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Human cancers are biologically and morphologically heterogeneous.
A variety of clonal populations emerge within these neoplasms and
their interaction leads to complex spatio-temporal dynamics during
tumor growth. We studied the reshaping of metabolic activity in
human cancers by means of continuous and discrete mathematical
models, and matched the results to positron emission tomography
(PET) imaging data. Our models revealed that the location of increas-
ingly active proliferative cellular spots progressively drifted from the
center of the tumor to the periphery, as a result of the competition
between gradually more aggressive phenotypes. This computational
finding led to the development of a metric, the NPAC, based on the
distance from the location of peak activity (proliferation) to the tu-
mor centroid. The NPAC metric can be computed for human pa-
tients using 18F-FDG PET/CT images where the voxel of maximum
uptake (SUVmax) is taken as the point of peak activity. Two datasets
of 18F-FDG PET/CT images were collected, one from 61 breast cancer
patients and another from 161 non-small-cell lung cancer patients. In
both cohorts, survival analyses were carried out for the NPAC and for
other classical PET/CT-based biomarkers, finding that the former had
a high prognostic value, outperforming the latter. In summary, our
work offers new insights into the evolutionary mechanisms behind
tumor progression and provides a PET/CT-based biomarker with clin-
ical applicability.
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Human cancers are genetically and morphologically het-1

erogeneous (1, 2). This is generally attributed to the2

evolutionary dynamics of different clonal cell populations co-3

existing in the tumor ecosystem and undergoing stochastic4

branching processes over time (3–5). Successively acquired5

driver mutations, somatic alterations, and non-genetic mod-6

ifications may confer increased fitness on certain cancer cell7

phenotypes, which subsequently outcompete those that do8

not experience such selection benefits within their microen-9

vironment (4, 6, 7). Cells with specific advantageous traits10

may not show uniform spatial distribution across the tumor,11

particularly in large tumors. In fact, trade-offs exist that12

preclude the occurrence of optimal phenotypes, as exemplified13

by the hallmarks of cancer (8), and thus only local selection is14

expected to take place. This produces the spatial phenotypic15

diversity found in primary tumors and distant metastases (9).16

Sustained metabolic reorganization during tumor progres-17

sion, due to bioenergetically very demanding processes such18

as rapid proliferation, is a major hallmark of cancer (8, 10).19

This gives rise to a global metabolic plasticity and fitness op-20

timization that confers evolutionary advantages under specific21

selective pressures, such as hypoxia (11). Positron emission22

tomography (PET) has been proposed as a way to assess 23

macroscopic tumor heterogeneity in human patients (12). The 24

technique is used in clinical practice with the radiotracer 18F- 25

Fluorodeoxyglucose (18F-FDG) (13), which is an analog of 26

glucose, and thus a marker of glycolysis (14). The altered 27

tumor metabolism leads to an upregulation of glycolysis and 28

an increase in glucose consumption (15). This happens even 29

in the presence of oxygen and is referred to as the Warburg 30

effect. Even though this process is energetically inefficient (16), 31

cancer cells may find it beneficial to satisfy the biomass de- 32

mands required by their high proliferation rates (17). This 33

is confirmed by studies that relate the uptake of 18F-FDG 34

in PET images to proliferation markers (18, 19). Therefore, 35

the spatial map of glucose consumption provided by 18F-FDG 36

PET images, as measured at each voxel by the standardized 37

uptake value (SUV), is of great utility in portraying the spatial 38

distribution of proliferation within the tumor. 39

The degree and impact of intertumor diversity and in- 40

tratumor heterogeneity in patients has driven the need for 41

quantitative frameworks to account for this variability (20). 42

We considered how the metabolic activity might be distributed 43

inside the tumor and how that information could be related to 44
18F-FDG PET images. Specifically, we looked at whether the 45

location of prominent proliferation spots, as measured by the 46

voxel of maximum radiotracer uptake (SUVmax), could convey 47
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information about patient prognosis. We did this by analyzing48

how these spots changed over time and space within the tumor49

in silico using two mathematical models of different levels of50

complexity. The implications of these results, summarized in51

the definition of a novel prognostic biomarker, were tested on52

datasets of breast and lung cancer patients.53

Results54

Phenotype variability supports a drift of the peak metabolic55

activity towards the tumor boundary. To describe the emer-56

gence of metabolic heterogeneity, we studied in silico a simple57

biological scenario assuming the tumor to be composed of a58

clonal population of cells that can migrate, proliferate until59

the physical space is full, and die. To account for phenotypic60

heterogeneity, a transition probability that a cell proliferating61

at a rate ρ could increase or decrease its rate was introduced.62

The mathematical model used was a continuous non-local63

Fisher-Kolmogorov-type equation (21) which considered tu-64

mor cell population to be structured both by a spatial position65

vector x ∈ Ω ⊂ R3, inside a domain Ω, and a proliferation66

rate ρ ∈ [0, ρm], where ρm is a maximum proliferation rate.67

Let u = u(x, ρ, t) denote the cell density function, such that68

u(x, ρ, t) d3x dρ represents the number of tumor cells that, at69

time t, have a proliferation rate ρ at point x. We modeled the70

dynamics of u(x, ρ, t) via the following migration-proliferation71

integro-differential equation72

∂u

∂t
= Dc∇2u+Dρ

∂2u

∂ρ273

+ (ρ− µ)
(

1− 1
K

∫ ρm

0
u(x, ρ′, t) dρ′

)
u(x, ρ, t). [1]74

The first term accounts for cell migration with a diffusion75

constant Dc > 0. The second term captures the effect of76

non-genetic instability, mediated by fluctuations in the prolif-77

eration phenotype occurring with a diffusion constant Dρ > 0.78

Note that the proliferation phenotype is a hallmark in tumors79

resulting from alterations in growth regulation (8). The third80

term comprises two main factors. The first includes the pro-81

liferation rate ρ minus a constant death rate µ > 0; those82

cells having a larger factor ρ− µ will tend to display a fitness83

advantage unless exogenous mechanisms (e.g. cytotoxic drugs84

targeting actively dividing cells) exert a negative selection85

effect on the phenotype. The second factor consists of a non-86

local logistic form with a carrying capacity K > 0. This factor87

represents the interplay between intratumor subpopulations88

with different proliferations competing for the available space.89

A number of quantities are useful for summarizing the90

information contained in Eq. [1]. The first is the marginal91

cell density n(x, t) =
∫ ρm

0 u(x, ρ, t) dρ, with typical radially92

symmetric profiles as shown in Fig. 1A. The second is the93

proliferation density M(x, t) (see Eq. [2] in ‘Materials and94

Methods’), which gives the spatio-temporal proliferation map95

and allows the tumor regions with high metabolic activity to be96

identified. Figure 1B depictsM(x, t)/K and shows how peak97

activity shifts from the tumor centroid towards the boundary as98

it grows in silico. This observed displacement, which was found99

to be linear with time, was quantified using two metrics. The100

first was the distance from the activity peak, corresponding101

to the point of maximum proliferation, to the tumor centroid.102

We named this metric PAC. The second was the normalized103
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Fig. 1. Non-local Fisher-Kolmogorov model [1] predicts a drift of the peak metabolic
activity from the tumor centroid to the periphery with time. (A) Normalized cell density
n(x, tj)/K at tj = 6, 12, 18, 24, 30 and 36 months (from left to right) for a radially
symmetric tumor. (B) Pseudocolor plots of the normalized spatio-temporal proliferation
density M(x, t) and profiles (inset) of M(x, tj) calculated at tj = 6, 12, 18, 24, 30
and 36 months. (C) Mean metabolic radius Rmet(t) and (inset) average proliferation
rate ρa(t). (D) Variation over time of the distance from the tumor centroid to the point
of maximum proliferation (PAC) and (inset) normalized PAC by the mean metabolic
radius (NPAC). Simulation parameters are listed in ‘Materials and Methods’.

PAC (NPAC), defined as the ratio between PAC and the mean 104

metabolic radius of the tumor, Rmet (see Fig. 1C), which is 105

thus size-independent. Simulations of Eqs. [1] showed that, 106

during the early stages of the natural history of the tumor, the 107

metric PAC was found to be zero or very small. However, as 108

the inner regions were filled with cells, PAC increased linearly 109

with time (see Fig. 1D). NPAC changed steadily from zero 110

to one, since the maximum proliferation spot can only occur 111

between the tumor center and its edge, indicating that this 112

peak will move from the central regions of the tumor to its 113

boundaries (see inset in Fig. 1D). 114

The simulations of Eqs. [1] revealed other noteworthy ef- 115

fects. Firstly, the amplitude of the maximum peak inM(x, t) 116

grew with time, meaning that tumors at later stages of their 117

evolutionary history have larger peak activity values. This 118

was in line with the frequently observed association between 119

SUVmax and prognosis observed for different tumor histolo- 120

gies (22, 23). Secondly, the distribution of the proliferation 121

rates displayed sustained growth towards higher values of ρ, 122

reflected in the average proliferation rate ρa (see the inset of 123

Fig. 1C). The growth of the tumor proliferation rate with time 124

(size) has been experimentally observed in other studies (24). 125

Genotype evolutionary dynamics supports the drift of tumor 126

peak metabolic activity towards the boundary. We next re- 127

sorted to a more complex and realistic biological scenario 128

accounting for genotypic alterations. We did this by consid- 129

ering a stochastic discrete model based on fundamental cell 130

features. At the cellular level, cancer cells can be characterized 131

by four deregulated processes: proliferation, migration, muta- 132

tion and death. These processes can be easily implemented 133

as rules in a discrete mathematical model to mimic the main 134

characteristics of the real system, with the drawback of facing 135

high computational cost, especially when simulating clinically 136

relevant volumes (25). To overcome this problem, we devel- 137

oped a hybrid stochastic mesoscale model of tumor growth 138
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DRAFT
Fig. 2. Hybrid stochastic mesoscale model shows that competition among progressively more aggressive phenotypes is pushed to the edge. (A) 3D volume renderings at
different time frames (from left to right: 78, 85 and 92% of simulation) of a simulation of breast cancer growth depicting clonal populations within the tumor. Color of cell
populations ranges from green (less aggressive) to red (more aggressive). Rates are: proliferation 0.0315 day−1, death 0.0157 day−1, mutation 0.0160 day−1, and migration
0.0235 day−1. (B) Central sections for the same simulation and time frames as in (A) showing the most abundant clonal population per voxel. (C) Central section of tumor
activity for the same time frames as in (A). (D, E) PAC progression for every simulation of breast cancer (D) and NSCLC (E). (F, G) Longitudinal NPAC dynamics for simulations
of breast cancer (F ) and NSCLC (G) growth, with individual runs colored in reddish orange and all-simulation averaged NPAC in blue; dark crosses depict the time points at
which each simulation ended.

that allowed clinically-relevant tumor sizes to be simulated139

while retaining the basic cancer hallmarks (24).140

The model was parametrized for two of the most prominent141

cancer types, namely breast and lung cancer (non-small-cell142

lung carcinoma, NSCLC). A summary of our available data143

can be seen in Table 1 in ‘Materials and Methods’. Muta-144

tional landscapes were constructed based on a simplification145

of their known mutational spectra. Alterations in EGFR and146

ALK, which are strongly associated with non-squamous lung147

adenocarcinoma, were considered to model NSCLC, while148

driver mutations in PIK3CA and TP53 were considered for149

breast cancer (26–29). Therefore, the mutational tree in both150

types of tumors simulated had two possible altered genes, lead-151

ing to four possible combinations or ‘genotypes’ that define152

four different clonal populations. Basal rates associated a153

characteristic time to each basic cell process, and mutation154

weights determined how these basal rates were affected once a155

given alteration was acquired. Mutation weights were taken to156

contribute equally for all alterations, and their effect was cu-157

mulative, so that a cell carrying two alterations simultaneously158

would perform basic processes with a double advantage. Thus,159

the stochastic mesoscopic model provided a richer scenario to160

explore intratumoral heterogeneity during tumor growth.161

We ran 100 simulations of breast cancer and 100 of NSCLC162

with random parameters uniformly sampled from the ranges163

in Tables 1 and 2 (see ‘Materials and Methods’). Cell number,164

activity (number of newborn cells) and most abundant clonal165

population were calculated for each voxel and time step (Fig. 2).166

Tumor volumes were measured from the number of voxels167

containing more than a threshold number of cells Nt (Table 168

1), and the mean spherical radii (MSR) computed from these. 169

As cells mutated in silico, new clonal populations emerged 170

with higher, more advantageous migration and proliferation 171

rates. These new clones increased their relative abundance 172

in the tumor, eventually becoming fixed in the system. As 173

the tumors grew larger, cell division occurred preferentially at 174

the tumor periphery. This was as expected, since inner voxels 175

became progressively filled with cells that prevented them 176

from proliferating. Voxels where the most aggressive clonal 177

population was more abundant were associated with spots 178

of maximum proliferation. Therefore, evolution was pushed 179

towards the tumor edge: cells with higher fitness (specially 180

those having higher proliferation rates) appeared farther from 181

the tumor center as they grew. At each time step, the max- 182

imum proliferation spot was identified as the voxel with the 183

largest number of cell births, and its distance to the tumor 184

centroid (PAC) calculated. Figures 2D, E show a monotonic 185

increase of PAC with time for both histologies. Normalizing 186

with respect to the MSR to get the NPAC showed that the 187

point of maximum proliferation was displaced towards the 188

boundary (Figs. 2F, G) in all the simulations performed. The 189

only difference between simulations was the time that the 190

maximum proliferation spot took to reach the edge. Thus, 191

NPAC was predicted to be a robust property related to the 192

evolutionary state of the disease. 193

PET imaging data confirms evolutionary dynamics of the 194

peak metabolic activity and validates related biomarkers. The 195
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Fig. 3. Analysis of NPAC in 18F-FDG PET images reveals well-behaved distributions with prognostic potential. (A,H) Examples of PET images for breast (A) and NSCLC (H)
patients in our dataset. (B,C,I,J) Two-dimensional slices from patients with small (B,I) and large (C,J) NPAC values for breast (B,C) and NSCLC (I,J) patients. The centroid of
each segmented lesion and the voxel of SUVmax are marked with a white cross and a green dot respectively. Scale bar lengths are 1 cm. (D-G,K-N) Histograms showing the
distributions of metabolic tumor volume (D,K ), total lesion glycolysis (E,L), SUVmax (F,M) and NPAC (G,N) for breast cancer (D-G) and NSCLC (K-N) patients in our datasets.

computational results suggested that NPAC might contain196

meaningful prognostic information. In the clinical setting, the197

metabolic activity distribution of the tumor can be evaluated198

by means of 18F-FDG PET, which reflects the biological pro-199

cesses taking place at a lower level (30), and is frequently used200

on newly diagnosed breast cancer and NSCLC patients. To201

confirm or refute the theoretical predictions, we performed a202

study on our patient cohort (see ‘Materials and Methods’).203

For each patient, the tumor was delineated in the images and204

the locations of centroids and SUVmax were obtained from the205

segmented distribution. The metabolic tumor volume (MTV),206

total lesion glycolysis (TLG; integral of the SUV distribution207

over the volume), and NPAC metrics were calculated for all208

tumors for both histologies. Two typical examples of 18F-FDG209

PET images from breast cancer patients are shown in Fig. 3(A)210

and (B), respectively. Small values of NPAC, with SUVmax211

close to the tumor centroid as in Fig. 3(B,I), were expected212

to correspond to less developed disease, in accordance with213

the previous theoretical framework. In contrast, the cases214

shown in Fig. 3(C,J) with SUVmax displaced in relation to the215

centroid, would correspond to tumors with a poorer prognosis.216

The histograms in Fig. 3(D-G, K-N) depict the distributions217

of MTV, TLG, SUVmax and NPAC for both histologies. It is218

noteworthy that the NPAC has a more regular distribution219

than the other PET-based measures, with definite values be-220

tween 0 and 1 and a centered mean (breast cancer: 0.51±0.18, 221

median 0.50; NSCLC: 0.43±0.2, median 0.39). It is clear from 222

Fig. 3(G,N) that at the time of diagnosis the point of maxi- 223

mum uptake is typically located away from the geometrical 224

center of the tumor. 225

The classical measures (MTV, TLG, SUVmax) are known to 226

be prognostic biomarkers in breast cancer and NSCLC (22, 23). 227

For these variables we performed Kaplan-Meier analyses on 228

overall survival (OS) and disease-free survival (DFS) (Fig. 229

S5). All of the variables had prognostic value in the breast 230

cancer cohort, but only MTV returned significant results (p- 231

value<0.05) in the NSCLC cohort. 232

We then tested the prognostic value of NPAC by Kaplan- 233

Meier analyses with OS and DFS as endpoints (see ‘Materials 234

and Methods’). Results for the best splitting thresholds are 235

shown in Fig. 4. For the breast cancer cohort, NPAC showed 236

robust results in terms of OS, with a best splitting threshold in 237

both OS and DFS of NPAC=0.499 (Fig. 4A,C). Interestingly 238

for OS, the most relevant metric, the C-index reached an 239

outstanding value of 1 (for DFS it was 0.899). Thus, no 240

patients with tumors having their SUVmax closer than half 241

the radius (n=30) died from the disease. In NSCLC, NPAC 242

separated the patients well, and the best splitting threshold, 243

NPAC=0.64, led to a C-index of 0.875 for OS. The separation 244

in median OS between groups was 57.33 months, while in DFS 245
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Fig. 4. Kaplan-Meier curves obtained for best splitting thresholds corresponding to
the NPAC metric. (A) Overall survival in breast cancer cohort. (B) Overall survival in
NSCLC cohort. (C) Disease-free survival in breast cancer cohort. (D) Disease-free
survival in NSCLC cohort.

it was 36.62 months.246

These results show the strength of the NPAC as a prognos-247

tic biomarker in comparison with the classical metrics. For OS248

in the breast cancer cohort, only MTV approached the per-249

formance of NPAC; however, the C-index for NPAC (C-index250

= 1) outperformed the result for MTV (C-index = 0.875).251

For DFS, none of the classical variables showed non-isolated252

thresholds leading to a statistically significant association be-253

tween subgroups. In the lung cancer cohort, the NPAC metric254

outperformed, once again, the prognostic value of the classical255

variables. Regarding OS, there were ranges of thresholds of256

MTV, TLG and SUVmax leading to statistically significant re-257

sults with best C-indexes of 0.736 (MTV), 0.682 (TLG), 0.658258

(SUVmax) still substantially lower than the value obtained259

for NPAC (0.875). Results for DFS were again similar, with260

only MTV and TLG achieving significance, with best values261

of 0.638 (MTV) and 0.607 (TLG), but still underperforming262

NPAC, with a C-index of 0.651.263

The results for correlations between the metabolic variables264

are shown in Fig. S7. NPAC was found to be independent of265

the classical metabolic variables.266

Discussion and conclusion267

Heterogeneity is one of the hallmarks of tumor malig-268

nancy (1, 2). Many mathematical models have been con-269

structed accounting for different aspects of the development270

of heterogeneity through evolutionary dynamical processes in271

a number of cancer types (31–33). We did not intend here272

to develop a universal mathematical model to describe every273

aspect of tumor growth progression, but rather to focus on274

understanding the basic dynamics of the peak of metabolic275

activity, due to the potential applicability of the results. Dif-276

ferent levels of complexity were considered in each of the two277

complementary models constructed, and both led to the same278

conclusions: (i) tumors would evolve towards higher prolifera- 279

tion rate values, and (ii) peak metabolic activity would move 280

towards the tumor edge as the tumor evolves with time. 281

It is interesting to note that conclusion (ii) (but not (i)) 282

would have been arrived at through the use of a ‘classical’ 283

local Fisher-Kolmogorov model (34). In the context of that 284

mathematical model, proliferation is inhibited in areas of high 285

cell density and higher proliferation areas would switch from 286

the tumor core to the periphery, as is observed in the context of 287

the non-local model Eq. (1). This is, therefore, a robust finding 288

of the study, and it is likely to occur in other mathematical 289

approaches. Conclusion (i) does not come as a surprise, since 290

the maximum metabolic activity obtained from PET images 291

(e.g. as measured by the SUVmax), has been known to contain 292

prognostic information in different cancer types (22, 23). Thus, 293

the fact that SUVmax has a prognostic value in the clinical 294

setting is compatible with the results of our models, where 295

the activity grows with time over the tumor’s natural lifetime 296

until a maximum value is reached. 297

Many studies have correlated either classical PET-derived 298

metrics such as MTV, TLG (35, 36) or complex spatial features 299

of the distribution of SUV values (37) with the outcome of 300

the disease. However, no study has analyzed the prognostic 301

value of metrics derived from the location of the peak of 302

metabolic activity. The fact that this simple biomarker has 303

a high prognostic value is remarkable and probably related 304

to the robustness of the biological assumptions behind the 305

mathematical models used to substantiate it. In fact, it is 306

natural to expect that the presence of more aggressive glucose- 307

avid cells, that might be unable to progress when located in 308

saturated areas near the center of the tumor, may be a risk 309

factor when placed in regions with much more capacity to 310

settle and invade. 311

In our study we chose to take the voxel bearing the SUVmax 312

as the location of maximum metabolic activity to compute 313

NPAC. We could also have used SUVpeak (the maximum 314

SUV appearing in the distribution when all the voxels are 315

averaged with their 26 neighbors), which is thought to be 316

more stable and to better define an extended region of high 317

uptake (38). However, SUVmax is often placed in the area 318

defined by SUVpeak, thus leading to equivalent metrics (39). 319

SUVmax is also easier to identify visually and is therefore easier 320

to use in clinical practice, besides being the simplest option. 321

The fact that NPAC provides an accessible and power- 322

ful prognostic metric could be extended in different ways. 323

Firstly, it would be valuable to look at whether changes in this 324

biomarker might provide a robust indication of an increase 325

in malignancy for initially indolent tumors (e.g. benign lung 326

nodules, low-grade gliomas, etc.) undergoing a malignant 327

transformation. Secondly, an intriguing open question would 328

be to determine whether the rate at which NPAC changes, 329

during patient follow-up, correlates with the occurrence and 330

fixation of specific mutations. Finally, it may be the case 331

that changes with time of this metric, after different treat- 332

ment modalities, could help in assessing the response through 333

sequential PET studies as a measure of how much NPAC is 334

reduced. 335

Mathematical and computational models are progressively 336

gaining their place among the tools that are used to study 337

cancer (40). In silico models based on evolutionary dynam- 338

ics may capture relevant aspects of tumor growth, and have 339
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been proven helpful in understanding tumor clonal heterogene-340

ity, one of the main hallmarks of cancer (41). Mechanistic341

mathematical models of different levels of complexity have342

been shown to provide biomarkers of clinical significance (see343

e.g. (24, 42–49). This type of approach provides a rational344

alternative to radiomic and deep-learning studies, where a345

mechanistic explanation is often missing. The study described346

in this paper falls into the former category, demonstrating that347

an informed understanding of the system’s emergent properties348

can shed light on the deeper roots of its working.349

It is worth mentioning that our mathematical approach,350

beyond its fundamental interest, has led to the proposal of a351

simple metric with high prognostic value that can be obtained352

from 18F-FDG PET studies. The NPAC biomarker was able353

to separate patients of breast cancer and non-small-cell lung354

cancer into two groups with significantly different survival355

(both overall and disease-free) and was proven to be more pow-356

erful than traditional 18F-FDG PET/CT biomarkers (MTV,357

TLG, SUVmax) currently used in clinics. This demonstrated358

that the geometric location of the peak metabolic activity, and359

not only its value, contains information of clinical significance.360

This study opens many new avenues for research. Firstly,361

the search for other biomarker definitions accounting for the362

location of peak metabolic activity. Secondly, it would be363

interesting to test our findings in other tumor histologies. PET364

is a mainstream technique, increasingly employed in clinics365

and in many imaging studies for which a broad spectrum of366

tumor histologies is available. Thus, the applicability of NPAC367

to other cancer types would be an interesting extension of our368

work.369

In conclusion, by using two mathematical models incor-370

porating evolutionary dynamics, we have shown that peak371

metabolic activity is expected to increase in magnitude and372

to move towards the tumor boundary as human solid tu-373

mors progress. On the basis of the theoretical predictions374

we have defined a metric, the NPAC, representing the nor-375

malized distance from the peak of activity to the tumor cen-376

troid, and validated it as a prognostic biomarker in lung and377

breast cancer patients using PET imaging datasets. The new378

biomarker outperformed classical PET-based biomarkers such379

as TLG, MTV and SUVmax and provides a notable exam-380

ple of mathematically-grounded research with applicability in381

oncology.382

Materials and Methods383

Patients. Our study was based on data from two different stud-384

ies. Breast cancer patients were participants of a multicenter385

prospective study approved by the Institutional Review Board386

(IRB). Written informed consent was obtained from all pa-387

tients. The inclusion criteria were: (1) newly-diagnosed locally-388

advanced breast cancer with clinical indication of neoadjuvant389

chemotherapy, (2) lesion uptake higher than background, (3)390

absence of distant metastases confirmed by other methods391

prior to the request of PET/CT for staging, and (4) breast392

lesion size of at least 2 cm. 61 patients (18% lobular carcinoma,393

82% ductal carcinomas, 100% women, age rank 25-80, median394

50 years) were included in this dataset. The TNM data were:395

54% T2, 18% T3, 28% T4; 28% N0, 55% N1, 6% N2, 11% N3;396

100% M0.397

175 patients (153 men, 22 women, age rank 41-84, median398

65 years) were included in the study from a dataset of lung399

cancer patients who received surgery in the period June 2007 to 400

December 2016. Histologies were 63 squamous-cell carcinomas 401

and 112 adenocarcinomas. Staging information was: 69 stage 402

I, 70 stage II, 33 stage III, 3 stage IV. The N staging was 107 403

patients N0, 46 N1 and 22 N2. All patients had M0. PET 404

protocol and machine were as in subgroup 1. The inclusion 405

criterion was established that minimal lesion size should be 406

greater than 2.0 cm. From those initial patients, 14 were 407

removed due to the unavailability of survival data. 408

The PET machine was a dedicated whole-body PET/CT 409

scanner (Discovery SDTE-16s, GE Medical Systems) in 3D 410

mode. Image acquisition began 60 minutes after intravenous 411

administration of approximately 370 MBq (10 mCi) of 18F- 412

FDG; the images obtained had a voxel size of 5.47 × 5.47 413

× 3.27 mm3, with no gap between slices, and a matrix size 414

of 128 × 128. The inclusion criteria considered only newly 415

diagnosed patients with availability of pre-treatment PET/CT 416

examination and a lesion uptake higher than background, 417

absence of distant metastases, and a lesion size of at least 2 418

cm. 419

18F-FDG PET image analysis and computation of the relevant metrics. 420

PET images in DICOM format were loaded into MATLAB for 421

the image analysis. In each image, the tumor was manually 422

selected and subsequently delineated in 3D by an automatic 423

algorithm. For all images, we evaluated the metabolic tumor 424

volume (MTV; volume of the delineated tumor), the total 425

lesion glycolysis (TLG; integral of the SUV distribution over 426

the volume) and the SUVmax value. The centroids of seg- 427

mented tumors and the distances from them to the position 428

of the respective SUVmax (PAC) were obtained. Considering 429

a sphere having the same volume as the MTV, the MSR was 430

calculated to serve as a linear surrogate of volume. We then 431

normalized the PAC of every tumor to the size-independent 432

NPAC metric. 433

Kaplan-Meier statistics. We performed Kaplan-Meier analyses 434

over these two cohorts of patients, using the Log-Rank and 435

Breslow tests to assess the significance of the results. These 436

methods compare two populations separated in terms of one 437

parameter and study their statistical differences in survival. 438

Specifically, overall survival (OS) and disease free survival 439

(DFS) Kaplan-Meier analyses were performed. A 2-tailed 440

significance level with p-value lower than 0.05 was applied. The 441

hazard ratio (HR) and its adjusted 95% confidence interval (CI) 442

was also computed for each threshold using Cox proportional 443

hazards regression analysis. 444

Splitting thresholds. For each variable, we searched for every 445

value splitting the sample into two different subgroups, satis- 446

fying the condition that none of them be more than 5 times 447

larger than the other. We then tested each of them as split- 448

ting thresholds through Kaplan-Meier analyses, obtaining the 449

significance results shown in Figs. S1-S4. The best splitting 450

threshold was chosen as the non-isolated significant value giv- 451

ing the lowest p-value in both Log-Rank and Breslow tests, as 452

described in Ref. (44). 453

Harrell’s C-index. To assess the accuracy of prognostic models, 454

Harrell’s concordance index score was also computed (50). 455

This method compares the survival of two populations of 456

patients (best prognosis versus worst prognosis) by studying 457
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Table 2. Basal rates and mutation weights.

Processes Proliferation Migration Death Mutation
Breast basal rates [days−1] 0.0133-0.04 0.02-0.0303 0.01-0.02 0.01-0.02

TP53/PIK3CA [%] 20-40 25-45 (-30)-(-10) 25-40
Lung basal rates [days−1] 0.04-0.2 0.03-0.2 0.03-0.1205 0.03-0.1205

TP53/KRAS [%] 20-40 25-45 (-30)-(-10) 25-40

all possible combinations of individuals belonging to different458

groups. Then, the percentage of right guesses is the reported459

result. Concordance indexes were computed using the non-460

censored sample and ranged from 0 to 1, with 1 indicating a461

perfect model (a purely random guess would give a concordance462

index of 0.5).463

Variable correlations. Spearman correlation coefficients were464

used to assess the dependencies between pairs of variables.465

We considered significant correlation coefficients over 0.7 or466

below -0.7 as strong (direct or inverse respectively) correla-467

tions between variables. In this way we were able to exclude468

possible confounding effects in our analysis.469

Statistical software. SPSS (v. 22.0.00), MATLAB (R2018b, The470

MathWorks, Inc., Natick, MA, USA) and R (3.6.3) software471

was used for all statistical analyses.472

Non-local Fisher-Kolmogorov model and simulations. The473

migration-proliferation integro-differential equation [1]474

in radial coordinates was solved numerically using the475

method of lines (51) combined with Newton-Cotes integration476

formulas to deal with the non-local term. In the simulations477

displayed in Fig. 1, the computational domain consisted of478

a radial variable r ∈ [0, Rmax], where Rmax = 7 cm was the479

maximum radius, and the proliferation rate ρ ∈ [0, ρm], where480

the maximum proliferation rate was ρm = 0.06 day−1. The481

number of nodes in the discretized r-ρ mesh was 350 × 180.482

Additional parameters were Dc = 3.5 · 10−4 cm2/day,483

Dρ = 1.3 · 10−8 day−3, µ = 4 · 10−3 day−1 and K = 8 · 107
484

cells/cm3. The initial condition consisted of a highly localized485

lesion with a radius of 1 mm containing 105 tumor cells and486

having a mean proliferation rate ρ0 = 1.7 · 10−2 day−1 and487

standard deviation σ0 = 3 · 10−3 day−1.488

The general expression for the proliferation density is489

M(x, t) =
∫ ρm

0
(ρ− µ)

(
1− 1

K

∫ ρm

0
u(x, ρ′, t) dρ′

)
u(x, ρ, t) dρ ,490

491 [2]492

and was used to compute the plots shown in Fig. 1B assuming493

spherical symmetry.494

In Fig. 1C, the mean metabolic radius was defined as495

Rmet(t) =
∫ Rmax

0 M(r, t) r3dr∫ Rmax
0 M(r, t) r2dr

, [3]496

while the average proliferation rate was determined via497

ρa(t) =
∫ ρm

0

∫ Rmax
0 ρ u(r, ρ, t) r2dr dρ∫ ρm

0

∫ Rmax
0 u(r, ρ, t) r2dr dρ

. [4]498

In Fig. 1D, the distance from the tumor centroid to the499

point of maximum proliferation (PAC) was calculated at each500

time step via expression [2]. The normalized PAC (NPAC) was501

computed by means of the ratio NPAC(t) = PAC(t)/Rmet(t).502

Table 1. Stochastic model parameters.

Parameter Meaning Value Reference
L Number of voxels per side 80 -

∆x Voxel side length [mm] 1 (52)
∆t Time step length [hours] 24 -
K Carrying capacity per voxel [cells] 2 · 105 (53)
Nt Threshold cell number 0.2 · K
N0 Initial population [cells] 1 -

Vend Maximum reachable tumor volume [cm3] 50 (breast)
120 (lung) (54)

Vdiag Tumor volume at diagnosis [cm3] 0.3-5 (breast) (55)
0.2-15 (lung) (56)
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