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A Hybrid Pipeline for Covid-19 Screening
Incorporating Lungs Segmentation and Wavelet
Based Preprocessing of Chest X-Rays

Haikal Abdulah, Benjamin Huber, Hassan Abdallah, Luigi L. Palese, Hamid Soltanian-Zadeh, and
Domenico L. Gatti

Abstract—We have developed a two-module pipeline for the
detection of SARS-CoV-2 from chest X-rays (CXRs). Module 1 is
a traditional convnet that generates masks of the lungs
overlapping the heart and large vasa. Module 2 is a hybrid convnet
that preprocesses CXRs and corresponding lung masks by means
of the Wavelet Scattering Transform, and passes the resulting
feature maps through an Attention block and a cascade of
Separable Atrous Multiscale Convolutional Residual blocks to
produce a class assignment as Covid or non-Covid. Module 1 was
trained on a public dataset of 6395 CXRs with radiologist
annotated lung contours. Module 2 was trained on a dataset of
2362 non-Covid and 1435 Covid CXRs acquired at the Henry Ford
Health System Hospital in Detroit. Six distinct cross-validation
models, were combined into an ensemble model that was used to
classify the CXR images of the test set. An intuitive graphic
interphase allows for rapid Covid vs. non-Covid classification of
CXRs, and generates high resolution heat maps that identify the
affected lung regions.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A critical step in the fight against COVID-19 (henceforth
referred to as ‘Covid’) pandemic is the screening of infected
patients and the rapid recognition of those affected by Severe
Acute Respiratory Syndrome CoronaVirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2).
The main method used to detect Covid infection is the reverse
transcriptase-polymerase chain reaction (RT-PCR). The main
methods to screen for SARS-CoV-2 are chest X-ray (CXR) and
computed tomography (CT) [1]. While CTs provide greater
diagnostic accuracy, CXRs are more readily available and
enable rapid triaging of patients. Recently, an initiative was
championed by Cohen et al. [2] to provide a public repository
of Covid and other respiratory distress syndrome cases with
annotated chest x-ray images. Many medical centers, including
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ours, have developed proprietary repositories of Covid CXRs.
Given the wide availability of both private and public data, a
multitude of diagnostic systems based on Convolutional Neural
Networks (CNNs) have been designed for automated Covid
diagnosis from CXRs, in binary or multi-class assignments. It
would not do justice to the countless number of reports that
have been published as part of this effort to mention some and
not others, and we refer the reader to some recent reviews [3-6]
of the major accomplishments in this field.

Due to the still limited number of Covid CXRs available for
training, a common characteristic of all proposed methods has
been the adoption of transfer learning from a variety of CNNs
(i.e., VGG, ResNet, DenseNet, DarkNet, SqueezeNet,
Inception, Xception, each in multiple implementations of
different depths) pre-trained on the collection of ImageNet
(https://www.image-net.org/) data covering classes such as
cars, fruits, horses, etc., but unfortunately not radiological
images. Various authors have claimed that one or the other of
these pre-trained CNNs gave the best results with their database
of Covid images. In general, the use of CNNs with fewer layers
has the advantage of lower hardware requirements, easier
hyperparameters tuning, and shorter training times compared to
their deeper counterparts. In fact, a survey of Covid detection
performance of 15 different CNNs of 5 different architectures
found that deeper pre-trained neural networks do not perform
better than shallow networks [6].

Most of the published methods claim a high level of accuracy
(>90%) for binary classification (Covid vs. non-Covid), and a
somewhat lower accuracy (between 80% and 90%) for
multiclass classification. All typically show superior or
comparable performance to other reference methods considered
at some point ‘state of the art’. However, some studies
presented only the training accuracy (i.e., [7]), while others
performed image augmentation before the train/test split (i.e.,
[8]), leading to some augmented versions of training images to
leak in the test set. This situation suggests that one key
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unresolved problem in the development of effective systems for
automated Covid diagnosis from CXRs is the lack of a
universally accepted repository of images (as training,
validation, and test sets), and the fact that most existing studies
use training sets of limited-size, leading to poor generalization
of their models to unseen data. A separate issue is the
interpretability of the models with respect to the pertinent
pathological signs in the CXR images. In fact, as impressive as
the results of many studies have been in terms of classification
statistics, the resulting saliency maps (usually calculated as
Gradient Weighted Class Activation Maps (Grad-CAM) [9])
have been rather disappointing with activation areas often
extending over both lung and non-lung regions of the CXRs
(see, for example, Figure 10 in [3], Figs. 8-9 in [10], Fig. 5 in
[11]), casting doubts on whether the reported classification
performance is based on the recognition of particular SARS-
CoV-2 features of the lungs texture or some other information
(age, body shape, bone structure, sex, race, patient positioning,
radiographic projection, etc.) associated with increased
susceptibility to Covid infection or with specific protocols
followed with Covid patients. With respect to this point, it is
worth noting that deep learning systems trained to interpret X-
rays and CT scans have shown a remarkable capacity to identify
their subjects as Asian, Black, or White [12]. A similar
conclusion was reached in [13-16], where it was noticed that
although sometimes saliency maps highlight the lung fields as
important, most often also highlight regions outside the lung
fields, which act as confounds. These confounds are often
laterality markers that originate during the CXR acquisition,
which differ in style between Covid and non-Covid datasets. In
other cases the saliency maps also indicate the image edges, the
position of the patient shoulder and clavicle, the diaphragm and
the cardiac silhouette as important for SARS-CoV-2 detection,
although these regions are not used by radiologists to assess for
Covid. With some datasets, similar classification results were
obtained using the original CXRs or CXRs in which the lungs
regions were uniformly blackened, and the classifiers was
trained only on the outer part of the image [14]. Reliance on
confounds from non-lung regions of the CXRs helps explain the
previously observed poor generalization performance of most
Covid detection models to unseen data from outside datasets. In
addition to these factors, there are often also problems with the
quality itself of the saliency maps. The poor multifocal
discrimination of Grad-CAMs produced in some studies is
likely to originate from the fact that traditional CNN
architectures produce a progressive shrinking of the spatial
dimensions of the feature maps, so that either the Grad-CAM
maps are calculated at low resolution in the final layers of the
network, and must be re-expanded to the original image
resolution, or they are calculated at higher resolution in earlier
layers, which however contains information very different from
the downstream layers that lead to the classification output.
Altogether, it is highly unlikely that in real life clinicians are
going to accept a black-box model that comes with great
classification statistics, but produces uninterpretable saliency
maps. On this basis, it appear that the clinical efficacy of many
proposed system for automated Covid diagnosis from CXRs
will remain uncertain until further studies are undertaken by
experienced radiologists to interpret the high-level features
extracted from these systems.

In this study we did not aim to show that our Artificial
Intelligence (Al) system for automatic Covid diagnosis from
CXRs is better than other competing systems based on some
classification statistics. Rather, our goal is to present the
strategy we have adopted to circumvent the systematic
problems that may invalidate the effective use of deep learning
methods in the radiological detection of SARS-CoV-2 cases.
Since lung segmentations were already shown to improve
Covid detection in several studies [11, 13, 15-20], we designed
our network so that classification would be based solely on the
lung features of CXRs and would not rely on transfer learning
from network trained on non-radiological images of predefined
dimensions. It was also required that Grad-CAM maps would
be informative and of sufficiently high resolution, so that
discrete areas of the lungs could be clearly identified as having
undergone Covid associated texture changes. We further aimed
to develop a system that would be production ready, capable of
differentiating patients from previously unseen images within
seconds or less using only inexpensive personal computers or
hand-held devices, and with an intuitive graphic interphase
displaying the saliency maps produced by the model.

Here we present CXR-Net, a two-module Al pipeline for
SARS-CoV-2 detection. Module 1 is based on Res-CR-Net
[21], a convolutional neural network (CNN) that departs from
the popular encoder-decoder U-Net architecture [22]. The idea
behind the U-Net architecture is that segmentation can be
conceptually decomposed in two operations: (1) semantic
content extraction in the encoder arm of the neural network
(NN), and (2) progressive addition/replacement of the extracted
semantic content to the original size image in the decoder arm
of the NN. However, it is intuitively hard to understand why
these two operations cannot proceed smoothly and
progressively in a pixel-wise fashion, without the need for first
shrinking and then re-expanding the concept field. In our
previous work on the semantic segmentation of microscopy
images [21] we have shown that Res-CR-Net offers comparable
or superior performance to U-net(s) in segmentation tasks.
Furthermore, since its layers contain no pooling or up-sampling
operations, the spatial dimensions of the feature maps at each
layer remain unchanged with respect to those of the input
images and of the segmentation masks used as labels or
predicted by the network. For this reason, CXR-Net Module 1
(which is derived from Res-CR-Net) is completely modular,
with residual blocks that can be proliferated in a straight down
linear fashion as needed, and it can process images of any size
and shape without changing layers size and operations, as
required by U-Net. Finally, the significantly smaller number of
parameters in CXR-Net Module 1 vs. U-Nets reduces the risk
of overfitting the training set, while achieving comparable
segmentation accuracy. Module 1 was trained on datasets of
antero-posterior and postero-anterior (AP/PA) CXRs with
radiologist annotated lung contours to generate masks of the
lungs that do not overlap the heart and large vasa.

The observation that deeper neural networks pre-trained on
ImageNet images usually perform more poorly than shallow
networks on Covid classification tasks [6] suggests that transfer
of highly specialized learning from non-radiological to
radiological images may actually be deleterious. One
alternative is to train a completely new network on just the
database of Covid and non-Covid CXRs, with the initial layers
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of the network learning the general features of the X-ray
images. The other alternative is to replace the image
generalization provided by traditional transfer learning with the
generalization provided by a wavelet based multiresolution
analysis layer [23], whose coefficients are not trained and thus
are not biased/optimized for classes of non-radiological images.
For this reason, Module 2 was designed as a hybrid convnet in
which the initial convolutional layers with learned coefficients,
or the stem of a pre-trained network with its coefficient frozen,
are replaced by a layer with fixed coefficients provided by the
Wavelet Scattering Transform (WST) [24, 25]. Module 2 takes
as inputs the patients’ CXRs and corresponding lung masks
calculated by Module 1, and produces as outputs a class
assignment (Covid vs. non-Covid) and high resolution heat
maps that identify the affected lung regions. Module 2 does not
depend on previously trained models, and therefore is not
constrained to predefined image dimensions before training.
CXR-Net was implemented using Keras [26] deep learning
library running on top of TensorFlow 2.2 [27]. It is publicly
available at https:/github.com/dgattiwsu/CXR-Net. g-CXR-
Net, a graphic application for both Unix and Windows platforms
using CXR-Net segmentation and classification engine is
publicly available at https://github.com/dgattiwsu/g-CXR-Net.

II. CXR-NET MODULE 1: LUNG SEGMENTATION

A. CXRs and lung segmentation sources

All CXRs and lung masks were derived from the V7-Darwin
dataset (https://darwin.v7labs.com/v7-labs/covid-19-chest-x-
ray-dataset). This dataset contains 6500 images of CXRs and
CTs. 5863 images are from the Kaggle dataset
(https://www.kaggle.com/paultimothymooney/chest-xray-
pneumonia/data). In addition to several images of normal lungs,
the dataset includes 1970 images of viral pneumonia, 2816
images of bacterial pneumonia, 17 images of Pneumocystis
pneumonia, 23 images of fungal pneumonia, 2 images of
Chlamydophila pneumonia, and 11 images of unidentified
pneumonia. Additional 517 cases of Covid pneumonia are
sourced from a collaborative effort
(https://github.com/ieee8023/covid-chestxray-dataset). Lung
segmentations in this dataset were performed by human
annotators and include lung opacities behind the heart. The final
dataset (henceforth referred to as the V7 dataset) used to train
Module 1 was derived from the V7-Darwin dataset by removing
all sagittal views and CT scans. It consists of 6395 AP/PA
CXRs, whose corresponding lung masks include the heart and
large vasa contours. The dataset was split into a training and a
validation set, with 6191 and 204 image/mask pairs,
respectively. The original database contained 6209 unique
patients, and sample selection avoided the inclusion of CXRs
from the same patient in both the training and validation set.
After the split, the training set contained 6018 unique patients,
and the validation set contained 191 unique patients.

B. Image resizing and ground truth labels.

In order to be compatible with the image format used locally
for archiving, all CXRs from the V7 dataset and the
corresponding lung masks were resized to 300x340 pixels. This
sizing is similar to that used in [6] to survey the Covid detection
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Fig. 1. Module 1 architecture. n residual CONV RES blocks are repeated
in a linear path along which the dimensions of the intermediate feature
maps remain identical to those of the input image and of the output mask(s).
The residual path ofa CONV RES block consists of three parallel branches
of separable/atrous convolutions that produce feature maps with the same
spatial dimensions as the original image. Parallel branches inside the
residual block are concatenated before adding them to the shortcut
connection. A Spatial Dropout layer follows each residual block. In this
study we have used 6 CONV RES blocks, each with kernel sizes of [3,3],
[5,5], [7,7], and dilation rates of [1,1], [3,3], [5,5], respectively, with 16
filters in each residual branch, and 48 filters in the shortcut branch.

performance of 15 different CNNs of 5 different architectures.
It is usually extremely challenging to differentiate pathological
lesions in medical X-ray images, and image enhancement is
often used to improve the lesions visibility. In our case, CXRs
were histogram equalized to minimize differences in
contrast/brightness within the dataset. When only a mask of the
lung region was available, a complementary mask of the non-
lung regions was generated. At the end of this pre-processing
step, all images and ground truth binary masks were of
dimensions (300x340x1), with 2 masks (one for each class,
lung and non-lung) per image.

C. Data augmentation.

Each pair of image and ground truth mask(s) was sheered
(0°-15° range) or rotated at random angles (0°-90° range),
shifted with a random center (0-10% range), vertically or
horizontally mirrored, and randomly scaled in/out (0-10%
range). The parts of the image left vacant by the transformation
were filled in with reflecting padding. During training, images
in a batch were not shuffled, but each image underwent a
different type of augmentation as determined by the
consecutive calls of a random number generator starting from a
fixed initial seed. Since augmentation was carried out after the
splitting of training and validation sets, the model’s
performance with the validation set was not biased to identify
augmentation features.



D. Architecture.

A flowchart of Module 1 architecture is shown in Fig. 1, (see
also for more details Supplementary Information Fig. S1).
Module 1 is a residual network that uses depthwise separable
atrous convolutions with multi-scale kernels in the residual
path [28]. As stressed in [28, 29], the rationale for using
multiple kernel sizes and dilations is to extract object features
at various receptive field scales. In Module 1, Convolutional
Residual Block (CONV RES BLOCK, Fig. 1) are repeated in a
linear path along which the dimensions of the intermediate
feature maps remain identical to those of the input image and of
the output mask(s). In this study we used a weighted Tanimoto
loss [30] for training. Weights were derived with a contour
aware scheme, by replacing a step-shaped cutoff at the edges of
the mask foreground with a raised border that separates
touching objects of the same or different classes [31]. The
unweighted Dice coefficient [32] was used as the metric to
evaluate segmentation accuracy.

E. Training.

Module 1 was trained with the V7 dataset using the Adam
optimizer [33] in its default Tensorflow parameterization. Other
hyperparameters were left unchanged from those identified
during the testing of Res-CR-Net with microscopy images [21],
the only difference being that the final Long Short Term
(LSTM) memory block of Res-CR-Net was removed from the
architecture of Module 1 to decrease the training time with the
large number of images in the V7 dataset. Since no
hyperparameter tuning was carried out, the validation set
effectively acted as a test set. Based on the trend of the
validation loss and accuracy (Fig. 2), training was stopped after
100 epochs. The total number of parameters refined was
58,309. Each epoch consisted of 516 training batches of 12
images each, and 17 validation batches also of 12 images each.
Run time was 2.814 s/batch (forward + backward propagation),
322 ms/batch (forward propagation only) using 2 Nvidia Tesla
V100 GPUs of Wayne State University High Performance
Computing (WSU-HPC) grid. Memory usage was 13.82
Gb/batch. The number of million floating point operations per
second (MFLOPS) in a forward pass was 11,485.

In every epoch, the network trained on 6192 different
augmented images, and the corresponding augmented masks as
labels. Upon training, Module 1 achieved ~94% segmentation
accuracy on the images of the validation set. The training
history showed no overfitting of the training vs. the validation
set (Fig. 2). The segmentation task was to identify the regions
occupied by the lungs with exclusion of the skeletal structures
visible in the CXR, but including cardiovascular components
and opacities due to underlying pathologies (Fig. 3). Module 1
performed very well with the V7 training and validation
datasets, achieving a score of 0.96 with respect to each of the
metrics used to evaluate the network performance. These were:
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Fig. 2. Training and validation weighted Tanimoto Loss and Accuracy (as
Dice Coefficient) vs. epochs for Module 1 processing of V7 images.

where: TP = true positive, FP = false positive, FN = false negative

Fig. 3. Examples of lung segmentation from the V7 validation subset. Left
panels, CXR, Center panels, ground truth mask, Right panels, Module 1
predicted mask thresholded at 0.5 value. Rows a-c show three cases in
which the mask is very similar to the ground truth mask. Row d shows a
case in which the predicted mask includes areas of the images that belong

-

Fig. 4. Examples of lung segmentation in CXR images from the HFHS
dataset. CXRs were labeled by radiologists as Covid or non-Covid.
Module 1 generated floating point lung masks are shown next to each
CXR.

F. Generation of lung masks for the HFHS dataset.

Module 1 trained on the V7 dataset was used to generate lung
masks for the CXRs in a dataset of AP/PA CXRs from non-
Covid and RT-PCR confirmed Covid patients acquired at the
Henry Ford Health System (HFHS) Hospital in Detroit (the
‘HFHS dataset’). All non-Covid CXRs were from pre-Covid
era (2018-2019), and included images from both normal lungs
and lungs affected by non-Covid pneumonia or other lung
pathologies. HFHS CXR images were resized to 300x340
pixels and histogram equalized to minimize differences in
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contrast/brightness within the datasets, prior to passing through
CXR-Net Module 1 to calculate the corresponding masks of the
lung regions. At the end of this pre-processing step, all images
and masks were of dimensions (300x340x1). Example of CXRs
from this dataset, and the corresponding lung masks generated
by Module 1 are shown in Fig. 4. In all cases, mask values were
kept in the original [0,1] floating point range representing the
probability of an image region to be part of the lungs, without
thresholding the mask at 0.5 value for conversion to a binary
mask. Module 1 performance with the previously unseen CXRs
of the HFHS dataset was very good, as judged by visual
inspection of the masks, although in this case lung contours
validated by radiologists were not available.

III. CXR-NET MODULE 2: COVID VS. NON-COVID
CLASSIFICATION

A. CXRs sources

CXR-Net Module 2 was trained against 2265 CXRs from
1313 unique patients (1417 non-Covid, of which 1075 from
unique patients, 848 Covid, of which 238 from unique patients),
and tested against 1532 CXRs from 895 unique patients (945
non-Covid, of which 735 from unique patients, 587 Covid, of
which 160 from unique patients)), all from the HFHS dataset.
CXRs were split into training and test set by avoiding inclusion
of CXRs from the same patient in both sets. CXRs were resized
to 300x340 pixels and histogram equalized. Module 1
calculated lung masks values were in the [0,1] floating point
range. Both training (2265 CXRs) and test images (1532 CXRs)
were standardized to the common mean and standard deviation
of the training set. The training set, was further split for 6-fold
cross-validation into 6 distinct sets of 1887 training images and
378 validation images, keeping in each set the same ratio of
Covid to non-Covid images of the entire set of 2265 images.
During training, CXRs were further assigned weights
accounting for class imbalance (Covid vs. non-Covid).

B. Architecture

Module 2 is a hybrid convnet in which the first convolutional
layer is a layer with fixed coefficients provided by the Wavelet
Scattering Transform (WST) [24, 25]. A scattering network
belongs to the class of CNNs whose filters are fixed as wavelets
[34]. Thus, an important distinction between the scattering
transform and a deep learning framework is that the filters are
defined a priori as opposed to being learned. The construction
of the scattering network relies on few parameters and is stable
to a large class of geometric transformations [35], making its
output a suitable generic representation of an image. A wavelet
scattering framework enables the derivation from image data of
low-variance features insensitive to translations of the input on
a user-defined invariance scale; in the 2D case, they are also
insensitive to rotations. The scattering framework uses
predefined wavelet and scaling filters. Efficient algorithms for
the 2D scattering transform have been implemented as a NN
layer in Keras/Tensorflow via the Kymatio software [36].

A wavelet is an integrable and localized function in the
Fourier and space domain, with zero mean. A family of
wavelets is obtained by dilating a complex mother wavelet i as
Yo where j is a dilation scale and 6 a rotation. J and L are
integers parameterizing the dilation scale and the angular range.

A scattering transform (J being its spatial scale) generates
features in an iterative fashion. Given a grayscale image x, and
a local averaging filter ¢; with a spatial window of scale 2/, we
obtain the zeroth order scattering coefficients of x as:

Sx=Ax =x*¢q, (D)

(where * indicates here convolution). This operation leads to a
down-sampling of scale 2/. For example, in the case of a
grayscale image of dimensions N X N, S%x is a feature map of
resolution N/2/ x N/2/ with a single channel. The zeroth
order scattering transform is invariant to translations smaller
than 2/ (which for this reason is often referred to as the
invariance scale of the transform), but also results in a loss of
high frequencies, which are necessary to discriminate signals.
However, the information is recovered when computing the
coefficients in the next stage. Each stage consists of three
operations:

1) Take the wavelet transform of the input data with each
wavelet filter in the filter bank.

A wavelet transform, W, is the convolution of a signal with
a family of wavelets, with an appropriate down-sampling. The
first order wavelet transform of x is:

Wix =xx*1j o, 2

2) Take the modulus of each of the filtered outputs.
3) Average each of the moduli with the scaling filter @,.

Thus, the first order scattering coefficients can be calculated as:
Stx = 4 \Whx = |x *j,0,| * @, 3)

In a grayscale image (i.e., a CXR from Fig. 4), Slx is a
feature map of resolution N/2/ x N /2/ with JL channels. The
use of averaging also in this first order, generates invariance to
translation up to 2/. To recover some of the high-frequencies
lost due to the averaging applied on the first order coefficients,
we apply a second wavelet transform W2 (with the same filters
as W1) to each channel of the first-order scatterings, before the
averaging step. This leads to the second-order scattering
coefficients, calculated as:

§%x = A]|W2||W1|x = ||x * 1'b]'1,91| * lp}'2,92

* @y )

In our grayscale image example, S%2x is a feature map of
resolution N/2/ x N /2/ with J(J — 1)L? channels. The energy
of higher order scatterings rapidly converges to 0. Thus, for
most applications, a framework with two wavelet filter banks is
sufficient. For this reason, the final scattering coefficient S/x,
which are the low-variance features derived from the image,
correspond to the concatenation of the order 0, 1 and 2
scattering coefficients. S/x is a feature map with 1+ JL +
JU — 1)L?* channels, down-sampled by a factor of 2/ with
respect to the original image. This representation has proven to
linearize small deformations of images, to be non-expansive,
and almost complete [35, 37], which makes it an ideal input to
a deep convolutional network. An example, with J=2 and L=6,
of the wavelets for each scales and angles that would be used
for an image x of dimensions 30 X 34 (1/10 of those used in
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confused with the Discrete Wavelet Transform (DWT), a

different wavelet based technique that was recently used in
another hybrid convnet designed for Covid detection [38].
DWT is an earlier technique developed by Mallat [23] to
analyze signals into progressively finer nested octave bands.
Later on, the same Mallat proposed WST [35] as a more
effective multiresolution image analysis technique for deep
learning systems. In early attempts to construct a hybrid
convnet we also used the DWT, but found that the WST offered
superior performance, in agreement with Mallat’s
recommendation.

A flowchart of the architecture of CXR-Net Module 2 in the
default configuration of the pipeline (see Table 2, Section
labeled Module 1+2) is shown in Fig. 6. Module 2 takes as
inputs the patients’ CXRs and corresponding floating point lung
masks (with [0,1] range representing the probability of an
image region to be part of the lungs) calculated by Module 1,
and produces as outputs a class assignment (Covid vs. non-
Covid). For input images of dimensions 300 X 340, the
WAVELET SCATTERING TRANSFORM (WST) block
(whose coefficients are not trainable, and determined only by
the scale J and the number of rotations L), with J=2 and L=6
produces two outputs with down-sampling by 2/ = 4. The 1st
output is a feature map of dimensions 75 X 85 X 50. The first
49 channels are the scattering transform. The 50th channel is
the down-sampled floating point mask (Fig. 7). The 2nd output

Classification '—i Softmax -

Output

Fig. 6. Module 2 architecture (default configuration, Table 1). Panel a:
overall architecture. Panel b: details of the WST BLOCK. Panel c: details
of the ATTENTION BLOCK. The box labeled ‘Cross-Attention on rows
and columns’ consists of two MultiHeadAttention layers working with the
query, key, and value matrices for rows attention, and their transpose for
columns attention. Panel d: details of the CONV RES blocks used in this
module. In this case we have used 3 CONV RES blocks, each with kernel
size of [3,3], and dilation rates of [1,1], [2,2], [3,3], respectively, with 17
filters in each residual branch, and 51 filters in the shortcut branch.

is a binary mask of dimensions 75 X 85 X 1 of the lung regions
derived from the corresponding floating mask by thresholding
at 0.5 and down-sampling by 2/. These outputs are passed to an
ATTENTION block [39, 40] that calculates a map representing
a cross attention between the lung masks and the input CXR
image (Supplementary Information Fig. S2). This map is
concatenated to the wavelet scattering transform output from
the WST block producing a feature map of dimensions
75 x 85 x 51. Upon passing through a Spatial Dropout and a
Batch Normalization layer this map becomes the input to a
residual CONV RES block (of the same architecture as
described for Module 1) repeated 3 times in a linear path along
which the dimensions of the intermediate feature maps remain
identical to those of the input map. For these blocks, we have
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Fig. 7. Wavelet Scattering Transform. An example of the feature map of
dimensions 75 X 85 X 49 produced by the Wavelet Scattering Transform
Block. The top-left panel is the down-sampled input CXR, the bottom right
panel is an extra channel with the down-sampled floating point mask. All
other panels represent the transform output at different scales and rotations
of the analytical wavelet.
used a kernel size of [3,3] with dilation rates of [1,1], [2,2],
[3,3], respectively, with 17 filters in each residual branch, and
51 filters in the shortcut branch. The final CONV RES block
outputs a feature map of dimensions 75 X 85 X 2, with
channels corresponding to the Covid and non-Covid classes.
Both channels are first multiplied by the binary mask of the lung
region (2nd input to the CONV RES blocks), then globally
averaged before passing to a Softmax layer for Covid vs. non-
Covid classification. The ATTENTION block requires the
training of ~1,100 parameters. The CONV RES blocks require
the training of fewer than 20,000 parameters. It is worth noting
that another type of residual network using depthwise
separable atrous convolutions with multi-scale kernels in the
residual path, named ‘Dilated and Depthwise separable
Convolutional Neural Network (DDCNN)’ has been proposed

recently by Li et al. [10] for the diagnosis of Covid-19 from
CXRs. However, while DDCNN progressively reduces the
spatial dimensions of the feature maps as they pass through
several pooling layers, the feature maps of CXR-Net Module 2
retain the same dimensions (75 X 85 X 51) of the input image
(as downsized by the WST block), with the exception of the
feature map produced by the last block, which is of dimensions
75 %X 85 X 2, as it is used for binary classification (Fig. 6).

C. Training

In separate runs, different components of CXR-Net were
selectively included/excluded in order to ascertain their relative
contribution to the final classification performance of the
pipeline (Table 1). The following CXR-Net architecture
configurations were evaluated:

—

. Default configuration (Table 1, Section labeled ‘CONF 1°,
Supplementary Information Fig. S3): Module 2 was trained
with Module 1 generated lung masks. In this case Module 1
had its parameters frozen, and only the parameters of
Module 2 were progressively refined. The final Covid vs.
non-Covid classification represents the outcome from both
modules acting sequentially.

2. Training as in 1., but without the ATTENTION block in

Module 2 (Table 1, Section labeled ‘CONF 2°,

Supplementary Information Fig. S4). The feature map

channel produced by this block (Fig. 6¢) was replaced with

a channel containing the binary mask of the lungs.

Training as in 1., but with the WST block in Module 2

replaced by a CONV RES block (Table 1, Section labeled

‘CONF 3’, Supplementary Information Fig. S5).

4. Training as in 1., but with the WST block in Module 2
replaced by 2 CONV RES blocks (Table 1, Section labeled
‘CONF 4’, Supplementary Information Fig. S6).

5. Module 2 was trained without lung masks calculated by

Module 1 (Table 1, Section Ilabeled ‘CONF 5,

Supplementary Information Fig. S7): in this case also the

ATTENTION block was removed, as it uses the lung masks,

and the channel produced by this block (Fig. 6¢) was

replaced with a channel with all pixels equal to 1. However,
lung masks are optionally still used to calculate heat maps.

(98]

In all cases, individual models were trained with 6-fold cross-
validation with the HFHS training set of 2265 CXRs. Several
hyperparameters (see Supplementary Information Table S1)
were fine-tuned to achieve optimal convergence and
classification performance of the entire pipeline in its default
configuration (Table 1, CONF 1). The same hyperparameters
were then used for the training of all alternative configurations
of the network shown in Table 1. Each epoch processed 145
batches of 13 training images and 29 batches of 13 validation
images. The augmentation strategy was similar to that already
described for the training of Module 1, with the notable
difference that both training and validation images, and their
corresponding masks (if used) calculated by Module 1, were
augmented, and thus, in each epoch, the network trained on
1885 (145 x 13) different augmented images/masks, and was
validated against 377 (29 x 13) different augmented
images/masks. Based on the trend of the validation loss and
accuracy, training was stopped after 200 epochs in each



TABLE 1. PERFORMANCE OF DIFFERENT CXR-NET CONFIGURATIONS

CONF 1: Module 1 masks + Module 2

Single Model Ensemble model
Parameters 20,467 122,802
Memory* 0.408 Gb/batch — 20.14 Mb/batch ~ 30.37 Mb/batch
MFLOPS® 253.652 1,454.363
Eval. time® 453 ms/batch 564 ms/batch
Mean (std) of 6 models Ensemble model
Validation set Test set Test Set
Accuracy 0.813 (0.020) 0.756 (0.015) 0.789
Precision 0.740 (0.056) 0.693 (0.052) 0.739
Recall 0.793 (0.089) 0.676 (0.081) 0.693
Fi score 0.759 (0.025) 0.678 (0.019) 0.715
ROCauc 0.895 (0.007) 0.828 (0.005) 0.852
CONF 2: Module 1 masks + Module 2 without attention
Single Model Ensemble model
Parameters 19,441 116,646
Memory* 0.406 Gb/batch — 20.08 Mb/batch ~ 30.02 Mb/batch
MFLOPS 241.808 1,383.295
Eval. time® 442 ms/batch 526 ms/batch
Mean (std) of 6 models Ensemble model
Validation set Test set Test Set
Accuracy 0.824 (0.017) 0.768 (0.008) 0.786
Precision 0.770 (0.040) 0.729 (0.007) 0.756
Recall 0.768 (0.050) 0.627 (0.033) 0.649
Fi score 0.767 (0.022) 0.674 (0.019) 0.698
ROCauc 0.895 (0.018) 0.825(0.011) 0.849

CONF 3: Module 1 masks + Module 2 with WST block replaced by

1 CONV RES block

Single Model Ensemble model
Parameters 22,753 136,518
MFLOPS 263.284 1,578,636
Memory* 0.537 Gb/batch — 2.76 Mb/batch 11.83 Mb/batch
Eval. time® 164 ms/batch 273 ms/batch
Mean (std) of 6 models Ensemble model
Validation set  Test set Test Set
Accuracy 0.770 (0.027) 0.733 (0.015) 0.763
Precision 0.670 (0.046) 0.651 (0.023) 0.696
Recall 0.762 (0.049) 0.651 (0.022) 0.675
Fi score 0.711 (0.040) 0.651 (0.017) 0.685
ROCauc 0.847 (0.021) 0.793 (0.017) 0.820
CONTF 4: Module 1 masks + Module 2 with WST block replaced by
2 CONV RES blocks
Single Model Ensemble model
Parameters 31,423 188,538
MFLOPS 365.429 2,191.505
Memory* 0.711 Gb/batch — 3.26 Mb/batch 14.41 Mb/batch
Eval. time® 193 ms/batch 326 ms/batch
Mean (std) of 6 models Ensemble model
Validation set  Test set Test Set
Accuracy 0.746 (0.017) 0.716 (0.012) 0.742
Precision 0.621 (0.036) 0.608 (0.022) 0.635
Recall 0.833 (0.036) 0.739 (0.045) 0.768
Fi score 0.710 (0.022) 0.666 (0.010) 0.695
ROCauc 0.851 (0.017) 0.796 (0.017) 0.822

CONF 5: Module 2 only (no masks, no attention)

Single Model Ensemble model
Parameters 19,441 116,646
MFLOPS 241.801 1,383.282
Memory* 0.406 Gb/batch — 20.08 Mb/batch ~ 26.02 Mb/batch
Eval. time® 382 ms/batch 474 ms/batch
Mean (std) of 6 models Ensemble model
Validation set Test set Test Set
Accuracy 0.782 (0.021) 0.774 (0.008) 0.792
Precision 0.658 (0.050) 0.665 (0.032) 0.681
Recall 0.888 (0.055) 0.837 (0.058) 0.860
Fi score 0.753 (0.016) 0.739 (0.008) 0.760
ROCauc 0.897 (0.009) 0.875 (0.090) 0.895

validation run. Individual models derived from each run were
then combined into an ensemble model (Supplementary
Information Fig. S8) without averaging their layers
coefficients. In our default pipeline (Table 1, CONF 1) the final
ensemble model contained a single WST block followed by 6
parallel branches, each with | ATTENTION and 3 CONV RES
blocks. The random selection of the training and validation
images in each run is shown in Fig. 8a. The training and
validation loss and accuracy for each run are shown in Fig. 8b.
Receiver-Operating Characteristic (ROC) curves for the
validation images in each run are shown in Fig. 8c; a confusion
matrix combining all validation images is shown in Fig. 8d.
The Covid vs. non-Covid classification performance of the
ensemble model with the non-augmented test sets of 1532
CXRs is displayed in terms of ROC curves and Confusion
Matrices in Figs. 8e,f.

One-way analysis of variance (Anova) (Fig. 9,
Supplementary Information Table S2) of the 6 cross-validated
training runs with different Module 2 configurations, reveals
that the ATTENTION block does not contribute significantly
to the F1 score or the ROC area under the curve (auc), although
some small positive effect can still be appreciated in the
performance of the ensemble model (Table 1, compare CONF
1 and 2). For this reason, until further tests with outside data
clarify whether this block is useful or not, we retain it in the
default configuration of the network (Table 1, CONF 1).
Instead, statistically significant differences are noted between
the default configuration and the configurations in which either
the WST block is removed and replaced by 1 or 2 CONV RES
blocks (Table 1, CONF 3 and 4), or lung masks are not used
(Table 1, CONF 5). In particular, removing the WST block
degrades the F1 and ROC values, as we would expect from the
loss in image generalization akin to transfer learning provided
by the WST. This loss is insufficiently replaced by adding more
convolutional layers to the network. In contrast, somewhat
unexpectedly, removing the use of lung masks significantly
improves the F1 and ROC values. We have further investigated
the meaning of the latter result through the use of Grad-CAM
saliency (heat) maps [9].

D. Heat maps

Grad-CAM saliency maps [9] often suffer from low resolution,
and thus fail to differentiate multifocal lesions within an image.
CXR-Net Module 2 feature maps retain the same spatial
dimensions and resolution throughout all layers, including the
final convolutional layer that is used to generate the saliency
maps. The two channels of this layer contain the predictions for

Table 1: Complexity measures (parameters, mflops, memory, eval. time)
are shown for Module 2 contribution only. The contribution from Module
1 (section II, E, above) must be added to obtain the computational
complexity of the entire pipeline. “The 1st memory value reported for the
single model reflects the space needed for both forward and back-
propagation (training) with a batch of images of the training set. The 2™
memory value reflects the space needed for just forward propagation
(‘evaluation’) with a batch of images of the test set. Since all the
coefficients of the ensemble model are frozen, only the memory space
needed for forward propagation is reported. "Evaluation time refers to the
time required for forward propagation with a batch of images of the test
set, and with all calculations split between 2 Tesla V-100 GPU cards. In all
cases, evaluation of either the validation or the test set by a single model
or the ensemble model was carried out with the original non-augmented
images. “"MFLOPS, million floating point operations per second.



classmm I 111 EEIDIEEIIND O 1§ Immil 1

groupiiM NIN! IEEIIT P NI WM I/ ININNIAD D 0

0.9 ) - -
08 b il p P can B
0.7

0.6
~—— Training loss
0.5 ~— Training accuracy
----- Validation loss
0.4 — Validation accuracy
0.3 i
0.2
epoch 0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200
o - —
Ll o - d
]
C] Positive 674 174
A 3
gc =
= o
s 2
8« =
3S i Negati
C . gatve 251 1166
o Mean validation
S ! AUC = 0.895
ol ;\@”’ Per;ctled ;_,;;;’-G\"'
>V O abel
00 02 04 06 08 10 N ¥
False positive rate
o ——
“ e _——  f
//,/"'
2 Positive 180
£ @
e / o
3/ 3
= / S
3 / =
o
gc Negative
25 144 801
~ AUC =0.852
° |
| 7
| & predicted ¥
g v & abel &
0.0 0.2 0.8 1.0

0.4 0.6
False positive rate

Fig. 8. CXR-Net training (default configuration, Table 1, CONF 1). Panel
a: partition of 2265 CXRs into 6 randomly selected train (blue) and
validation (orange) subsets (rows ‘0-5’). Cyan and brown sections (row
labeled ‘class’) display the Covid +/— partition. A multicolor row (row
labeled ‘group’) displays the partition between patients. Panel b: loss and
categorical accuracy in the 6 training and validation sets. Panel c:
validation ROC curves for each run (circles), and mean validation ROC
curve for all 6 runs (continuous line). Panel d: confusion matrix for the
combined validation sets. Panels e,f: ROC curve and confusion matrix for
the ensemble model predictions with non-augmented 1532 CXRs of the
test set.

the CXR image probability of being Covid or non-Covid,
respectively, summing to 1. We generate Grad-CAM maps
from both channels. When Grad-CAM maps were generated by
Module 2 in the configuration that uses lung masks (Table 1,
CONEF 1), texture alterations in the lung regions of the CXRs
(leftmost column in Fig. 10) were readily identified as the ‘hot’
regions of the saliency maps (middle column in Fig. 10). In
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Fig. 9. Anova based comparison graph of 6 cross-validated models with
different Module 2 configurations (Table 1), using images in the test
set. Each group mean and interval are represented by a full circle
symbol, and a line extending out from the symbol. The first group mean
and interval are highlighted in blue. The intervals for the other groups
that do not intersect with the interval for group 1 mean, are highlighted

in red. F1 score: 2 groups have means different from groups 1 (p=4.04e-

9). ROC auc: 3 groups have means different from groups 1 (p=8.20e-12).
contrast, when Grad-CAM maps were generated by Module 2
in the configuration that does not use masks (Table 1, CONF
5), despite the apparently superior classification performance of
this configuration, the hot regions of the maps were mostly
located outside the lung regions (i.e., diaphragm, shoulder,
labels, image edges). This observation is consistent with similar
observations in [13, 14, 16], suggesting that in the absence of
information from lung segmentation the network relies heavily
on confounding features that originate during the CXR
acquisition, or that systematically differ between Covid and
non-Covid datasets. This interpretation is confirmed by an
analysis of the distribution of the class probabilities predicted
with the test set when Module 2 operates with or without lung
masks (Fig. 11). In its default configuration (Table 1, CONF 1)
the ensemble model of CXR-Net predicts significantly better
non-Covid than Covid CXRs (Fig. 11a). In the absence of
information from lung masks, predictions for the Covid class
present the highest median and the smallest variability of all
configurations, while the median of the predictions for the non-
Covid class is decreased and its variability increased (Fig. 11b).
This behavior is exactly what would be expected if the Covid
class is confounded by systematic ‘Covid’ signals (markings,
age, sex, race, position, etc.) in the non-lung regions of CXRs,
while the non-Covid class, being simply assembled from a
variety of pre-Covid era CXRs, is heterogenous with respect to
non-lung regions. The ‘outliers’ distributions also supports this
interpretation. In fact, when only the lung regions are
considered (Fig. 11a), many CXRs from pre-Covid era that
contains features of pneumonia similar to SARS-CoV-2 are
predicted as non-Covid with very low probability. When both
lung and non-lung regions are considered (Fig. 11b) the
contribution of pneumonia features in non-Covid CXRs is
diluted in the set, lowering the median and decreasing the
number of outliers. Covid patients whose non-lung regions do
not contain common systematic features appears as outliers.

E. Graphic interphase

We have developed g-CXR-Net [41], a graphic front-hand for
CXR-Net ensemble model, which adopts the Python tkinter
package as interface to the Tk GUI toolkit (https:/www.tcl.tk/ ),
and is compatible with most personal computer platforms (Fig.
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Fig. 10. Ensemble model predictions for some CXRs in the HFHS test set.
The leftmost column shows the input CXRs and labels (positive for Covid
and negative for non-Covid) based on image analysis and RT-PCR. The 2™
and 3" columns from the left show the model assigned positive and
negative scores, and the corresponding Grad-CAM maps calculated using
lung masks (Table 1, CONF 1). The 4™ and 5™ columns from the left show
the model assigned positive and negative scores, and the corresponding
Grad-CAM maps calculated without using lung masks (Table 1, CONF 5).
The top 3 rows shows a correct positive assignment by both models. The
4th row shows a CXR labeled positive, but assigned as negative by both
models. The 5th row shows a CXRs labeled positive, but incorrectly
assigned as negative when the lung masks are used. The bottom 3 rows
shows CXRs labeled negative, and similarly assigned by both models.

12). CXR images of any size in dicom format are classified as
Covid or non-Covid, and lung heat maps are generated in
seconds on a desktop, laptop, or hand-held device.

IV. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

CXR-Net features a dual-module architecture for the
sequential segmentation of the lung fields in AP/PA CXRs, and
their classification as either non-Covid (normal or other non-
Covid pathology) or SARS-CoV-2. We have shown that lung
segmentation is necessary to avoid an artifactual identification
of Covid cases on the basis of systematic features of non-lung
regions that may be common in CXRs of Covid patients. For
this reason, despite the higher classification performance of
Configuration 5 (Table 1, CONF 5), we recommend
Configuration 1 as the preferred architecture. However, it
should be noted that the lung segmentations provided by
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Fig. 11. Anova based scatter and box plots of the distributions of Covid vs
non-Covid prediction probabilities assigned by the ensemble model of
CXR-Net in different configurations. a. Module 1 masks + Module 2
(Table 1, CONF 1). b. Module 2 only (Table 1, CONF 5). Red dots and
boxes show the predicted probabilities of being Covid for CXRs that are
truly Covid. Blue dots and boxes show the predicted probabilities of being
non-Covid for CXRs that are truly non-Covid. Medians of the distributions
are shown as yellow lines.

Module 1 are still very inaccurate when a pathologic
consolidation of the lung tissue produces areas with pixel
intensity comparable to those of non-lung tissues. In extreme
cases, an entire affected lung can be excluded from the mask of
both lungs, leaving in the mask only the unaffected lung, and
thus leading to an incorrect classification. This is a serious
problem, for which a variety of solutions have been proposed.
Carvalho Souza et al. [42] have used a first NN to derive an
initial segmentation that excludes lung opacities, and a second
NN to reconstruct the lung regions “lost” due to pulmonary
abnormalities. Selvan et al. [43] have treated high opacity
regions as missing data and designed an image segmentation
network that utilizes a generative model based on a variational
encoder for data imputation. Motamed et al. [20] and Munawar
et al. [15] have used generative adversarial networks (GANs)
for both lung segmentation and classification. In this case, the
GAN generator is trained to generate a segmented mask of a
given input CXR. The discriminator distinguishes between a
ground truth and the generated mask, and updates the generator
through the adversarial loss measure. Despite these efforts,
when patients’ pathologies lower the contrast between lungs
and surroundings in the CXR, the segmentation task remains
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Fig. 12. g-CXR-Net GUI Buttons are associated with different actions: a)
select a directory tree for sources and targets different from the default one,
b) select CXR images to be processed, ¢) update selections, d) calculate
lung masks, e) calculate classification scores, f) calculate heat maps, g)
display CXRs and corresponding floating point and binary lung masks, h)
display heat maps, i) quit. Updates and task results are displayed in the text
window at the lower left corner of the GUL

very challenging, and a generally accepted strategy to improve
the outcome has not been identified yet.

Module 2 is a hybrid convnet that uses the Wavelet
Scattering Transform (WST) of the input image [24, 25, 34] as
the first layer. Since the coefficient of the WST block are not
learned, Module 2 requires the refinement of only ~21,000
parameters for images of dimensions 300 X 340. For this
reason, in this study we could combine without parameter
averaging the models derived from 6 cross-validated runs into
a single ensemble model (Supplementary Information Fig. S8)
of only ~123,000 parameters. In our experience, retaining the
individual Module 2 validation models as parallel paths, rather
than averaging their refined coefficients, improves the final
classification performance of the ensemble model
(Supplementary Information Table S1). Currently, the kernel
sizes of the convolution operations inside the CONV RES
blocks of Module 2 are optimized for the feature maps produced
by the WST block. We have found that using CXR input images
larger than 300 X 340 only slows down training without
improving classification. However, were a user to opt for larger
images, a manual optimization of the kernels inside the CONV
RES block would be required. Future releases of the pipeline
will adapt automatically the kernel sizes to the dimensions of
the input images.

The subset of non-Covid CXRs used in this study was
selected out of the HFHS archive of images from pre-Covid era,
and contains images of normal lungs as well as lungs affected
by non-Covid pathologies, some of which, however, resemble
Covid pneumonia. Since the current model was trained only on
the Covid and non-Covid subset of images, it allows for a fast
identification of Covid cases based on a simple binary choice.
However, this type of training is also expected to increase the
number of false negative attributions. Furthermore, while the
pipeline can be easily modified for CXR classification into
normal and various lung pathologies by increasing the number
of channels of the last convolutional layer of Module 2, we can
expect that, as classes multiply, the performance of the
pretrained model will drop [44]. This is an issue of general
importance in automated Covid detection from CXRs, because
Covid progression entails at least three distinct stages (early

infection, pulmonary phase, and hyper-inflammation phase)
with distinct radiological features [45-49]. Unfortunately, while
the HFHS database contains information on the time difference
between the date of confirmed Covid diagnosis and the date of
CXR acquisition, it does not contain annotations about the
disease stage, or alteration in specific lung zones that would
support the stage assignment. As a consequence, CXRs
acquired at some late hospitalization time, which may contain
features of recovery from Covid, are labeled the same way as
others acquired at an earlier time, showing severe pulmonary
involvement. Additional work will be required to include in the
HFHS database appropriate metadata that report the exact stage
of the disease in addition to the mere diagnosis.

A different problem in the HFHS database is represented by
the fact that the Covid subset is still significantly smaller than
the non-Covid subset. To relieve this problem, during training
CXR-Net uses traditional techniques of data augmentation
based on image rotation, sheering, shifting, scaling, and
mirroring. However, it has been reported that synthetic normal
and Covid CXRs produced by GANSs can be utilized to enhance
further the performance of Covid detection [50, 51], and these
methods will be implemented in future releases of the pipeline.

V. REFERENCES

[1] M.-Y.Ng et al., "Imaging Profile of the COVID-19 Infection: Radiologic
Findings and Literature Review," Radiology: Cardiothoracic Imaging,
vol. 2, no. 1, p. €200034, 2020, doi: 10.1148/ryct.2020200034.

[2] J. P. Cohen, P. Morrison, and L. Dao, "COVID-19 Image Data
Collection," ArXiv, vol. abs/2003.11597, 2020.

[3] R. Sarki, K. Ahmed, H. Wang, Y. Zhang, and K. Wang, "Automated
Detection of COVID-19 through Convolutional Neural Network using
Chest x-ray images," medRxiv, p. 2021.02.06.21251271, 2021, doi:
10.1101/2021.02.06.21251271.

[4] C. B. S. Maior, J. M. M. Santana, I. D. Lins, and M. J. C. Moura,
"Convolutional neural network model based on radiological images to
support COVID-19 diagnosis: Evaluating database biases," PLOS ONE,
vol. 16, no. 3, p. €0247839, 2021, doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0247839.

[5] M. Shorfuzzaman, M. Masud, H. Alhumyani, D. Anand, and A. Singh,
"Artificial Neural Network-Based Deep Learning Model for COVID-19
Patient Detection Using X-Ray Chest Images," Journal of Healthcare
Engineering, vol. 2021, p. 5513679, 2021/06/07 2021, doi:
10.1155/2021/5513679.

[6] K.K.Bressem, L. C. Adams, C. Erxleben, B. Hamm, S. M. Niehues, and
J. L. Vahldiek, "Comparing different deep learning architectures for
classification of chest radiographs," Scientific Reports, vol. 10, no. 1, p.
13590, 2020/08/12 2020, doi: 10.1038/s41598-020-70479-z.

[7] L D. Apostolopoulos and T. A. Mpesiana, "Covid-19: automatic detection
from X-ray images utilizing transfer learning with convolutional neural
networks," Physical and Engineering Sciences in Medicine, vol. 43, no.
2, pp. 635-640, 2020/06/01 2020, doi: 10.1007/s13246-020-00865-4.

[8] F.Ucar and D. Korkmaz, "COVIDiagnosis-Net: Deep Bayes-SqueezeNet
based diagnosis of the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) from X-ray
images," (in eng), Med Hypotheses, vol. 140, pp. 109761-109761, 2020,
doi: 10.1016/j.mehy.2020.109761.

[91 R.R. Selvaraju, M. Cogswell, A. Das, R. Vedantam, D. Parikh, and D.
Batra, "Grad-CAM: Visual Explanations from Deep Networks via
Gradient-Based Localization," in 2017 IEEE International Conference on
Computer Vision (ICCV), 22-29 Oct. 2017 2017, pp. 618-626, doi:
10.1109/ICCV.2017.74.

[10] X.Li, M. Zhai, and J. Sun, "DDCNNC: Dilated and depthwise separable
convolutional neural Network for diagnosis COVID-19 via chest X-ray
images," International Journal of Cognitive Computing in Engineering,
vol. 2, pp. 71-82, 2021/06/01/ 2021, doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijcce.2021.04.001.

[11] R. M. Wehbe et al, "DeepCOVID-XR: An Artificial Intelligence
Algorithm to Detect COVID-19 on Chest Radiographs Trained and

11



[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

(18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26
[27]

=

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

Tested on a Large US Clinical Dataset," Radiology, p. 203511, 2020, doi:
10.1148/radi01.2020203511.

I. Banerjee et al., "Reading Race: AI Recognises Patient's Racial Identity
In Medical Images," ArXiv, vol. abs/2107.10356, 2021.

A.J. DeGrave, J. D. Janizek, and S.-1. Lee, "Al for radiographic COVID-
19 detection selects shortcuts over signal," Nature Machine Intelligence,
vol. 3, no. 7, pp. 610-619, 2021/07/01 2021, doi: 10.1038/s42256-021-
00338-7.

G. Maguolo and L. Nanni, "A critic evaluation of methods for COVID-19
automatic detection from X-ray images," (in eng), Inf Fusion, vol. 76, pp.
1-7,2021, doi: 10.1016/j.inffus.2021.04.008.

F. Munawar, S. Azmat, T. Igbal, C. Gronlund, and H. Ali, "Segmentation
of Lungs in Chest X-Ray Image Using Generative Adversarial Networks,"
IEEE  Access, vol. 8, pp. 153535-153545, 2020, doi:
10.1109/ACCESS.2020.3017915.

J. D. Lopez-Cabrera, R. Orozco-Morales, J. A. Portal-Diaz, O. Lovelle-
Enriquez, and M. Pérez-Diaz, "Current limitations to identify COVID-19
using artificial intelligence with chest X-ray imaging," Health and
Technology, vol. 11, no. 2, pp. 411-424, 2021/03/01 2021, doi:
10.1007/s12553-021-00520-2.

S. Rajkumar, P. V. Rajaraman, H. S. Meganathan, V. Sapthagirivasan, K.
Tejaswinee, and R. Ashwin, "Covid-Detect: A Deep Learning Approach
For Classification Of Covid-19 Pneumonia From Lung Segmented Chest
X-Rays,"  Biomedical  Engineering:  Applications, Basis and
Communications, vol. 33, no. 02, p. 2150010, 2021/04/01 2020, doi:
10.4015/S1016237221500101.

D. Keidar et al., "COVID-19 classification of X-ray images using deep
neural networks," European Radiology, 2021/05/29 2021, doi:
10.1007/s00330-021-08050-1.

S. Tabik et al., "COVIDGR Dataset and COVID-SDNet Methodology for
Predicting COVID-19 Based on Chest X-Ray Images," IEEE Journal of
Biomedical and Health Informatics, vol. 24, no. 12, pp. 3595-3605, 2020,
doi: 10.1109/JBHI.2020.3037127.

S. Motamed, P. Rogalla, and F. Khalvati, "RANDGAN: Randomized
generative adversarial network for detection of COVID-19 in chest X-
ray," Scientific Reports, vol. 11, no. 1, p. 8602, 2021/04/21 2021, doi:
10.1038/541598-021-87994-2.

H. Abdallah et al., "Res-CR-Net, a residual network with a novel
architecture optimized for the semantic segmentation of microscopy
images," Machine Learning: Science and Technology, vol. 1, no. 4, p.
045004, 2020/09/19 2020, doi: 10.1088/2632-2153/aba8eS8.

O. Ronneberger, P. Fischer, and T. Brox, "U-Net: Convolutional
Networks for Biomedical Image Segmentation," in Medical Image
Computing and Computer-Assisted Intervention — MICCAI 2015, Cham,
N. Navab, J. Hornegger, W. M. Wells, and A. F. Frangi, Eds., 2015//
2015: Springer International Publishing, pp. 234-241.

S. Mallat, "A Theory for Multiresolution Signal Decomposition: The
Wavelet Representation.," IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and
Machine Intelligence, vol. 11, no. 7, pp. 674-693, 1989.

E. Oyallon, E. Belilovsky, and S. Zagoruyko, "Scaling the Scattering
Transform: Deep Hybrid Networks," CoRR, vol. abs/1703.08961, 2017.
[Online]. Available: http://arxiv.org/abs/1703.08961.

E. Oyallon et al., "Scattering Networks for Hybrid Representation
Learning," IEEE Transactions on Pattern Analysis and Machine
Intelligence, vol. 41, no. 9, pp. 2208-2221, 2019, doi:
10.1109/TPAMI.2018.2855738.

F. Chollet. "Keras." https://keras.io (accessed.

M. Abadi and e. al. "TensorFlow: Large-scale machine learning on
heterogeneous systems." https://www.tensorflow.org/ (accessed.

L.-C. Chen, G. Papandreou, I. Kokkinos, K. Murphy, and A. L. Yuille,
"DeepLab: Semantic Image Segmentation with Deep Convolutional Nets,
Atrous Convolution, and Fully Connected CRFs," CoRR, vol.
abs/1606.00915, 2016. [Online]. Available:
http://arxiv.org/abs/1606.00915.

L.-C. Chen, G. Papandreou, F. Schroff, and A. Adam, "Rethinking Atrous
Convolution for Semantic Image Segmentation," CoRR, vol.
abs/1706.05587, 2017. [Online]. Available:
http://arxiv.org/abs/1706.05587.

F. I. Diakogiannis, F. Waldner, P. Caccetta, and C. Wu, "ResUNet-a: a
deep learning framework for semantic segmentation of remotely sensed
data," CoRR, vol. abs/1904.00592, 2019. [Online]. Available:
http://arxiv.org/abs/1904.00592.

T. Falk et al.,, "U-Net: deep learning for cell counting, detection, and
morphometry," Nature methods, vol. 16, no. 1, pp. 67-70, Jan 2019, doi:
10.1038/s41592-018-0261-2.

[32]

[33]

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

(48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

F. Milletari, N. Navab, and S.-A. Ahmadi, "Fully Convolutional Neural
Networks for Volumetric Medical Image Segmentation," CoRR, vol.
abs/1606.04797, 2016. [Online]. Available:
http://arxiv.org/abs/1606.04797.

D. P. Kingma and J. Ba, "Adam: A Method for Stochastic Optimization,"
CoRR, vol. abs/1412.6980, 2015.

E. Oyallon and S. Mallat, "Deep roto-translation scattering for object
classification.," in IEEE Conference on Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition, 2015, pp. 2865— 2873.

S. Mallat, "Group invariant scattering.," Communications on Pure and
Applied Mathematics, vol. 65, no. 10, pp. 1331-1398, 2012.

M. Andreux et al., "Kymatio: Scattering Transforms in Python," CoRR,
vol. abs/1812.11214, 2018. [Online]. Available:
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.11214.

I. Dokmanic, J. Bruna, S. Mallat, and M. V. de Hoop, "Inverse Problems
with Invariant Multiscale Statistics," CoRR, vol. abs/1609.05502, 2016.
[Online]. Available: http://arxiv.org/abs/1609.05502.

K. K. Singh and A. Singh, "Diagnosis of COVID-19 from chest X-ray
images using wavelets-based depthwise convolution network," Big Data

Mining and Analytics, vol. 4, mno. 2, pp. 84-93, 2021, doi:
10.26599/BDMA.2020.9020012.

A. Vaswani et al., "Attention Is All You Need," CoRR, vol.
abs/1706.03762, 2017. [Online]. Available:

http://arxiv.org/abs/1706.03762.

N. Parmar et al., "Image Transformer," in Proceedings of the 35th
International Conference on Machine Learning, J. Dy and A. Krause,
Eds., 2018, vol. 80: PMLR, pp. 4055--4064. [Online]. Available:
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v80/parmarl8a.html. [Online]. Available:
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v80/parmarl 8a.html

D. L. Gatti, "g-CXR-Net: A Graphic Application for the Rapid
Recognition of SARS-CoV-2 from Chest X-Rays," medRxiv, p.
2021.06.06.21258428, 2021, doi: 10.1101/2021.06.06.21258428.

J. C. Souza, J. O. Bandeira Diniz, J. L. Ferreira, G. L. Fran¢a da Silva, A.
Corréa Silva, and A. C. de Paiva, "An automatic method for lung
segmentation and reconstruction in chest X-ray using deep neural
networks," Computer Methods and Programs in Biomedicine, vol. 177,
pp. 285-296, 2019/08/01/ 2019, doi:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cmpb.2019.06.005.

R. Selvan et al. Lung Segmentation from Chest X-rays using Variational
Data Imputation

J. Deng, A. C. Berg, K. Li, and L. Fei-Fei, "What Does Classifying More
Than 10,000 Image Categories Tell Us?," in Computer Vision — ECCV
2010, Berlin, Heidelberg, K. Daniilidis, P. Maragos, and N. Paragios,
Eds., 2010// 2010: Springer Berlin Heidelberg, pp. 71-84.

H. K. Siddigi and M. R. Mehra, "COVID-19 illness in native and
immunosuppressed states: A clinical-therapeutic staging proposal," (in
eng), J Heart Lung Transplant, vol. 39, no. 5, pp. 405-407, May 2020,
doi: 10.1016/j.healun.2020.03.012.

H.Y.F. Wong et al., "Frequency and Distribution of Chest Radiographic
Findings in Patients Positive for COVID-19," Radiology, vol. 296, no. 2,
pp. E72-E78, 2020/08/01 2020, doi: 10.1148/radiol.2020201160.

M. A. Warren et al., "Severity scoring of lung oedema on the chest
radiograph is associated with clinical outcomes in ARDS," (in eng),
Thorax, vol. 73, no. 9, pp. 840-846, Sep 2018, doi: 10.1136/thoraxjnl-
2017-211280.

D. Toussie et al., "Clinical and Chest Radiography Features Determine
Patient Outcomes in Young and Middle-aged Adults with COVID-19,"
Radiology, vol. 297, no. 1, pp. E197-E206, 2020/10/01 2020, doi:
10.1148/radi01.2020201754.

A. Borghesi and R. Maroldi, "COVID-19 outbreak in Italy: experimental
chest X-ray scoring system for quantifying and monitoring disease
progression," (in eng), Radiol Med, vol. 125, no. 5, pp. 509-513, May
2020, doi: 10.1007/s11547-020-01200-3.

A. Waheed, M. Goyal, D. Gupta, A. Khanna, F. Al-Turjman, and P. R.
Pinheiro, "CovidGAN: Data Augmentation Using Auxiliary Classifier
GAN for Improved Covid-19 Detection," IEEE Access, vol. 8, pp. 91916-
91923, 2020, doi: 10.1109/ACCESS.2020.2994762.

Y. Karbhari, A. Basu, Z. W. Geem, G. T. Han, and R. Sarkar, "Generation
of synthetic chest X-ray images and detection of COVID-19: A deep
learning based approach," Diagnostics, Article vol. 11, no. 5, 1/1 2021,
doi: 10.3390/diagnostics11050895.

12



