
 

 

 

Abstract—Radiotherapy is an integral part of treatment for many 

patients with breast cancer. However, side effects can occur, e.g., 

fibrosis or erythema. If patients at higher risks of radiation-induced 

side effects could be identified before treatment, they could be given 

more individual information about the risks and benefits of 

radiotherapy. We hypothesize that breast density is correlated with 

the risk of side effects and present a novel method for automatic 

evaluation based on radiotherapy planning CT scans. Methods: 799 

supine CT scans of breast radiotherapy patients were available from 

the REQUITE dataset (www.requite.eu). The methodology was first 

established in a subset of 114 patients (cohort 1) before being applied 

to the whole dataset (cohort 2). All patients were scanned in the 

supine position, with arms up, and the treated breast (ipsilateral) was 

identified. Manual experts contour available in 96 patients for both 

the ipsilateral and contralateral breast in cohort 1. Breast tissue was 

segmented using atlas-based automatic contouring software, 

ADMIRE® v3.4 (Elekta AB, Sweden). Once validated, the automatic 

segmentation method was applied to cohort 2. Breast density was 

then investigated by thresholding voxels within the contours, using 

Otsu threshold and pixel intensity ranges based on Hounsfield units (-

200 to -100 for fatty tissue, and -99 to +100 for fibro-glandular 

tissue). Volumetric breast density (VBD) was defined as volume of 

fibro-glandular tissue / (volume of fibro-glandular tissue + volume of 

fatty tissue). A sensitivity analysis was performed to verify whether 

calculated VBD was affected by choice of breast contour. In addition, 

we investigated correlation between volumetric breast density (VBD) 

and patient age and breast size. VBD values were compared between 

ipsilateral and contralateral breast contours. Results: Estimated VBD 

values were 0.40 (range 0.17-0.91) in cohort 1, and 0.43 (0.096-0.99) 

in cohort 2. We observed ipsilateral breasts to be denser than 

contralateral breasts. Breast density was negatively associated with 

breast volume (Spearman: R=-0.5, p-value < 2.2e-16) and age 

(Spearman: R=-0.24, p-value = 4.6e-10). Conclusion: VBD estimates 

could be obtained automatically on a large CT dataset. Breast density 

may not entirely be explained from variables such as patients’ age or 

breast volume. Future work will focus on assessing the usefulness of 

VBD as a predictive variable for radiation-induced side effects. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

t is a widely accepted notion that breast cancer risks can be 

predicted by breast density. Recent studies found that 

women with a mammographic density percentage above 50% 

tend to have a higher breast cancer risk which could be 1.8 to 

6.0 times that of women with very lower breast density [1]. 

Also changes in breast density over time have been associated 

with changes in cancer risk [2]–[5]. Some studies that suggest 

that dietary factors, hormone exposure and reproductive 

factors are associated with breast density [6]-[11]. Other 

research reveals an association between higher mammography 

density and longer use of hormone therapy [12]. The breast is 

made of three main constituents: skin, fat and fibro glandular 

tissue [13]. Research comparing breast density reading from 

CT scans to mammograms for same patient revealed 

consistency between densities from the two imaging 

modalities. It was also suggested from preliminary results that 

upon further validation, breast density calculated from CTs 

could provide additional information about breast cancer risks 

[14], [15]. Other studies have revealed an increase in BI-

RADS density category over a three-year period is associated 

with an increase in breast cancer risk and the vice versa [4]. 

Breast density has been proven in several studies as a key risk 

factor for breast cancer development [2], [16]-[18]. An 

important question of how best to determine which breast 

composition is dense remains unanswered. Current qualitative 

means of breast density measurements include the BI-RADS 

category. This mammographic density categories, based on 

considerable inter-observer variability categorizes density as 

percentages in its 4th edition [19]-[21]. In a study conducted 

to evaluate volumetric breast density correlation to qualitative 

BI-RADS categories, a good correlation was found between 

the two methods where the BI-RADS density categories were 

assigned by two radiologists [22]. It was therefore concluded 

that fully automated volumetric method may be used to 

quantify breast density on routine mammography. However, in 

another study [23], the correlation between BI-RADS scores 

from European radiologists and volumetric density only 

showed a moderate agreement between the two metrics of 

breast density assessment. Thus, though volumetric breast 

densities have proven to be useful, further investigation could 

help to fully understand how they may differ in breast density 

interpretation compared to the BI-RADS category [19]-[21]. 

Some unestablished hypotheses about breast density include 

its relationship to the malignancy of tumours [24]-[27], the 

likelihood of a patient redoing their surgery [28], [29] and its 

probable relationship to age.  or mean glandular dose 

estimation [30]-[36]. In this project we will explore the 

correlation between breast density and variables such as 

patient age and volume of breast. Despite previous studies that 

have investigated breast composition, most of the work done 

used qualitative evaluation in investigating composition of 

fatty tissue and fibro glandular tissue [20], [37], and we aim to 

evaluate breast density quantitively. 
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II. MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Dataset—Radiotherapy planning CT scans from the 

REQUITE study were acquired for breast cancer patients 

treated in prone and supine positions. Data for all received 

scans were anonymised. We first validated our method using 

114 CTs and used 947 CTs for analysis. Some CTs had 

missing contours which we resolved with auto-contouring.  

 

Processing Data for Breast Delineation Study— 18/114 

patients in cohort 1 were scanned in prone position. 55 of the 

96 patients treated in supine position were treated for right 

sided breast cancer and the other 41 of the 96 patients were 

treated for left sided breast cancer  

REQUITE data had a variety of standard and practices from 

several institutions. E.g., some institutions do not contour 

CTV routinely. Instead, surrogate PTV volumes are used. It 

was important for us to ensure that all the breast volumes were 

contoured in a consistent manner, however it was not practical 

to contour so many patients manually. Thus, we investigated 

and adopted an atlas based automatic contouring approach 

(research version of advanced medical image registration 

engine, ADMIRE® prototype by Elekta). Quality assessment of 

CTVs used as training data for atlas contouring was by visual 

evaluation checks with ESTRO contouring guidelines.  

From each treatment position sample, 10 contoured CTs 

were chosen to create an atlas to represent ground truth. CTs 

with actual CTV contours were not automatically recontoured. 

Software for processing CT images was Worldmatch, our in-

house medical image processing application. ROI of processed 

images were burned to Nifty files for further analyses of CTs 

intensity distribution in python, using SimpleITK.  

 

Image Similarity— ADMIRE® contours were compared to 

manual contours by clinicians in a validation dataset of cohort 

1 scans.  

 

Processing Data for Breast Density Study— A threshold 

algorithm was used to visualize the composition of fatty tissue 

and fibro glandular tissue based on pixel intensities (PI) 

greater than -200 and less than +100 to eliminate abnormally 

higher bone and/or muscle intensities (Fig.1). The following 

Hounsfield units (HU) were used to calculate fatty and fibro 

glandular volumes: 

HU: -210 to -100 for fatty tissue, 

HU: -99 to +100 for fibro- glandular tissue. 

Volumetric breast density (VBD) was defined as volume of 

fibro-glandular tissue / (volume of fibro-glandular tissue + 

volume of fatty tissue).  

 

Breast density study—Ipsilateral breast CTs had been 

operated with possible fibrosis or edema present. Contralateral 

breast densities were therefore compared to ipsilateral. 

III. RESULTS 

We recorded an average DSC of 0.89 ADMIRE® in 

comparison manual contouring, and we recorded strong 

similarities between medians of recorded volumes from 

ADMIRE® and manual delineations  

 

Thresholding Fatty tissue and Fibro glandular tissue— 

analyses of breast density study showed an average of 56.0% 

fatty tissue in ipsilateral breast and 44.0% fibro glandular 

tissue with no outliers seen when pixel intensity was 

visualised (Fig.1). These were like data from general 

population [37] (12% fatty, 45% scattered areas of density, 

32% heterogeneously dense and 11% extremely dense) [37] 

 

 
Fig. 1 Left: distribution of pixel intensity in breast contours. Right: Fatty 

tissue to fibro glandular tissue per breast contour on cohort I. 

 

Structural composition of breast— We delved a bit deeper 

into what the breast contours were really made of aside from 

fatty tissue and fibro glandular tissue. We calculated breast 

volume in two forms. First as a whole breast volume (included 

fatty tissue, fibro glandular tissue and other connective tissues 

within) and as a GF breast Volume (Included only fibro-

glandular tissue and fatty tissue). We further investigated if 

breasts composed only of fats and fibro glandular tissue? Our 

first step was a visual inspection (Fig.2). It was visually seen 

that the breast was mainly composed of fibro glandular and 

fatty tissue (Fig.2). However, there was indication of small 

amounts of other tissues present. We compared medians of the 

two breast volumes (WSR, Wilcoxon signed rank test, p-

value=0.85). Not much difference seen in visual comparison 

of volumes in a chart (Fig.3).  

 
Fig. 2 Contours of Fibro glandular tissue and fat tissue within sample breast 

from cohort 1. (Fatty tissue: orange, fibro-glandular tissue: turquoise, 

Ipsilateral breast contour: green). 

 



 

 

 
 

Fig. 3 Whole versus GF breast volumes. 

 

Validation of VBD for ipsilateral and contralateral breast 

contours— we next compared Ipsilateral and Contralateral 

breast densities. We found evidence that medians of two sets 

of volumes are not equal (WSR, p-value = 1.449e-07), with 

higher ipsilateral breast volumes.  

Possible explanation for this was assumed to be fibrosis. This 

assumption was made because most breast cancer patients 

who are yet to receive radiotherapy would typically have had 

surgery, which can result in fibrosis.  (The presence of fibrosis 

in a patient breast prior to the REQUITE study was neither 

specified in the inclusion or exclusion criteria.)  

 

Breast Density Study Results and Analyses— This section 

will include analyses of results for breast densities calculation 

in cohort 2. We used ADMIRE® to automate propagation of 

CTV contours on Supine patients using atlases created from 

our validation method. It was found that all prone patients had 

actual CTV delineations, thus we used manual contours in all 

prone scans to calculate breast density. Table I shows a 

descriptive summary of key variables that would be used in 

our analyses. A series of questions were asked to acquire three 

main sets of results. First, we investigated relationship 

between patient age and breast density (Fig.4, 5). We used 

Spearman correlation and regression to assess correlation 

between the two variables.  

 
 

TABLE I 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT VARIABLES FROM COHORT 2 SUPINE CTS 

 MIN. 
1ST 

QU. 
MED

IAN 
MEA

N 
3RD 

QU. 
MAX. 

AGE 23.00 50.0

0 

59.0

0 

58.4

5 

66.00 90.00 

IPSILATERAL 

BREAST 

DENSITY 
0.096 

0.32 0.43 0.46 0.57 0.99 

IPSILATERAL 

BREAST VOL. 
23.30 

431.

30 

641.

40 

709.

30 

901.80 2449.5

0 

IPSILATERAL 

FATTY TISSUE 

VOL. 
1.85 

184.

81 

347.

85  

394.

84  

538.89 1573.9

7 

CONTRALATERA

L BREAST 

DENSITY 

0.085 

0.25 0.35 0.40 0.49 0.99 

CONTRALATERA

L BREAST 

VOLUME 

30.84 
430.
58  

650.
73 

701.
92 

882.06 2419.2
2 

 

 
 

     

 

 

 Correlation assessment between patients’ age and 

VBD—Higher breast density is often associated with younger 

women and other hereditary factors or menopausal status. In a 

study to examine mammographic breast density and patient 

age [38], an inverse relationship was found between patients’ 

age and their breast density. The study also reported outliers at 

the age extremes. To further understand the extent to which 

patient VBD can be explained by their age, we used a 

spearman rank correlation (Fig.4) to analyse the two variables 

(SRC, P-value=4.2e-10). 

 
Fig. 4 SRC between patient age and their corresponding breast density.  

 

 Correlation assessment between patients’ age and VBD 

(for volumes >500cc)—To understand correlation outcomes 

for the population with normal breast volumes, we repeated 

the test, excluding very low breast volumes which we may not 

be certain of its causes (See section IV - limitations). This 

returned an even weaker correlation, R=-0.1 (Fig.5) and p-

value 0.029. Both correlation tests returned weak coefficients 

(Rho == -0.24 and -0.1). We had evidence to claim that 

patients’ ages may not be the best way to explain their breast 

density. 

 

 
Fig. 5 SRC between patient age and corresponding breast density (for volumes 

>500cc) 

 



 

 

Ipsilateral and contralateral breast volumes— There was 

no significant difference seen (Fig.6) between volume of the 

contralateral (non-operated) breasts and the ipsilateral 

(operated) breast. 

 
Fig. 6 Breast volumes (cc) distribution - ipsilateral vs contralateral 

delineations 

 

Test to compare ipsilateral and contralateral VBD— We 

compared differences between ipsilateral and contralateral 

VBDs (Fig.7). Another test was performed to investigate 

difference in medians of the two VBD samples (WSR, P-

value=2.2e-16).  

 
Fig. 7 Breast density (0-1) for ipsilateral and contralateral contours 

 

Correlation assessment between patients’ breast volume 

and breast density— Higher breast density is often associated 

with higher breast cancer risks. To further understand the 

extent to which VBD can be explained breast volume, 

performed another test (Fig.8, p-value<2.2e-16). 

 
Fig. 8 SRC between breast volumes (cc) and corresponding breast density 

 

 Correlation between patients’ breast volume and breast 

density (for volumes >500cc)— we repeated the test (Fig.9), 

excluding very low breast volumes which we may not be 

certain of its causes (See section IV - limitations). This 

returned an even weaker correlation coefficient, R=-0.19. Both 

tests returned relatively weak negative correlation coefficients 

(-0.5, -0.19), supporting our claim that patients’ breast 

volumes may not be the best way to explain their breast 

density. 

 
Fig. 9 SRC between breast volumes (cc) and corresponding breast densities 

(for volumes >500cc). 

 

IV. DISCUSSION 

 Imperfections— we discuss incidents that were not 

necessarily limitations but could either have been much better 

or it required extra effort and considerations from us for it to 

become suitable for the overall output of the project 

 Inter-observer delineation variability— Pre-treatment 

radiotherapy CTs used in this project, had been manually 

delineated by clinical experts. Manual delineation is viewed as 



 

 

a gold standard in most research projects, yet it is not 

exempted from Inter Observer Variability (IOV) or 

uncertainties among clinical experts. Despite the availability 

of satisfactory documentation in radiation oncology [39], it is 

evident that delineation uncertainties can cause potential RT 

treatment errors in dose delivery [40] and even have possible 

implications for patients’ toxicities [39] the main purpose of 

manual delineations in our work was to define a region of 

interest (ROI) from which we could calculate breast 

composition to investigate breast densities and how it 

correlates to patient outcomes. In the interest of IOV, we 

performed sensitivity tests in our work to verify that the 

density of the breast did not change due of the type of 

automatic contouring approach used. Also, since our work was 

mainly focused on breast composition rather than breast 

tumours or dose delivery, we had reasons to assume that the 

impact of IOV on dose delivery or tumour delineation 

accuracy would be small on our results. Thus, implications of 

delineation uncertainties for patients’ toxicities [39] were not 

considered very significant to our breast density calculation 

outcome. 

 Possible treatment on both breasts— Our dataset 

consisted of breast cancer patients. It was assumed that as the 

patients were being prepared for RT treatment, they would 

have had at least some sort of surgery on the ipsilateral breast. 

This was why we considered delineating the contralateral 

breasts as well. But we were not 100% certain that the 

contralateral breast as at the time has not had a previous 

tumour or treatment. Though REQUITE had extensive 

documentation on the inclusion and exclusion criteria, our 

findings on unexpected data caused us to leave room for 

possibilities but also assumed that it should most likely have 

been excluded before we accessed the data. 

Unexpected data found— We found some data that did not 

fit into the REQUITE data inclusion criteria. For instance, it 

was stated that women who had breast implants had been 

excluded but one CT was seen to have breast implants on 

visual inspection. This was excluded. Other unexpected data 

that was found and excluded by us include scans without 

Radiotherapy Treatment Plan (RTP), one patient that had a 

rotated treatment position, scans without any structure files 

and patients’ scans with ROI delineated at unexpected 

positions. The presence of these unexpected data forced us to 

individually inspect all scans before batch processing.  

 Lack of naming standards for data— We found the 

implication of receiving data from multiple institutions to be 

quite mixed. Because it was an advantage that we had such 

large datasets from varying sources or health institutions. 

However, it was the most time-consuming task to clean this 

data. The reason was not just because different health 

institutions used different languages within their individual 

jurisdiction. There was no convention or standard of naming 

contours. For this reason, even after overcoming the language 

barrier of understanding what the names meant, we still could 

not use an easy automatic way to classify delineations of 

interest because there was no common ground for how to 

name delineation. We consider it a success that despite this 

challenge, we dedicated time and resources to clean the data to 

a level that made it suitable and accurate for our research. 

Auto contouring Uncertainties— We have observed from 

our results sections that both ADMIRE® have satisfactorily 

high dice coefficients and very similar volume distributions to 

our ground truth. However, we are unable to rule out the fact 

that the algorithm could possibly encounter an error or 

delineate a CTs unsatisfactorily. Quality checks were 

conducted to help keep calculated volumes in check. Thus, 

impacts of this uncertainty on our results may not be very 

large.  

 Risk of mastectomy— As the patients used in this study 

were being prepared for radiotherapy, they most likely would 

have undergone surgery (A part of their breast would probably 

have been taken out). In our results, we observed patients with 

excessively small breast volumes who also happen to be 

extremely dense. The REQUITE data inclusion criteria stated 

mastectomy patients would have been excluded. But the 

observed unusually small breast volumes gives us reason to 

expect that there might be possibility of patients with 

mastectomy in our dataset. 

 

Successes— Irrespective of some imperfect situations, our 

work achieved successes. The below sections will discuss how 

we succeeded in calculating breast composition and the 

potential findings we hope to uncover once we have access to 

the outcome data. 

Volume and density measurement— Breast Density 

information is very key in development of risk stratification 

models for development of breast cancer. However, it is 

currently unknown how much impact breast density has on 

patient toxicity reactions post-radiotherapy (RT). With an aim 

to identify the correlation between post RT outcomes of 

patients with respect to density of their breasts, we started with 

an investigation of breast composition. To decide how to 

separate fibro-glandular tissue from fatty tissue, we reviewed 

the recent literature about the estimated distribution of breast 

composition in women receiving mammography for breast 

cancer screening. This guided us in choosing the appropriate 

HU intensity range. We assessed two atlas-based segmentation 

software to determine which of the two was most efficient 

especially for our automatic contour propagation work. We 

were able to automatically contour ipsilateral and contralateral 

breasts that were not available to aid our breast density 

investigations. 

Impactful finding— From our breast density study, we 

confirmed that breast density decreased with age (which is 

well known from mammography studies), however, the 

relationship between age and density was very weak.  Hence, 

density is best estimated from actual images of each woman’s 

breasts and cannot be reliably estimated solely from clinical 

factors such as age. In future work, when building a risk 

model for radiation-toxicity, we suggest that CT based density 

should be investigated as an independent variable. 

 

Limitations— We had a couple of limitations during this 

project. Most of which were in relation to the dataset or 



 

 

acquisition of some parts of the dataset which was needed. In 

the sub sections below, specific limitation has been discussed. 

How it imparted the project as well as how it could have been 

better is also discussed 

Unavailable patient outcome and age data— Due to certain 

factors beyond the control of the project, data relating to 

toxicity outcomes which were recorded by the REQUITE 

study was not available at the time of analyses. The main 

impact this had on our research was inability to test our main 

hypothesis; ‘Dense breasts could have a higher risk of post-

radiotherapy toxicities’ by the end of the project as mentioned 

in section 1.8.  

Choice of HU threshold— To measure breast density, we 

first defined intensity ranges that were representative of the 

major composition of the breast (fibro-glandular tissue and 

fatty tissue). How we chose this has been explained in section 

2.4, however, we have not been able to verify the reliability of 

this choice of intensity range in this work. A good way to 

validate this would be to acquire equivalent mammographic 

images for patients on our cohort. Purpose of this will be to 

calculate mammographic densities and compare them to 

densities of current CTs to measure how they relate. This 

limitation has been stated as possible future work. 

Contralateral breast density validation— Due to availability 

of fewer contralateral breast delineations (section 2.4), our 

validation dataset for contralateral breasts was much smaller. 

Comparison of automatically contoured contralateral VBD to 

manually contoured contralateral VBD shows the two datasets 

do not vary as much. However, we unable to generalise this 

for larger population due to the significantly smaller number 

of samples used in validation. 

 

Reflections— as a reflection of our methodology, we report 

on a couple of findings during the work. 

Choice of Breast Density Calculation Approach— There 

are quite a few methods available for calculating breast 

density. We chose to use Volumetric Breast Density (VBD) 

approach for the following reasons. First, volumetric breast 

density from mammograms have potential to be used in 

objective risk models [42] and has good correlation with 

visual assessment for BI-RADS (5th and 4th Editions) [43] In 

this project we calculated breast density from CTs and not 

mammograms. Previous work to compare volumetric densities 

to BI-RAD categories reveal a good correlation seen between 

volumetric density and BI-RADS density categories [22]. We, 

therefore, state in our future developments, the need to 

compare mammographic densities of patients with the 

calculated VBDs to validate how our breast densities conform 

to general BI-RAD standards [37]. The second reason we 

chose to use VBD is to avoid the possible impact of breast 

composition that was neither fatty nor fibro-glandular tissue. 

There were parts of the breast composition that formed a much 

smaller volume. Possible definition of this smaller volume 

could be connective tissue [41] In other breast density 

calculation methods that are based on pixels’ intensity of ROI, 

we would calculate average of all intensities within whole 

breast as density. This would include intensities of this small 

non major breast composition. To avoid unknown or uncertain 

impacts of non-major composition tissue on our breast density 

results, we considered using VBD which only considers the 

volumes of major breast compositions. 

Breast Volume vs Breast Density— Our data sample 

showed some evidence of a weak correlation between breast 

volume and breast density. Weaker correlation coefficients 

were recorded both for all volumes and vol > 500cc, breast 

volume of breast cancer patients may not be the best variable 

to explain their breast density. 

V. FUTURE DEVELOPMENTS 

One suggestion for future research is to acquire corresponding 

toxicity outcome data for the sample population to investigate 

the relationship between patients’ breast density and their 

toxicity outcomes. Our finding could also enable us to develop 

a model for predicting patient toxicity based on their breast 

density. Clinical significance of this model includes helping 

oncologists to develop tailored treatments for patients who are 

to receive radiotherapy. Due to unavailability of 

corresponding mammograms for the breast CTs scans used in 

this project, we would recommend that patient mammograms 

would be acquired in future, to help verify breast densities 

recorded from our cohort with BI-RADS descriptors and to 

establish how recorded densities correspond to general 

standards.  

VI. CONCLUSION 

ADMIRE® was reliable in processing our data and we 

leverage more on it due to the automatic scripting feature. We 

were able to develop an approach to calculate breast densities 

from CT scans, which will be validated later (possibly with 

mammograms). We also found that breast density may not 

entirely be explained from variables such as patients’ age or 

breast volume. As results, we can justify investigating our CT-

estimated densities as variables in a risk prediction model 
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