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Magnetic Resonance Elastography
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MRE: 26 publications

liver biopsy in more than
3000 subjects since 2007
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American College of Radiology Appropriateness
Criteria for Chronic Liver Disease

Identifies MRE as the technology with the highest rating for
diagnosing liver fibrosis, ahead of ultrasound-based elastography
and MRI, ultrasonography, and CT.

J Am Coll Radiol 2017;14:S103-S117



American Gastroenterological Association Institute
Guideline on the Role of Elastography in the Evaluation
of Liver Fibrosis

“In adults with NAFLD and a higher risk of cirrhosis, MRE is
suggested, rather than VCTE, for detection of cirrhosis”

Gastroenterology 2017;152:1536—1543.
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Yin M, et al.
2 3 Radiology.

Inflammation Grade 2016;278:114-24.




* Both liver and spleen stiffness have a dynamic component
that correlates significantly with portal pressure.
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Advanced Multiparametric MRE
(Imaging time: 1 minute)
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Can we train a machine learni g
parameters and predict histologic staging?




NAS Score = Steatosis + Inflamm + Necrosis




Feature Kappa Agreement
Fibrosis 0.84 Excellent
Steatosis Grade 0.79 Good to Excellent
Inflammation Grade 0.45 Fair
Ballooning 0.56 Fair
NASH vs Not NASH 0.61 Fair to Good

Kleiner DE, et al. HEPATOLOGY, 2005; 41(6), 1313-1321




Fat Food Diet & Fructose Water (FFD)
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Linear Regression (All data) PDFF |G| ¢
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NAS Prediction: 2D MRI/MRE
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