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ABSTRACT 

 
The Federal Interagency Traumatic Brain Injury Research 
(FITBIR) database is a centralized data repository for 
traumatic brain injury (TBI) research. It includes over 45,529 
magnetic resonance images (MRI) from 6,211 subjects 
(9,229 imaging sessions) across 26 studies with 
heterogeneous organization formats, contrasts, acquisition 
parameters, and demographics. In this work, we organized all 
available structural and diffusion MRI from FITBIR along 
with relevant demographic information into the Brain 
Imaging Data Structure. We analyzed whole-brain mean 
fractional anisotropy, mean diffusivity, total intracranial 
volume, and the volumes of 132 regions of interest using 
UNesT segmentations. There were 4,868 subjects (7,035 
sessions) with structural MRI and 2,666 subjects (3,763 
sessions) with diffusion MRI following quality assurance and 
harmonization. We modeled profiles for these metrics across 
ages with generalized additive models for location, scale, and 
shape (GAMLSS) and found significant differences in 
subjects with TBI compared to controls in volumes of 54 
regions of the brain (𝑞 < 0.05, likelihood ratio test with false 
discovery rate correction). 
 

Index Terms— traumatic brain injury, magnetic 
resonance imaging, diffusion MRI, imaging informatics 
 

1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Traumatic brain injury (TBI) encompasses a wide variety of 
presentations and outcomes, often classified into mild, 
moderate and severe based on the Glasgow coma scale [1]. 
The Glasgow coma scale is unevenly correlated with 
outcomes and does not capture the full patient experience [2]. 
Coarse ratings can obscure subgroups of TBI presentation, 
leading to efforts to characterize TBI  on sensitive and multi-
dimensional frameworks such as clinical presentation, blood 
biomarkers, imaging, and modifying factors (CBI-M) [3]. 

Structural and diffusion-weighted magnetic resonance 
imaging (MRI) provide insight into volumetric and 
microstructural changes in the brain following TBI. Even in 
mild TBI, the brain undergoes volumetric changes that 
correlate with outcomes [4]. Diffusion tensor metrics like 
fractional anisotropy (FA) and mean diffusivity (MD) are 
predictive of TBI outcomes [5].  

The search for more sensitive classification systems for 
TBI severity has highlighted the need for large-scale data 
repositories like the FITBIR database in the United States [6] 
and the Collaborative European NeuroTrauma Effectiveness 
Research in TBI (CENTER-TBI) database [7]. Here, we 
curate and analyze diffusion tensor metrics and brain region 
volumes across all MRI available from FITBIR (Fig. 1). 

 
2. METHODS 

 
We retrieved all available structural and diffusion MRI from 
FITBIR. We converted all images to NIfTI format with 
dcm2niix [8] and reorganized available data into the Brain 

 
Fig. 1. We unify 6,211 subjects (9,229 sessions) across 

26 studies by organizing the images and relevant 
demographics and metadata into BIDS format. (Sessions 

from studies with age reported are shown here.) 

 



Imaging Data Structure (BIDS) [9]. We recorded common 
data elements in each study to store age, sex, race, ethnicity, 
case/control status, Glasgow coma scale score, scanner type, 
scanner ID, and location of scanner as available.  
 Next, we visualized a montage of slices from each image 
and performed quality assurance with AutoQA [10]. We 
removed images with 2D slices, extremely limited fields of 
view, and severe anatomical deformations or artifacts. We 
included studies containing participants with a reported age, 
sex, and case/control status and sessions with diffusion MRI 
or a T1-weighted image available (Fig. 2). 
 For the structural MRI, we harmonized the images as in 
Saunders et al. [11]. Briefly, we used SMORE super-
resolution [12], N4 bias correction [13], and rigid registration 
to MNI space. We applied HACA3 harmonization to fuse 
information from all structural MRI and harmonize contrasts 
to a single T1-weighted image [14]. We calculated the 
volumes for 132 regions of interest (ROIs) using UNesT [15].  
 We preprocessed all diffusion MRI sessions using 
PreQual, which includes denoising, normalization, 
susceptibility and eddy current nonlinearity correction [16]. 
We combined multiple acquisitions with separately acquired 
𝑏! images or reverse phase encoding images where possible. 
In acquisitions with different echo times per shell, we only 
used the shell nearest to a b-value of 1000 s/mm2. 

To process the diffusion MRI, we used nf-neuro, a set of 
neuroimaging pipelines and workflows based on the 
Nextflow workflow manager [17]. We skull-stripped the 
preprocessed T1-weighted images with SynthStrip [18] and 
applied rigid registration to the diffusion image. For the 
diffusion MRI, we resampled to 1 mm isotropic resolution, 
skull-stripped using the mean 𝑏! image, corrected for free 
water contributions to the diffusion signal [19], and fit tensors 
to the signal. As the diffusion tensor model assumes Gaussian 
diffusion, we only analyzed sessions that have at least 12 b-
values between 500 s/mm2 and 1500 s/mm2, and we ignored 

volumes with higher b-values. We calculated TICV, mean 
FA, and mean MD within all brain tissue (excluding 
ventricles). To harmonize the resulting metrics from diffusion 
MRI, we used ComBat by considering the study as site along 
with age, sex, and case/control status as covariates [20]. We 
ran quality assurance after all processing with AutoQA.  
 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
A total of 4,868 subjects (7,035 sessions, 19 studies) passed 
inclusion criteria and quality assurance for structural MRI, 
while there were 2,666 subjects (3,763 sessions, 13 studies) 
with diffusion MRI and a corresponding T1-weighted image. 
The mean FA, mean MD, and TICV demonstrated significant 
differences between studies that ComBat harmonization 
reduced (Fig. 3). 

Fig. 3. There are significant differences in metrics even 
among the controls from FITBIR studies with age, sex, 

and case/control status reported (𝑝 < 0.05 for each 
metric, ANOVA). ComBAT reduces biases across 

studies (𝑝 < 0.05 for mean MD only). 

 
Fig. 2. We harmonized the structural MRI using HACA3 and calculated the volumes of 132 regions of interest. For the 

diffusion MRI, we first calculated whole-brain mean FA, mean MD, and total intracranial volume (TICV) and 
harmonized these metrics with ComBat. We used generalized additive models for location, scale, and shape (GAMLSS) 

to model these metrics across ages 15-90 years in patients with TBI versus controls. 



To describe trends across age in these metrics in patients 
with TBI and controls, we fit generalized additive models for 
location, scale, and shape (GAMLSS) curves to the ROI 
volumes and diffusion tensor metrics based on age, sex and 
case/control status using the generalized Gamma distribution 
family [21]. We rejected outliers more than five standard 
deviations from the mean value for each study (296 
measurements from structural MRI and 18 measurements 
from diffusion MRI). Upon visual inspection, many outliers 
were due to errors in skull-stripping and segmentation. We 
bootstrapped 95th percentile confidence intervals and ran a 
likelihood ratio test using a null model of curves fit without 
case/control status. We used Benjamini-Yekutieli multiple 
comparisons correction with a false discovery rate (FDR) of 
0.05 (Fig. 4). We found no significant difference in the 
models for mean FA, mean MD, and TICV, whereas there 
were significant differences in 54 out of 132 ROIs from 
structural MRI. These ROIs included the cerebellum, brain 
stem, subcortical gray matter, insular cortex, and many 
regions along the longitudinal fissure, all largely symmetric 
across the hemispheres of the brain. 
 The use of large-scale retrospective structural and 
diffusion MRI in this study highlights the need for consistent 
data collection, organization, and processing, especially with 
heterogeneous pathologies. Only 77% of structural MRI 
sessions and 62% of diffusion MRI sessions were suitable for 
analysis, largely due to missing demographic information 
such as age, sex or case/control status (~10% of all sessions) 
and poor image quality or severe anatomical deformations 
(~10% of structural and ~20% of diffusion sessions). Several 
studies had missing diffusion gradient information that was 
unrecoverable (315 sessions) or T1-weighted images 
collected days apart from diffusion MRI, rendering it difficult 
to link information from multiple contrasts (81 sessions). 
 Harmonization helped account for the large intra-study 
variability in derived metrics. HACA3 allowed for 
harmonization of structural MRI without an explicit 
definition of site, but it has not been routinely applied or 

validated for raw diffusion MRI. Instead, we performed 
harmonization of diffusion MRI on derived metrics with 
ComBat. Along with other considerations for careful 
distribution matching, ComBat requires an explicit mapping 
of site [22], [23]. While we considered each study as a site, 
FITBIR contains several consortium-level studies with data 
from many institutions, and many institutions within FITBIR 
did not collect data from healthy controls as a reference. 
 We can curate a useful subset of data from FITBIR for 
harmonization and further analysis. Careful organization, 
processing, and quality assurance can account for variability 
in data quality, while harmonization can account for intra-site 
variation. With large-scale imaging available for 
harmonization and analysis from repositories like FITBIR, 
we can investigate complex and varied conditions like TBI 
with high statistical power. 
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