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Limitations
YOLOv7 Model e Small sample size (n = 50)
® Accuracy: 82% ® Single dataset (MURA), limited generalizability
_ ® Precision: 90% ® No comparison to radiologist gold standard

Study design: Retrospective validation study ® Specificity: 92% e No multi-site validation
Data Source: 50 randomly sampled MURA ® F15core: 80%
musculoskeletal radiographs, including fracture e AUC:0.89
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Models tested: BoneFractureClassification Model

e e e Rajpurkar P et al. MURA Dataset. Stanford ML
e YOLOv7 Bone Fracture Detection ® Sensitivity: 88% Gr:)pup 5017
e BoneFractureClassification ® Accuracy: 76% o .
e Precision: 71% e Ciriello M. YOLOv7 Bone Fracture Detection
Deployment: Models were integrated using Cursor Specif 't‘ €45 (GitHub)
o ® >SpPeECITICItY. 0
IDE and tested through a Streamlit interface o F1Score: 78.6% e Murshid M. BoneFractureClassification (GitHub)
Analysis: Binary predictions and confidence scores e AUC: 0.85 e Rajpurkar P et al. Radiology, 2018
were evaluated using sensitivity, specificity, e Higher detection rate but more false positives

precision, F1 score, accuracy, AUC, and average
true-positive confidence.
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