
Supplemental data

We developed a novel capacity for genomic radiation treatment planning by integrating the algorithms
for RSI, GARD and RxRSI into a commercially-available RT treatment planning system. The system
integrates imaging, biological and prescription information and generates a standard plan based on em-
piric dosing and an alternative genomic radiation plan based on the patient’s RSI, GARD and RxRSI.
The actual treatment plans used to treat the Moffitt lung cancer clinical cohort were not retrievable.
However the clinical prescription utilized, the genomic data and clinical outcome were retrievable via
our TCC database. We created a set of de-identified radiation treatment plans for post-operative RT in
lung cancer. We selected five base plans that represented common treatment areas in post-operative lung,
including central lesions, right and left-sided lesions as well as large and smaller fields. We then created
6 different plans for each of the five base plans to represent different biological conditions requiring
RxRSIs within the range observed in our cohort (48 Gy, 54 Gy, 62 Gy, 74 Gy, 88 Gy, 95 Gy). Example
DVHs for this method can be seen in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Genomic Radiation Therapy Planning: Optimizing and Personalizing RT dose with
RSI/GARD. (A,B) Standard of care and genomic plan for a patient receiving post-operative RT. (C,
D) The standard dose plan was prescribed to 54 Gy. Genomic planning calculates the RxRSI in this
example as 74 Gy.
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Normal Tissue Linear Model From Composite NSCLC Plans

In order to estimate the excess dose to each tissue, we fit a linear model of dose to PTV vs. dose to
individual tissues. These are plotted for each OAR analyzed in the combined model in Figure 2.Normal Tissue Linear Model From Composite NSCLC Plans 

  

  

Supplementary figure 2. A linear model to estimate impact of RT dose adjustment and normal tissue 
dose. Using the plans generated we calculated the mead dose to each normal tissue target across all 30 
genomic plans. A linear model was generated by blotting dose to PTV vs. mean dose to each of the 
normal tissues. The resulting linear equation was utilized to calculate an approximate mean dose to 
normal tissue on a per gray basis. 
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Figure 2: A linear model to estimate impact of RT dose adjustment and normal tissue dose. Using
the plans generated we calculated the mean dose to each normal tissue target across all 30 genomic plans.
A linear model was generated by plotting dose to PTV vs. mean dose to each of the normal tissues. The
resulting linear equation was utilized to calculate an approximate mean dose to normal tissue on a per
gray basis.

Excess dose groups

To esimate the overall error in dosing, we grouped patients by whether they were above or below RxRSI.
These groups are delineated in Supplemental Table 3, and can also be found in the supplemental spread-
sheet.

Further information on specific subgroup OAR dosing in our exemplar plans can be found in the
appended excel spreadsheets. In those spreadsheets, the excess OAR dose for each of the subgroups In
subgroup 1, the dose given is within 10% of the RxRSI In subgroup 2a in which patients received lower
dose by more than 10% than the calculated RxRSI. Adjustment of these patients dose could be done
within standard of care range (50-70 Gy). In subgroup 2b, similar to group 2a, patients received lower
doses than the RxRSI. However dose adjustments for these patients are outside the standard of care and
in many cases result in plans that do not meet DVH guideline criteria at our institution. In subgroup
3, patients receive a higher dose by more than 10% than the calculated RxRSI. Adjustments to dose on
these patients sometimes were set to a minimum dose of 50 Gy.
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Supplementary Table 4. Group 3 patients. In this group, patients receive a higher dose by more than 10% than the 
calculated RxRSI. Adjustments to dose on these patients sometimes were set to a minimum dose of 50 Gy. 

 

 

 

 

Supplementary Table 5. Estimating the impact of personalized dose adjustments (RxRSI) on normal 

tissue risk. Difference calculated as dose given  – dose received if adjusted to RxRSI. Positive values 

indicate increased risk when comparing empiric dose and proposed RxRSI dose. Negative values 

correspond to risk taken on if given RxRSI dose. 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Estimating the impact of personalized dose adjustments (RxRSI) on normal tissue risk.
Difference calculated as dose given – dose received if adjusted to RxRSI. Positive values indicate in-
creased risk when comparing empiric dose and proposed RxRSI dose. Negative values correspond to
risk taken on if given RxRSI dose. See attached spreadsheet for raw data.

Comparison of modes of clinical and TCC cohort RSI distributions

We used two different distributions in this manuscript. A clinical cohort of 65 patients treated post-
operatively with radiation after resection, and a group from the TCC database, an in house database
from Moffitt Cancer Center. We find striking similarities between the distributions, as we did in other
distributions in our previous work. We claim that these distributions are fundamental within populations
and disease groups. We plot the results of a Gaussian mixture model and report the mean and standard
deviation of each dominant model in Figure 4.

Figure 4: Comparison of the dominant modes of the clinical (subplot A, n = 60) and TCC (subplot
B, n = 1747) cohorts using Gaussian mixture modeling assuming two modes. The means of the
(nearly overlapping) modes for each cohort are: Clinical cohort 0.2957, and 0.4739, TCC cohort 0.2983
and 0.4707. The standard deviations of the two modes for each cohort are: Clinical cohort 0.089 and
0.016, TCC cohort 0.056 and 0.061.
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Step by step derivation of RxRSI

Relation to LQ Model

GARD and RxRSI are centered around the derived αg, which is absolutely defined with n = 1 and d = 2.
As of this curent work, GARD and RxRSI do not capture changes in β , and therefore set it as a constant,
and equal to the mean for a given disease site pulled from the literature. This is the crux of the analysis:
this parameter is derived from the genomics and the LQ-model (as a surrogate for SF2), and then is
subsequently used to determine overall effect of repeated doses.

Specifically, we define αg as:

αg =
lnRSI
−nd

−βd, (1)

which simplifies to

αg =
lnRSI
−(1)2Gy

−β 2Gy. (2)

Figure 5: Relationship between αg and RSI for the studied cohort.

Code Excerpt:

Here we show a snippet of the code where we calculate αg for each patient and plot the distribution
as a function of RSI. the rich heterogeneity of RSI is preserved, but transformed (Figure 5). The data
points represent patients used in the analysis, and this is an excerpt from the code we used for the paper,
demonstrating that the original computation. All code can be found in the linked github repository.

n_e = 1
d_e = 2
beta = 0.05
df <- mutate(df, alpha_g = log(RSI)/(-n_e*d_e) - beta*d_e)

Defining GARD2Gy

We define here a new term “GARD2Gy”. This is defined as the effect of a 2Gy dose of radiation in terms
of GARD. In spirit like EQD2, but with genomically defined effect rather than a one-α/β -ratio-fits-all
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relation. We also define ne as the experimental number of fractions (by definition 1 here), and the dose
(d) equal to 2 Gy. We therefore have

GARD2Gy = ned(αg +βd), (3)

GARD2Gy = (1) ·2Gy(αg +β ·2Gy), (4)

GARD2Gy = 2Gy
[
− lnRSI

2Gy
−β 2Gy+β 2Gy

]
=− lnRSI. (5)

For a clinical GARD (i.e. the GARD a patient experiences upon repeated doses of radiation, which
we will from here on denote GARDc), one would have to scale this by the number of fractions given, so
(assuming 2Gy fractions) this would yield

GARDc =
nc

ne
(− lnRSI), (6)

where ni where i ∈ {c,e} is the number of doses given in the clinical scenario, and the experimental
(ne = 1) conditions.

Code Excerpt:

Here GARDc is calculated computationally as a function of treatment dose and individual αg, plotted
in Figure S5 with each point along the x-axis representing an individual patient. RSI for each patient
(matched vertically between the plots) is plotted underneath in order to demonstrate the relationship
between between the two parameters.

df <- mutate(df, GARD_c = n_c*d*(alpha_g + beta*d))

Figure 6: (Top) GARDc vs. clinical dose for each patient (with associated RSI aligned (bottom).
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In our previous paper (Scott et al. Lancet Oncology, 2016), we hoped to capture the spirit of GARD,
a unitless parameter, which is similar to BED, but not mathematically equivalent, to enable easier tran-
lation into commonly understand clinical terms. The mathematical definition of GARD takes the same
form we use here, which is the same form as biological Effect: E = nd(α +βd). We therefore have

αg =
− lnRSI

ned
+βd and, (7)

GARDc = ncd(αg +βd). (8)

Derivation of RxRSI

Once GARDc is derived for every individual patient in the cohort (i.e. using each individually derived
αg and the actual dose of radiation received: ncd), a distribution can be visualized (see Figure 7(right)).

Code Excerpt:

The left plot below shows the Kaplan-Meier plot of the 60 patient cohort. The right side shows the kernel
density estimate of the calculated GARDc. These are the same values shown in Figure 2 (top panel).

km <- survfit(Surv(time,event) ~ 1, data = df)

Figure 7: All patients survival and calculated GARDc. A Kaplan-Meier plot (left) for all patients in
the clinical cohort and (right) a histogram and associated KDE for the calculated GARD for all patients.

Stratified survival analysis

This distribution was then used to find an optimal GARD threshold (GARDT ). Specifically, we find the
value of GARD which minimizes the p−value of the Kaplan-Meier statistic using the actual clinical
outcomes for the cohort in question.

Code Excerpt:

Cox proportional hazard models are shown below in order to briefly illustrate the relationship between
GARDc and outcomes, first as a linear variate () and then with the derived threshold value (). The hazard
function is visualized in Figure 8a.
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(a) (b)

Figure 8: Survival analysis stratified by GARDT = 33. (a) Hazard function with GARDc = 33. (b)
Kaplan-Meier curve stratified by GARDT . (red) Those patients who received less than GARDT . (blue)
Those patients who received in excess of GARDT .

fit <- cph(Surv(time,event) ~ GARD_c, data = df,x = T, y= T )

coef exp(coef) se z chi-sq p
-0.04 0.96 0.02 -1.82 3.31 0.07

fit <- cph(Surv(time,event) ~ GARD_c<33, data = df,x = T, y= T )

coef exp(coef) se z chi-sq p
1.23 3.44 0.51 2.41 5.80 0.02

The Kaplan-Meier curves in Figure 8b demonstrate the above described stratification with GARDT

as applied to this patient cohort.

km <- survfit(Surv(time,event) ~ GARD_c<33, data = df)

At this point, GARDT is a set, static number: a target biological Effect to achieve through
physical dosing, it no longer has the αg term in it. Therefore, when we define RxRSI, using GARDT

RxRSI =
GARDT

αg +βd
, (9)

Note here that the units of RxRSI are now Gy. For each patient, we calculate what physical dose
(nd), modulated by their biology (through αg) is needed to reach this target effect (GARDT = 33).

RxRSI =
33

αg +βd
. (10)

Code Excerpt:

GARD_T = 33
df <- mutate(df, RxRSI = GARD_T/(alpha_g + beta*d))
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Error propagation

It is well known that NTCP models are difficult to parameterize, and have significant error associated
with them. Propagating this error through our combined model is not straightforward and should be
the focus of a dedicated future study. That said, we have made a first attempt here to propagate the
error directly, though we caution the reader that this is a first attempt, and could be improved in future
iterations. In Figure 9 we show the cumulative error functions reported from the original NTCP studies.

Figure 9: Combining the TCP and NTCP models. (A) The cumulative distribution function of the
(bi-modal) RxRSI is a TCP curve (and approximates a sigmoid). (B) Probability of grade 3 or greater
toxicity with dose for each of esophagus (purple), lung (yellow) and heart (blue). Shaded regions repre-
sents 95% confidence intervals. (C) TCP (blue) corrected by NTCP (yellow) as a function of dose.

We then attempt to directly propagate this through our in silico trial, and find that the picture is fur-
ther muddied, see Figure 10. Our finding of statistical indistinguishibility is upheld, and even strength-
ened.

We then further attempt to propagate the error through to our proposed dose escalation trials in
Figure 11. In this case, the error propagates through and pushes our proposed trial from the significant
difference we found before the NTCP error was estimated to p= 0.065, calling in to question the finding,
and making a clear argument for deeper thinking about error propagation in this mixed model. Another
mitigating factor here is that we are not formally optimizing the planning in this situation, but instead
proposing a new mixed model formulation and illustrating its effects using exemplar radiation plans.
Formally optimizing over OAR dosing is the next important step in this work, but we leave it for the
future.
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Figure 10: An in silico trial of dose escalation using the competing outcomes model in NSCLC
matches the outcomes of a recent cooperative group trial. (A) Schematic of our in silico trial designed
to match RTOG 0617, with patients drawn uniformly at random from the TCC cohort. (B) A Kaplan-
Meier curve depicting penalised local control (pLC). The 60 and 74 Gy arms are predicted to have
statistically indistinguishable outcomes (penalized local control) through 5 years (p = 0.49). Shaded
regions represents 95% confidence intervals. (C) Using the combined model accurately predicts the
results of RTOG 0617 (p = 0.84,0.68 at 1 and 2 years, respectively).

Figure 11: Empiric dose escalation reached a local optima at 60Gy, but personalized dosing offers
significant benefits with current technology. (A) A radiation dose of 60Gy will provide optimal tumor
control for approximately 40% of the population, and escalation to 74Gy will only optimize a further
18.6%, while exposing all to additional toxicity. (B) A Kaplan-Meier curve depicting an in silico trial
of 60Gy vs. 74Gy, with escalation only for those the RSI based model predicts who would benefit
(p = 0.28 at 5 years). (C) A Kaplan-Meier curve depicting an in silico trial of predicted optimal dose in
the range 45-80Gy (p = 0.062 at 5 years). Shaded regions represents 95% confidence intervals.
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