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Summary

With the rapid increase of MR imaging use in radiotherapy, MRI presents with endogenous contrast greater
than CT for tumor and target definition; however, reports on delineation variability for these volumes on MRI
are limited. In this prospective manual segmentation challenge of 26 radiation oncologists, we formally quantify
human performance and heterogeneity in physician tumor and target delineations based on MRI scans of

oropharyngeal cancer patients.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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Abstract

Purpose: Tumor and target volume manual delineation remains a challenging task in head and neck cancer
radiotherapy. The purpose of this study is to conduct a multi-institutional evaluation of manual delineations of
gross tumor volume (GTV), high-risk clinical target volume (CTV), parotids, and submandibular glands on
treatment simulation MR scans of oropharyngeal cancer (OPC) patients.

Methods: Pre-treatment T1-weighted (T1w), T1-weighted with Gadolinium contrast (T1w+C) and T2-weigted
(T2w) MRI scans were retrospectively collected for 4 OPC patients under an IRB-approved protocol. The scans
were provided to twenty-six radiation oncologists from seven international cancer centers who participated in
this delineation study. In addition, each patient’s clinical history and physical examination findings along with a
medical photographic image and radiological results were provided. The contours were compared using overlap
and distance metrics using both STAPLE and pair-wise comparisons. Lastly, participants completed a brief
guestionnaire to assess personal experience and CTV delineation institutional practices.

Results: Large variability was measured between observers’ delineations for both GTVs and CTVs. The mean
Dice Similarity Coefficient values across all patients’ delineations for GTVp, GTVn, CTVp, and CTVn where 0.77,
0.67,0.77, and 0.69, respectively, for STAPLE comparison and 0.67, 0.60, 0.67, and 0.58, respectively, for pair-
wise analysis. Normal tissue contours were defined more consistently when considering overlap and distance
metrics. The median radiation oncology clinical experience was 7 years and the median experience delineating
on MRI was 3.5 years. The GTV-to-CTV margin used was 10 mm for six of seven participant institutions. One
institution used 8 mm and three delineators (from three different institutions) used a margin of 5 mm.
Conclusion: The data from this study suggests that appropriate guidelines, contouring quality assurance
sessions, and training are still needed for the adoption of MR-based treatment planning for head and neck
cancers. Such efforts should play a critical role in reducing inter-observer delineation variation and ensure

standardization of target design across clinical practices.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.24.22269596
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.24.22269596; this version posted January 25, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

Introduction

The widespread adoption of highly conformal therapies such as intensity modulated radiation therapy
(IMRT) and stereotactic body radiation therapy (SBRT) for head and neck cancer treatment has resulted in
improved sparing of organs at risk and has reduced the toxicity burdens typically associated with radiation
therapy. While the clinical benefits of these techniques are well documented [3, 12, 21], the use of highly
conformal plans brought about new challenges to the clinic [7]. With the use of high precision treatments there
has been a larger focus on accurate target delineation, patient set-up, and treatment delivery since small errors
while performing these tasks may results in significant under-dosage of at-risk regions and/or over-dosage of
surrounding organs at risk (OARs).

The delineation of tumor and target volumes have been greatly improved by the adaptation of multi-
modality imaging in radiation oncology. It is common clinical practice to use a contrast-enhanced computed
tomography (CE-CT) with or without a fluorodeoxyglucose positron emission tomography (FDG-PET) scan for
head and neck cancers as they greatly improve the ability to see macroscopic tumor involvement over non-
contrast CT alone. More recently, magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) has become more widely used in
radiotherapy due to their higher soft tissue contrast over CT, which often allows for better distinction between
healthy tissues and appreciable disease. Furthermore, with the advent of the MR-Linac[1]-[3] and MR-guided
radiation therapy (MRgRT), there is a trend toward a MR-based radiation treatment planning[4], [5] increasing
the likelihood of future MR-based tumor and target volume delineation.

Inter- and intra-observer variability when delineating gross tumor volumes (GTV) and clinical target
volumes (CTV) have been widely studied for many treatment sites with many reports suggesting large
heterogeneity amongst practitioners. This large variability in target delineation is considered a major source of
uncertainty [6], [7] and reduces our ability to systematically assess the quality of the radiation therapy plans. The
inter-observer variability for delineation of the CTV for oropharyngeal cancer is one of the largest reported in the
literature [7]. When delineating tumors alone, Thiagarajan et al [8] investigate the contributions of MRl and FDG-
PET on forty-one head and neck cancer patients and found improved agreement when using multi-modality
information over single modality alone; in addition, they found that the lack of physical examination (PE) findings
resulted in an underestimation of mucosal disease when cases were presented without knowledge of PE

findings. Focusing on oropharyngeal cancers, Bird et al [9] found that inter-observer delineation variability was
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higher when using CT-alone than both MR-alone and CT+MR. Similar results have been reported by Rasch et
al [10] for nasopharynx tumors. Hong et al [11] conducted a study to assess this variability on an oropharyngeal
cancer patient and noticed significant variability in target delineation and clinical practices. While several head
and neck target delineation guidelines have been published in recent years [12]-[17] these guidelines focus on
CT-based radiotherapy and may not be suitable for MR-based radiation treatment planning. Furthermore, MR-

based CTV inter-observer delineation variability is currently unknown for oropharyngeal cancers.

The MR-LinAc Consortium is a multi-site cooperative group[18], committed to prospective technology
development in a programmatic format, using a paradigm based on the surgical technology IDEAL (Idea,
Development, Exploration, Assessment, Long-term study) conceptual framework, deemed R-IDEAL [19]
(Radiotherapy- Idea, Development, Exploration, Assessment, Long-term study). As part of this effort in
preparation for now-open Phase Il adaptive MR-guided radiotherapy trial for oropharyngeal cancer[20], the MR-
Linac Consortium Head and Neck Tumor Site Group sought to undertake a prospective technical benchmarking
evaluation (R-IDEAL Stage 0) of human segmentation performance, as part of a coherent quality assurance

program[21] for multisite MR-LinAc trials[20].

Consequently, the aim of this prospective, blinded R-IDEAL Stage 0 technology implementation study was to 1)
quantify observer-dependent inter-observer manual segmentation variability for GTVs and high-risk CTVs as a
necessary reprequisite for adaptive trial that modify tumor volumes on the MR-Linac, as well as index organs-
at-rsik (parotid and submandibular glands (SMG)), for oropharyngeal cancer patients using magnetic resonance

imaging inputs.

Methods and Materials

Patients and Image Acquisition
Four patients with oropharyngeal cancer were retrospectively selected by two experienced head and
neck radiation oncologists from different centers after receiving institutional review board approval. Patients with

both early and locally advanced stage disease were selected. Case characteristics are shown in Table 1.
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Table 1. Case characteristics

CASE 1 CASE 2 CASE 3 CASE 4
PRIMARY SITE Left tonsil  Base of tongue right-sided Posterior wall Base of tongue bilateral
T-STAGE 1 2 3 3
N-STAGE 0 0 2b 1
P16 STATUS + + - +
SMOKING STATUS | Non-smoker Non-smoker Smoker Smoker

Pre-treatment T1-weighted (T1w), T1-weighted with Gadolinium contrast (T1w+C) and T2-weigted (T2w)
MRI scans were available for all patients. These scans were acquired on an Ingenia 3T MRI scanner (Philips,
Eindhoven, The Netherlands) for treatment planning purposes with each patient in the treatment planning
position and using a thermoplastic mask and an immobilization device. The scans covered the region extending
from the caudal-edge of the nasopharynx region cranially and the hypopharynx region caudally in the superior—
inferior direction, respectively. Details on image acquisition are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Summary of magnetic resonance image acquisition parameters

Case 1 Case 2 Case 3 Case 4
Acquisition Sequence 2D TSE mDixon 2D TSE mDixon 2D TSE mDixon 2D TSE CLEAR
Flip Angle 90° 90° 90° 90°
Repetimetion Time 742 ms 742 ms 742 ms 597 ms
&'; Echo Time 14 ms 14 ms 14 ms 10 ms
'_; Echo Train Length 8 8 8 10
s N Averages 2 2 2 2
E Field of View 280 x 280 mm? 200 x 200 mm? 280 x 280 mm? 200 x 200 mm?
Matrix Size 384 x 384 256 x 256 384 x 384 400 x 400
Pixel Spacing 0.729 mm 0.782 mm 0.729 mm 0.5 mm
Slice Spacing 2 mm 2 mm 2 mm 1 mm
Acquisition Sequence 2D TSE mDixon 2D TSE mDixon 2D TSE mDixon 3D VISTA SENSE
Flip Angle 90° 90° 90° 90°
Repetimetion Time 4176 ms 4176 ms 4176 ms 1400 ms
Echo Time 100 ms 100 ms 100 ms 206 ms
E Echo Train Length 22 22 22 85
= N Averages 2 2 2 2
Field of View 280 x 280 mm? 200 x 200 mm? 280 x 280 mm? 250 x 250 mm?
Matrix Size 576 x 576 400 x 400 576 x 576 512 x 512
Pixel Spacing 0.486 mm 0.5 mm 0.486 mm 0.488 mm
Slice Spacing 2 mm 2 mm 2 mm 0.75 mm

TSE: Turbo Spin Echo, mDixon: multiple-point Dixon, CLEAR: Constant LEvel AppeaRance, VISTA: Volume ISotropic Turbo
spin echo Acquisition, SENSE: SENSitivity Encoding
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Delineation Study

Twenty-six radiation oncologists and one dedicated head and neck radiologist from seven international
centers (UMC Utrecht (The Netherlands), University of Texas MD Anderson Cancer Center (Houston, Texas,
USA), NKI Antoni van Leeuwenhoek (Amsterdam, The Netherlands), Sunnybrook Health Sciences Centre
(Toronto, Ontario, Canada), Froedtert & Medical College of Wisconsin Cancer Center (Milwaukee, Wisconsin,
USA), The Royal Marsden NHS Foundation Trust (London, UK), The Christie NHS Foundation Trust,
(Manchester, UK)) were asked to delineate the parotids, submandibular glands, the GTV and high-risk CTV.
When nodal disease was present, participants were asked to delineate GTVp/CTVp and GTVn/CTVn as
separate structures to investigate delineation differences between primary and nodal disease regions.

The available pre-treatment MRI scans (T1w, T1w+C, and T2w) were provided with each patient’s clinical
history and physical examination findings along with a medical photographic image and radiological results.
Participants were asked to delineate the requested structures based on their own institutional guidelines. In
addition, all participants received a basic questionnaire to determine years of experience in radiotherapy, years
of experience with delineating on MRI, delineation software, software settings and institutional GTV-to-CTV

margin expansion values used.

Quantitative Analysis
The contours delineated in this study were compared to quantify inter-observer variability. The Dice
similarity coefficient[22] (DSC), the mean surface distance (MSD), and the 95th Percentile Hausdorff distance

(95HD) where calculated. These metrics are defined as follows,

2+|ANB|

DSC =T (1)

1 —_ —_
MSD = - (dap + dp,a) (2)
95HD = percentile(dy U dg 4,95™) (3)

where |A| and |B| are the number of voxels from contoured volumes A and B, respectively; |ANB| denotes the

number of voxels included in the intersection between volumes A and B; d,  is a vector containing all minimum
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Euclidian surface distances from the surface point from volume A to B; and d,, ; is the average value in the vector
d. The DSC ranges in values from 0 (no overlap) to 1 (perfect overlap); for both MSD and 95HD, values closer
to zero represent better agreement between two contours’ surfaces.

These metrics (Egs. 1-3) were calculated to assess the manual delineations using two approaches
(Figure 1). First, a physician pair-wise comparison of the contours was performed, meaning that all physician
comparisons (i.e. Physician 1 vs Physician 2, Physician 1 vs Physician 3, ..., Physician 25 vs Physician 26) were
considered. This comparison provides a real-world estimate of the delineation variability amongst the participants
providing the minimum and maximum extreme derived from the overlap and distance metrics. Second, we
estimated a consensus volume using a modified version [23] of the simultaneous truth and performance level
estimation (STAPLE) algorithm [24]. The STAPLE algorithm calculates the maximum likelihood estimates of the
true positive and false negative of individual segmentations and uses these values to produce a volume that
estimates the best agreement between the individual segmentations. A limitation to the STAPLE algorithm is
that it does not take into consideration intensity information of the image to be segmented, it only relies on
individual segmentations. The methodology by Yang et al [23] addresses this limitation by creating a tissue
appearance model and integrating it into the STAPLE fusion process. The resulting consensus volumes for each
patient were considered our ground-truth for this analysis and we compared each physician’s delineations using

overlap (DSC) and distance (MSD and 95HD) metrics.
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STAPLE

PAIR-WISE

Figure 1. Methods for quantitative evaluation of manual contours. The STAPLE algorithm was used to generate a
“consensus” contour (top) for each organ, tumor, and target volume contours; then individual physician contours are
compared to the individual region of interest’s STAPLE contour. In addition, a pair-wise evaluation of the contours was
performed (bottom); here, individual physician contours are individually compared to every other physician contour. This
approach highlights the potential true disagreement between two individual physicians.
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Results

Twenty-four out of twenty-six (92%) radiation oncologists submitted a full set of contours for all patients.
Incomplete submissions from 2 participants led to the exclusion of all contours from these participants in the
subsequent analysis. The head and neck radiologist successfully submitted GTVp and GTVn contours for all
patients; these contours were taken into consideration in the analysis, but were not used to generate any
STAPLE volumes. Twenty-two of twenty-six radiation oncologists’ questionnaires were completed. The median
time of experience as a head and neck radiation oncologist was 7 years (range: 1-25 years). The median time
of experience with delineating on MRI was 3.5 years (range: 0-15 years). Three observers used automatic
segmentation with manual edits to delineate the organs at risk. The GTV-to-CTV margin used was 10 mm for
six of seven participant institutions. One institution used 8 mm and three delineators (from three different
institutions) used a margin of 5 mm.

Volumes (in cm®) for the participant’s delineations and resulting STAPLE volumes are detailed in
Supplementary Tables S1 and S2. The average volumes (+ standard deviation) for GTVp for cases 1 through 4
were 6.5 cm?® (+ 1.4), 8.0 cm®(z 5.4), 32.8 cm®(x 12.2), and 21.0 cm® (£ 6.7), respectively; GTVn mean volumes
for cases 3 and 4 were 5.2 cm® (+ 5.3) and 7.9 cm?® (x 1.0). The STAPLE volumes for GTVp and GTVn were 6.1
cm?®, 7.6 cm?®, 32.5 cm®, and 21.8 cm?, for cases 1 through 4, respectively, and 2.1 cm?® and 7.6 cm? for cases 3
and 4. In regards to CTVp and CTVn, average volumes were 36.4 cm?® (x 13.7), 40.2 cm® (£ 21.1), 117.7 cm® (¢
51.9), and 79.5 cm? (x 29.9), for cases 1 through 4, respectively, and 33.7 cm? (+ 23.4) and 36.2 cm® (+ 11.0) for
cases 3 and 4. Considering normal tissues, the average left and right parotid volumes were 26.4 cm®(+ 4.0), 17.
cm? (£ 2.1), 23.1 cm® ( 2.6), 27.7 cm?(x 3.5) and 24.8 cm® (¢ 3.2), 16.9 cm®(x 2.4), 22.8 cm® (% 1.9), 27.4 cm®
(+ 3.0), respectively, for cases 1 through 4; their corresponding STAPLE volumes were 25.6 cm?, 16.3 cm?, 22.8
cm?®, 28.2 cm® and 23.3 cm®, 15.5 cm® 22.1 cm®, and 28.2 cm?®, respectively. The average left and right
submandibular volumes were 6.7 cm® (£ 1.0), 7.0 cm® (£ 0.5), 7.6 cm? (+ 0.6), 12.6 cm® (+ 1.3) and 6.5 cm® (¢
1.0), 6.6 cm® (= 1.0), 8.0 cm® (% 0.5), 12.8 cm?® (z 1.1), respectively, for cases 1 through 4; their corresponding
STAPLE volumes were 6.5 cm®, 6.2 cm?, 7.1 cm?, 12.7 cm® and 6.3 cm?, 6.1 cm?, 7.6 cm?, and 12.7 cm®,
respectively. The median coefficient of variation (standard deviation / mean x 100%) across all cases for CTVs,
GTVs, parotids, and submandibular glands were 40.9% (range: 30.4 — 69.5%), 34.5% (range: 12.2 — 101.0%),

12.5% (range: 8.5 — 14.9%), and 9.8% (range: 6.4 — 15.4%)), respectively.
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Boxplots displaying distributions from the volumetric comparisons using STAPLE and pair-wise
evaluation approaches are shown in Figures 1 and 2 for GTVs/CTVs and normal tissues, respectively. A
summary of these results is provided in Table 2. When considering primary and nodal volumes, both GTVp and
CTVp delineations were found to be more variable than GTVn and CTVn delineations (p-values: 0. 01 and <
0.0001, respectively) when comparing their respective DSC values (measured against STAPLE). When
considering laterality of the normal tissues, there was no significant difference in DSC distributions from left and

right manual delineations (measured against STAPLE).
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Figure 2. Boxplots demonstrating inter-observer variability for GTV and CTVs, shown in rows, for the Dice Similarity
Coefficient (DSC), mean surface distance (MSD), and 95 percentile Hausdorff distance (95HD), shown in columns. All
distances are in millimeters.
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Figure 3. Boxplots demonstrating inter-observer variability for parotids and submandibular glands (SGMs), shown in
rows, for the Dice Similarity Coefficient (DSC), mean surface distance (MSD), and 95 percentile Hausdorff distance
(95HD), shown in columns. All distances are in millimeters.

Table 3. Summary of calculated average (standard deviation) values for the Dice Similarity Coefficient (DSC), mean
surface distance (MSD), and 95™ percentile Hausdorff distance (95HD) for both STAPLE and Pair-wise comparisons.

STAPLE

Pair-wise


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.24.22269596
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.01.24.22269596; this version posted January 25, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

ROI DSC MSD  95HD DSC MSD  95HD
0.817 1.1 3.7 0.741 1.6 5.2

GTVp  (0.064) (0.5)  (2.7) (0.085)  (0.7)  (3.3)
GTVn - - - - - -
0.780 2.5 7.3 0.689 3.3 9.4

CTVp (0.118)  (1.4)  (5.1) 0.133)  (15)  (5.3)
CTVn - - - - - -
Case L 0.879 1.3 6.2 0.823 1.9 7.8
1 Parotid (0.071) (0.9)  (6.0) 0.092) (12)  (6.3)
R 0.880 1.2 4.5 0.833 16 5.5
Parotid  (0.025)  (0.4)  (2.3) (0.030)  (0.5)  (2.4)

L 0.869 0.7 2.6 0.824 1.0 3.6
SMG  (0.040) (0.3) (2.0 (0.054)  (05)  (3.2)

R 0.864 0.7 2.7 0.817 1.0 3.6
SMG  (0.051)  (0.4)  (2.3) (0.065)  (0.5)  (3.2)
0.648 2.8 8.9 0.521 3.7 11.9

GTVp  (0.195) (22)  (6.7) (0.208)  (2.6) (7.1
GTVn - - - - - -
0.736 3.2 8.9 0.629 4.4 12.0

CTVp  (0.147)  (2.0)  (8.1) 0.179)  (25)  (7.2)
CTVn - - - - - -
Case L 0.865 1.0 3.5 0.815 1.3 4.2
2 Parotd (0.029) (0.3)  (1.1) 0.031)  (0.3)  (1.1)
R 0.852 1.3 4.4 0.803 1.7 5.3
Parotid  (0.030)  (0.4)  (2.3) (0.036)  (0.5)  (1.8)

L 0.886 0.6 1.8 0.866 0.7 2.0
SMG  (0.016)  (0.1)  (0.2) (0.027)  (0.2)  (0.3)

R 0.884 1.1 3.6 0.848 1.7 5.8
SMG  (0.049) (25)  (9.4) (0.063)  (35)  (12.7)
0.777 2.2 8.3 0.683 3.1 11.7

GTVp  (0.071)  (0.9)  (3.9) (0.086) (1.1)  (4.8)
0.444 6.2 20.2 0.348 7.5 25.0

GTVn  (0.259) (5.6) (124)  (0.201)  (5.0)  (12.1)
0.767 3.5 9.7 0.668 4.8 13.2

CTVp (0.082) (1.4)  (3.4) (0.096)  (1.8)  (4.6)
0.565 5.9 21.3 0.426 7.1 23.6

Case CTVn (0.173) (24) (10.3)  (0.187)  (3.4)  (12.3)
3 L 0.886 0.9 2.8 0.842 1.2 3.8
Parotid  (0.029)  (0.3)  (1.3) (0.036)  (0.3)  (1.6)
R 0.900 0.8 2.5 0.861 1.1 3.4
Parotid  (0.027)  (0.2)  (1.5) (0.037)  (0.3)  (2.2)

L 0.886 0.6 1.8 0.849 0.8 2.2
SMG  (0.036) (0.2)  (0.5) (0.049)  (0.3)  (0.6)

R 0.891 0.6 1.8 0.859 0.8 2.2
SMG  (0.024) (0.1)  (0.3) (0.036) (0.2)  (0.4)
0.820 2.1 7.2 0.737 2.9 10.1

GTVp  (0.099) (1.2)  (4.8) 0.111)  (14)  (5.4)
0.903 0.8 2.7 0.861 1.2 3.8

GTVn  (0.037) (0.4)  (1.6) (0.047)  (0.4)  (1.8)
Case 0.800 3.7 11.4 0.713 5.3 15.7
4 CTVp (0.098) (1.8)  (6.3) 0.119)  (25)  (8.7)
0.809 2.8 7.0 0.734 3.8 9.9

CTVn  (0.112) (15)  (3.7) 0.135)  (1.9)  (5.0)

L 0.887 1.2 4.0 0.840 1.7 5.5

Paroid  (0.031)  (0.4)  (1.8)  (0.036) (05)  (2.2)
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R 0.891 1.2 4.0 0.844 1.7 6.0
Parotd  (0.031)  (0.4)  (1.9)  (0.038) (0.5)  (2.6)
L 0.897 0.9 2.9 0.852 1.2 4.2
SMG  (0.033) (0.3)  (1.8)  (0.040) (0.4)  (22)
R 0.896 0.9 2.7 0.851 1.2 3.9

SMG  (0.026) (0.3) (1.2) 0.031)  (04)  (1.9)

cTtv CTv*® CTV”

Figure 4. lllustration demonstrating delineation variability for both GTV and CTV in all 4 cases (rows). For cases 3 and 4,
nodal disease is shown on their respective first rows then followed by primary disease and target delineations on the
following row panels. From left to right each column shows a) an axial slice of the TIw+C MRI (T1w+C) scan provided, b)
an axial slice of the T2w MRI (T2w) scan provided, c) all participants’ GTV contours (GTV), d) all participants’ CTV
delineations (CTV), e) axial view of STAPLE contours for GTV (yellow) and CTV (red), union of all CTV contours (green), and
the intersection of all CTV contours (fuchsia), f) sagittal/coronal view from e).

Discussion
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This study presents the results of a numerically robust R-IDEAL Stage 0 multi-institutional quantitifcation
of inter-observer segmentation/delineation variability of gross tumor volumes, high-risk clinical target volumes,
parotids, and submandibular glands of oropharyngeal cancer patients when these structures are delineated on
MR images alone (as would be the vcase for daily MR-LinAc-based adaptive MR-guided-radiotherapy. The data
suggests substantial variability in the delineation of gross tumor and clinical target volumes across participants.
For example, ratio in volumes between smallest and largest volumes (Vmax/Vmin) across all participants were as
high as 31.0 for tumor volumes and 32.3 for target volumes (average across all cases: 10.7 and 11.4 for GTV
and CTV, respectively; see Supplementary Data). Figure 4 shows individual participant’s delineations (center
columns) for GTVs and CTVs on single axial T1w MR scan slices for the 4 cases presented in this study. In this
figure, the right most panels (“CTV*”) show axial and sagittal or coronal views of the STAPLE contours for GTV
and CTV, as well as the intersection and union of all participant’s CTVs. Interestingly, for 4 out 6 GTVs, the
consensus GTV contours (STAPLE) were mostly covered by the intersection of all participant’s target volumes
suggesting that the consensus derived GTV would receive appropriate coverage by all participant's CTVs;
however, for 2 cases the CTV intersection volume had little overlap with the STAPLE GTVs with one of these
cases showing that there was not a single voxel in the patient's MR scan where 100% of participants CTVs
overlapped (Figure 4, panels denoted by asterisk).

There was higher agreement in the delineation of normal tissues with ratios in volumes across
participants being as high as 2.8 for parotids and 2.2 for submandibular glands (average across all cases: 1.9
and 1.6 for parotids and submandibular glands, respectively). Figure 3 shows the STAPLE and pair-wise
comparison of inter-observer delineations per case. It is important to note that one participant contoured the left
submandibular gland as the right submandibular gland resulting in zero overlap (this contour was excluded from
analysis and Figure 3) between this organ’s contour and the remaining delineations, highlighting the need for
quality assurance of the contours.

Two approaches were used to quantitatively evaluate agreement between participant’s contours: 1)
individual contour comparison to consensus (generated via STAPLE) and 2) pair-wise comparison of the
contours. The STAPLE algorithm generates a statistically-derived “consensus” volume by taking into
consideration delineations from multiple observers. While the generation of a computationally-derived

“consensus” can be attractive for inter-observer analysis, real-clinical scenarios lack “consensus” volumes;
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therefore, it could be argued that pair-wise analyses may provide a more accurate estimate of inter-observer
variability. Our data showed that the STAPLE comparison distributions where tighter than those observed for the
pair-wise comparison distributions for both tumor/target volumes and normal tissues (Figures 2 and 3,
respectively). This was expected as the pair-wise comparison provides a more accurate quantification of extreme
differences in contours between two participants (i.e. these differences are lessened by comparing these
extremes to a common contour in the STAPLE analysis).

Several studies have reported large inter-observer delineation variability for head and neck GTV and
CTVs [8], [11], [25]-[30]. Anderson et al [26] investigated head and neck GTV delineation variability across
multiple imaging modalities (CE-CT, FDG-PET/CT, and T1w+C MRI). MRI-based GTVs resulted, on average, in
the largest delineated volumes, with an average intersection over union of 36% across three observers. In a
similar study, Ng et al [28] found delineations based on T1w+C MR imaging alone resulted in less GTV inter-
observer delineation variability (median DSC of 0.58 in a pair-wise analysis) when compared to dual-energy CT.
Gudi et al [29] reported moderate GTV delineation variability on both CE-CT and CE-CT + FDG-PET/CT (mean
DSC values of 0.57 and 0.69, respectively) measured on 10 cases with pharyngolaryngeal cancer. Similarly,
Thiagarajan et al [8] showed significant variability in GTV delineation when evaluating the individual contributions
of MRI, PET, and physical evaluation in the delineation process. Concerning CTVs, Hong et al previously showed
large heterogeneity in target design between different observers [11]. In their study, the authors provided
participants (n=20) with CT scans and GTV contours of an oropharyngeal cancer patient (T2 N1 MO squamous
cell carcinoma of the tonsil) and asked the participants to delineate CTVs. When considering high-risk CTVs, the
coefficient of variation in their study was 191% (w/ p = 43 cm® and o = 82 cm®) showing larger variation than the
current study (CoV = 41%). To address this reported variability in CTV delineation, some groups have proposed
the use of uniform margin expansions [31] or computational methods for the automatic delineation of CTVs [32]-
[34]. Hansen et al [31] showed in a multi-center study that using geometric margins from GTV-to-CTV for high-
risk CTVs resulted in higher agreement in manual delineations than when using anatomical margins. Cardenas
et al [32] proposed the use of artificial intelligence to automatically delineate high-risk CTVs. Their results showed
high agreement between the clinically-used and automatically-delineated target volumes (mean DSC = 0.81 vs
mean DSC = 0.64 in the current inter-observer pair-wise analysis) when GTVs are already provided. In the

current study, we noticed slight improvement in terms of consistency for primary GTV and CTV contours when
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compared to those from base of tongue cases, this may be caused by the fact that lymphoid tissue is abundantly
present in this region and might be misinterpreted as tumor on MRI, but additional analyses are needed to
confirm this hypothesis. Consequently, future oropharyngeal cancer delineation studies should consider
techniques to integrate microscopic disease evaluation to provide margin guidelines to the community. For
example, Ligtenberg et al [35] proposed imaging modality-specific margins for laryngeal and hypopharyngeal
cancer after co-registering pre-surgical CT, MRI, and FDG-PET imaging with histological images collected after
laryngectomy. Nevertheless, similar studies for oropharyngeal cancers would bring additional challenges.

The use of computed tomography scans for radiotherapy treatment planning has been required as these
scans provide electron density information that is necessary for previously clinically-available dose calculation
algorithms. With the introduction of MRgRT and advances in MR-based dose calculation algorithm development,
our field is fast approaching the possibility of MR-based radiotherapy. There are many advantages to MR-based
radiotherapy. For example, the assessment of head and neck cancers, particularly those located in the
oropharynx, can be hindered due to several factors including the presence of CT dental artifacts and lack of
contrast between tumor and surrounding tissues. Several studies have shown MRI to provide superior soft tissue
contrast allowing for better definition of tumor extent and adjacent organs at risk [36], [37]. Furthermore, the use
of single modality scans for treatment planning removes the need to co-register images eliminating any potential
treatment uncertainties derived from image co-registration. It goes without saying that the introduction of MR-
based radiotherapy presents itself with unique challenges. The results of the current study suggest that there is
an urgent need for MR-based delineation guidelines and training necessary to reduce inter-observer delineation
variability of tumor and target volumes. It is important to highlight the potential role of conducting contouring
peer-review sessions prior to treatment commencement during initial adoption of MRgRT in a clinical setting.
Some studies have suggested that establishing institutional contouring peer-review sessions leads to more
consistent target design within institutional clinical practices [38], [39].

The presented study is subject to some limitations. First, only images from T1w, T1w+C, and T2w scans
were provided to participants for contouring. Some studies have indicated that the addition of fluorodeoxyglucose
positron emission tomography (FDG-PET/CT) and/or contrast-enhanced CT (CE-CT) to MR scans could
produce more consistent tumor delineations. Furthermore, it does not consider the role of multi-parametric MR

imaging as a venue to provide additional information about tumor disease and extent. Future studies will be
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needed to determine the role and potential benefit of including additional imaging modalities for delineation
purposes. A follow-up study is underway to investigate the addition of FDG-PET imaging and the use of
recommended guidelines for GTV definition using MRI [40] which may lead to better delineation conformity
between observers.

Importantly, this study represents, to our knowledge, not only the 1% formal prospective technical assessment of
MR-only radiotherapy segmentation required to benchmark performance for MR-guided adaptive radiotherapy,
but also the largest single multi-site target delineation cohort for oropharyngeal cancers. This robust sample
size provides a statistically reliable estimator of segmentation agreement, using standard measurands of
interobserver performance, we found that MR-only performance appears to meet or exceed agreement and
consistency metrics for prior head and neck target delineation series for GTV, CTV, and OARs tested.
Consequently, we feel confident that this effort provides a formal justification and quantitative benchmark, and
provides a compelling rationale for adaptive GTV/CTV modification on clinical trials, or GTV/CTV/OAR

monitoring as standard of care on MR-LinAc devices enabled with sequences comparable to those listed.

Conclusion

Tumor and target volume manual delineation remains a challenging task in head and neck cancer
radiotherapy. The data from this study suggests that appropriate guidelines, contouring quality assurance
sessions, and training are still needed for the adoption of MR-based treatment planning for head and neck
cancers. Such efforts should play a critical role in reducing inter-observer delineation variation and ensure

standardization of target design across clinical practices.
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