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Table 5 Result of Quantitative Assessment of SNR (Signal to Noise Ratio), CNR (Contrast to Noise Ratio) and SIR

(Signal Intensity Ratio) (A=60)
QT T,
t Pvalues
(mean + SD) (mean + SD) vau
SNR 76.2 £ 17.6 86.2 £ 19.7 2,871 0.05
CNR 35.2 £ 11.2 373 £ 129 0.918 0.361
SIR 075 = 0.21 0.71 = 0.25 -0.907 0.366

Note: Data are expressed as mean £ SD
Pvalus { 0.05 by Independent samples 7-test

Table 6 Result of Qualitative Assessment of Overall Image

Quality on MR Images obtained with two pulse sequence

(N=60)
QT, )
Pvalue:
(mean £ SD) (mean + SD) 4 values
overall image quality 49 +0.12 5.0 £ 0.00 1 0.32

Note: Data are expressed as mean £ SD
Pvalus  0.05 by Independent samples 7-test
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*Abstract

Usefulness of Acoustic Noise Reduction in Brain MRI Using Quiet-T>

Sedy Lee"-Young-Keun Kim?

D Department of Medical science Graduate school, Chonnam National University
? Dept. of Radiotechnology, Gwang—ju Health university

Acoustic noise during magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) is the main source for patient discomfort, we
report our preliminary experience with this technique in neuroimaging with regard to subjective and ob-
jective noise levels and image quality.

60 patients(29 males, 31 females, average age of 00.1) underwent routine brain MRI with 3.0 Tesla
(MAGNETOM Tim Trio; Siemens, Germany) system and 12-channel head coil, Q-T, and T, sequence were
performed, Measurement of sound pressure levels (SPL) and heart rate on Q-T, and T, was performed
respectively, Quantitative analysis was carried out by measuring the SNR, CNR, and SIR values of Q-Tz, T
and a statistical analysis was performed using independent sample T-test. Qualitative analysis was eval-
uated by the eyes for the overall quality image of Q-T, and T,. A 5-point evaluation scale was used, in-
cluding excellent(5), good(4), fair(3), poor(2), and unacceptable(1).

The average noise and peak noise decreased by 15dBy and 10dBx on T, and Q-T; test. Also, the
average value of heartbeat rate was lower in Q-T, for 120 seconds in each test, but there was no stat-
istical significance. The quantitative analysis showed that there was no significant difference between CNR
and SIR, and there was a significant difference (p{0.05) as SNR had a lower average value on Q-To.
According to the qualitative analysis, the overall quality image of 59 case T, and Q-T, was evaluated as
excellent at 5 points, and 1 case was evaluated as good at 4 points due to a motion artifact,

QT is a promising technique for acoustic noise reduction and improved patient comfort.

Key Words : Brain MRI, Acoustic Noise Reduction, MRI Noise, Quiet MRI, Quiet-T,
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