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1. Abstract 

 

Purpose 

To develop a dentate nucleus (DN) segmentation tool using deep learning (DL) 

applied to brain quantitative susceptibility mapping (QSM) images. 

Materials and Methods 

Brain QSM images from 132 healthy controls and 170 individuals with cerebellar 

ataxia or multiple sclerosis were collected from nine different datasets worldwide for this 

retrospective study. Manual delineation of the DN (gray matter and white matter hilus) was 

first undertaken by experienced raters with a robust quality control process. Performance of 

automated segmentation was compared following training using several DL architectures. A 

two-step approach was implemented, composed of a localization model followed by DN 

segmentation. 

Results 

 The manual tracing protocol produced ground-truth data with high intra-rater 

(average ICC 0.906) and inter-rater reliability (average ICC 0.776). Initial DL architecture 

exploration indicated that the nnU-Net framework performed best. The two-step localization 

plus segmentation pipeline achieved a Dice score of 0.898±0.031 and 0.894±0.036 for left 

and right DN, respectively. In external validation, our algorithm outperformed the leading 

existing automated tool (left/right DN Dice 0.863±0.038/0.843±0.066 vs. 

0.568±0.222/0.582±0.239). The model demonstrated generalizability across unseen 

datasets during the training step. The measures showed a superior correlation index with 

manual annotations and performed well in both isotropic and anisotropic QSM datasets. 

Conclusion 

We provide a model that accurately and efficiently segments the DN from brain QSM 

images. The model can be readily deployed for use in observational, natural history, and 

treatment trials for biomarker discovery. 
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2. Introduction 

The dentate nuclei (DN) are the largest of the deep cerebellar nuclei and are the 

primary efferent stations of the human cerebellum. The DN are primarily innervated by 

Purkinje cells of the lateral hemispheres of the cerebellar cortex and give rise to the major 

ascending cerebellar output pathways, including the dentato-rubral and dentato-thalamo-

cortical tracts1. The DN are divided into motor and non-motor functional subregions with 

distinct profiles of disynaptic axonal innervation (via the thalamus) to cerebral cortices1. 

These cerebral regions, in turn, innervate corresponding subregions of the cerebellar cortex 

via descending disynaptic projections that pass through the pontine nuclei, forming the 

cerebro-cerebellar circuitry2.  

Cerebro-cerebellar systems, with the DN as a key hub, are implicated in a broad 

array of motor, cognitive, social, and language functions3. Abnormalities in the DN may 

therefore contribute to disruption in large-scale brain networks involved in a broad array of 

behavioral deficits. Abnormal functional connectivity between the DN and brain cortical areas 

has been reported in patients with Alzheimer’s disease, autism, and schizophrenia4-6. 

Furthermore, neuropathological studies have provided evidence that the DN plays a central 

role in the pathogenesis of several cerebellar diseases, especially in the inherited cerebellar 

ataxias7.  

Despite the established importance of the DN in cerebro-cerebellar loops, and 

growing evidence of involvement in brain diseases, direct in vivo quantitative investigations 

of the structure of the DN and other deep cerebellar nuclei using neuroimaging in humans 

are scarce8-11. Such investigations have been particularly challenging due to the tissue 

properties of these nuclei that make them invisible or poorly defined using standard MRI 

sequences, such as T1-weighted and T2-weighted images. Susceptibility-weighted MRI 

(SWI) offers a limited solution, allowing for visualization of the DN due to their high iron 

content12-14. However, SWI is a qualitative technique that is primarily used for the clinical 

detection of vascular abnormalities and microangiopathies15. Although useful, SWI has 

several limitations, including its non-quantitative nature and distortion of tissue boundaries 

due to blooming effects and non-local phase contributions of the iron deposits on the tissues. 

These limitations have largely been overcome through the development of quantitative 

susceptibility mapping (QSM)16. QSM allows for more precise mapping of the anatomy and a 

more direct link to the underlying iron concentration17, providing opportunities for direct, 

quantitative evaluation of DN structure and microstructure in clinical populations8,11. 

QSM has been employed to demonstrate robust and/or progressive changes in the 

DN in people with inherited cerebellar ataxias, including Friedreich’s ataxia (FRDA)11,18 and 

spinocerebellar ataxias (SCA)8. Changes in the structure and susceptibility of DN related to 

healthy aging and other movement disorders, including Parkinson’s disease and essential 

tremor, have also recently been examined9,19,20. Taken together, these studies demonstrate 

the utility of QSM in the neuroimaging toolkit for examining the DN in health and disease, 

and motivate investigation of DN changes in other neurological, developmental, and 

psychiatric diseases that impact cerebellar circuitry.  

Although QSM holds great promise for quantifying and tracking DN changes in 

disease, a major roadblock to-date in undertaking large-scale and reliable QSM 
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investigations of the DN in patient cohorts has been the reliance on manual, hand-drawn 

segmentations. In order to overcome this limitation, fully automated tools are necessary. The 

MRICloud toolkit21,22 provided the first (and currently, to our knowledge, only) publicly 

available automated DN segmentation tool. However, MRICloud has not been trained on 

data with DN pathology. In this work, we address these limitations by utilizing data from 

healthy subjects and cerebellar ataxia or multiple sclerosis (MS) patient cohorts acquired at 

multiple imaging centers using different acquisition protocols to develop an optimized and 

generalizable deep-learning analytical tool for segmenting the DN using QSM images. This 

tool can be readily deployed in observational, natural history, and treatment trials. 

3. Materials and Methods 

3.1. Data 

Multi-echo gradient-recalled echo MRI data was acquired using four different MRI 

protocols implemented across ten imaging centers around the world using 3 Tesla Philips or 

Siemens MRI scanners (Tables 1 and 2). The collected research data was de-identified at 

each source, ensuring adherence to a data pipeline free from personal health information. 

The dataset included a total of 132 healthy controls, 154 individuals with FRDA, and 15 

people with MS, as described in Table 2. Follow-up scans at 12 months were available from 

55 of these participants. Images of FRDA and MS patients were selected to account for 

anatomical variability in DN caused by neurodegeneration throughout the course of the 

diseases. The corresponding MRI acquisition protocols have been previously 

published11,23,24 and are summarized in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Acquisition protocols for each dataset. 

Dataset Scanner Sequence 
TR 

(ms) 
TE1 (ms) 

ΔTE 

(ms) 

# of 

echoes 
FoV (mm) 

Image matrix 

(voxels) 
Voxel size (mm) 

Acquisition 

time 

Aachen 

Campinas 

CHoP 

Melbourne 

Florida 

Minnesota 

3T Siemens Skyra 

3T Siemens Prisma 

3T Philips Ingenia 

GRE 27 3.7 6 4 220 x 220 x 176 208 x 256 x 176 0.86 iso 7' 22" 

Naples 
3T Siemens 

Magnetom Trio 
GRE 32 7.38 14.76 2 230 x 194 x 160 378 x 448 x 160 0.51 x 0.51 x 1.0 9' 53" 

IMAGE-FRDA 3T Siemens Skyra GRE 30 7.38 14.76 2 
230 x 230 

160 axial slices 
232 x 256 x 160 0.90 iso 11' 30" 

INFLAM-FRDA 
3T Siemens 

Biograph 
GRE 31 5.70 5.27 5 

230 x 230 

104 axial slices 
384 x 384 x 104 0.60 x 0.60 x 1.2 6' 50" 

GRE: gradient recalled echo; iso: isotropic; TR: repetition time; TE: echo time; TE1: first echo time; FoV: field of view; iso: isotropic. 

Table 2. Subject demographics for each dataset. 

 

Aachen, Campinas, 

CHoP, Melbourne, 

Florida, Minnesota 

Naples IMAGE-FRDA INFLAM-FRDA 

 Controls FRDA Controls FRDA MS Controls FRDA Controls FRDA 

Subjects 44 98 48 12 16 31 30 9 14 

Children (<18 years) 14 31 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 

Age (mean±SD) 23.6±7.7 23.9±8.7 37.8±12.7 32.6±15.8 46.8±5.6 37.6±13.1 35.7±12.2 28.6±5.8 27.8±7.6 

Sex (M/F) 24/20 49/49 19/29 4/8 5/11 16/15 17/13 8/1 12/2 

FRDA: Friedreich's ataxia; MS: multiple sclerosis.
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A sample QSM image for each dataset is presented in Figure 1, and Figure 2 

provides an overview of the data workflow. The QSM images were reconstructed using the 

JHU/KKI QSM21,25 and STI Suite 

(https://people.eecs.berkeley.edu/~chunlei.liu/software.html) toolboxes, using Laplacian 

unwrapping  to overcome  phase aliasing, V-SHARP for background field removal26 and 

either MEDI27,28 or iLSQR29 for field-to-susceptibility reconstruction. 

To train the deep learning (DL) models, we divided the available data into 70/10/20 % 

proportions for training, validation, and test sets, respectively. We applied stratified sampling, 

creating groups that maintain the relative distributions by MRI acquisition center, while also 

keeping images belonging to an individual in just one set, minimizing the possibility of data 

leakage. 

The ethics committee or institutional review board (IRB) respective to each project 

data source or site approved the use or ethics waiver for this retrospective study, and all 

participants provided written informed consent prior to original data collection. The TRACK-

FA steering committee approved the data use, and IRB reference numbers were previously 

published23 (Monash Health Human Research Ethics Committee: RES-20-0000-139A; 

Children’s Hospital of Philadelphia: IRB 20-017611; University of Minnesota: IRB 

STUDY00009047; University of Florida: IRB202000399; RWTH Aachen University: 

EK195/20; University of Campinas (CAAE NO): 83241318.3.1001.5404; McGill IRB 

Approved Project Number: 2022-8676). Ethics approval was obtained independently for the 

remaining studies, respectively: Ethical Committee “Carlo Romano” of the University of 

Naples “Federico II” (Naples A: 209/13, Naples B: 47/15), Monash University Human 

Research Ethics Committee (IMAGE-FRDA: 13201B, INFLAM-FRDA: 7810), and University 

of Minnesota IRB (1210M22281). 
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Figure 1. Image samples for each dataset. Randomly selected. Images were cropped 

focusing the cerebellum, voxel intensities were normalized using z-score to improve 

visualization. 
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Figure 2. Diagram details the inclusion of image datasets into the study. 

 

3.2. Ground Truth Segmentation 

The DN were manually traced on each QSM image to establish the ground truth 

dataset using MRIcron (https://www.nitrc.org/projects/mricron), ITK-SNAP30, or FSLeyes31 

annotation software. The contrast threshold was set at a constant range (-0.1 to 0.2 ppm) for 

all images to minimize bias in edge detection within and across raters. 

The segmentations included the full 3D region of hyperintensity, including both the 

outer gray matter ribbon and the central white matter hilum of the DN (Figure 3). Manual 

tracing was performed in all three planes (axial, coronal, and sagittal) to ensure a smooth 

surface was generated and neighboring nuclei (e.g., emboliform) were not included. The left 

DN (LDN) and right DN (RDN) were uniquely segmented on each image (Figure 3). 

Each image was manually segmented by one of three experienced raters (SS, SC, or 

IHH), blinded to the disease pathology. Inter-rater and intra-rater reliability was assessed 

using a sample of 9 randomly selected images, stratified by acquisition center. These 

images were duplicated and randomly shuffled so that the rater was unaware of the order or 

the repetition. All three raters segmented this set of 18 images. Intra-rater and inter-rater 

variability were calculated using Dice score, Hausdorff Distance (HD), and intraclass 

correlation coefficient (ICC) metrics. 
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Figure 3. Manually segmented mask delineating the left dentate nucleus (LDN) in red and 

the right dentate nucleus (RDN) in green from a sample QSM dataset, healthy participant. 

Coronal, sagittal, and axial views as well as shaded-surface display are shown from A - D, 

respectively.  

3.3. Deep Learning Architectures 

A number of artificial intelligence approaches for image segmentation are available. In 

the DL domain, convolutional neural network (CNN) architectures are typically used to process 

image data. For image segmentation tasks, a great number of studies rely on U-Nets32 and 

their 3D variation, 3D U-Net33, both based on CNNs. Numerous variations of these 

architectures have been reported in the literature. The no-new-Net (nnU-Net) is considered 

one of the state-of-the-art medical imaging segmentation frameworks, capable of dealing with 

image sets comprising different domains34. The nnU-Net does not implement a rigorous 

complex architecture, instead relying on a conventional U-Net with deep supervision35. More 

recently, the scientific community introduced new architectures based on Vision Transformers 

(ViT)36, which arose in the language sequence models domain. These include TransUNet37, 

UNETR38 and Swin UNETR39. In this work, we applied and contrasted the performance of 

three DL architectures, described below, to develop an optimal approach for automated DN 

parcellation. 

3.4. 3D U-Net with Deep Supervision 

The 3D U-Net33 is an extension of the original U-Net architecture32 to handle three-

dimensional data. Designed for image segmentation tasks, the architecture is composed of a 

contracting path, which gradually downsamples the input image, and an expanding path, 

which upsamples the feature maps back to the original image size. Also, the network makes 

use of skip connections, allowing information to flow directly from the contracting path to the 
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corresponding layer in the expanding path. This helps to preserve spatial information and 

improve the accuracy of the segmentation. Additionally, the 3D U-Net can leverage the 

context information in the whole 3D image, learning intricate and complex spatial 

relationships between the voxels in the image. 

Deep supervision (DS)35 is a technique that adds extra output layers at different 

levels of the network. These output layers are trained to predict the final segmentation and 

guide the network in the earlier stages of training, providing additional guidance that helps 

improve segmentation accuracy. This allows gradients to be injected deeper into the network 

and facilitates the training of all layers in the network34. This architecture is also adopted by 

the nnU-Net framework. 

3.5. Swin UNETR 

The Shifted WINdows UNEt TRansformers (Swin UNETR) is a transformer-based 

deep learning model for medical image segmentation39. Swin transformers use ViT for 

computing self-attention in a non-overlapping shifted window scheme. The self-attention 

mechanisms allow the network to focus on specific parts of the input image. In Swin UNETR, 

the transformer architecture is used in conjunction with the U-Net architecture to improve the 

feature representation capacity of the network. Therefore, in this novel network, the Swin 

transformer operates as the encoder and is connected to a CNN-based decoder at each 

resolution through skip connections in a U-shaped architecture. 

3.6. nnU-Net 

The nnU-Net is a deep learning framework for medical image segmentation that 

features automated configuration34. The core architecture of nnU-Net is a U-Net with DS, 

which is enhanced with a data-driven initialization strategy. This approach adapts the 

training to the specific characteristics of the input data, resulting in improved performance. 

The pipeline includes data augmentation and training across different configurations such as 

2D U-Net, 3D U-Net at full resolution, and 3D U-Net cascade (a combination of a model 

trained on downsampled images followed by a refinement model at full resolution). 

Additionally, the nnU-Net has the capability to apply post-processing steps, such as “non-

largest component suppression”, if it improves the results. It can also self-adjust 

hyperparameters to fit the GPU memory available during training. 

This framework has been demonstrated to achieve state-of-the-art performance on 

various medical image segmentation tasks, leading to widespread adoption in the medical 

imaging community. 

3.7. Augmentation Techniques 

In order to improve model generalization capacity, we applied data augmentation 

techniques such as flipping, rotation, scaling, elastic deformation, and intensity scale and 

shift operations. These operations were randomly applied to each image during the training 

phase. Utilizing these transformations is an important strategy to artificially increase data 

variability, thereby preventing overfitting and boosting generalizability. To accomplish this, 

we selected MONAI40 augmentation implementations. 
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3.8. Deep Learning Segmentation Pipeline 

The DL segmentation pipeline is presented in Figure 4. First, the QSM image is 

resampled to a common isotropic voxel spacing of 0.86 mm, consistent with the original 

resolution of the majority of the datasets.  

The second step in our pipeline is the application of the localization model, which is a 

deep learning network designed to identify the location of the cerebellum within a 3D MRI 

dataset. The localization model was trained with cerebellar masks obtained with 

ACAPULCO41 based on T1-weighted MRI of each subject. To ensure spatial alignment of 

the cerebellum masks with the QSM images, the T1w data were registered to the 

corresponding QSM data using ANTs toolkit42, and the resulting transformation matrix was 

applied to the cerebellum mask. The localization model will therefore output a cerebellar 

mask. The centroid of the mask is determined and used to place a bounding box cropping 

around the cerebellum, ensuring the preservation of the entire structure without any loss or 

truncation, thereby constraining and reducing the spatial extent of the region of interest 

(RoI). This approach allows the retention of contextual anatomical references. 

The third step was the segmentation stage. The output of this model was the binary 

mask for each dentate nucleus label (left and right). Subsequently, another resampling 

process is performed to provide the predicted DN segmentation mask in the original voxel 

spacing and in the same dimensions as the input image. 

 

 
Figure 4. Deep learning QSM segmentation pipeline. 

 

3.9. Statistical Analysis 

The Sørensen-Dice similarity coefficient (DSC), also known as the Dice score 

coefficient43,44, is a widely used metric for assessing segmentation tasks. It is noteworthy that 

the Dice score, which measures the overlap between two binary segmentation masks, 

considers both size and localization agreement45 that is, both volumetric and anatomic 

characteristics. The Dice score is defined as follows: 
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𝐷𝑖𝑐𝑒 = 2
|𝐺 ∩ 𝑃|

|𝐺| + |𝑃|
 

where |𝐴| is the cardinality of set 𝐴. 𝐺 and 𝑃 represent the ground truth segmentation mask 

and the model prediction segmentation, respectively. This metric ranges from 0 to 1, with a 

value of 1 indicating a perfect agreement. The Dice score was our main performance metric, 

and it was also part of the loss metric for model training in the form of Dice loss: 

𝐷𝑖𝑐𝑒 𝑙𝑜𝑠𝑠 = 1 − 𝐷𝑖𝑐𝑒 

Additionally, other segmentation metrics were evaluated. The Hausdorff Distance46 

and Average Hausdorff Distance (AHD)47 are relevant for boundary quality assessment. 

AHD calculates the average distance between points in both masks instead of considering 

only the maximum distance as in HD. Also, Intersection over Union (IoU) or Jaccard index48, 

which is similar to Dice, was evaluated. Finally, volume similarity47 was assessed to measure 

the quantitative volume agreement, ignoring shape, position, and quality information. To 

compare metrics between models, we used the Wilcoxon signed-rank test. Kolmogorov-

Smirnov test was employed to assess normality in continuous variables. Pearson correlation 

coefficients were chosen to evaluate relationships within variables. We measured the 

reliability of measurements from multiple raters using the intraclass correlation coefficient 

(ICC) and evaluated the results (ICC<0.5 poor, 0.5≤ICC<0.75 moderate, 0.75≤ICC<0.9 

good, and ICC≥0.9 excellent reliability)49. ICC confidence intervals were calculated to 

provide a range within which the ICC is likely to fall, typically with 95% confidence. Statistical 

analysis was conducted using Python 3.10.8, R 4.1.1, and SPSS 27.0.1.0. P-values < 0.05 

were considered statistically significant. 

3.10. Comparison with other available methods 

In order to compare our results with the leading available automated DN 

segmentation solution, we processed all our test images through the MRICloud web-based 

service21,22 using its susceptibility multi-atlas tool for segmentation of QSM images. 

The MRICloud pipeline requires both coregistered QSM and skull-stripped T1 images 

in ANALYZE file format. We used ANTs (SyNQuick) for co-registration, FSL50 Brain 

Extraction Tool (BET) for skull-stripping, and FSL for file conversion between NIfTI and 

ANALYZE formats. MRICloud jobs for the segmentation model architecture comparison 

section were executed between January 5 and January 7, 2023, and then again from March 

9 to March 31, 2024, for the external validation datasets. 

3.11. External Validation 

In order to assess the performance of our DN segmentation model on unseen data, 

21 external datasets of 10 participants were acquired from three new imaging sites: n=4 

healthy participants from Instituto Neurologico “Carlo Besta”, Italy; n=2 MS patients from the 

Medical University of Graz, Austria; and n=3 healthy participants and n=1 FRDA patient from 

McGill University. QSM maps were derived for all participants using both the JHU/KKI QSM 

v3.021,51 and SEPIA v1.2.2.652 toolboxes, resulting in two images per participant for Carlo 

Besta and McGill datasets. Three reacquired Carlo Besta anisotropic QSM images 

processed with SEPIA were added. An experienced rater (SS) manually segmented the right 

and left DN, and the data was processed through both our models and MRICloud to 

compare their performances. For SEPIA processing, 3D best path53 was used for phase 
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unwrapping and MEDI non-linear fit for echo phase combination, Laplacian Boundary Value 

(LBV)54 approach for background magnetic field removal, and quantitative susceptibility 

maps were obtained using STreaking Artifact Reduction for QSM (Star-QSM)55. 

The institutional ethics committee respective to each project approved their study 

(Fondazione IRCCS Istituto Neurologico “Carlo Besta”: 42/2017 07/06/2017; Medical 

University of Graz local ethics-committee: 31-432ex18/191264-2019). 

4. Results 

4.1. Intra-Rater and Inter-Rater Reproducibility Results 

All raters demonstrated good to excellent intra-rater reliability (ICC > 0.8; Table 3), 

and moderate (ICC > 0.5) to good inter-rater agreement (ICC > 0.75) when evaluated in 

pairs49 (Table 4). Analyzing all three raters at once, the ICC is 0.763, 95% CI [0.541, 0.897] 

for LDN and 0.675, 95% CI [0.173, 0.883] for RDN. Dice and HD additionally support strong 

reliability, evaluating segmentation overlapping and annotation deviations. Volume similarity 

metric, comparing the segmented volumes (mm3), indicates that absolute differences within 

and between raters are marginal. The results are shown in Tables 3 and 4. 
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Table 3. Intra-rater reproducibility results (mean±SD). 

 Rater 1 Rater 2 Rater 3 

Metric LDN RDN LDN RDN LDN RDN 

Dice 0.884±0.025 0.888±0.027 0.904±0.023 0.918±0.024 0.892±0.014 0.912±0.010 

HD 3.276±1.174 3.491±1.169 2.397±0.837 2.109±0.879 2.324±0.394 1.745±0.256 

Volume 
similarity 

0.943±0.037 0.961±0.029 0.964±0.023 0.963±0.029 0.969±0.016 0.980±0.015 

ICC 
[95% CI]  

0.839 
[0.258, 0.965] 

0.849 
[0.440, 0.964] 

0.939 
[0.306, 0.989] 

0.902 
[0.640, 0.977] 

0.930 
[0.735, 0.984] 

0.977 
[0.905, 0.995] 

LDN: left dentate nucleus, RDN: right dentate nucleus, HD: Hausdorff distance, ICC: intraclass correlation 

coefficient, CI: confidence interval. 

 

Table 4. Inter-rater reproducibility results (mean±SD). 

 Raters 

 1 and 2 2 and 3 1 and 3 

Metric LDN RDN LDN RDN LDN RDN 

Dice 0.852±0.040 0.864±0.027 0.852±0.032 0.855±0.025 0.872±0.020 0.870±0.028 

HD 3.361±1.325 3.569±1.021 3.416±1.154 3.573±1.230 2.946±1.266 3.867±1.451 

Volume 
similarity 

0.931±0.055 0.944±0.041 0.918±0.040 0.897±0.041 0.950±0.026 0.933±0.039 

ICC 
[95% CI] 

0.751 
[0.451, 0.899] 

0.740 
[0.298, 0.905] 

0.709 
[0.268, 0.890] 

0.599 
[-0.079, 0.886] 

0.845 
[0.376, 0.951] 

0.731 
[-0.048, 0.925] 

LDN: left dentate nucleus, RDN: right dentate nucleus, HD: Hausdorff distance, ICC: intraclass correlation 

coefficient, CI: confidence interval. 

4.2. Localization Model 

 The model for the cerebellum localization features a 3D U-Net model with feature 

channels ranging from 16 to 256, doubling at each subsequent level. Levels combine two 

3x3x3 convolutions, followed by instance normalization56 and Parametric Rectified Linear 

Unit (PReLU)57 activations. An AdamW optimizer58 with learning rate = 3x10-4, weight decay 

= 1x10-5, β1 = 0.9, β2 = 0.999, and ϵ = 1x10−8. A learning rate scheduler reduced the 

learning rate by a factor of 0.5 if no improvement in loss was observed for 20 epochs. The 

batch size was configured to 1, and training was limited to 400 epochs. After 105 epochs, 

the model training was interrupted by the early stopping scheduler, after 30 epochs without a 

decrease in Dice loss. Consequently, the model checkpoint at epoch 75, which performed 

best on the validation set, was saved. The trained model showed a high Dice score, 

0.918±0.030, when compared to the ground truth. After running inference for all available 

QSM images, they were cropped to 128x96x96, considering the centroid of the mask as the 

crop center for the enclosing region of interest. The localization model inference runs in less 

than five seconds when executed on CPU-only hardware and provides the model with as 
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much spatial context as possible, while taking into account computational resources 

constraints. 

4.3. Segmentation Model Architectures Comparison 

All the results presented below refer to metrics calculated on the test set (17 images) 

from the model experimentation set (Figure 2). The performance of three model 

architectures (3D U-Net with DS, Swin UNETR architectures, and nnU-Net framework) were 

compared with MRICloud (Table 5). The nnU-Net architecture provided the best 

performance across most comparison metrics (Table 5), and all DL architectures were 

substantially superior to MRICloud (Dice score comparison, p<0.0001 in all cases; Figure 5). 

Jaccard index and AHD also indicate an advantage for nnU-Net, considering overlap and 

mask similarity. While the Hausdorff distance is lower in the U-Net with DS model, the 

average values for the two dentate nuclei are close to those of nnU-Net. Finally, despite U-

Net with DS having the best average volume similarity, the nnU-Net standard deviation is 

lower, which is preferable.
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Table 5. Trained models and MRICloud performance metrics (mean±SD) for left DN (LDN) and right DN (RDN) on the experimentation set. 

 Dice Jaccard HD AHD Volume similarity 

Model LDN RDN LDN RDN LDN RDN LDN RDN LDN RDN 

U-Net with DS 0.889±0.021 0.895±0.023 0.802±0.033 0.810±0.037 2.514±0.749 2.361±0.654 0.117±0.024 0.112±0.027 0.965±0.021 0.963±0.026 

Swin UNETR 0.890±0.022 0.896±0.021 0.803±0.035 0.812±0.034 2.887±0.885 2.495±0.550 0.120±0.032 0.111±0.024 0.962±0.023 0.953±0.029 

nnU-Net 0.896±0.020 0.900±0.021 0.811±0.032 0.819±0.034 2.518±0.915 2.198±0.534 0.112±0.025 0.106±0.025 0.964±0.018 0.958±0.023 

MRICloud 0.725±0.074 0.760±0.053 0.573±0.090 0.616±0.068 6.302±2.611 5.736±1.725 0.445±0.187 0.367±0.125 0.850±0.086 0.877±0.074 

DN: dentate nucleus; LDN: left DN; RDN: right RN; DS: deep supervision; HD: Hausdorff distance; AHD: average Hausdorff distance.
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Figure 5. Bar plots of the trained segmentation models and MRICloud. All metrics of the 

segmentation model variants are statistically significantly higher than the MRICloud results. 

ns: non-significant; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001; **** p < 0.0001. DN: dentate 

nucleus, DS: deep supervision. 

 

After the extensive exploration of model architectures, the nnU-Net framework was 

selected for our study.  

4.4. Final Segmentation Model Outputs  

 The final trained model (nnU-Net) with the entire dataset resulted in metrics on the 

test set presented in Table 6, including those for the control and patient groups individually. 

Samples of predicted segmentation masks for each center are shown in Figure 6. In 

agreement with that, the predicted DN volumes highly correlate with the volumes of the 

ground truth annotations (Figure 7). 
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Table 6. Trained nnU-Net final model performance metrics (mean±SD) for left DN (LDN) and right DN (RDN) on the complete test set. 

 Dice Jaccard HD AHD Volume similarity 

Group LDN RDN LDN RDN LDN RDN LDN RDN LDN RDN 

All participants 0.898±0.031 0.894±0.036 0.816±0.050 0.810±0.057 3.124±1.825 4.025±4.569 0.118±0.060 0.140±0.144 0.943±0.044 0.944±0.050 

    Controls 0.893±0.033 0.891±0.044 0.808±0.053 0.806±0.067 3.408±1.916 3.850±2.046 0.127±0.068 0.134±0.073 0.949±0.046 0.951±0.058 

    Patients* 0.901±0.029 0.896±0.032 0.821±0.048 0.813±0.051 2.932±1.783 4.144±5.747 0.112±0.055 0.144±0.179 0.940±0.043 0.939±0.044 

* FRDA and MS patients. FRDA: Friedreich’s ataxia; MS: multiple sclerosis; DN: dentate nucleus; LDN: left DN; RDN: right RN; HD: Hausdorff distance; AHD: average 

Hausdorff distance. 
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Figure 6. Overview of pipeline prediction examples for datasets of each center. QSM 

images without (top) and with the predicted segmentation mask as overlay (bottom) are 

presented in the coronal, axial, and sagittal planes, respectively. Left dentate nucleus is 

depicted in red and the right one in green. 
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Figure 7. Volume scatter plots for the final segmentation model. Ground truth measures 

versus model predicted values. Each dot represents a prediction sample from the test set. 

Pearson correlation coefficients and p-values are indicated in each plot. The red line 

represents the line of identity, i.e., the expected perfect fit. DN: dentate nucleus. 

4.5. External Validation 

Our model performed satisfactorily on an external dataset of 21 images from three 

different sites, achieving Dice scores of 0.863±0.038 for LDN and 0.843±0.066 for RDN. In 

contrast, MRICloud demonstrated significantly lower performance for both LDN (Dice score: 

0.568±0.222) and RDN (Dice score: 0.582±0.239). The observed performance difference in 

Dice metric was found to be statistically significant according to the Wilcoxon test for both 

LDN and RDN (p<0.05). Additionally, Pearson correlation between volumes predicted by the 

DL model (LDN: r=0.740, p<0.001; RDN: r=0.484, p=0.026) and those manually traced was 

significant for both DN sides (p<0.05), a result not observed with MRICloud outcomes (LDN: 

r=0.420, p=0.058; RDN: r=0.187, p=0.417). Interestingly, our model showed consistency 

across three external datasets when considering the individual QSM subsets per acquisition 

center. Furthermore, our segmentation pipeline demonstrated robust performance when 

evaluating susceptibility maps generated by the alternative QSM reconstruction method 

(Star-QSM, see section 3.11), yielding high Dice scores both overall and individually for each 

site (Tables 7 and 8). 
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Table 7. External validation Dice scores (mean±SD) for both DN, comparing results from 

MRICloud and our proposed DL model. 

Dataset Voxel 
QSM 

reconstruction 
n 

MRICloud Our model 

LDN RDN LDN RDN 

Carlo Besta Anisotropic Star-QSM 3 0.513±0.125 0.494±0.214 0.830±0.007 0.741±0.067 

 Isotropic MEDI 4 0.537±0.305 0.538±0.307 0.900±0.017 0.892±0.025 

  Start-QSM 4 0.478±0.114 0.519±0.223 0.856±0.039 0.834±0.048 

Graz Anisotropic Star-QSM 2 0.247±0.349 0.298±0.422 0.841±0.001 0.788±0.098 

TRACK-FA 

McGill 
Isotropic MEDI 4 0.698±0.121 0.710±0.073 0.895±0.008 0.880±0.023 

 Star-QSM 4 0.760±0.029 0.771±0.034 0.837±0.046 0.872±0.028 

DN: dentate nucleus; QSM: quantitative susceptibility mapping; LDN: left DN; RDN: right RN. 

 

Table 8. Quantitative validation (mean±SD) of QSM reconstruction methods on external 

data. 

QSM 

reconstruction 
Voxel 

MRICloud Our model 

LDN RDN LDN RDN 

MEDI Isotropic 0.618±0.231 0.624±0.226 0.898±0.012 0.886±0.023 

Star-QSM Anisotropic 0.407±0.244 0.415±0.281 0.835±0.008 0.760±0.073 

 Isotropic 0.619±0.169 0.645±0.200 0.847±0.041 0.853±0.042 

DN: dentate nucleus; QSM: quantitative susceptibility mapping; LDN: left DN; RDN: right RN. 

4.6. Biological Findings 

4.6.1. DN Volume versus Mean Magnetic Susceptibility 

Significant positive correlations between DN volume and magnetic susceptibility were 

observed in the healthy control group (r>0.3, Figure 8, Figure S2). These findings were 

consistently observed in manual tracings (Figure S2) and model-predicted segmentations 

(Figure 8), with correction for age and head size (total intracranial volume). Moreover, the 

correlation is stronger in children (<18 years) than in adults. This effect replicates previous 

reports19,20. 

This correlation suggests that the susceptibility/intensity level may impact border 

detection due to partial volume effects, possibly introducing a bias in volume estimation. 

However, the volume versus susceptibility correlation persists, although it is partially 

attenuated, even after z-score intensity normalization (in a subset of n=20 images, before 

normalization: LDN (r=0.288), RDN (r=0.197); after normalization: LDN (r=0.087), RDN 

(r=0.347)).  

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted June 18, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.17.24308662doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.06.17.24308662


 

24 
 

 

Figure 8. Model prediction results. Pearson’s correlation coefficients and p-values for each 

group of individuals and DN side. Correlation coefficients with p<0.05 are emphasized with a 

gray background. Children: subjects under 18 years of age. The volume estimations were 

corrected for age and head size (eTIV). FRDA: Friedreich’s ataxia; DN: dentate nucleus; 

LDN: left DN; RDN: right DN. 
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4.6.2. Statistical Correction for Susceptibility-Driven Volume Bias  

The impact of susceptibility variability on volume estimation may be estimated, and 

thus corrected for, using susceptibility and site (if applicable) as independent variables in 

multiple linear regression. A correction factor can be estimated from healthy control samples, 

and subsequently applied to patient data, to avoid confounds between true disease effects 

and quantification artifacts.  

We have estimated a representation correction factor (𝐶𝐹 = 3636.84) in a large 

cohort of demographically-diverse healthy individuals (age range 11-64 years, male to 

female ratio of 0.93:1) and several imaging protocols (including different imaging 

resolutions), which can be used to adjust data in future research studies using the following 

equation: 

𝑦𝑎𝑑𝑗 = 𝑦 − 𝐶𝐹(𝑥 − 𝑥𝑚𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑛) 

where 𝑦 is the individual DN volume predicted by the segmentation model, 𝑥 is the individual 

median DN susceptibility in ppm, 𝑥𝑚𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑎𝑛 is the population estimate of median DN 

susceptibility across a dataset, and 𝐶𝐹 is the regression/correction factor. Note that this 

formula must be applied uniformly across both disease and control groups in a study to 

ensure accurate comparative analyses. 

5. Discussion 

Here we propose and develop an automated DN segmentation solution consisting of 

a two-step deep learning pipeline based on convolutional neural networks. Starting from a 

comprehensive dataset of QSM images sourced from several MRI centers and high-quality 

DN manual tracings by experienced annotators, we trained and tested multiple potential 

model architectures. All tested models delivered statistically superior results compared to 

MRICloud, the current state-of-the-art automated technique. Our final trained pipeline using 

the nnU-Net framework performed strongly during external validation, and we have 

introduced guidance regarding appropriately controlling for the influence of magnetic 

susceptibility on volume measurements. This work provides a robust, new, open-source tool 

(https://github.com/art2mri/QSM-Cereb) to the neuroscience community. 

In the field of artificial intelligence, validation with external datasets is crucial to 

assess the generalization capacity of the proposed models59, although rarely reported60. This 

step is important to challenge the model across different acquisition protocols, populations, 

MRI sites, and scanner vendors, providing a valuable way to perform a real-world scenario 

analysis by evaluating model robustness and performance on unseen data61. Our external 

validation provided strong support for the accuracy and robustness of the model, indicated a 

low risk of overfitting, and exceeded the accuracy of currently available approaches across a 

range of experimental conditions (different imaging acquisitions and QSM reconstruction 

protocols). When focusing on the reconstruction pipeline metrics, after aggregating the 

results, consistent Dice performance metrics were observed regardless of which QSM 

pipeline and reconstruction method was used (Table 8). A greater score for MEDI 

reconstructed images may derive from the fact that experienced raters were exposed to a 

majority of QSM images processed using this pipeline. We therefore provide a generalizable, 

fast and open-source solution for accurate and automated DN segmentation.   
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A combination of several factors contributes to the performance of the proposed 

model. First, we have gathered an extensive dataset that effectively captures the diversity 

found in real-world data, enabling good generalizability of the trained model. Additionally, we 

directly compared multiple DL frameworks to select the nnU-Net34 as the optimal architecture 

for our medical imaging segmentation task among the architectures we tested. The nnU-Net 

incorporates a well-known architecture and a thorough set of data augmentation techniques. 

Moreover, our findings are aligned with analogous studies, such as the TotalSegmentator62, 

wherein the nnU-Net stands out as a recognized solution for intricate tasks in the medical 

imaging domain. Also, our proposed pipeline is composed of two-step models, comprising 

localization followed by segmentation. In this way, we drive the focus of the second model 

into a restricted region of the brain, mitigating false positives. Certain voxels in the basal 

ganglia were predicted as DN in some outputs when the entire image was provided as input, 

potentially due to the presence of iron in these structures and slight shape similarity. The 

entire pipeline runs in less than 60 seconds using only the CPU and at most 15 seconds in 

GPU-based hardware (Intel Core i7 and Nvidia RTX 4070 12 GB). 

This work provides a reliable automated solution to a task that has often been 

undertaken, to-date, by manual delineation (i.e., human hand-drawn segmentation). As 

such, research outcomes have traditionally relied on the availability of human expertise and 

are prone to errors resulting from task fatigue and inherent human variability. These 

considerations have limited the efficiency and accuracy of research outcomes, such as 

volumetric studies of DN volume in populations with neurological disorders that impact the 

cerebellum. The availability of a fast, accurate, and scalable automated segmentation tool 

opens new avenues of research into the DN structure in health and disease, including 

longitudinal natural history studies and clinical trials in disorders with known DN involvement, 

such as FRDA and SCA363. 

In terms of biological findings, we replicated previously reported positive significant 

correlations between dentate nucleus volume and the magnetic susceptibility measures, in 

the healthy population19,20. These effects were present both in the manual tracings and the 

prediction masks obtained using the trained models and could be explained by partial 

volume effects along the edges of the structure, whereby voxels that include a mix of tissue 

both inside and outside the DN would be more likely to be identified as being inside the DN 

in individuals with higher mean susceptibility intensity. The result persisted (albeit with a 

lesser magnitude) even after intensity normalization. Moreover, work by Li and colleagues19 

also found that this positive association (with manual tracing) was present in the DN, but not 

in other midbrain or basal ganglia nuclei. If intensity-induced variability were indeed driving 

partial volume effects, this effect would be expected to be more severe in small structures 

such as the DN and the red nucleus19.  

 Regardless of the mechanism (biological or methodological) underlying this 

dependency between susceptibility and volume, it could be seen as an artifact that may be 

accounted for in DN volume assessments. This is further supported by the observation that, 

because susceptibility increases naturally with age, failure to correct for this dependency 

results in an apparent positive relationship between DN volume and age in the adult 

population (i.e., apparent DN growth over time)19,20, which is biologically implausible. Care 

must also be taken when assessing populations with brain pathology, as the relationship 

between susceptibility and volume in neurological conditions may be a mix of true disease 

effects and the artifact described above. Neurological diseases, such as FRDA, SCA1, and 
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multiple system atrophy are characterized by increased DN susceptibility8,64, which may lead 

to underestimation of DN volume loss. We, therefore, recommend statistically controlling for 

susceptibility levels when inferring volume effects to account for this artifact. In studies of 

normative populations, this can be achieved through simple regression (e.g., including a 

predictor of non-interest coding for susceptibility in regression models); for studies in 

pathological conditions, a correction factor estimated from normative data can be applied. 

We have reported a correction factor of 3636.84 for adjusting the total volume of DN, which 

represents the average of LDN and RDN volumes. However, it is important to note that 

slightly different correction factors were observed for LDN (3553.7188) and RDN 

(3422.2106). Consequently, future studies may select the appropriate correction factor 

based on their specific data and objective. Additionally, adjustments for other confounding 

variables, such as the impact of aging on DN volumes, susceptibility, or other measures, can 

be made either in sequential steps or by integrating all the confounding variables into a 

multiple regression model. 

 A limitation of this study lies in the fact that only three QSM reconstruction pipelines 

were used for generating the training images. Several QSM pipelines are available, including 

the possibility of combining a wide range of phase unwrapping, background field removal, 

and susceptibility mapping reconstruction methods and parameters. However, collecting 

such a diverse dataset would impose another layer of complexity on the study. As the QSM 

field continues to mature, it is likely that a narrower range of acquisition and reconstruction 

protocols will become the norm, reducing variability in this dimension. Notably, recent 

consensus papers have provided recommendations focused on clinical research in this 

area65,66, which might be usefully explored in future investigations. Future work should also 

explore histological validation of the imaging segmentations to provide further improved 

ground truth. Similarly, higher resolution imaging protocols combined with increasingly 

accurate QSM reconstruction approaches offer the potential to isolate the gray matter ribbon 

of the DN from the central white matter core, which will enable tissue-type specific 

inferences. 

In conclusion, our work provides state-of-the-art performance in automated DN 

segmentation from in vivo MRI based on extensive training and evaluation of a diverse 

dataset and methods. This outcome provides an important tool for characterizing cerebellar 

neuroanatomy in health and disease and biomarker discovery relevant for tracking disease 

progression and treatment efficacy in cerebellar disorders. 

6. Data and Code Availability Statement 
The patient MRI data are not publicly available due to privacy regulations. Access 

can be provided upon reasonable request to scientists in accordance with our Data Use and 

Access Policy. TRACK-FA and Enigma data might be provided upon request directed to 

Helena Bujalka (helena.bujalka@monash.edu) or Ian Harding 

(ian.harding@qimrberghofer.edu.au). 

The source code of QSM deep-learning segmentation pipeline will be made publicly 

available on GitHub (https://github.com/art2mri/QSM-Cereb) upon acceptance. 
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Figure Legends 

Figure 1. Image samples for each dataset. Randomly selected. Images were cropped 

focusing the cerebellum, voxel intensities were normalized using z-score to improve 

visualization. 

Figure 2. Diagram details the inclusion of image datasets into the study. 

Figure 3. Manually segmented mask delineating the left dentate nucleus (LDN) in red and 

the right dentate nucleus (RDN) in green from a sample QSM dataset, healthy participant. 

Coronal, sagittal, and axial views as well as shaded-surface display are shown from A - D, 

respectively.  

Figure 4. Deep learning QSM segmentation pipeline. 

Figure 5. Bar plots of the trained segmentation models and MRICloud. All metrics of the 

segmentation model variants are statistically significantly higher than the MRICloud results. 

ns: non-significant; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001; **** p < 0.0001. DN: dentate 

nucleus, DS: deep supervision. 

Figure 6. Overview of pipeline prediction examples for datasets of each center. QSM images 

without (top) and with the predicted segmentation mask as overlay (bottom) are presented in 

the coronal, axial, and sagittal planes, respectively. Left dentate nucleus is depicted in red 

and the right one in green. 

Figure 7. Volume scatter plots for the final segmentation model. Ground truth measures 

versus model predicted values. Each dot represents a prediction sample from the test set. 

Pearson correlation coefficients and p-values are indicated in each plot. The red line 

represents the line of identity, i.e., the expected perfect fit. DN: dentate nucleus. 

Figure 8. Model prediction results. Pearson’s correlation coefficients and p-values for each 

group of individuals and DN side. Correlation coefficients with p<0.05 are emphasized with a 

gray background. Children: subjects under 18 years of age. The volume estimations were 

corrected for age and head size (eTIV). FRDA: Friedreich’s ataxia; DN: dentate nucleus; 

LDN: left DN; RDN: right DN. 
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Table Legends 

Table 1. Acquisition protocols for each dataset. 

Table 2. Subject demographics for each dataset. 

Table 3. Intra-rater reproducibility results (mean±SD). 

Table 4. Inter-rater reproducibility results (mean±SD). 

Table 5. Trained models and MRICloud performance metrics (mean±SD) for left DN (LDN) 

and right DN (RDN) on the experimentation set. 

Table 6. Trained nnU-Net final model performance metrics (mean±SD) for left DN (LDN) and 

right DN (RDN) on the complete test set. 

Table 7. External validation Dice scores (mean±SD) for both DN, comparing results from 

MRICloud and our proposed DL model. 

Table 8. Quantitative validation (mean±SD) of QSM reconstruction methods on external 

data. 
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