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Summary

Automatic segmentation of the spinal cord and T2-weighted hyperintense lesions in spinal cord
injury on MRI scans across different treatment strategies, lesion etiologies, sites, scanner
manufacturers, and heterogeneous image resolutions.

Key Results

e An open-source, automatic method, SCIseg, was trained on a dataset of 191 spinal
cord injury patients from three sites for the segmentation of spinal cord and
T2-weighted hyperintense lesions.

e SCIseg (Qeneralizes across traumatic and non-traumatic lesions, scanner
manufacturers, and heterogeneous image resolutions, enabling the automatic extraction
of lesion morphometrics in large multi-site cohorts.

e Morphometrics derived from the automatic predictions showed no statistically
significant difference when compared with manual ground truth, implying reliability in
SCIseg’ s predictions.

This work has been submitted to Radiology: Atrtificial Intelligence for possible publication. Copyright
may be transferred without notice, after which this version may no longer be accessible.
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Abstract

Background: Quantitative MRI biomarkers in spinal cord injury (SCI) can help understand the
extent of the focal injury. However, due to the lack of automatic segmentation methods, these
biomarkers are derived manually, which is a time-consuming process prone to intra- and
inter-rater variability, thus limiting large multi-site studies and translation to clinical workflows.
Purpose: To develop a deep learning tool for the automatic segmentation of T2-weighted
hyperintense lesions and the spinal cord in SCI patients.

Material and Methods: This retrospective study included a cohort of SCI patients from three
sites enrolled between July 2002 and February 2023 who underwent clinical MRI examination.
A deep learning model, SCIseg, was trained on T2-weighted images with heterogeneous
image resolutions (isotropic, anisotropic), and orientations (axial, sagittal) acquired using
scanners from different manufacturers (Siemens, Philips, GE) and different field strengths (1T,
1.5T, 3T) for the automatic segmentation of SCI lesions and the spinal cord. The proposed
method was visually and quantitatively compared with other open-source baseline methods.
Quantitative biomarkers (lesion volume, lesion length, and maximal axial damage ratio)
computed from manual ground-truth lesion masks and automatic SCIseg predictions were
correlated with clinical scores (pinprick, light touch, and lower extremity motor scores). A
between-group comparison was performed using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test.

Results: MRI data from 191 SCI patients (mean age, 48.1 years + 17.9 [SD]; 142 males) were
used for training. Compared to existing methods, SCIseg achieved the best segmentation
performance for both the cord and lesions and generalized well to both traumatic and
non-traumatic SCI patients. SCIseqg is open-source and accessible through the Spinal Cord
Toolbox.

Conclusion: Automatic segmentation of intramedullary lesions commonly seen in traumatic
SCI replaces the tedious manual annotation process and enables the extraction of relevant
lesion morphometrics in large cohorts. The proposed model generalizes across lesion
etiologies (traumatic, ischemic), scanner manufacturers and heterogeneous image resolutions.

Keywords
Spinal Cord, Trauma, Segmentation, MR-Imaging, Supervised learning, Convolution Neural
Networks (CNN)

List of Abbreviations

DCM = degenerative cervical myelopathy
DL = deep learning

RVE = relative volume error

SC = spinal cord

SCI = spinal cord injury
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1. Introduction

Traumatic spinal cord injury (SCI) results from acute damage to the spinal cord (SC) due to
external physical factors (1). The majority of traumatic SCI patients sustain permanent
neurological deficits such as motor and autonomic dysfunction with devastating physical and
social consequences (1). Conventional MRI provides macrostructural information about the
level of injury, intramedullary and extramedullary abnormalities (e.g., edema and hemorrhage),
and allows the evaluation of soft tissue structures (1,2). Importantly, MRI-derived quantitative
biomarkers, namely, intramedullary lesion length and lesion volume, have demonstrated
associations with the neurological prognosis of traumatic SCI patients (3-8).

Despite recent advances in automatic SC MRI processing (9-12), robust methods for automatic
quantitative MRI biomarker identification in traumatic SCI are still missing. As a result, most
studies involve manual identification of these biomarkers (6,8,13-16), which is a
time-consuming process susceptible to inter-rater variability, making it less reproducible in
multi-site studies. Deep learning (DL) can improve the diagnosis and prognostication in SCI by
automating the lesion annotation process, thereby reducing rater-specific biases and
facilitating the analysis of large SCI cohorts across sites (17-19). Indeed, quantitative SCI lesion
biomarkers derived from DL-based automatic segmentations have been shown to correlate well
with clinical measures of motor impairment (20). However, despite its numerous advantages,
DL has not been sufficiently explored in the context of traumatic SCI (18), with no open-source
methods existing to date. This suggests a need for an automatic biomarker identification
method that deals with the complex pathophysiology of traumatic SCI patients, generalizes to
multiple sites and is easily accessible by researchers.

In this study, we introduced a DL-based method, SCcIseg, for automatically segmenting the
spinal cord and T2-weighted hyperintense lesions in volumetric SCI images. We performed
correlation analyses between the automatically derived lesion biomarkers and clinical scores.
To our best knowledge, this is the first open-source method for the 3D segmentation of both
the SC and lesions, which can perform well across treatment strategies
(pre-operative/post-operative), lesion etiologies (traumatic/ischemic), sites, scanner
manufacturers, heterogeneous image resolutions, and fields of view. Importantly, SCIseg
generalizes well to non-traumatic SCI (i.e., degenerative cervical myelopathy, DCM), obtaining
reasonable segmentations for DCM lesions.
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2. Materials and Methods

2.1 Study Design and Participants

This retrospective study included a cohort of SCI patients from three sites enrolled between
July 2002 and February 2023. All patients provided written informed consent following
Institutional Review Board approval and the Declaration of Helsinki. Demographic
characteristics are provided in Table 1. Patients from site 2 were clinically assessed using the
international standards for the neurological classification of SCI (ISNCSCI) protocol to obtain
light touch, pinprick, and lower extremity motor scores. Eight patients from site 1 were followed
up with additional MRI examinations. The inclusion criteria were: post-traumatic SCI, clinical
MRI available for analyses, and completed enrollment. Exclusion criteria were: concurrent
traumatic brain injury beyond concussion, and significant pre-existing neurological history (i.e.,
multiple sclerosis, cerebrovascular stroke). Patients from all sites were reported previously
(6,8,13,21,22). These studies focused on understanding the consequences of SCI in the
context of their predictive relationships with motor and sensory functions while using manually
segmented lesion masks. In contrast, our study presents an automatic tool for segmenting
T2-weighted hyperintensities, potentially aiding future clinical studies in SCI.

Site 1 Site 2 Site 3
97 patients with traumatic and 80 patients with post-operative 14 patients with pre-operative
ischemic lesions acquired traumatic lesions acquired traumatic lesions acquired in
between 2002 and 2023 between 2010 and 2017 2009
No patients were excluded No patients were excluded No patients were excluded
Sagittal T2-weighted Axial T2-weighted Axial T2-weighted T2-weighted Isotropic
n =97 (80-20% split) n=40 n =80 (80-20% split) n=14
Testing Set | Training Set | Training Set Il Testing Set Il Training Set llI
n=19 n=118 n=64 n=16 n=14

Final Training Set
n=196
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Figure 1: Study Flowchart. The data included patient cohorts from three sites with
heterogeneous image resolutions, orientations, and lesion etiologies. The validation set is
included within the final training set. Models were evaluated independently on the test sets of
Site 1 and Site 2. Please refer to Table 1 for details on the MRI vendors and field strengths.

2.2 MRI Data

T2-weighted MRI scans with varying lesion types (traumatic/ischemic), voxel sizes, and
orientations (sagittal/axial) were used (Table 1). Four raters segmented SC and lesions using
JIM and FSLeyes image viewers. Due to the absence of ground-truth SC masks for site 1, we
used the sct deepseg sc (23) to initially segment the SC, followed by manual corrections
with the consensus of two raters (with 2 and 7 years of experience, respectively), if necessary.

2.3 Deep Learning Training Protocol

The model was trained in three phases (Figure 2). In the initial phase, a baseline segmentation
model was trained using a labeled dataset of 78 subjects with T2-weighted sagittal images (site
1) and 64 subjects with T2-weighted axial images (site 2). We used the region-based training
strategy of nnUNet (24), where the model initially segments the SC and then localizes itself on
the SC to segment the T2-weighted hyperintense lesions subsequently. Default data
augmentation methods by nnUNet were used. All images were preprocessed with RPI
orientation and Z-score normalization. The model was trained for 1000 epochs, with a batch
size of 2 using the stochastic gradient descent optimizer with a polynomial learning rate
scheduler.

For the second phase, we used the human-in-the-loop active learning strategy (25) to gradually
include axial T2-weighted images from site 1 in the training dataset. Using the phase 1 baseline
model, we generated initial SC and lesion predictions for unlabeled axial images from site 1. A
subset of predicted segmentations underwent quality control, with two raters manually
correcting if needed. These refined segmentations were then added to the training dataset,
resulting in the inclusion of 40 scans and leading to a total of 182 scans in the training set.

To further improve our model’s generalization capabilities to a wide range of image resolutions,
we added a new dataset from site 3 containing 14 isotropic T2-weighted sagittal scans of
pre-operative traumatic SCI patients in the third training phase. In summary, the final dataset
consisting of 196 scans from three sites was used to train the final model using the
region-based training procedure described above.
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Figure 2: Overview of our segmentation approach. Phase 1: A baseline model is trained on
data consisting of T2-weighted images with axial and sagittal orientations from two sites.
Phase 2: Active learning — Initial batch of automatic predictions on T2-weighted axial images
from site 2 are obtained, followed by manual corrections. Phase 3: Along with the newly
corrected axial images, isotropic T2-weighted sagittal images from site 3 are added to the
original dataset for multi-site training. The final model is trained to segment both spinal cord
and lesion simultaneously.

2.4 Evaluation Protocol

We created two independent test sets (site 1: n=19, site 2: n=16), following the 80/20 train/test
splitting ratio. We trained five models, each with a different train/test splitting, to avoid biasing
the model towards a particular dataset split. The model’s performance on the lesion and SC
segmentation were evaluated independently within each test set by comparing it with
open-source methods available in Spinal Cord Toolbox (SCT) (11): sct propseg (26),
sct_deepseg sc (23), and the recently proposed contrast-agnostic SC segmentation
model (27). Due to the lack of existing state-of-the-art, open-source methods for SCI lesion
segmentation, we compared the SCTIseg 3D model with its 2D version.

2.5 Evaluation Metrics

For quantitative validation, we used the segmentation metrics from the open-source ANIMA
toolkit'. For SC segmentation, we presented the Dice coefficient and the relative volume error

! https://anima.readthedocs.io/en/latest/index htm
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(RVE), whereas, for lesion segmentation, we reported the Dice coefficient, average surface
distance, lesion-wise positive predictive value (PPV), lesion-wise sensitivity, and F, score (28).

2.6 Quantitative MRI Biomarkers

We used the SCT’s sct _analyze lesion function to automatically compute the total lesion
volume, intramedullary lesion length, and maximal axial damage ratio (6) from the manual
ground-truth lesion masks and the automatic predictions using the proposed sCIseg 3D
model. The quantitative biomarkers were then correlated with the clinical scores.

2.7 Statistical Analysis

Statistical analysis was performed using the SciPy Python library v1.11.4 (29). Data normality
was tested using D’Agostino and Pearson’s normality test, between-group comparisons were
performed using the Wilcoxon signed-rank test, and correlations were examined using the
Spearman rank-order correlation.
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3.1 Patient Characteristics

A total of 191 patients (mean age + standard deviation 48.1 + 17.9, 142 males, 42 females, 7
sex not reported) with 231 MRI scans from three sites with different treatment strategies
(pre-operative/post-operative) and lesion etiologies (traumatic/ischemic) were included in this
study (Figure 1, Table 1). Patients were scanned across scanners from different manufacturers
(Siemens, Philips, GE) with different field strengths (1T, 1.5T, 3T). T2-weighted images used in
this study had heterogeneous image resolutions, slice thicknesses, and orientations.

Table 1: Characteristics of the Study Cohort

Site 1 Site 2 Site 3
Number of patients 97 80 14
Number of MRI scans 142 80 14
Sex

66/25" 65/15 11/2%
(male/female)
Age
(mean * standard 51.0 £ 19.1 458 +16.4 429 +16.7
deviation)
Age range 17-83 15-81 21-65

MRI manufacturers

MR field strength

Sequence parameters

Siemens (n=91), GE (n=5), Philips

(n=1) Siemens (n=20), GE (n=60)

Siemens (n=14)

3T (n=37), 1.5T (n=59), 1T (n=1) 3T (n=21), 1.5T (n=59) 3T (n=14)

SAGITTAL T2-weighted: voxel AXIAL T2-weighted: voxel size
size 0.34 x 0.34 mm to 0.96 x 0.31 x 0.31mm to 0.78 x
0.96 mm; slice thickness 2.2 mm 0.78mm; slice thickness from 3.0
to 4.8 mm mm to 6.0 mm

ISOTROPIC T2-weighted: voxel
size 0.84 x 0.84 x 0.94 mm to
0.875 x 0.875 x 0.9mm

AXIAL T2-weighted: voxel size

0.35 x 0.35 mm to 0.78 x 0.78

mm; slice thickness 1.0 mm to
7.0 mm

*Sex not reported for 6 patients
*Sex not reported for 1 patient
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3.2 Automatic Spinal Cord and Lesion Segmentation in SCI

Table 2 shows the quantitative results of SCIseg 3D on test sets of the two sites. We
observed that SC segmentations from the model are quite stable across different data splits
despite the presence of artifacts in the images. However, for lesion segmentation, the model
showed better performance on site 2 compared to site 1 with a high standard deviation across
splits.

Table 2. Quantitative performance of the proposed SCIseg 3D model. The metrics are
averaged across 5 seeds.

Spinal Cord Segmentation

Metric
Site 1 (n=113) Site 2 (n=78) Average (n=191)
Dice Score 0.90 + 0.07 0.94 +0.03 0.92 + 0.06
RVE % -1.14 £11.19 0.01 +8.00 -0.67 + 10.00
Surface Distance 0.06 + 0.32 0.00 + 0.00 0.04 £ 0.25
Lesion Segmentation

Dice Score 0.48 + 0.31 0.76 + 0.16 0.60 + 0.29
Surface Distance 1.14 £ 2.79 0.19 +£0.82 0.72 +2.19
Lesion-wise PPV 0.53 = 0.47 0.89 £ 0.24 0.68 + 0.43
Lesion-wise Sensitivity 0.73 £ 0.43 0.93 +0.20 0.82 £ 0.36
F, Score 0.52 + 0.47 0.89 + 0.21 0.68 + 0.42

3.3 Comparison with Other Methods

We compared the SC segmentation performance of our SCIseg 3D model with other
methods: sct propseg, sct deepseg sc 2D
contrast-agnostic, and SCIseg 2D (Figure 3, Figure 4). The half-violin plots in Figure 4
show the distribution of the Dice scores and RVE for test scans across all seeds and the
scatter plots show the performance of the models on each test scan.

sct deepseg sc 3D,
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Figure 3: Comparison of sCIseg with baseline methods for the spinal cord and lesion
segmentation on patients from site 1 and site 2. Notice that SCTseg 3D provides the best
results qualitatively for both spinal cord and lesion segmentation at the site of lesions.
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A Test Dice for Spinal Cord Segmentation across 5 seeds
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Figure 4: Raincloud plots comparing the (A) Dice scores (best: 1; worst: 0) and (B) relative
volume error (in %, best: 0%) across various spinal cord segmentation methods. The numbers
in the legend represent the number of test scans in each site summed across 5 different
training seeds. Notice that although the sct deepseg sc 2D and sCIseg 3D have similar
Dice scores, the former shows a higher under-segmentation (negative relative volume error)
compared to the latter. ™ P < .001 (two-sided Bonferroni-corrected pairwise Wilcoxon
signed-rank test for sCTseqg 3D with all baselines), ** P < .001 (statistically significant for all
pairs except SCIseg 3D and sct deepseg sc 2D)
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3.3.1 Spinal Cord Segmentation

Our model, sCIiseg 3D, achieves the best segmentation performance across all baselines
(Figure 4A). For site 1, we observed relatively more under-/over-segmented predictions shown
by a larger spread of scatter points around 0% in the RVE plot (Figure 4B). This can be
attributed to the heavy interference caused by metal artifacts in these scans. For site 2, our
model performs quite robustly across all test scans. While the performance of
sct deepseg sc 2D is quite similar to that of our model, it must be noted that the
ground-truth segmentation masks were originally generated from sct deepseg sc 2D and
then manually corrected. As a result, the Dice scores obtained from this model are inherently
biased to be higher than the rest of the methods. However, unlike SCIseg 3D, it outputs
empty predictions for a few subjects in site 1 (shown by the diamond at Dice=0). More
importantly, it must be noted that all the candidate models for comparison were trained
specifically for segmenting the spinal cord, whereas SCIseg 3D can segment both SC and
lesions simultaneously.

3.3.2 Lesion Segmentation

Table 3 presents a comparison between the 2D and 3D variants of the SCIseg model. The 3D
model performs significantly better than the 2D model across all metrics for both sites. As for
the performance within sites, the model’s performance on site 2 is higher than that of site 1.
Through visual quality control, we noticed that site 1 contained several patients with metal
implants causing heavy image artifacts and patients spanned different SCI phases (acute and
sub-acute) with various degrees of lesion hyperintensity, thus making automatic segmentation
challenging. Despite these issues, the SCIseg model provides a good starting point for
obtaining lesion segmentations instead of manually annotating lesions from scratch.

Table 3. Lesion segmentation performance of the SCIseg models. The metrics are
averaged across 5 different training seeds. Bold represents better performance.

SClseg 2D SClseg 3D
Metric
Site 1 Site 2 Site 1 Site 2

Dice Score (1) 0.26 £ 0.30 0.66 = 0.23 0.48 +0.31" 0.76 + 0.16 "
Surface Distance (|) 6.42 + 24.11 0.38 + 1.18 1.14 +2.79" 0.19 = 0.82"
Lesion-wise PPV (1) 0.22 + 0.39 0.78 = 0.35 0.53 + 0.47" 0.89 + 0.24"
Lesion-wise 0.43 £ 0.49 0.87 + 0.31 0.73+0.43" 0.93 + 0.20*
Sensitivity (1)

F, Score (1) 0.23 + 0.40 0.79 + 0.34 0.52 + 047" 0.89+0.21"
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Note: Data are means =+ standard deviations. The best value for surface distance is 0.0 and 1.0
for the rest of the metrics.

" Statistically significant compared to SCIseg 2D. Wilcoxon signed-rank test (P < .007)
™ Statistically significant compared to SCIseg 2D. Wilcoxon signed-rank test (P < .01)
* Statistically significant compared to sCIseg 2D. Wilcoxon signed-rank test (P < .05)

3.4 Effect of Active Learning on Lesion Segmentation

We performed an ablation study comparing the model performance after phase 1 (training on 2
sites) and phase 3 (training on 3 sites after active learning). Figure 5A shows the correlation
between manual ground truth and automatic predictions for total lesion volume (top) and
intramedullary lesion length (bottom). For both sites, a higher agreement between the manually
annotated and automatically derived lesion metrics can be observed for the final model after
the third phase of training (i.e., solid lines moving closer to the diagonal identity line). The
improvement was statistically significant (Wilcoxon signed-rank test, p < 0.05) in estimating the
total lesion volume for both sites and only the lesion length for site 1.

Figure 5B shows the performance of our baseline model after phase 1 of training (before active
learning) on unseen axial T2-weighted images from site 1. The model tends to under-segment
the lesions. However, when trained on more data consisting of axial scans from site 1 and
isotropic sagittal scans from site 3 during phase 3 of training, we noticed an overall
improvement in the segmentations.
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Figure 5: Comparison of model performance before and after active learning. (A) Correlation
plots for total lesion volume (top) and intramedullary lesion length (bottom) computed from
manual ground truth (GT) lesion masks (x-axis) and lesion predictions from the proposed
SCIseg 3D model (y-axis). Within each plot, coloured dashed and solid lines show the
agreement between manual GT and automatic predictions before and after active learning,
respectively, site 1 (red/orange) and site 2 (blue/light-blue). Note that the model’s predictions
after active learning show a higher agreement with the manual GT for both sites (i.e., solid lines
move closer to the diagonal identity line). (B) SClseg’s predictions on unseen axial images from
site 2 before and after active learning. (C) Examples of SClseg’s generalization to non-traumatic
SCI (i.e., degenerative cervical myelopathy, DCM) patients. Notice that the model obtains an
accurate SC segmentation even at the level of severe compression (sub-06).
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3.5 Generalization to Degenerative Cervical Myelopathy

As a result of training on heterogeneous data from 3 sites, our SCIseg model is sensitive to
any hyperintense signal in the image, thus capable of generalizing to non-traumatic SCI,
particularly, DCM. In contrast to traumatic SCI lesions, DCM lesions pose a different challenge
in that the lesions are typically smaller and are harder to segment in cases of severe SC
compression. Figure 5C shows qualitative examples of SC and lesion segmentation on a
dataset of DCM patients unseen during training. Interestingly, in cases where the ground-truth
lesion masks were under-segmented, the model provided a better and more complete
segmentation of the lesion. Furthermore, the SC segmentations are accurate even for slices
with severe SC compression (Figure 5C, sub-06).

3.6 Correlation between Clinical Scores and MRI Biomarkers

Figure 6 illustrates the relationship between clinical scores (specifically, pinprick, light touch,
and lower extremity motor scores) and quantitative MRI biomarkers (namely, lesion volume,
lesion length, and maximal axial damage ratio) calculated from both manual ground-truth lesion
masks and lesions predicted using SClseg 3D. We observed a statistically significant
correlation between the discharge pinprick score and all lesion biomarkers (see Figure 6,
column 1). In the case of discharge lower extremity motor scores, there was a statistically
significant correlation with both the total lesion volume and the maximal axial damage ratio
(refer to Figure 6, column 3). The Wilcoxon signed-rank test between manual (green) vs.
SClseg-predicted (yellow) lesion biomarkers revealed no statistically significant (P > .05)
difference. This suggests that the lesions predicted by SCTseg are statistically comparable to
those identified manually, implying reliability in SClseg’s predictive capabilities.
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Figure 6: Correlation analyses between discharge clinical scores (x-axis) and quantitative MRl
biomarkers (y-axis) for site 2 (Spearman correlation coefficient and p-value are shown in the
legends). The rows show quantitative MRI biomarkers and the columns show clinical scores.
The quantitative MRI biomarkers were computed from both manual ground-truth lesion masks
(yellow) and automatic predictions using SCIseg 3D (green). For all plots, no statistically
significant difference (Wilcoxon signed-rank test: P > .05) was found between quantitative MRI
biomarkers derived from manual vs. automatically predicted lesion masks.
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4. Discussion

This study introduced a DL-based model, SCIseg, for the automatic segmentation of the
spinal cord and T2-weighted hyperintense lesions in SCI patients. The model was trained and
evaluated on a cohort of 191 SCI patients with 231 scans spanning three sites, different
scanner manufacturers, and heterogeneous image resolutions and orientations. To our best
knowledge, SCIseg is the first open-source, automatic method for lesion and spinal cord
segmentation in SCI, performing well across sites, scanners, manufacturers, treatment
strategies (pre-/post-operative), and lesion etiologies (traumatic/ischemic). It also generalizes to
DCM patients, obtaining accurate segmentations for both lesions and SC at the compression
levels. Correlation analyses between clinical scores and MRI-derived biomarkers revealed no
statistically significant differences (P > .05) when comparing manually defined ground truth and
automatically derived lesion masks.

Segmentation of T2-weighted hyperintense lesions in SCI images poses an extremely
challenging task mainly due to the evolving appearance of lesions in different injury phases
(e.g., acute, sub-acute, intermediate) (1,30). The surgical implants in the postoperative MRI
scans also cause severe image artifacts, interfering with automatic image analysis. As a result,
researchers often (semi) manually annotate both spinal cord and lesions in SCI patients
(6,13,14), which is a time-consuming process susceptible to intra- and inter-rater variability (2).
Only a few studies exist in the literature discussing the importance of automatic segmentation
in SCI scans (20,31). McCoy et al.’s study (20) is the closest to ours as it presented the first DL
method for the segmentation of SC and lesions in SCIl. Nevertheless, there are several
important distinctions between the two studies. While their model was trained on axial images
of pre-operative SCI patients from a single site, our model was trained on multi-site data
consisting of pre- and post-operative SCI patients with different image orientations. Moreover,
our model was exposed to more heterogeneous data and therefore demonstrated better
generalization to both traumatic and non-traumatic lesion etiologies. More importantly, our
work is open-source, further enabling reproducible, multi-site studies in SCI.

As the segmentation performance is constrained by the low data quality and small dataset
sizes in SCI, we showed that implementing a multi-phase training strategy, which includes
(semi-automatic) active learning to progressively expand the dataset size and incorporating
diverse data distributions into the training set, contributes significantly to enhancing the model
performance. Furthermore, a region-based training strategy that jointly segments the SC and
the lesion is more efficient than training two individual models for SC and lesion segmentation,
respectively.

This study has a few limitations. First, the model was trained on a single T2-weighted contrast
with hyperintense lesions. While the T2-weighted contrast is commonly used in clinics (30,32),
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the model could benefit from the complementary information about the lesion characteristics
from other contrasts. Second, the lesions were considered as single, independent entities for
automatic segmentation. This does not take into account the pathophysiological changes
occurring near the site of injury during the acute phase characterized by edema and
hemorrhage, which manifest themselves as different MRI signal abnormalities.

There exist several promising avenues for future work. The segmentation models can be
improved by using more fine-grained ground-truth masks, where edema and hemorrhage could
be treated as separate classes. Training a model on pre-operative traumatic SCI data using
these ground-truth masks would have a major impact on improving the initial classification of
the disease and further prognostication (14). While the model generalizes reasonably well to
DCM lesions, there is a scope for improvement, especially, by adding the DCM cohort to the
existing training set or by training a DL model exclusively on DCM data. Previous studies have
reported the presence of hyperintense T2-weighted lesions in up to 64% of DCM patients
(9,33,34) and explored the relationship between structural and functional damages (35). Such
studies would greatly benefit from an automatic DCM lesion segmentation method.

In conclusion, this study presented SCIseg, an automatic DL-based method for the
segmentation of SC and T2-weighted hyperintense lesions in SCI images. The work has
addressed several limitations of previous studies, first, a large retrospective cohort consisting
of 191 patients spanning three sites was used, second, MRI data was acquired using scanners
from different manufacturers, and third, a single model was trained to segment both SC and
lesions. More importantly, the methodology has been designed to ensure reproducibility and
enable large-scale, reproducible prospective studies. The model is open-source and accessible
via SCT. We hope that sCcIseg will benefit clinicians and patients by providing additional
diagnostic and prognostic information, serving as a basis for further studies assessing optimal
rehabilitation from a customized patient-based perspective.
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To facilitate reproducibility and open science principles, all codes, processing scripts, and
results are shared as open-source and freely available to the whole community at
https://github.com/ivadomed/model_seg_sci.
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