with its decoder LTE. Whereas lung CT required resampling of the Conv.
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LDM output using trilinear interpolation. We compared the synthetic and real data distri-
butions multiple metrics including the Frechet Inception distance (FID) on Med3D (Chen
et al., 2019), coverage, density (Naeem et al., 2020), and an MS-SSIM diversity metric. We
also wanted to visualize synthetic T1w MRIs in native space. To emulate native spaces,
we fit a Gaussian mixture model with 4 components to the resolutions and orientations
found in the real data. We then sampled this transformation distribution for each DDPM
sample, which became the output spaces. Finally, the DDPM samples were decoded into
their respective output spaces.

The quantitative results of decoding samples to a fixed space are found in Table 2, and
examples of the native-space decodings of brain MRIs are shown in Figure 4. For brain
MRI, samples trained on MedIL encodings more closely match the real data distribution
when compared to Conv. LDM on FID, coverage, and density, but had lower diversity
according to MS-SSIM over 1, 000 random pairs within each dataset. We hypothesize that
this performance advantage may be due to MedIL’s sharper tissue boundaries (see Figure 4).
In native-space decodings, qualitatively, we found that Conv. LDM often distorted small-
scale anatomical features. In Figure 4, the top-left Conv. LDM sample shows a warped
cerebral aqueduct, and the bottom-center shows a missing (or attenuated) fornix. This was
not universal for Conv. LDM, but we did not see such distortions with MedIL. However,
similar to the Experiment 1 results, MedIL did struggle to decode some samples into higher
resolutions (roughly 0.8mm), producing unrealistic gyral topology. Overall, MedIL samples
can be effectively decoded to many resolutions.

For generated lung CTs, we find that Conv. LDM more closely matches the real data
distribution according to FID, coverage, and density, but MedIL has slightly better diver-
sity according to MS-SSIM (over 200 random pairings within dataset). We hypothesize
that, despite the higher reconstruction performance of MedIL in lung CTs, the features of
importance in the Med3D network, which was used to estimate the feature distributions of
each dataset, may prioritize bronchial tubes over bone, muscle, etc. These features would
not be given preference by MS-SSIM.

4.6. Discussion

In this work, we introduced MedIL, a novel autoencoder architecture built for encoding
medical images of all shapes and sizes. We have demonstrated MedIL’s capabilities for
reconstructing medical images with different native spaces, for both T1w MRI and lung
CT, and how MedIL’s flexible representations can improve fixed-size convolutional LDMs.
However, this work is only an introduction of MedIL. Future work should focus on lowering
the spectral bias found in many INRs, and expanding to conditional image generation to
push towards generating clinical images with fine-scale, anatomically correct features.
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Appendix A. Experiment Details

For all experiments, one epoch corresponded to 200 batches of samples (whole volumes or
patches), with an effective batch size of 8.

A.1. Data Preprocessing

T1w Brain MRI. Preprocessing of the T1w brain MRIs was performed on volumes in such
a way as to focus the analysis on brain structures without compromising the high-frequency
properties unique to each scan. The T1w scans were bias-corrected using N4ITK (Tustison
et al., 2010) and skull-stripped with Freesurfer (Dale et al., 1999; Ségonne et al., 2004).
All brain MRIs were then aligned to a common orientation to account for head position
in the scanner, which was performed using landmark detection of the anterior commissure-
posterior commissure (AC-PC) plane with the acpcdetect tool (Ardekani and Bachman,
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2009). We note that we only transformed the coordinate space such that each volume would
be aligned in Ω, there was no resampling performed and all image content was kept its native
resolution and orientation. Scans from HCP were excluded from this preprocessing as they
were already preprocessed with specialized techniques at a high spatial resolution (0.7mm
isotropic). Finally, each volume was scaled to a range of 0.0 to 1.0 such that the volume’s
99th percentile would have a value of 1.0.

Lung CT. Preprocessing of lung CTs followed the procedure described in (Khader
et al., 2023) except that CT volumes were only cropped or padded to a common FoV rather
than resampled. Transformations between X and the latent coordinates CZ consisted only
of scaling and translation with no rotation. Tissue masks were created by thresholding at
-200 Hounsfield units (HUs), along with a morphological fill operation to include air in the
lungs. Intensities were scaled such that the range −1, 000 to 2, 000 HUs was mapped to
[0.0, 1.0].

A.2. Network Architectures

Experiment 1. MedIL’s convolutional backbone consisted of 4 residual blocks, all with
kernel size 3, 2 residual units per block, and 2 subunits per residual unit. Channel sizes
were 32, 64, 96, 96, and instance norm was used throughout the convolutional backbone.
Downscaling factors were 2, 2, 1, with downsampling being performed with convolutions
with strides > 1. The convolutional layers in the decoder mirror those of the encoder, where
upsampling is performed by nearest-neighbor interpolation. The LTE module operated on
k = 256 frequency coefficients. The INR network was a 1-conv residual network with
256 internal channels, 3 residual blocks, 2 subunits per block, with instance normalization
between each layer. The SiLU activation function was used, following (Pinaya et al., 2022).
The Conv. LDM architecture also followed (Pinaya et al., 2022), including the structure
of the convolutional network, and the objective function including terms for an ℓ1 loss, a
perceptual loss, an adversarial loss, and a KL latent space regularization term.

Experiment 2. MedIL’s convolutional backbone contained 3 residual blocks, kernel
size 3, with 2 residual units per block, and 2 subunits per residual unit. Channel sizes were
32, 64, 96, and instance norm was used. Downscaling factors were 2, 2, with convolutional
downsampling and upsampling being the same as in Experiment 1. The LTE module had
k = 192 frequency coefficients. The INR was a residual network with 128 internal channels,
2 residual blocks, and 2 subunits per block. The SiLU activation function was also used.

The Conv. LDM architecture also followed (Khader et al., 2023). For the objective
function, we kept the following terms from the previous work: ℓ1 loss, adversarial loss,
perceptual loss, and a KL regularization term. We did not include the codebook loss or the
feature matching loss, but found it was not necessary as there was very high reconstruction
performance from the Conv. LDM in Experiment 2.

A.3. Training Details

Experiment 1. MedIL was pre-trained on AC-PC aligned, 1mm isotropic data for 150
epochs. Then, both models were trained for 250 epochs with random patches of size 152×
184× 152 on native-resolution data; an adversarial loss was used after epoch 125. Finally,
the model decoder was fine-tuned for 50 epochs. MedIL used the AdamW (Loshchilov and
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Hutter, 2019) optimizer with a base learning rate of 0.005, momentum of 0.9, β2 = 0.999,
and weight decay of 0.01. The Conv. LDM was trained for 300 epochs with an adversarial
network used after 150 epochs. Checkpoints were selected by the ℓ1 loss of a validation set
of 8 subjects.

Training Time. Training times for each T1w autoencoder model are given below. Note
that due to the time required to load and preprocess large volumetric data files, training
time may vary according to the number of available CPU cores.

• Conv. LDM: 34 hours total on 4xA100 GPUs with 80 GB of GPU memory.

• MedIL: 22 hours for pretraining, 25 hours for full autoencoder training, and an addi-
tional 2 hours for decoder-only training for a total of 49 hours. MedIL was trained on
4xA100 GPUs with 80 GB of GPU memory.

• MedIL-Interp: 26 hours for pretraining, 29 hours for full autoencoder training, and
an additional 4 hours for decoder-only training for a total of 59 hours. MedIL-Interp
was trained on 4xA6000 with 48 GB of GPU memory.

Experiment 2. Conv. LDM was trained for 250 epochs, with an adversarial term
used after 25 epochs. MedIL and MedIL-Interp were pretrained on the 2.5mm data for
150 epochs, then trained on native-space data for 125 epochs with no adversarial loss. The
latent space had a resolution of 10mm isotropic, with only scaling and translation between
the input X and latent volume Z. During MedIL’s training stage, volumes were randomly
augmented with a 20% chance of resampling the input volume to a resolution between the
native resolution and 0.8× 0.8× 2.5mm. Gaussian noise with a random σ ∈ [1.0, 70.0] was
also added during augmentation.

Training Time. Training times for each T1w autoencoder model are given below. Note
that due to the time required to load and preprocess large volumetric data files, training
time may vary according to the number of available CPU cores.

• Conv. LDM: 34 hours total on 4xA6000 GPUs with 48 GB of GPU memory.

• MedIL: 12 hours for pretraining and 29 hours for full autoencoder training for a total
of 41 hours. MedIL was trained on 4xA6000 GPUs with 48 GB of GPU memory.

• MedIL-Interp: 12 hours for pretraining and 26 hours for full autoencoder training
for a total of 38 hours. MedIL-Interp was trained on 4xA6000 with 48 GB of GPU
memory.

Appendix B. Additional Reconstruction Results

We sought to understand the effect on MedIL’s performance of training on native-space data
vs. fixed-size data (similar to the fully convolutional autoencoder). So, for Experiments 1
and 2, we took the MedIL weights from the pretraining stage, which were only trained on
fixed-size volumes, and had MedIL reconstruct volumes in the native space. The results are
shown in Table B.
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Table 3: Reconstruction performance of MedIL from the pretraining stages in Experiments
1 and 2. Here, MedIL was trained on only fixed-size volumes, but evaluated on
volumes in their native space.

↓ ℓ1 ↑PSNR ↑SSIM ↑MS-SSIM ↓Perceptual
Experiment 1: Brain MRI

MedIL Fixed Size 0.046602 28.447635 0.831263 0.943564 0.000427

Experiment 2: Lung CT

MedIL Fixed Size 0.157682 20.348748 0.613703 0.741425 0.057822
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