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Radiologists are tasked with interpreting a large number of images in a daily base, with the responsibility
of generating corresponding reports. This demanding workload elevates the risk of human error, potentially
leading to treatment delays, increased healthcare costs, revenue loss, and operational inefficiencies. To
address these challenges, we initiate a series of work on grounded Automatic Report Generation (AutoRG),
starting from the brain MRI interpretation system, which supports the delineation of brain structures,
the localization of anomalies, and the generation of well-organized findings. We make contributions from
the following aspects, first, on dataset construction, we release a comprehensive dataset encompassing
segmentation masks of anomaly regions and manually authored reports, termed as RadGenome-Brain
MRI. This data resource is intended to catalyze ongoing research and development in the field of AI-
assisted report generation systems. Second, on system design, we propose AutoRG-Brain, the first brain
MRI report generation system with pixel-level grounded visual clues. Third, for evaluation, we conduct
quantitative assessments and human evaluations of brain structure segmentation, anomaly localization,
and report generation tasks to provide evidence of its reliability and accuracy. This system has been
integrated into real clinical scenarios, where radiologists were instructed to write reports based on our
generated findings and anomaly segmentation masks. The results demonstrate that our system enhances
the report-writing skills of junior doctors, aligning their performance more closely with senior doctors,
thereby boosting overall productivity.

1 Introduction

Radiology imaging, serving as a critical disease diagnostic tool, plays a crucial role in clinical practice.
Despite their importance, writing radiological reports is time-consuming and prone to errors due to the heavy
workloads of radiologists [29], which can lead to significant healthcare delays and risks, particularly with
junior clinicians [28]. Therefore, an ideal radiology image interpretation system should enable to enhance
lesion localization, improve report writing efficiency and educate less experienced clinicians.

In the recent literature, automated report generation has shown significant progress with the development of
visual-language models [27, 23, 35, 56, 45, 47, 9], however, most studies have predominantly focused on chest
X-rays, driven by the prevalence of large-scale image-text datasets specific to this modality [18, 10]. This
is far from meeting the demand of clinical practices where other imaging modalities, like MRI or CT, are
also critical for accurate diagnosis. Additionally, existing methods directly generate reports based on entire
scans, without adequately addressing specific anomalies or anatomical regions, which may potentially lead to
omissions in detailed regional descriptions, such as fine-grained analyses of crucial lesions or abnormal regions,
consequently limiting the interpretive value and usability of these report generation systems by physicians.

In response to the above-mentioned limitations, we propose a novel system that decomposes the original
report generation task into two stages, namely, an anomaly regions of interest (ROI) generation stage and
a visual prompting guided report generation stage. As a proof of concept, we focus on brain MRI report
generation to demonstrate the superiority of our system, and make contribution from three aspects, namely,
dataset construction, model design and training, and lastly, comprehensive evaluations.

Specifically, on dataset construction, we collect a large-scale dataset for pre-training, which encompasses
an in-house clinical dataset with 30,793 multi-modal scans and reports from Shanghai Sixth People’s Hospi-
tal (SSPH). Additionally, we curate a dataset for grounded report generation, termed as RadGenome-Brain
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b. Grounded Report Generation Dataset on Brain MRI
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c. Clinical Trail Evaluation
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Figure 1 | Overview of our contributions. a An analogy between the radiologists and the pipeline of our proposed system
AutoRG-Brain on report generation. b The proposed grounded report generation dataset (RadGenome-Brain MRI),
contains 3,408 region-report pairs, covering five diseases and six MRI modalities. c The result of AutoRG-Brain advancing
radiologist report writing efficiency, making the report quality closer to the gold standard report written by senior doctors.
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MRI∗, with 3,408 multi-modal scans, reports, and ground truth anomaly segmentation masks, compiled from
the publicly available datasets, for example, BraTS2021 [6, 7, 30, 5], BraTS-MEN [22], BraTS-MET [31],
ISLES2022 [14] and WMH [21], covering 6 modalities: T1-weighted, T2-weighted, DWI, T2-Flair, ADC, and
T1-contrast. For each patient case, we ask the radiologists to write findings and impressions for the annotated
anomaly regions. We will release RadGenome-Brain MRI to the community, supporting future model
training and evaluation.

On system design, we propose AutoRG-Brain, the first regional brain MRI report generation system, that
enables comprehensive segmentation of each anomaly region and generation of well-organized narratives, to
describe observations in different anatomical regions as shown in Fig. 1. In more detail, AutoRG-Brain
consists of two components, namely an automatic ROI generation component, and a visual prompting guided
report generation component. The former component outputs a regional mask for each detected anomaly,
serving as auto-initialized visual prompts for the latter report generation module, enabling the regional-related
reports accordingly.

On evaluation, we conducted comprehensive experiments to assess the performance of AutoRG-Brain
on brain structure segmentation, anomaly segmentation, and report generation. Both automatic metrics
and human rating scores validate the model’s superior generalizability and effectiveness. Subsequently, we
integrated our model into the real clinical scenarios to assess its potential applicability, where we have
developed an online platform for radiologists to compose textual responses based on provided 2D/3D images
and textual instructions. Two groups of junior radiologists (2-5 years) are instructed to produce reports
based on a commonly used template or our generated reports and anomaly masks respectively. The results
demonstrate that, with the assistance of our system, junior radiologists are also able to discover subtle
abnormalities, improving the quality of final report writing. We will publicly release our codes, trained models,
annotated datasets, and the platform for evaluation to support further research.

2 Results

In this section, we start by introducing our problem scenarios, and then present the evaluation results of
two key sub-modules of our system: the segmentation module included in the automatic ROI generation
component and the visual prompting guided report generation module. Lastly, we showcase the efficiency of
integrating AutoRG-Brain into a real clinical scenario.

2.1 Problem Scenario

This paper aims to develop a comprehensive Brain MRI interpretation system that provides paired visual
grounding results and regional radiology reports for clinicians, which allows the clinicians to efficiently
review and revise generated reports based on visual clues, significantly improving report writing efficiency.
Specifically, we decompose this task into two different stages, i.e., an automatic ROI generation stage and a
visual prompting guided report generation stage.

Formally, given a brain MRI scan X ∈ RH×W×D in any modality, e.g., T1, T2, Flair, where H, W and D
denote the height, width, and depth respectively, the automatic ROI generation module first generate two
global segmentation masks using the segmentation module (ΦSEG), as:

{ŝa, ŝb} = ΦSEG(X), (1)

ŝa, ŝb denote the predicted global anomaly and brain structure masks respectively. From the brain structure
segmentation labels, an ROI selector derives ŝb = {b1, b2, . . . bm}, with each bi being a mask for a certain brain
structure region, for example, brainstem, left temporal lobe, right thalamus, etc. It also divides the binary
global anomaly segmentation mask into a sequence of connected components, i.e., ŝa = {a1, a2, . . . , an}. Then,
for each ai, the ROI selector finds a group of brain regions overlaid by ai to form a regional mask prompt mi,
∗This is part of the RadGenome dataset series, for example, RadGenome-Chest CT [51], RadGenome-Brain MRI, with the goal
of building large-scale multi-modal radiology datasets, with global reports, structure segmentation, abnormal segmentation, and
regional reports.
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i.e., mi =
⋃

bj∈ŝb,bj∩ai ̸=∅
bj , for subsequent regional report generation. Notably, this step can also be replaced

by human interactions where users can directly highlight their desired ROIs by providing a group of brain
structure names or segmentation masks.

Then, we use our region-guided report generation module (ΦRG) to describe each mi, as:

T̂i = ΦRG(X,mi), (2)

where T̂i is the predicted regional radiology report corresponding to the human-provided or auto-segmented
visual prompt mi. By combining all regional reports and completing the left normal regions with standard
templates, we can thus get a predicted global report. The illustration of the above steps is shown in Fig. 1a.

2.2 Evaluation on Segmentation

In this section, we present the results on brain anomaly and brain structure segmentation, as shown in Tab. 1.
To our knowledge, our segmentation module is the first model that enables to segment both abnormalities
and structures for multi-modal brain MRIs. Specifically, the training undergoes two stages, with the first
self-supervised training stage on SSPH, and the second semi-supervised training stage on SSPH and 9 public
datasets, with more details in Sec. 4. We start with the quantitative results for both tasks, comparing the
performance at different stages with baselines. Then, we present the human evaluation on our second-stage
segmentation module for brain structure segmentation on abnormal MRI scans.

Table 1 | Comparison of AutoRG-Brain with SOTA unsupervised brain MRI segmentation models on public datasets, BraTS2021,
ISLES2022, and Hammers-n30r95. The data for the benchmark method comes from paper [50]. Ours-S1 is our segmentation
module after the first self-supervised training stage and Ours-S2 is our segmentation module after the second semi-supervised
training stage. We report the Dice Similarity Coefficient (DSC), Precision (PRE) and Sensitivity (SE) scores. The best result is
bolded, and the second best result is underlined.

Brain Anomaly Segmentation

Method
BraTS2021 ISLES2021

DSC (%) ↑ PRE (%) ↑ SE (%) ↑ DSC (%) ↑ PRE (%) ↑ SE (%) ↑

AE [8] 33.64 ± 21.45 62.09 ± 30.46 30.00 ± 19.37 18.00 ± 21.45 38.06 ± 39.93 15.06 ± 15.06
VAE [20] 42.67 ± 18.30 56.53 ± 25.18 39.63 ± 19.66 13.10 ± 19.39 45.84 ± 48.38 15.06 ± 15.06
VQ-VAE [46] 31.62 ± 26.24 74.38 ± 34.02 30.98 ± 29.73 16.82 ± 23.49 31.59 ± 36.23 14.18 ± 20.95
f-AnoGAN [40] 39.36 ± 19.00 36.65 ± 22.94 53.51 ± 18.48 17.18 ± 20.23 28.54 ± 35.39 18.38 ± 21.16
DCTAE [12] 38.65 ± 29.06 74.40 ± 34.11 40.56 ± 34.46 16.98 ± 23.48 30.29 ± 34.96 14.65 ± 21.36
BTAE [12] 30.54 ± 30.92 64.04 ± 41.71 32.86 ± 35.76 18.72 ± 25.02 31.07 ± 35.14 16.73 ± 23.41
HTAES [12] 14.57 ± 24.07 35.36 ± 44.04 15.37 ± 27.48 14.26 ± 22.66 32.20 ± 38.19 11.35 ± 19.63
CUAS [42] 54.74 ± 18.57 74.16 ± 25.12 47.71 ± 19.23 21.31 ± 22.66 21.11 ± 25.12 42.20 ± 34.71
3D IF [34] 47.10 ± 17.21 54.51 ± 24.54 48.79 ± 16.52 14.28 ± 19.79 17.37 ± 29.74 35.56 ± 27.97
Sim2Real [53] 66.44 ± 22.44 62.32 ± 26.68 81.97 ± 20.97 23.82 ± 25.08* 18.77 ± 24.53 65.57 ± 31.87

Ours-S1 75.69 ± 16.49 82.50 ± 12.30 74.38 ± 22.19 38.66 ± 31.24 44.66 ± 36.49 42.80 ± 31.46

Ours-S2 90.10 ± 7.64 92.40 ± 7.39 88.75 ± 10.37 71.14 ± 22.81 70.48 ± 22.38 77.71 ± 24.85

Brain Structure Segmentation

Method
Hammers-n30r95

Hammers-n30r95
w. Synthetic Anomalies

DSC (%) ↑ PRE (%) ↑ SE (%) ↑ DSC (%) ↑ PRE (%) ↑ SE (%) ↑

Ours-S1 67.43±1.04 64.31±0.72 66.35±1.74 66.19±1.44 63.59±1.02 65.18±1.93

Ours-S2 68.78 ± 0.79 68.80 ± 0.87 71.33 ± 1.22 67.60 ± 0.62 67.62 ± 0.29 70.14 ± 1.14

Brain Anomaly Segmentation. We compare both our first-stage segmentation module (Ours-S1) and
second-stage segmentation module (Ours-S2) with existing segmentation models on BraTS2021 and ISLES2022,
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Figure 2 | Comparison of our second-stage segmentation module (Ours-S2) with SOTA segmentation backbones and brain
registration models on brain structure segmentation for multi-modal brain MRIs with real anomalies. We evaluate these models
on four distinct datasets, BraTS2021, ISLES2022, RP3D-Brain, and SSPH. Due to the absence of ground truth brain structure
segmentation on those datasets, we present the results based on human rankings on the left, where lower rankings indicate
better outcomes. Note the baseline nnU-Net is not the same structure as our segmentation module, since we modify the original
nnU-Net to fit our problem scenario.

and report Dice Similarity Coefficient (DSC), Precision (PRE) and Sensitivity (SE). As shown in Tab. 1,
Ours-S1 exhibits competitive performance, surpassing other state-of-the-art (SOTA) unsupervised models by
noticeable, consistent margins on DSC across both datasets, achieving a DSC of 75.69% on BraTS2021 and
a DSC of 38.66% on ISLES2022. Although Sim2Real achieves the highest sensitivity among unsupervised
methods on both datasets, its precision is significantly lower, indicating that there may be numerous false
positive areas in its segmentation results, as demonstrated in the qualitative comparison results presented
in Appendix Fig. 1. After the second training stage, our model (Ours-S2) further enhances the anomaly
segmentation performance, resulting in much higher performance on both datasets.

Brain Structure Segmentation. Existing methods typically focus on segmenting structures in healthy
MRI brains [55]. In contrast, our segmentation module is designed to handle MRI scans of lesion-induced
brains, which may exhibit regional expansion, compression, or deformation. We evaluate the performance
of our brain structure segmentation on the public dataset Hammers-n30r95. Due to the lack of existing
datasets with ground truth structure segmentation masks for multi-modal abnormal brain MRIs, we generated
a synthetic test set by adding artificial ‘lesions’ to the original scans [53], denoted as ‘Hammers-n30r95 with
Synthetic Anomalies’. Our method, Ours-S1, demonstrates robustness on abnormal brains, achieving a Dice
Similarity Coefficient (DSC) score of 67.43% on ‘Hammers-n30r95’ compared to 66.19% on ‘Hammers-n30r95’
with Synthetic Anomalies’. The second semi-supervised stage, Ours-S2, further improves brain structure
segmentation performance on both healthy and abnormal brain MRIs, with a DSC score of 68.78% on
‘Hammers-n30r95’ and 67.60% on ‘Hammers-n30r95 with Synthetic Anomalies’.

To further verify the brain structure segmentation ability of Ours-S2 on multi-modal brain MRIs with real
anomalies, we invite two radiologists to rank the predictions from our model (Ours-S2) and baseline models
on scans with various anomalies, derived from ISLES2022, BraTS2021, RP3D-Brain, and SSPH. As shown
in Fig. 2, predictions from Ours-S2 are mostly ranked as the top, and the structure segmentation results of
Ours-S 2 are displayed on the right. In general, AutoRG-Brain currently demonstrates the best performance
on brain structure segmentation for multi-modal lesion-induced brain MRIs across different datasets.
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2.3 Evaluation on Report Generation

In this section, we evaluate the system under two settings: standard global report generation that describes
the entire image, and grounded report generation, that focuses on generating a report for a given regional
visual prompt. Note that, for the global report generation, AutoRG-Brain has three inference strategies
as introduced in Sec. 4, namely, (i) AutoRG-Brain-Global: generating global report with global image
feature; (ii) AutoRG-Brain-AutoSeg: generating global report by concatenating the grounded reports
for auto-segmented regions; (iii) AutoRG-Brain-Prompt: generating global report by concatenating the
grounded reports with human prompting, i.e., specify the region of interest on the structure segmentation
results.

Table 2 | Comparison of AutoRG-Brain with SOTA medical foundation models for report generation on SSPH and RadGenome-
Brain MRI. We divide the verification into verification for generating global reports (SSPH Global, RadGenome-Brain MRI Global)
and verification for generating grounded reports (SSPH Region). We show the results of AutoRG-Brain under three test modes on
SSPH Global, namely, (i) AutoRG-Brain-Global. Generate global report using global image feature; (ii) AutoRG-Brain-AutoSeg.
Generate global report by concatenating the grounded reports for auto-segmented regions; (iii) AutoRG-Brain-Prompt. Generate
global report by concatenating the grounded reports for human-provided regions. ‘FS’ denotes few-shot inference, ‘ZS’ denotes
zero-shot inference. BLEU-4 (%), ROUGE-1 (%), Bert-Score (%), RadGraph (%), RadCliQ, and RaTEScore (%) are reported.

Method Test Mode Size Pretrain Dataset BLEU-4 ↑ ROUGE-1 ↑ Bert-Score ↑ RadGraph ↑ RadCliQ ↓ RateScore ↑

SSPH Global

MedVInT [52] Global 7B PMC-VQA 0.005±0.1 6.02±3.45 44.52±5.11 1.24±3.30 1.85±0.31 21.19±20.67
OpenFlamingo ZS [4] Global 9B Web Data 0.01±0.15 12.63±4.28 44.31±3.13 0.98±2.88 1.92±0.17 29.33±7.77
MedFlamingo ZS [33] Global 9B MTB, PMC-OA 0.10±0.39 19.56±5.66 51.25±4.72 5.30±4.80 1.75±0.23 39.33±7.52

OpenFlamingo FS [4] Global 9B Web Data 0.60±1.31 32.39±8.25 67.12±4.09 19.26±6.54 1.00±0.23 51.66±7.90
MedFlamingo FS [33] Global 9B MTB, PMC-OA 0.58±1.38 23.30±7.79 65.79±4.99 16.93±7.33 1.13±0.26 46.54±9.03

AutoRG-Brain Global 2B SSPH 5.13±7.75 40.88±16.73 65.53±8.62 33.39±15.58 0.90±0.62 60.68±12.66
AutoRG-Brain Global 2B RadGenome-Brain MRI+SSPH 5.95±8.56 40.06±14.92 70.98±7.00 34.48±14.45 0.71±0.52 61.39±12.23

AutoRG-Brain AutoSeg 2B SSPH 3.52±5.59 37.62±17.73 69.26±6.09 30.26±13.68 0.66±0.43 60.49±11.90
AutoRG-Brain AutoSeg 2B RadGenome-Brain MRI+SSPH 5.94±7.40 44.10±16.15 71.52±5.95 36.31±13.86 0.53±0.44 64.74±11.50

AutoRG-Brain Prompt 2B SSPH 8.44±10.45 44.44±14.89 72.77±6.98 39.28±16.32 0.39±0.50 66.54±12.59
AutoRG-Brain Prompt 2B RadGenome-Brain MRI+SSPH 9.93±11.45 46.76±14.63 74.35±6.63 41.74±15.93 0.30±0.48 68.76±12.53

SSPH Region

MedVInT [52] Region 7B PMC-VQA 0.04±0.89 11.65±10.53 49.03±11.00 1.50±5.57 1.48±0.34 19.11±20.00
OpenFlamingo ZS [4] Region 9B Web Data 0.006±0.11 13.42±12.12 45.50±5.62 0.00±0.00 1.79±0.41 37.76±13.87
MedFlamingo ZS [33] Region 9B MTB, PMC-OA 0.02±0.17 24.17±14.17 45.00±4.52 6.41±7.86 1.78±0.31 39.80±11.85

OpenFlamingo FS [4] Region 9B Web Data 0.08±0.85 15.85±13.19 42.41±8.00 2.77±5.12 1.55±0.35 24.16±18.50
MedFlamingo FS [33] Region 9B MTB, PMC-OA 1.85±4.62 31.85±24.45 58.93±12.51 15.64±22.83 1.39±0.84 47.87±23.27

AutoRG-Brain Prompt 2B SSPH 7.44±17.79 39.25±23.31 69.61±12.27 29.78±24.47 0.40±0.67 57.07±21.52
AutoRG-Brain Prompt 2B RadGenome-Brain MRI+SSPH 8.34±19.23 39.69±23.47 70.98±12.09 32.29±24.18 0.32±0.65 59.53±21.12

RadGenome-Brain MRI Global

MedVInT [52] Global 7B PMC-VQA 0.01±0.30 7.30±3.52 48.53±3.84 1.78±3.94 1.56±0.21 34.05±10.73
OpenFlamingo ZS [4] Global 9B Web Data 0.03±0.21 14.59±5.12 40.56±2.89 1.98±5.33 1.91±0.21 26.55±9.85
MedFlamingo ZS [33] Global 9B MTB, PMC-OA 0.15±0.50 24.91±8.12 48.99±4.35 10.79±9.44 1.57±0.29 37.53±10.75

OpenFlamingo FS [4] Global 9B Web Data 0.25±1.03 30.53±9.09 61.38±5.68 15.91±9.47 1.05±0.25 42.17±11.51
MedFlamingo FS [33] Global 9B MTB, PMC-OA 0.18±0.91 20.26±6.04 57.50±5.25 9.35±8.64 1.24±0.21 36.03±13.23

AutoRG-Brain Prompt 2B RadGenome-Brain MRI 3.79±5.45 39.70±12.59 69.27±6.48 28.75±13.89 0.54±0.37 46.65±14.02
AutoRG-Brain Prompt 2B RadGenome-Brain MRI+SSPH 3.64±5.52 36.51±13.53 68.01±6.67 26.90±15.14 0.59±0.40 45.95±15.13

Global Report Generation. Our proposed system enables report generation with or without human
prompting, largely outperforming existing foundational models. On SSPH dataset (the first part in Tab. 2),
AutoRG-Brain-Prompt trained on both SSPH and RadGenome-Brain MRI reaches the best performance,
achieving a RadGraph score of 41.74±15.93%, a RadCliQ score of 0.30±0.48, and a RaTEScore of 68.76±12.53%.
Additionally, AutoRG-Brain-AutoSeg pre-trained on SSPH and RadGenome-Brain MRI reaches the second best
result, which indicates the effectiveness of incorporating the grounded visual clues into report generation. On
RadGenome-Brain MRI dataset, AutoRG-Brain-Prompt pre-trained on RadGenome-Brain MRI outperforms
all baselines with a RadGraph score of 28.75±13.89%, a RadCliQ score of 0.54±0.37, and a RaTEScore of
46.65±14.02%. The result sets a new benchmark on our proposed open-source brain MRI grounded report
generation dataset, which we hope will drive further development of grounded report generation in the research
community.

In addition, we conduct a human evaluation on the generated reports (200 cases selected from SSPH). The
annotation page is shown in Appendix Fig. 2. We use AutoRG-Brain-AutoSeg as the default setting, three
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Figure 3 | The global report generated by AutoRG-Brain-AutoSeg on SSPH is evaluated by three radiologists in four dimensions:
(i) Omission of finding; (ii) False prediction of finding; (iii) Incorrect location/position of finding; (iv) Incorrect description
of lesion. The scores of four dimensions are shown on the left with the overall score shown on the right. The scoring is on a
4-point scale: 0 indicates more than three clinically significant errors or omissions, 1 indicates three clinically significant errors or
omissions, 2 indicates two clinically significant errors or omissions, 3 indicates one clinically significant error or omission, and 4
indicates no clinically significant errors or omissions.

radiologists were invited to rate the quality of the generated report from four aspects [48]: (i) Omission of
finding; (ii) False prediction of finding; (iii) Incorrect location/position of finding; (iv) Incorrect description
of lesion. Each of the above dimensions is rated on a 4-point scale, where 0 for having more than three
clinically significant errors or omissions, 1 for having three clinically significant errors or omissions, 2 for
having two clinically significant errors or omissions, 3 for having one clinically significant error or omission,
and 4 for having no clinically significant errors or omissions. As shown in Fig. 3, the reports from our
AutoRG-Brain demonstrate the fewest or no clinical errors or omissions.

Grounded Report Generation. On grounded report generation (the ‘SSPH-Region’ part of Tab. 2), we
decompose the original report into specific brain anatomical regions with more details in Sec. 4.1.2, serving
as the ground truth during this evaluation. AutoRG-Brain pre-trained on RadGenome-Brain MRI and
SSPH outperforms the baselines significantly. It achieves a RadGraph score of 32.20±24.18% , a RadCliQ
score of 0.32±0.65, and a RaTEScore of 59.53±21.12%. It is important to note that the grounded report
generation performance of the baselines is inferior to their global report generation performance, suggesting
that existing models cannot describe regions accurately.

Ablation Studies. The ablation results of three inference strategies have been showcased in Tab. 2, the
following phenomenon can be observed: (i) AutoRG-Brain-Prompt and AutoRG-Brain-AutoSeg demonstrate
better performance than AutoRG-Brain-Global as shown in Fig. 4, which suggests the efficiency of integrating
grounded visual clues into global report generation. (ii) With the human prompting, i.e., simply specify the
regions of interest on the structure segmentation results, AutoRG-Brain-Prompt reaches the best performance.
It indicates the refinement of grounding clues can improve the overall report quality. In terms of the impact
of SSPH and RadGenome-Brain MRI as pre-training datasets, we can also draw the following observations:
(i) Incorporating RadGenome-Brain MRI in pre-training enhances global and regional performance in report
generation for SSPH dataset, likely due to the high-quality segmentation-report pairs in the RadGenome-Brain
MRI dataset. (ii) However, incorporating the SSPH in pre-training does not benefit the evaluation on
RadGenome-Brain MRI. We conjecture this is because SSPH, collected from one medical center, dominates
around 90% of the training data, resulting in potential bias in the dataset, thus showing slightly inferior
performance on a diverse and multi-center test set.

2.4 Evaluation on Real Clinical Scenario

To evaluate the ability of AutoRG-Brain in real clinical scenarios, we integrate our system into the radiology
daily routines to assess its usefulness in the report writing process. We select 200 cases from SSPH with ground

|7



H
em

orrhage

Infarction

H
em

angiom
a

Sudural hem
atom

a

M
etastasis

H
ydrocephalus

M
eningiom

a

G
liom

a

0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9

1

H
em

orrhage

Infarction

H
em

angiom
a

Sudural hem
atom

a

M
etastasis

H
ydrocephalus

M
eningiom

a

G
liom

a

H
em

orrhage

Infarction

H
em

angiom
a

Sudural hem
atom

a

M
etastasis

H
ydrocephalus

M
eningiom

a

G
liom

a

H
em

orrhage

Infarction

H
em

angiom
a

Sudural hem
atom

a

M
etastasis

H
ydrocephalus

M
eningiom

a

G
liom

a

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

AutoRG-Brain-Global AutoRG-Brain-AutoSeg AutoRG-Brain-Prompt

metric=RaTEScore ⬆ metric=BLEU-2 ⬆ metric=BLEU-3 ⬆ metric=BLEU-4 ⬆

metric=ROUGE-1 ⬆ metric=BERT_Score ⬆ metric=RadGraph ⬆ metric=RadCliQ ⬇

Figure 4 | The comparison results between the ground truth global report and global reports written by AutoRG-Brain-Global,
AutoRG-Brain-AutoSeg, and AutoRG-Brain-Prompt on SSPH dataset. ROUGE-1, Bert-Score, RadGraph, RadCliQ, RaTEScore,
BLEU-2, BLEU-3, and BLEU-4 are reported.
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Figure 5 | The comparison results between the ground truth report and reports written by AutoRG-Brain, doctors w.o
AutoRG-Brain, and doctors w. AutoRG-Brain detailed on various diseases (Heman.: Hemangioma, Infar.: Infarction, Hemor.:
Hemorrhage, Gliom.: Glioma, Menin.: Meningioma, Hydro.: Hydrocephalus, Metas.: Metastasis, Subdu: Sudural hematoma).
RadGraph, RadCliQ, Bert-Score, RaTEScore, BLEU-4, and ROUGE-1 are reported.

truth reports written by senior radiology experts with 6-8 years of experiences. Two groups of radiologists
are involved in this experiments. Group A is set to mimic the real clinical setting, where three junior
radiologists (2-5 years) are shown Brain MRI of T1WI, T2WI, T2FLAIR, and DWI modalities and a
standard report template used in daily diagnosis. Group B is the model-integrated setting, where another
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three junior radiologists (2-5 years) are shown Brain MRI of the same four modalities as group A, the
corresponding anomaly segmentation masks generated by our segmentation tool, and the report generated
by AutoRG-Brain. Both groups of radiologists are asked to edit the given template based on the image
scans. The annotation page is shown in Appendix Fig. 6. The comparison results between the ground truth
report and those written by doctors in group A and group B are presented in Appendix Tab. 2 with details
on various diseases shown in Fig. 5. It shows that the integration of AutoRG-Brain leads to significant
improvements in report writing quality, especially on the most relevant metric to radiology report generation,
such as RadGraph, RadCliQ, and RaTEScore.

3 Discussion

In this paper, we propose AutoRG-Brain, the first brain MRI interpretation system for grounded report
generation, that can be prompted by segmentation of abnormality or structures. The primary goal is to
enhance the efficiency of radiologists’ daily workflows in real clinical settings.

The First Regional Brain MRI Interpretation System. Our proposed AutoRG-Brain integrates diverse
datasets to train a comprehensive brain MRI interpretation system. The system provides a detailed report for
each auto-segmented or human-prompted abnormal region along with the pixel-wise grounding visualization.
Results show that our system achieves state-of-the-art performance on brain anomaly segmentation, brain
structure segmentation, global report generation, and grounded report generation. When applied to real clinical
scenarios, our system shows the potential to enhance radiologists’ efficiency. With the fast development of
generalist medical AI (GMAI) [32], our system can serve as an agent to fill the gap of brain MRI interpretation
within the GMAI framework.

The Two-stage Decomposition is Critical. The key point of integrating grounding into global report
generation is to decompose the report generation task into two steps, i.e., first localizing anomaly regions,
then generating regional reports, and consolidating them into a comprehensive global report. Results in Tab. 2
show its superior performance than one-step global-feature-based report generation. This is likely because
of three reasons: (i) Report generation based on the global feature fails to capture fine-grained information
which is crucial in improving accuracy. As a consequence, it may lead to a mismatch of lesion location and
report content during testing, especially in small-lesion, rare lesion location situations; (ii) Segmentation
masks provide attention on the global image feature, which reduces interference from unimportant areas,
allowing report generation with more precise information; (iii) The report generated based on global features
remains fixed once the model is trained. In contrast, the report generated using regional clues can be enhanced
through human prompting or improvements in the segmentation model. Cases of generated reports by
AutoRG-Brain-Global, AutoRG-Brain-AutoSeg, and AutoRG-Brain-Prompt are shown in Appendix Sec.B.4.

Training on Large-scale Partially Labeled Data is Effective. Due to the scarcity of large-scale datasets
with complete labels, we show that training the model can leverage diverse datasets with partial annotations,
including public or private hospital datasets, by compensating them with synthetic supervision. As a result, our
model enables to: (i) Identify anomalies across different brain MRI datasets, regardless of specific pathology or
condition; (ii) Identify brain structures on multi-modal brain MRIs with or without anomalies. Additionally,
the inclusion of large-scale image-report pairs from hospitals greatly aids in report-generation training. We
leverage our trained segmentation module and GPT-4 to process the image-report pair at global and regional
levels to facilitate report generation on diverse visual prompts.

AutoRG-Brain Helps Radiologists in Real Practice. In clinical impacts, AutoRG-Brain has shown
promising help for radiologists by integrating into real clinical workflows. AI-powered junior radiologists
produce reports that are closer to senior radiologists. This improvement is attributed to two factors: (i)
Reduction of false negatives through automatic abnormal region segmentation, preventing critical findings from
being missed. (ii) Comprehensive reports with detailed information, including characteristics such as signal,
shape, location, deformation, displacement, and other relevant features of identified regions. Appendix Sec. C.3
provides specific case illustrations. Our experiments highlight the potential benefits of AI integration into
radiologists’ workflow, which enables grounded rationales in the generated reports, and fosters collaboration
between humans and AI, providing valuable insights into building trustworthy AI systems that genuinely
assist doctors.
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A New Dataset and Benchmark for Grounded Report Generation. We propose to add new
annotations to the publicly available anomaly segmentation datasets, termed as RadGenome-Brain MRI.
To our knowledge, this is the first open-source collection to provide paired images with detailed reports
and anomaly segmentations. In the experiment, AutoRG-Brain showcases the effectiveness of segmentation
as a preliminary step to provide grounded visual clues for image interpretation. We hope the open-source
RadGenome-Brain MRI dataset will facilitate on grounded image interpretation research such as grounded
report generation or grounded diagnosis and accelerate the progress and development of the medical imaging
community.

Limitations. While our work primarily focuses on constructing an effective image interpretation system
for brain MRI which benefits clinicians’ workflow, we encountered certain limitations: Firstly, the quality
of segmentation masks can impact report quality. To address this, we plan to incorporate more anomaly
segmentation datasets to train segmentation module and refine interface for realtime radiologist interaction;
Secondly, our current approach relies solely on images from four modalities, other valuable information, such as
patient history or data from alternative modalities. Moving forward, we can explore incorporating additional
input information to potentially enhance the overall system performance; Lastly, our current system currently
supports report generation, in future work, we envision leveraging multi-modal data for more accurate and
comprehensive diagnoses, treatment planning.

4 Methodology

4.1 Algorithm

Our proposed system aims to automate the interpretation of brain MRI images, by identifying anoma-
lies, pinpointing the affected brain regions, and generating the corresponding reports as shown in Fig. 6.
AutoRG-Brain comprises two components: (i) an automatic ROI generation component including a trainable
segmentation module (ΦSEG(·)) and a rule-based ROI selector, and (ii) a visual prompting guided report
generation component (ΦRG(·)). The region of interest generation stage uses the segmentation module to
densely segment the anomalies and brain structures, and an ROI selector to detect abnormal regions. The
report generator will then describe the abnormal regions based on mask prompts, leveraging global and
regional features. In the following sections, we will describe the development of the two components in detail.
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Figure 6 | The architecture of our proposed AutoRG-Brain. The segmentation module (ΦSEG(·)) produces global brain structure
and anomaly segmentations. Subsequently, for each connected component of the anomaly segmentation, the ROI selector
generates overlaid sub-structures as regional prompts. The report generation module (ΦRG(·)) extracts features for each provided
regional prompt. The regional features are then projected into input tokens, and the transformer decoder-based module generates
the corresponding findings. The combination of these local findings forms the final global finding.

4.1.1 Segmentation Module Training

The segmentation module aims to perform segmentation for both anomaly and brain structures for the scan
in any of the four common brain MRI modalities: T1-weighted, T2-weighted, FLAIR, and DWI. In this paper,
we adopt a two-stage training pipeline using a large-scale in-house dataset from hospitals, and existing public
segmentation datasets (datasets details shown in Sec 4.2): (i) self-supervised training with healthy samples
from in-house hospital data and (ii) semi-supervised training with both hospital healthy samples and public
datasets. The detailed process is as follows:
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Self-Supervised Training Stage. At this stage, our goal is to train the segmentation module from scratch
using a large-scale multi-modal hospital dataset without any segmentation labels. To get the brain structure
supervision, we register the publicly available MRI atlas with brain structure labels [11] to the unlabeled
hospital’s healthy brain MRIs using the EasyReg algorithm [16], the transformed structure masks are treated
as ground-truth for training structure segmentation branch. On the other hand, for anomaly segmentation, we
introduce an approach that generates synthetic anomalies based on report descriptions and blends them into
the healthy brain scans, resulting in paired abnormal image-mask training samples. We simulate lesions by
altering signal intensity in specific brain structures, for example, a report may describe anomalies as “patchy
abnormal signals in the left basal ganglia, with hypointensity on T1W images and hyperintensity on T2W,
FLAIR, and DWI images.” In detail, our signal-aware anomaly modeling involves three steps: (i) location
selection, (ii) shape generation, and (iii) signal intensity generation. The procedure is illustrated in Fig. 7.
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Figure 7 | Synthetic anomaly generation. Firstly, we randomly select a sub-structure’s edge or non-edge area as the location.
Secondly, we initiate the anomaly shape from either ellipsoid or a random brain structure’s shape, and perform elastic deformation
on it to generate the final shape. Lastly, we randomly generate the hyperintensity or hypointensity texture and adopt Gaussian
Blur to fuse the ‘anomaly’ into the original image.

• Location Selection. We first decide where to put the synthetic anomaly in a certain MRI scan. Since,
in clinical practice, report findings often employ brain structure to describe the locations of anomalies,
we simply pick a random brain structure as the location of the ‘lesion’. Considering some lesions may
be at the margin of brain structures, such as subdural hematoma or meningioma, we will perform
Morphological Gradient [38] calculation to detect the edge of the brain structure, pick a random point
either from the edge or non-edge area within the brain structure as the center point of the ‘lesion’.

• Shape Generation. We then initiate the general shape of the anomaly. In existing works [53, 15], 3D
ellipsoids with arbitrary long and short axes are commonly used, then followed by elastic transformations
to generate lesion shapes. However, this method was primarily designed for tumor lesions. To simulate
a broader range of lesion shapes, we also incorporate various 3D brain anatomical regions from our
registered mask as initial shapes, which then undergo elastic transformations to create diverse shapes.

• Signal Intensity Generation. We inpaint the anomaly by simulating the abnormal intensity distribu-
tion. An abnormal signal typically indicates a relatively high, relatively low, or mixed signal intensity
compared to the intensity of the original healthy brain area. Based on such prior, we first calculate some
reference intensity values for the original normal region. Assuming we are going to put the anomaly in
the region R, then we can naturally obtain:

Iavg = AVG{I(x,y,z)|(x, y, z) ∈ R}, (3)

where I(x,y,z) denotes the voxel intensity at index (x, y, z), AVG(·) denotes the average intensity of the
selected voxels. Similarly, we can obtain Imax and Imin by adopting maximize or minimize function to
all voxels. Based on the fundamental intensity statistics indicators, we can define the anomaly intensity
distributions. If it is hyperintensity, then we will randomly pick an intensity value from a uniform
distribution:

Ia ∼ U(Iavg + ε, Imax), (4)

where Ia denotes the anomaly intensity value at the center point, U(·) denotes the uniform distribution
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and ε is a hyperparameter to control the anomaly intensity shifting. On the other hand, if the anomaly
intensity is hypointensity, the intensity value will be picked as:

Ia ∼ U(Imin, Iavg − ε). (5)

Lastly, we employ Gaussian Blur with σb as the standard deviation, Ia as the highest voxel intensity,
and voxel-wise Euclidean distance as the distance measurement to fill in the whole anomaly regions and
replace the original corresponding normal areas with it.

In practice, it is common for patients to have multiple lesions simultaneously. Therefore, we generate a random
number of lesions within the brain MRI, each following the aforementioned steps. The above self-supervised
approach enables the model to learn to identify various anomalies and brain structures in multi-modal healthy
and abnormal brain MRIs.

Semi-Supervised Training Stage. At the second training stage, we further integrate publicly available
brain anomaly segmentation datasets, for further refinement. Specifically, we use our pre-trained model to
generate brain structure labels for the public datasets, and use the provided lesion annotations as anomaly
ground truth.

The Network Backbone and Loss Function. We employ the nnU-Net framework [17] as our core
segmentation architecture. Specifically, our model utilizes distinct encoders for various imaging modalities,
and share the same decoder. Each input image is processed by the modality-specific encoder, and the shared
decoder subsequently generates outputs for both anomaly and brain structure segmentations. The loss function
of the segmentation task is as follows:

Lseg(s, ŝ) = λ1 · (1−
|s|+ |ŝ|
2 · |s

⋂
ŝ|
)− λ2 ·

∑
s log ŝ, (6)

where s is the label for supervision and ŝ is the predicted binary mask. λ1 is the factor for dice loss while λ2

is the factor for cross entropy loss. The total loss for the segmentation module is as follows:

LSEG = Lseg(sa, ŝa) + Lseg(sb, ŝb), (7)

where sa, ŝa represent the anomaly segmentation label and prediction, while sb, ŝb represent the brain structure
segmentation label and prediction. Notably, sb includes multiple classes denoting different brain structures
and we adopt class-wise averaging to get the brain structure segmentation loss Lseg(sb, ŝb).

4.1.2 Report Generation Module Training

After training the segmentation module, we freeze it and train the report generation module. The ground
truth supervision includes both global and regional reports as introduced in Sec. 4.1.4. The model is trained
to output multi-granular reports according to different visual mask prompts from ROI selector.

Training Stage. An ideal training sample would require (X,M, T ), denoting the original MRI scan, the
regional mask prompt, and the ground truth report describing the region. Our curated RadGenome-Brain
MRI can satisfy such condition, with the anomaly annotation mask as M and the corresponding radiologist-
written report as T . While the other in-house dataset SSPH, only has (X,Tg) pairs, where Tg is the global
report. We first compensate for these by leveraging the trained segmentation tool and GPT-4 [1]. In detail, we
decompose Tg into modal-wise regional descriptions Tr for different brain structures by GPT-4 using prompt
in Appendix Sec. B.2, a processed region-report pair example is as follows:

“Bilateral Frontal Parietal Lobes”: {
“FLAIR”: “Multiple punctate lesions with hyperintensity are visible in the bilateral frontal parietal lobes”,
“T1”: “Multiple punctate lesions with isointensity are visible in the bilateral frontal parietal lobes”,
“T2W”: “Multiple punctate lesions with hyperintensity are visible in the bilateral frontal parietal lobes” }.

Then, the pre-trained segmentation module is employed to generate an anomaly mask and a brain structure
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segmentation mask. Based on the two masks and Tr, we can simulate and compensate a series of regional
mask prompts M for the training stage. Specifically, for a certain Tr, we make up M with the predicted
masks of brain structures mentioned in Tr. For example, for the above “Bilateral Frontal Parietal Lobes” Tr

case, M will be synthesized as the union of the dense segmentation masks on the left frontal lobe, right frontal
lobe, left parietal lobe, and right parietal lobe brain structures. Notably, we also maintain a special “regional”
case where M is an all-one mask and the corresponding report is just global report Tg, indicating a special
prompting case where the whole “region” should be described. For simplicity, next, we will not distinguish
whether a supervision report is regional or global, typical training cases are uniformly denoted as (X,M, T )
where T can be of arbitrary granularity as long as it corresponds to the inputs visual prompt M .

The Network Backbone and Loss Function. Our report generation module mainly contains three
sub-modules, i.e., an encoding module ΦEnc, a projection module ΦProj, and a report decoding module ΦDec.
We re-use the whole encoder and the first three decoder layers in the frozen segmentation module as the
encoding module to embed the input scan X:

fg = ΦEnc(X) ∈ Rh×w×d×dim, (8)

where fg is the global feature map for the whole scan and h,w, d is the map size, dim denotes the embedding
dimension. We further obtain the regional features by element-wise product between the global feature and
the binary mask prompt:

fl = fg ⊙M ∈ Rh×w×d×dim, (9)

where ⊙ is the element-wise production function and M is the region of interests mask. Then, we concatenate
the global and regional features on the dimension-wise, resulting in fcon ∈ Rh×w×d×2dim. A CNN-based
projection module is adopted here, to further mix and compress the feature embedding and output a sequence
of visual tokens by simply flattening:

fm = ΦProj(fcon) ∈ RP×dim, (10)

where fm is the final mixing features, P = h′ ·w′ · d′ is the patch length, and h′, w′, d′ are the original feature
map size before flattening. Finally, we decode out the report based on the mixing features. Our report
generation module is a typically decoder-only transformer based on self-attention as GPT-series [39], where we
view fm as sequential input and decode out the expected word tokens. We adopt the classical auto-regressive
loss as the final optimization objective:

LRG = −
∑
i

log(ΦRG(Ti)|T<i, x), (11)

where Ti is the i-th token in groudtruth report and T<i denotes all the word token before it.

4.1.3 Inference Time

At inference time, our model can be used under two modes, i.e., human interaction mode and automatic
mode. In the former, clinicians can interact with our system with any desired ROI masks, or pick from the
segmentation masks to directly generate reports, termed as AutoRG-Brain-Prompt, which can hardly be
realized by most former report generation works. In the latter, the model receives a 3D MRI image as input
and the segmentation module will generate a series of anomaly region prompts. Then the report generation
will predict regional reports one by one. Concatenating them together and filling the normal parts with
standard templates, we can get a global report with linked regional visual clues for each subparagraph, termed
as AutoRG-Brain-AutoSeg. It is worth emphasizing that, we can also predict the global report without any
decomposition as former classical report generation works, just by inputting an all-one mask prompt to our
report generation module, termed as AutoRG-Brain-Global. However, compared with our proposed default
regional-generation way, this is much less interpretable and also poorer in final performance as shown by our
results in Sec. 2.3.
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4.1.4 Implementation Details

In this section, we delve into the implementation details in the segmentation and report generation training
process. We conduct all our experiments using PyTorch framework and Transformers python package.

Acquiring Segmentation Labels. For the healthy samples from SSPH used in both stages, the brain
structure label is given by the SOTA registration method EasyReg [16] integrated in FreeSurfer 7.4 with
‘a01’ sample from Hammers-n30r95 as source. The anomaly segmentation label is generated on the fly using
methods in Sec. 4.1.1. For the public datasets used in the second stage, the brain structure label is given by
the first-stage model and the anomaly segmentation label is the original annotation in those datasets.

Segmentation Training. The encoder and decoder backbone, data pre-process, and data augmentation
procedure follow the nnU-Net† [17] framework. During training, we establish a global batch size of 2 and input
patch size of (112, 128, 112). We use the poly learning rate scheduler with initial learning rate as 1e-2 and the
exponent as 0.9. We use the torch.optim.SGD optimizer with the weight decay as 3e-5 and momentum as
0.95. We train the segmentation model for a maximum of 1k epochs.

Acquiring Report Generation Labels: When processing the report labels of our SSPH dataset, for each
3D image of a specific modality, we acquire two types of reports: global reports and regional reports. We
first get a model-wise regional report for different groups of brain structures using the prompt in Appendix
Sec. B.2. Then we concatenate all the regional reports on a specific modality to form the global report of
that modality. For our RadGenome-Brain MRI dataset, the radiologists write a report for each patient case,
then we use the prompt shown in Appendix Sec. B.2 to decompose the report into a modal-wise report using
GPT-4. We use the decomposed modal-wise report as our ground-truth global report for each image.

Report Generation Training. During further auto-regressive training on SSPH, the optimization objective
aligns with that of language generation task. The report generation backbone is the 355M-parameter model
GPT-2 Medium [39] fine-tuned on PubMed abstracts [36]. During training, we set the global batch size of 4 and
maintain a maximum context length of 1024 tokens. We use torch.optim.lr_scheduler.ReduceLROnPlateau
as the learning rate scheduler with the initial learning rate as 5e-5 and torch.optim.AdamW as the optimizer.
The model is trained for 1k epochs on one A100 GPU, which takes about 5 days.

4.2 Dataset

As it is uncommon for a single dataset to contain all the necessary information for training our model, i.e.,
images, reports, and anomaly and anatomical segmentation masks, we adopt multiple datasets in the training
and testing process, with each of the dataset reflects part of the functions in our proposed model. In the
following, we give detailed descriptions on each dataset and summarise the usage of all datasets in Tab. 3.

Report Generation
• Shanghai Six People’s Hospital (SSPH): We collected 12,535 cases of 30,793 brain MRI imaging-

report pairs at Shanghai Sixth People’s Hospital (SSPH)‡. All MRI scans were performed on one of
the eight MRI scanners (GE Medical Systems Signa Pioneer, Philips Medical Systems EWS, Philips
Medical Systems Ingenia, Siemens Prisma, Siemens Skyra, Siemens Verio, UIH uMR 780, UIH uMR
790) from January 2019 to March 2023 at Shanghai Sixth People’s Hospital. Each data sample consists
of one case report and scans of four axial MRI modalities, namely, T1WI, T2WI, T2FLAIR, and DWI.
We use 2,707 healthy cases of 10,824 images to pre-train our segmentation model in a self-supervised
manner, with 2,165 cases of 8,657 images as trainset and 542 cases of 2,167 images as testset. We use all
12,535 cases of 30,793 images to train our report generation model, with 10,028 cases of 24,613 images
as trainset, 539 cases of 2,155 images as valset, and 1,968 cases of 4,025 images as testset.

• RadGenome-Brain MRI: The dataset comprises 1,007 cases of 3,408 imaging-report pairs. The image
data are sourced from five well-known public anomaly segmentation datasets, including the ISLES2022,
White Matter Hyperintensity Challenge Dataset (WMH), BraTS2021, BraTS-MEN, and BraTS-MET,
covering 6 MRI modalities (T1-weighted, T2-weighted, DWI, T2-Flair, ADC, and T1-contrast) and 5

†https://github.com/MIC-DKFZ/nnUNet/tree/nnunetv1
‡This study has been approved by the Ethics Committee of Shanghai Sixth People’s Hospital [IRB code: 2023-KY-082 (K)].
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Table 3 | Overview of the datasets used in the training and testing stage of AutoRG-Brain. ✗ means no label, ✓ means having
the ground-truth label, ✓∗ means having the pseudo label.

Module Dataset Modality
Annotation Type Image Split

Reports
Anomaly

Seg.
Anatomical

Seg.
Training Validation Test

Segmentation
- First Stage

SSPH (Ours)
- Healthy Data

T1WI, T2WI
T2FLAIR, DWI

✓ ✓∗ ✓∗ 8,657 2,167 -

ISLES2022 DWI ✗ ✓ ✗ - - 247

BraTS2021 T2FLAIR ✗ ✓ ✗ - - 1,251

Segmentation
- Second Stage

SSPH (Ours)
- Healthy Data

T1WI, T2WI
T2FLAIR, DWI

✓ ✓∗ ✓∗ 8,657 2,167 -

SSPH (Ours)
- Abnormal Data

✗ ✗ ✗ - - 100

RP3D-Brain ✗ ✗ ✗ - - 100

ISLES2022 DWI ✗ ✓ ✓∗ 200 50 -

BraTS2021

T1WI, T2WI
T2FLAIR

✗ ✓ ✓∗ 3000 753 -

BraTS-MEN ✗ ✓ ✓∗ 2400 600 -

BraTS-MET ✗ ✓ ✓∗ 570 144 -

BraTS-PED ✗ ✓ ✓∗ 237 60 -

BraTS-SSA ✗ ✓ ✓∗ 144 36 -

ATLAS
T1WI

✗ ✓ ✓∗ 524 131 -

Hammers-n30r95 ✗ ✓∗ ✓ 20 4 6

WMH
T1WI

T2FLAIR
✗ ✓ ✓∗ 96 24 -

Report Generation
Module

SSPH (Ours)
T1WI, T2WI

T2FLAIR, DWI
✓ ✓∗ ✓∗ 24,613 2,155 4,025

RadGenome-Brain MRI (Ours)
T1WI, T1CE

T2WI, T2FLAIR
DWI, ADC

✓ ✓ ✓∗ 2,382 338 688

distinct disease types (infarction, white matter hyperintensity, glioma, meningioma, and metastasis).
We invite five radiologists (4-5 years) to write report findings and impressions for the annotated anomaly
area of each patient case. The training, validation, and testing split along with the annotation types are
shown in Tab. 4.

Table 4 | The annotation type and image-level training, validation, and testing split of the RadGenome-Brain MRI dataset.
✓ means having the ground truth label, ✓∗ means having the pseudo label.

Dataset Sub-Dataset Modality
Annotation Type Image Split

Reports
Anomaly

Seg.
Anatomical

Seg.
Training Validation Test

RadGenome-Brain MRI

BraTS2021
T1WI, T1CE

T2WI, T2FLAIR

✓ ✓ ✓∗ 644 92 184

BraTS-MEN ✓ ✓ ✓∗ 644 92 184

BraTS-MET ✓ ✓ ✓∗ 660 92 196

ISLES2022 DWI, ADC ✓ ✓ ✓∗ 350 50 100

WMH
T1WI

T2FLAIR
✓ ✓ ✓∗ 84 12 24
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Brain Structure Segmentation

• Hammers-n30r95 [11]: This is a brain atlases dataset consisting of 30 adult T1-weighted MRIs,
including annotations for 95 distinct brain anatomical regions§. The dataset is utilized to quantify the
brain structure segmentation performance of AutoRG-Brain. We randomly divided the dataset into
training, validation, and testing sets with a ratio of 10:2:3. Additionally, we employed this dataset to
generate brain structure segmentation labels for healthy Brain MRIs from our SSPH by performing
registration.

Anomaly Segmentation

• BraTS [31, 22, 6, 7, 30, 5, 19, 2]: BraTS stands for Brain Tumor Segmentation (BraTS) Challenge. In
this paper, we have used a series of datasets from BraTS, including BraTS2021, BraTS-PED, BraTS-SSA,
BraTS-MET, and BraTS-MEN. Each patient data in the above datasets has 4 structural MRI volumes,
including T1-weighted, post-contrast T1-weighted, T2-weighted, and T2 Fluid Attenuated Inversion
Recovery, and associated manually generated ground truth labels for each tumor sub-region, including the
necrotic (NCR) sections, the peritumoral edematous/invaded tissue (ED), and the enhancing tumor (ET).
The details for each dataset are as follows: (i) BraTS2021 is a brain glioblastoma segmentation dataset
consisting of data from 1,251 patients, which was all used to test our zero-shot anomaly segmentation
performance after the first training stage of the segmentation module. Additionally, we randomly select
100 images comprising T1-weighted, T2-weighted, and T2-FLAIR modalities for assessing zero-shot
brain structure segmentation performance. It is further used to train, validate, and test our report
generation module as part of our RadGenome-Brain MRI dataset; (ii) BraTS-PED is used to train our
segmentation module at the second stage with 79 cases of 237 images as training set and 20 cases of
60 images as a validation set; (iii) BraTS-SSA is used to train our segmentation module at the second
stage with 48 cases of 144 images as training set and 12 cases of 36 images as a validation set; (iv)
BraTS-MET is used to train our segmentation module at the second stage with 190 cases of 570 images
as training set and 48 cases of 144 images as a validation set, and train, validate, and test our report
generation module as part of our RadGenome-Brain MRI dataset; (v) BraTS-MEN is used to train our
segmentation module at the second stage with 800 cases of 2,400 images as training set and 200 cases of
600 images as validation set, and train, validate, and test our report generation module as part of our
RadGenome-Brain MRI dataset.

• ISLES2022 [14]: This is an ischemic stroke lesion segmentation dataset consisting of 400 multi-vendor
MRI cases with high variability in stroke lesion size, quantity, and location. In the official split, the
dataset was split into a training dataset (n=250) and a test dataset (n=150). Since the test set is
not released to the public, we use the training set of DWI modality to test our zero-shot anomaly
segmentation performance after the first training stage of the segmentation module. Additionally, we
randomly select 100 images of DWI to assess the zero-shot brain structure segmentation performance.
It is further used to train and validate our segmentation module in the second stage and train, validate,
and test our report generation module as part of our RadGenome-Brain MRI dataset.

• ATLAS [25]: ATLAS stands for anatomical tracings of lesions after stroke dataset. It has 655 patient
data of T1WI modality with manually-segmented lesion masks. We use 524 cases of 524 images as
training set and 131 cases of 131 images as validation set to train our segmentation module at the second
stage.

• WMH [21]: This is a challenge dataset for white matter hyperintensity (WMH) segmentation. It
has 60 patient data of T1WI and T2FLAIR modalities with manually-segmented lesion masks from
three institutions: UMC Utrecht, NUHS Singapore, and VU Amsterdam. The dataset is used to train
and validate our segmentation module in the second stage with 48 cases of 96 images as train set and
12 cases of 24 images as validation set. Additionally, it is used to train, validate, and test our report
generation module as part of our RadGenome-Brain MRI dataset.

§http://brain-development.org/brain-atlases/
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Other Dataset

• RP3D-Brain [47]: RP3D-Brain is a subset of the RP3D dataset, with a focus on Brain MRI. The
dataset is sourced from Radiopaedia¶, an expanding peer-reviewed educational radiology resource
website that enables clinicians to upload 3D volumes, providing a more realistic representation of
clinical scenarios. Privacy concerns have been addressed by the clinicians during the uploading process.
RP3D-Brain comprises 2,286 cases, encompassing 6,746 images from T1WI, T2WI, T2FLAIR, and DWI
imaging modalities. Here, we use a subset of 100 cases from RP3D-Brain data to test the brain structure
segmentation ability on abnormal brain scans of our segmentation module.

4.3 Evaluation

Our proposed system, AutoRG-Brain, consists of two modules, serving three key functions: anomaly segmen-
tation, brain anatomical structure segmentation, and report generation. Tab. 5 shows the organization of the
evaluation, including the purpose, baseline methods, the test benchmark and their corresponding size.

Evaluation On Segmentation. We conduct a series of experiments to demonstrate the efficacy of our
segmentation module on both internal and external data. The evaluation of the segmentation module is from
three aspects: (i) anomaly segmentation on public datasets with quantitative results; (ii) brain structure
segmentation on the public dataset with quantitative results; (iii) brain structure segmentation on abnormal
brain MRIs with human ranking.

Evaluation On Report Generation. We evaluate the report generation on two distinct datasets: SSPH,
an in-house dataset collected from the hospital, and RadGenome-Brain MRI, our collected grounded report
generation dataset based on the public brain MRI segmentation samples. To assess the quality of the generated
reports, we compare them to the ground truth reports written and verified by senior doctors with 6-8 years of
experience. For quantitative evaluation, we adopt popular metrics from the NLP community, for example,
BLEU [37], ROUGE [26], BERT-Score [49] and those specifically designed for measuring the radiology reports
such as RadGraph [48], RadCliQ [48], and RateScore [54]. To demonstrate the system’s practical usefulness in
clinical scenarios, we conduct a human evaluation for generated reports on the SSPH dataset, which provided
valuable insights into the generated reports’ usability and effectiveness from the radiologists’ perspective.

Integration in the Real Clinical Scenario. We integrate AutoRG-Brain into the clinical workflow of one
group of radiologists and compare it with the other group without AI assistance. Both groups of radiologists
have 2-5 years of experience, and the ground truth reports are generated by senior radiologists with 6-8 years
experience. Detailed analysis is presented in Sec. 3 with specific cases listed in the Appendix Sec.C.3.

Baselines. Tab. 5 lists the compared baselines. As AutoRG-Brain is the first system capable of performing
multiple tasks, such as anomaly segmentation, anatomical segmentation, and grounded report generation
on brain MRI, here, we conduct comparisons with multiple existing approaches focusing on per task. The
detailed introduction for each method is as follows:

Anomaly Segmentation

• AE [8]: An auto-encoder with a dense bottleneck is trained to reconstruct normal data, under the
assumption that anomalies cannot be reconstructed as effectively.

• VAE [20]: This method introduces a simple prior distribution for latent variables and uses KL-
Divergence to constrain the latent space, differing from AE in its approach to handling the latent
space.

• VQ-VAE [46]: This method is a type of variational autoencoder that uses vector quantization to obtain
a discrete latent representation. It differs from VAEs in two key ways: the encoder network outputs
discrete, rather than continuous, codes; and the prior is learned rather than static.

• f-AnoGANE [40]: This model introduces a Generative Adversarial Network (GAN)-based unsupervised
learning approach capable of identifying anomalous images and image segments, that can serve as an

¶https://radiopaedia.org/
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Table 5 | Evaluation Overview. The SSPH dataset is an in-house pre-training dataset collected from Shanghai Sixth People’s
Hospital, RadGenome-Brain MRI is our curated grounded report generation dataset, that will be released to the community.

Task Method
Experiment

Setting
Test Benchmark # Images

Module
Evaluation

Anomaly
Segmentation

AE [8] VAE [20] VQ-VAE [46]
f-AnoGANE [40] BTAE [12]

DCTAE [12] HTAES [12] CUAS [42]
3D IF [34] Sim2Real [53] AutoRG-Brain (Ours)

Quantitative
Metrics

BraTS2021 [5]
ISLES2022 [14]

2,051
247

Brain
Structure

Segmentation

EasyReg [16]
nnU-Net [17]

VoxHRNet [24]
AutoRG-Brain (Ours)

Swin-UNETR [13]

Quantitative
Metrics

Hammers-n30r95 [11] 6

Human
Evaluation

SSPH (Ours)
BraTS2021 [5]
ISLES2022 [14]

RP3D-Brain [47]

100
100
100
100

Report
Generation

Med-Flamingo [33] MedVInT [52]
OpenFlamingo [4] AutoRG-Brain (Ours)

Quantitative
Metrics

SSPH (Ours)
RadGenome-Brain MRI (Ours)

4,025
688

AutoRG-Brain (Ours)
Human

Evaluation
SSPH (Ours) 800

Overall System
Evaluation

AutoRG-Brain (Ours)
AI-assisted

Report
Writing

SSPH (Ours) 800

imaging biomarker candidates.

• BTAE [12]: Basic transformer autoencoder is a simple autoencoder with transformer as the backbone.

• DCTAE [12]: Dense convolutional transformer autoencoder is a transformer-based AE model with a
dense bottleneck.

• HTAES [12]: Hierarchical transformer autoencoder is a hierarchical transformer with and without skip
connections respectively, for gradually learning hierarchical features while reducing the computation
complexity of standard Transformers for the medical image segmentation task.

• CUAS [42] Constrained unsupervised anomaly segmentation proposes a novel constrained formulation
for unsupervised lesion segmentation, which integrates an auxiliary constrained loss to force the network
to generate attention maps that cover the whole context in normal images.

• 3D IF [34]: This method utilizes an auto-decoder to learn the distribution of healthy images, using
implicit representation for mapping spatial coordinates to voxel intensities, with anomalies identified
through restoration discrepancies.

• Sim2Real [53]: This method is prior state-of-the-art self-supervised representation learning method
for zero-shot tumor segmentation on 3D medical data, which was first pre-train a model with simulated
tumors, and then adopt a self-training strategy for downstream data adaptation. We utilized the released
checkpoint for zero-shot brain anomaly segmentation evaluation in our study.

Brain Strucutre Segmentation

• EasyReg [16]: The EasyReg baseline refers to the SOTA registration method integrated in FreeSurfer
7.4. The segmentation results of EasyReg on the test set are obtained through image registration from
the training set.

• Swin-UNETR [13]: Swin-UNETR is an architecture for semantic segmentation of brain tumors using
multi-modal MRI images, which has a U-shaped network design and uses a Swin transformer as the
encoder and CNN-based decoder that is connected to the encoder via skip connections at different
resolutions.

• VoxHRNet [24]: VoxHRNet is a full-volume framework, which feeds the full-volume brain image into
the segmentation network and directly outputs the segmentation result for the whole brain volume.

• nnU-Net [17]: nnU-Net is a SOTA deep learning-based segmentation method that automatically
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configures itself, including preprocessing, network srchitecture, training, and post-processing for any
new task. Note the baseline nnU-Net is not the same structure as our segmentation module, since we
modify the original nnU-Net to fit our problem scenario.

Report Generation

The textual prompts for baselines under two types of evaluation are shown in Appendix Sec.B.1.

• OpenFlamingo [4]: This is an open-source implementation of the prior state-of-the-art generalist
visual language model Flamingo [3], which was trained on large-scale data from a general visual-language
domain. We utilized the released checkpoint for zero-shot and few-shot evaluation in our study.

• MedVInT [52]: This is a visual instruction-tuned visual language model based on LLaMA [44], which
was trained on PMC-VQA [52]. Considering that the PMC-VQA data does not contain any few-shot
cases, mainly targeting at zero-shot prompting cases, we directly use the released checkpoint of the
MedVInT-TD model with PMC-LLaMA and PMC-CLIP backbone for zero-shot evaluation.

• Med-Flamingo [33]: This is a multimodal model developed based on OpenFlamingo-9B [4], that can
handles multi-image input interleaving with texts. We use the released checkpoint for zero-shot and
few-shot evaluation.

Metrics. We adopt various metrics to assess our system under different evaluation tasks. Specifically, For
the segmentation tasks, we quantitatively evaluate the performance from the perspective of Dice Similarity
Coefficient (DSC), Precision (PRE), and Sensitivity (SE) respectively. For the report generation tasks, we
evaluate the generative models with BLEU-4, ROUGE-1, BERT-Score, RadGraph, RadCliQ, and RaTEScore
scores. The detailed introduction of each metric is as follows:

• DSC. Dice Similarity Coefficient (DSC) is a standard segmentation metric. It measures the overlap
between the model’s prediction P and ground truth G, formally defined as:

DSC(P,G) =
2|P

⋂
G|

|P |+ |G|
.

• PRE. Precision (PRE)
is a segmentation metric that measures the probability of correct prediction, which is defined as:

PRE(P,G) =
|P

⋂
G|

|P
⋂

G|+ |P −G|
.

• SE. Sensitivity (SE)
is a segmentation metric that measures the model’s ability to correctly detect patients who have the
disease, which is defined as:

SE(P,G) =
|P

⋂
G|

|P
⋂

G|+ |G− P |
.

• BLEU [37]. BLEU stands for “BiLingual Evaluation Understudy”
It measures the accuracy of the report generation result. We use nltk.translate.bleu_score.sentence_bleu
with weights of (0, 0, 0, 1) to calculate our 4-gram BLEU-4 score.

• ROUGE [26]. ROUGE stands for “Recall-Oriented Understudy for Gisting Evaluation”. It refers to a
set of report generation evaluation measures that assess the overlap between a generated summary
and a set of reference summaries. Assume the reference report as G, the ROUGEn metric (n = 1 by
default) is calculated as follows:

ROUGEn =

∑
s∈G

∑
gramn∈s Countmatch(gramn)∑

c∈G

∑
gramn∈s Count(gramn)

,

here we use the ROUGE1 as our ROUGE-1 metric.
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• BERT-Score [49]. BERTScore is a report generation metric that measures the report generation
similarity between the generated report and the reference report using contextualized word embeddings
provided by the BERT (Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Transformers) model. In this paper,
we use bert_score.BERT-Scorer with model type as bert-base-uncased to calculate the BERT-Score.

• RadGraph [48]. An automatic report generation metric that computes the overlap in clinical entities
and relations between a model-generated report and a radiologist-generated report. For simplicity, we
use RadGraph here to represent the ‘RadGaph F1’ in the original paper.

• RadCliQ [48]. This report generation metric predicts a radiologist-determined error score from
a combination of automated metrics, including BLEU, BERTScore, CheXbert vector similarity, and
RadGraph.

• RaTEScore [54]. RaTEScore is a report generation metric that extracts key medical terms and
computes the similarity based on the entity embeddings computed from the language model and
their corresponding types. It is robust against complex medical synonyms and sensitive to negation
expressions.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose the first brain MRI interpretation system, termed AutoRG-Brain, capable of analyzing
brain MRIs through brain anomaly segmentation, brain structure segmentation, and report generation, closely
following radiologists’ workflow. We also build RadGenome-Brain MRI, a new benchmark dataset for grounded
report generation on brain MRI with anomaly segmentation and report annotations, encompassing 3,408
images across 6 modalities and 5 disease types. Experimentally, we demonstrate the superior performance of
each system sub-module and the effectiveness of RadGenome-Brain MRI as a pre-training dataset. Lastly,
we show that integrating AutoRG-Brain into clinician workflows can provide educational benefits for junior
radiologists and enhance overall work efficiency. We open-source AutoRG-Brain, RadGenome-Brain MRI, and
our human evaluation platform to boost future research.
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A Segmentation Evaluation

We adopt the Swin-UNETR, VoxHRNet, and nnU-Net as the most widely utilized segmentation backbones,
alongside the state-of-the-art registration model EasyReg, serving as the models to verify our self-supervised
regime. As we do not have the ground truth anatomical segmentation mask on multi-modal MRI scans of
abnormal brains, we conduct the quantitative evaluation on synthetic data, by adding artificial ‘lesions’ [53,
15, 41, 43]. We split the Hammer-b30r95 dataset into the same training, validation, and testing sets for all
methods, except for EasyReg, a registration tool that does not require training. Results in Table 1 demonstrate
that our self-supervised regime significantly improves brain region segmentation on lesion-induced brain across
various network backbones.

Supplementary Table 1 | Effectiveness of our self-supervised training strategy on different widely-used network backbones.
We evaluate these models (except registration model EasyReg) w./w.o our self-supervised strategy on two different datasets, the
original Hammers-n30r95 dataset and the Hammers-n30r95 dataset with synthetic anomalies. We report the Dice Similarity
Coefficient (DSC) (%), Hausdorff Distance (HD), Precision (PRE) (%) and Sensitivity (SE) (%). The best result is bolded.

Network
Signal-aware

Synthetic Anomalies
Hammers-n30r95

Hammers-n30r95
w. Synthetic Anomalies

DSC ↑ HD ↓ PRE ↑ SE ↑ DSC ↑ HD ↓ PRE ↑ SE ↑

EasyReg [16] 69.03 10.69 69.56 70.78 67.64 10.79 68.6 69.02

Swin-UNETR [13] 79.30 14.69 80.36 79.54 72.89 34.37 78.03 72.26
Swin-UNETR [13] ✔ 77.65 25.88 78.69 78.17 74.55 29.04 76.47 74.71

VoxHRNet [24] 80.32 8.68 79.96 81.74 74.53 14.97 76.41 74.94
VoXHRNet [24] ✔ 80.34 8.65 79.95 81.84 77.15 11.18 80.13 79.49

nnU-Net [17] 81.85 8.86 81.96 82.85 75.19 13.74 77.24 75.62
nnU-Net [17] ✔ 81.52 9.16 81.68 82.63 79.57 9.28 81.43 81.57

BraTS2021 ISLES2022

ISLES2022BraTS2021

BraTS2021 ISLES2022

ISLES2022BraTS2021

BraTS2021 ISLES2022

Input Image Ground Truth Sim2Real Ours-S1 Input Image Ground Truth Sim2Real Ours-S1

Supplementary Fig. 1 | Examples of abnormal segmentation of Sim2Real and Ours-S1, our segmentation module after the
first self-supervised training stage, on the BraTS2021 and ISLES2022 datasets.
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B Report Generation Evaluation

B.1 Prompt for Report Generation Baselines.

For OpenFlamingo and Med-Flamingo, we perform both zero-shot and few-shot evaluations in our study.
Specifically, we follow the prompts derived from the official Med-Flamingo repository. The zero-shot evaluation
prompt for whole report generation is as follows:

‘You are a helpful radiology assistant. You are being provided with an image and a question, answer the
given question. <image> Question: Please write a radiology report that explains this brain MRI image.
Answer:”.

The zero-shot evaluation prompt for region-based report generation is as follows:

‘You are a helpful radiology assistant. You are being provided with an image and a question, answer
the given question. <image> Question: Please write a summarized radiology report that describe the
findings/abnormality in the [region_text] of this brain MRI image. Answer:”.

where [region_text] denotes the target region list. In the few-shot setting, we expand upon this format by
supplying the models with additional examples to guide their responses. This is structured as follows:

“You are a helpful medical assistant. You are being provided with images, a question about the image,
and an answer. Follow the examples and answer the last question. <image> Question: [the first
question] Answer: [the first answer]. < |endofchunk| > <image> Question: [the second question]
Answer: [the second answer].<|endofchunk|> <image> Question: [the third question] Answer: [the third
answer].<|endofchunk|> <image> Question: Please write a radiology report that explains this brain
MRI image. Answer:”.
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B.2 Prompt for Report Processing

B.2.1 Prompt for SSPH Report Processing

GPT-4, I need you to analyze the following MRI report and break it down into a structured JSON
format. The JSON should organize the findings by anatomical regions and MRI sequences, with each
related observation described in a complete sentence derieved from the original report. For each region
and sequence, mention if the signal is isointense, hyperintense, etc. Here’s the report: <report>. Please
compile the findings in the following JSON format:
{
’Region_Name’ {
’T1W’ (if mentioned): ’Description of the lesion in the original reports on T1W sequence, including its
boundary, edema, its impact to surrouding brain tissue (if any).’,
’T2W’ (if mentioned): ’Description of the lesion in the original reports on T2W sequence, including its
boundary, edema, its impact to surrouding brain tissue (if any).’,
’FLAIR’ (if mentioned): ’Description of the lesion in the original reports on FLAIR sequence, including
its boundary, edema, its impact to surrouding brain tissue (if any).’,
’DWI’ (if mentioned): ’Description of the lesion in the original reports on DWI sequence, including its
boundary, edema, its impact to surrouding brain tissue (if any).’,
’Other’ (if not any sequence is mentioned): ’Description of the region in the original reports.’
},
... }
Begin when you’re ready.

B.2.2 Prompt for BraTS2021/MET/MEN Report Processing

GPT-4, I need you to analyze the following chinese MRI report fingdings and impression. For the finding:
1. translate the provided report findings into english with precise medical terminology. Ensure that the
translation accurately conveys the original meaning and includes all the relevant medical terms.
2. Break the english fingdings down into a structured format. The JSON should organize the findings by
anatomical regions and MRI sequences, with each related observation described in a complete sentence
derieved from the original report. For each region and sequence, mention if the signal is isointense,
hyperintense, etc.
For the impression:
1. Translate the following Chinese medical report impression into english.
2. List the diagnosed diseases mentioned within the english impression.
Here’s the chinese report finding: <finding> and impression: <impression>. Please compile the results
in the following JSON format:{
’finding’:{
’english’:’Translation of the chinese report fingding.’, ’T1W’: ’Description of the lesion in the original
reports on T1W sequence, including its location, boundary, edema, its impact to surrouding brain tissue
(if any), and the findings about midline, sulci, gyri, ventricles and cisterns.’, ’T2W’: ’Description of the
lesion in the original reports on T1W sequence, including its location, boundary, edema, its impact to
surrouding brain tissue (if any), and the findings about midline, sulci, gyri, ventricles and cisterns.’,
’FLAIR’: ’Description of the lesion in the original reports on T1W sequence, including its location,
boundary, edema, its impact to surrouding brain tissue (if any), and the findings about midline, sulci,
gyri, ventricles and cisterns.’, ’T1C’: ’Description of the lesion in the original reports on T1W sequence,
including its location, boundary, edema, its impact to surrouding brain tissue (if any), and the findings
about midline, sulci, gyri, ventricles and cisterns.’
},
’impression’:{
’translation’: ’Translation of the chinese report impression.’,
’disease’: [list of diseases mentioned in the english impression]
}}
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B.2.3 Prompt for ISLES2022 Report Processing

GPT-4, I need you to analyze the following chinese MRI report fingdings and impression. For the finding:
1. translate the provided report findings into english with precise medical terminology. Ensure that the
translation accurately conveys the original meaning and includes all the relevant medical terms.
2. Break the english fingdings down into a structured format. The JSON should organize the findings by
anatomical regions and MRI sequences, with each related observation described in a complete sentence
derieved from the original report. For each region and sequence, mention if the signal is isointense,
hyperintense, etc. For the impression: 1. Translate the following Chinese medical report impression into
english. 2. List the diagnosed diseases mentioned within the english impression.
Here’s the chinese report finding: <finding> and impression: <impression>. Please compile the results
in the following JSON format:
{’finding’:{
’english’:’Translation of the chinese report fingding.’,
’ADC’: ’Description of the signal of the lesion on ADC sequence (if any), and the findings about midline,
sulci, gyri, ventricles and cisterns.’,
’DWI’: ’Description of the signal of the lesion on DWI sequence (if any), and the findings about midline,
sulci, gyri, ventricles and cisterns.’ },
’impression’:{
’translation’: ’Translation of the chinese report impression.’, ’disease’: [list of diseases mentioned in the
english impression] } }

B.2.4 Prompt for WMH Report Processing

GPT-4, I need you to analyze the following chinese MRI report fingdings and impression. For the finding:
1. translate the provided report findings into english with precise medical terminology. Ensure that the
translation accurately conveys the original meaning and includes all the relevant medical terms.
2. Break the english fingdings down into a structured format. The JSON should organize the findings by
anatomical regions and MRI sequences, with each related observation described in a complete sentence
derieved from the original report. For each region and sequence, mention if the signal is isointense,
hyperintense, etc.
For the impression:
1. Translate the following Chinese medical report impression into english.
2. List the diagnosed diseases mentioned within the english impression.
Here’s the chinese report finding:’" + finding+"’ and impression: <impression>. Please compile the
results in the following JSON format:
{’finding’:{
’english’:’Translation of the chinese report fingding.’,
’T1W’: ’Description of the signal of the lesion on T1W sequence (if any), and the findings about midline,
sulci, gyri, ventricles and cisterns.’,
’FLAIR’: ’Description of the signal of the lesion on FLAIR sequence (if any), and the findings about
midline, sulci, gyri, ventricles and cisterns.’
},
’impression’:{
’translation’: ’Translation of the chinese report impression.’,
’disease’: [list of diseases mentioned in the english impression]
}
}

B.3 Human Evaluation Annotation Page
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Annotation Page for Huam Evaluation of Generated Report 

The first row from left to right presents the original images of T1WI, T2FLAIR, T2WI, and DWI modalities.
The second row from left to right displays the anomaly masks detected by the model on the T1WI, T2FLAIR, T2WI, and DWI 
images. Please answer the following questions according to the image and reference report.

0 0 0 0

Submit

There was a small patch of abnormal signal in the right occipital lobe, which was isointense on T1-weighted imaging and 
high FLAIR signal; high FLAIR signal was seen in the left basal ganglia; abnormal high FLAIR signal was seen in the bilateral
frontal, parietal and temporal lobes. The ventricles and cisterns were not enlarged, the sulci were widened, and the midline 
structures were not displaced.

Generated Report

An abnormal signal focus was visible on the right occipital edge, measuring approximately 1.8 x 1.1 x 1.4 cm, with low signal
on T1WI, equal signal on T2WI, slightly high signal on DWI, clear edges, no obvious edema in the surrounding brain tissue, 
slight displacement of local sulci and gyri, connected to the broad base of the dura mater, no obvious hyperplasia of the 
surrounding bone. An abnormal signal was visible in the triangular area of the left ventricle, measuring approximately 2.3 x 
1.4 cm, with low signal on T1WI and high signal on T2WI. Spotted T1W equal signals were seen in the bilateral frontal and 
parietal lobes, and T2W and FLAIR high signal shadows. There was no displacement of the midline structure, no 
enlargement of the ventricles and cisterns, slightly widened sulci, and clear gyri.

Reference Report

1. The amount of clinically important omission of findings;
2. The amount of clinically important false prediction of finding;
3. The amount of clinically important incorrect location/position of finding;
4. The amount of clinically important incorrect description of lesion.

Please provide the answer consisting of 4 statistical figures in order, separated by spaces.

Supplementary Fig. 2 | The annotation page for human evaluation of the generated report.
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B.4 Examples for Generated Global Reports of AutoRG-Brain-Global/AutoSeg/Prompt

Report under Global, AutoSeg, and Prompt Settings - Case 1

T2FLAIR
Global

The right thalamus exhibits high signals on FALIR. The bilateral basal ganglia exhibit high signals on FLAIR. The 
bilateral frontal lobes exhibit high signals on FLAIR. The bilateral parietal lobes exhibit high signals on FLAIR. The 
brainstem exhibits high signals on FLAIR. The bilateral occipital lobes exhibit high signals on FLAIR. The brain pools 
and ventricles are slightly enlarged. The cerebral sulci are widened and deepened, with no shift in midline structures.

AutoSeg

The left frontal parietal lobe shows abnormal patchy signals that are hyperintense on FLAIR images. The lesion in 
the right parietal lobe presents with high signal. The ventricles and cisterns do not show enlargement, with no 
midline shift.  The cerebral sulci are widened and deepened.

Prompt

A small patchy area of abnormal signal is seen in the left frontal lobe. The lesions in the periventricular white matter 
of the bilateral frontal and parietal lobes are high in signal on FLAIR images. The ventricles and cisterns do not show 
enlargement. The cerebral sulci are widened and deepened, with no midline shift.

Punctate and patchy areas of high signal are present in the left frontal lobe periventricular white matter on FLAIR imaging. 
Punctate and patchy areas of high signal are present in the periventricular white matter of the bilateral frontoparietal 
lobes on FLAIR imaging. The ventricles and brain pools are slightly enlarged. The cerebral sulci are widened and deepened, 
with no shift in midline structures. 

Reference Report

DWI
Global

The cerebral pools and ventricles are slightly enlarged. There is no shift in midline structures. The cerebral sulci are 
widened and deepened.

AutoSeg

The left frontal parietal lobe shows high signal. The cerebral pools and ventricles are slightly enlarged, with no shift 
in midline structures.  The cerebral sulci are widened and deepened.

Prompt

The left frontal lobe shows patchy abnormal signal with high signal intensity on diffusion-weighted imaging. The ventricles 
and brain pools are slightly enlarged. The cerebral sulci are widened and deepened, with no shift in midline structures.

Reference Report

There is a small area of abnormal signal intensity in the left frontal lobe on DWI. The cerebral pools and ventricles 
are slightly enlarged.  The cerebral sulci are widened and deepened, with no shift in midline structures

Supplementary Fig. 3 | The generated reports under three settings: AutoRG-Brain-Global, AutoRG-Brain-AutoSeg, and
AutoRG-Brain-Promt, respectively. Red sentences are the incorrect findings. Green sentences are the correct findings.
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Report under Global, AutoSeg, and Prompt Settings - Case 2

T1WI
Global

The right frontal-parietal lobe displays a patchy abnormal signal focus presenting low signal intensity. The right 
lateral ventricle is compressed and narrowed due to the lesion. There is no midline shift. The ventricles and cisterns 
are not enlarged. The sulci are clear without significant widening.

AutoSeg
The right temporal parietal lobe shows patchy abnormal signals with low signal intensity. An abnormal signal focus 
is present in the right temporal-parietal-occipital lobe, presenting mixed high and low signals. The lesion is 
associated with severe edema and has resulted in a midline shift to the left. The cerebral pools and ventricles are 
slightly enlarged.  The sulci are clear without significant widening.

Prompt
The right frontal lobe shows a patchy high signal. The cerebral pools and ventricles are slightly enlarged. The right 
frontal-parietal-temporal lobe shows a lesion with mixed high and low signals.  There is no midline shift  The sulci are 
clear without significant widening.

Multiple mass-like and nodular abnormal signal shadows were seen in the right frontal, parietal and occipital lobes, low 
signal on T1WI, with mixed signals within the lesion. The largest lesion is located at right frontal lobe, showing high signal, 
and measures approximately 52X42mm. 'Finger-like' edema is present around the lesions. The right lateral ventricle is 
compressed with midline shift to the left. The remaining ventricles are slightly enlarged. The cerebral sulci are widened 
and deepened.

Reference Report

T2FLAIR
Global

The right frontal-temporal-occipital region exhibits a high signal. The right lateral ventricle is compressed and 
narrowed. The right parietal-occipital region shows a high signal. The right temporal-occipital region shows a high 
signal. The cerebral pools and ventricles are slightly enlarged. The cerebral sulci are widened and deepened, with no 
shift in midline structures.

AutoSeg
The left frontal parietal lobe shows high signal. The cerebral pools and ventricles are slightly enlarged, with no shift 
in midline structures.  The cerebral sulci are widened and deepened.

Prompt

Multiple mass-like and nodular abnormal signal shadows were seen in the right frontal, parietal and occipital lobes, with 
high signal on FLAIR, mixed signals within the lesion. The right lateral ventricle is compressed with midline shift to the left.
The remaining ventricles are slightly enlarged. The cerebral sulci are widened and deepened, indicating atrophy or 
increased intracranial pressure. 

Reference Report

There is a small area of abnormal signal intensity in the left frontal lobe. The cerebral pools and ventricles are slightly 
enlarged.  The cerebral sulci are widened and deepened, with no shift in midline structures

Supplementary Fig. 4 | The generated reports under three settings: AutoRG-Brain-Global, AutoRG-Brain-AutoSeg, and
AutoRG-Brain-Promt, respectively. Red sentences are the incorrect findings. Green sentences are the correct findings.
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Report under Global, AutoSeg, and Prompt Settings - Case 3

T2WI
Global

The left temporal-parietal lobe shows high signal foci. The right cerebellar hemisphere shows high signal foci. The 
basal ganglia region shows high signal foci. The frontal-parietal lobes show high signal foci. The insula shows high 
signal foci. The ventricles are enlarged. The brain cisterns are enlarged. The cerebral sulci are widened and deepened, 
with no shift in midline structures.

AutoSeg
The frontal lobe shows abnormal signals with high signal intensity. The right occipital lobe shows high signal foci. 
The left frontal-parietal lobes show high signal foci under the cranial plates. The lesions in the left temporal lobe 
show high signal intensity on T2W imaging. Patchy areas of high signal are observed in the right parietal lobe. The 
cerebral pools and ventricles are slightly enlarged. Periventricular white matter shows high signal intensity.  with no 
shift in midline structures.  The cerebral sulci are widened and deepened.

Prompt
The temporal lobes show high signal shadows. There is a high signal in the left frontal-temporal-occipital lobe on 
T2W. The cerebral pools and ventricles are slightly enlarged. Periventricular white matter shows high signal foci.  The 
cerebral sulci are widened and deepened, with no shift in midline structures

Multiple spotty and flaky high signal on T2W were seen in the bilateral cerebellar hemispheres, frontal and parietal lobes, 
basal ganglia, and corona radiata, and beside the anterior and posterior horns of the lateral ventricles. The brain pools 
and ventricles are slightly enlarged. An arc-shaped, water-like signal that is subdural is present in the frontal temporal 
subdural region. Widened and deepened brain sulci, but no shift in midline structures.  A small nodule near the right 
occipital bone presents with low signal.

Reference Report

T2FLAIR
Global

Patchy abnormal signal shadows with high signal intensity are seen in the right temporal-occipital lobe. Patchy 
abnormal signal shadows with high signal intensity are seen in the bilateral basal ganglia region. Patchy abnormal 
signal shadows with high signal intensity are seen in the bilateral frontal-parietal lobes. Patchy abnormal signal 
shadows with high signal intensity are seen in the brainstem. The cerebral pools and ventricles are slightly enlarged. 
The cerebral sulci are widened and deepened, with no shift in midline structures.

AutoSeg
High signal intensities are noted in the periventricular white matter of the bilateral frontal and parietal lobes, near 
the lateral ventricles. The FLAIR sequence shows high signal abnormalities in the temporal lobe. Patchy areas of high 
signal intensity are noted in the bilateral basal ganglia on FLAIR imaging. High signal intensities are seen in the 
lesions in the brainstem on FLAIR. The ventricles and cisterns are enlarged. Abnormal signals are present in the 
periventricular white matter. Patchy abnormal signal foci showing high signal are present in the right frontal-
parietal-occipital lobes on FLAIR.  with no shift in midline structures.

Prompt

Multiple spot-like and flaky FLAIR lesions with high signal in some areas and low signal in others were observed in the 
bilateral cerebellar hemispheres, frontal and parietal lobes, basal ganglia, and corona radiata, and near the anterior and 
posterior horns of the lateral ventricles. The brain pools and ventricles are slightly enlarged. An arc-shaped, water-like signal 
that is subdural is present in the frontal temporal subdural region. Widened and deepened brain sulci, but no shift in 
midline structures.  A small nodule near the right occipital bone presents with low signal.

Reference Report

High signal shadows are noted in the right occipital lobe on FLAIR sequence. High signal shadows are observed in the 
bilateral frontal and parietal lobes on FLAIR imaging. The midline structures show no shift. The cerebral pools and 
ventricles are slightly enlarged. The cerebral sulci are widened and deepened, with no shift in midline structures

Supplementary Fig. 5 | The generated reports under three settings: AutoRG-Brain-Global, AutoRG-Brain-AutoSeg, and
AutoRG-Brain-Promt, respectively. Red sentences are the incorrect findings. Green sentences are the correct findings.
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C AI-assisted Report Writing

C.1 Annotation Page

Annotation Page for Group A Report Writing

Group A: Radiologists w.o AutoRG-Brain 

The images from left to right are T1WI, T2FLAIR, T2WI, and DWI modalities. Please observe the abnormalities in the images 
and write down the findings.

No obvious abnormal signals were found in the cerebral parenchyma and cerebellum on both sides of the brain, and no 
obvious abnormal high signal shadows were found on DWI. 
There was no enlargement of the cerebral cisterns and ventricles. The cerebral sulci and gyri were clear, without obvious 
widening, and the midline structure was not shifted.

Submit

Annotation Page for Group B Report Writing

Group B: Radiologists w. AutoRG-Brain 
The first row from left to right presents the original images of T1WI, T2FLAIR, T2WI, and DWI modalities.
The second row from left to right displays the anomaly masks detected by the model on the T1WI, T2FLAIR, T2WI, and DWI 
images. Please note that the pixel values may change when the masks are superimposed. For accurate pixel values, please 
refer to the corresponding original images. Please observe the images and make necessary modifications to the dialog 
content to formulate the final report findings.

There was a small patch of abnormal signal in the right occipital lobe, which was isointense on T1-weighted imaging and 
high FLAIR signal; high FLAIR signal was seen in the left basal ganglia; abnormal high FLAIR signal was seen in the bilateral 
frontal, parietal and temporal lobes. The ventricles and cisterns were not enlarged, the sulci were widened, and the midline 
structures were not displaced.

Submit

Supplementary Fig. 6 | The annotation page for doctors with and without AI assistance.
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C.2 Quantitative Results

Supplementary Table 2 | The comparison results between the ground truth report and reports written by AutoRG-Brain,
doctors w.o. AutoRG-Brain (A1, A2, and A3), and doctors w. AutoRG-Brain (B1, B2, and B3). BLEU-3, BLEU-4, ROUGE-1,
Bert-Score, RadGraph, RadCliQ, and RaTEScore are reported.

Method BLEU-3 ↑ BLEU-4 ↑ ROUGE-1 ↑ Bert-Score ↑ RadGraph ↑ RadCliQ ↓ RaTEScore ↑

AutoRG-Brain
AutoRG-Brain 10.09±8.16 6.23±7.10 38.78±11.72 73.38±4.75 35.45±11.50 0.54±0.36 62.09±9.36

Human
A1 15.57±10.52 10.41±9.78 50.68±10.85 76.66±4.12 38.92±10.31 0.34±0.32 61.25±7.10
A2 11.76±9.99 7.47±9.21 42.52±9.92 74.31±4.24 34.87±9.88 0.52±0.33 57.54±6.32
A3 11.79±8.99 7.61±8.29 45.08±9.81 74.23±3.88 33.08±9.24 0.56±0.32 59.57±7.25

Avg 13.04±10.01 8.49±9.21 46.09±10.76 75.07±4.23 35.62±10.12 0.47±0.34 59.46±7.07

Human w. AutoRG-Brain
B1 11.73±10.01 7.28±9.20 44.71±11.95 76.23±4.54 40.49±11.95 0.29±0.35 64.95±9.26
B2 12.80±8.37 8.41±7.42 44.00±9.59 76.52±4.09 38.81±10.24 0.33±0.30 64.33±9.44
B3 17.05±13.25 12.57±12.04 45.22±14.63 77.67±6.04 44.55±15.03 0.24±0.45 67.66±11.58

Avg 13.86±10.98 9.42±10.00 44.65±12.24 76.81±5.00 41.28±12.79 0.29±0.38 65.64±10.25
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C.3 Case Study

Qualitative Examples of Clinical Trail - Case 1 - Group A

Group A: Radiologists w.o AutoRG-Brain 

The images from left to right are T1WI, 
T2FLAIR, T2WI, and DWI modalities. Please 
observe the abnormalities in the images and 
write down the findings.

A few small spots of low T1W, high T2W and FLAIR signals were seen 
in the bilateral frontal and parietal lobes and the lateral ventricles. No 
obvious abnormal signals were found in the cerebral parenchyma and 
cerebellum on both sides of the rest of the brain, and no obvious 
abnormal high signal was found on DWI. There was no enlargement of 
the cerebral pools and ventricles. The cerebral sulci and gyri were clear, 
without obvious widening, and the midline structure was not shifted.

A2 Report
There were scattered patchy ischemic lesions in the bilateral frontal and 
parietal lobes, showing low signal on T1WI, high signal on T2WI and 
FLAIR, and no obvious high signal on DWI. No obvious abnormal signal 
was found in the cerebral parenchyma and cerebellum on both sides of 
the skull, and no obvious abnormal high signal shadow was found on 
DWI. There was no enlargement of the cerebral pools and ventricles. 
The cerebral sulci and gyri were clear, without obvious widening, and 
the midline structure was not shifted.

A3 Report
Multiple patchy Flair high signals and T2WI high signals were found in 
the frontal and parietal lobes and the lateral ventricles on both sides; 
no obvious abnormal signals were found in the cerebral parenchyma 
and cerebellum on both sides of the rest of the brain, and no obvious 
abnormal high signal shadows were found on DWI. The cisterns and 
ventricles were enlarged. The cerebral sulci and gyri were widened, and 
the midline structure was not shifted.

An abnormal signal focus was visible on the right occipital edge, measuring approximately 1.8 x 1.1 x 1.4 cm, with 
isointensity and hypointensity on T1WI, isointensity on T2WI, slightly hyperintensity on DWI, clear edges, no obvious edema 
in the surrounding brain tissue, slight displacement of local sulci and gyri, connected to the broad base of the dura mater, 
no obvious hyperplasia of the surrounding bone, moderate enhancement after enhancement, and uneven signal. 
An abnormal signal was visible in the triangular area of the left ventricle, measuring approximately 2.3 x 1.4 cm, with 
hypointensity on T1WI and hyperintensity on T2WI. After enhancement, peripheral linear lead was visible. Spotted T1W 
isointensities were seen in the bilateral frontal and parietal lobes, and T2W and flair hyperintensities. There was no 
displacement of the midline structure, no enlargement of the ventricles and cisterns, slightly widened sulci, and clear gyri.

Reference Report

Template from hospital: 
No obvious abnormal signals were found in the 
cerebral parenchyma and cerebellum on both 
sides of the brain, and no obvious abnormal 
high signal shadows were found on DWI. 
There was no enlargement of the cerebral 
cisterns and ventricles. The cerebral sulci and 
gyri were clear, without obvious widening, and 
the midline structure was not shifted.

T1WI T2FLAIR T2WI DWI

A1 Report

Supplementary Fig. 7 | The report written by three radiologists without AI-assistance in group A. Orange sentences are the
findings the radiologists missed.
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Qualitative Examples of Clinical Trail - Case 1 - Group B

B1 Report

There were multiple spot-like abnormal FLAIR high signals in the bilateral 
frontal and parietal lobes, and a cystic signal focus in the posterior horn 
of the left lateral ventricle, which showed low signal on T1W and high 
signal on T2W and FLAIR. The sulci and ventricles were not enlarged, but 
the sulci were widened, and there was no shift of the midline structure.

B2 Report

An abnormal signal focus was visible on the right occipital edge, measuring approximately 1.8 x 1.1 x 1.4 cm, with 
isointensity and hypointensity on T1WI, isointensity on T2WI, slightly hyperintensity on DWI, clear edges, no obvious edema 
in the surrounding brain tissue, slight displacement of local sulci and gyri, connected to the broad base of the dura mater, 
no obvious hyperplasia of the surrounding bone, moderate enhancement after enhancement, and uneven signal. 
An abnormal signal was visible in the triangular area of the left ventricle, measuring approximately 2.3 x 1.4 cm, with 
hypointensity on T1WI and hyperintensity on T2WI. After enhancement, peripheral linear lead was visible. Spotted T1W 
isointensities were seen in the bilateral frontal and parietal lobes, and T2W and flair hyperintensities. There was no 
displacement of the midline structure, no enlargement of the ventricles and cisterns, slightly widened sulci, and clear gyri.

Reference Report

A circular abnormal signal shadow was seen under the skull plate of the 
right occipital lobe, showing slightly low signal on T1W, equal signal on 
T2W and FLAIR, with clear boundaries; a cystic focus was seen in the 
triangular area of the left lateral ventricle, showing low signal on T1W, 
high signal on T2W, and low signal on FLAIR; scattered dot-like low 
signal on T1W, high signal on T2W, and high signal on FLAIR were seen 
in the bilateral frontal and parietal lobes. The ventricles were not 
enlarged, the sulci were widened, and the midline structure was not 
shifted.

Group B: Radiologists w. AutoRG-Brain

B3 Report

There was a small patch of abnormal signal in the right occipital lobe, 
which was isointense on T1-weighted imaging and high signal on FLAIR. 
Abnormal high signal on FLAIR was seen in the bilateral frontal, parietal 
and temporal lobes. The sulci and ventricles were not enlarged, the sulci 
were widened, and the midline structures were not displaced.

T1W+mask T2F+mask T2W+mask DWI+mask

Template generated by AutoRG-Brain: There 
was a small patch of abnormal signal in the right 
occipital lobe, which was isointense on T1-
weighted imaging and high FLAIR signal; high 
FLAIR signal was seen in the left basal ganglia; 
abnormal high FLAIR signal was seen in the 
bilateral frontal, parietal and temporal lobes. The 
ventricles and cisterns were not enlarged, the 
sulci were widened, and the midline structures 
were not displaced.

T1WI T2FLAIR T2WI DWI

Supplementary Fig. 8 | The report written by three radiologists with AI-assistance in group B.
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Qualitative Examples of Clinical Trail - Case 2 - Group A

Group A: Radiologists w.o AutoRG-Brain 

Patchy abnormal signal shadows were seen in the left temporal lobe, 
showing equal signal on T1W, slightly high signal on T2W, and high 
signal on FLAIR. A few small spots of low T1W, high T2W and high 
FLAIR signal shadows were seen in the bilateral frontal and parietal 
lobes and the right lateral ventricle. No obvious abnormal signal was 
found in the cerebral parenchyma and cerebellum on both sides of the 
rest of the brain, and no obvious abnormal high signal shadow was 
found on DWI. There was no enlargement of the cisterns and ventricles. 
The sulci and gyri were clear, without obvious widening, and the 
midline structure was not shifted.

A2 Report
There were scattered ischemic lesions in the bilateral frontal and 
parietal lobes, which showed low signals on T1WI, high signals on T2WI 
and FLAIR, and no obvious high signals on DWI. There were no obvious 
abnormal signals in the cerebral parenchyma and cerebellum on both 
sides of the skull, and no obvious abnormal high signal shadows on 
DWI. There was no enlargement of the cerebral pools and ventricles. 
The cerebral sulci and gyri were clear, without obvious widening, and 
the midline structure was not shifted.

A3 Report
Small patches of T1WI low signal, Flair high signal, T2WI high signal, and 
DWI slightly high signal can be seen in the right frontal lobe and left 
temporal lobe; small patches of T1WI equal signal, Flair high signal, and 
T2WI high signal can be seen in the frontal lobe and lateral ventricles on 
both sides; no obvious abnormal signal was found in the cerebral 
parenchyma and cerebellum on both sides of the rest of the brain, and no 
obvious abnormal high signal was found in DWI. There was no 
enlargement of the cisterns and ventricles. The sulci and gyri were clear, 
without obvious widening, and the midline structure was not shifted.

There is an arc-shaped abnormal signal focus under the skull plate in the left temporal parietal occipital region, 
showing high signals on T1W and FLAIR. There is a patchy abnormal signal focus on the left temporal parietal lobe, 
showing high signals on FLAIR. Multiple spot-like T1W and other low signals, T2W and FLAIR high signal shadows can be 
seen in the bilateral frontal parietal lobes and lateral ventricles. The cisterns and ventricles are slightly enlarged. The sulci 
are widened and deepened, and there is no displacement of the midline structure. The subcutaneous soft tissue of the right 
frontal region is slightly swollen.

Reference Report

Template from hospital: 
No obvious abnormal signals were found in 
the cerebral parenchyma and cerebellum on 
both sides of the brain, and no obvious 
abnormal high signal shadows were found 
on DWI. 
There was no enlargement of the cerebral 
cisterns and ventricles. The cerebral sulci and 
gyri were clear, without obvious widening, 
and the midline structure was not shifted.

T1WI T2FLAIR T2WI DWI

A1 Report

Supplementary Fig. 9 | The report written by three radiologists without AI-assistance in group A. Orange sentences are the
findings the radiologists missed.
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Qualitative Examples of Clinical Trail - Case 2 - Group B

B1 Report

There is a type of round abnormal signal shadow in the left temporal 
lobe with clear edges, FLAIR high signal, T1W, T2W high and low mixed 
signal, and a thin layer of T1W and FLAIR high signal shadow under the 
skull plate in the left frontal, parietal, temporal and occipital regions. 
Multiple patchy T1 and other low signals and FLAIR high signals can be 
seen in the bilateral frontal and parietal lobes and around the lateral 
ventricles. The cerebral cistern and ventricles are slightly enlarged. No 
obvious midline shift is observed. The sulci are widened.

B2 Report

Reference Report

Small patches of abnormal signal shadows were seen in the left 
temporal lobe, showing T1W isohypointensity, T2W and FLAIR 
isohypointensity, and surrounding edema bands with T1 low, T2W and 
FLAIR high signals were seen; arc-shaped abnormal signal shadows were 
seen under the left parietal occipital skull plate, showing T1W, T2W and 
FLAIR high signals. Multiple patchy T1 isohypointensities and FLAIR high 
signals were seen in the bilateral frontal and parietal lobes and around 
the lateral ventricles. The cisterns and ventricles were slightly enlarged. 
No obvious midline shift was observed. The sulci were widened.

Group B: Radiologists w. AutoRG-Brain

B3 Report

There was a strip of slightly high signal on T1 and T2 under the left 
temporal bone plate. The cerebral cistern and ventricle were slightly 
enlarged. No obvious midline shift was observed. The cerebral sulci were 
widened.

T1W+mask T2F+mask T2W+mask DWI+mask

Template generated by AutoRG-Brain: There 
is a round soft tissue mass under the left 
temporo-parietal bone plate with clear edges, 
high signal on FLAIR, and mixed high and low 
signals on T1. Multiple patchy T1 iso-low 
signals and high FLAIR signals can be seen in 
the bilateral frontal and parietal lobes and 
around the lateral ventricles. The right ventricle 
is compressed. The cisterns and ventricles are 
slightly enlarged. No obvious midline shift is 
observed. The sulci are widened.

There is an arc-shaped abnormal signal focus under the skull plate in the left temporal parietal occipital region, showing 
high signals on T1W and FLAIR. There is a patchy abnormal signal focus on the left temporal parietal lobe, showing high 
signals on FLAIR. Multiple spot-like T1W and other low signals, T2W and FLAIR high signal shadows can be seen in the 
bilateral frontal parietal lobes and lateral ventricles. The cisterns and ventricles are slightly enlarged. The sulci are widened 
and deepened, and there is no displacement of the midline structure. The subcutaneous soft tissue of the right frontal region 
is slightly swollen.

T1WI T2FLAIR T2WI DWI

Supplementary Fig. 10 | The report written by three radiologists with AI-assistance in group B.
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Qualitative Examples of Clinical Trail - Case 3 - Group A

Group A: Radiologists w.o AutoRG-Brain 

A mass-like abnormal signal shadow was seen in the left frontal lobe, 
showing low signal on T1W, mixed high and low signals on T2W and 
FLAIR, peripheral edema, compression of bilateral lateral ventricles, 
right deviation of the midline, small patchy DWI high signal shadows in 
the right basal ganglia and beside the lateral ventricles, and no 
obvious abnormal signal or abnormal high signal shadow was found in 
the cerebral parenchyma and cerebellum on both sides of the rest of 
the brain. There was no enlargement of the cisterns and ventricles. The 
sulci and gyri were clear and not significantly widened.

A2 Report

Space-occupying lesions were found in the left frontal lobe, showing 
mixed equal signals on T1WI, mixed high and low signals on T2WI and 
FLAIR, mixed high signals on DWI, and right deviation from the midline; 
edema-like changes in the surrounding brain parenchyma, showing 
low signals on T1WI, high signals on T2WI and FLAIR. Patchy abnormal 
signal shadows beside the right lateral ventricle showed low signals on 
T1WI, high signals on T2WI and FLAIR, and high signals on DWI. No 
obvious abnormal signals were found in the cerebral parenchyma and 
cerebellum on both sides of the brain, and no obvious abnormal high 
signal shadows were found on DWI. There was no enlargement of the 
cisterns and ventricles. The sulci and gyri were clear and not 
significantly widened.

A3 Report
A large patch of T1WI low signal, Flair high-low mixed signal, T2WI 
high-low mixed signal, and DWI high-low mixed signal can be seen in 
the left frontal lobe, surrounded by a ring of T1WI low signal, Flair high 
signal, and T2WI high signal; a small patch of T1WI low signal, Flair 
high signal, T2WI high signal, and DWI high signal can be seen in the 
right basal ganglia; no obvious abnormal signal was found in the 
cerebral parenchyma and cerebellum on both sides of the rest of the 
skull, and no obvious abnormal high signal was found in DWI. There 
was no enlargement of the cisterns and ventricles. The sulci and gyri 
were clear, without obvious widening, and the midline structure was 
not shifted.

A large area of abnormal mixed signals in the left frontal lobe, low signal on T1WI, slightly high signal on T2WI, a small 
amount of high signal on T1WI and low signal on T2WI inside, involving the knee of the corpus callosum, with a large 
area of edema around it, the midline is slightly shifted to the right, and the left lateral ventricle is compressed. Small patches 
of DWI high signals in the right basal ganglia; multiple spot-like T1W iso-low signals, T2W and FLAIR high signal 
shadows can be seen in the white matter around the right frontal and parietal lobes. The sulci are widened and 
deepened.

Reference Report

Template from hospital: 
No obvious abnormal signals were found in 
the cerebral parenchyma and cerebellum on 
both sides of the brain, and no obvious 
abnormal high signal shadows were found 
on DWI. 
There was no enlargement of the cerebral 
cisterns and ventricles. The cerebral sulci and 
gyri were clear, without obvious widening, 
and the midline structure was not shifted.

T1WI T2FLAIR T2WI DWI

A1 Report

Supplementary Fig. 11 | The report written by three radiologists without AI-assistance in group A. Orange sentences are the
findings the radiologists missed.
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Qualitative Examples of Clinical Trail - Case 3 - Group B

B1 Report
The left frontal lobe showed abnormal signal lesions, with mixed signals 
on T1W, high and low mixed signals on T2WI, FLAIR, and DWI, involving 
the knee of the corpus callosum and invading the contralateral lobe 
along the knee of the corpus callosum, surrounded by edema. The lateral 
ventricle was compressed, the midline structure shifted to the right, and 
there were patches of abnormal signal shadows in the right basal ganglia, 
showing equal signals on T1W, high signals on T2WI, FLAIR, and DWI. 
Spot-like FLAIR high signal can be seen in the right temporal and frontal
lobes. The cerebral cistern and ventricle were enlarged. The sulci were 
widened and deepened.

B2 Report

Reference Report

A mass of abnormal signal shadows can be seen in the left frontal lobe, 
showing a slightly low signal on T1W, mixed signals on T2W and FLAIR, 
involving the knee of the corpus callosum, partially crossing the midline, 
with edema signals around it. The left lateral ventricle is compressed, 
and the midline structure is shifted to the right; a small piece of 
abnormal signal shadow can be seen next to the right lateral ventricle, 
showing a slightly low signal on T1W, high signal on T2W, FLAIR, and 
DWI; a small piece of FLAIR high signal shadow can be seen in the right 
temporal and frontal lobes. The cerebral cistern and ventricle are 
enlarged. The sulci are widened and deepened. The midline is slightly 
shifted to the right.

Group B: Radiologists w. AutoRG-Brain

B3 Report
The left frontal lobe showed low T1 signal and slightly high T2 signal, 
involving the knee of the corpus callosum, with large areas of edema 
around it. The left lateral ventricle was compressed, and the midline 
shifted slightly to the right. Small patches of DWI high signal were seen 
in the right basal ganglia. Multiple spots of low T1 and other signals, 
high T2 and FLAIR signals were seen in the right frontal and parietal 
lobes and the white matter around the bilateral ventricles. The sulci were 
widened and deepened.

T1W+mask T2F+mask T2W+mask DWI+mask

Template generated by AutoRG-Brain: The 
abnormal area of the left frontal lobe has 
slightly high signals on T2WI and DWI, 
involving the knee of the corpus callosum, and 
slightly high signals on T2WI and FLAIR in the 
left periventricular area. The left lateral ventricle 
is compressed. The left frontal and parietal 
temporal lobes have high signals on T2W. 
Multiple spot-like T1W and other low signals, 
T2W and FLAIR high signal shadows can be 
seen in the periventricular white matter of the 
bilateral frontal and parietal lobes. The cisterns 
and ventricles are enlarged. The sulci are 
widened and deepened. The midline is slightly 
shifted to the right.

A large area of abnormal mixed signals in the left frontal lobe, low signal on T1WI, slightly high signal on T2WI, a small 
amount of high signal on T1WI and low signal on T2WI inside, involving the knee of the corpus callosum, with a large area of 
edema around it, the midline is slightly shifted to the right, and the left lateral ventricle is compressed. Small patches of DWI 
high signals in the right basal ganglia; multiple spot-like T1W iso-low signals, T2W and FLAIR high signal shadows can be 
seen in the white matter around the right frontal and parietal lobes. The sulci are widened and deepened.

T1WI T2FLAIR T2WI DWI

Supplementary Fig. 12 | The report written by three radiologists with AI-assistance in group B.
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