arXiv:2406.18372v1 [cs.AR] 26 Jun 2024

A Lightweight Algorithm for Classifying Ex Vivo Tissues Samples

Tzu-Hao Li, Ethan Murphy, Allaire Doussan, Ryan Halter, Kofi Odame Thayer School of Engineering at Dartmouth College, Hanover NH, USA

Abstract—In this paper, we present a novel algorithm for classifying ex vivo tissue that comprises multi-channel bioimpedance analysis and a hardware neural network. When implemented in a mixed-signal 180 nm CMOS process, the classifier has an estimated power budget of 39 mW and an area of 30 mm^2. This means that the classifier can be integrated into the tip of a surgical margin assessment probe, for in vivo use during radical prostatectomy. We tested our classifier on digital phantoms of prostate tissue and also on an animal model of ex vivo bovine tissue. The classifier achieved an accuracy of 90% on the prostate tissue phantoms, and an accuracy of 84% on the animal model.

I. INTRODUCTION

Localized prostate cancer is typically treatable with radical prostatectomy, which presents a tradeoff between conserving peri-prostatic tissue (to avoid urinary and erectile dysfunction) and leaving cancerous tissue behind (i.e. a positive surgical margin). When there is a positive surgical margin, there is a significant risk of disease recurrence [9], which would necessitate radiotherapy or hormonal treatments with adverse side-effects like cystitis, rectal bleeding and cognitive impairment.

To avoid the negative outcomes associated with a positive surgical margin (PSM), we have been developing bioimpedance (‘bioZ’) analysis for in vivo surgical margin assessment during radical prostatectomy [6]. The challenge of a bioZ system is that, to minimize signal loss and cross-talk, the analog front end (AFE) must be physically close to the electrode array [4]. Achieving such physical proximity in an in vivo application would require the AFE and electrode array to fit inside a millimeter-sized endoscope-type surgical margin assessment probe [3].

Unfortunately, such a small probe cannot accommodate conventional bioZ analog front ends (AFEs), which contain several large analog-to-digital converters (ADCs). To design a suitably small AFE, we can omit the large ADCs and instead directly analyze the bioZ signals in the analog domain. In this paper, we introduce a lightweight classifier for prostate cancer detection that can be integrated into a bioZ analog front end.

This work was supported in part by the U.S. National Science Foundation (grant No. 2221174) and the U.S. National Institutes of Health (grant Nos. 1R01CA237654-01A1 and 1R21DE031095-01).

Fig. 1: Proposed approach for prostate cancer detection involves 25-channel bioZ analysis, followed by a preprocessing stage and then a neural network. The neural network has the following architecture: Layer 1: 25-unit input stage; Layer 2: 16 units of a type of long short-term memory (AFUA); Layer 3: 2-unit fully-connected layer with sigmoid activation (FC1); Layer 4: 2-unit fully-connected layer with ReLU activation (FC2); Layer 5: 2-unit softmax output layer.

II. ALGORITHM OVERVIEW Our approach for prostate cancer detection involves bioZ analysis, followed by a preprocessing stage and then a neural network (see Fig. 1). The preprocessing stage normalizes the raw single-ended voltages produced by bioZ analysis of the tissue. After normalization, the single-ended voltages are processed by a long short-term memory (LSTM) neural network that labels the tissue as either benign or as containing a cancerous lesion.

A. Bioimpedance Analysis

To perform bioZ analysis, we pass an imperceptibly small sinusoidal current through a prostate tissue sample via two current electrodes (known as a ‘current pattern’). As the current passes through the tissue, it produces an electric potential on the tissue surface, which we measure with a set of voltage electrodes, Fig. 2. We repeat this measurement for all possible current patterns (i.e. all possible pairs of current sink/source electrodes) to create a sequence or ‘frame’ of bioZ data. The frame is processed to determine if the tissue under test contains a cancerous lesion.

B. Preprocessing

The preprocessing stage normalizes each frame by first taking the difference between each single-ended voltage (measured from the tissue under test) and a

Fig. 2: Left panel: Example bioZ measurement. One set of bioZ data is collected by injecting a 1 mApp sinusoidal current (Iinj) via a pair of electrodes (E33, E30) and measuring the induced voltages (V1, V2, etc.) with instrumentation amplifiers. These voltages are then processed to extract their amplitude and phase components. Voltage measurements are repeated for all possible current sink/source electrodes pair combinations (or ‘current patterns’) to form a ‘frame’ of bioZ data. Right panel: Electrode array configuration for our proposed surgical margin assessment probe. The voltage measurement electrodes are the small inner electrodes (i.e. electrodes 1 to 25). The current injection/sink electrodes are the larger electrodes on the probe’s outer ring (i.e. electrodes 26 to 33). There are 8-choose-2=28 possible current patterns.

corresponding reference voltage (measured from a saline solution). Then, the differenced voltage is input to a tanh function to constrain it to values between ±1. The preprocessing stage can be described with the function

x = tanh (|V_{meas}| − |V_{ref} |) , (1)

where V_{meas} is the frame of measured single-ended voltages and V_{ref} is the reference frame.

C. LSTM Neural Network Architecture

Compared to alternatives like convolutional neural networks and transformers, LSTMs do not need internal data buffers, and so can be implemented in a small area. In this paper, we use a modified version of our recently introduced adaptive filter unit for analog LSTM (AFUA) [8, 7], that can be efficiently implemented as an analog circuit:

z_j (t) = f([W_zx]_j + [U_z(h(t))]_j ) h̃_j (t) = f([Wx]_j + [U(h(t))]_j ) τ_h z_j (t) dh_j dt = ( 1 − h_j (t) h̃_j (t) ) , (2)

where x is the input, h_j is the hidden state, h̃_j is the candidate state, z_j is the update gate and W_∗ and U_∗ are learnable weight matrices. Also, f(·) is a sigmoid-type activation function with a range of (0, 1).

Like a conventional LSTM, the AFUA is able to selectively retain or update its memory of input data. But while the LSTM contains 3 Hadamard multiplications, the AFUA contains none. Also, since Eqn. (2) can be implemented as a continuous-time current-mode circuit, the AFUA avoids the overhead of operational amplifiers, current/voltage converters and internal digital/analog converters found in other analog LSTM implementations [5]. Fewer operations and smaller overhead make the

AFUA extremely hardware efficient and suitable for integration into the constrained space of a surgical margin assessment probe.

Our AFUA neural network comprises a 25-unit input stage and a 16-unit AFUA layer. Following the AFUA layer is a 2-unit fully connected layer with sigmoidal activation function, a second 2-unit layer with fullyconnected layer with ReLU activation function, and finally a softmax output layer (see Fig. 1).

III. EXPERIMENTAL APPROACH

A. Digital Phantom

To validate our prostate cancer detection approach, we constructed digital phantoms of ex vivo prostate tissue from a 5 mm thick 3D finite element method (FEM) mesh with the probe’s electrode array configuration (see Fig. 2) encoded on the top surface. Based on ex vivo values at 10 kHz, we modeled normal background tissue with a conductivity of 126 + 12.76j mS/m, while cancerous regions had a conductivity of 106 + 14.9j mS/m. Noise was added to the background via a radial-basis-function neural network, which was tuned to produce an overall standard deviation of background noise to be 10%—similar to what we might expect from real tissue.

We created 4265 digital phantoms of prostatic tissue slices that each contained an inclusion of cancerous region, ranging in diameter from 0 mm to 3 mm, and located in a random part of the phantom. If a phantom contained an inclusion of area 8% or more of the probe, then we considered this phantom to be positive for cancer. Otherwise, it was labeled negative. We simulated bioZ analysis at the center of each phantom to produce a synthetic frame of 28 × 25 single-ended voltages (that is, 25 voltage electrode measurements for each of the 8-choose-2 = 28 current injection patterns).

Fig. 3: Images of ex vivo bovine tissue samples with (left panel) mostly muscle tissue and (right panel) mixture of muscle and adipose tissue. The electrode array overlay (shown in red) indicates where a bioimpedance measurement was taken.

B. Animal Model

We recorded bioZ measurements from an animal model that comprised ex vivo bovine tissue containing a mixture of muscle and adipose (see Fig. 3), using the data collection protocol described in a previous study [3]. In this ex vivo bovine model, the muscle tissue represents the background (analogous to normal prostate tissue), while the adipose tissue represents the feature of interest (analogous to cancerous lesion in prostate tissue). Although the adipose-muscle contrast is higher than that of prostatic cancerous-normal tissue, this animal model allowed us to do some early tests of our classifier on real-world data.

Taking bioZ measurements from tissue slices is a lengthy process, and only a small amount of physical data could be collected in a practical amount of time. To have enough data for neural network training, we generated synthetic bioZ measurements from digital phantoms of ex vivo bovine tissue (see Sect. III-A), modeling background muscle tissue with a conductivity of 341 + 14.4j mS/m, and adipose tissue with a conductivity of 23.8 + 0.604j mS/m [1]. We simulated bioZ measurements at the center of each of 2988 digital phantoms, to generate 2988 frames of synthetic 28×25 single-ended voltages for training the ex vivo bovine classifier.

C. Experiments

1) Prostate Digital Phantom: We tested our classifier on the prostate digital phantom data, using 2398 samples for training, 800 for validation and 1067 held out for testing. We trained the neural network in Python with a batch size of 100 for 500 epochs. The resulting learned weights were converted from floating-point representation to signed fixed point representation to study the effect of quantization; weight quantization is critical for efficient hardware implementation, but it typically causes a drop in classification accuracy. The quantized models were tested on the held out set.

2) Ex Vivo Bovine Model: In order to test our classifier on the animal model, we first trained and validated it on the synthetic data that was generated from the 2988 digital phantoms of ex vivo bovine tissue. We separated the synthetic data into two sets: 2241 for training and 747 for validation. We performed weight quantization (conversion to 4-bit signed fixed point representation) and tested the final, quantized model on the bioZ data that was measured from real ex vivo bovine tissue.

3) Hardware Analysis: To assess the hardware requirements of our classifier, we designed the AFUA neural network as an application specific integrated circuit (ASIC) in a 180 nm CMOS process (Fig. 4). From the schematic, we can apply Kirchhoff’s current law to the gate of M_h to find the drain current of M_h (assuming subthreshold operation) to be τ_h dI_{hj} dt = I_{zj} ( 1 − I_{hj} I_{h̃j} ) , (3)

where τ_h is a time constant that depends on the size of capacitor C_z. Eqn. (3) is the current-mode representation of the AFUA state update function in Eqn. (2).

We analyzed the neural network ASIC in the Virtuoso ADE Suite (Cadence Design Systems Inc., San Jose, CA) circuit simulator to determine the power and area requirements of our proposed approach.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 1) Prostate Digital Phantom: Figure 5 shows that the classifier (with full-precision floating point weights) is able to train effectively on the prostate digital phantom data, with no indication of overfitting. When evaluated on the held-out test set of prostate digital phantom data, the full-precision classifier performed with an accuracy of 97.8%. From Fig. 6, we see that quantization causes classification accuracy to drop to 90% for resolutions of 5 bits (i.e. signed 4-bit fixed point representation) or higher. But accuracy drops to 75% when the neural network weights are quantized with 3-bit resolution.

2) Ex Vivo Bovine Model: The classifier was similarly able to train on the ex vivo bovine digital phantom data, and the 5-bit quantized version of the classifier yielded a validation set accuracy of 90%. As the confusion matrix of Fig. 7 shows, the accuracy dropped to 84% when the classifier was evaluated on bioZ measurements of real ex vivo bovine tissue. The drop in accuracy is due to nonidealities in the bioZ measurement, including variations in contact pressure and poor electrode contact.

3) Hardware Analysis: The majority of the chip area is taken by the vector matrix multipliers (VMMs) in the AFUA and fully-connected layers (Fig. 4). A VMM comprises an array of programmable current sources [8], each of which has an area of 220 μm×40 μm to meet analog matching requirements. Between the AFUA layer

Fig. 4: AFUA schematic, comprising vector matrix multiplier (‘VMM’) and state update implemented as a gated current mirror. The current mirror incorporates activation functions that consume no extra power. The VMM is implemented using standard current mirror-based circuitry [2].

Fig. 5: Prostate digital phantom task. Accuracy curves for the full-precision (64-bit floating point) neural network model when evaluated on the training and validation sets of the prostate digital phantom data.

Fig. 6: Effect of quantization on the prostate digital phantom task. Classification accuracy is at least 90% if the model is quantized at 5-bit resolution or higher. N bits denotes signed (N-1)-bit fixed point representation of the neural network weights. FP denotes full precision, 64-bit floating point representation.

Fig. 7: Confusion matrix of 5-bit quantized classifier, tested on the dataset measured from the animal model of ex vivo bovine tissue. Ground truth (‘True Class’) is labeled positive for fat if the probed location contains 8% or more of adipose tissue. Otherwise, it is labeled negative.

VMM and those of the fully-connected layers, there are 2592 programmable current sources. So, including an allowance for routing and other circuit components, we estimate a total chip area of 30 mm^2.

Although the VMMs are physically large, they consume less than 100 μA, because their processing speed is only required to meet the bioZ measurement frame rate (typically 20 FPS). In contrast, each of the instrumentation amplifiers that processes the 25 voltage electrode outputs must operate at the interrogation current frequency (10 kHz in our application), in addition to providing large differential gain, high common mode rejection ratio and low noise. As such, the instrumentation amplifiers consume the vast majority of the ASIC’s supply current. Based on our previous work [10], we estimate that the 25 instrumentation amplifiers consume a total of 11.75 mA (or 39 mW on a 3.3 V power supply).

V. CONCLUSION In this paper, we proposed an approach to prostate cancer detection that is based on neural network processing of bioimpedance measurements. The approach yielded an accuracy of 90% when tested on digital phantoms of ex vivo prostate tissue, and an accuracy of 84% when tested on an animal model of ex vivo bovine tissue. We estimate that our approach can be implemented as an ASIC with an area of 30 mm^2 and a power consumption of 39 mW. This makes our approach a light weight solution that can be integrated into the probe tip of a surgical margin assessment tool.

REFERENCES [1] D. Andreuccetti, R. Fossi, and C. Petrucci.

An Internet resource for the calculation of the dielectric properties of body tissues in the frequency range 10 Hz - 100 GHz. 1997. URL: http://niremf.ifac.cnr.it/tissprop/ (visited on 08/31/2023).

[2] Jonathan Binas et al. “Precise deep neural network computation on imprecise low-power analog hardware”. In: arXiv preprint arXiv:1606.07786 (2016).

[3] Allaire F Doussan et al. “Towards intraoperative surgical margin assessment: Validation of an electrical impedance-based probe with ex vivo bovine tissue”. In: 2023 45th Annual International Conference of the IEEE Engineering in Medicine & Biology Society (EMBC). IEEE. 2023, pp. 1–4.

[4] Minseo Kim et al. “A 1.4-mOhm-Sensitivity 94- dB Dynamic-Range Electrical Impedance Tomography SoC and 48-Channel Hub-SoC for 3-D Lung Ventilation Monitoring System”. In: IEEE Journal of Solid-State Circuits 52.11 (2017), pp. 2829–2842.

[5] Qin Li et al. “NS-FDN: Near-Sensor Processing Architecture of Feature-Configurable Distributed Network for Beyond-Real-Time Always-on Keyword Spotting”. In: IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems I: Regular Papers 68.5 (2021), pp. 1892–1905.

[6] Ethan K Murphy et al. “Comparative study of separation between ex vivo prostatic malignant and benign tissue using electrical impedance spectroscopy and electrical impedance tomography”. In: Physiological measurement 38.6 (2017), p. 1242.

[7] Kofi Odame and Maria Nyamukuru. “Analog LSTM for keyword spotting”. In: 2022 IEEE 4th International Conference on Artificial Intelligence Circuits and Systems (AICAS). IEEE. 2022, pp. 375–378.

[8] Kofi Odame et al. “Analog Gated Recurrent Unit Neural Network for Detecting Chewing Events”. In: IEEE Transactions on Biomedical Circuits and Systems 16.6 (2022), pp. 1106–1115.

[9] Felix Preisser et al. “Rates of positive surgical margins and their effect on cancer-specific mortality at radical prostatectomy for patients with clinically localized prostate cancer”. In: Clinical genitourinary cancer 17.1 (2019), e130–e139.

[10] Mohammad Takhti and Kofi Odame. “A Power Adaptive, 1.22-pW/Hz, 10-MHz Read-Out Front- End for Bio-Impedance Measurement”. In: IEEE transactions on biomedical circuits and systems 13.4 (2019), pp. 725–734.