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Abstract. The automatic diagnosis of Parkinson’s disease is in high
clinical demand due to its prevalence and the importance of targeted
treatment. Current clinical practice often relies on diagnostic biomark-
ers in QSM and NM-MRI images. However, the lack of large, high-quality
datasets makes training diagnostic models from scratch prone to over-
fitting. Adapting pre-trained 3D medical models is also challenging, as
the diversity of medical imaging leads to mismatches in voxel spacing
and modality between pre-training and fine-tuning data. In this paper,
we address these challenges by leveraging 2D vision foundation models
(VFMs). Specifically, we crop multiple key ROIs from NM and QSM im-
ages, process each ROI through separate branches to compress the ROI
into a token, and then combine these tokens into a unified patient rep-
resentation for classification. Within each branch, we use 2D VFMs to
encode axial slices of the 3D ROI volume and fuse them into the ROI
token, guided by an auxiliary segmentation head that steers the feature
extraction toward specific brain nuclei. Additionally, we introduce multi-
ROI supervised contrastive learning, which improves diagnostic perfor-
mance by pulling together representations of patients from the same class
while pushing away those from different classes. Our approach achieved
first place in the MICCAI 2025 PDCADxFoundation challenge, with an
accuracy of 86.0% trained on a dataset of only 300 labeled QSM and
NM-MRI scans, outperforming the second-place method by 5.5%. These
results highlight the potential of 2D VFMs for clinical analysis of 3D MR
images.

Keywords: Vision Foundation Models - Parkinson - Classification.

1 Introduction

Parkinson’s disease (PD) is a neurodegenerative movement disorder that pro-
gressively affects mood, mobility, sleep, and both motor and non-motor func-
tions, impacting more than ten million people worldwide [18]. Early diagnosis is
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critical, as it improves prognosis and long-term disease management. Although
typical symptoms such as shaking or tremor, unsteady balance, and slowing
of body movements, can aid in diagnosis, early-stage PD is often difficult to
distinguish from other disorders with overlapping motor and non-motor symp-
toms [28]. Therefore, accurately differentiating early-stage PD is essential for
effective treatment and improved patient outcomes.

Recent advances in multi-parametric magnetic resonance imaging (MRI), in-
cluding quantitative susceptibility mapping (QSM) and neuromelanin-sensitive
(NM) imaging, have enabled the extraction of complementary biomarkers from
deep brain nuclei for early PD diagnosis [8]. However, effective tools for auto-
mated PD diagnosis (APD) remain limited. Conventional approaches rely on
manual delineation of brain nuclei, such as the substantia nigra (SN) and its
pars compacta (SNpc), which is repetitive and time-consuming. Moreover, the
complex structural and intensity patterns within these nuclei are difficult to fully
exploit by radiologists, making APD a significant clinical challenge.

Currently, two main approaches are used for APD with MRI: radiomics-based
methods and deep learning-based methods. Radiomics approaches extract quan-
titative features from manually delineated brain nuclei and use machine learning
models such as linear regression (LR), support vector machines (SVM), or ex-
treme gradient boosting (XGBoost) for classification [31, 12]. Although these
methods can achieve high accuracy, they are typically trained on small datasets
(fewer than 200 samples) and usually rely only on QSM images. Deep learn-
ing—based methods, in contrast, automatically learn discriminative PD patterns
from MRI scans [28]. For example, Wang et al. developed a convolutional neu-
ral network (CNN) using 376 paired QSM and T1lw images, achieving an area
under the receiver opearating curve (AUC) of 0.845 on an external cohort of
83 PD and 72 healthy control (HC) subjects. However, neither radiomics nor
deep learning methods have yet fully exploited the complementary information
from both QSM and NM images. Among the two, deep learning methods hold
greater promise than radiomics [31], as they can scale to millions of images and
potentially learn features that generalize better to unseen data. Nevertheless,
progress has been limited due to the lack of large public datasets for APD.

Adapting vision foundation models (VFMs) pretrained on massive datasets [17,
23, 1, 30] to the APD task is promising, given the limited availability of medi-
cal data due to acquisition difficulty and privacy policies. Intuitively, 3D VFMs
pretrained on MR images might seem most suitable for APD, which also relies
on QSM and NM-MRI. However, differences in scanner parameters and imag-
ing modalities introduce substantial variability in intensity histograms, voxel
spacing, and tissue contrast [33]. This creates significant misalignment between
pretraining data (e.g., Tlw, T2, FLAIR with isotropic 1 mm voxel spacing)
and fine-tuning data (QSM, NM with anisotropic voxel spacing). Because deep
learning models are highly sensitive to such input variations, directly fine-tuning
3D VFMs becomes non-trivial (see Sec. 5). In contrast, 2D VFMs pretrained on
natural images offer key advantages. Natural images have a fixed grayscale range
(256 levels), making it straightforward to map MR intensities to this scale and
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thus reduce modality-related intensity misalignment. Moreover, 2D VFMs op-
erate on slices rather than requiring isotropic volumes, naturally avoiding the
voxel spacing inconsistencies. Therefore, it is feasible to adapting a 2D VFMs to
APD task in terms of the above reasons.

In this paper, we propose a novel method for APD by adapting 2D VFMs.
Specifically, we introduce Multi-ROI driven classification Network (MRN), which
processes four ROIs cropped from paired NM and QSM images in parallel. Each
ROI is compressed into a token, and these tokens are combined into a uni-
fied patient-level representation for classification. The selected ROIs cover key
brain nuclei, encouraging MRN to base its predictions on clinically relevant re-
gions. Within each ROI branch, we further propose ROI feature Extraction and
segmentation (RES). RES leverages 2D VFMs to extract features from axial
slices of each 3D ROI volume and fuses them into the ROI token. An auxiliary
segmentation head is incorporated to guide feature extraction, ensuring RES
focuses on the brain nuclei within each ROI. Finally, we employ multi-ROI su-
pervised contrastive learning, which pulls together patient-level representations
from the same class and pushes away those from different classes. This enhances
the consistency between cropped ROIs and improves classification accuracy. We
evaluate MRN on the MICCAT 2025 PDCADxFoundation challenge, where it
achieved first place with an accuracy of 86.0%, outperforming competing meth-
ods by a substantial margin. Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

— We propose Multi-ROI driven classification Network (MRN) for PD/HC
classification using four ROIs cropped from paired NM and QSM images®.
MRN processes the ROIs in parallel branches, compresses each into a token,
and integrates them into a unified patient representation for classification.

— We introduce ROI feature Extraction and segmentation (RES) as the core
component of each MRN branch. RES compresses the global information of
a 3D ROI volume into a token using 2D pretrained VFMs, while an auxiliary
segmentation head guides feature extraction to focus on brain nuclei.

— We propose multi-ROI Supervised Momentum Contrastive learning (mSup-
MoCo) to further enhance classification. mSupMoCo learns clustered patient
representations by pulling together patient-level representations of the same
class and pushing apart those of different classes.

— We validate MRN with RES in the MICCAT 2025 PDCADxFoundation chal-
lenge, achieving first place with an accuracy of 86.0%, surpassing the second-
place method by about 6.0%. These results demonstrate the strong potential
of adapting 2D VFMs pretrained on natural images for the analysis of 3D
volumetric medical data.

3 Code will be available at https://github.com/dongdongtong/MICCAI25-
PDCADxFoundation-MRN
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2 Related Work

2.1 Automated Parkinson’s Disease Diagnosis

There are hundreds of studies that have investigated APD using various modal-
ities such as imaging biomarkers, motor symptom monitoring, and voice analy-
sis [18]. In this work, we focus specifically on machine learning and deep learn-
ing—based approaches that utilize MR images.

Existing methods can be broadly divided into two categories based on the
type of MR data they employ. The first group leverages T2 images from the pub-
lic PPMI dataset [16]. To reduce the data requirements of CNNs, these studies
apply transfer learning with pretrained networks such as AlexNet on whole-brain
images, either directly [24] or with GAN-augmented data [13]. However, these
methods are limited to 2D architectures, which cannot capture depth informa-
tion, and they lack explicit priors on SN ROIs. The second group adopts QSM
images and focuses on specific brain nuclei for APD [15, 31, 34, 12, 28]. Within
this group, radiomics-based approaches extract features from SN nuclei and train
traditional models such as SVMs or XGBoost, reporting strong diagnostic per-
formance [15, 12, 34|. Deep learning-based approaches crop ROIs from QSM
images and employ CNNs for classification [31, 28]. Among all studies, only [31,
28] utilize 3D CNNs to process full ROI volumes. Nevertheless, CNNs are highly
data-dependent, and the limited dataset sizes used in these works increase the
risk of overfitting. Unlike previous methods, our approach processes multiple 3D
ROIs from both QSM and NM images simultaneously by leveraging 2D VFMs.
This design reduces the data requirements while achieving superior diagnostic
performance.

2.2 Vision Foundation Models

VFMs are large-scale vision models trained with millions or even billions of im-
ages, either 2D natural images [19, 17, 6, 23, 21| or 3D medical images [1, 9,
30, 5], using self-supervised [17, 23, 30|, weakly supervised [19, 6, 1], or fully
supervised learning [21, 5|. Generally, VFMs are not limited to solve only single
task like segmentation [21, 9, 5] or classification [19, 1], but can be adapted to
a range of tasks after finetuning [30]. For example, VoCo [30] and its extended
version [29] have demonstrated versatility across tasks such as brain tumor seg-
mentation, lung nodule classification, and vision—language retrieval. However,
most downstream tasks in VoCo rely on data modalities already included in
the pretraining set, leaving performance on unseen modalities and tasks largely
unexplored. Similarly, M3D-CLIP [1], pretrained mainly on CT images, faces un-
certainty when adapted to unseen modalities, such as MRI. Moreover, existing
medical VFMs generally assume isotropic voxel spacing, while real-world clinical
MR and CT images often have heterogeneous spacings and sequences, limiting
their applicability in small-scale clinical tasks. In contrast, our MRN directly
leverages 2D VFMs, which operate on slices rather than volumes, making them
naturally agnostic to voxel spacing and image modalities.
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2.3 Contrastive Learning

Contrastive learning can be broadly categorized into two paradigms: unsuper-
vised and supervised. Unsupervised contrastive learning is essentially instance
discrimination, where the goal is to learn representations such that semantically
similar images are implicitly clustered in the latent space [7, 3]|. In contrast, su-
pervised contrastive learning explicitly organizes images into class-specific clus-
ters, pulling together samples from the same class while pushing apart those
from different classes [14, 27, 4]. In this work, we take a different perspective: in-
stead of treating a single image as the contrastive unit, we concatenate multiple
ROIs from a patient’s paired NM and QSM images to form a unified patient-level
representation, which serves as the contrastive sample for supervised contrastive
learning.
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Fig. 1. Overview of the Multi-ROI driven classification Network (MRN) for classifying
Parkinson’s disease (PD) versus healthy controls (HC). The framework consists of a
main classification task and two auxiliary tasks: 1) ROI segmentation and 2) multi-ROI
supervised momentum contrastive learning (mSupMoCo).

3 Method

Firstly, we give an overview of our classification framework in Sec. 3.1. Next, we
detail the feature extraction process of the framework named RES, in Sec. 3.2,
and classification Network MRN in Sec. 3.3. Lastly, we summarize the training
objectives in Sec. 3.4.
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3.1 Overview

Our framework takes a patient’s paired NM and QSM images, along with the
corresponding brain nuclei segmentation mask, as input to classify the patient
as HC or PD. As illustrated in Fig. 1, MRN is designed as a multi-task learning
framework consisting of one main classification task and two auxiliary tasks:
ROI segmentation and supervised contrastive learning. MRN contains four par-
allel RES branches (Fig. 2), each responsible for extracting a global ROI token
and segmenting brain nuclei from one NM ROI and three QSM ROIs. The aux-
iliary segmentation task guides RES to focus on disease-relevant information
within specific regions. The four ROI tokens are then concatenated into a uni-
fied patient-level representation. Furthermore, we apply mSupMoCo [4, 7], which
pulls together patient-level representations from the same class and pushes apart
those from different classes, thereby enhancing feature discriminability. Finally,
the refined patient representation is used for classification.

3.2 ROI Feature Extraction and Segmentation
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Fig. 2. Overview of the ROI volume feature Extraction and Segmentation (RES). RES
takes a cropped ROI as input and produces two outputs: 1) an ROI embedding that
aggregates global volumetric information, and 2) a volume segmentation map that
guides the feature extraction module to focus on the target region. To address the
challenge of limited data, the last attention block of DINOv2 is reused to initialize all
attention blocks in both the FFA and SFA modules.

As shown in Fig.2, our goal is to leverage DINOv2[17] to extract a global ROI
token from a cropped 3D ROI. An auxiliary segmentation branch is incorporated
to guide the feature extraction branch to focus on the highlighted brain nuclei.
Cropping the ROI also reduces the computational cost of self-attention compared
to processing the entire 3D image.

Given a cropped 3D ROI volume V € RP*HXW consisted of a set of 2D
axial slices (I;)22;, RES serves as one mapping function as follows:

FT)2y) = (079, 797), (1)
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where p*®9 = (p;**)2, denotes the concatenated axial segmentation results of
brain nuclei over all slices, and t°7 € R is the global token representing the
whole ROI volume*.

Diving into the mapping function, we first use DINOv2 as a patchnizer to

patchnify i-th 2D slice I; into local patch tokens (tj)jL:1 as follows:
DINOv2(I;) = ((tj)j=1,£]"*), (2)

where 5 is the slice token representing the slice local information, which is
actually the inherent [CLS| token of DINOv2, and L is the sequence length of
the patch tokens®.

Then, inspired by VGGT [26], we introduce a feature fusion self-attention
(FFA) module, which alternates between global self-attention and local slice self-
attention to model interactions among patch tokens and slice tokens at different
levels. Specifically, the global attention aggregates 3D volumetric information
within the ROI, while the local attention refines intra-slice details to prevent the
global attention from confusing the spatial origins of patch tokens. We stack IV
FFA blocks to further enhance its ability for hierarchical information aggrega-
tion. Following FFA, all patch tokens are fed into a dense prediction transformer
(DPT) [20] to output the brain nuclei segmentation p*¢9. Meanwhile, all slice to-
kens, along with an added ROI token, are passed into slice fusion self-attention
(SFA) modules, which integrates global volumetric information to produce the
final ROI token 9!, We repeat SFA for M blocks to strengthen representation
learning.

Different from VGGT, we add slice position embeddings (pos;'*¢)2, € R®
on all D sets of patch tokens to let FFA and SFA aware of the consecutive depth
relations. It can be written as follows:

(B)Ey = (), +posi!™™, i = 1,2,...,D. )

Dense Prediction Transformers for Segmentation Traditionally, DPT [20]
takes patch tokens® from four different layers of DINOv2, converts them back
into spatial feature maps, and progressively aggregates them to segment brain
nuclei. In contrast, inspired by VGGT [26], we primarily use patch tokens from
the N FFA layers, supplemented only by the final layer of DINOv2, to perform
segmentation.

Specifically, a DPT layer first unpatchifies the patch tokens of a 2D slice
(S R€ into a spatial feature map (F{)¥, € RE*"** where | denotes the
FFA layer index, h = g and w = %, and s is the DINOv2 patch size. In this
work, we set N = 3 to reduce the risk of overfitting. The model then progressively
upsamples deep F}, ; and fuses the upsampled deep features with shallow F} to
generate a segmentation map p;“? at one-quarter the original resolution for the

4 If no specification, all tokens have C' channels
5 Suppose patch size is s, slice of shape H x W, then L =
®ti or t}

w
S

IO
S
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i-th slice. Finally, all slice-level maps are upsampled back to the original H x W
resolution and concatenated to form the volumetric segmentation map p*¢9.
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Fig. 3. We explore two choices of patch tokens from the intermediate attention layers
when setting N = 3 in FFA: (a) Global: using volume tokens from the global attention
of FFA layers, combined with the initial tokens from the last DINOv2 layer. (b) Local:
identical to (a), except that the final patch tokens are taken from the local slice atten-
tion. Although approach (a) may seem more intuitive since we need globally attended
patch tokens for volumetric segmentation, quantitative experiments demonstrate that
approach (b) yields better performance (See Sec 8).

As shown in Fig. 3, following [26, 20], we send four intermediate tokens into
DPT to perform volume segmentation. With N=3, we design two choices for
selecting patch tokens:

— Global: We consider the tokens from the global attention layer of FFA since
global information is important to 3D volume segmentation.

— Local: All same as Global excepts the final patch tokens coming from the
local slice attention of the final FFA layer.

We talk about which one is better in ablation studies.

3.3 Multi-ROI Driven Classification Network

A straightforward approach to classify PD versus HC using paired NM and QSM
images is to feed each whole image separately into RES, producing two global
image tokens (replacing the ROI token with an image token) for the classification
head. However, when the dataset is small, the resulting representations can be
fragile, often causing the model to focus on irrelevant background regions rather
than disease-relevant structures.

To this end, we propose MRN illustrated in Fig. 1. MRN processes four ROIs
from NM and QSM images using a shared RES module, encouraging the network
to focus on disease-relevant foreground regions. The brain nuclei corresponding
to the four ROIs are listed as follows:
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— NM ROI VM ¢ R12x32x64; gybstantia nigra.

— QSM ROI 1 V@SM1 ¢ [R24x128x128. caydate nucleus, putaman, globus pal-
lidus, and thalamus.

— QSM ROI 2 V@5M2 ¢ R12x64x96. gyhthalamic nucleus, substantia nigra,

and red nucleus.
— QSM ROI 3 V@5Ms ¢ R12x48%96, dentate nucleus.

The longest side of ROIs are resized to 224 using bi-linear interpolation.
With RES as the function f, we have the following equations to process the
ROIs:
FVNMY) = (preonn ROIvar), (4)

FVSMe) = (presasa ¢RfOTasm) | = 1,2, 3. (5)

Classification Head We concatenate all ROI tokens as the patient’s represen-
tation, and feed it to a 2-layer MLPs with a dropout layer to predict the subject’
class:

r = Concat(tROINM ROIosa ROIgsm, ROIgswmy) o ¢ RAC, (6)

pl* = MLP(r). (7)

Multi-ROI Supervised Contrastive Pretraining To further enhance the
discriminability of representations between PD and HC, we employ mSupMoCo,
which pulls together patient-level representations of the same class while push-
ing apart those of different classes [4, 7]. The motivation is two folds: 1) given
the small dataset, irrelevant background in cropped ROIs may hinder learning.
mSupMoCo encourages RES to extract generalizable representations with strong
class differentiation by leveraging a large set of positive and negative samples;
2) ROI cropping reduces the risk of overfitting to background but disrupts the
spatial relationship between ROIs from the same patient. To address this, mSup-
MoCo operates on patient-level representations r, reconstructing the relations
between ROIs via contrastive learning rather than treating each ROI indepen-
dently.

Specifically, let z € R® be the projection of the patient-level representation
r € R*® via a two-layer non-linear MLP, following C*R [4] and MoCo [7]. The
contrastive loss is defined as:

ot
LZlog cop(z ;’\[])7/‘7') — ) (8)
|P| s exp(z-zf /7) + Yoy €xp(z - zn /T)

where z is the anchor sample, 7 is a temperature controlling the strength of
attraction and repulsion, z; is a positive sample from the same class as z, and
2z, is a negative sample from a different class. |P| and [N~ | denote the number
of positive and negative samples in the minibatch. Here, z is obtained from a
student MRN with parameters 02 %N | while 2z and z,; are encoded by a teacher

MRN with parameters V.
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Category Memory Bank Following [4, 7], we build a memory bank M of size
|M| for each class to cache stable patient representations during training. The
memory bank provides all samples cached with P and N~ to compensate the
small training samples within the minibatch. The bank is updated by a teacher
MRN whose parameter updating rule is formated as follows:

OMAN = g MR 4 (1 — ) A, )

where m is the hyperparameter controlling the updating velocity of the teacher
MRN, and we empirically set it at 0.999.

3.4 Training Objectives

For segmenting brain nuclei of different ROIs in MRN, we have the following seg
loss:

I — WCE(psegNM , ysegNM) + DICELOSS(pSCgNM , ysegNM)
3
+ 3 (WOB(p**sesus, y**925us) 4 DICE Loss(p 995 9251y )),
k=1
(10)
where WC'E means weighted cross entropy loss. We calculate the weights using
1 minus the class proportions within the image. Note that, despite we show brain
nuclei mask is distinct with left and right brains in figures, we combine left-right
labels into one label to allow us to use aggressive left-right mirror augmentation.
For classification loss, we have cross-entropy loss as follows:

Lcls _ Cva(pcls7 ycls). (11)
The overall losses can be written as follows:
Lall _ Lcls + ASed [, seg + ACILCZ, (12)

where A\*¢9 and A are trade-off hyperparameters weighting the importance of
segmentation loss and contrastive loss, respectively.

4 Experiment

4.1 Dataset and Implementation Details

MICCATI’2025 PDCADxFoundation Challenge Dataset This dataset
consists of 500 paired NM and QSM images [25]. Initially, 200 class-balanced
samples (100 HC, 100 PD) are provided for training, along with diagnosis labels
and segmentation masks; we refer to these as the training set. For validation,
100 balanced samples with labels and masks are released. The final testing set
includes 200 class-balanced samples used for the evaluation of developed models.

For data splitting, we perform 5-fold cross-validation on the 200-sample train-
ing set to tune hyperparameters on the 100-sample validation set, using a fixed
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random seed of 1. Unless otherwise specified, all ablation studies are conducted
on the first fold’s internal train/validation split and evaluated on the 100-sample
validation set. After hyperparameter tuning, we merge the training and valida-
tion sets into 300 samples and apply 5-fold cross-validation for model ensembling,
which is then submitted for the final test stage.

Implementation Details To learn disease representations that distinguish HC
and PD while reducing overfitting, MRN is pretrained for 400 epochs using only
the segmentation and contrastive losses. After pretraining, the model is trained
for an additional 200 epochs using the full loss in Eq. 12, resulting in a total of
600 end-to-end training epochs.

We use the AdamW optimizer with betas of 0.9 and 0.999 and a batch size
of 4. Different learning rates and weight decays are set for different modules:

— DINOv2, FFA, SFA: learning rate le-5, weight decay le-1.
— DPT, classification head, contrastive head: learning rate le-4, weight decay
5e-2.

No adapters, LoRA, or visual prompts are used for DINOv2, as full-parameter
tuning is preferred for the PDCAD task. Random augmentations include mirrors,
rotations, intensity and contrast shifts, Gaussian noise, and histogram shifts.

For hyperparameters, we set number of layers of FFA N=3, and SFA layers
M=2. We set the temperature 7 in contrastive loss at 0.1, which is selected from
0.07, 0.1. The size of memory bank |M]| is 1,024. The dropout in the classification
head is set at 0.5, and the drop path rate of the DINOv2 is set as 0.2. We use
ViT-B with four register tokens as the DINOv2 model. And local manner as
shown in Fig. 3 for segmentation, the project channels used in DPT [20] are 96,
192, 384, and 768 and channels in the fusion layers of DPT is set as 256.

Since segmentation masks are unavailable during inference, we train NM
and QSM segmentation models using nnUNetv2 [11] for 250 epochs on the 200
training samples (without mirror augmentations). During inference, auxiliary
modules including DPT, contrastive head, momentum MRN, and the memory
bank, are discarded.

MRN is developed on an NVIDIA H100 GPU (80 GB, decrease batch size
from 4 to 1 will save the memory a lot) using PyTorch 2.2 and MONAI 1.3.0 [2].
Training 600 epochs takes approximately 6 hours. We perform 5-fold cross-
validation for the merged 300 labeled samples in the final test phase, with pre-
dictions averaged across folds. Test-time augmentation (TTA) is only applied in
final submissions, not in other experiments.

Evaluation Metrics We use area under the receiver operating curve (ROC _AUC),
accuracy, and Fl-score to reflect the classification performance of our methods.
F1-score is adopted mainly for evaluating the classification bias between HC and
PD.



12 Ding et al.

4.2 A Strong CNN Baseline

To evaluate the effectiveness of our framework, we construct a strong baseline
using a modified 3D SE-ResNet with 10 layers and SE blocks[10], referred to
as SERes10. This network is implemented using the built-in API in MONAIJ2].
Unlike MRN, SERes10 does not employ multi-task learning. Instead, the one-hot
segmentation mask of each ROI is concatenated to form a mask-enhanced ROI
input.

For different input channels of the four ROIs defined in Sec.3.3, we build
separate input stems and share the SEResl0 backbone. The extracted 512-
dimensional features from each ROI are combined to form the patient-level
representation, which is then fed to the same classification head described in
Sec.3.3.

We also enhance this baseline with mSupMoCo pretraining, termed SERes10-
mSupMoCo. Training this baseline is very fast (1 hour on an NVIDIA 2080 Ti),
allowing extensive hyperparameter tuning as described in the implementation
details.

Table 1. Comparison results with other top-5 solutions on the final test stage on 200
class-balanced samples.

Solution Accuracy| ROC_AUC|F1-score
MRN (ours)|86.0% [N/A N/A
2nd place (80.5% |N/A N/A
3rd place |79.5% |[N/A N/A
4th place |76.5% |[N/A N/A
5th place |75.5% |N/A N/A

4.3 Comparison results with other top solutions and Ablation study

Comparison Results As shown in Table 1, we present the results on the final
test set of 200 class-balanced samples. Our MRN achieves first-place accuracy,
outperforming the second-best method (80.5%) by approximately 5.5%. These
results demonstrate that the proposed MRN combined with RES effectively en-
ables the analysis of 3D MR medical images.

Ablation Study We conduct comprehensive ablation studies to investigate the
contribution of each component of MRN. We first ablate components includ-
ing FFA, SFA, DPT and the choice of its accepted features shown in Fig. 3,
and mSupMoCo. Then, we investigate the impact of number of FFA and SFA
layers to the diagnostic performance. Next, we wonder the contribution of the
four ROIs and randomly mask them to simulate ROI missing during inference.
We also conduct ablation studies using the strong CNN baseline to clarify the
hyperparameter impacts of mSupMoCo, including the size of the memory bank
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and the temperature. Note that we perform most ablation studies using the
validation-100 dataset.

Table 2. Ablation studies of each component of MRN on the validation 100 samples.
All results are obained with only single run using a fixed random seed 1 to speed up
the experiments.

Components

DINOpv2 FFA[SFA[DPT[mSupMoCo| ceracy [ROC_AUC Fl-score
v 50.0%  |50.0% 33.3%
v v 72.0% |79.3% 72.0%
v 7 50.0%  |50.0% 33.3%
v v 50.0%  |50.0% 33.3%
v v | 55.0%  |62.2% 55.0%
v v 7 7.0%  |82.6% 76.6%
v VAR 50.0%  |50.0% 33.3%
v v v |V 75.0%  |85.5% 74.9%
v v v v Y 83.0% |91.2% 83.0%
v v VR 75.0%  |85.1% 75.0%

Effects of each component of MRN We investigate the contribution of each com-
ponent in MRN through ablation experiments, summarized in Table 2. Below,
we first clarify the ablation settings. For the “DINOv2” baseline, we directly
average slice tokens for classification. For “DINOv2 + DPT,” we adopt the de-
fault DPT configuration, which uses patch tokens from layers 3, 6, 9, and 11 for
segmentation.

Our results reveal several key insights. First, directly fine-tuning DINOv2
collapses to a PD-biased classifier, and even when augmented with DPT, it
fails to achieve balanced classification. This indicates that trivial fine-tuning
of 2D slices is not a feasible solution for the APD task. Among all modules,
FFA serves as the key role: removing FFA leads MRN to again collapse into a
biased classifier, highlighting the critical role of volume modeling for 3D image
analysis. Adding DPT on top of FFA further improves accuracy (from 72.0%
to 77.0%), showing that segmentation supervision steers the model to focus on
disease-relevant regions.

It seems that SFA alone does not always improve accuracy. When combined
with only DINOv2 and FFA, or with DINOv2, FFA, and DPT, accuracy drops
from 72.0% to 55.0% and from 77.0% to 75.0%, respectively. However, its neces-
sity becomes evident in the full MRN pipeline: removing SFA from the complete
combination (DINOv2, FFA, SFA, DPT, mSupMoCo) causes the accuracy to
decrease by 8.0%, demonstrating that SFA is essential for effectively integrating
information across slices once all other components are present.

Effects of number of FFA and SFA layers As shown in Table 3, we ablate the
number of layers in FFA and SFA to evaluate their impact. Overall, the diagnos-
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Table 3. Ablation studies of the number of FFA and SFA layers on the validation 100
samples. All results are obained with only single run using a fixed random seed 1 to
speed up the experiments.

Il;‘;}:rSsF A Accuracy|[ROC_ AUC|F1-score
2 1 83.0% 89.8% 83.0%
2 2 81.0% 92.0% 81.0%
3 1 81.0% 90.6% 81.0%
3 2 83.0% 91.2% 83.0%
4 1 83.0% 87.0% 82.8%
4 2 82.0% 88.6% 82.0%
4 3 84.0% 88.6% 83.9%

tic performance remains relatively stable across different layer configurations.
Although using 4 FFA layers and 3 SFA layers achieves slightly higher accuracy,
we adopt 3 FFA layers and 2 SFA layers as a trade-off between computational
cost and performance.

Table 4. Randomly masking ROIs of NM, QSM1, QSM2, and QSM3 to measure the
contribution of each ROI to the diagnostic performance on the validation 100 samples.
We use the MRN model trained using a fixed random seed 1. Sign X denotes that we
mask the given ROI in the column head.

NM[QSMI[QSM2[QSM3 Accuracy| ROC__AUC|F1-score
baseline (No Masking) [83.0% [91.2% 83.0%
X 76.0% 85.6% 75.4%
X 81.0%  (89.1% 81.0%
X 83.0% |87.9% 83.0%
X 82.0% 91.2% 82.0%
X X 72.0%  [82.4% 71.1%
X X 65.0% |73.7% 63.4%
X X 68.0% 84.9% 66.7%
X X 74.0%  [81.0% 74.0%
X X 82.0%  [90.9% 82.0%
X X 79.0% 86.5% 79.0%
X X X 48.0%  |50.3% 46.6%
X X X 66.0% |79.6% 64.3%
X X X 61.0% 76.6% 57.9%
X X X 72.0%  [82.6% 72.0%
X X X X 45.0%  |40.7% 37.3%

Contribution of different ROIs to the diagnostic performance We further investi-
gate the contribution of each ROI by randomly masking them during inference.
This experiment also provides insight into the robustness of MRN when certain
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ROIs or MR modalities are missing. As shown in Table 4, the NM ROI emerges
as the most critical for diagnosis. Accuracy drops by about 7% when the NM ROI
is masked while others remain available, and masking it together with any addi-
tional ROI leads to a substantial decline in performance. Interestingly, masking
any single QSM ROI causes only a minor decrease in accuracy, suggesting that
MRN is relatively robust to the absence of one QSM ROI. This is importance to
the clinical deployment because imperfect image pre-processing leads to missing
QSM ROIs. However, masking the QSM2 ROI, which corresponds to the mid-
brain region, along with other QSM ROIs results in a sharp decline in accuracy,
highlighting the midbrain’s importance for distinguishing PD from HC.

Impact of hyperparameters in mSupMoCo The number of negative samples is a
key factor affecting contrastive learning performance [4, 7]. As shown in Table 5,
we ablate the memory bank size |M| using the CNN baseline to evaluate its
effect. Classification accuracy stably improves as the memory bank size increases.
We also ablate the temperature 7 of mSupMoCo in Eq.8 (Table6). Although
7 = 0.07 achieves a slightly higher accuracy of 82.0%, its training fails if we
change the data splits and random seeds. In contrast, 7 = 0.1 provides stable
training regardless of seed or data split and consistently improves classification
performance.

Table 5. Impact of the size of memory bank in mSupMoCo using SERes10-2MLP on
the validation 100 samples. All results are obained with only single run using a fixed
random seed 1 to speed up the experiments. We use tau=0.07 in these experiments.

Method Accuracy|ROC_AUC|F1-score
SERes10 (3D CNN baseline)|79.0%  |88.1% 78.9%
|M|=128 76.0%  (85.4% 76.0%
| M|=256 73.0%  (84.5% 72.9%
|M|=512 81.0%  [89.9% 81.0%
|M|=1024 82.0% |90.0% 82.0%

Table 6. Importance of the temperature tau in mSupMoCo using SERes10-2MLP on
the class-balanced validation 100 samples. All results are obained with only single run
using a fixed random seed 1 to speed up the experiments. We use |M|=1024 in these
experiments. We select tau=0.1 finally as its training is more stable.

Method Accuracy|[ROC_AUC|F1-score
SERes10 (3D CNN baseline)|79.0%  |88.1% 78.9%
tau=0.01 80.0% 88.3% 80.0%
tau=0.07 82.0%  [90.0% 82.0%
tau=0.1 81.0%  |87.7% 81.0%
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Table 7. Ablations of different DINOv2 backbones. All results are obained with only
single run using a fixed random seed 1 to speed up the experiments.

Method Accuracy|ROC_AUC|F1-score
SERes10-mSupMoCo |81.0%  [87.7% 81.0%
MRN-ViT-Small 80.0% N/A 80.0%
MRN-ViT-Base (ours)[83.0%  |91.2% 83.0%

Ablations of different DINOv2 backbones The backbone size of DINOv2 in RES
affects classification performance. As shown in Table 7, upgrading from a small
ViT to the base variant improves accuracy and F1-score by approximately 3.0%,
indicating that increasing model capacity enhances performance.

Table 8. Ablations of different choices of input features for DPT. All results are
obained with only single run using a fixed random seed 1 to speed up the experiments.

Method Accuracy|ROC_ AUC|F1-score
SERes10-mSupMoCo  [81.0%  [87.7% 81.0%
MRN-DPT-Global 82.0% N/A 81.8%
MRN-DPT-Local (ours)|83.0%  [91.2% 83.0%

Ablations of using Global or Local in DPT The DPT guides MRN to focus on
specific brain nuclei for classification. Figure 3 illustrates the two options to select
the four features fed into DPT. Intuitively, the Global approach seems preferable,
as the model should consider the entire 3D volume for diagnosis. However, as
shown in Table 8, switching from Global to Local improves classification accuracy
by 1.0%. This suggests that there is still potential to better integrate slice-level
information into full 3D representations by designing appropriate proxy tasks.
Another reason may be that the classification accepts tokens from the local slice
attention of the last FFA layer.

5 Discussion and Conclusion

APD has attracted increasing attention due to the high prevalence of PD and
its impact on patient prognosis. Current methods leverage imaging biomarkers
from QSM and NM-MR images, highlighting their diagnostic potential [8]. In
this work, we harness 2D vision foundation models (VFMs) to perform APD
using paired 3D QSM and NM images. To adapt 2D VFMs to 3D volumes, we
use DINOvV2 to extract features from multiple slices and introduce FFA and SFA
modules to fuse slice-level features into a 3D representation. We further propose
the MRN framework, which processes four key ROIs from QSM and NM images
in parallel, compresses each into ROI tokens, and combines them into a patient-
level representation for classification. On the MICCAI 2025 PDCADxFounda-
tion challenge, MRN achieves first-place accuracy of 86.0%, outperforming the
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second-best solution by approximately 5.5%. Experimental results demonstrate
the potential of applying 2D VFMs for analyzing 3D MR images.

Harnessing VFEMs for APD using multi-parametric MRIs is a promising ap-
proach in clinical scenarios. Early methods relied on T2 images from public
datasets such as PPMI [16] to develop CNN-based APD models, achieving high
accuracies above 88.0%(24, 13]. However, these datasets are small (fewer than 200
samples), raising concerns about generalization to unseen images. Later methods
focused on specific brain nuclei in QSM images using either radiomics[15, 34, 12]
or deep learning [31, 28]. Despite high reported diagnostic performance, they face
similar overfitting and generalization issues. In clinical practice, data resources
are inherently limited. VFMs, pretrained on millions or billions of images, reduce
data requirements when transferred to new tasks, often matching or surpassing
the performance of models trained on much larger labeled datasets [26, 22]. Our
proposed MRN provides a promising framework to leverage 2D VFMs for APD
using only hundreds of NM and QSM images.

Table 9. Results of directly finetuning 2D or 3D VFMs compared to the CNN baseline
on the validation 100 samples. All results are obained with only single run using a fixed
random seed 1 to speed up the experiments.

Method Data dimension|Accuracy|ROC_AUC|F1-score
SERes10 (Train from scratch)|3D 79.0%  |88.1% 78.9%
M3D-CLIP-ViT-Base 3D 70.0%  |75.7% 70.0%
DINOv2-ViT-Base 2D 50.0%  {50.0% 33.3%
MRN-ViT-Small 2D 80.0% |N/A 80.0%
MRN-ViT-Base (ours) 2D 83.0% [91.2% 83.0%

We observed that directly fine-tuning pretrained VFMs on the challenge
dataset is not straightforward. As shown in Table 9, we trained M3D-CLIP[1],
pretrained on 3D CT images and associated medical text reports in a CLIP-like
fashion[19], and a ViT-Base initialized with DINOv2 [17]. Both models, when
directly fine-tuned, failed to surpass the CNN baseline SERes10. This suggests
that data misalignment between pretraining and fine-tuning contributes to the
suboptimal performance. In contrast, our MRN, leveraging the small DINOv2
ViT, consistently outperforms both the baseline CNN and the directly fine-
tuned models. Moreover, performance improves further when scaling the ViT
from small to base, highlighting the benefit of larger model capacity without the
concern of overfitting.

Despite its promising performance, our method has several limitations that
warrant future investigation. First, MRN’s integration of DINOv2 with DPT,
FFA, and SFA incurs substantial memory and computational overhead. While
these modules improve classification, future work could explore ablating them
and directly processing volume patch tokens using the native self-attention of
DINOv2. Techniques such as SegFormer [32] could also be employed to down-
sample tokens along the depth axis to reduce computation. Second, we have
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not tested whether scaling from a base ViT to larger models further improves
accuracy due to the constraint of the heavy overhead of computation resource.
Future studies should first reduce memory and computation costs before explor-
ing larger backbones. Third, the dataset in this study is relatively small and
collected from a single center. Expanding the dataset across multiple centers
could better demonstrate MRN’s generalizability. Finally, our method relies on
multiple ROIs and imaging modalities. Future work should assess the individual
contribution of each ROI and modality to classification performance.

In conclusion, we propose MRN, a framework that leverages 2D VFMs to au-
tomatically diagnose Parkinson’s disease using paired 3D QSM and NM images.
MRN achieves 86.0% classification accuracy, surpassing other top solutions in
the MICCAI 2025 PDCADxFoundation Challenge and outperforming a strong
3D CNN baseline trained from scratch. We analyze key components of MRN, in-
cluding contrastive learning hyperparameters, small versus base ViT backbones,
and the selection of FFA features for DPT. Additionally, we evaluate direct fine-
tuning of 2D/3D VFMs and discuss their limitations, as well as the limitations
and potential improvements of MRN itself.

Acknowledgments. A bold run-in heading in small font size at the end of the paper
is used for general acknowledgments, for example: This study was funded by X (grant
number Y).

Disclosure of Interests. The authors declare that they have no known competing
financial interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influence the
work reported in this paper.

References

[1] Fan Bai et al. “M3d: Advancing 3d medical image analysis with multi-
modal large language models”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:2404.00578 (2024).

[2] M Jorge Cardoso et al. “Monai: An open-source framework for deep learn-
ing in healthcare”. In: arXiv preprint arXiw:2211.02701 (2022).

[3] Xinlei Chen and Kaiming He. “Exploring simple siamese representation
learning”. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision
and pattern recognition. 2021, pp. 15750-15758.

[4] Shaodong Ding et al. “C3R: Category contrastive adaptation and consis-
tency regularization for cross-modality medical image segmentation”. In:
Expert Systems with Applications 269 (2025), p. 126304.

[5] Yuxin Du et al. “Segvol: Universal and interactive volumetric medical im-
age segmentation”. In: Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems
37 (2024), pp. 110746-110783.

[6] Yuxin Fang et al. “Eva: Exploring the limits of masked visual represen-
tation learning at scale”. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on
computer vision and pattern recognition. 2023, pp. 19358-19369.



MRN 19

[7] Kaiming He et al. “Momentum contrast for unsupervised visual represen-
tation learning”. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer
viston and pattern recognition. 2020, pp. 9729-9738.

[8] Naying He et al. “Imaging iron and neuromelanin simultaneously using
a single 3D gradient echo magnetization transfer sequence: Combining
neuromelanin, iron and the nigrosome-1 sign as complementary imaging
biomarkers in early stage Parkinson’s disease”. In: Neuroimage 230 (2021),
p. 117810.

[9] Yufan He et al. “VISTA3D: A unified segmentation foundation model for
3D medical imaging”. In: Proceedings of the Computer Vision and Pattern
Recognition Conference. 2025, pp. 20863-20873.

[10] Jie Hu, Li Shen, and Gang Sun. “Squeeze-and-excitation networks”. In:
Proceedings of the IEEFE conference on computer vision and pattern recog-
nition. 2018, pp. 7132-7141.

[11] Fabian Isensee et al. “nnU-Net: a self-configuring method for deep learning-
based biomedical image segmentation”. In: Nature methods 18.2 (2021),
pp. 203-211.

[12] Jin Juan Kang et al. “Combining quantitative susceptibility mapping to
radiomics in diagnosing Parkinson’s disease and assessing cognitive impair-
ment”. In: Furopean Radiology 32.10 (2022), pp. 6992-7003.

[13] Sukhpal Kaur, Himanshu Aggarwal, and Rinkle Rani. “Diagnosis of Parkin-
son’s disease using deep CNN with transfer learning and data augmenta-
tion”. In: Multimedia Tools and Applications 80.7 (2021), pp. 10113-10139.

[14] Prannay Khosla et al. “Supervised contrastive learning”. In: Advances in
neural information processing systems 33 (2020), pp. 18661-18673.

[15] Gaiying Li et al. “3D texture analyses within the substantia nigra of
Parkinson’s disease patients on quantitative susceptibility maps and R2*
maps”. In: Neuroimage 188 (2019), pp. 465-472.

[16] Kenneth Marek et al. “The Parkinson’s progression markers initiative (PPMI)—
establishing a PD biomarker cohort”. In: Annals of clinical and transla-
tional neurology 5.12 (2018), pp. 1460-1477.

[17] Maxime Oquab et al. “Dinov2: Learning robust visual features without
supervision”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:2304.07193 (2023).

[18] Hajar Rabie and Moulay A Akhloufi. “A review of machine learning and
deep learning for Parkinson’s disease detection”. In: Discover Artificial
Intelligence 5.1 (2025), p. 24.

[19] Alec Radford et al. “Learning transferable visual models from natural
language supervision”. In: International conference on machine learning.
PmLR. 2021, pp. 8748-8763.

[20] René Ranftl, Alexey Bochkovskiy, and Vladlen Koltun. “Vision transform-
ers for dense prediction”. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF international
conference on computer vision. 2021, pp. 12179-12188.

[21] Nikhila Ravi et al. “Sam 2: Segment anything in images and videos”. In:
arXiv preprint arXiv:2408.00714 (2024).



20 Ding et al.

[22] Shaohao Rui et al. “Multi-modal Vision Pre-training for Medical Image
Analysis”. In: Proceedings of the Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition
Conference. 2025, pp. 5164-5174.

[23]  Oriane Siméoni et al. “DINOv3”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:2508.10104 (2025).

[24] S Sivaranjini and CM Sujatha. “Deep learning based diagnosis of Parkin-
son’s disease using convolutional neural network”. In: Multimedia tools and
applications 79.21 (2020), pp. 15467-15479.

[25] Fakai Wang et al. Foundation-Model-Driven Parkinson’s Disease Auto Di-
agnosis Challenge (PDCADzFoundation). Mar. 2025. DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.
15094607. URL: https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.15094607.

[26] Jianyuan Wang et al. “Vggt: Visual geometry grounded transformer”. In:
Proceedings of the Computer Vision and Pattern Recognition Conference.
2025, pp. 5294-5306.

[27] Wenguan Wang et al. “Exploring cross-image pixel contrast for semantic
segmentation”. In: Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF international conference
on computer viston. 2021, pp. 7303-7313.

[28] Yida Wang et al. An automatic interpretable deep learning pipeline for ac-
curate Parkinson’s disease diagnosis using quantitative susceptibility map-
ping and T1-weighted images. Tech. rep. Wiley Online Library, 2023.

[29] Linshan Wu, Jiaxin Zhuang, and Hao Chen. “Large-scale 3d medical image
pre-training with geometric context priors”. In: arXiw preprint arXiv:2410.09890
(2024).

[30] Linshan Wu, Jiaxin Zhuang, and Hao Chen. “Voco: A simple-yet-effective
volume contrastive learning framework for 3d medical image analysis”. In:
Proceedings of the IEEE/CVF conference on computer vision and pattern
recognition. 2024, pp. 22873-22882.

[31] Bin Xiao et al. “Quantitative susceptibility mapping based hybrid feature
extraction for diagnosis of Parkinson’s disease”. In: NeuroImage: Clinical
24 (2019), p. 102070.

[32] Enze Xie et al. “SegFormer: Simple and efficient design for semantic seg-
mentation with transformers”. In: Advances in neural information process-
ing systems 34 (2021), pp. 12077-12090.

[33] Jee Seok Yoon et al. “Domain generalization for medical image analysis:
A review”. In: Proceedings of the IEEE (2024).

[34] Yue Zhang et al. “Histogram analysis of quantitative susceptibility map-
ping for the diagnosis of Parkinson’s disease”. In: Academic Radiology 29
(2022), S71-S79.



