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Abstract

Personalized medicine efforts are focused on identifying biomarkers to guide
individualizing neoadjuvant therapy regimens. In this work, we aim to validate a previoudy
developed image data-driven mathematical modeling approach for dynamic characterization of
breast cancer response to neoadjuvant therapy using a large, multi-site cohort. We retrospectively
analyzed patients enrolled in the BMMR2 ACRIN 6698 subset at 10 ingtitutions. Patients
enrolled received four MRI examinations during neoadjuvant therapy with acquisitions at
basdine (To), 3-weekdearly-treatment (Ti), 12-weeks/mid-trestment (T2), and completion of
therapy prior to surgery (Ts). A biophysical mathematical model of tumor growth is used extract
metrics to characterize the dynamics of treatment response. Using predicted response at therapy
conclusion and histogram summary metrics to quantify estimated tumor proliferation maps, we
found univariate model-based metrics able to predict pathological response, with area under the
receiver operating characteristic curve (AUC) ranging from 0.58 and 0.69 analyzing between Ty
and T;, and AUCs ranging from 0.72-0.76 analyzing between T, and T,. For hormone receptor
(HR)-negative, human epidermal growth factor receptor 2 (HER?2)-positive breast cancer patients
our model-based metrics achieved an AUC of 0.9 analyzing between To and T; and AUC of 1.0
analyzing between Ty and T,. This data shows the significant promise in developing these
imaging-based biophysical mathematical modeling methods of dynamic characterization into a
clinical decision support tool for individualizing treatment regimens based on patient-specific
response.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.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

The goal of personalized medicine isto revolutionize healthcare by focusing on matching
the most accurate and efficient treatment regimen to the uniqueness of an individual patient and
their cancer. The majority of efforts focus on utilizing genomic sequence information to identify
diagnostic and prognostic features for risk assessments'. Molecular approaches to cancer therapy
have advanced cancer care by guiding therapy selection based on gene/protein expression but
ignore other important patient-specific phenotypic properties that influence response to therapy
including tumor microenvironment and patient specific factors such as dose exposure and dose
intensity. Patient-specific tumor characteristics, such as spatial and temporal phenotypic
variability?, encode additional insights for individualizing treatment regimens and response to
therapy. Evaluation of such properties could support new hypotheses regarding optimal dosing
and therapeutic regimen scheduling. Optimal dosing and regimens have the potentia to guide
therapy de-escalation and escalation strategies to optimize cytotoxic therapies and minimize
treatment-related toxicities™. Unfortunately, current response assessment tools are unable to
sufficiently incorporate these patient-specific, phenotypic characteristics, limiting the adaptation
of personalized treatment regimens.

Pre-surgical neoadjuvant therapy (NAT) is the standard of care for locally-advanced and
high-risk breast cancer. Breast cancer response to NAT is currently assessed using physical
examination and/or imaging to assess morphological changes of the tumor. Magnetic resonance
imaging (MRI) is often used for assessment pre-NAT to determine the extent of disease and at
the conclusion of NAT, prior to surgery, to radiologically estimate response for surgical
planning. MRI also holds strong potential to enable more quantitative assessment throughout the
NAT regimen setting by integrating multiparametric imaging protocols of tumors and their
response. Multiparametric imaging protocols are often utilized for improved lesion detection,
and typically include T1-weighted contrast enhanced and diffusion weighted (DW) techniques.
Dynamic contrast enhanced (DCE) MRI is able to capture the permeability of the blood vessels
that supply a lesion by obtaining T1-weighted images prior, during, and after intravascular
contrast agent administration®. DW-MRI is a functional imaging technique used to estimate
tumor cell density by quantifying the random movement of water molecules in tissue, which is
restricted in high-density tissue, such as solid tumors. From DW-MRI imaging, the apparent
diffuson coefficient (ADC) is calculated as a quantitative measurement of diffusivity. Since
diffusion is hindered in solid tumors, studies have reported significant correlations between ADC
and tumor cdlularity. However, quantitative breast DW-MRI study results vary widely due to
differences in acquisition, scanner hardware, and interpreter variability, limiting the trandation
of ADC as aclinical biomarker” 8. The majority of these radiological assessment methods also
utilize region-of-interest (ROI)-based metrics which eliminate spatial information encoded
within the images. As solid tumors exhibit a high degree of temporally varying intra-tumor
heterogeneity °, there is significant need for new accurate spatiotemporal informative assessment
methods to guide implementation of patient-specific adaptive therapeutic regimens.

We'%*2 and others™*™*® believe that the integration of imaging and mathematical modeling
has the ability support the development of personalized response assessment through patient-
specific tumor characterization, allowing for individualized therapy response assessment and
regimen tailloring based on fundamental biophysical principles that underlie observed tumor
response to therapy. In previous work®, we developed a mechanically-coupled reaction-diffusion
model for the parameterization of biophysical metrics of response for the prediction of
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pathological complete response (pCR), an outcome metric that has shown to be predictive of
recurrence risk and overall survival in breast cancer patients'®. The goal of this work is to apply
our framework of estimating spatial phenotypic biophysical parameters of growth for the
characterization of therapy response to enable predictions of residual tumor burden. In this work,
we deploy this framework with data from the Breast Multiparametric MR Imaging for prediction
of Neoadjuvant chemotherapy (NAC) Response (BMMR2) Challenge through the Nationa
Cancer Institute (NCI) Quantitative Imaging Network (QIN). The goal of the BMMR2 challenge
was to identify image-based biomarkers derived from DW-MRI and DCE-MRI for predicting
pCR following neoadjuvant therapy (NAT) for invasive breast cancer.

Materialsand Methods
Sudy Cohort

A total of 191 subjects were enrolled in the BMMR2 ACRIN 6698 subset at 10
ingtitutions and who underwent NAT for invasive breast cancer were provided. Figure 1 shows
the study timeline for enrolled patients. The ACRIN 6698 study acquired multiparametric MR
examinations with high resolution DCE-MR and DW-MR techniques at four time points over the
course of NAT: pretreatment (To), early treatment after 3 cycles of therapy (Ty),
midtreatment/12 week into therapy T,), and post-treatment and prior to surgery (Ts). The data
was retrieved from the BMMR2 challenge hosted through NCI QIN and only included MRI
studies To, T1, and T,. Patients were assigned therapy based on tumor molecular subtype
according to receptor status with hormone receptor (HR) status (estrogen receptor or
progesterone receptor) and human epidermal growth factor 2 (HER2) receptor expression
determined from pretreatment core biopsy by immunohistochemistry under the I1-SPY 2 TRIAL
protocol. Tumor subtypes were categorized as HR-/HER2- (triple negative), HR+/HER2-, HR-
/HER2+, and HR+/HER2+. Figure 1 describes the NAT treatment regimen whereby patients
received 12 weekly cycles of anthracycline-based therapy (control) or in combination with one
of the experimental agents, followed by 4 cycles of Adriamycin/Cyclophosphamide administered
every 3 weeks. Patients classified as HER2-positive also received anti-HER2 agents.
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Figure 1: Schematic of the therapeutic and imaging timeline. Patients undergo baseline imaging
prior to the start of NAT (To), after three cycles of therapy (T,), at the conclusion of the first
portion of therapy (T»), and at the completion of therapy prior to surgery (Ts). After surgical
resection, pathological analysis is conducted to determine response and/or residual burden of the
resected tumor.
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MRI Acquisition

MRI was performed under the original ACRIN 6698 study on 1.5 or 3.0 Tesla scanners.
All studies included a localization scan and three bilateral axial acquisition sequences. 1) T2-
weighted, 2) Diffusion weighted (DW) (with b= 0, 100, 600, 800 s'mm? 3-directions), and 3)
T1-weighted dynamic contrast enhanced (DCE) with phase duration between 80 and 100 seconds
with at least 8 minutes of continuous post-injection acquisition.

Imaging Data Analysis

A previously developed mechanically coupled reaction diffusion model was employed to
characterize response throughout the course of NAT. While a brief description follows,
interested readers can refer to previous studies for a detailed description of the modeling
methodology™®™. In short, DW-MRI data at each time point were aligned to DCE-MRI data
through scanner offset correction and pixel spacing interpolation. DCE-MRI and DW-MRI data
were then co-registered across the serial imaging time points with rigid registration using
FLIRTY ™ followed by non-rigid registration using DRAMMS® using default registration
parameters. The tumor midpoint was identified at the midtreatment time point (T,) and central-
slice images were extracted and used for subsequent analysis. DCE-MRI data was used to create
a tumor region-of-interest (ROI) for each time point in the series by first creating a manual
segmentation followed by refinement based on voxels that satisfy a functional signal intensity
threshold increase of 70% between the pre-contrast and the first post-contrast image .
Apparent diffuson coefficient (ADC) maps were derived and provided with the four b-values
included in the ACRIN 6698 DW-MRI datasets™ %. Spatiotemporal cellularity, N(¥,t) was
estimated using Equation [1] with ADC data for voxels satisfying the DCE-MRI threshold
functional criteria of 70% enhancement®:

[1]

where 6 describes the cellular carrying capacity, a geometric constraint on the total number of
tumor cellsin avoxel, calculated as the ratio of the imaging voxel volume to the assumed tumor
cell volume, assuming spherical tumor cells with a packing density of 0.7405 and a nominal
tumor cell radius of 10 microns (tumor cell volume of 4189 um*3)*.

N(x,t) = 9(

ADCW—ADc(x,t))
ADC,,—ADCrin

As described in prior work™, the set of coupled, partial differential equations composing
the clinical tumor growth model is shown in Equations (2) - (4):

AN(%t) _ _ _ _ N(&D)

FED = v - (DUNED) + k@NE D (1- *22) @)
D = Doe—yo'VM(’?’t) (3)

V-GV + V——(V-i) - AVN(x,t) = 0 4

Through estimating the spatiotemporal change in cell number, N, we can extract parameter
estimates of apparent cell diffuson, Do, and spatial tumor cell proliferation/desath rate, k. is
Tumor cdl diffusion in the absence of external stress, D,, is estimated through linking D to the
surrounding tissue mechanics®. The system was modeled under the assumption that breast tissue
exhibitsalinear eastic, isotropic response to mechanical stress. Finite element meshes composed
of three-node triangular el ements with an average edge length of 1.5 mm were constructed for
each patient. To improve computation time for subsequent model-based spatial property


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.11.28.23299112

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.11.28.23299112; this version posted November 28, 2023. 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.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

reconstruction, the mesh was then clustered into spatial patch regions for property reconstruction
using k-means clustering based on Euclidian distance. Regions contain an average of 5 elements
per region with average patch area of 3.25 mm?. Temporal resolution for the forward problem
was assigned at 4t = 1 day.

A schematic of the biophysical parameter characterization framework is shown in Figure
2. Spatial cell number was estimated at early treatment (T1) and midtreatment (T,) observed
imaging time point based on ADC images as described. We assume a piecewise continuous
antitumor effect between each observed imaging time point during therapy and characterize
phenotypic biophysical parameters between time point combinations: Ty (To and T1) and Toz (To
and Ty). This allows for capture of the dynamic changes in parameters between time points as
well as evaluation of the importance of intermediate time point imaging acquisitions. Theinverse
property estimation problem was solved to estimate a region-based spatially varying proliferation
rate map and global cell diffusion parameter based on minimizing the error between the model-
estimated cellularity and observed cellularity. A quasi-Newton optimization method using L-
BFGS was employed to estimate model parameters® with gradients for region-based
proliferation calculated using a numerically-efficient adjoint state method?” and gradients for
diffusion calculated using a forward finite difference method with perturbation of 1%. Following
parameter estimation, histograms of the tumor proliferation rate map were created with fixed bin
widths of 0.1 days™. We also isolated the growth portion (k > 0) of the proliferation histogram
for further 'positive proliferation’ metric extraction. The estimated biophysical parameters were
then used in conjunction with the model to project the model forward in time to estimate the
residual tumor burden area a the conclusion of NAT, Ts, (Arearspedict). We also assessed
conventional radiologic assessment metrics. We assessed the percent change in metrics between
time point combinations: Ty (To and T1) and Toz (To and T2), for the mean tumor ADC?, and
functional tumor volume (FTV), a measurement for the tumor volume for lesion regions
satisfying the DCE-MRI threshold functional criteria of 70% enhancement®® *. A table
describing the metric naming convention can be found in the Supplemental Materials.
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Figure 2: Schematic of the model-based methodology for characterization of NAT response.
ADC maps were used to estimate of tumor cellularity at each observed imaging time point.
Region-based spatial proliferation maps were estimated between pairs of imaging time points
and then estimated using the biophysical model. Full proliferation histograms as well as growth
histograms (k > 0) are generated and used to obtain summary metrics. We also generate a T3
model-based prediction using the fit parameters.

Satistical Analysis

Univariate statistical analysis between non-pCR and pCR patient groups were performed
for each evaluation metric. Model-based metrics using Do, histogram summary metrics of tumor
response, and predicted T3 area from model fits between Tp and T1 (To1) and T and T2 (To), and
conventional radiological metrics of AADC and AFTV were used to determine univariate metric
pPCR predictability. Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves were constructed and the
areas under the ROC curve (AUCs) were calculated. The 95% confidence interval (Cl) of the
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estimated AUC was constructed and sensitivity (or recall), specificity, precision, and accuracy
were reported to further summarize the curve and to compare evaluation metrics as classifiers for
pCR. With the unbalanced dataset due to observed pCR rates, methods that quantify the ability to
identify the number of correct positive predictions (pCR) (precision), an imbalanced
classification accuracy metric balancing precision and sensitivity (Fmeasue), @and the metric’s
overall accuracy at predicting response (accuracy) are important to not bias evaluation of
performance. Sub-analyses were also performed based on tumor subtype. P-values were used to
indicate statigtical significance.

Results

Twenty-one (11%) of the 191 patients were excluded due to failure in longitudinal non-
rigid image registration. Two subjects (1%) were excluded due to missing or incorrect images.
From the 168 evaluable patients, the mean age was 49 years + 11. The mgority of participants
had a tumor grade of Il (115 [68.4%)] of 168) and either HR+/HER2- (76 [45.2%)] of 168) or
HR-/HER2- (48 [28.6%)] of 168) subtypes. After treatment, 31% of the 168 patients had tumors
with pCR. Additional demographic data and disease characteristics for the analysis cohort can be
found in Table 1.
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Table 1. Patient demographic data and disease characteristics for anaysis cohort.

Characteristic Analysls Cohort
Mean age + standard deviation 49 £+ 11
Race

White 127 (75.6)

Black 16 (9.5)

Asian 11 (6.6)

Other 1 (0.6)

Unknown 13 (7.7)
HR/HER2 subtype

HR-/HER2- 48 (28.6)

HR+HER2- 76 (45.2)

HR~HER2+ 14 (8.3)

HR+HER2+ 30 (17.9)
Longest Diameter at baseline MRI

Mean diameter + standard deviation (cm) 42+22
Index lesion type

Single mass 65 (38.7)

Single NME 7(4.2)

Multiple masses 90 (53.5)

Multiple NME 6 (3.6)
Tumor grade

I(Low) 5(3)

II (Intermediate) 47 (28)

III (High) 115 (68.4)

Missing 1(0.6)

M echanistic model-based metrics of response were evaluated using a biophysical model
of tumor growth and response to obtain estimates of global diffusion, spatial proliferation rate,
and T3 predicted area based on changes in observed cellularity both between baseline and early-
treatment (Toy) and baseline and midtreatment (Toz). This allows for dynamic characterization of
patient-specific response throughout the course of NAT. Representative images of model-based
metric quantification in study patients exhibiting different tumor responses to treatment are
shown in Figures 3 and 4. Figure 3 shows model-based assessment for a representative responder
at T,, and qualitatively shows minimal response and a model-based prediction of non-pCR.
However, Figure 4 shows based on model assessment at T, the same tumor exhibited a robust
response and a model-based prediction of pCR. This example is to highlight the importance of
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serial imaging and dynamic response assessment throughout NAT. To contrast, Figures 5 and 6
show model-based assessment of a representative non-responder at T; and T, respectively.
Qualitatively, the proliferation maps show that the representative non-responsive tumor exhibits
a heterogeneous response with some initial resistance in the early treatment response assessment.
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Figure 3. Schematic of early treatment mechanistic modeling methods using TO and T1 imaging
datain awoman who underwent NAT for grade || HR-/HER2+ breast cancer who achieved pCR
at surgery. Shown are the patients ADC maps overlaid on their DCE-MR image and the
estimated cell number for To and T1. The slices used were selected based on the central slice of
the tumor at T1. Model-based metrics were as follows: Arears predict - 1244 um2, Histzssui - 0.028
day-1, HiStaeagomth - 38.4. Based on the cutoff values, a To: this tumor would have been
predicted non-pCR with the current therapy.
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Figure 4: Schematic of midtreatment mechanistic modeling methods using To and T, in a
woman who underwent NAT for grade Il HR-/HER2+ breast cancer who had a tumor that
achieved pCR. Shown are the ADC maps overlaid on their DCE-MR image and the estimated
cell number for Tp and T,. The slices used were selected based on the central slice of the tumor at
T,. Moded-based metrics were as follows. Arearspredict - 59 um?, Histzsu -0.37 day™,
HiStaengrowth - 2.5. Based on the cutoff values, at To, thistumor would have been predicted pCR.
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Figure 5. Schematic of early treatment mechanistic modeling methods using Tp and T3 in a
woman who underwent NAT for grade |11 HR-/HER2- breast cancer who had residual disease at
surgery (non-pCR). Shown are the ADC maps overlaid on their DCE-MR image and the
estimated cell number for Tp and T1. The slices used were selected based on the central slice of
the tumor at T,. Model-based metrics were as follows: Arears predict - 2445 um?, Histzs i - 0.01
day™, Histaeagomth - 71.7. Based on the cutoff values, a Tg this tumor would have been

predicted as non-pCR.
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Figure 6: Schematic of midtreatment mechanistic modeling methods using To and T, in a
woman who underwent NAT for grade |11 HR-/HER2- breast cancer who had residual disease at
surgery (non-pCR). Shown are the ADC maps overlaid on their DCE-MR image and the
estimated cell number for Tp and T,. The slices used were selected based on the central slice of
the tumor at T,. Model-based metrics were as follows: Arears predict - 438 um?, Histzsu -1.3e-3
day™, HiStyeagowmth - 28.5. Based on the cutoff values, at T this tumor would have been

predicted as non-pCR.

Early Treatment Response Assessment

ROC results for summary metrics from To; model assessments are detailed in Table 4.2.
Model-based summary metrics of Arearspredicc aNd the HiStaeagrowth USING data To and Ty (To1)
were found to be statistically significant for differentiating between pCR and non-pCR. Model-
based metric of Arears predict from Toz was found to be statistically significant (p < 0.001) with an
AUC of 0.69 and with a high sensitivity (0.89); however, the precision for this metric was only
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0.4. Histys ¢y from To; was not statistically significant (p > 0.05) with an AUC of 0.58; however,
it was highly specific (0.95), adequate precision (0.69), but had a low sensitivity (0.24). In
comparison to conventional radiologic assessment methods of AADC and AFTV, our model-
based metrics show enhanced performance in all statistical performance assessment measures.
Figure 7 shows the ROC curves for each reported metric and qualitatively shows that
Arears predict aNd the HiStaeagrontn have enhanced pCR predictability over that of other displayed
metrics with clear separation in the ROC curves.

Table 2: Performance of model-based metrics and conventional radiologic assessment methods
for predicting pCR at early treatment (To1). * denotes statistical significance (Complete table is
located in Supplemental Materials)

Metric AUC 95"  Sens. Spec. p- Precison Fnes Accuracy

Cl value
Ar€ars predict 069 059, 0.89 0.44 2.7E- 0.40 0.55 57%
’ 0.77 4*
Hist7s ry 0.58 048, 024 095 9.8E-2 0.69 0.35 74%
’ 0.68
Histar en growth 068 058  0.87 0.44 3.5E- 0.39 0.54 56%
’ 0.76 4*
AADCy, 050 040, 0.29 085 1.1E-1 0.47 0.36 67%
0.60
AFTV 058 048, 0.86 031 9.7E-1 0.36 0.51 48%
0.67
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Figure 7: ROC curves for model-based metrics of Arears predict, HiStzs fui, and the HiStyea growth t0
compare to conventional radiologic assessment metrics of change in ADC and change in FTV
using early treatment analysis (To1).
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Midtreatment Response Assessment

ROC results for summary metrics from baseline and midtreatment time point
combinations are detailed in Table 4-3. Model-based summary metrics of Arears predict, HiStzs tuil,
HiStayeagrowth, and AFTV using data To and T, (Toz) were found to be statistically significant.
Model-based metric of HiStaeagowtn from Too Was found to be statistically significant (p < 0.001)
with an AUC of 0.76, with a high sensitivity (0.83), and moderate specificity (0.59); however,
the precision for this metric was only 0.48. Histysqy was found statistically significant (p <
0.001) with an AUC of 0.72, but interestingly was found to be more specific, less sensitive, but
more precise when compared to HiStaeagrowth - AFTV from To, was statistically significant (p <
0.001) with an AUC of 0.65 with moderate sensitivity (0.52), and high specificity (0.80);
however, it did have better precision (0.54) when compared to HiStyeagowth. 1N COMparison,
overall our model-based metrics outperform the conventional radiologic assessment methods of
AADC and AFTV for AUC, sensitivity, precision, Fmeasure, @and accuracy. Figure 8 displays the
ROC curves for each reported metric and qualitatively shows that our model-based metrics have
enhanced pCR predictability over conventional radiologic metrics.

Table 3: Performance of modd-based metrics and conventional assessment methods for
predicting pCR a midtreatment (Toz). * denotes significance (Complete table is located in
Supplemental Materials)

Metric AUC 95" Sens Spec. p- Precison Fpesure ACCUracy

Cl value

Arearspregic | 075 066, 081 062  184E- 0.49 0.61 68%
0.82 7*

Hist7s fun 0.72 063, 062 079  3.84E- 0.57 0.59 74%
0.81 7%

Histyreagown = 076 067, 08 059  127E- 0.48 0.61 67%
0.83 7*

AADC, 047 037, 027 081 5.06E-1 0.38 0.31 64%
0.56

AFTV 065 055 052 080 159E- 0.54 0.53 71%
0.74 3*
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Figure 8: ROC curves for model-based metrics of Arears predict, HiStzs fui, and the HiStyea growth t0
compare to conventional radiologic assessment metrics of change in ADC and change in FTV
using midtreatment analysis (Toy).

Influence of Lesion SQubtype on Predictive Value of Mechanistic Model Measures

Treatment response and pCR rates are known to vary with underlying tumor biology,
therefore we explored the predictive value of model-based metrics in post-hoc analysis by breast
tumor molecular subtype. Predictive value was found to vary significantly by subtype. ROC
curves stratified by molecular subtype for Arears predict, HiStzs fuil, HiStarea,growth, AADC, and AFTV
for Tnx and Toz can be found in Figures 9 and 10, respectively. When stratifying by subtype,
model-based metrics performed best on the HR-/HER2+ subtype. Figure 9 shows that model-
based metrics of Arearspedct and HiStaeagowtn achieved AUC of 0.90 at early treatment
assessment for HR-/HER2+ disease. Figure 10 shows that model-based metrics of Arears predict,
Hist7s sui, and, HiStareagrowth Classified HR-/HER2+ patients at midtreatment assessment (Top) with
AUC of 1.0. Summary table of metrics for each ROC curve can be found in Supplemental
Materials.
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Figure 9: ROC curves for predicting pCR based on early treatment (To;) response assessment

using a) Arearspredict, 0) Histzssui, C), Hitareagrowtn, d) percent change in ADC, and €) percent
changein FTV, stratified by tumor subtype.
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Figure 10: ROC curves for predicting pCR based on midtreatment (To) response assessment
using @) Arearspredict, 0) Histzssui, C), HiStareagrowth, d) percent change in ADC, and €) percent
changein FTV, stratified by tumor subtype.

Discussion

Results from this study demonstrate that our mechanistic model-based methods provide a
noninvasive and quantitative imaging biomarker to characterize response to NAT for breast
cancer and predict pCR. Our study found that model-based metrics at both early and
midtreatment time points were predictive of pathologic response with ROC AUC of 0.69 and
0.76, respectively, for the best performing metrics in univariate analysis of 168 breast tumors.
Model-estimated proliferation maps from representative responsive and non-responsive tumors
highlights how this work could also serve as a qualitative visualization aid to highlight spatial
components of response/resistance and heterogeneity that could support in additional clinical
decision making for guided biopsies of resistant regions.

As a necessary step towards eventual clinical translation, we sought to examine the multi-
site pCR prediction performance of biophysical model-based interpretations of quantitative MRI
during the course of breast cancer NAT. The need for multi-site evaluation in this setting is
underscored by the often-conflicting nature of imaging-based assessments of therapy response.
In much of the literature, imaging biomarker studies lead to conflicting results with a
disappointing lack of confirmation when analyses are deployed to different sites with different
research teams and different scanner vendors. Significant challenges are thus often expected in
generalizing single-center results to the multi-site setting due to inter-site differences in imaging
protocol implementations (e.g. varying manufacturers, field strengths, and capabilities) that lead
to variable image quality, and differing image reconstruction, scaling, and the generation of
guantitative image-based metrics. Our use of a biophysical modeling analysis framework
represents a fundamentally different use of imaging data than conventional image-based analysis
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that strives to overcome these previous challenges, but there is a considerable need for study
designs that directly test the hypothesis of biophysical model-based analysis and prediction in
realistic clinical trial settings. This study represents an extension to a previous study
demonstrating proof-of-concept for the use of a mechanically-coupled reaction-diffusion model
for breast cancer NAT treatment response which examined predictions of response outcomes
using imaging data from before and after a single cycle of NAT. This previous study was
conducted at a single site within the context of a multi-parametric MRI research study with 33
patients enrolled and scanned on dedicated research scanners that achieved AUC for pCR
prediction of 0.87%°. The current work extends this previous study through the expansion to
multi-site acquisition on clinical scanners in the context of the I-SPY 2 treatment clinical trial.
Our methods offer a significant advantage compared to other conventional radiological response
assessment methods as our mechanistic model-based metrics eliminates the site-dependent
harmonization of quantitative ADC value standardization to minimize variability between sites,
scanners, and patients by using a biophysics-based model to quantify spatiotemporal changes in
observed images in an individual patient through time. As expected, we found somewhat lower
AUC in this multi-site study as compared to our previous single-site study (0.75 vs. 0.87), we
demonstrate the considerable potential for biophysical model-based analysis in realistic clinical
trial settings. In future work, we aim to improve predictive capabilities by combining model-
based features into multi-parametric signatures of treatment response as well as improving the
binary outcome metric of pCR with a continuous outcome metric of pathologic response using
more in-depth analysis of residual disease.

Clinical treatment response assessment decision-support tools that can help optimize
therapeutic dosing regimens have the potential to support dynamic therapy de-
escalation/escalation strategies to avoid unnecessary or ineffective cytotoxic therapies and
minimize treatment-related toxicities. However, new methods are needed as current clinical
response assessment methods are too coarse to support individualized decisions. In developing
new tools for decision-support, it is critical to rigorously examine the association of evaluation
metrics with observed outcomes. Historically, ROC AUC, sensitivity, and specificity parameters
have been used to evaluate response assessment biomarkers for pCR prediction. While these
statistical evaluation measures do well at describing overall classification accuracy, their use in
imbalanced outcome datasets leads to biased estimators of performance. pCR rates in this study
were 30%, reflecting an imbalanced dataset. A more comprehensive solution that yields greater
insight when examining such imbalanced outcomes, is the use of precison and recall statistical
measures. Precision is a metric which quantifies the number of positive class (pCR) predictions
that actually achieve pCR. High precision is necessary when identifying patients eligible for
therapy de-escalation, as identification should be selective with digibility exclusive to only true
responders. In the context of therapy de-escalation, identification of metrics that minimize false
positive pCR, while also identifying all true positive pCR patients is desired. Recall, which is
calculated similar to sensitivity, quantifies the number of positive pCR predictions made out of
al positive pCR patients in the dataset. In a perfect setting, a metric would identify all patients
with eventual pCR through early response assessment, however it is important to note that some
false negative predictions do not necessarily indicate failure of an early evaluation metric. It is
possible that the subsequent additional therapy was required for complete tumor eradication. For
these patients, our response assessment methods may be useful in supporting early or
midtreatment biopsy assessment of resistant tumor regions, guided from the model-estimated
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gpatiotemporal proliferation maps, to assist clinical decision making as a quantitative assessment
of response.

The results of this study are promising but are not without several important limitations.
At the time of data retrieval, MRI studies from the conclusion of therapy prior to surgery (Ts)
were unavailable. We show that T3 predicted area at early and midtreatment time points is
predictive of eventual pathological response, but it is also of interest to compare our T3 response
predictions to observed T3 imaging data to evaluate prediction of radiological response. In
general, radiologic complete response has been previousy shown as a poor predictor of
pathologic complete response, however it has been shown as predictive of recurrence-free
survival®. As such, it is possible that pCR prediction may not be the only important outcome
metric for evaluation of response prediction. In previous work'®, we describe a framework
capable of capturing the dynamic, patient-specific response to NAT with excellent correlation of
proliferation histogram summary metrics to residual cancer burden (RCB)* — a continuous
metric that is calculated based on components of tumor size, tumor cellularity, and ALN
involvement. For a comprehensive analysis in this multi-site dataset it is critical that evaluated
outcome metrics complement the observed assessment metrics. This is especially important in
the context of isolating differences in complete response and in-breast response, as current
methods lack the ability to characterize ALN status. A complete response assessment of pCR for
breast cancer patients would include characterization of both the primary breast tumor and ALN
as pCR is definition includes the absence of residual tumor in the breast and/or ALN. However,
current methods for image-based ALN status are significantly limited®. Despite these
limitations, our methods allow for mechanistic characterization of dynamic biophysical changes
throughout the course of NAT with demonstrated ability to predict response, improving upon
current conventional radiological assessment methods.

In conclusion, we demonstrate that an image-driven model-based analysis can
characterize biophysical metrics of spatial proliferation to capture dynamic changes in
therapeutic response throughout the course of breast cancer NAT using quantitative imaging
data. Our results show significant predictive capabilities for pathological response assessed at the
conclusion of therapy using model-based metrics evaluated using data acquired during the course
of therapy. Our data suggests that imaging-based biophysical modeling approaches may have the
potential to support clinical decision making through early indication of response to motivate
therapy de-escalation for the minimization of treatment-related toxicities. In addition to
providing a quantitative assessment, our methods may aso provide additional utility as a
guantitative visualization of the dynamic spatiotempora heterogeneity of treatment response
which may be used to aid clinicians in both guiding midtreatment biopsy to areas of active
resistance as well as through educating patients on personalized response to motivate future
therapeutic decision making. With further investigation, this work has the potential to advance
the development of response-adaptive therapeutic regimens whereby regimens are individually
designed based on patient-specific mechanistic observations of dynamic response to therapy.
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