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ABSTRACT:  31 

Background: Prediction of which traumatic and hypoxic brain injuries will progress to brain 32 

death is currently based predominantly on history, physical examination and radiographic 33 

findings. We investigated how accurately purely objective measures including three neurologic 34 

serum markers and algorithmic CT (computed tomograph) scan analysis can predict brain death 35 

and differentiate its etiology.  36 

Methods: This prospective observational study enrolled 51 isolated trauma subjects and 19 37 

clinically brain dead subjects that were further divided by mechanism of injury into high-velocity 38 

trauma with presumed diffuse axonal injury, cardiopulmonary/respiratory arrest, and found down 39 

groups. Levels of glial fibrillary acidic protein (GFAP), ubiquitin carboxy-terminal hydrolase L1 40 

(UCH-L1), and S100 Calcium-Binding Protein B (S100B) were compared, and algorithmic 41 

analysis of CT scan imaging was performed using an open-source deep learning software 42 

(BLAST-CT).  43 

Findings: The prognostic value of various biomarker combinations in identifying subjects 44 

progressing to brain death was assessed using machine learning. Prediction accuracy for GFAP, 45 

UCH-L1, and S100B and algorithmic CT analysis in combination to predict brain death from 46 

among all other cohorts yielded an area under the receiver operator curve of  0.98 versus all other 47 

brain injury subjects. This model was also able to distinguish brain death attributed to 48 

cardiopulmonary/respiratory arrest from combined non-trauma controls and diffuse axonal injury 49 

with an area under the curve of 0.99.  50 

Interpretation: Serum concentrations of GFAP, UCH-L1, and S100B measured within 32 hours 51 

of traumatic and hypoxic brain injury (cardiopulmonary/respiratory arrest) and algorithmic CT 52 

analysis have utility in prognosticating brain death and predicting its mechanism of injury as 53 

either hypoxic or traumatic/unknown (diffuse axonal injury/found down).  54 

Funding: Abbott Labs and the Minnesota State Office of Higher Education. 55 
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INTRODUCTION 66 

As many as half of all trauma patients present with some level of intoxication, and a high 67 

percentage have comorbidities which can potentially obfuscate early detection of severe acute 68 

injuries.  Obtaining a patient’s history, physical examination and computed tomograph (CT) are 69 

the current gold standard for assessment in the acute phase of brain injury (Greer et al., 2020). 70 
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The history however, is sometimes unavailable due to patient factors or unreliable due to 71 

clinician bias.  The physical examination can be confounded by multiple factors, and the 72 

radiologist interpretation of CT scan is not quantifiable or standardized.  Thus there may be 73 

variability in patient outcomes as predicted by these subjective measures (Lingsma et al., 2010). 74 

Severe brain injury is a leading cause of disability worldwide (Faul and Coronado, 2015) and its 75 

mechanistic heterogeneity has proven to be a barrier for advancing both diagnostic and 76 

prognostic technologies. It is estimated that 39% of patients with a severe traumatic or 77 

atraumatic brain injury (Rosenfeld et al., 2012) progress to brain death within their initial 78 

admission. The mechanistic heterogeneity of severe brain injury implies that some injuries may 79 

potentially be more reversible than others, but the point at which injury becomes irreversible, and 80 

differentiating among the pathologies to identify any reversible processes is currently 81 

challenging. Two mechanistically dichotomous pathologies that may potentially advance to brain 82 

death are traumatic diffuse axonal injury and atraumatic anoxic or hypoxic brain injury. Severe 83 

edema, hypoxia, or infarction are associated with these pathologies and contribute to brain death, 84 

resultant edema, loss of blod flow and neuronal death. A diffuse axonal injury results from high 85 

velocity shearing forces at the gray-white matter interface, particularly in the corpus callosum 86 

and brainstem (Mesfin et al., 2020).  Anoxia results after as little as 20 seconds of circulatory 87 

arrest depletes neuronal oxygen stores resulting in loss of consciousness.  Continued insufficient 88 

circulatory support for 10 minutes is generally lethal. Radiographic signs of hypoxic injury are 89 

frequently undetectable in the acute setting, and sequelae of structural disruption including 90 

global edema and diffusion weighted changes may not be evident until days after the original 91 

insult making accurate prognostication difficult (Nguyen et al., 2018). As such, there is a strong 92 

need for improved prognostic measures of brain death in diffuse axonal injuries, anoxic brain 93 

injury due to cardiac or respiratory arrest, and brain injury of unknown origin in order to make 94 

informed clinical decisions about withdrawing life support, avoiding futile interventions, 95 

allocating resources and monitoring progression and therapeutic responses (Wang et al., 2018). 96 

Serum biomarkers offer potential to aid in objective measurement and prognostication of brain 97 

injury (Wang et al., 2018), and have been examined in various brain injury cohorts including 98 

brain death (Mahan et al., 2019).  In particular, glial fibrillary acidic protein (GFAP), the 99 

predominant filament protein in the astrocytic skeleton has demonstrated potential as a marker of 100 

astrocytic injury (Mahan et al., 2019), and is markedly upregulated during astrogliosis, a process 101 

in which astrocytes increase in size and number in response to traumatic and anoxic injury 102 

(Egea-Guerrero et al., 2013). Ubiquitin carboxy-terminal hydrolase L1 (UCH-L1) is a neuron-103 

specific protein, known for its role in the addition and removal of ubiquitin from proteins (Papa 104 

et al., 2016). Much like GFAP, UCH-L1 is elevated in the serum following a traumatic brain 105 

injury and is predictive of injury severity and presence of intracranial lesions on head CT (Diaz-106 

Arrastia et al., 2014). S100B is a well-studied biomarker that functions in astrocytes as a major 107 

homeostatic calcium-binding protein and is released into the serum after brain injury (Rodriguez-108 

Rodriguez et al., 2016). One study investigated S100B in both severe traumatic brain injured and 109 

cardiac arrest patients, finding that concentrations measured at 12 hours post-admission were 110 

comparable between traumatic brain injured and cardiac arrest groups, as well as predictive of 111 

unfavorable neurologic outcome (Mussack et al., 2002). 112 

The aim of this study is to explore the potential role of serum biomarkers and algorithmic open-113 

source deep-learning CT scan analysis (Mahan et al., 2019) in predicting brain death in both non-114 
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traumatic and traumatic brain injuries. Our goal is to use machine learning to develop a brain 115 

injury stratification model based on algorithmic CT scan analysis and concentrations of three 116 

serum markers GFAP, UCH-L1, and S100B taken within 32 hours of hospital admission. The 32 117 

hour time point was chosen based on previous work demonstrating that serum biomarker 118 

concentrations during this time frame can be used to accurately predict CT positive and CT  119 

negative scans from patients with traumatic brain injuries (Mahan et al., 2019). This model will 120 

predict those at risk for brain death from among patients who suffered a traumatic or atraumatic 121 

brain injury. Evaluation of these objective measures may be useful in classifying the 122 

pathophysiology of injury as due to cardiac/respiratory arrest (CA/RA), unknown etiology/found 123 

down (FD), or diffuse axonal injury (DAI).  124 

MATERIALS & METHODS 125 

Study Design 126 

Institutional Review Board approval (HSR #15-4079) was obtained for prospective enrollment of 127 

patients who presented to the emergency department of a level-1 trauma center between May 128 

2016 and April 2017.  Subjects were consented if they were able to pass the Galveston 129 

Orientation and Amnesia Test (GOAT) and met criteria for providing informed consent. If they 130 

were not able to provide informed consent initially, a legally authorized representative was 131 

consented and the subject was reconsented once able. Only in situations where the subject 132 

expired in the hospital and family or a legally authorized representative could not be contacted 133 

was informed consent waived.  Informed consent or waiver of consent was obtained prior to data 134 

inclusion. Specific information regarding study setting, population, determination of key 135 

outcome measures, neuroimaging techniques, classification, blood collection and processing, and 136 

machine learning are included in the supplemental materials. 137 

Machine Learning 138 

Support Vector Machine (SVM) (Corinna Cortes, 1995)  was utilized for the classification of the 139 

patient samples in our prediction tasks. Among the supervised learning methods, SVM 140 

generalizes well on new test data, and the decision function of SVM is simply defined by a 141 

subset of training samples without requiring training with big data (Supplemental Methods).  142 

 143 

Leave-one-out cross-validation and parameter tuning 144 

We perform leave-one-out cross-validation to evaluate the prediction performance of SVM.  In 145 

the evaluation, we hold out one sample at a time as the test data and treat the rest samples as 146 

training data to obtain the SVM model for classifying the held-out sample in the test data.  We 147 

repeat the procedure on every sample and report the overall test accuracy in Table 3 and Table 4. 148 

The parameters  and  are chosen from (0.1, 0.5, 1, 5, 10) by grid searching. 149 

Measurements of the Prediction Accuracy 150 

We comprehensively measured the classification accuracy using the Area Under the receiver 151 

operator Curve (AUC), and Average Precision (AP) (Fawcett, 2006; Zhang E., 2009). Denoting 152 

the number of true positives, true negatives, false positives and false negatives as TP, TN, FP, 153 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 29, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.13.21251369doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.13.21251369
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


and FN respectively, the true positive rate (TPR), false positive rate (FPR) and precision (PR) are 154 

defined as: 155 

, ,  156 

 ●        Area Under the receiver operator Curve (AUC) measures the area under the receiver 157 

operating characteristic curve which plots the true positive rate (TPR) and false positive rate 158 

(FPR) at different classification thresholds. Thus, the AUC represents the probability that a 159 

randomly chosen positive sample receives a higher score than a randomly chosen negative 160 

sample. 161 

●        Precision@K measures the fraction of detected positive samples among the top-K 162 

predictions of the machine learning model, i.e., if there are N true positives among the top-K 163 

predictions then Precision@K is defined as  164 

 165 

●        Average Precision (AP) measures the mean of the precision values after each positive 166 

sample is detected, which is defined as  167 

 168 

where  is the rank of each positive sample, and  is the total number of positive samples in the 169 

data. A high average precision score indicates that the SVM classifier can correctly identify most 170 

true positive samples without making too many false positives.  171 

RESULTS 172 

779 brain injury subjects and healthy controls enrolled during the study period and 331 were 173 

determined to have at least one valid biomarker result within 32 hours of injury. Of these eligible 174 

subjects, 21 expired during their initial admission with a final diagnosis of brain death. One 175 

subject was excluded due to invalid results on all three of the biomarkers of interest, GFAP, 176 

UCH-L1, and S100b, and another who suffered a gunshot wound to the head was excluded on 177 

the basis of penetrating brain injury. The remaining 19 brain death subjects (13 male, 6 female), 178 

had a mean (SD) age of 58.6 (17.6) with a range of 24-87. For comparative purposes, 51 isolated 179 

traumatic brain injury subjects with at least one valid biomarker result within 32 hours of injury 180 

were identified and further categorized as CT-positive (CTp) and CT-negative (CT-n) cohorts 181 

using the Marshall Classification (Marshall et al., 1992). 21 CTp subjects (15 male, 6 female) 182 

had a mean (SD) age of 56.2 (16.8) with a range of 31-85 and 30 CTn subjects (21 male, 9 183 

female) had a mean (SD) age of 50.4 (25.5) with a range of 4-95. 15 non-trauma subjects that 184 

survived their initial admission (8 male, 7 female) had a mean (SD) age of 53.8 (15.4) with a 185 

range of 18-86. Additionally, 41 healthy control subjects (CTL) (11 male, 30 female) had a mean 186 

(SD) age of 37.1 (14.0) with a range of 16-65. Characteristics of all cohorts are displayed in 187 

Table 1. 188 
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The highest GCS scores were observed in the CTn group with 93% having a high GCS (13-15, 189 

N=28), while 95% (N=18) of the BD subjects had low GCS scores (8 or less) at the time of 190 

arrival to the emergency department. 62% (N=13) of CTp subjects had a high GCS (13-15) while 191 

the non trauma group had only 40% (N=6) with a high GCS and the majority (53%, N=8) had a 192 

low GCS. Loss of consciousness duration showed a similar trend with 50% (N=15) of CTn 193 

subjects having no loss of consciousness, while only 33% (N=5) of NT subjects had no LOC. 194 

29% (N=6) of CTp had a loss of consciousness duration of 0 - 30 minutes, while most (74%, 195 

N=14) BD patients experienced greater than 24 hours of loss of consciousness prior to brain 196 

death diagnosis. Unknown loss of consciousness duration (unable to be obtained) remained a 197 

significant portion of all groups with 48% (N=10) of CTp and 53% (N=8) of non trauma patients 198 

having unknown loss of consciousness duration. A head CT was obtained for all brain injury 199 

patients except for one patient, who was in the brain death cohort. Mean (range) Marshall score 200 

for groups were 3.1 (1 - 6) for brain death subjects, 1 (1-1) for CTn, 2.14 (2 - 4) for CTp, and 201 

2.47 (1 - 6) for the non trauma group. For the brain death subjects, the most prevalent mechanism 202 

of injury was found down (FD, 53%, N=10), followed by cardio-pulmonary arrest (CA/RA, 203 

37%, N=7) and high velocity trauma/presumed diffuse axonal injury (11%, N=2). 204 

Measures of central tendency (mean, median), dispersion (standard deviation (SD), interquartile 205 

range [25-75%] (IQR)) for the time differences from reported time of injury to blood sample 206 

collection for each of the four subject groups were comparable. The mean (SD | median | IQR) 207 

time of injury to blood draw was 720.5 minutes (543.4 | 562 | 270-1,227) for brain death, 671.8 208 

minutes (529.9 | 465 | 234-1,284) for CTp, 581.7 minutes (598.4 | 295 | 140.75-1,214.25) for 209 

CTn, and 723.6 minutes (624.76 | 430 |  200-1,348) for non trauma.  Within the brain death 210 

cohort, the mean (SD | median | IQR) time of injury to blood sample collection for each 211 

mechanism of injury was 8631 minutes (547.6 | 821 | 312-1,373) for FD, 505.1 minutes (501.8 | 212 

320 | 205-525) for CA/RA, and 911.2 minutes (507.1 | 1,053 | 930-1,172) for diffuse axonal 213 

injury. 214 

The number of samples and mean serum biomarker concentration for each patient cohort are 215 

reported in table 3. There were less patients overall for S100B samples. Serum concentrations of 216 

GFAP and UCH-L1 were found to be significantly different for each cohort. Detailed 217 

information about the total number of UCH-L1, GFAP, and S100B samples with detailed 218 

statistics and pg/mL concentrations for each patient cohort can be found in supplemental 219 

materials and figure 2. GFAP and UCH-L1 log concentrations were combined and evaluated as 220 

predictors of brain death using machine learning with Support Vector Machine (SVM) as shown 221 

in Table 4. Log-transformed concentrations of GFAP and UCH-L1 for each sample within the 222 

four subject groups and controls were plotted and shown in Figure 2 with contour lines. The area 223 

under the curve (AUC) for the brain death cohort was 0.95 (average precision of 0.85) compared 224 

to all others (CTL, non trauma, CTn, CTp); 0.94 [average precision of 0.85]) compared to all 225 

brain injury groups (non trauma, CTn, CTp); and 0.91 [average precision of 0.88]) compared to 226 

non trauma and CTp (Table 4). When the brain death group is delineated by mechanism of 227 

injury, as plotted in Figure 2, combinations of GFAP and UCH-L1 can predict brain death via 228 

CA/RA compared to brain death by FD or diffuse axonal injury with an AUC of 0.96 (average 229 

precision of 0.96, Table 4). The inclusion of the automated CT analysis (Blast-CT) into the 230 

multimodal algorithm improved the ability to differentiate brain death due to cardiac arrest from 231 

found down and diffuse axonal injury etiology.  232 
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The ability of the combination of all 3 biomarkers to predict brain death was also assessed. Log-233 

transformed concentrations of UCH-L1, GFAP, and S100B for each sample within the four 234 

subject groups and controls are shown in Figure 2. The AUC for UCH-L1, GFAP, and S100B 235 

combination in brain death was 0.98 (average precision of 0.92) compared to all others (CTL, 236 

non trauma, CTn, CTp); 0.96 (average precision of 0.91) compared to all brain injury groups 237 

(non trauma, CTn, CTp); and 0.93 (average precision of 0.91) when compared to non trauma and 238 

CTp (Table 5). The three biomarker combination was also able to distinguish CA/RA brain death 239 

from combined non trauma and diffuse axonal injury brain death with an AUC of 0.98 (average 240 

precision of 0.97, Table 4, Figure 2). Validation of the machine learning algorithm was assessed 241 

using two different measures of area under the curve and average precision which as shown in 242 

Table 4 and 5. The inclusion of the automated CT analysis (Blast-CT) into the multimodal 243 

algorithm with all three serum biomarker did not improve the ability to differentiate brain death 244 

due to cardiac arrest from found down and diffuse axonal injury etiology.  245 

DISCUSSION 246 

Brain injury is unlike injury to other organ systems in the body, because there are a lack of 247 

objective measures to classify the nature and severity of the problem.  Without such measures, it 248 

is difficult to test therapeutics and prognosticate accurately (Rodriguez-Rodriguez et al., 2016).   249 

The aim of this study was to determine whether or not brain death could be predicted by a 250 

machine learning analysis of objective measures including algorithmic CT scan analysis and 251 

serum levels of GFAP, UCH-L1 and S100B following traumatic and atraumatic head injury. Our 252 

current ability to prognosticate neurologic outcome following cardiac arrest is limited and, 253 

similarly, accurate prognostication following a traumatic brain injury is difficult (Rodriguez-254 

Rodriguez et al., 2016). Serum biomarkers have been investigated as a means to diagnose, risk-255 

stratify and predict unfavorable outcome in both traumatic and non-traumatic brain injury 256 

patients, but few studies have used clinically-confirmed brain death as the main outcome 257 

measure (Egea-Guerrero et al., 2013; Wang et al., 2018). In the present study, biomarker 258 

concentrations within the first 32 hours post injury were evaluated for their ability to distinguish 259 

patients who eventually suffered brain death from those who survived. Further stratification in 260 

future work may enable even more precise prediction of deficit versus permanent disability 261 

(Geocadin et al., 2019).  Biomarkers may identify patients for whom continuation of intensive 262 

life-sustaining efforts may prove futile, or conversely, identify patients for whom early induction 263 

of intensive therapy may provide maximal utility and offer improved outcomes (Okonkwo et al., 264 

2020).  265 

The findings of this study indicate that serum concentrations of three markers and CT scan 266 

analyses are different in subjects who died of brain death as a result of traumatic or atraumatic 267 

brain injury when compared to those who survived a traumatic brain injury with positive head 268 

CT, traumatic brain injury with negative head CT, non-traumatic brain injury, and controls 269 

(Figure 1). These findings are consistent with numerous studies that have found a strong 270 

association between GFAP and UCH-L1 levels in the acute post- traumatic brain injury setting 271 

and unfavorable outcome including death as measured by the Glasgow Outcome Scale (GOS) or 272 

extended GOS (GOSE) at 6 months post-injury (Di Battista et al., 2015; Mondello et al., 2016), 273 

as well as survival vs non-survival (Brophy et al., 2011; Mondello et al., 2012). Moreover, 274 

GFAP elevations have previously been shown to predict neurologic outcome following cardiac 275 

arrest (Larsson et al., 2014; Helwig et al., 2017). This study is among the first to demonstrate the 276 
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utility of GFAP and UCH-L1 in predicting clinical brain death as opposed to simply predicting 277 

mortality. 278 

Combinations of CT analysis plus two biomarkers (GFAP and UCH-L1, Table 4) and three 279 

biomarkers (GFAP, UCH-L1 and S100B, Table 5) were highly predictive of brain death with 280 

AUCs greater than 0.90 when compared to all others (CTL, non trauma, CTn, CTp; AUC = 0.95 281 

and 0.98, AP = 0.85 and 0.92, respectively), brain injury groups (non trauma, CTn, CTp; AUC = 282 

0.94 and 0.96, AP = 0.85 and 0.91, respectively), and non trauma and CTp (AUC = 0.91 and 283 

0.93, AP = 0.88 and 0.91, respectively) (Table 4 & 5). These AUC values were supported by 284 

high average precision (AP) for all comparisons. The inclusion of S100B to the model increased 285 

the AUC slightly over the two biomarker combination, indicating that S100B adds predictive 286 

value, despite the lack of significant difference in mean concentration compared to individual 287 

brain injury groups. As expected, the AUC is highest when compared to all others, which 288 

includes both brain injury groups and healthy controls. The AUC remains high even when 289 

comparing brain death only to non trauma and CTp, which is the most clinically relevant 290 

distinction. 291 

Among our 19 brain death subjects, two suffered a high velocity traumatic brain injury consistent 292 

with diffuse axonal injury, seven suffered CA/RA and the remaining 10 were found down with 293 

unclear or mixed etiology brain injuries. Interestingly, our models with two and three biomarker 294 

combinations can distinguish between patients who suffered brain death via cardiac arrest (CA) 295 

as compared to a combined cohort of brain death from unknown/found down injury and diffuse 296 

axonal injury with an AUC of 0.96 and 0.98, respectively (Figure 2, Table 4). Of note, this AUC 297 

is higher than when comparing brain death as a whole to all others (CTL, non trauma, CTn, CTp; 298 

3 biomarker AUC = 0.95) when only GFAP and UCH-L1 are used to predict brain death. 299 

Inclusion of the automated CT analysis improved the etiology classification of brain death 300 

subjects from AUC of 0.96 to 0.99. Blast-CT aided in classification and validation of the serum 301 

biomarker algorithm. It did not improve the prediction accuracy when all three serum biomarkers 302 

were included. Expanding our analysis with larger and more diverse datasets may help 303 

differentiate how the inclusion of lesion volume and type could be beneficial in a multimodal 304 

biomarker model. 305 

As observed in Figure 2B, the profile of three serum markers clearly distinguish the brain death 306 

cohort from all other subjects. Figure 2D demonstrates that the CT positive cohort has a larger 307 

range of concentrations but is distinguishable between brain death and non trauma cohorts. 308 

Further, Figure 2F depicts a clear separation of brain death patients who suffered cardiac or 309 

respiratory arrest as compared to those found down with unknown injury and diffuse axonal 310 

injury. Our model represents a novel method to differentiate presumed diffuse axonal injury and 311 

FD patients from those who suffered cardiac or respiratory arrest (CA/RA), which is of particular 312 

importance in situations when the underlying neural insult is unknown or ambiguous. We 313 

hypothesize that the observed differences are a result of the dichotomous pathophysiology 314 

between traumatic and anoxic brain injuries. By comparing mechanism of injury within the brain 315 

death group, we avoid some of the variability in severity that was observed within the brain 316 

injury (CTp, CTn, and non trauma) cohorts. There are several limitations to this study, and the 317 

first of these is that the dataset consists of a relatively small number of patients.  While the 318 

number appeared to be sufficient to develop the machine learning algorithm (table 4 and 5), it 319 

was insufficient to enable analysis on a validation set of data.  We propose future work in which 320 
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the model is tested on larger data sets such as that from the transforming research and clinical 321 

knowledge in traumatic brain injury initiative (TRACK-TBI) (Yue et al., 2013) or (CENTRE 322 

TBI) (Maas et al., 2015) datasets. 323 

An additional caveat is that while objective measures have the potential to reduce biases in care, 324 

they need to be demonstrated to not perpetuate or exacerbate those biases.  Automated analysis 325 

of CT scans is likely to be objective regardless of patient’s race, sex, gender, culture, education 326 

level or financial status, but whether or not a CT scan is obtained in the first place is almost 327 

certainly a function of these and other biases.  Serum markers do show differences between 328 

races, with S100B having the most marked differences.  Additional study will be needed to 329 

validate the use of serum markers for prognostication and classification of brain injury in diverse 330 

populations.   And again, the decision to obtain serum markers in the first place remains a 331 

function of many factors potentially subject to bias.  332 

We conclude that algorithmic CT analysis and serum levels of GFAP, UCH-L1 and S100B 333 

drawn within 32 hours post traumatic or non-traumatic brain injury can accurately identify 334 

patients who are at significant risk of developing brain death, highlighting the potential utility of 335 

our model to inform a challenging prognosis. Furthermore, these levels can also categorize brain 336 

death subjects by mechanism of injury into either cardiac/respiratory arrest or  diffuse axonal 337 

injury. Classifying the nature of injury may be a helpful first step toward development of 338 

therapeutics to treat the consequences of injury. 339 
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CONTRIBUTION TO THE FIELD STATEMENT 377 

 378 

Assessment of the severity of brain injury is currently performed clinically and based on history 379 

and physical examination, along with radiologist interpretation of a CT scan.  Such assessments 380 

are confounded by intoxicants, comorbidities and variability in clinical examination skills, along 381 

with examiner bias.  Serum markers have recently been shown to predict a positive head CT scan 382 

and correlate with severity of brain injury.  Algorithmic CT scan analysis demonstrates 383 

correlation with radiologist interpretation of scans.  To date, no one has investigated whether 384 

these objective measures can predict brain death or determine its etiology. S100B, UCH-L1 and 385 

GFAP serum concentrations were collected within 32 hours following injury, in combination 386 

with algorithmic CT scan analysis, can be used to predict brain death in a group of trauma 387 

patients and classify its etiology in a binary fashion. This study represents an important addition 388 

to the literature because objective measures, if they can be demonstrated to be free of bias, have 389 

the potential to increase efficiency, reduce cost and reduce subjective influences in care of brain 390 

injured patients.  Advances in the rapid classification and stratification of brain injury will 391 

ultimately enable testing and development of point of care therapeutics and improve patient 392 

outcomes 393 

FIGURE LEGENDS:  394 

Figure 1: Boxplots of Log Concentrations of GFAP, UCH-L1 and S100B for Subject Groups and 395 
Controls. Concentrations of biomarkers are in picograms per milliliter (pg/mL). Values were log-396 
transformed prior to plotting. Gray represents controls, red represents non-trauma, green represents CT-397 
negative traumatic brain injury, yellow represents CT-positive traumatic brain injury, and blue represents 398 
brain death.  399 

[A] GFAP 400 

[B] UCH-L1 401 

[C] S100B 402 
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Figure 2: Contour and 3D scatterplots of Log Concentrations (pg/mL) of GFAP, UCH-L1, and S100b for 403 
comparison groups. 404 

[A] Contour scatterplot of log UCH-L1 and GFAP concentrations for brain death (BD) subjects, brain 405 
injury (BI) subjects which includes CT positive traumatic brain injury, CT negative traumatic brain 406 
injury, and non-trauma, and control (CTL) subjects. 407 

[B] 3D scatterplot of log S100b, UCH-L1, and GFAP concentrations for BD, BI, and CTL subjects. 408 

[C] Contour scatterplot of log UCH-L1 and GFAP concentrations for brain death (BD) subjects, non-409 
trauma (NT) cohort from BI subjects which includes spontaneous intraparenchymal hemorrhages and 410 
hypoxic injury, and CT positive traumatic brain injury (CTp) subjects. 411 

[D] 3D scatterplot of log S100b, UCH-L1, and GFAP concentrations for BD, NT, and CTp subjects. 412 

[E] Contour scatterplot of log UCH-L1 and GFAP concentrations for brain death cohorts: 413 
cardiopulmonary arrest (CA/RA), diffuse axonal injury (DAI), and found down (FD) subjects. 414 

[F] 3D scatterplot of log S100b, UCH-L1, and GFAP concentrations for CA/RA, DAI, and FD subjects. 415 
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TABLES 541 

Table 1 - Study demographics cohorts 542 

Data Point 

Brain Death 

CT (+) 

TBI 

CT (-) 

TBI 

Non-

Trauma Controls 

N 19 21 30 15 41 

Male \ Female 13 : 6 15 : 6 21 : 9 8 : 7 11 : 30 

P-value (chi 
squared) 084   0·004  0·029  0·00000000001 

Age (mean, range) 
58·6, 24 - 87 

56·2, 31 - 
85 

50·4, 4 - 
95 53·8, 18 - 86 37·1, 16 - 65 

P-value 0·69  0·23 0·42  0·000004  

LOC None 1 (5%) 3 (14%) 15 (50%) 5 (33%) 41 

0 - 30 mins 2 (11%) 6 (29%) 8 (27%) 1 (7%) - 

30 mins - 24 
hrs 0 (0%) 2 (10%) 0 (0%) 1 (7%) - 

> 24 hrs 14 (74%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) - 

Unknown 2 (11%) 10 (48%) 7 (23%) 8 (53%) - 

GCS 13 - 15 1 (5%) 13 (62%) 28 (93%) 6 (40%) 41 

9 -12 0 (0%) 3 (14%) 1 (3%) 1 (7%) - 

8 or less 18 (95%) 5 (24%) 1 (3%) 8 (53%) - 

Percent with clinical CT 95% 100% 100% 100% 0 % 

Marshall Score (mean, range) 3·1, 1 - 6 2·14, 2 - 4 1 2·47, 1 - 6 - 

Length of Stay 0 - 48 hrs 5 7 27 0 - 

49 - 96 hrs 4 5 2 3 - 

> 96 hrs 10 9 1 12 - 

Discharge 

Location 

Home 0 13 29 4 - 

Rehab 0 8 1 11 - 

Morgue 19 0 0 0 - 
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Table 1 footnote: Loss of consciousness (LOC), Glasgow Coma Scale (GSC), and computed tomography 543 
(CT). 544 
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Table 2 – Concentrations (pg/mL) of GFAP, UCH-L1, and S100B from brain death cohorts shown at each 586 

blood draw time point 587 

Subject Mechanism 

of Injury 

Age, 

Sex 

GCS Marshal

l Score 

GFAP UCH-L1 S100B 

0 hours 

(admission

) 

1 - 8 

hours 

post 

injury 

12 - 32 

hours 

post 

injury 

0 hours 

(admission

) 

1 - 8 

hours 

post 

injury 

12 - 32 

hours 

post 

injury 

0 hours 

(admission

) 

1 - 8 

hours 

post 

injury 

12 - 32 

hours 

post 

injury 

CA/RA-

1 

Cardiac 

arrest 

50s, 

M 

3T n/a 15·4 27·0 946·7 4,163·6 4,486·1 2,844·

6 

1,030·0 52·0 41·0 

CA/RA-

2 

Cardiac 

arrest 

80s, 

M 

3T 1 17·4 30·8 - 4,566·7 11,416·

8 

- - - - 

CA/RA-

3 

Cardiac 

arrest 

20s, 

F 

3T 3 37·7 78·5 - 1,067·7 561·7 - 55·0 53·0 - 

CA/RA-

4 

Cardiac 

arrest 

40s, 

M 

3T 1 53·0 32·2 474·1 13,620·1 12,845·

9 

9,783·

6 

- - - 

CA/RA-

5 

Fall off bike 

vs cardiac 

arrest 

70s, 

M 

3T 2 NA 220·6 9,990·2 - 0·4 258·2 563·0 83·0 50·0 

CA/RA-

6 

Overdose - 

heroin 

40s, 

M 

3T 3 34·7 80·9 - 4,357·6 2,615·2 - 1,180·0 - - 

CA/RA-

7 

Found down 

- SDH and 

cardiac 

arrest 

60s, 

F 

3T 6 471·3 46,611·

1 

- >20,000 >20,000 - - - - 

FD-1 Found down 

- spont IPH 

60s, 

M 

5T 4 2,301·2 - - 437·6 - - - - - 

FD-2 Found down 

- spont IPH 

60s, 

F 

3 6 22,434·9 >50,000 41,925·

7 

976·7 649·8 775·6 2,180·0 583·0 237·0 

FD-3 Found down 

- spont IPH 

50s, 

M 

3 4 42,863·3 24,959·

7 

26,684·

4 

1,866·0 386·3 303·6 920·0 622·0 327·0 

FD-4 Found down 

- spont IPH 

80s, 

F 

4 4 >50,000 - - 986·5 - - 1,020·0 - - 

FD-5 Found down 

- spont IPH 

50s, 

F 

3 3 >50,000 - - 650·7 - - 177·0 - - 

FD-6 Found down 

- spont IPH 

50s, 

M 

3 2 18,202·3 - 21,738·

1 

2,280·1 - 464·9 - - - 
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FD-7 Spontaneou

s IPH 

40s, 

M 

3 2 2,934·1 - - 38·1 - - 183·0 - - 

FD-8 Spontaneou

s IPH 

50s, 

M 

13 2 - 5,692·9 3,177·7 - 183·0 175·7 - - - 

FD-9 Found down 70s, 

M 

5 4 13,671·4 17,459·

0 

38,300·

4 

9,113·7 2,863·4 2,225·

8 

5·0 109·0 90·0 

FD-10 Unwitnesse

d fall 

80s, 

F 

3 3 32,136·0 - >50,000 10,585·1 - 1,939·

2 

100·0 - 61·0 

DAI-1 MVC roll 

over 

polytrauma 

20s, 

M 

3T 2 48,064·2 11,961·

1 

33,018·

7 

2,830·4 435·8 1,245·

8 

1,060·0 1,400·

0 

1,030·

0 

DAI-2 MVC 60s, 

M 

3 3 13,284·3 - >50,000 7,050·0 - 3,304·

1 

134·0 - 112·0 

 588 

Table 2 footnote: Cardiac or respiratory arrest (CA/RA), Found down (FD), Diffuse axonal injury (DAI), and 589 
multiple vehicle crash (MVC), Subdural hematoma (SDH), Intraparenchymal Hemorrhage (IPH).  590 
 591 
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 616 

Table 3: Characterization of brain death biomarkers 617 

Biomarker Brain Death CT (+) TBI CT (-) TBI Non-Trauma Controls 

GFAP samples (n) 40 46 49 27 41 

mean, stdev 18,248·3, 19,254·6 2,871·7, - 4,992·5 134·8, 263·7 2,489·5, 6,104·3 13·5, 14·4 

range 15·4 - 50,000 33·2 - 22,178·8 4·7, 1,426·1 3·3 - 27,985 0·6 - 84·5 

t test p value vs brain death - 0·0000133 0·0000006 0·0000135 0·0000005 

UHC-L1 samples (n) 40 46 49 27 41 

mean, stdev 4,108·9, 5,287·1 637·9, 685·8 381·2, 639·6 433·0, 718·2 90·6, 70·9 

range 0·4 - 20,000 4·2 - 2918·5 56 - 4,347·2 45·4 - 3,125·3 0 - 370·5 

t test p value vs brain death - 0·0001830 0·0000709 0·0000910 0·0000230 

S100B samples (n) 28 30 24 17 38 

mean, stdev 480·6 - 548·6 403·6, 883·0 551·5, 1,316·6 275·2, 468·4 74·3, 42·1 

range 5 - 2,180 16 - 4,280 25 - 6450 23 - 1,840 17 -207 

t test p value vs brain death - 

0·6940469 0·8071675 0·2060105 0·0005538 

 618 
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Table 4 – SVM prediction accuracy from two serum biomarkers (GFAP and UCH-L1) and inclusion of 631 

multimodal prediction with Blast-CT output. 632 

Comparison Groups 

n = 203 samples 

GFAP, UCH-L1 GFAP, UCH-L1, Blast-CT 

AUC AP AUC AP 

BD vs. CTL, NT, CTn, CTp 0·95 0·85 0·95 0·86 

BD vs. NT, CTn, CTp 0·94 0·85 0·95 0·88 

BD vs. NT, CTp 0·91 0·88 0·93 0·90 

CA vs. FD, DAI 0·96 0·96 0·99 0·98 

 633 

Table 4 footnotes: Support vector matrix (SVM), Control (CTL), Non trauma (NT), Computed tomography positive 634 

(CTp), Computed tomography negative (CTn), Found down (FD), and diffuse axonal injury (DAI), Area under the 635 

receiver operator curve (AUC), Average Precision (AP). The right columns of the table includes automated CT 636 

analysis using Blast-CT along with SVM serum biomarker determination of prediction accuracy. 637 

 638 

Table 5 – SVM prediction accuracy from three serum biomarkers (GFAP, UCH-L1, and S100B) and 639 

inclusion of multimodal prediction with Blast-CT output. 640 

 641 

Comparison Groups 

n = 137 samples 

GFAP, UCH-L1, S100b GFAP, UCH-L1, S100b, Blast-CT 

AUC AP AUC AP 

BD vs. CTL, NT, CTn, CTp 0·98 0·92 0·96 0·89 

BD vs. NT, CTn, CTp 0·96 0·91 0·94 0·89 

BD vs. NT, CTp 0·93 0·91 0·93 0·90 

CA vs. FD, DAI 0·98 0·97 0·98 0·97 

 642 

Table 5 footnotes: Support vector matrix (SVM), Control (CTL), Non trauma (NT), Computed tomography positive 643 

(CTp), Computed tomography negative (CTn), Found down (FD), and diffuse axonal injury (DAI), Area under the 644 

receiver operator curve (AUC), Average Precision (AP). The right column of the table includes automated CT 645 

analysis using Blast-CT along with SVM serum biomarker determination of prediction accuracy. 646 

 647 
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