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1.	 Introduction
Magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) is the ideal 
modality for brain imaging, as high quality anatomical 
detail is provided while having a higher sensitivity 
and specificity over other imaging modalities such as 
Computed Tomography (CT) (Isalm & Munir, 2019; Khan 
et al., 2019). MRI does not make use of ionising radiation, 
but acquires images in multiple planes without 
repositioning the patient through the generation of 
powerful electromagnetic fields, and radiofrequency 
pulses. Depending on the gradient and the number of 
radiofrequency pulses set, different MRI sequences are 
created. An MRI sequence is a series of radio-frequency 
pulses used to obtain a signal from the patient to 
produce an image of the examined area with a particular 
appearance (weighting) (Liang et al., 2021).

MRI scanners of a high field strength such as 3Tesla 
(T) scanners, produce scans with an improved signal-
to-noise ratio (SNR) and contrast-to-noise ratio (CNR) 
and therefore with an improved image quality when 
compared with scanners of a low field strength such 
as 1.5Tesla (T) scanners. The improvement in SNR and 
CNR on images acquired on high field strength scanners 
varies on the type of sequence used, where signal 
improvement may be more evident on certain sequences 
than of others (Wardlaw et al., 2012). Due to the increase 
in the SNR, scans produced with high field scanners have 

an improved spatial and temporal resolution in line with 
the findings of this research in the case of axial T2W and 
axial fluid attenuated inversion recovery (FLAIR). Yet, 
this improvement in image quality is counter-acted by 
the presence of artefacts which may be more intense and 
evident on scans produced with a stronger magnetic field 
(Grover et al., 2015; Vargas et al., 2009; Vujmilović et al., 
2016). 

Research indicated that 1.5T scanners are better than 
3T scanners at visualising anatomical structures near 
the base of the skull (Wardlaw et al., 2012). Brain scans 
produced with 3T scanners tend to have an increased 
signal drop out in this area produced from adjacent 
anatomical structures. This type of artefact is termed 
as magnetic susceptibility artefact. Such artefacts result 
from the presence of any ferromagnetic materials, 
and air-tissue interfaces present at the skull base due 
to the air-filled paranasal sinuses (Somasundraram 
& Kalavathi, 2012; Vargas et al., 2009). Flow artefact is 
also a common type of artefact produced on high field 
MRI scanners as a result of fluid movement such as 
blood or cerebrospinal (CSF). This artefact appears on 
MRI brain scans particularly in the posterior fossa, due 
to the increased blood flow magnetisation (Scarabino 
et al., 2017). Spike-noise artefacts, radio-frequency 
(RF) interference artefacts, central dot artefacts, Gibbs 
ringing, and chemical shift artefacts, can still be found 
on images acquired from 1.5T units but are among the 
artefacts produced in MRI which are more aggravated 
and may be more conspicuous on 3T imaging (Bernstein 
et al., 2006). 

There seems to be conflicting arguments in the 
literature on the use of high (3T) vs low (1.5T) field MRI 
for brain imaging. While high field units have a better 
image quality, they are inferior in demonstrating the 
base of the skull due to their higher susceptibility to 
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artefacts in this area justifying further research on the 
topic.

This research aimed to investigate if there is a 
statistically significant difference in the image quality of 
MRI brain scans produced with a 1.5T and 3T scanners, 
found in a state general hospital in Malta, through the 
use of a novel approach.

2.	 Methods
An MRI brain examination database was compiled for 
image quality review. Examinations were randomly 
selected from patient MRI examinations of adult patients 
(males and females) in the age range 18 to 65 years 
and with the diagnostic report having no significant 
abnormalities in order not to obscure anatomical 
structures. Twenty (20) MRI brain scans (10 on a 1.5T 

scanner and 10 on a 3T scanner), were included in this 
study. The selection of the sample size was based on the 
number of images in each sequence (n=2), the number of 
examinations (n=20) and the time (5 minutes) taken for 
the radiologists to review the examinations (2 sequences 
x approx. 30 images = 60 images per patient x 20 patients 
= 1200 images).

The two groups were matched based on the patients’ 
age as shown in table 1. Research indicates that the 
contrast between GM and WM changes with age 
(Tymianski, 2013) therefore, patients were categorised 
into 5 age groups due to anatomical changes which occur 
at different ages. Each age group was matched on the two 
scanners i.e. an equal number of patients were scanned 
on each scanner for the different age groups. The MRI 
scans were performed on a General Electric (GE) SIGNA 
Explorer Lift 1.5T and a Philips 3T Ingenia scanners.

Age-groups Frequency of patient scans Percentage

1.5T scanner 3T scanner

25 – 29 1 1 10%

30 – 39 2 2 20%

40 – 49 4 4 40%

50 – 59 2 2 20%

60 – 65 1 1 10%

Table 1: Frequency of scans of patients on both scanners for each age-group.

These brain scans were all acquired using the local 
protocol for routine brain imaging, which includes an 
axial 3DT1W, axial T2W, axial FLAIR, axial diffusion 
weighted imaging (DWI) and sagittal T2W sequences.

This research consisted of two phases whereby both 
objective and subjective image quality were evaluated. 
In phase 1 data related to objective image quality was 
collected. In phase 2 data related to subjective image 
quality was collected. 

2.1.	 Phase 1: Objective image quality data 
collection

Phase one consisted of measuring the SNR and the CNR, 
of each sequence of every brain scan included in this 
study. To calculate the SNR and CNR, three regions of 
interest (ROIs) were placed on each brain scan. All ROIs 
were of the same size (area=10mm2) and placed in the same 

position on all scans to reduce variation (Mavroidis et al., 
2017). An MRI radiographer acting as an intermediary 
person performed the objective evaluation in a room and 
on a monitor used for diagnostic reporting. The ROIs 
were placed on the same slice for each examination on 
a slice which clearly distinguishes between grey matter 
(GM) and white matter (WM). This slice was the one at 
the level of the caudate nucleus for both axial and sagittal 
sequences, specifically on the anterior left region of the 
brain. Two ROIs were each placed on the GM and WM 
to record the mean signal intensity (SI) from the two 
areas (SIGM and SIWM). Another ROI was placed on the 
background noise to record the standard deviation from 
that area (SDAIR), as shown in Figure 1. For consistency, 
the ROIs The SNR and CNR were calculated as follows 
(Magnotta & Friedman, 2006; Rosen et al., 2018): 

SNR = mean SIGM/mean SDAIR

CNR = [mean SIGM – mean SIWM]/SDAIR
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Figure 1: Location of the ROIs from where measurements were taken from GM and WM areas to calculate SNR 
and CNR. Axial T2W (left) and Sagittal T1W (right) brain MRI scans adapted from Gaillard (2020). 

2.2.	 Phase 2: Subjective image quality data 
collection
Phase two consisted of a rating tool divided into two 
sections to review scans based on their quality using the 
software programme ViewDex (Sweden) (Håkansson et 
al., 2010). The first section consisted of grading anatomical 
structures using visual grading analysis (VGA) (Ludewig 
et al., 2010), whilst the second section assessed for the 
presence of artefacts. 

Image review was performed by two radiologists 
independently selected through purposive sampling, 
with a minimum experience of 2 years in reporting MRI 
scans at the hospital where the study was conducted. 
Image review was performed in the radiologist’s office 
where they usually perform image reporting. Based on 
the results obtained in phase one of the study, for phase 
two, only sequences which had significantly different 
SNR and CNR values between the two scanners were 

included. The scans were presented to the radiologists 
in a random and anonymised format. Furthermore, they 
were unaware of which scanner was used for each case 
and were blinded from each other’s responses. 

The first section of the rating tool consisted of a 
list of six (6) brain anatomical criteria as presented in 
European guidelines on quality criteria for CT (European 
Commission, 1999), since equivalent guidelines on 
image quality criteria for MRI are not yet established. 
Establishment of MRI anatomical criteria may contain 
a more exhaustive list of anatomical structures given 
the better contrast resolution of MRI over CT. The 
anatomical criteria were graded using a Likert scale 
from 1-5, where a score of 1 indicates that the radiologist 
is ‘confident that the criterion is not fulfilled’ and a score 
of 5 indicates that the radiologists is ‘confident that the 
criterion is fulfilled’ (Ludewig et al., 2010). The images 
were presented alongside the first section of the rating 
tool on ViewDex (Figure 2).
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Figure 2: ViewDex software setup. The setup consisted of the MRI scan and the rating tool (Gaillard, 2020). 

Furthermore, on a separate sheet, the radiologists were 
presented with the second section of the rating tool. The 
radiologists were asked to rate the presence of artefacts 
in each anatomical criterion, derived from the same 
CT quality criteria guidelines, with a yes, maybe or no 
answer.

2.3.	 Ethical consideration

Prior to commencement of this research, approval 
from the Faculty Research Ethics Committee (FREC) 
and the University Research Ethics Committee (UREC) 
was obtained (Ref 5531_3006202). All the data collected 
in this research was presented to the researcher in 
an anonymised format by intermediary persons. 
Additionally, participants were still asked to give written 
consent to participate in the study.

2.4.	 Data analysis

Data analysis was performed using IBM SPSS© version 
27 and results with a p-value <0.05 were considered as 
statistically significant. Reliability for phase one was 
tested through inter-rater reliability by having two 
intermediaries collecting the data from the same three 

cases independently, using the intraclass correlation 
coefficient (ICC). All ICCs obtained were close to 1, each 
with a p-value <0.05 indicating satisfactory reliability. 
Reliability for phase two was tested through intra-
rater reliability by duplicating three scans within the 
set of scans provided to the radiologists, and inter-rater 
reliability was tested by comparing the radiologists’ 
responses. The Kendall’s Tau test was then used to 
evaluate variables with an ordinal scale while the Kappa 
test was used to evaluate variables with a nominal scale. 
The p-values obtained for all tests performed were <0.05, 
thus indicating satisfactory reliability.

For phase one, normality testing using the Shapiro-
Wilk test was performed which showed a normal 
distribution, therefore the independent sample T-test 
was used to analyse the data (Kim, 2019). 

For phase two, the first section of the rating tool was 
analysed by plotting visual grading characteristic (VGC) 
curves based on the frequency of scores obtained from the 
VGA (Eng & Morgan, 2017). The VGC curves were plotted 
in the form of graphs, where the X (1.5T) and Y (3T) axis 
present the image quality of the 2 different groups being 
compared. The area under the curve (AUC) was obtained 
to measure the difference in image quality between 
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the scans acquired by the two different scanners. An 
AUC<0.5 indicated that images presented on the x-axis 
(1.5T) have a superior image quality compared to those 
presented on the y-axis (3T). An AUC>0.5 indicates that 
images presented on the x-axis (1.5T) have an inferior 
image quality compared to those presented on the y-axis 
(3T). An AUC of 0.5 indicates that the images quality of 
both groups of images being compared is equivalent. 
The second section of the rating tool was analysed using 
the Chi-square test to determine whether there was a 
correlation between the amount of artefacts and the two 
different types of scanners used (McHugh, 2013). 

3.	 Results

3.1.	 Phase 1: Objective image quality results
Table 2 presents the SNR data analysis for each sequence 
for both MR units. The Axial T2W, FLAIR and Sagittal 
T2W sequences had a significantly higher magnitude 
for the 3T scanner (p<0.05). However, the increase in the 
mean SNR value was not statistically significant for the 
3DT1W and DWI sequences (p>0.05).

Sequence Scanner Sample size Mean SNR value Std. Deviation p-value

3DT1W
1.5T
3T

10
10

584.95
556.34

99.23
143.15

0.610

Axial T2W
1.5T
3T

10
10

167.65
359.81

12.98
65.15

<0.001

FLAIR
1.5T
3T

10
10

95.23
323.46

7.05
75.68

<0.001

DWI
1.5T
3T

10
10

255.00
289.36

90.42
63.45

0.338

Sagittal T2W
1.5T
3T

10
10

177.99
327.66

12.37
81.46

<0.001

Table 2: Data analysis of the SNR for each sequence

Table 3 presents the CNR data analysis for each sequence 
for both MR units. The mean CNR for the 3DT1W, Axial 
T2W and FLAIR sequences were significantly different 
between the two scanners (p<0.05). However, the 
difference was not statistically significant for the DWI 
and Sagittal T2W sequences (p>0.05). Negative CNR 
values were obtained for the 3DT1W sequence. 
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Sequence Scanner Sample size Mean CNR value Std. Deviation p-value

3DT1W
1.5T

3T

10

10

-246.12

-619.21

33.19

167.78
<0.001

Axial T2W
1.5T
3T

10
10

60.69
143.47

10.21
33.87

<0.001

FLAIR
1.5T

3T

10

10

29.66

107.61

5.35

33.46
<0.001

DWI
1.5T

3T

10

10

87.55

105.69

41.16

28.13
0.265

Sagittal T2W
1.5T

3T

10

10

57.34

65.66

11.22

33.33
0.464

Table 3: Data analysis of the CNR for each sequence

The Axial T2W and FLAIR sequences were the only 
two sequences with a significant difference in both the 
SNR and CNR values. Therefore, these were then the 
sequences included in phase two of the study. 

3.2.	 Phase 2: Subjective image quality 
results
Table 4 presents the subjective image quality results in 
terms of AUC values obtained in the first section of the 
image scoring tool. The AUC values for the axial T2W 
and FLAIR sequences, for both radiologists as well as for 
those of each radiologist were obtained. Figures 3 and 4 
presents the VGC curves for the Axial T2W and FLAIR 
sequences respectively, for all radiologists. 

Sequence Radiologist AUC value

Axial T2W

1 0.90

2 0.58

1 and 2 combined 0.74

FLAIR

1 0.71

2 0.69

1 and 2 combined 0.68

Table 4: AUC values of the 1.5T vs the 3T scanner, obtained from VGC curves.
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VGC curve for the Axial T2W sequence 
representing all Radiologists

1

0.8

0.6

3T

0.4

0.2

0
0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

1.5T AUC=0.74

Figure 3: VGC curve for the Axial T2W sequence, representing the VGA for all radiologists.

VGC curve for the Flair sequence 
representing all Radiologists

1
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1.5T AUC=0.68

Figure 4: VGC curve for the FLAIR sequence, representing the VGA for all radiologists.
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Table 5 presents the results obtained for the second section 
of the rating tool for the axial T2W sequence, for each 
radiologist. Radiologist 1 obtained p-values <0.05 when 
evaluating the ‘border between the WM and GM’ and 
the ‘basal ganglia’, therefore in these cases the potential 

increase in artefacts on the 1.5T scanner was found to 
be significant. No correlation was found between the 
number of artefacts and the scanner used to produce the 
scans for the remaining structures (p>0.05). Radiologist 2 
did not note any artefacts in any of the scans. 

Radiologist Structure Chi-Square Value p-value
Maybe (%) No (%)

1.5T 3T 1.5T 3T

Radiologist 1

Border between the white 
and grey matter

12.8 0.00 90 10 10 90

Basal ganglia 7.5 0.006 70 10 30 90

Ventricular system <0.001 1.000 0 0 100 100

CSF space around the 
mesencephalon 

<0.001 1.000 20 20 80 80

CSF space over the brain <0.001 1.000 0 0 100 100

Great vessels and the 
choroid plexuses

<0.001 1.000 0 0 100 100

Radiologist 2

Border between the white 
and grey matter

<0.001 1.000 0 100 0 100

Basal ganglia <0.001 1.000 0 100 0 100

Ventricular system <0.001 1.000 0 100 0 100

CSF space around the 
mesencephalon

<0.001 1.000 0 100 0 100

CSF space over the brain <0.001 1.000 0 100 0 100

Great vessels and the 
choroid plexuses

<0.001 1.000 0 100 0 100

Table 5: Summary of the results of the Chi-Square test obtained for the Axial T2W sequence.

Table 6 presents the results obtained for the second 
section of the rating tool for the FLAIR sequence for 
each radiologist. No correlation was found between the 

presence of artefacts and the scanner used to acquire the 
scan in all structures assessed (p>0.05), for the FLAIR 
sequence.
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Radiologist Structure Chi-Square Value p-value
Maybe (%) No (%)

1.5T 3T 1.5T 3T

Radiologist 1

Border between the white 
and grey matter

3.333 0.068 60 20 40 80

Basal ganglia 0.952 0.329 40 20 60 80

Ventricular system <0.001 1.000 0 0 100 100

CSF space around the 
mesencephalon 

<0.001 1.000 10 10 90 90

CSF space over the brain 0.305 1.053 0 10 100 90

Great vessels and the 
choroid plexuses

<0.001 1.000 0 0 100 100

Radiologist 2

Border between the white 
and grey matter

<0.001 1.000 0 100 0 100

Basal ganglia <0.001 1.000 0 100 0 100

Ventricular system <0.001 1.000 0 100 0 100

CSF space around the 
mesencephalon 

<0.001 1.000 0 100 0 100

CSF space over the brain <0.001 1.000 0 100 0 100

Great vessels and the 
choroid plexuses

<0.001 1.000 0 100 0 100

Table 6: Summary of the results of the Chi-Square test obtained for the FLAIR sequence.

Discussion
Phase one results indicate that the calculated SNR and 
CNR values were higher on scans obtained with the 3T 
scanner when compared to those obtained with the 1.5T 
scanner for all sequences, with the exception of CNR on 
the 3DT1W sequence (Table 3). These results complement 
the majority of the reviewed literature, which indicated 
that with higher field strengths both the SNR and CNR 
increase (Grover et al., 2015; Lu et al., 2005; Wardlaw et 
al., 2012). Furthermore, this increase was not the same 
for all sequences. In fact, this variance was not always 
statistically significant. Research also indicated that 
for different areas, the increase in SNR and CNR is not 
always the same (Scarabino et al., 2017). 

CNR values obtained for the 3DT1W sequence were 
negative. Results indicated that on T1W sequences 
contrary to T2W scans, SI from GM was lower than 
that of WM possibly due to GM appearing hypointense 
when compared to WM (Khan et al., 2019). As the CNR 

formula requires the mean SI from WM to be subtracted 
from that of GM, negative values were obtained for the 
3DT1W sequence. No literature was found discussing 
such negative CNR values.

Results from phase 2 indicate that for the first section 
of the rating tool (VGA), the image quality of scans 
produced on the 3T scanner were of superior quality 
when compared to those produced by the 1.5T scanner. 
This result was in line with phase 1 results and with the 
majority of the findings found in the literature, however 
other studies reviewed included more sequences and 
abnormal brain scans (Springer et al., 2016; Wardlaw et 
al., 2012). Results also indicated that for the Axial T2W 
and Axial FLAIR, objective and subjective data were in 
agreement (Tables 4-8). 

Since both objective and subjective image quality 
evaluation findings indicate a higher/better quality 
images obtained on the higher tesla unit, brain MRI 
examinations should ideally be performed on the 3T 
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unit. However, if patients had already been examined 
on the 1.5T unit, future follow up scans ideally should 
be performed on the same scanner for comparison 
purposes. This would facilitate image evaluation and 
comparison of results over time, by potentially providing 
less variations related to scanning. Variations over time 
would then be attributed to anatomical or pathological 
changes aiding patient diagnosis. Variations are unlikely 
to be attributed to the characteristics of the different 
patients within the groups as the size of the adult skull 
does not vary significantly between individuals.

For the second section of the rating tool, radiologist 
1, indicated that artefacts were more common on scans 
produced by the 1.5T scanner, but this correlation was 
not statistically significant. Moreover, this radiologist 
never confirmed any of the artefacts noted as being 
certain. Phal et al., (2008), and Mellerio et al., (2014), 
also indicated that artefacts were more common on 
scans produced with 1.5T scanners, yet the brain scans 
reviewed in these studies included pathologies (Mellerio 
et al., 2014; Phal et al., 2008) which could have also 
mimicked artifacts. These findings are not in alignment 
with several other studies found in the literature which 
state that the increase of the magnetic field strength 
generates more artefacts. These inconsistencies may be 
caused by several factors such as the experience of the 
reporting radiologist, and the higher field strength being 
more sensitive to artefact formation(Grover et al., 2015; 
Springer et al., 2016; Vujmilović et al., 2016; Wardlaw et 
al., 2012).

This research provided a novel approach to assess 
the image quality of MRI brain scans subjectively. 
The majority of the reviewed literature took into 
consideration the amount of blurring present on the 
brain scans in general (Mavroidis et al., 2017; Springer et 
al., 2016; Wrede et al., 2014). Yet, in this research, image 
quality of MRI brain scans was performed through 
VGA which was based on anatomical criteria derived 
from established guidelines; ‘European guidelines on 
quality criteria for CT’ (Rosen et al., 2018). Currently, 
international guidelines which discuss the quality 
criteria for brain MR scans do not exist, thus CT based 
guidelines were used and were validated by two experts 
accordingly. 

Limitations
The limitations encountered in this study were:

•	 Radiologists were asked to rate the presence of artefacts 
on only 2 of the sequences acquired and the artefacts 
were only assessed in the areas described by the VGA 
template. Artefacts in other VGA areas were not 
assessed and therefore were not recorded as present. In 
addition to this, the exclusion of the 3DT1W and DWI 
from VGA assessment due to comparable SNR and 
CNR means that artefacts on these sequences were 
also not assessed. It is recognised that echo-planar 
imaging (EPI) sequences used for DWI imaging, which 
are sensitive to infarcts, produce more susceptibility 
artefacts in the region of the skull base at 3T. However, 
these artefacts were not assessed and may therefore 
have an impact in the interpretation and diagnosis of 
certain pathologies such as infarcts in the cerebellum 
found in the base of the skull. 

The need to use CT guidelines. MRI demonstrates greater 
soft tissue detail so if MRI specific guidelines existed, 
more anatomical criteria would have been potentially 
included (Khan et al., 2019).

The sample size of the brain scans included was not 
representative of the accessible population, however the 
sample of patients included was homogenous.

Each patient was not scanned twice on each scanner, 
as this was not possible due to ethical reasons. Instead, 
scans of patients with similar age ranges and without any 
significant abnormalities on their scan were included. 

The 2 scanners included in this study were of different 
manufacturers having different inherent factors. 
However, this study aimed to replicate the local scenario. 

Only two radiologists were included to review the 
images due to the limited amount of resources. However, 
the radiologists with the most experience in brain MRI 
reporting were involved in this research. 

Only 2 sequences were evaluated by the radiologists. 
The brain protocol is made up of more than these 2 
sequences. Ideally all sequences should have been 
evaluated by the radiologist as this would provide a 
more complete evaluation and comparison of the quality 
of the brain examinations performed on the different 
field strengths. However, due to time constraints this 
was limited to only those 2 sequences which provided 
a significant variation in image quality based on the 
objective image quality evaluation in phase 1.
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Conclusions 
From this study, it can be concluded that there are 
differences in the image quality of MRI brain scans 
acquired by these 2 types of scanners. Since the 
patient groups were age matched, variations in patient 
characteristics were controlled and therefore variations 
in image quality are attributed to the scanner type. 
Thus, it is recommended that all patients requiring an 
MRI for the first time, should be scanned on the 3T 
unit since this produces better image quality. However, 
patients requiring a follow-up should be scanned on 
the same scanner that was used for their initial brain 
scan. Additionally, the methodology used in this study 
to evaluate the MRI brain images subjectively involved 
an innovative approach, not found within reviewed 
literature. Future research should be undertaken 
focusing further on this aspect of MRI scanning, in order 
to try and establish MRI anatomical criteria for assessing 
brain images. 

Conflict of interest statement
None.

Funding
This research has received no specific grant from any 
funding agency in the public, commercial or non-profit 
sectors.

References
Bernstein, M. A., Huston III, J., & Ward, H. A. (2006). 

Imaging artifacts at 3.0T. Journal of Magnetic Resonance 
Imaging, 24(4), 735-746. 10.1002/jmri.20698

Eng, J., & Morgan, R. (2017). ROC analysis: Web-based 
calculator for ROC curves [computer software]. 
Baltimore, Maryland, USA: Department of Radiology 
and Radiological Science, John Hopkins University. 

European Commission. (1999). European guidelines on 
quality criteria for computed tomography (Report EUR 
16262 ed.)

Grover, V. P., Tognarelli, J. M., Crossey, M. M., Cox, I. J., 
Taylor-Robinson, S. D., & McPhail, M. J. (2015). Magnetic 
resonance imaging: Principles and techniques: Lessons 
for clinicians. Journal of Clinical and Experimental 
Hepatology, 5(3), 246-255. 10.1016/j.jceh.2015.08.001 [doi]

Håkansson, M., Svensson, S., Zachrisson, S., Svalkvist, A., 
Båth, M., & Månsson, L. G. (2010). ViewDEX: An efficient 
and easy-to-use software for observer performance 
studies. Radiation Protection Dosimetry, 139(1-3), 42-51. 
10.1093/rpd/ncq057

Isalm, O., & Munir, S. (2019). Brain magnetic 
resonance imaging. https://emedicine.medscape.com/
article/2105033-overview

Khan, S. U., Ullah, N., Ahmed, I., Ahmad, I., & Mahsud, 
M. I. (2019). MRI imaging, comparison of MRI with 
other modalities, noise in MRI images and machine 
learning techniques for noise removal: A review. 
Current Medical Imaging Reviews, 15(3), 243-254. 10.217
4/1573405614666180726124952 [doi]

Kim, H. (2019). Statistical notes for clinical researchers: 
The independent samples t – test. Restorative Dentistry 
& Endodontics; Restor Dent Endod, 44(3), e26. 10.5395/
rde.2019.44.e26

Liang, S., Beaton, D., Arnott, S., Gee, T., Zamyadi, M., 
Bartha, R.,… Scott, C. (2021). Magnetic Resonance 
Imaging Sequence Identification Using a Metadata 
Learning Approach. Frontiers in Neuroinformatics, 15, 
622951.

Lu, H., Nagae-Poetscher, L., Golay, X., Lin, D., Pomper, 
M., & van Zijl, Peter C. M. (2005). Routine clinical brain 
MRI sequences for use at 3.0 tesla. Journal of Magnetic 
Resonance Imaging; J Magn Reson Imaging, 22(1), 13-22. 
10.1002/jmri.20356

Ludewig, E., Richter, A., & Frame, M. (2010). Diagnostic 
imaging—evaluating image quality using visual 
grading characteristic (VGC) analysis. Veterinary 
Research Communications; Vet Res Commun, 34(5), 473-
479. 10.1007/s11259-010-9413-2

Magnotta, V., & Friedman, L. (2006). Measurement of 
signal-to-noise and contrast-to-noise in the fBIRN 
multicenter imaging study. Journal of Digital Imaging; 
the Journal of the Society for Computer Applications in 
Radiology, 19(2), 140-147. 10.1007/s10278-006-0264-x

Mavroidis, P., Giankou, E., Tsikrika, A., Kapsalaki, E., 
Chatzigeorgiou, V., Batsikas, G., Zaimis, G., Kostopoulos, 
S., Glotsos, D., Ninos, K., Georgountzos, V., Kavouras, D., 
& Lavdas, E. (2017). Brain imaging: Comparison of T1W 
FLAIR BLADE with conventional T1W SE. Magnetic 
Resonance Imaging; Magn Reson Imaging, 37, 234-242. 
10.1016/j.mri.2016.12.007

McHugh, M. L. (2013). The chi-square test of 
independence. Biochemia Medica; Biochem Med 
(Zagreb), 23(2), 143-149. 10.11613/BM.2013.018



43

https://www.um.edu.mt/healthsciences/mjhs/

Assessing image quality of brain MRI scans

Mellerio, C., Labeyrie, M., Chassoux, F., Roca, P., Alami, 
O., Plat, M., Naggara, O., Devaux, B., Meder, J., & 
Oppenheim, C. (2014). 3T MRI improves the detection 
of transmantle sign in type 2 focal cortical dysplasia. 
Epilepsia (Copenhagen); Epilepsia, 55(1), 117-122. 10.1111/
epi.12464

Phal, P. M., Usmanov, A., Nesbit, G. M., Anderson, J. 
C., Spencer, D., Wang, P., Helwig, J. A., Roberts, C., & 
Hamilton, B. E. (2008). Qualitative comparison of 3-T 
and 1.5-T MRI in the evaluation of epilepsy. American 
Journal of Roentgenology (1976), 191(3), 890-895. 10.2214/
AJR.07.3933

Rosen, A. F. G., Roalf, D. R., Ruparel, K., Blake, J., Seelaus, 
K., Villa, L. P., Ciric, R., Cook, P. A., Davatzikos, C., 
Elliott, M. A., Garcia de La Garza, Angel, Gennatas, 
E. D., Quarmley, M., Schmitt, J. E., Shinohara, R. 
T., Tisdall, M. D., Craddock, R. C., Gur, R. E., Gur, 
R. C., & Satterthwaite, T. D. (2018). Quantitative 
assessment of structural image quality. NeuroImage 
(Orlando, Fla.); NeuroImage, 169, 407-418. 10.1016/j.
neuroimage.2017.12.059

Scarabino, T., Bacci, A., Giannatempo, G.,Maria, Pollice, 
S., Nasuto, M., Pennelli, A., Agati, R., & Popolizio, T. 
(2017). Standard 3.0 T MR imaging. In T. Scarabino, S. 
Pollice & T. Popolizio (Eds.), High field brain MRI (2nd 
ed., pp. 27-46). Springer. 

Somasundraram, K., & Kalavathi, P. (2012). Analysis 
of imaging artifacts in MR brain imaging. Oriental 
Journal of Computer Science & Technology, 5(1), 135-141. 

Springer, E., Dymerska, B., Cardoso, P. L., Robinson, S. 
D., Weisstanner, C., Wiest, R., Schmitt, B., & Trattnig, 

S. (2016). Comparison of routine brain imaging at 3 T 
and 7 T. Investigative Radiology, 51(8), 469-482. 10.1097/
RLI.0000000000000256 [doi]

Tymianski, D. (2013). Neuroanatomy and physiology. 
Canadian Journal of Neuroscience Nursing; can J 
Neurosci Nurs, 35(3), 6-22.

Vargas, M. I., Delavelle, J., Kohler, R., Becker, C. D., & 
Lovblad, K. (2009). Brain and spine MRI artifacts at 
3Teslahttps://doi.org/10.1016/j.neurad.2008.08.001

Vujmilović, S., Vujnović, S., Kovačević-Dragosavljević, V., 
Vujković, Z., Katana, D., & Grujić-Vujmilović, D. (2016). 
Patient's comfort and technical quality exams at 1.5 
and 3.0 T magnetic resonance imaging. Open Journal 
of Radiology, 06, 264-274. 10.4236/ojrad.2016.64035

Wardlaw, J., Brindle, W., Casado, A., Shuler, K., Henderson, 
M., Thomas, B., Macfarlane, J., Muñoz Maniega, S., 
Lymer, K., Morris, Z., Pernet, C., Nailon, W., Ahearn, T., 
Mumuni, A., Mugruza, C., McLean, J., Chakirova, G., 
Tao, Y. (., Simpson, J., . . . Valdes Hernandez, M. (2012). 
A systematic review of the utility of 1.5 versus 3 tesla 
magnetic resonance brain imaging in clinical practice 
and research. European Radiology, 22(11), 2295-2303. 
10.1007/s00330-012-2500-8

Wrede, K. H., Dammann, P., Mönninghoff, C., Johst, S., 
Maderwald, S., Sandalcioglu, I. E., Müller, O., Özkan, 
N., Ladd, M. E., Forsting, M., Schlamann, M. U., Sure, 
U., & Umutlu, L. (2014). Non-enhanced MR imaging 
of cerebral aneurysms: 7 tesla versus 1.5 tesla. PloS One;, 
9(1), e84562. 10.1371/journal.pone.0084562


