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Abstract

Background and purpose: Clinical studies have shown a marked reduction in tumor control in prostate cancer
treated with radically hypofractionated high-dose-rate brachytherapy (HDR-BT). The purpose of this study
was to analyze the dose-response of prostate cancer treated with HDR-BT, specifically aiming at
investigating the potential failure of the linear-quadratic (L.LQ) model to describe the response at large doses-

per-fraction.

Materials and methods: We collated a dataset of dose-response to HDR-BT (3258 patients). The analysis was

conducted separately for low and intermediate risk, resulting in 21 schedules (1643 patients) and 22
schedules (1615 patients), respectively. Data were fitted to tumor control probability models based on the LQ
model, the linear-quadratic-linear (LQL), and a modification of the LQ model to include the effect of

reoxygenation during treatment.

Results: The LQ cannot fit the data unless the o/ is allowed to be very high (~[20-100] Gy, 95% confidence
interval). If the o/ is constrained to be low (< 8 Gy) the LQ model cannot reproduce the clinical results, and
the LQL model, which includes a moderation of radiation damage with increasing dose, significantly
improves the fitting. On the other hand, the reoxygenation model does not match the results obtained with

the LQL.

Conclusion: The clinically observed reduction in tumor control in prostate cancer treated with radical HDR-
BT is better described by the LQL model. Using the best-fitting parameters, the BED for a 20 Gy x 1
treatment (95 Gy) is far less than that of a conventional 2 Gy x 37 fractionation (184 Gy). These results may

assist in the design of radical HDR-BT treatment.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.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

Radiotherapy is widely used to treat prostate cancer. Radiotherapy options include external beam
radiotherapy [1], proton therapy [2, 3], and brachytherapy, either low-dose-rate or high-dose-rate
(HDR-BT) [4, 5]. HDR-BT is nowadays used as monotherapy for many patients [6], achieving
good clinical outcomes, and because it is delivered with hypofractionated schedules, reducing

treatment time and increasing patient comfort [5].

The response of prostate cancer to radiotherapy has been extensively studied [7, 8, 9]. The
consensus is that the o/ ratio of prostate cancer is low (typically in the 1-4 Gy range), and therefore
this tumor is very sensitive to fractionation. Nonetheless, alternatives to the low o/ff have been
suggested, like tumor hypoxia [10]. In recent years, Stereotactic Body RadioTherapy (SBRT) has
become widely used to treat prostate cancer [11], with doses per fraction reaching up to 10 Gy. The
response of prostate cancer to hypofractionated SBRT protocols has been recently analyzed [12, 13,
14]. All three studies reported low a/f ratios, in agreement with values obtained from lower doses
per fraction. HDR-BT is delivered with hypofractionated protocols that are even more radical,
reaching >20 Gy in a single fraction. However, several HDR-BT clinical trials have shown a
marked reduction in tumor control (<70%) when delivering single fraction treatments with >20 Gy.
This loss in tumor control is not supported by a low o/f ratio. Guirado et al. have recently analyzed
the response of prostate cancer to HDR-BT, suggesting a large a/f ratio (~23 Gy) to explain the
poor control achieved with HDR-BT single-fraction treatments [15]. They also argued that the
linear-quadratic (LQ) model may not be adequate to describe the response to very large doses per

fraction.

The validity of the LQ model for large doses per fraction has long been questioned [16], with
different studies suggesting either a moderation or a boost of the cell killing effect predicted by the
LQ with increasing dose per fraction [17, 18]. The moderation of the cell killing effect predicted by
the LQ with increasing doses might explain the clinical results obtained with HDR-BT single-
fraction treatments. This effect can be modeled with the linear-quadratic-linear (LQL) [19]. In fact,
some evidence of a LQL-like response in the dose-response curves of prostate cancer treated with

external radiotherapy was recently discussed in Refs. [13, 14].

The poor control obtained with HDR-BT single-fraction treatments could also be rationally
explained because of hypoxia and reoxygenation, as originally suggested by Nahum et al. [10]. If

tumors are hypoxic and reoxygenate during treatment, short protocols delivering larger doses per
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fraction may be suboptimal.

In this work we have collated and analyzed a dataset of dose-response for HDR-BT of prostate
cancer. We have performed a radiobiological analysis of the dose-response, considering not only
the LQ model but also more advanced models including damage saturation at large doses and re-
oxygenation, aiming at advancing the understanding of the response of prostate cancer to very large

doses per fraction.

Materials and methods

Clinical dataset

The clinical dataset was created following a two-step process: initially, we expanded upon
previously compiled datasets reported in [5, 20, 6]; subsequently, we performed a systematic search
in Pubmed (in July 2023) for articles published after 2018 (the publication year of [5]). From each
study, we extracted the number of patients, the distribution of patients according to the risk level,
the number/percentage of patients receiving androgen deprivation therapy (ADT), the dose per
fraction, the total dose, the overall treatment time and schedule details (fractions per day, time
intervals between fractions), and the 5 year control rate, with control defined as freedom from
clinical or biochemical failure (PSA nadir + 2 ng/mL). Studies that did not report any of these
variables were excluded. Some studies included slightly different fractionations, and in those cases,
the most commonly used fractionation was included. If different studies reported on the same (or

similar) cohort with different follow-up, only the most recent publication was considered.

Overall, the collated dataset contained data from 19 studies (3258 patients). Our analysis was
conducted separately for low risk (IR) and intermediate risk (IR), resulting in 21 schedules (1643
patients) for LR and 22 schedules (1615 patients) for IR. A limited number of data were found for
high risk, but they were ignored because the number of schedules was not large enough to conduct
the analysis. Some studies stratified patients in more than three groups (e.g. “favorable intermediate
risk”, “unfavorable intermediate risk” and “very low risk”). In such cases, these results were
merged into a single group. The percentage of patients receiving ADT was included in the dataset,

even though this variable was not used in this analysis.

An overview of the schedules included in the analysis is presented in Table 1, with further detailed
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information is presented in Supplementary Table 1.

Radiobiological models
We used three different models to investigate the dose-response of prostate cancer to HDR-BT:

1. The LQ model: the surviving fraction of tumor cells after a dose d is [40],
—log SF,,=ad+pd” D

with a and 8 being the linear and quadratic parameters of the LQ model.

2. The LQL model: this model [19] includes a moderation of the quadratic term of the LQ model

with increasing dose, which is controlled by the parameter §:

—log SF o, =ad+2E (6d+e 3-1)
6 (2)

3. Stavrev’s model of reoxygenation: this model [41] relies on the LQ model, but with time-

dependent o and 3 parameters to account for reoxygenation during treatment:

alt|=a, exp|— ’ +a,[1+¢ || 1—exp _gtz)
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with parameters b and ¢ controlling the evolution of a(t) and SB(t). This results in a time dependent

a/f ratio, which due to the quadratic dependence of 8 increases with time.

Incomplete repair

Several schedules in the dataset delivered multiple fractions per day. In this situation, incomplete
repair between consecutive fractions may play a role in the response to treatment. Therefore, we
also investigated the possible contribution of incomplete repair by including it in the modeling. We

used the LQ with incomplete repair correction [42, 40]. The surviving fraction of cells following the
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i-th radiation fraction is given by:

i—1 i—1
log SF,=—ad,—pd;—2pd, > d,[ ]9,
p=1 ~ q=p (5)

t

0,=exp (_VAtq)"Atq “l Tl (6)

where v is the repair rate of sub-lethal damage (we will refer instead to the half-life of damage,

defined as Trepair = l0g 2/V).

Incomplete repair was also considered in the LQL and reoxygenation models, using an expression
identical to Eq. (5), but with a(t;) and B(t;) replacing o and f8 for the reoxygenation model (where t;
is the delivery time of the i-th fraction), and with an effective [-term replacing f for the LQL

model, which can be obtained from Eq. (2):

2p ~8d 4
==L _[5d+e % —1]
Beff d62( J

d8) 7)
Overall surviving fraction and proliferation
When delivering n fractions in an overall treatment time T, the surviving fraction is given by:
SF veqtment = H SF,; exp(A max(O,T—Tk))
= 8

where SF; is the surviving fraction associated to each fraction, and proliferation is modeled as

exponential with rate A after a kick-off time T;.

Tumor control probability and EQD2

The tumor control probability (TCP) was modeled using a logistic function [43],

TCP=

)
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where Dy is the dose corresponding to 50% control (in 2 Gy fractions), and y controls the slope of
the dose-response curve. The equivalent dose in 2 Gy fractions, EQD2, of each schedule is model-
dependent, and its explicit calculation for the models used in this work is shown in the

Supplementary Materials.

Statistical methods

We fitted the models to the clinical data with the maximum likelihood methodology, assuming
binomial statistics for the reported control. We used an in-house developed algorithm [14] based on
the simulated annealing method to perform the optimization (minimization of -log L, where L is the
likelihood). Confidence intervals (CI) for the best-fitting parameters were obtained using the profile

likelihood method [44].

Fits with the LQ model have five free parameters (a/f3, A’=Ma, T, y, Dso). For the LQL model there
is an extra free parameter, 8§, and for Stavrev’s reoxygenation model there are two extra parameters,

¢ and b. When including incomplete repair there is an extra parameter for each model, Tepair-

The space of parameter values was constrained to avoid reaching solutions that could be unphysical
or not supported by biological data, and to speed up convergence. In particular, dose compensation
due to accelerated proliferation was limited to A’ < 2 Gy day”, a limit well higher than the
proliferation found in [14], and the half-life of sublethal repair was limited to T,epair < 6 h. For the
a/f ratio, we employed two different constraints due to the discrepancies on the reported values
from external radiotherapy and HDR-BT: on the one hand, a constraint 1 < o/ < 100 Gy to allow
for large a/f ratios like those reported in [15]; on the other hand, a stronger constraint 1 < a/ff < 8

Gy to force a low a/p ratio consistent with many reports from external radiotherapy.

The Akaike Information Criterion with sample size correction (AIC.) was used to evaluate the
performance of the models [45]. The AAIC. of a given model compared to the reference model (the

LQ model in this work) is:
A AICT*"'= AICY! - AICT*" (10)
Models with lower AIC, are preferred, i.e. positive AAIC..

The implementation of the methodology was performed in Matlab (Mathworks, Natick, MA).
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Results

In Table 2, we present the best-fitting parameters and the goodness-of-fit (-log L and AIC,) obtained
from fitting the LQ, LQL, and Stavrev’s reoxygenation models (with and without incomplete repair
correction) to low and intermediate risk data. For these fits, the a/f ratio was allowed to lie in a
large interval (1 < a/f < 100 Gy). In Figure 1 we present the TCP versus EQD2 curves
(experimental data and model best-fits) obtained from this fitting strategy for the LQ, LQL, and
reoxygenation models without incomplete repair correction. 95% confidence intervals for the a/f

and 6 (LQL) are presented in Supplementary Table 2.

In Table 3, we present the best-fitting parameters and the goodness-of-fit for the same models fitted
to the same data, but forcing the «/f ratio to be low (1 < a/f < 8 Gy), as many radiobiological
studies in external radiotherapy support a low o/f ratio. In Table 4 we report the 95% confidence
intervals of the best-fitting parameters for the latter scenario. The analysis of the confidence
intervals, being computationally demanding, was limited to the LQ model with and without
incomplete repair correction and the LQL model. In Figure 2 we present TCP versus EQD2 curves
(experimental data and model best-fits) for the LQ, LQL, and reoxygenation models without

incomplete repair correction.

Discussion

The response of prostate cancer to radiotherapy has been extensively studied, and the consensus is
that the o/f ratio of prostate cancer is low [7-9, 13, 14]. This makes this tumor very sensitive to
fractionation. Many external radiotherapy hypofractionated protocols have been investigated for
prostate cancer [11]. Several studies have suggested that the LQ model may fail to describe tumor
response at large doses per fraction [16-18] (even though the why and the how are not entirely clear,
with different studies suggesting that the LQ may underestimate/overestimate the damage at large
doses per fraction). In fact, recent analyses of the response of prostate cancer to SBRT reported a

slight moderation of the LQ-predicted response at large doses [13, 14].
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The possible moderation of the damage with increasing dose is soft at the doses employed for
SBRT, and clinical trials of SBRT for prostate cancer still reported high tumor control with doses
per fraction up to 10 Gy [14]. This is not the case in HDR-BT, which is delivered with protocols
that are more radical than those of SBRT, reaching >20 Gy in a single fraction. This makes HDR-
BT an ideal scenario to investigate dose-response at large doses per fraction and the potential failure
of the LQ model at such doses. Several HDR-BT clinical trials have shown a marked reduction in
tumor control when delivering ~20 Gy in a single fraction [21-25], including very recent studies
[46] (not analyzed in this work). This important loss in tumor control is not supported by a low o/f3
ratio and an LQ behaviour at large doses: for example, assuming a/f=3 Gy and using the LQ
model, a 20 Gy x 1 treatment would be roughly isoeffective to 8 Gy x 5, and more effective than a
conventional 2 Gy x 37 (BEDs of 153.3, 146.7, and 123.3 Gy, respectively, ignoring proliferation).
This led Guirado et al. to suggest a large a/f ratio in a recent analysis of tumor response to HDR-
BT [15]. However, such a large o/f ratio is not consistent with many radiobiological studies that
found a low o/p ratio for prostate cancer. It may be that the LQ model is indeed not adequate to

describe the response to very large doses per fraction [16].

In this study, we investigated the dose-response of prostate cancer to HDR-BT from a dataset
containing 21 schedules (1643 patients) for LR and 22 schedules (1615 patients) for IR, with doses
per fraction ranging from 6 to 20.5 Gy per fraction (Table 1, Supplementary Table 1). Our analysis
specifically focused on investigating the L.Q and alternative models to characterize dose-response at
such large doses. Because the clinical data point to an overestimation of cell killing effect by the LQ
at large doses, we investigated the LQL model [19], which includes a moderation of cell killing at
large doses. This particular response at large doses could also be caused by the role of
hypoxia/reoxygenation, as originally suggested by Nahum et al. [10]. If re-oxygenation plays an
important role in the response to fractionated radiotherapy, extremely hypofractionated protocols
might lose tumor control. To investigate the effect of reoxygenation, we have used the simple
model proposed by Stavrev et al. [41], which accounts for reoxygenation through time-dependent o
and f parameters. Because several schedules in the dataset delivered multiple fractions per day, we
also investigated the role of incomplete repair on the modeling of response to treatment in each of

the three models under investigation.

We followed two strategies for data fitting. First, we imposed broad constraints on the values of the
best-fitting parameters. When following this strategy, the LQ proved superior to both the LQL and
reoxygenation models to describe dose-response, with AAIC¥=-2 and AAIC:“=-8 (Table 2,

Figure 1). However, in order to fit the data, the LQ required a large a/ff value (95% confidence
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intervals 28-100 Gy and 17-100 Gy for LR and IR, respectively; Supplementary Table 2). This
agrees with [15], who found a large a/f ratio (~23 Gy) from the analysis of a smaller dataset. The
inclusion of incomplete repair in the modeling of response to treatment does not improve data
fitting. For prostate cancer, studies have shown sublethal repair rates characterized by half-lifes
Trepair ~1.5-2 h [47]. The effect of such a repair rate would be small for times between fractions >6 h,

the typical time between fractions in the studies analyzed in this work.

The large o/f ratio obtained from this fitting strategy is not in agreement with many studies
analyzing dose-response of prostate cancer treated with external radiotherapy. Therefore, we
investigated a second fitting strategy where the value a/f ratio was constrained to be low, 1 < a/ff <
8 Gy. These limits were qualitatively set to double the 95% confidence intervals reported in Ref.
[14]. When forcing the a/f to be low, the results were quite different (Table 3, Figure 2), and the
LQL model became superior to both the LQ and reoxygenation models, AAIC.-?*~22 for LR and 19
for IR. Analyses based on the AIC typically demand AAIC>10 to state the superiority of a given
model [48]. Using the best fitting parameters of the LQL (a/f=1 Gy, §=0.48 Gy, for LR) the BED
calculated with the LQL model for a 20 Gy x 1 treatment (95 Gy,) is far less than that of a

conventional 2 Gy x 37 fractionation (184 Gy).

Interestingly, while the superiority of the LQL over the LQ is clear, the re-oxygenation model does
not improve the performance of the LQ model. This cannot be used to conclude that reoxygenation
does not play a role in the response to HDR-BT, and may simply be due to the simplicity of the
model considered. In particular, the implementation of time wvariation of o and f due to
reoxygenation is not dose/treatment dependent. The study of other more complex models
accounting for hypoxia and reoxygenation has not been addressed in this work. For example, the

models proposed by Kuperman & Lubich [49] or Jeong et al. [50].

The possibility that the LQ model overestimates the effect on prostate cancer of large doses per
fraction has already been discussed in the context of external radiotherapy. Refs. [13, 14] found
some evidence of a moderation of the LQ predicted effect with increasing doses. HDR-BT is
delivered with more radical protocols than SBRT, >20 Gy in a single fraction, therefore the
moderation of the effect can be more significant. Such radical hypofractionations are currently
under investigation in external radiotherapy, with Zilli e al. currently investigating a 19 Gy x 1
fractionation [51]. The results of this and future clinical trials will shed more light on the response

of prostate cancer to extreme hypofractionation.
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In this study we have focused on studying potential radiobiological reasons for the decline of tumor
control in extremely hypofractionated HDR-BT. A potential dosimetric origin of such low control
(target coverage, dose homogeneity) was not investigated. Recently, Kuperman & Lubich [52]
modeled the effect of target dose heterogeneities on the BED, and found that dose heterogeneities
reduce the BED compared to the homogeneous dose scenario, especially for hypofractionated
schedules. This effect might also explain the origin of the observed loss of tumor control for

extreme hypofractionation, and merits further investigation.

Our study presents some limitations. In particular, the limited number of patients/schedules and the
heterogeneity of the dataset may increase the uncertainties and potential sources of bias of the
analysis by including different studies that may use different margins, different dose constraints,
different dose calculation algorithms, etc. Another limitation was that we only analyzed a limited

number of dose-response models, as discussed above.

Conclusions

This analysis showed that the dose—response curves of prostate cancer to hypofractionated HDR-BT
(LR and IR) is well described by the LQ model if the a/f is large (~90 Gy), far beyond the values
reported in several radiobiological studies of dose-response of prostate cancer treated with external
radiotherapy. If the a/f is constrained to be low (<8 Gy), the LQ model cannot fit the dose-response
curves and the LQL proves the superior model. This is in agreement with recent studies in external
radiotherapy that have found evidence of a moderation of the LQ-predicted effect with increasing
dose per fraction. This moderation of the effect with increasing dose per fraction might affect dose

and/fractionation prescription for prostate cancer.

The origin of the loss of control of radical single-fraction HDR-BT treatments merits further
investigation: while in this work a reoxygenation model did not fit the data as well as the LQL
model, more complex reoxygenation models might provide better fits to the clinical data; also,
target dose heterogeneity may lead to patterns like those observed experimentally (loss of

effectiveness for extreme hypofractionations), and should be further explored.

Acknowledgements: This project has received funding from Ministerio de Ciencia e Innovacion,

10


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.12.24310000
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.12.24310000; this version posted July 14, 2024. 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 4.0 International license .

Agencia Estatal de Investigacion and FEDER, UE (grant PID2021-1289840B-100), and Xunta de
Galicia, Axencia Galega de Innovacién (grant IN607D 2022/02).

Declaration of competing interest: The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

References

1. Arcangeli G, Saracino B, Arcangeli S, et al. Moderate Hypofractionation in High-Risk, Organ-Confined Prostate
Cancer: Final Results of a Phase III Randomized Trial. J Clin Oncol. 2017;35(17):1891-1897.
doi:10.1200/JC0.2016.70.4189

2. Bryant CM, Henderson RH, Nichols RC, et al. Consensus Statement on Proton Therapy for Prostate Cancer. Int J
Part Ther. 2021;8(2):1-16. doi:10.14338/1JPT-20-00031.1

3. Wu YY, Fan KH. Proton therapy for prostate cancer: current state and future perspectives. Br J Radiol.
2022;95(1131):20210670. doi:10.1259/bjr.20210670

4, Stish BJ, Davis BJ, Mynderse LA, McLaren RH, Deufel CL, Choo R. Low dose rate prostate brachytherapy.
Transl Androl Urol. 2018;7(3):341-356. doi:10.21037/tau.2017.12.15

5. Mendez LC, Morton GC. High dose-rate brachytherapy in the treatment of prostate cancer. Transl Androl Urol.
2018;7(3):357-370. d0i:10.21037/tau.2017.12.08

6. Crook J, Marban M, Batchelar D. HDR Prostate Brachytherapy. Semin Radiat Oncol. 2020;30(1):49-60.
doi:10.1016/j.semradonc.2019.08.003

7. Miralbell R, Roberts SA, Zubizarreta E, Hendry JH. Dose-fractionation sensitivity of prostate cancer deduced from
radiotherapy outcomes of 5,969 patients in seven international institutional datasets: o/ = 1.4 (0.9-2.2) Gy. Int J
Radiat Oncol Biol Phys. 2012;82(1):e17-24. doi:10.1016/j.ijrobp.2010.10.075

8. Fowler JF. The radiobiology of prostate cancer including new aspects of fractionated radiotherapy. Acta Oncol.
2005;44(3):265-276. doi:10.1080/02841860410002824

9. Bentzen SM, Ritter MA. The alpha/beta ratio for prostate cancer: what is it, really? Radiother Oncol. 2005;76(1):1-
3. doi:10.1016/j.radonc.2005.06.009

10. Nahum AE, Movsas B, Horwitz EM, Stobbe CC, Chapman JD. Incorporating clinical measurements of hypoxia
into tumor local control modeling of prostate cancer: implications for the alpha/beta ratio. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol
Phys. 2003;57(2):391-401. doi:10.1016/s0360-3016(03)00534-0

11. Hannan R, Tumati V, Xie XJ, et al. Stereotactic body radiation therapy for low and intermediate risk prostate
cancer-Results from a  multi-institutional  clinical trial. Eur J Cancer. 2016;59:142-151.
doi:10.1016/j.ejca.2016.02.014

12. Datta NR, Stutz E, Rogers S, Bodis S. Clinical estimation of o/ values for prostate cancer from isoeffective phase
IIT randomized trials with moderately hypofractionated radiotherapy. Acta Oncol. 2018;57(7):883-894.
doi:10.1080/0284186X.2018.1433874

13. Vogelius IR, Bentzen SM. Diminishing Returns From Ultrahypofractionated Radiation Therapy for Prostate
Cancer. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys. 2020;107(2):299-304. doi:10.1016/j.ijrobp.2020.01.010

11


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.12.24310000
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.12.24310000; this version posted July 14, 2024. 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 4.0 International license .

14. Pardo-Montero J, Gonzalez-Crespo I, Gomez-Caamafio A, Gago-Arias A. Radiobiological Meta-Analysis of the
Response of Prostate Cancer to Different Fractionations: Evaluation of the Linear—Quadratic Response at Large
Doses and the Effect of Risk and ADT. Cancers. 2023;15(14):3659. doi:10.3390/cancers15143659

15. Guirado D, Ruiz-Arrebola S, Tornero-Lépez AM, de la Vega JM, Prada PJ, Lallena AM. A radiobiological study
of the schemes with a low number of fractions in high-dose-rate brachytherapy as monotherapy for prostate cancer.
J Contemp Brachytherapy. 2020;12(2):193-200. doi:10.5114/jcb.2020.94492

16. Kirkpatrick JP, Meyer JJ, Marks LB. The linear-quadratic model is inappropriate to model high dose per fraction
effects in radiosurgery. Semin Radiat Oncol. 2008;18(4):240-243. doi:10.1016/j.semradonc.2008.04.005

17. Wang JZ, Huang Z, Lo SS, Yuh WTC, Mayr NA. A generalized linear-quadratic model for radiosurgery,
stereotactic body radiation therapy, and high-dose rate brachytherapy. Sci Transl Med. 2010;2(39):39ra48.
doi:10.1126/scitranslmed.3000864

18. Song CW, Lee YJ, Griffin RJ, et al. Indirect Tumor Cell Death After High-Dose Hypofractionated Irradiation:
Implications for Stereotactic Body Radiation Therapy and Stereotactic Radiation Surgery. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol
Phys. 2015;93(1):166-172. doi:10.1016/j.ijrobp.2015.05.016

19. Guerrero M, Li XA. Extending the linear-quadratic model for large fraction doses pertinent to stereotactic
radiotherapy. Phys Med Biol. 2004;49(20):4825-4835. doi:10.1088/0031-9155/49/20/012

20. Zeng H, Dai J, Cao D, et al. Safety and efficacy associated with single-fraction high-dose-rate brachytherapy in
localized prostate cancer: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Strahlenther Onkol. 2023;199(6):525-535.
doi:10.1007/s00066-023-02063-z

21. Hauswald H, Kamrava MR, Fallon JM, et al. High-Dose-Rate Monotherapy for Localized Prostate Cancer: 10-
Year Results. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys. 2016;94(4):667-674. doi:10.1016/j.ijrobp.2015.07.2290

22. Barkati M, Williams SG, Foroudi F, et al. High-dose-rate brachytherapy as a monotherapy for favorable-risk
prostate cancer: a Phase II tria. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys. 2012;82(5):1889-1896.
doi:10.1016/j.ijrobp.2010.09.006

23. Strouthos I, Tselis N, Chatzikonstantinou G, et al. High dose rate brachytherapy as monotherapy for localised
prostate cancer. Radiother Oncol. 2018;126(2):270-277. doi:10.1016/j.radonc.2017.09.038

24, Kukietka AM, Dabrowski T, Walasek T, Olchawa A, Kudzia R, Dybek D. High-dose-rate brachytherapy as a
monotherapy for prostate cancer--Single-institution results of the extreme fractionation regimen. Brachytherapy.
2015;14(3):359-365. doi:10.1016/j.brachy.2015.01.004

25. Jawad MS, Dilworth JT, Gustafson GS, et al. Outcomes Associated With 3 Treatment Schedules of High-Dose-
Rate Brachytherapy Monotherapy for Favorable-Risk Prostate Cancer. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys.
2016;94(4):657-666. doi:10.1016/j.ijrobp.2015.10.011

26. Prada PJ, Cardenal J, Blanco AG, et al. High-dose-rate interstitial brachytherapy as monotherapy in one fraction
for the treatment of favorable stage prostate cancer: Toxicity and long-term biochemical results. Radiother Oncol.
2016;119(3):411-416. doi:10.1016/j.radonc.2016.04.006

27. Behmueller M, Tselis N, Zamboglou N, et al. High-Dose-Rate Brachytherapy as Monotherapy for Low- and
Intermediate-Risk Prostate Cancer. Oncological Outcomes After a Median 15-Year Follow-Up. Front Oncol.
2021;11:770959. doi:10.3389/fonc.2021.770959

28. Johansson B, Olsén JS, Karlsson L, Lundin E, Lennernds B. High-dose-rate brachytherapy as monotherapy for
low- and intermediate-risk prostate cancer: long-term experience of Swedish single-center. J Contemp

Brachytherapy. 2021;13(3):245-253. doi:10.5114/jcb.2021.105846

29. Morton G, McGuffin M, Chung HT, et al. Prostate high dose-rate brachytherapy as monotherapy for low and
intermediate risk prostate cancer: Efficacy results from a randomized phase II clinical trial of one fraction of 19 Gy

12


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.12.24310000
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.12.24310000; this version posted July 14, 2024. 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 4.0 International license .

or two fractions of 13.5 Gy. Radiother Oncol. 2020;146:90-96. doi:10.1016/j.radonc.2020.02.009

30. Tselis N, Tunn UW, Chatzikonstantinou G, et al. High dose rate brachytherapy as monotherapy for localised
prostate cancer: a hypofractionated two-implant approach in 351 consecutive patients. Radiat Oncol. 2013;8:115.
doi:10.1186/1748-717X-8-115

31. Nagore G, Lopez Guerra JL, Krumina E, et al. High dose rate brachytherapy for prostate cancer: A prospective
toxicity evaluation of a one day schedule including two 13.5 Gy fractions. Radiother Oncol. 2018;127(2):219-224.
doi:10.1016/j.radonc.2018.03.022

32. Yamazaki H, Masui K, Suzuki G, et al. Comparison of three moderate fractionated schedules employed in high-
dose-rate brachytherapy monotherapy for clinically localized prostate cancer. Radiother Oncol. 2018;129(2):370-
376. doi:10.1016/j.radonc.2018.07.026

33. Prada PJ, Ferri M, Cardenal J, et al. High-dose-rate interstitial brachytherapy as monotherapy in one fraction of
20.5 Gy for the treatment of localized prostate cancer: Toxicity and 6-year biochemical results. Brachytherapy.
2018;17(6):845-851. doi:10.1016/j.brachy.2018.06.002

34. Hannoun-Levi JM, Chand-Fouche ME, Pace-Loscos T, et al. Single fraction of HDR brachytherapy for prostate
cancer: Results of the SiFEPI phase II prospective trial. Clin Transl Radiat Oncol. 2022;37:64-70.
doi:10.1016/j.ctro.2022.08.007

35. Siddiqui ZA, Gustafson GS, Ye H, et al. Five-Year Outcomes of a Single-Institution Prospective Trial of 19-Gy
Single-Fraction High-Dose-Rate Brachytherapy for Low- and Intermediate-Risk Prostate Cancer. Int J Radiat
Oncol Biol Phys. 2019;104(5):1038-1044. doi:10.1016/j.ijrobp.2019.02.010

36. Yoshioka Y, Suzuki O, Isohashi F, et al. High-Dose-Rate Brachytherapy as Monotherapy for Intermediate- and
High-Risk Prostate Cancer: Clinical Results for a Median 8-Year Follow-Up. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys.
2016;94(4):675-682. doi:10.1016/j.ijrobp.2015.05.044

37. Rogers CL, Alder SC, Rogers RL, et al. High dose brachytherapy as monotherapy for intermediate risk prostate
cancer. J Urol. 2012;187(1):109-116. doi:10.1016/j.juro.2011.09.050

38. Patel S, Demanes DJ, Ragab O, et al. High-dose-rate brachytherapy monotherapy without androgen deprivation
therapy for intermediate-risk prostate cancer. Brachytherapy. 2017;16(2):299-305.
doi:10.1016/j.brachy.2016.11.002

39. Hoskin P, Rojas A, Ostler P, Hughes R, Alonzi R, Lowe G. Single-dose high-dose-rate brachytherapy compared to
two and three fractions for locally advanced prostate cancer. Radiother Oncol. 2017;124(1):56-60.
doi:10.1016/j.radonc.2017.06.014

40. Fowler JF. The linear-quadratic formula and progress in fractionated radiotherapy. Br J Radiol. 1989;62(740):679-
694. doi:10.1259/0007-1285-62-740-679

41. Stavrev P, Stavreva N, Genova B, et al. The Impact of Different Timing Schedules on Prostate HDR-Mono-
Brachytherapy. A TCP Modeling Investigation. Cancers. 2021;13(19):4899. doi:10.3390/cancers13194899

42. Wakisaka Y, Yagi M, Sumida I, Takashina M, Ogawa K, Koizumi M. Impact of time-related factors on
biologically accurate radiotherapy treatment planning. Radiat Oncol. 2018;13(1):30. doi:10.1186/s13014-018-
0973-6

43. Bentzen SM, Tucker SL. Quantifying the position and steepness of radiation dose-response curves. Int J Radiat
Biol. 1997;71(5):531-542. doi:10.1080/095530097143860

44. Royston P. Profile Likelihood for Estimation and Confidence Intervals. Stata J. 2007;7(3):376-387.
doi:10.1177/1536867X0700700305

45. Akaike H. A new look at the statistical model identification. IEEE Trans Autom Control. 1974;19(6):716-723.

13


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.12.24310000
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.12.24310000; this version posted July 14, 2024. 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 4.0 International license .

doi:10.1109/TAC.1974.1100705

46. Hudson JM, Loblaw A, McGuffin M, et al. Prostate high dose-rate brachytherapy as monotherapy for low and
intermediate-risk prostate cancer: Efficacy results from a randomized phase II clinical trial of one fraction of 19 Gy
or two fractions of 13,5 Gy: A 9-year wupdate. Radiother Oncol. 2024 1IN PRESS.
doi:10.1016/j.radonc.2024.110381

47. Nickers P, Hermesse J, Deneufbourg JM, Vanbelle S, Lartigau E. Which a/f ratio and half-time of repair are useful
for predicting outcomes in prostate cancer? Radiother Oncol. 2010;97(3):462-466.
doi:10.1016/j.radonc.2010.06.006

48. Burnham KP, Anderson DR, eds. Model Selection and Multimodel Inference. Springer; 2004. doi:10.1007/b97636

49. Kuperman VY, Lubich LM. Effect of reoxygenation on hypofractionated radiotherapy of prostate cancer. Med
Phys. 2020;47(10):5383-5391. doi:10.1002/mp.14343

50. Jeong J, Shoghi KI, Deasy JO. Modelling the interplay between hypoxia and proliferation in radiotherapy tumour
response. Phys Med Biol. 2013;58(14):4897-4919. doi:10.1088/0031-9155/58/14/4897

51. Zilli T, Franzese C, Guckenberger M, et al. ONE SHOT - single shot radiotherapy for localized prostate cancer:
18-month results of a single arm, multicenter phase I/II trial. Radiother Oncol. 2024;194:110181.
doi:10.1016/j.radonc.2024.110181

52. Kuperman VY, Lubich LM. Impact of target dose inhomogeneity on BED and EUD in lung SBRT. Phys Med Biol.
2021;66(1):01NT02. doi:10.1088/1361-6560/abd0d1

14


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.radonc.2024.110381
https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.12.24310000
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.12.24310000; this version posted July 14, 2024. 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.

TABLES

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Table 1: Overview of the characteristics of the schedules included in the analysis.

Risk | Number Total Number of Dose per Total dose Overall | Control at 5 References
of number of patients per fraction (range) treatment years
schedules | patients | schedule (range) (range) time (range) (range)
LR 21 1643 2-288 6.0-20.5Gy | 19-54Gy | 0-27days | 0.66-1.00 |[21-35]
IR 22 1615 16 — 284 6.0-20.5Gy| 19-54 Gy | 0—41days | 0.63 -0.996 | [21, 23, 25-30, 32,
33, 36-39]

Table 2: Best fits obtained with the LQ, LQL, and Stavrev’s reoxygenation model, LQsr, without or with (subscript SD)
sublethal damage incomplete repair correction, separated by risk (low, LR, and intermediate risk, IR). The table shows best
fitting parameters, maximum likelihood, AIC,, and AAIC, (referred to the LQ model) values. The symbol * indicates that the

best-fitting parameter reached the edge of the constraint window.

Parameters
Risk | Model a/p A T« 6 (0] b T repair D5 Yso |-log(L)| AIC. | AAIC,
[Gy] |[Gyday']| [day]l [Gy] [h”] [h] | [Gy]
LQ 100* 0.05 21.8 - - - - 16.17 | 1.00 | 48.19 | 110.37 -
LQL 5.0 0.24 29.8 0.73 - - - 16.64 | 0.96 | 47.37 | 112.74 | -2.37
LQsr 100* 0.09 28.1 - 4.2E-2 | 2.5E-7 - 16.21 | 0.99 | 48.11 | 118.84 | -8.47
LR LQsp 100* 0.11 27.6 - - - 0.17 16.62 | 1.04 | 48.05 | 114.10| -3.73
LQLsp 5.0 0.24 29.8 0.73 - - 0.00%* 16.64 | 096 | 47.37 | 117.35| -6.98
LQsrsp | 100* 0.11 27.6 - 0.00%* 0.00%* 0.17 16.62 | 1.04 | 48.05 | 124.10 | -13.73
LQ 80.4 0 - - - - - 15.75 | 0.75 | 55.71 | 125.17 -
LQL 1.0* 0 - 0.51 - - - 2472 | 0.78 | 55.40 | 128.39 | -3.22
LQsr 84.2 0.09 0.1 - 1.50 7E-7 - 1513 | 0.69 | 55.40 |132.81 | -7.63
IR LQsp 77.6 0 - - - - 1.00 1590 | 0.75 | 55.71 | 129.02 | -3.85
LQLsp 1.0* 0 - 0.51 - - 0.00* 24.84 | 0.78 | 55.40 | 132.81 | -7.64
LQstsp| 65.1 0.16 0 - 1.47 8e-7 0.724 17.00 | 0.80 | 55.02 | 137.13 | -11.95
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Table 3: Best fits obtained with the LQ, LQL, and Stavrev’s reoxygenation model, LQsr, without or with (subscript SD)
sublethal damage incomplete repair correction, separated by risk (low, LR, and intermediate risk, IR). The values of o/ were
constrained to 1 < o/ff < 8 Gy, to take into account the low o/ values typically reported for prostate cancer. The table shows
best fitting parameters, maximum likelihood, AIC., and AAIC. (referred to the LQ model) values. The symbol * indicates that

the best-fitting parameter reached the edge of the constraint window.

Parameters
Risk | Model o/ A’ T ) 0] b T repair Ds yso |-log(L)| AIC. | AAIC,
[Gy] |[Gyday']| [day]l  [Gy"l] [h”] [hl | [Gy]
LQ 8.0* 1.00 35.54 - - - - 41.0 1.84 | 60.21 | 134.43 -
LQL 1.0* 1.33 31.45 0.48 - - - 27.2 1.09 | 47.23 | 11245 | 21.98
LQsr 8.0* 0.60 28.93 - 8.5E-3 | 5.4E-5 - 41.0 1.84 | 60.15 | 14291 | -8.48
LR LQsp 8.0* 0.00 - - - - 2.75 42.8 1.72 | 55.29 | 128.59 | 5.84
LQLsp 1.0* 1.33 31.45 0.48 - - 0.00* 27.2 1.09 | 47.23 | 117.07 | 17.36
LQstsp| 8.0% 0.98 37.78 - 0.14 3.7E-5 3.62 40.9 1.33 | 54.34 | 136.67 | -2.24
LQ 8.0* 0.00%* - - - - - 39.0 1.43 | 66.67 | 147.10 -
LQL 1.0* 0.00%* - 0.51 - - - 24.6 0.78 | 55.40 | 128.39 | 18.71
LQsr 8.0* 0.00* - - 0.00* 0.00%* - 39.0 1.43 | 66.67 | 155.39 | -8.30
IR LQsp 8.0* 0.00%* - - - - 3.00 41.0 1.34 | 61.59 | 140.78 | 6.31
LQLsp 1.0* 0.00* - 0.51 - - 0.00* 24.7 0.78 | 55.40 | 132.79 | 14.30
LQstsp | 8.0% 0.00* - - 0.00* 0.00%* 3.00 41.0 1.34 | 61.59 | 150.26 | -3.16

Table 4: 95% confidence intervals of best fitting parameters for the LQ and LQL models without incomplete repair
correction, and LQ model with incomplete repair correction (LQsp). Results are separated by risk, low (LR) and intermediate

(IR). The symbol * indicates that the parameter value reached the edge of the constraint window.

Parameters
Risk |Model | a/B [Gy]l | A’ [Gy day] T« [day] 5§ [Gy'] Trepair [h] Dso [Gyl] ¥so
LR |LQ [7.1, 8*] [0*, 2*] [0*, 42%*] - - [36.0, 44.4] [1.4,2.3]
LQL [1*, 8*] [0*, 2*] [0*, 42%*] [0.10, 1*] - [12.3, 48.7] [0.7, 1.6]
LQsp [6.6, 8*] [0*, 2*] [0%*, 42%*] - [1.6, 4.9] [36.0, 47.3] [1.2,2.1]
IR |LQ [7.4, 8*] [0*, 2*] [0*, 42%*] - - [32.1, 43.2] [1.0, 1.9]
LQL [1*, 8*] [0*, 2*] [0*, 42%*] [0.06, 1*] - [10.2, 44.4] [0.5, 1.3]
LQsp [6.8, 8*] [0*, 2*] [0*, 42%*] - [1.6, 6*] [31.5, 45.8] [0.7, 1.8]
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Figure 1: Best fits of LQ, LQL, and Stavrev’s reoxygenation models to dose-response data for prostate cancer treated with

HDR-BT (low risk, top panels; intermediate risk, bottom panels). The a/f ratio was allowed to lie in a large interval (1 < a/f8 <

100 Gy). Clinical data (*) and 95% confidence intervals (bars), and modeled curves (solid lines). Single fraction schedules are

highlighted as red circles.
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Figure 2: Best fits of LQ, LQL, and Stavrev’s reoxygenation models to dose-response data for prostate cancer treated with

HDR-BT (low risk, top panels; intermediate risk, bottom panels). The «/f ratio was constrained to be low (1 < o/ff < 8 Gy).

Clinical data (*) and 95% confidence intervals (bars), and modeled curves (solid lines). Single fraction schedules are

highlighted as red circles.
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