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Learning Task-Specific Strategies for Accelerated
MRI
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Abstract—Compressed sensing magnetic resonance imaging
(CS-MRI) seeks to recover visual information from subsampled
measurements for diagnostic tasks. Traditional CS-MRI methods
often separately address measurement subsampling, image recon-
struction, and task prediction, resulting in a suboptimal end-to-end
performance. In this work, we propose TACKLE as a unified co-
design framework for jointly optimizing subsampling, reconstruc-
tion, and prediction strategies for the performance on downstream
tasks. The naïve approach of simply appending a task prediction
module and training with a task-specific loss leads to suboptimal
downstream performance. Instead, we develop a training proce-
dure where a backbone architecture is first trained for a generic
pre-training task (image reconstruction in our case), and then
fine-tuned for different downstream tasks with a prediction head.
Experimental results on multiple public MRI datasets show that
TACKLE achieves an improved performance on various tasks over
traditional CS-MRI methods. We also demonstrate that TACKLE is
robust to distribution shifts by showing that it generalizes to a
new dataset we experimentally collected using different acquisi-
tion setups from the training data. Without additional fine-tuning,
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TACKLE leads to both numerical and visual improvements com-
pared to existing baselines. We have further implemented a learned
4×-accelerated sequence on a Siemens 3T MRI Skyra scanner.
Compared to the fully-sampling scan that takes 335 seconds, our
optimized sequence only takes 84 seconds, achieving a four-fold
time reduction as desired, while maintaining high performance.

Index Terms—Compressed sensing MRI, deep learning, end-to-
end training, task-specific imaging.

I. INTRODUCTION

COMPRESSED sensing magnetic resonance imaging (CS-
MRI) is a popular accelerated MRI technology [1]. Com-

monly, CS-MRI is formulated as an imaging inverse problem
where the goal is to recover a high-quality image from its sub-
sampled measurements. Traditional CS-MRI techniques include
solving a regularized optimization problem [2], [3], [4], [5] or
training deep learning (DL) models [6], [7], [8] that recover
an image from a pre-determined set of measurements. Re-
cently, a new group of DL-based methods, known as co-design,
has been proposed to jointly optimize the choice of measure-
ments and a reconstruction module, leading to better recon-
struction performance than the traditional CS-MRI methods [9],
[10], [11], [12], [13], [14], [15], [16], [17], [18], [19], [20],
[21], [22], [23].

In the existing co-design literature, task prediction is often
viewed as a post-processing step decoupled from image re-
construction. All the aforementioned methods focus on image
reconstruction and rely on standard image similarity metrics
such as mean square error (MSE) or peak signal-to-noise ratio
(PSNR) as a proxy for performance on a downstream task. Such
a reconstruction-oriented formulation lacks a direct connection
with the downstream tasks that reflect actual clinical needs [24].
We are thus motivated to ask: can one improve the accuracy
of downstream task prediction by optimizing the entire CS-MRI
pipeline in an end-to-end fashion?

With end-to-end co-design methods, it seems like we are
only one step away from incorporating downstream tasks as
part of the optimization. Namely, one can simply append a task
prediction module and add a task-specific loss. However, as
shown in Fig. 1 and Table II, this approach leads to a suboptimal
performance on the task prediction and is sometimes even worse
than the traditional approach of separate reconstruction and task
prediction. These results indicate that it remains a challenge on
how to robustly learn task-specific strategies for CS-MRI.
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Fig. 1. Comparison between (a) traditional CS-MRI, (b) a naïve approach
to task-specific CS-MRI, and (c) the proposed TACKLE framework. Compared
with panel (a) that separately deals with reconstruction and task prediction,
panel (b) is a simple extension of co-design methods for solving downstream
tasks by adding a learnable mapping from measurements to task predictions.
However, this naïve approach leads to a suboptimal performance and can even
lead to a worse task prediction accuracy, as shown in the example above. On the
other hand, we introduce TACKLE for effectively learning task-specific CS-MRI
strategies. TACKLE is first pre-trained for generic reconstruction, and then all
three modules are fine-tuned for a more specific downstream task. We find that
this training schedule allows TACKLE to robustly learn generalizable task-specific
strategies. In the above knee segmentation example, all three approaches are
trained with the same architectures for the reconstructor (second module) and
predictor (third module). Nevertheless, TACKLE significantly outperforms the
two baseline approaches.

In this paper, we address this challenge by proposing a unified
framework, task-specific codesign of k-space subsampling and
prediction (TACKLE), for designing task-specific CS-MRI sys-
tems. Different from existing works that focus on specific tasks,
TACKLE is a general framework that accommodates different
downstream tasks. To do so, we design a two-step training
strategy that mimics the training of modern language and vision
models. TACKLE is first trained for a generic task of image re-
construction, and then fine-tuned for specific downstream tasks.
We find that this approach can effectively learn generalizable
task-specific strategies that lead to significant and consistent
improvements, with an example shown in Fig. 1(c). Besides
the standard task of reconstructing the full FOV (which we call
full-FOV reconstruction hereafter), we demonstrate TACKLE on
three other tasks covering both pixel-level and image-level imag-
ing problems: region-of-interest (ROI) oriented reconstruction,

tissue segmentation, and pathology classification. Our experi-
mental results show that end-to-end optimization for task predic-
tion sometimes circumvents the typical reconstruction in terms
of point-wise accuracy, but leads to improved accuracy on the
task of interest by effectively extracting key visual information
for task prediction.

The main contributions of this work are as follows:! We provide a general framework (TACKLE) that learns spe-
cific strategies for a variety of CS-MRI tasks. TACKLE op-
timizes the entire CS-MRI pipeline, from measurement
acquisition to label prediction, in an end-to-end fashion
directly for a user-defined task.! We validate TACKLE on multiple MRI datasets, covering
different body parts, scanning sequences, and hardware
setups. Experimental results show that TACKLE outper-
forms the reconstruction-oriented baseline methods on all
considered settings. We evaluate the proposed end-to-end
architecture and training procedure through ablation stud-
ies. Our results offer guidance for designing effective task-
specific CS-MRI systems in the future.! We show the generalization of TACKLE to out-of-
distribution data by deploying it to a dataset we experi-
mentally acquired using a different acquisition sequence
from that of the training data. We further implement a
learned 4×-accelerated sequence on a Siemens 3T MRI
Skyra scanner. The sequence shortens the scan time from
335 seconds to 84 seconds, a four-fold time reduction
as desired, while maintaining high performance. These
experiments highlight the real-world practicality of our
method.

II. BACKGROUND

A. Compressed Sensing MRI

CS-MRI [1] refers to accelerating MRI via compressed sens-
ing (CS) [25], which aims to reconstruct the underlying image
from a set of subsampled k-space measurements.

1) Basics: The common setup of CS-MRI involves the re-
construction of an image x ∈ Cn from its subsampled, noisy
k-space measurements

y := MFx+ n ∈ Cm (m # n), (1)

where F is the Fourier transform, M ∈ {0, 1}m×n is the sub-
sampling matrix with m ∈ {0, 1}n denoting its subsampling
pattern, and n ∈ Cm is the complex measurement noise. For
parallel imaging MRI, the measurements are collected from
multiple coils. For the i-th coil, the measurements yi can be
expressed as

yi := MFSix+ ni ∈ Cm, (2)

where Si is the pixel-wise sensitivity map and ni is the mea-
surement noise of the i-th coil. For both settings, we refer to
b := ‖m‖1 as the sampling budget and R := n

b as the accelera-
tion ratio of the acquisition. Classical CS-MRI enables sampling
below the Nyquist-Shannon rate by solving an optimization
problem with a regularizer that leverages the structure of MRI
images [2], [26], [27], [28].
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2) Subsampling Patterns: Subsampling patterns, or masks,
in traditional CS-MRI are often generated randomly or hand-
crafted to have a point spread function (PSF) with low coherence,
which leads to better reconstruction performance according to
the CS theory. Popular subsampling patterns include the 2D vari-
able density [1], bidirectional Cartesian [29], Poisson-disc [30],
and continuous-trajectory variable density [31], among oth-
ers [32], [33]. Despite overall effectiveness, these subsampling
patterns are designed for generic image reconstruction and not
optimized for any specific body part and diagnostic purpose.
Therefore, these patterns may lead to suboptimal performance
for downstream tasks where specific anatomical or pathological
information is relevant.

3) DL-Based Reconstruction: Recently, DL methods have
achieved state-of-the-art performance on CS-MRI reconstruc-
tion. One line of work combines data-driven priors with model-
based iterative reconstruction (MBIR) [3], [4], [34], [35]. An-
other line of work learns a model-free reconstruction network
via end-to-end training [36], [37], [38], [39], [40]. A third line of
work, known as deep unrolling (DU), combines the characteris-
tics of MBIR and end-to-end training [6], [8], [41], [42], [43],
[44], [45], [46], [47], [48]. The idea is to “unroll” an iterative
optimization procedure into a cascade of mappings and train
these mappings end-to-end so that they can gradually map a low-
resolution input image to a high-quality output reconstruction.
Inheriting the advantage of both MBIR and end-to-end learning,
these methods exhibit state-of-the-art performance on CS-MRI
reconstruction. In this paper, we use a specific kind of unrolled
network called E2E-VarNet [43] as part of our framework due to
its strong performance on the large-scale fastMRI dataset [49].

B. Reconstruction-Oriented Co-Design

The success of DL methods in CS-MRI reconstruction mo-
tivates the idea of jointly optimizing acquisition together with
reconstruction via end-to-end training. Recently, there has been
a rapidly growing literature on optimizing a parameterized sam-
pling strategy jointly with a CNN reconstructor [9], [10], [11],
[12], [13], [14], [15], [16], [17], [18], [19], [20], [21], [22], [23],
[50]. These methods have different architectural designs and
applicable scenarios, but all rely on the differentiable nature of
neural networks to optimize the reconstruction accuracy over
the choice of k-space measurements. The learned subsampling
pattern and reconstruction network are thus specific to the
dataset. The end-to-end training enables synergistic cooperation
between the learned subsampling pattern and reconstructor,
achieving state-of-the-art reconstruction performance. From a
task perspective, however, having a reconstruction is not the
end of the workflow. These methods rely on either human
evaluation, a traditional task prediction algorithm, or a CNN
for task predictions, which are out of the scope of these papers.

C. Task-Oriented Co-Design

Recent work has investigated the co-design idea in the con-
text of limited tasks beyond full-FOV reconstruction, such as
physical parameter estimation [50], [51], [52] and segmenta-
tion [53], [54], [55], [56], [57]. Using task-specific loss functions

in their training procedures, these proposed methods demon-
strate stronger task performance than methods trained by a
reconstruction-only loss. Most of these proposed approaches
leave either subsampling or prediction as a pre-determined fixed
module, and focus on co-designing the other modules [50], [51],
[52], [53], [54]. On the other hand, the authors of [55], [56]
proposed to jointly optimize all three steps, and investigated a
brain segmentation task using a U-Net reconstructor and pre-
dictor. Although these methods show the potential of extending
co-design beyond reconstruction, they are each fine-tuned for
one particular task, do not easily accommodate different types
of data (e.g., multi-coil), and have not been demonstrated on
real out-of-distribution datasets. The most relevant work to ours
in the literature is a concurrent work by Wang et al. [57], in
which the authors presented a thorough investigation of opti-
mizing the entire CS-MRI pipeline for various segmentation
problems. In this work, we cast a wider net for the task-specific
CS-MRI co-design problem. In particular we demonstrate our
unified framework for designing generalized CS-MRI pipelines,
TACKLE, on three different tasks beyond full FOV reconstruc-
tion. TACKLE performs robustly on this broad range of tasks
and experiments, and is implemented and tested on a Siemens
scanner.

III. METHOD

Fig. 2 illustrates the architecture of TACKLE. As a co-design
CS-MRI method, TACKLE jointly optimizes the sampler, re-
triever, and predictor for a task-dependent loss. In the following
subsections, we describe each module in order and more imple-
mentation details can be found in Supplement II.

A. Sampler

We consider 2D Cartesian subsampling patterns, i.e. m ∈
{0, 1}n. We follow [9], [15], [58] to model the subsampling
strategy as the element-wise Bernoulli distribution with a prob-
ability vector p ∈ [0, 1]n, i.e. mi ∼ Bern(pi). To learn the
optimal sampling probabilities, we follow the sampler design
of [9]. We optimize a set of parameters qi that first give us
a set of probabilities p̃i := Sigmoid(qi). We then rescale p̃ to
obtain a probabilistic sampling mask p that would result in b
measurements in expectation via Bernoulli sampling:

p =

{α
β p̃ ifβ ≥ α
1− 1−α

1−β (1− p̃) otherwise

where α := b
n , β := ‖p̃‖1

n , and 1 is the all-one vector. During
training, the sampler draws a k-space sampling maskm by sam-
plingmi ∼ Bern(pi). We repeatedly samplem until ‖m‖1 ≈ b
under a small tolerance. This sampling process encourages ex-
ploration of different patterns and ensures the sampling patterns
approximately satisfy the budget constraint. Since the sampling
process is not differentiable, we use a straight-through estimator
to overcome the non-differentiability [59]. During testing, we set
the top b indices of p with the highest probabilities to 1 (sample)
and others to 0 (not sample). This binarization guarantees that the
sampling mask strictly satisfies the sampling budget constraint
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Fig. 2. Block diagram of the proposed framework TACKLE and a summary of the investigated datasets and settings. TACKLE uses a task-specific loss to jointly
optimize a sampler, retriever, and an optional predictor, ranging from scanner-level sampling to human-level diagnosis. A summary of the investigated settings is
presented in the bottom left panel. FSE, GRE, DESS, and FLAIR stand for fast spin echo, gradient echo, double-echo steady-state, and fluid-attenuated inversion
recovery, respectively. We comprehensively investigate multiple CS-MRI tasks on a variety of common MRI settings with six datasets.

and all slices of a volume share the same sampling mask. We also
allocate 1/8 of the sampling budget for the low-frequency region
around the DC component, which we refer to as the pre-select
region. The pre-selected measurements provide auto-calibration
signals (ACS) for multi-coil reconstruction and stabilize the
training of some baselines. Therefore, we include the pre-select
region for all experiments for consistency. More discussion on
this can be found in Supplement II.C. We denote the sampler as
Sq where q is the vector of learnable parameters.

B. Retriever

After acquiring measurements, we employ a retriever to ex-
tract visual information from noisy and subsampled k-space
measurements. We note that we name the module “retriever”
instead of “reconstructor” because it is jointly optimized with the
downstream predictor for non-reconstruction tasks. Hence, the
retriever should not be interpreted as a reconstructor as its output
may not be a typical “reconstruction” in terms of point-wise
accuracy. We denote the retriever as Rθ where θ is its weights.
We select the E2E-VarNet [43] since it is a model-based DU
architecture that combines forward model and learning prior, and
achieves excellent performance on CS-MRI reconstruction [49].
E2E-VarNet also accommodates multi-coil k-space data with
its ability to estimate coil sensitivity maps. Specifically, our
E2E-VarNet retriever operates in k-space and consists of 12
refinement steps, each of which includes a U-Net [60] with
independent weights from each other. For each U-Net, we use the
standard architecture with the following parameters: 2 input and
output channels, 18 channels after the first convolution filter,
4 average down-pooling layers, and 4 up-pooling layers. The
final output layer of the retriever is an inverse Fourier transform
followed by a root-sum-squares reduction for each pixel over all
coils. The output of the retriever is a batch of magnitude images.

For reconstruction tasks, a loss function will be directly applied
to the output. For non-reconstruction tasks, the output will be
fed into an additional predictor module described in the next
section.

C. Task-Specific Design: Predictor and Loss Function

We demonstrate TACKLE on three tasks that together represent
a gradual progression from generic full-FOV reconstruction to
clinically relevant tasks.

1) ROI-Oriented Reconstruction: For many MRI scans, only
a small region of the FOV is relevant to the reader, so we define
a task where we aim to maximize reconstruction quality around
that region. In contrast to the full-FOV reconstruction task, the
reconstruction accuracy in this task is only measured over the
region-of-interest (ROI) of each image instead of the entire FOV.
We hereafter refer to this task as ROI-oriented reconstruction.
This task is a first step from generic full-FOV reconstruction to
more specific downstream tasks in CS-MRI.

There is no predictor for this reconstruction task, and the
output of the retriever will directly be used for evaluation. The
evaluation metric we use is the local peak signal-to-noise ratio
(PSNR), which is the PSNR within the ROI of an underlying
image x. Let Rx be the set of indices i that are within the ROI
of x. Note that Rx varies from one image x to another. We
define the local PSNR within the ROI as

LocalPSNR(x̂,x;Rx) := 10 log10
max(x)2

LocalMSE(x̂,x;Rx)
(3)

where LocalMSE(x̂,x;Rx) :=
1

|Rx|
∑

i∈Rx
(x̂i − xi)2 and

max(x) is the largest pixel value of x. We optimize our
model for the local reconstruction quality using LROI(x̂,x) :=
−LocalPSNR(x̂,x;Rx) as the training loss.
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2) Tissue Segmentation: For this task, we aim to predict seg-
mentation maps of different body tissues. Accurately segment-
ing a tissue from the rest of the organ provides important anatom-
ical and pathological information [61], [62], [63]. Conventional
segmentation workflow involves human evaluation and tradi-
tional algorithms, which often require standard reconstructions
of certain contrasts as input [64]. On the contrary, TACKLE does
not require reconstruction as a necessary intermediate step, and
is optimized for segmentation performance in an end-to-end
fashion.

We include an additional predictor Pφ with weights φ subse-
quent to the retriever. We choose the U-Net architecture due to its
ability of solving medical image analysis tasks [60], [65], [66].
The specific parameters are: 1 input channel, c output channels
(where c is the number of segmentation classes), 64 channels
after the first convolution filter, 4 average down-pooling layers,
and 4 up-pooling layers.

We use the Dice score [67], [68], [69] as the evaluation metric.
The Dice score measures the degree of overlap between two
segmentation maps and takes a value between 0 (no overlap)
and 1 (perfect overlap). During training, we employ the Dice
loss Lseg.(ẑ, z) := 1− DiceScore(ẑ, z). For both training and
evaluation, we apply a Softmax function across all the classes
for each pixel and then calculate the Dice loss/score. During the
evaluation, we apply an additional binarization step where we
set the class with highest value after Softmax as 1 and others as 0.
In this way, we assign each pixel of the predicted segmentation
map ẑ to exactly one class.

3) Pathology Classification: The third task we consider is to
determine whether a potential pathology exists in an MRI image,
such as a suspected tumor. Using algorithms to automatically
analyze MRI scans could lead to improved diagnosis accuracy
in clinical practice [24]. We formulate this task as a binary
image classification problem, where the negative class means the
underlying image x does not contain any pathology lesion and
the positive class means it does contain a lesion. Through this
proof-of-concept classification task, we go beyond pixel-level
problems and show the benefit of task-specific co-design for
solving an image-level problem.

Similar to the segmentation task, we include an additional
predictor in the pipeline, which we also denote asPφ to simplify
notations. Specifically, we choose the ResNet [70], which is an
established architecture for computer vision tasks, especially
image classification. We use the standard ResNet18 architecture
except for using 1 input channel and 2 output dimensions.

We use the binary cross entropy (BCE) as the loss func-
tion for this classification task, Lclass.(ẑ, z) := BCE(ẑ, z). For
evaluation metrics, we consider both the classification accu-
racy (ClsAcc := TP+TN

TP+TN+FP+FN ) and the F1 score (F1 score :=
2TP

2TP+FP+FN ) where TP, TN, FP, and FN are the number of True
Positive, True Negative, False Positive, and False Negative,
respectively. The classification accuracy is more interpretable,
while the F1 score is more robust to class imbalance. So we
include both metrics for a more comprehensive evaluation.

D. Training Procedure

We summarize the training objective for each task as follows:

! ROI-oriented reconstruction:

min
q,θ

LROI (Rθ (Sq ) k) ,x)! Segmentation or classification:

min
q,θ,φ

Lseg. / class. (Pφ (Rθ (Sq ) k)) , z)

where k ∈ Cn contains all k-space measurements of x.
When performing end-to-end training over multiple stages,

we empirically observed that a model trained from scratch tends
to run into either optimization (hard to train) or generalization
(unable to generalize) issues. Some prior works address these
problems using a hybrid of reconstruction and task-dependent
loss [51], [52], [54], [55], [56]. This approach requires tuning
a weight parameter that balances the two losses. We adopt an
alternative approach that avoids tuning this additional parameter.
Specifically, we first train the sampler and retriever jointly with
a full-FOV PSNR loss until convergence:

min
q,θ

LFOV (Rθ (Sq ) k) ,x)

where LFOV(x̂,x) := −PSNR(x̂,x). We refer to this as the
pre-training step in later sections. With the weights learned for
the sampler and retriever, we then add the predictor (initialized
with random weights) into the framework and fine-tune all
three components. We find that the pre-training step allows the
model to better learn task-specific strategies, as demonstrated
by an ablation study in Section VI-B. This training procedure
mimics the training of foundation models in state-of-the-art
language and vision models, which are first pre-trained on a
general task and then fine-tuned for more specific tasks. Similar
procedures can be found in other task-specific co-design papers,
such as [53], [54].

IV. EXPERIMENTS ON LARGE-SCALE DATASETS

We first demonstrate the effectiveness of our framework on the
three considered tasks using large-scale datasets. We categorize
all the investigated datasets and settings in the bottom left panel
of Fig. 2. For each task, we demonstrate that the proposed task-
specific co-design framework achieves better performance than
baselines that separately design reconstruction and prediction.
We abbreviate different variants of the proposed method and
baselines in the following way based on their task and training
procedure:

To clarify, the subscript “recon.” for the segmentation and
classification methods means that the sampler and retriever are
trained for full-FOV reconstruction, and a predictor is subse-
quently trained for the downstream task with the sampler and
retriever fixed. This is equivalent to training a predictor with
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Fig. 3. Visual examples of two Meniscus Tear samples reconstructed by different methods in the 16× acceleration single-coil setting. For each reconstruction,
the full-FOV PSNR is labeled in white, and the local PSNR for the ROI is in orange. Note how TACKLEROI recovers the structure and details of the ROI more
accurately than the two baselines, as indicated by the red arrows. The better recovery of TACKLEROI over the ROI leads to a more accurate diagnosis of the Meniscus
Tear. We emphasize that the location of the ROI is not an input to any of these models and is only used for evaluating the accuracy of each method on the region
that contains the pathology.

TABLE I
COMPARISON OF AVERAGE TEST LOCAL PEAK SIGNAL-TO-NOISE RATIO

(LOCAL PSNR) IN DECIBEL (DB) WITHIN MENISCUS TEAR ROIS

the reconstructed images by these methods as input for the
downstream task.

A. ROI-Oriented Reconstruction

Dataset and setup: For the ROI-oriented reconstruction task,
we use the images and raw single- and multi-coil k-space
data from the fastMRI+ knee dataset [49], [71], which con-
tains bounding box annotations for knee pathologies. Specifi-
cally, we investigate the most common knee pathology in the
dataset called “Meniscus Tear” (MT). Each image x in the
dataset contains at least one rectangular bounding box anno-
tation Rx, which is drawn to include all the pathology but ex-
clude the normal surrounding anatomy [71]. Therefore the local
image quality within each bounding box (i.e. ROI) is more
indicative of the quality for pathology assessment than a metric
over the entire FOV. We emphasize that the location of the
bounding box Rx varies sample by sample and is never an input
to any method during inference. Rx is only used for calculating
the training loss and evaluating the local PSNR during test time
according to (3). Hence, the local PSNR performance reflects
the quality of reconstructions by different methods for assessing
the considered pathological lesions in the ROIs.

Baselines: We compare TACKLEROI with three full-FOV
reconstruction-oriented baselines.! LOUPEFOV: Proposed in [9], LOUPEFOV jointly optimizes

a sampler and a residual U-Net reconstructor.! Low-pass + U-NetFOV (LP+UNFOV): substitute the sampler
in LOUPEFOV with a fixed low-pass filter sampling pattern.! Poisson-disc + U-NetFOV (PD+UNFOV): substitute the
sampler in LOUPEFOV with a Poisson-disc sampling pat-
tern drawn from a variable density distribution and gener-
ated with the sigpy.mri.poisson function in the SigPy
package.1

Results: We compare the average local PSNR of our method
and other baselines over the test set in Table I. For all settings,
TACKLE outperforms other baselines designed for full-FOV re-
construction by at least 3 dB, indicating a significant improve-
ment of image quality within the ROI.

In Fig. 3, we provide example reconstructions by our method
and three baseline methods. For each reconstruction, a zoom-in
on its ROI is provided on the bottom with the corresponding
local PSNR value labeled above in orange, and its full-FOV
PSNR is labeled on the top right corner. The full-FOV PSNR
is labeled on the top right corner of each reconstruction. As
shown in the ground truth of the MT example, a meniscus
tear is indicated by a streak (dark in the top row and bright
in the bottom row) that is present on the meniscus (bright in
the top row and dark in the bottom row), as indicated by the
red pointers. To accurately detect the existence and assess the
severity of a meniscus tear, a reconstruction should clearly show
the boundaries of the meniscus and details of the tear. However,
the ROIs of both LP+UNFOV and LOUPEFOV reconstructions
contain significant reconstruction artifacts that disguise the tear

1https://github.com/mikgroup/sigpy
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Fig. 4. Comparison of a subsampling PSF optimized for full-FOV reconstruc-
tion and another optimized for the reconstruction of menicus tear (MT) ROIs.
Optimizing for MT ROI reconstruction leads to around 40% improvement on
the vertical resolution in terms of the full width at half maximum (FWHM), as
shown by the PSF profiles in the bottom panel. This improved vertical resolution
leads to a better reconstruction of the meniscus that has horizontal anatomy.

(see the red arrows). On the other hand, TACKLEROI preserves the
details of the tear and contains fewer artifacts than the baselines,
providing a more accurate ROI reconstruction with a higher
diagnostic value.

In Supplement IV we also include a validation of
TACKLEROI on images that either are healthy or contain patholo-
gies other than the meniscus tear. Although TACKLEROI is not
designed to generalize across different pathologies, we empir-
ically find that TACKLEROI still yields high-fidelity reconstruc-
tions for out-of-distribution images so that the pathologies on
these images remain detectable. We also find that TACKLEROI

generalizes consistently across the three acceleration ratios (4×,
8×, and 16×) for the fastMRI+ dataset.

Discussion: Enhancing local ROIs for MRI may seem
counter-intuitive, because the acquisition happens in k-space;
each frequency measurement in theory corresponds to the entire
FOV. Here we understand the feasibility via a PSF analysis.
Consider the zero-filled reconstruction x̃ from some (noiseless)
single-coil k-space data:

x̃ := F−1 (m) (Fx)) =
(
F−1m

)
∗ x

where∗denotes convolution and the second equality holds due to
the Fourier convolution theorem. Here, F−1m is the PSF of the
subsampling mask m and determines the resolution of the CS-
MRI system. We visualize the PSF of a sampling mask trained
for full-FOV reconstruction and another trained for meniscus
tear (MT) ROIs reconstruction with the same sampling budget
in Fig. 4. We plot the PSF profiles in the vertical direction around
the main lobes. The PSF learned for MT ROI reconstruction has
around 40% improvement in vertical resolution in terms of full
width at half maximum (FWHM) of the PSF profiles. Since MT
ROIs contains the thin horizontal anatomy of the meniscus, it
makes sense that the learned subsampling pattern has a narrower
PSF profile (and thus higher resolution) in the vertical direction.
This comparison demonstrates that the improvement on ROIs
is partly due to the capability of our model to optimize the
subsampling PSF for local ROI anatomy via co-design. This
is particularly beneficial when there is a mismatch between the
optimal subsampling PSF for full-FOV reconstruction and that
for ROI reconstruction due to directional anatomical structure,
which is the case for MT ROI reconstruction.

TABLE II
COMPARISON OF AVERAGE TEST DICE SCORE ON THE SKM-TEA

DATASET [72] FOR SEGMENTING FOUR KNEE TISSUES UNDER DIFFERENT
ACCELERATION RATIOS (R)

B. Knee Tissue Segmentation2

Dataset and setup: This study involves segmenting four types
of knee tissues: the patellar cartilage, the femoral cartilage, the
tibial cartilage, and the meniscus. We use the Stanford Knee MRI
with Multi-Task Evaluation (SKM-TEA) dataset [72], which con-
tains pixel-level segmentation maps of the four tissues. Specif-
ically, we use the raw 3D multi-coil k-space measurements of
knee images and take 1D inverse Fourier transform along the
left-to-right direction to obtain 2D k-space of sagittal slices. We
train each method to minimize the Dice loss until convergence
and select the model with the highest Dice score on the validation
set.

Baselines: We compare TACKLEseg. with four baselines.! LOUPErecon.: LOUPErecon. is a baseline based on
LOUPEFOV. We first train a LOUPEFOV model for the
full-FOV reconstruction task and then use the reconstructed
images to separately train a segmentation network.! Poisson-disc + U-Netrecon. (PD+UNrecon.): same as
LOUPErecon. except that the sampler is fixed to be a
Poisson-disc sampling mask.! TACKLErecon.: same as LOUPErecon. except for using the
proposed architecture of TACKLE.! SemuNet: Proposed in [56], SemuNet uses a hybrid of #1
reconstruction loss and cross-entropy segmentation loss.

Results: We provide a quantitative comparison in Table II
and a boxplot comparison in Fig. 5. Within the rectangle
between each pair of methods in Fig. 5, the top number is
the percentage of samples that get improved and the bottom
number is the p-value given by the paired samples t-test. With
an improved architecture, TACKLErecon. already outperforms the
other baselines. Nevertheless, the segmentation-oriented method
TACKLEseg. achieves even better performance on both 16× and
64× accelerations. TACKLEseg. also significantly outperforms
SemuNet on both acceleration ratios and has a much smaller
performance drop from 16× to 64× than SemuNet, indicating
that the proposed approach is more robust to high acceleration
ratios. We further provide some visual examples in Fig. 6.
The first row visualizes the input of the predictor by different
methods, where each image is labelled by its PSNR value on the
top right corner. The last row shows the predicted segmentation
maps by different methods, where each prediction is labelled
by its Dice score on the top right corner. The blue arrows
point out the locations where TACKLEseg. provides more accurate
reconstructions than other reconstruction-oriented baselines. We
also provide a zoom-in on the region that contains the segmented
tissues in the second row.

2See brain segmentation results in Supplement I.
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Fig. 5. Box plots of the knee tissue segmentation results under 16× (a) and
64× (b). Within the rectangle between each pair of methods, the top number
is the percentage of samples that get improved and the bottom number is the
p-value given by the paired samples t-test. A higher percentage and lower
p-value indicate a more significant improvement. We also provide the 95%
confidence intervals for all methods below their names. For both acceleration
ratios, TACKLEseg. outperforms other baselines in terms of all the statistical
measures.

Discussion: We note that TACKLEseg. learns an intermediate
feature map as the input to the predictor, which circumvents
a typically “good” reconstruction; it is interesting how the
retriever produces an image where different knee tissues to be
segmented have distinctive textures, which are easy to distin-
guish both from the background and from each other. Even
though this feature map is not a typical “reconstruction” in
terms of point-wise accuracy, it still accurately localizes the
anatomy of the tissues to be segmented. We highlight that
TACKLErecon. provides a high-fidelity reconstruction of the entire
FOV with a PSNR of 33.00 dB, which demonstrates that our
model is well capable of doing the reconstruction task accurately.
However, TACKLEseg. still outperforms TACKLErecon. in terms
of segmentation performance in Fig. 6 and on average over
the dataset in Table V (see Section VI-A for more details).
This observation demonstrates that finding the most accurate
full-FOV reconstruction does not necessarily lead to the optimal
result on the considered segmentation task.

C. Pathology (tumor) Classification

Dataset and setup: In this section, we demonstrate the ef-
fectiveness of the proposed method at detecting the existence of
gliomas, a common type of brain tumors in adults. We use the im-
ages acquired by the FLAIR sequence in the Multimodal Brain

TABLE III
COMPARISON OF AVERAGE TEST ACCURACY ON THE PATHOLOGY

CLASSIFICATION TASK UNDER DIFFERENT ACCELERATION RATIOS (R)

Tumor Image Segmentation Benchmark (BRATS) dataset [24].
To obtain an image-level label of the existence of a tumor, we
aggregate the pixel-level peritumoral edema (ED) segmentation
annotations in the BRATS dataset by checking whether there
exists any positive pixel in the segmentation map: negative
(healthy) means there is no ED pixel, while positive (unhealthy)
means there is at least one ED pixel. We simulate the single-coil
k-space data for each image by taking the Fourier transform of
the image and adding complex additive white Gaussian noise
(AWGN), according to the forward model in (1). The standard
deviation of the noise for each image is 0.05% of the magnitude
of the DC component. We train all models using the BCE loss
and evaluate them using the classification accuracy and F1 score
as described in Section III-C3.

Baselines: We compare the proposed method
TACKLEclass. with the first three baselines as in Section IV-B
except that the predictor of each baseline is subsequently trained
for pathology classification rather than tissue segmentation (with
input images optimized for full-FOV reconstruction). We do
not include SemuNet here because it is originally proposed for
the segmentation task only.

Results: In Table III, we compare the classification-
oriented method, TACKLEclass., with reconstruction-oriented
baselines, and find that TACKLEclass. achieves higher classifi-
cation accuracy under both performance metrics. Specifically,
TACKLEclass. outperforms the existing reconstruction-oriented
baseline LOUPErecon. by around 2% in the extreme 64× accel-
erated acquisition scenario. Both variants of TACKLE maintain
competitive performance under the highly accelerated setting
(R=64), while PD+UNrecon. and LOUPErecon. suffer from sig-
nificant performance degradation. Note that TACKLEclass. out-
performs TACKLErecon. by more than 0.8% in both cases, despite
having the same architecture. We also visualize and compare the
classification performance of TACKLEclass. and LOUPErecon. un-
der 16× acceleration in Fig. 7, using confusion matrices. The
results show that TACKLEclass. has substantially fewer false neg-
atives (bottom left) and a higher overall accuracy compared to
LOUPErecon..

V. VALIDATION ON AN EXPERIMENTALLY COLLECTED

OUT-OF-DISTRIBUTION DATASET

In practice, creating a large well-annotated training set for a
specific task can be very time-consuming or even infeasible. To
demonstrate the immediate benefit of our method in a real-world
setting, we conduct a validation of TACKLE on the ROI-oriented
reconstruction task using experimentally collected data that is
out of the distribution of the training data. Specifically, we train a
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Fig. 6. Comparison of segmentation results under 16× acceleration on one sample of the SKM-TEA dataset. We show the input of the predictor in the first row, a
zoom-in on the region that contains the tissues to be segmented in the second row, and the output of the predictor in the third row. Note that TACKLEseg. circumvents
the typical “reconstruction” in terms of point-wise similarity with the ground truth image. Instead, it learns a feature map that accurately localizes the anatomy,
leading to better segmentation prediction than other baselines both for this sample and on average over the test set (Table II).

Fig. 7. Confusion matrices of the classification results by LOUPErecon. and
TACKLEclass.. Overall, TACKLEclass. achieves higher accuracy in terms of both
classification accuracy and F1 score than LOUPErecon.. TACKLEclass. also has
a significantly lower number of false negatives (bottom left) compared to
LOUPErecon., which could lead to more patients receiving early treatment.

TACKLE model on a large-scale dataset (fastMRI in this case) and
directly test it on raw k-space data collected by different hard-
ware using a different type of sequence from that of the training.
Even without extra fine-tuning or test-time optimization, the
learned ROI-specific model provides improved reconstructions
on meniscus ROIs. In the following subsections, we present the
details of this experiment.

Data acquisition and processing: Two subjects were scanned
at the Massachusetts General Hospital in accordance with insti-
tutional review board guidelines. Their right knees were scanned
by a 3D-encoded Cartesian gradient-echo sequence with a 3

Tesla MRI scanner (Model: Skyra; Siemens Healthcare, Erlan-
gen, Germany) and a single-channel extremity coil. To imple-
ment the 2D subsampling pattern in the coronal plane, we used
a transversal orientation with the frequency encoding direction
(kx) pointing into the knee cap (anterior-posterior), so that the
two phase encoding directions were left-right (ky) and superior-
inferior (kz), respectively. The acquisition parameters were as
follows: TE/TR=4.8/9.1 ms, FOV=192× 192× 192 mm3, res-
olution = 1× 1× 1 mm3, flip angle = 10◦. The total acquisition
time of obtaining the fully sampled data for each subject was
5 minutes and 35 seconds. The raw k-space data had the shape
of 192× 192× 192 (kx × ky × kz). We applied the 1D in-
verse Fourier transform along kx for downstream processing.
Specifically, we took the middle 40 slices of each volume and
annotated bounding boxes around the meniscus region using an
image labelling tool.3 Efforts were made such that the locations
and sizes of the bounding boxes roughly match those in the
fastMRI MT dataset. We emphasize that these bounding boxes
are only for the purpose of measuring the accuracy of different
models on reconstructing the meniscus region. The locations of
the annotated ROIs are not the input to any of the tested models.

Generalization gaps: There are multiple generalization gaps
between the training (fastMRI single-coil data) and test data:! Different hardware: The acquired data are collected di-

rectly with a single-channel extremity coil, while the train-
ing data are simulated from k-space data collected by
multi-channel receiver coils [73].

3https://github.com/heartexlabs/labelImg
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TABLE IV
AVERAGE RECONSTRUCTION ACCURACY ON THE EXPERIMENTALLY

COLLECTED DATASET UNDER 4× ACCELERATION (TOP: FULL-FOV RECON.;
BOTTOM: ROI-ORIENTED RECON.)

! Different sequence and resolution: The acquired data are
given by a gradient-echo sequence with 1 mm isotropic
resolution, while the training data are given by a spin-echo
sequence with 0.5 mm in-plane resolution [73].! Different distribution of the ROI anatomy: The acquired
data are collected from two subjects whose menisci are
healthy and have no tear, while the ROIs in the training
data contain meniscus tears.

Despite these generalization gaps, TACKLEROI works robustly
and leads to both numerical and visual improvement.

Baselines: In this section, we compare TACKLEROI with the
following baselines under 4× acceleration.! Poisson-disc + Total VariationFOV (PD+TVFOV): The sub-

sampling pattern is a Poisson-disc sampling mask gener-
ated with the sigpy.mri.poisson function in the SigPy
package.4 The reconstruction is obtained by solving a total
variation (TV) regularized optimization problem with the
Sparse MRI toolbox.5! LOUPEFOV: the same LOUPEFOV baseline as in
Section IV-A.! TACKLEFOV: a TACKLE model trained for full-FOV recon-
struction.! LOUPEROI: the same architecture as LOUPEFOV but
trained for ROI reconstruction following the same training
procedure as TACKLEROI.

Results: We present a quantitative comparison in Table IV
for both the full-FOV and ROI-oriented reconstruction tasks.
For both tasks, TACKLE outperforms the baselines under the
corresponding metric. For each task, we highlight the variant
of TACKLE trained for the evaluation metric in green. Our results
show that the highlighted variant outperforms the other variant
of TACKLE, indicating a tradeoff between full-FOV and ROI
reconstruction accuracy.

We further conduct a slice-wise PSNR analysis in Fig. 8. For
both histograms, the horizontal axis is the improvement by the
respective metric and the vertical axis is the count. We also
quantify the significance of the improvements using the paired
samples t-test. For the full-FOV reconstruction, TACKLEFOV out-
performs LOUPEFOV on all 80 slices, giving a highly signif-
icant p-value of 3.10e-57. We then compare TACKLEROI with
the better full-FOV reconstruction method, TACKLEFOV, on the

4https://github.com/mikgroup/sigpy
5https://people.eecs.berkeley.edu/∼mlustig/Software.html

Fig. 8. Slice-wise difference histograms. (a): TACKLEFOV over LOUPE FOV
on the full-FOV reconstruction task and (b): TACKLEROI over LOUPEFOV on the
ROI-oriented reconstruction task. The 95% confidence intervals are given in the
top left corner of each plot. In both cases, the vast majority of slices are improved
and the p-values given by the paired samples t-test are highly significant.

ROI-oriented reconstruction task. Despite having the same ar-
chitecture, TACKLEROI still outperforms TACKLEFOV on 72.5% of
slices, leading to a p-value of 5.12e-8, which is also statistically
significant. This result indicates that the ROI-oriented model
TACKLEROI indeed provides more accurate ROI reconstructions
on this out-of-distribution dataset. We further provide some vi-
sual examples in Fig. 9. Below each reconstruction is a zoom-in
on the region around the ROI and the error map of the region
with respect to the ground truth. TACKLE not only achieves higher
PSNR values in both cases but also visually recovers the ROIs
with fewer artifacts.

Implementation: Besides the above results based on ret-
rospective subsampling for quantitative comparison, we have
also tested the learned sequence on a Siemens 3T MRI Skyra
scanner. Specifically, we implement a re-ordering loop that
iterates through all the trajectories based on our learned sub-
sampling mask m. The implemented sequence prospectively
subsamples in k-space and shortens the scan time from 335
seconds to 84 seconds. In Fig. 10, we compare the recon-
struction given by the prospectively subsampling sequence we
implement with the reconstruction given by the retrospectively
subsampled measurements from the fully sampling sequence.
We note that the images labelled as “TACKLEROI (retrospective)”
and “TACKLEROI (prospective)” are taken by two consecutive
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Fig. 9. Reconstruction comparison of two samples in the experimentally collected dataset (top: from subject 1; bottom: from subject 2) by different methods under
4× acceleration. The sampling mask, a zoom-in on the ROI, and the error map are presented for each method. By sampling more frequencies along the vertical
direction in k-space, TACKLEROI has a higher vertical resolution in the image space and thus outperforms other baselines optimized for full-FOV reconstruction on
the ROIs with directional anatomical structure.

Fig. 10. Reconstruction comparison between the implemented prospective
subsampling sequence and the retrospective subsampling sequence. Our learned
sequence can be implemented on an MRI scanner and generates images of quality
indistinguishable from those recovered from retrospectively sampled data. Com-
pared to the ground truth image, our prospectively subsampled reconstruction
recovers important features around the meniscus region, which is the ROI it was
trained to enhance.

but separate scans, so there might be some subtle motion be-
tween them. Nevertheless, the two images have no significant
visual difference, indicating that the improvement we show on
retrospective simulations translates into actual improvement in
practice. The prospective reconstruction successfully recovers
important anatomical features around the meniscus region while
only takes a quarter of the scan time compared to the full-
sampled image.

VI. ABLATION STUDIES

A. Effectiveness of Co-Design

We evaluate the effectiveness of two aspects of co-design
used in the proposed framework: learnable subsampling and
task-specific training. In Table V, we compare four variants of

the proposed method that have neither, one, and both aspects of
co-design, respectively. The meanings of having or not having
each aspect are summarized as follows:! Learnable subsampling (column 2)! ! (Poisson-disc): use a Poisson-disc subsampling pat-

tern that is randomly generated and then fixed! !: learn the subsampling pattern from data! Task-specific training (column 3)! !: separately optimize retriever and predictor! !: jointly optimize retriever and predictor
To eliminate the effect of different network architectures, all

four variants have the same retriever (E2E-VarNet) and predictor
(U-Net for segmentation and ResNet for classification) archi-
tectures. Overall, we find both aspects of co-design beneficial.
For the task of reconstructing meniscus tear ROIs, learning
the subsampling pattern is particularly helpful. Task-specific
training, on the other hand, is more important for the knee
segmentation task. Highlighted in cyan, the last row is the full-
fledged version of TACKLE, which achieves the best performance
for all considered scenarios with both aspects of co-design.

B. Effectiveness of the Proposed Architecture and Training
Procedure

The proposed architecture of Tθ from measurements y to
prediction ẑ consists of an E2E-VarNet retriever and a U-Net
predictor. A natural question is how this architecture compares
with a single model-free neural network with a comparable num-
ber of parameters that directly maps subsampled mea surements
to the final prediction. We consider the following comparisons
in Table VI:
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TABLE V
ABLATION STUDIES ON TWO ASPECTS OF CO-DESIGN FOR ALL THE CONSIDERED TASKS UNDER 16× ACCELERATION

TABLE VI
ABLATION STUDIES ON MODEL ARCHITECTURE AND PRE-TRAINING FOR

NON-RECONSTRUCTION TASKS UNDER 16× ACCELERATION

! Single larger predictor (row 1)! Tissue seg.: U-Net with 128 channels after the first
convolution layer and the same number of pooling layers
(42.2 M parameters)! Patho. class.: ResNet101 (42.5 M parameters)! VN+predictor (rows 2&3)! Tissue seg.: E2E-VarNet + standard U-Net (29.9 M +
10.6 M = 40.5 M parameters)! Patho. class.: E2E-VarNet + ResNet18 (29.9 M +
11.2 M = 41.1 M parameters)

Comparing the first two rows, we find that the proposed
“VN+predictor” architecture significantly outperforms the “sin-
gle larger predictor” baseline on all settings. This is likely
due to the model-based nature of the “VN+predictor” architec-
ture, which more effectively extracts useful information from
subsampled measurements for downstream tasks. Finally, we
include the pre-training step discussed in Section III-D. High-
lighted in cyan, the full-fledged version of TACKLE in the last
row significantly outperforms the ablated baselines on both
non-reconstruction tasks, indicating the importance of both the
proposed architecture and training procedure.

C. Using Task-Specific Sequences for Reconstruction

Our optimized task-specific pipeline learns to adjust the image
representation from a conventional form to one that is more
readily interpretable by the predictor network. This often adds
additional textures to the images, making them look different
from traditional reconstructions. However, this does not imply
there is a significant loss in information that could be used for
image reconstruction. Despite being optimized for task-specific
objectives, our learned task-specific subsampling patterns can be
used retrospectively for generating high-fidelity reconstructions.
To show this, we conduct an experiment where we take the

TABLE VII
COMPARISON OF AVERAGE TEST PSNR (DB) BETWEEN RECONSTRUCTION
MODELS TRAINED WITH TASK-SPECIFIC MASKS AND TACKLERECON ON THE

FASTMRI KNEE DATASET.

learned subsampling patterns of TACKLEseg. and TACKLEclass.and
train an additional reconstruction network for each subsampling
pattern. The subsampling pattern is fixed during the training.
This experiment mimics the scenario if one wants a traditional
reconstruction out of the collected k-space samples from our
task-specific sequences. In Table VII, we provide a compari-
son with TACKLErecon., which jointly optimizes the subsampling
pattern and reconstructor. One can see that the reconstruction
models trained with task-specific masks (row 1) come close to
TACKLErecon. (row 2) in terms of reconstruction performance.
These results indicate that our task-specific models do not incur
a significant loss of image information but achieve a better
trade-off for the downstream task accuracy. It is thus possible
to recover better images retrospectively using the k-space mea-
surements collected by the task-specific sequences.

VII. LIMITATIONS

Building on the promising results we have achieved, we ac-
knowledge opportunities for further improvement of our current
study.

a) Data usage: Similar to other works on task-specific CS-
MRI co-design, our approach requires matched k-space, image,
and annotation labels, which are of limited quantity in the
research community. Due to this limitation, two of our exper-
iments (brain segmentation and tumor classification tasks) are
conducted with k-space data simulated from magnitude images.

b) Sequence implementation: Although we have implemented
a prospectively subsampling sequence with a learned sampling
pattern by TACKLEROI on a Siemens MRI scanner, it was done
using only one type of 3D gradient echo sequence. Other physi-
cal constraints affect the deployment of our method for general
MRI sequences. For example, in spin-echo sequences, the order
of sampling should be considered to mitigate spin-relaxation
effects.
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c) Controlled study: The evaluation in the current study is
based on conventional quantitative metrics and qualitative visual
comparisons. The number of volunteers for testing our learned
sequences on a Siemens MRI scanner is also small. To further as-
sess prospective subsampling, future evaluations should involve
controlled studies of image quality with radiologists.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we generalized the objective of CS-MRI co-
design to a variety of tasks beyond full-FOV reconstruction. We
introduced TACKLE as a unified approach for robustly learning
task-specific strategies. Through comprehensive experiments,
we showed that TACKLE outperforms existing DL techniques
that separately learn subsampling pattern, reconstruction, and
prediction. Additionally, TACKLE outperforms naïve approaches
to co-design that directly learn a direct mapping from measure-
ments to predictions. We found that the optimized strategies
sometimes circumvent the typical reconstruction in terms of
point-wise accuracy, but effectively extract key visual informa-
tion useful for task prediction. Through ablation studies, we
justified multiple design choices with regard to architecture and
training procedure, and showed their importance in effectively
learning CS-MRI strategies for tasks that go beyond full-FOV
reconstruction. We further implemented a learned subsampling
sequence and tested it on a Siemens 3T MRI Skyra scanner,
which led to a four-fold scan time reduction without sacrificing
visual quality. Our study demonstrates the exciting promise
of employing end-to-end co-design techniques, suggesting a
future where clinical CS-MRI requirements are addressed with
enhanced efficiency while maintaining accuracy.
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