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 86 

Abstract 87 
Purpose: Parotid whole-gland magnetic resonance (MR) T1 intensity, thresholded at the 90th percentile 88 
(T1 P90), has been previously reported to be a candidate MR imaging biomarker (MR-IBM) for improved 89 
prediction of xerostomia development after radiotherapy. Although P90 was previously derived from the 90 
parotid glands of T1-weighted MRI, in this study, we aim to validate P90 in an external cohort using fat only 91 
images reconstructed from a T1 Dixon MRI sequence, as well as determining alternative T1 intensity 92 
thresholds for potential qualification as predictive FDA BEST biomarkers of xerostomia development 6 93 
months after radiotherapy (Xero6m). 94 

Methods: MR-IBMs derived from T1 Dixon intensity-normalized scans from 76 head and neck cancer 95 
(HNC) patients were extracted from pre-treatment MR images. Scans were normalized to fat tissue, and 96 
imaging characteristics were quantified. A reference model and MR-IBM models were created using 97 
multivariable logistic regression to predict Xero6m. External validation was performed using the model 98 
coefficients described in a previous study. The area under the curve (AUC) of the resulting models were 99 
compared. Stepwise forward feature selection was performed to discover additional MR-IBMs for improved 100 
predictions of xerostomia. 101 

Results: The external validation of a previous model coefficients against our cohort showed decreased 102 
performance of the P90 MR-IBM model (AUC of 0.73 (CI 0.61-0.85)). The reference model exhibited 103 
improved performance when P90 was incorporated (AUC of 0.78 (CI 0.67-0.89)). Feature selection 104 
demonstrated the P10 MR-IBM provided performance improvements (AUC of 0.79 (CI: 0.69-0.90)). 105 

Conclusion: Our findings validated P90 as predictive biomarker for radiation-induced xerostomia and 106 
showed MR-IBMs derived from Dixon sequences can improve Xero6m prediction when compared to the 107 
reference model. Formal biomarker qualification should be considered for T1 sequences/relaxometry via 108 
formalized approaches. 109 
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 127 

Introduction 128 
In head and neck cancer (HNC) therapy, radiation damage to salivary glands, including the parotid glands, 129 
often results in salivary gland hypofunction and resultant xerostomia (dry mouth), associated with long-130 
term, negative impacts on the patient oral health and quality of life [1,2]. Normal tissue complication 131 
probability (NTCP) models have been established to estimate the risk of developing radiation-induced 132 
xerostomia. Previous studies have constructed NTCP models using the relationship between the radiation 133 
dose to the parotid glands and baseline patient-reported xerostomia complaints to predict post-134 
radiotherapy (RT) xerostomia outcomes [3,4]. While these studies have shown potential for predicting 135 
xerostomia, there is still unexplained variance in patients who receive similar radiation doses but have 136 
different toxicity outcomes. Thus, improving the prediction of radiation-induced xerostomia will assist in the 137 
advancement of personalized treatment options through more novel radiation methods such as MR-guided 138 
adaptive radiotherapy (ART) [5-7] and proton radiotherapy [8-11]. 139 

Biomarkers quantified from medical images i.e., imaging biomarkers (IBMs) can represent the intensity, 140 
textural, and geometric characteristics of a region of interest [12]. Utilizing IBMs has demonstrated 141 
advantages in improving tumor classification and assessment of patient treatment response [13]. IBMs 142 
derived from normal tissue have also been explored for their potential to predict radiotherapy-related 143 
toxicities. [14-15]. Specific studies have investigated the role in which the ratio of fat-to-functional 144 
parenchymal tissue in the parotid glands can be quantified through IBMs and subsequently used as 145 
variables for predicting post-RT xerostomia development [16,17]. While the aforementioned studies utilized 146 
CT and PET images, interest in developing magnetic resonance imaging biomarkers (MR-IBMs) has grown 147 
due to MRI’s exceptional soft tissue contrast properties. 148 

Previously, van Dijk et al. investigated T1-weighted pre-treatment MR-IBMs of the parotid glands to 149 
improve the prediction of late radiation-induced xerostomia [18]. The results of this study identified the 90th 150 
intensity percentile (P90) of normalized whole gland T1W intensity to be an effective predictor of 151 
xerostomia. However, unlike direct relaxometric T1-mapping, T1-weighted MR acquisitions are not 152 
inherently quantitative representations. Our prior hypothesis, that MR-derived fat proportion is a surrogate 153 
for xerostomia risk post-RT, suggests that semi-quantitative techniques might provide more accurate 154 
measures of parotid composition. 155 

The original method developed by Dixon of “simple proton spectroscopic imaging” leverages constructive 156 
interference to derive proportional “in-phase” and “out of phase” images that can then be used to derive 157 
“water only” or “fat only” images. The Dixon technique thus allows semi-quantitative measurement of T1-158 
intensity weighted proportional fat content. Dixon estimation of fat content has been widely used in other 159 
anatomic sites; our goal in the current study was to determine whether the previously identified T1W P90 160 
held discriminative in the context of a semi-quantitative scan. The purpose of this study was to validate 161 
T1W P90 for pre-treatment prediction of patient-rated moderate-to-severe xerostomia development 6 162 
months after treatment (Xero6m) when used with mean parotid gland dose and baseline xerostomia 163 
complaints, as well as exploring whether other MR-IBMs could provide additional classificatory utility. To 164 
undertake this effort, we executed the following specific aims: 165 

1. Evaluate the external validity of T1 P90 MR-IBM by external validation using the model 166 
characteristics described by van Dijk et al. on our independent cohort in DIXON MR scans.   167 

2. Determine the model performance of the Dixon P90 MR-IBM refitted to our independent cohort, to 168 
assess if the prediction performance of the reference model improved when incorporating the Dixon 169 
P90 MR-IBM.  170 

3. Identify alternative or additive MR-IBMs suitable for improving Xero6m prediction for potential 171 
biomarker qualification.  172 

 173 
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Materials and Methods 174 
Patient Demographics and Treatment 175 

The study cohort is a secondary analysis of a prospective observational trial cohort. The cohort is 176 
comprised of HNC patients treated at MD Anderson Cancer Center (MDACC) between May 2017 and 177 
November 2020. Patients were extracted from a prospective imaging/toxicity cohort under secondary use 178 
approval from the MD Anderson Cancer Center under IRB RCR03-0800, using data collected under 179 
protocol PA16-0302, “Using Magnetic Resonance Imaging (MRI) to Assess Mandibular and Soft Tissue 180 
Responses to Radiation Therapy” (NCT03145077). Primary trial eligibility included: patients receiving 181 
radiotherapy for head and neck cancer with a minimum dose to the mandible of >= 50Gy. Patients selected 182 
for secondary analysis included those who underwent treatment with radiotherapy with or without 183 
chemotherapy for curative intent and had no prior radiotherapy treatment, chemotherapy, or HNC surgery. 184 
Patients were treated with Intensity-Modulated Radiation Therapy (IMRT) or Volumetric Arc Therapy 185 
(VMAT). Patients were prescribed 60-70 Gy of therapeutic dose to tumor volumes over 30-35 fractions 186 
delivered over 6-7 weeks. Treatment planning prioritized sparing the parotid glands in the absence of loss 187 
of tumor coverage, with a primary dose constraint of <=26 Gy mean dose to the contralateral parotid, 188 
parotid V15<30%, and constraint of dose to ipsilateral and contralateral parotid otherwise “as low as 189 
reasonably achievable” given target volume location. Patients without pre-treatment or 6 months follow-up 190 
data were also excluded. All secondary image registration and data collection was undertaken under 191 
HIPPA-compliant protocol (RCR03-0800) with waiver of informed consent approved by The University of 192 
Texas MD Anderson Cancer Center Institutional Review Board. 193 

Endpoints 194 
The primary endpoint was patient-rated moderate-to-severe xerostomia 6 months after radiotherapy 195 
(Xero6m). Xero6m was evaluated using the MD Anderson Symptom Inventory (MDASI-HN) questionnaire 196 
as part of the Standard Follow-up Program [19]. Symptoms were assessed on a scale from 0-10, with 0 197 
indicating symptom absence and 10 indicating the highest severity of the symptom. In accordance with the 198 
MDASI user guide and the purpose of our study, moderate-to-severe xerostomia was defined as MDASI-199 
HN xerostomia score of 5 and higher.  200 
MRI acquisition and standardization 201 
3D T1-weighted Dixon images were acquired on a 1.5 T clinical MR-sim scanner (Magnetom Aera, 202 
Siemens Healthineers, Erlangen, Germany) with the following parameters: FA = 10°, TR/TE = 203 
7.11/2.39,4.77 ms, Pixel Bandwidth = 405 Hz/Pixel, FOV = 256x256 mm2, Matrix = 256x256, Slice 204 
Thickness = 1 mm, NEX = 2. The in-phase and opposed-phase images were linearly combined to form 205 
water only and fat only images.  206 

Fat only Dixon scans were normalized to standardize the MR intensities between patients using cheek fat 207 
as a reference structure.  First, at least 4 slices of the patient’s subcutaneous fat from the left and right 208 
sides of their cheeks at the level of the parotid glands were delineated. To stay consistent with the 209 
normalization process previously described by van Dijk et al [18], the Fat-only Dixon images were then 210 
multiplied by a set value of 350 and then divided by the average subcutaneous fat intensity value.  211 

Candidate Predictors  212 

Dose-volume histograms parameters were extracted from the parotid glands, which were segmented on 213 
the clinical planning CT. The mean dose delivered to parotid glands (PG Dose) was calculated and used in 214 
the subsequent models for estimation of generalized equivalent uniform dose (gEUD). 215 

The parotid glands were manually delineated on pre-treatment Dixon fat images. Delineations were 216 
observed by a radiation oncologist who had 8+ years of experience. The “Image biomarker standardization 217 
initiative” [20] criteria were used to define the definition and nomenclature of the MR-IBMs extracted from 218 
the parotid glands. Using MATLAB 2020a [21], a total of 105 intensity and textural MR-IBMs was extracted. 219 
Intensity MR-IBMs described the first-order features of the MR-intensity values, including the mean, 220 
median, minimum, maximum and root mean square. Textural MR-IBMs features describe heterogeneity 221 
between voxels by involving the spatial distance between gray level MR intensities. Classified as the grey 222 
level co-occurrence matrix (GLCM) and the grey level run-length matrix (GLRLM), these second-order 223 
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features quantify different directional gray level voxel pairs [22] and the number of successive voxels with 224 
equivalent gray level [23] respectively. 225 

Multivariable Analysis and Model Performance 226 
The statistical computing software, R was employed to develop the multivariable logistic regression models 227 
and conduct performance analyses [24]. The Regression Modeling Strategies package [25], an extension 228 
of the R programming language was used to provide a standardized and well-documented method for 229 
model building. The performance metrics evaluated were the area under the ROC (receiver operating 230 
characteristic) curve (AUC) and Nagelkerke’s R. The Likelihood-ratio test was used to assess whether an 231 
MR-IBM model was significantly different from the reference model. 232 

Reference Model 233 
A multivariable logistic regression reference model based on the mean PG Dose and baseline xerostomia 234 
complaints (XeroBaseline) was fitted in the study cohort. XeroBaseline was defined by the MDASI-HN xerostomia 235 
score from patients prior to treatment, dichotomized using a scoring threshold of 2, i.e., scores < 2 and 236 
scores >=2 corresponding to none and any, respectively. 237 

External Validation of P90 model 238 
External validation was performed on models fitted to the study cohort to determine if P90 could act as a 239 
reproducible and generalizable in xerostomia predictions. The reference (variables: XeroBaseline, mean PG 240 
dose) and P90 model (variables: XeroBaseline, mean PG dose and P90) were externally validated using the 241 
corrected coefficients established by van Dijk et al. [18]. Model characteristics used in external validation 242 
are described in Table 2. 243 

Model Update: Refit P90 model 244 
A model update was performed to refit the P90 MR-IBM on the study cohort. The statistical significance of 245 
the model coefficients was evaluated with a p-value <0.05. Furthermore, the performance metrics of the 246 
refit P90 model were compared to the reference model to evaluate changes in model performance. 247 

Model Variable Update: Feature Selection 248 
Feature selection was performed to discover additional MR-IBMs which could be effective in xerostomia 249 
prediction. To reduce the effects of overfitting and multicollinearity, pre-selection based on Pearson 250 
correlation was performed. To stay consistent with similar studies [14,16,18], if the correlation between two 251 
candidate MR-IBMs was greater than 0.80, the variable with the highest association with Xero6m was 252 
chosen. 253 

Stepwise forward selection was used to create a multivariable logistic regression model based on mean 254 
parotid gland dose, Xerobaseline, and all derived MR-IBMs. The statistical significance of the model 255 
coefficients was evaluated with a p-value <0.05. Stepwise forward feature selection was based on the 256 
largest significant log-likelihood.  257 
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Results 267 
A total of 76 patients were used for the study cohort. The demographics of the study cohort is described in 268 
Table 1. Most of the patients had oropharyngeal carcinomas (78%). A small number of patients reported 269 
moderate-to-severe xerostomia at baseline (5%). However, moderate-to-severe xerostomia reports 270 
significantly increased 6 months after treatment (36%). In addition, the average (±standard deviation) of 271 
mean contralateral PG dose was 16.34 ±13.2 Gy. 272 

Table 1 Patient Demographics 273 

CHARACTERISTICS N = 76 % 
SEX 

FEMALE 9 11 
MALE 67 89 

MEDIAN AGE 
(IQR±) 

AGE 58 (51.3 - 65)  
TUMOR SITE 

LARYNX                 2 3 
NASOPHARYNX 6 8 
ORAL CAVITY 3 4 
ORAL TONGUE            2 3 
OROPHARYNX            59 78 
UNKOWN 4 4 

TUMOR CLASSIFICATION 
T0 6 8 
T1 20 26 
T2 25 35 
T3 10 13 
T4 12 15 

NODE CLASSIFICATION 
N0 8 10 
N1 37 50 
N2A 4 5 
N2B 16 21 
N2C 4 5 
N3 3 4 
NX 4 5 

TREATMENT TECHNIQUE 
VMAT 9 12 
IMPT 25 32 
IMRT 42 56 

XEROBASELINE  
YES 4 5 
NO 72 95 
 274 

 275 

 276 

 277 

 278 
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Three evaluations were used to measure the effectiveness of the P90 MR-IBM. The coefficients of all 280 
models created during each evaluation are depicted in Table 2. The performance metrics of each 281 
evaluation are shown in Table 3. 282 

Reference Model 283 
The reference model based on mean PG dose and XeroBaseline was fitted to the study cohort data. The 284 
performance metrics of the reference model depicted an AUC of 0.76( (95%CI: 0.65-0.88); and a R2 = 285 
0.18).  286 

External Validation of P90 model 287 
The coefficients used in external validation (external.val) were described by van Dijk et al. [18] and listed in 288 
Table 2. While the reference model showed similar performance in AUC, there was a slight decline in the 289 
R2 metric (AUCexternal.val = 0.76 (95% CI:0.64-0.87), R2external.val = 0.17). However, when the P90 290 
model was externally validated, a reduction in the performance of AUC was observed while R2 showed a 291 
slight increase (AUCexternal.val = 0.73 (95% CI: 0.61-0.85), R2external.val = 0.19).  292 

Model Update: Refit P90 Model 293 
The reference model was updated by refitting the P90 MR-IBM variable to the study cohort. The model refit 294 
showed that incorporating the P90 MR-IBM to the reference model provided considerable improvement to 295 
the performance measures, by increasing model’s AUC of 0.76 (95%CI: 0.65-0.88; R2 = 0.18) to 0.78 296 
(95%CI 0.67-0.89; R2 = 0.26). The model refit was shown to be significantly different from the reference 297 
model (Likelihood-Ratio test; p = 0.024).  298 

Model Variable Update: Feature Selection 299 
The results of the stepwise forward selection indicated that the intensity MR-IBM, the 10th intensity 300 
percentile (P10) of the standardized MRI-units to the fat tissue contributed the largest improvement to 301 
model performance. The positive coefficient indicated that high P10 is associated with a greater risk of 302 
developing Xero6m. Fig. 1 showcases patients with high and low P10 values.  303 

The P10 variable was shown to be a significant addition to the reference model the reference model 304 
(Likelihood-ratio test; p = 0.021) and resulted in a significant improvement to the performance metric of the 305 
reference model, increasing the reference model’s AUC of 0.76 (95%CI: 0.67-0.89; R2 = 0.18) to 0.79 (CI: 306 
0.69-0.90), R2 = 0.26).  307 

 308 
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Table 2 Model characteristics of logistic regression models from external validation, model refit, and variable update evaluations 323 

 Logistic 
Regression 
Model 

Variable β Odds ratio 
(95% CI) 

p-value 

External 
Validation of 
P90 model 

     

 Reference Model* Intercept -2.859*   
  PG Dose 0.064* 1.08 (1.01–

1.14) 
0.015 

  XeroΒaseline 2.035* 10.50 (3.06-
36.06) 

<0.001 

      
 P90 MR-IΒM 

Model* 
Intercept -8.540*   

  PG Dose 0.054* 1.07 (1.00-
1.15) 

0.035 

  XeroΒaseline 2.063* 15.39 (3.56-
66.47) 

<0.001 

  P90 0.026* 1.03 (1.01-
1.06) 

0.006 

 
Model Update: 

Refit P90 
model 

     

 Reference Model Intercept -2.1295   
 PG Dose 0.0332 1.03 (0.99-

1.075) 
0.0988 

 XeroΒaseline 1.8253 6.20 (5.97-
6.45) 

0.0098 

     
P90 Model Intercept -4.823   
 PG Dose 0.042 1.04 (1.00-

1.08) 
0.051 

 XeroΒaseline 2.519 12.32 (11.85-
12.82) 

0.002 

 P90 0.013 1.01 (0.97-
1.05) 

0.032 

 
Model Variable 

Update: 
Feature 
Selection 

     

 P10 Model Intercept -3.844   
  PG Dose 0.039 1.04 (0.99-

1.08) 
0.063 

  XeroΒaseline 2.359 10.58 (10.18-
11.01) 

0.003 

  P10 0.0173 1.01 (0.98-
1.06) 

0.026 

 324 

* Denote coefficients used in external validation from van Dijk et al. [18]. 325 
Abbreviations: MR-IBM: Magnetic Resonance Image Biomarker; Xerobaseline: xerostomia at baseline; PG dose: mean dose to parotid glands; P90: 90th percentile of 326 
MR intensities; P10: 10th percentile of MR intensities; β: regression coefficients; OR: Odds Ratio; CI: Confidence Interval. 327 
 328 
 329 
 330 
 331 
 332 
 333 
 334 
 335 
 336 
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Table 3 Performance metrics of predictive models 337 

 External Validation* Model Update: Refit P90 model Model Variable Update: Feature 
Selection 

Reference 
Model 

P90 Model Reference 
Model 

P90 Model Reference 
Model 

P10 Model 

Overall Nagelkerke’s R2 
0.17 0.19 0.18 0.26 0.18 0.26 

 Likelihood Ratio 
Test 

- - - 5.04 
(p = 0.025) 

- 5.24 
(p = 0.022) 

Discrimination AUC 
0.76 
(0.65-
0.88) 

0.73 
(0.61-
0.85) 

0.76 
(0.65-0.88) 

0.78 
(0.67-0.90) 

0.76 
(0.65-0.88 

0.79 
(0.69-0.90) 

* External validation was performed by using coefficients derived from van Dijk et al. [18]. 338 
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 350 
Figure 1. Instances of patients with high (A–C) and low (D–F) P10 values of the parotid glands. Hence, the patients with a higher 351 
risk of developing xerostomia 6 months after treatment can be seen on the top row. 352 

 353 
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Discussion 367 
The current study explored the predictive value of 90th percentile of MR-intensities (i.e., P90 MR-IBM) of 368 
the parotid glands for late xerostomia in an external data set with fat only images derived from a T1 Dixon 369 
sequence. The P90 MR-IBM was previously identified by van Dijk et al. in a T1-weighted TSE sequence 370 
[18], indicated the P90 MR-IBM could be used to improve xerostomia prediction 12 months after 371 
radiotherapy compared to a reference model, which only utilized mean parotid gland dose and baseline 372 
xerostomia complaints. Specifically, higher P90 values were associated with a higher risk of developing 373 
xerostomia. Although MR-IBMs have shown promise in improving xerostomia predictions, the wide variety 374 
of MRI sequence types introduce an unmet opportunity to validate previously described MR-IBMs in 375 
different sequences. 376 

Similar studies have investigated using the fat-to-functional parenchymal parotid tissue ratio, quantified 377 
through IBMs as an indicator for radiation-induced xerostomia predictions [16,17]. These studies utilized 378 
IBMs derived from CT and 18FDG PET imaging modalities, resulting in findings that suggested that IBMs 379 
characterizing increased heterogeneous CT intensity and low metabolic 18FDG-PET of the parotid glands 380 
were associated with a higher risk of xerostomia development 12 months after radiotherapy.  The 381 
advantage MR provides over CT and PET imaging is that the acquired image offers high soft-tissue 382 
contrast without utilizing ionizing radiation. Moreover, when identifying IBMs for improving radiation-383 
induced xerostomia predictions, MR-IBMs have been shown to outperform CT-IBMs. A study performed by 384 
Sheikh et al. developed multiple logistic regression models predicting xerostomia 3 months after 385 
radiotherapy. The results of the study revealed that incorporating the MR-IBMs of the salivary glands along 386 
with dosimetric parameters, provided superior improvement in model performance when compared to 387 
models which utilized CT-IBMs [11]. 388 

The current study is based on the Dixon technique, which is unique to other fat suppression methods as it 389 
can reconstruct uniform fat and water images in post-processing [26]. Taking advantage of their differing 390 
chemical shifts, the in-phase and opposed-phase Dixon sequences can be linearly combined to produce 391 
images that suppressed water signal, thus assessing fat content semi-quantitatively. While the Dixon 392 
sequences have been used to evaluate chronic sacroiliitis and muscular dystrophy [28,29], to our 393 
knowledge, this sequence is less explored in radiation-induced xerostomia. A study conducted by Rosen et 394 
al. illustrated the use of fat fraction changes in the parotid gland measured by Dixon imaging during the 395 
beginning stages of radiotherapy as a viable variable for improving acute xerostomia prediction [30]. Since 396 
the Dixon fat only images are superior to T1-weighted images in fat quantification [27], we hypothesize that 397 
the P90 MR-IBM derived from pre-treatment T1 Dixon fat scans can be used to investigate the relationship 398 
between fat-to-functional parotid tissue and radiation-induced xerostomia by providing improvements to the 399 
performance metrics of post-RT xerostomia prediction models. The results of our study demonstrated 400 
improvements in model performance when the P90 MR-IBM was incorporated into the model, thus 401 
confirming our hypothesis. Furthermore, our study highlighted the capabilities of intensity MR-IBMs as a 402 
predictor variable by suggesting the P10 MR-IBM through feature selection. 403 

Three evaluations were performed to investigate whether the P90 MR-IBM was also predictive in an 404 
independent cohort with a similar, yet distinct, T1 Dixon MR sequence. Our first evaluation showed that the 405 
recently published MR-IBM NTCP model [18] that was developed on T1-TSE MR scans, could not be 406 
directly validated in our cohort with the P90 MR-IBM extracted from the T1 Dixon fat images. An important 407 
distinction in the purpose of this evaluation was to validate the P90 MR-IBM described by van Dijk et al. 408 
and not directly validate the prediction model. The external validation results of the current study’s 409 
reference model against the reference model coefficients described by van Dijk et al. [18] revealed similar 410 
performance metrics. This suggests that the reference models based on mean parotid gland dose and 411 
baseline xerostomia complaints are generalizable across the different study populations. The decrease in 412 
the performance metrics of the reference model (AUCexternal.val = 0.76) compared to the P90 model 413 
(AUCexternal.val = 0.73) suggests that the P90 MR-IBM may not perform as well across study populations. 414 
The decrease in performance could be explained by how P90 is assessed in the different MR sequences. 415 
While the differences may have had a detrimental effect on the validation evaluation, the goal of the study 416 
was achieved by the refit and feature selection evaluations respectively. 417 
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The results of our second evaluation, the model update showed that P90 alone was not significantly 418 
associated with Xero6m. However, P90 was significantly associated with Xero6m when used in conjunction 419 
with the mean parotid dose and baseline complaints. The addition of the P90 MR-IBM improved the 420 
performance measure of the reference model (AUC of 0.76 increased to 0.78). The findings suggest that 421 
P90 can be used as a pre-treatment MR-IBM to improve the prediction of radiation-induced xerostomia. 422 
Furthermore, our results complement previous studies by also demonstrating the fat-to-functional 423 
parenchymal parotid tissue ratio as an indicator for radiation-induced xerostomia predictions [16-18]. 424 

Stepwise forward selection showed the intensity MR-IBM P10 as the variable which provided the most 425 
significant improvement to model performance. P10 indicates the 10th percentile of the MR-intensities of 426 
the parotid glands. The model coefficients suggest that higher P10 values were associated with a higher 427 
risk of developing xerostomia. Univariable analysis showed that P10 alone did not show a significant 428 
association with Xero6m. Nevertheless, P10 was significantly associated with Xero6m when used in 429 
combination with mean parotid dose and baseline complaints. Incorporating P10 improved the performance 430 
measure of the reference model (AUC increased from 0.76 to 0.79). Since P10 is used as a surrogate 431 
variable to assess the predisposed fat content of the parotid gland, these findings indicate that fat content 432 
alone does not improve radiation-induced xerostomia predictions, thus the involvement of clinical and 433 
dosimetric information is still necessary. 434 

The PG Dose variable, indicating the mean dose to the parotid glands was not significantly associated with 435 
Xero6m. Furthermore, PG Dose was not a statistically significant variable included in the reference and MR-436 
IBM models (both P90 and P10 models). However, these finding reinforces our need to explore radiation-437 
induced xerostomia toxicity prediction by demonstrating radiation dose delivered to the parotid glands may 438 
not explain the variation among patients who develop radiation-induced xerostomia. 439 

Although the performance metrics show higher AUC improvement when incorporating P10 440 
compared to the P90 (AUC 0.79 and AUC 0.78 respectively) until a validation study is performed our 441 
findings cannot indicate P10 as a superior variable for improving radiation-induced xerostomia predictions. 442 
While the P90 and P10 MR-IBMs both measure the MR-intensity percentiles, they are fundamentally 443 
different as they represent an intensity value higher than 90% and higher than 10% of the parotid glands 444 
respectively. The P90 MR-IBM suggest that patients are associated with a higher risk of developing 445 
radiation-induced xerostomia if 10% of their parotid gland volume contains high-intensity values. 446 
Meanwhile, the P10 MR-IBM suggest that patients are associated with a higher risk of developing 447 
radiation-induced xerostomia if 90% of their parotid glands contain high-intensity values. Due to the 448 
normalization process during the MRI standardization, both P90 and P10 MR-IBMs still suggest that higher 449 
intensity values are associated with a higher fat concentration in the parotid glands and thus a higher risk 450 
of developing xerostomia 6 months after treatment. Furthermore, our findings complement the findings of 451 
van Dijk’s study [18], by demonstrating that intensity-based MR-IBMs may be used to improve radiation-452 
induced xerostomia predictions. 453 

There are several differences between the study conducted by van Dijk et al. [18] and our current study 454 
which should be discussed. The current study is composed of patients treated in the United States, which 455 
has different treatment planning practices than patients used in van Dijk’s study which consisted of 456 
European treated patients. Moreover, the grading scales for patient-rated xerostomia scores were different 457 
as the current study used a 0-10 scale MDASI-HN questionnaire and van Dijk’s study used a 4-point Likert 458 
scale of the EORTC QLQ-H&N35 questionnaire. However, the differences in grading scales seemed to 459 
have little impact likely due to the thresholds used to dichotomize groups i.e. baseline xerostomia 460 
complaints and postRT xerostomia complaints. An additional difference between the two studies is that the 461 
endpoint of the current study evaluated xerostomia development 6 months after treatment and van Dijk et 462 
al. evaluated xerostomia development 12 months after treatment. The external validation in the reference 463 
model implies that these differences had no impact on the findings of the evaluation. Differences that 464 
impacted the results of the external validation were observed in the decreased performance metric 465 
validating the P90 MR-IBM model. 466 

A crucial goal of this study was to expand our understanding of how integrating MR-IBMs could improve 467 
our predictions of radiation-induced toxicity in HNC patients. While the findings of this study provided 468 
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supplementary steps, future studies could be incorporated to further achieve this goal. For instance, this 469 
study focused on deriving MR-IBMs from the parotid glands however, other salivary secretion glands could 470 
provide additional information useful to xerostomia prediction. Moreover, investigating MR-IBMs from 471 
additional timepoints i.e. mid-RT and post-RT, and involving subsequent MRI sequences such as DWI and 472 
DCE could support the usefulness of MR-IBMs in prediction models. 473 

Conclusion 474 
In conclusion, this study validated the novel P90 intensity MR-IBM by deriving it from the T1 Dixon fat only 475 
MR images and evaluating its inclusion in model performance. Additionally, the results of this study support 476 
the hypothesis that a high concentration of fat in the parotid glands, quantified by intensity MR-IBMs, is 477 
related to a higher risk of Xero6m. The Xero6m prediction model based on mean parotid dose and baseline 478 
xerostomia complaints showed performance improvements when incorporating MR-IBM P90, thus 479 
complementing the findings of previous studies. Furthermore, our findings showed the P10 intensity MR-480 
IBM to provide further improvement to model performance. While this study provides additional merit to the 481 
P90 intensity MR-IBM and the fat-to-functional parotid tissue hypothesis, we hope that our study 482 
encourages more exploration in incorporating MR-IBMs into clinical prediction models. 483 
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