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Abstract

Brain tumor growth is unique to each glioma patient and extends beyond what is visible in imaging scans, infil-
trating surrounding brain tissue. Understanding these hidden patient-specific progressions is essential for effective
therapies. Current treatment plans for brain tumors, such as radiotherapy, typically involve delineating a uniform
margin around the visible tumor on pre-treatment scans to target this invisible tumor growth. This ”one size fits
all” approach is derived from population studies and often fails to account for the nuances of individual patient
conditions. We present the GliODIL framework, which infers the full spatial distribution of tumor cell concentra-
tion from available multi-modal imaging, leveraging a Fisher-Kolmogorov type physics model to describe tumor
growth. This is achieved through the newly introduced method of Optimizing the Discrete Loss (ODIL), where
both data and physics-based constraints are softly assimilated into the solution. Our test dataset comprises 152
glioblastoma patients with pre-treatment imaging and post-treatment follow-ups for tumor recurrence monitor-
ing. By blending data-driven techniques with physics-based constraints, GliODIL enhances recurrence prediction
in radiotherapy planning, challenging traditional uniform margins and strict adherence to the Fisher-Kolmogorov
partial differential equation (PDE) model, which is adapted for complex cases.
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1 Main

Gliomas are the most common primary brain tumors in adults. [1, 2]. Commonly used treatment strategies include
surgery, chemotherapy, and radiotherapy. Despite advances in understanding the biological basis of these tumors and
the multi-modal combination of therapies, the prognosis of glioma patients, in particular those with glioblastoma
(WHO-CNS grade 4) [3], remains dismal. A key challenge for more successful therapy of glioma patients is the
infiltrative tumor growth pattern. Already at initial diagnosis, glioma cells have invaded the surrounding brain
parenchyma well beyond the tumor margins visible on conventional imaging. To account for this otherwise invisible
tumor growth, both North American and European guidelines for radiotherapy planning define standard, uniform
safety margins around the resection cavity and/or remaining tumor on conventional Magnetic Resonance Imaging
(MRI), a technique that utilizes magnetic fields and radio waves to generate detailed images of the internal structures
of the body [4, 5]. Despite many efforts, truly tailoring radiotherapy to an individual patient’s tumor’s spread is an
unmet clinical need in neurooncology [6].

Computational modeling has potential to improve radiotherapy volume definition [7, 8], particularly through the
use of Partial Differential Equations (PDEs) to simulate the nuanced progression of tumors. This approach, exemplified
by models like the Fisher-Kolmogorov (FK) equation, enables the prediction of spatial tumor cell distribution by
accounting for migration and proliferation. While more intricate diffusion-reaction models introduce the complexity
of various tumor cell states, such as necrotic and proliferative, they also demand extensive data for precise parameter
estimatiom. Incorporating multimodal imaging, including Fluoroethyl-L-Tyrosine Positron Emission Tomography
(FET-PET), our framework aims to refine predictions of tumor infiltration patterns. FET-PET provides metabolic
information that, when combined with MRI’s structural data, offers a comprehensive view of tumor behavior. This
integration not only parallels dose boosting strategies in targeting areas of high metabolic activity but also underscores
the potential of using such detailed imaging data to inform models that predict tumor growth and spread with greater
accuracy.

Existing approaches to personalizing tumor growth models require solving the inverse problem, i.e., inferring the
growth model parameters providing an optimal fit to the clinically observed tumor on imaging [9–14]. Given that we
only have a single time point of data when initiating treatment, the growth models employed must be exceedingly
simple. Without this simplicity, the problem becomes highly ill-posed, and accurate retrieval of parameters becomes
unattainable. In addition, traditional methods, e.g., those based on Monte Carlo sampling [15], have a severe limita-
tion, namely, long computational time to perform parametric inference. Both the computational time and simplistic
tumor growth equations severely limit clinical applicability of such models for radiotherapy planning. Recently, deep
learning methods were introduced to address the computational time issue[16–22]. While these learnable methods
offer improvements in computational efficiency, their current lack of robust error control and solution accuracy poses
significant challenges in medical applications, where the utmost precision is required for treatments and patient care.
Until these issues are adequately addressed, the use of such models in critical medical decisions remains limited.

Among the fastest traditional methods, PDE-constrained optimization has been extensively applied for tumor
growth calibration. This approach leverages Partial Differential Equations (PDEs) to impose constraints within an
optimization framework, enabling the modeling of complex physical phenomena such as tumor progression. Notable
efforts, such as the work by Subramanian et al.[14], utilize biophysically motivated regularization to determine initial
tumor conditions and estimate proliferation and infiltration rates. This method involves running multiple simulations
with varying parameters until finding a set that adequately fits the observed data. However, this technique is firmly
anchored to a predefined PDE model and its assumptions regarding initial conditions, leading to a rigidity that may
not fully capture the intricate dynamics of tumor biology. As a result, these models often struggle to accommodate
discrepancies between formal model assumptions and the actual patterns of tumor growth. This scenario highlights
the need for a methodology that melds model-driven and data-driven approaches, aiming for a balanced compromise.
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Physics-Informed Neural Networks (PINNs) emerge as a middle ground, aiming to strike a balance between the
rigidity of PDE models, initial conditions, and the flexibility of data-driven approaches. They embed physical laws in
the form of differential equations directly into the architecture of neural networks [23]. This theoretically allows for
more reliable and physically meaningful predictions by using the neural network to approximate the solution to the
PDE and adapt the initial condition accordingly to soft imposed assumptions. However, the practical application of
PINNs in a clinical setting is currently challenging due to computational inefficiencies. Modifying a single weight in
these often densely connected networks can have a widespread, non-local impact on their output, making calibration
a notoriously difficult task. Moreover, although the PDE residual serves as a penalty term in PINNs, its testing
is confined to a restricted number of points rather than being evaluated globally across the entire computational
domain. Hence, while PINNs offer a promising avenue for model personalization, they currently fall short in terms of
computational feasibility for real-world applications.

In summary, three key challenges must be addressed to facilitate the successful clinical translation of computational
tumor growth models: (i) enhancing computational efficiency to enable timely and practical use in a clinical setting,
(ii) establishing robust error control to ensure safe clinical application, and (iii) introducing the flexibility to adapt
models beyond basic mathematical frameworks, thereby capturing the complexities of tumor growth more accurately.
This necessitates a balance between adhering to the growth model and accurately reflecting the tumor observed in
clinical practice.

This work introduces Glioma ODIL (GliODIL), a novel optimization framework designed for estimating tumor cell
concentrations and migration pathways surrounding visible tumors in MRI and PET scans, as depicted in Figure 1.
Our approach uniquely integrates traditional numerical methods with data-driven paradigms, providing a more com-
prehensive insight into tumor behavior. In addition to its adaptive capabilities. GliODIL builds upon our previous
work on the Optimizing a Discrete Loss (ODIL) technique [25, 26] which significantly enhances computational speed
compared to traditional PINN architectures. By utilizing consistent and stable discrete approximations of the PDEs,
employing a multi-resolution grid, and leveraging automatic differentiation, we achieve computation times suitable
for clinical applications such as radiotherapy planning.

Diverging from conventional glioma models, which primarily adjust parameters within predetermined PDE frame-
works, our GliODIL methodology uniquely refines both the parameters and the discretized solutions. This refinement
process involves optimizing a cost function that seamlessly integrates the growth equations in their discrete form with
empirical data, treating these elements as soft constraints. This approach not only enhances computational efficiency
by streamlining the optimization process but also incorporates robust error control mechanisms. These mechanisms
assess the model’s fidelity by calculating the physics residual error and evaluating how closely our assumptions align
with the tumor progression reflected in the clinical data. Furthermore, GliODIL introduces the necessary flexibility to
move beyond basic mathematical models, thereby more accurately capturing the intricate realities of tumor growth
and progression.

To substantiate these advancements, we present dedicated experiments on clinical data, demonstrating GliODIL’s
capacity to address the outlined challenges effectively. Our test dataset encompasses 152 glioblastoma patients,
including 58 cases with pre-treatment FET-PET imaging alongside MRI, and post-treatment MRI follow-ups for
comprehensive tumor recurrence monitoring and model validation. These follow-ups occur within a timeframe typically
ranging from 1 month to 1 year after treatment, providing a broad spectrum for assessing GliODIL’s performance
in real-world clinical scenarios. By making this dataset publicly available, we not only validate GliODIL’s efficacy in
enhancing tumor recurrence coverage but also contribute to the broader pursuit of personalized treatment strategies
in oncology. This initiative challenges the constraints of rigid PDE models and the traditional reliance on uniform
margins.
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Fig. 1 GliODIL overview. a Multi-modal patient data consisting of MR and PET imaging. b To define the input grid conditions
and tumor boundaries, tissue extraction (using an atlas registration; left) [15] and automatic brain tumor segmentation (right) [24] is
performed. Automatically segmented tumor regions include three components:(i) edema, characterized by tissue swelling due to fluid
accumulation; (ii) enhancing core, indicative of active tumor growth and characterized by vascular leakage, and (iii) necrotic core, showing
tissue death due to hypoxia or nutrient deprivation. Corresponding FET-PET scans provide metabolic insight, further aiding in accurate
tumor delineation. c,d Spatio-temporal progression of a tumor within patient anatomy. Values are stored on a 4-dimensional multi-
resolution grid. Optimization utilizes automatic differentiation of each gridpoint and is guided by the loss function. Since we model the
progression based on a single time-point input data, the growth parameters are being resolved up to a timescale. Calculation of discrepancy
between patient’s tumor characteristics LDATA and proposed by GliODIL tumor cell-distribution’s final time-point. Tumor growth physics
is encapsulated in a partial differential equation (PDE). Calculation of PDE’s residual LPDE and single focal initial condition LIC. e
GliODIL outputs. The framework successfully infers the complete distribution of tumor cells, facilitating the development of a radiotherapy
plan. This plan effectively covers areas of tumor recurrence identified in post-operative data, while maintaining the total radiotherapy
volume in line with standard clinical guidelines.
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2 Results

Our study initiates by inferring full spatial tumor cell distributions, initially employing a synthetic dataset to evaluate
our model’s performance under varied tumor conditions and to fine-tune its parameters. This involves examining
cases of individual tumors and localized multi-focal tumors, demonstrating the model’s capacity to handle noise
within the synthetic data and scenarios that resemble post-resection conditions. Subsequently, the model is applied
to data collected from 152 real patients (discussed in Section 4.6) to verify its capacity for accurately inferring
tumor growth parameters that depict the patient-specific scenarios, and benchmarks these findings against established
methodologies.

In addressing the inverse problem of glioma modeling, we compare our results with those obtained from the
Covariance Matrix Adaptation Evolution Strategy (CMA-ES) method, detailed in [27, 28], which relies on numerous
simulations to identify parameters that best fit the data, and the Learn-Morph-Infer (LMI) technique [22], employing
a deep learning framework for tumor growth model parameter estimation. For clarity, solutions using the forward
PDE finite difference method or finite element method with parameters obtained through CMA-ES and LMI are
labeled as PDECMA-ES and PDELMI, respectively, emphasizing that they directly solve the PDE.

Further assessment of our model involves its application in creating personalized radiotherapy plans. These plans
are evaluated against commonly used uniform margin radiation therapy plans and other prevalent modeling tech-
niques to assess the clinical utility of our approach. Our analysis integrates cell concentrations directly measured
from GliODIL and the outcomes from forward PDE simulations using parameters estimated by GliODIL, denoted as
PDEGliODIL. This indicates a strict adherence to the Tumor Growth Model’s PDE. The differences in these methodolo-
gies, especially in the context of complex tumors, are thoroughly examined in 4. To enhance the efficiency of GliODIL,
we implement a personalized initial guess for the tumor cell distribution, further elaborated upon in Section 4.7.

2.1 Full Spacial Tumor Cell Distribution Inference

Our main modeling assumption is that tumor growth according to a given PDE is controlled by the loss LPDE and
that it starts from a single focal seed point, controlled by the initial condition LIC loss. Both of these loses are formally
introduced in Section 4.1. We want to test the applicability of these assumptions to more complex, real-world scenarios
like localized multi-focal tumors that break the modeling assumptions. We considered relaxing both assumptions to
capture such complex scenarios. As the initial condition of the tumor is uncertain and may not necessarily begin
from a single focal point, we assign a low importance to it in our GliODIL solution. Further easing the constraints
imposed by LIC results in ambiguities that hinder the reliable determination of tumor growth parameters of single
focal tumors, a core aspect of our study. Instead, we opted for experimenting with the LPDE importance governed by
a weighing parameter λPDE in the final loss.

To add an additional layer of realism, we introduce noise into our synthetic FET-PET data using a random
Markov field and partial volume effects around necrotic regions to study the robustness of our solution to imperfect
data acquisitions, a common challenge in clinical application.

We report the results from 100 synthetic patients, half with single focal tumors and the remaining half with multi-
focal. The outcomes of this experiment are illustrated in Figure 2. In Figure 2e we observe that both high λPDE

(strong adherence to the equation) and low λPDE (overfitting to the data) are sub-optimal for complex tumors and
the λPDE = 1 used in GliODIL aligns the closest with the ground truth. The decision to set λPDE = 1 represents a
balanced choice, enabling accurate inference of single focal tumors (see Figure 2a,b,c) while also capturing a significant
portion of the multi-focal ground truth, as shown in Figure 2a,e. This setting of λPDE = 1 will be consistently applied
in our subsequent experiments involving real patient data.
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Fig. 2 Synthetic dataset experiments overview: calibration of PDE loss importance. a Illustration of GliODIL’s synthetic
results for localized multi-focal and single focal tumors. In these simulations, all loss weights remain constant except for the LPDE weight,
λPDE. A value of λPDE = 1 was selected to strike a balance in the model between fit to the data and the tumor growth equations. Dice
scores were calculated at 10% tumor cell concentration, which is outside of the segmented region (edema at least at 20%). b The first and
second rows represent a segmentation and a synthetic FET-PET that serve as input to GliODIL. Comparison: a forward run with ground
truth parameters (Reference), tumor cells distribution inferred by GliODIL, and an initial guess (I. guess) that serves as a starting point
of the optimization. c Comparison of exact and inferred parameters. d Input for the multi-focal experiment. e Tumor cell distribution
of GliODIL with progressively relaxed λPDE. Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) is calculated for low-cell tumor concentration (at 10%),
meaning tumor cell distribution outside of visible tumor on MRI.
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For real patient data, we visualize two representative cases and present average results with their standard devia-
tions in Figure 3. For a detailed explanation of performance metrics, see Section 4.5. Examining models that strictly
adhere to tumor growth models’ PDE, one observes that both PDEGliODIL and PDECMA-ES explain the data at a
comparable level. In contrast, PDELMI, despite its much faster inference, performs noticeably worse.

Regarding data explanation, as measured by dice scores and PET signal correlation, GliODIL surpasses all exam-
ined PDE solutions. Better fit to the data can be attributed to GliODIL’s ability to balance between adhering to
the PDE on which it is being regularized on and effectively explaining the data. This performance indicates that its
inferred tumor cell distributions could more accurately mirror actual conditions. However, for real patients, unlike
in synthetic experiments detailed in Section 2.1, we lack ground truth to directly substantiate these claims, and the
results might be overfitted through the data-driven term (as in Figure 2e for λPDE < 1). To validate GliODIL’s per-
formance, a downstream task of clinical relevance is performed. In the following Section 2.2, we demonstrate that
GliODIL leads to more effective radiotherapy plans regarding tumor recurrence coverage.

Fig. 3 Real patient data analysis: tumor cell concentration inference.. a, b Comparison of tumor cell density predictions from
various models with corresponding data inputs. Threshold segmentation values for Dice scores for each model are determined through a
grid search, since the LMI model does not infer them. c Average data-fit scores for each model.
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2.2 Radiotherapy Planning and Recurrence coverage

Fig. 4 Illustration of radiotherapy planning: uniform distance margin (Standard Plan) vs GliODIL vs. PDE solution.
a) Model inputs including the FET-PET metabolic map and tumor segmentation data. b) Illustration of the distance from the tumor
core segmentation and its 1.5 cm isoline, adjusted for brain boundaries. This serves to define the Standard Plan and compare tumor cell
distributions for both GliODIL and PDEGliODIL, ensuring equal total 3D volumes across plans. Also shown is the absolute difference
in distribution between GliODIL and PDEGliODIL, exceeding 20%. c) Visualization of radiotherapy plans including the Standard Plan,
GliODIL, and PDEGliODIL.

The primary metric for evaluating the model’s efficacy is its accuracy in predicting tumor recurrence within the
post-surgical radiation volume. The metric does not account for factors such as the extent of surgical resection or
the impact of the radiotherapy that was administrated already to the patient. Nevertheless, it offers valuable insights
into the model’s potential to inform personalized radiotherapy planning by identifying tumor cell distribution beyond
visible margins. This is particularly relevant for glioblastoma, where recurrences often occur adjacent to the resection
cavity. We introduce a critical metric, Recurrence Coverage [%], detailed in Section 4.5. This metric quantifies the
percentage of follow-up MRI-detected recurrences, segmented and encompassed within a plan’s radiation target. To
ensure a fair comparison between the clinical practice of applying uniform safety margins (1.5 cm around the tumor
core, adjusted for brain boundaries) and our GliODIL model’s outputs, we ensured that the total radiotherapy volume,
as represented in the 3D volume of treatment plans, remained constant across all models for each patient. This
consistency in radiation volume is crucial when interpreting the comparative figures. In Figure 4, we illustrate both
the clinical margins plan (using distance isolines) referred here as the Standard Plan and our GliODIL plans (using
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tumor cell concentration isolines). Our later discussed findings indicate that GliODIL outperforms all studied PDE
models, highlighting the advantages of loosening the stringent PDE constraints found in conventional forward PDE
simulations. This flexibility is particularly beneficial in radiotherapy planning, aiming to accurately pinpoint likely
tumor locations by striking a delicate balance between empirical data and tumor growth equations. In demonstrating
the contrast between models adhering strictly to tumor growth PDEs and GliODIL, Figure 4 reveals that although
PDEGliODIL might surpass other PDE-strict methods in Recurrence Coverage, it faces challenges in complex tumor
scenarios where PDEs inadequately capture the reality, occasionally missing certain tumor recurrences. Conversely,
GliODIL effectively adjusts for equation discrepancies by integrating additional tumor cells in areas with high PET
signal intensity via its data-driven component, thereby significantly improving recurrence coverage.

Our main analysis encompasses two distinct definitions of tumor recurrence: a broad definition including edema,
enhancing core, and necrotic core, and a more specific definition aligned with current RANO guidelines focusing only
on the enhancing core. Figures 5 and 6 present the mean and standard deviation of Recurrence Coverage for these
definitions. Furthermore, we conduct a patient-specific comparison with the Standard Plan, classifying a model as
’Better’ if it provides higher coverage for an individual patient and ’Worse’ if it falls short of the Standard Plan’s
coverage. In instances of equal coverage (e.g., both achieving 100%), we label the outcome as ’Equal’. The comparison
outcomes, including average results, are depicted in Figures 5c and 6c.

Significant disparities are evident between the outcomes from any segmentation recurrence and those from enhanc-
ing core recurrence only. First, let’s examine the results from radiotherapy targeting any segmentation recurrence.
GliODIL demonstrates superior performance over uniform margin plans in most instances. Specifically, for the 58
patients with available FET-PET scans, the average Recurrence Coverage improved from 71.85% to 76.09%. For the
152 patients without FET-PET scans or where the scans were not incorporated into the model, the coverage increased
from 64.56% to 70.31%. These improvements translate to a 35% and 38% difference in patient outcomes favoring
GliODIL over the standard approach for the respective datasets.

Figure 5c reveals significant improvements, with the percentage of patients benefiting from the treatment increasing
from 21% to 35% when comparing GliODIL, enhanced with FET-PET imaging, to the Standard Radiotherapy Plan
with a 1.5cm margin. This emphasizes the value of integrating FET-PET modality into flexible models capable
of utilizing multi-modal data. Conversely, incorporating this modality into models rigidly conforming to a basic
predefined PDE family yields statistically insignificant changes in performance.

To demonstrate scenarios where GliODIL excels, we present visualizations for two patients in Figures 5a,b, show-
casing recurrences located beyond the pre-operative visible tumor boundaries, thus eluding capture by the Standard
Plan due to their position outside the 1.5cm margin. GliODIL’s integration of PET imaging and its regularization
based on PDEs, which encode our knowledge about tumor migration paths, enables the model to capture some of
these distant recurrences. This leads to consistently higher Recurrence Coverage. Traditional approaches for predict-
ing tumor cell distributions involve estimating PDE parameters through inversion and conducting forward simulations
within the patient’s anatomy, specifically PDECMA-ES and PDELMI techniques. These methods have shown per-
formance on par with the uniform margins defined in the Standard Plan. Additionally, the GliODIL method is
characterized by reduced result variance.

In the analysis of enhancing core recurrence in follow-up scans, the hierarchy observed in the any segmentation
recurrence study largely remains, with the exception that the Standard Plan demonstrates significantly improved
performance, outshining all models strictly based on PDE approaches. Instances of equal outcomes, as depicted in
Figures 6c,d, become more prevalent, indicating that both compared methods often achieve 100% coverage.

GliODIL stands out as the only model surpassing the Standard Plan, especially notable in a cohort of patients
where FET-PET imaging is utilized. This leads to a marked increase in coverage improvement, from benefiting
5% of patients to 19%. The conclusion drawn is that it’s considerably more challenging for models to surpass the
uniform margin around the pre-operative visible tumor. This difficulty arises because recurrences to the enhancing
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core typically occur closer to the resection cavity, rendering the migration paths, which these models leverage, less
critical in this context compared to any segmentation recurrence. Any segmentation recurrences often happen further
away, where anatomy and topological barriers, not considered by the uniform margin, play a significant role. GliODIL,
particularly when incorporating FET-PET, can utilize additional information while still adhering closely to pre-
operative data, thereby outperforming the standard margin approach.
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Fig. 5 Real patient data. Recurrence of edema, enhancing/necrotic core coverage overview. a,b Recurrence coverage of
selected volume radiotherapy plans. All radiotherapy plans have the same total volume. Output tumor cell distribution thresholds found
through a grid search to match the Standard Plan volumes. c,d Average Recurrence Coverage and direct patient-by-patient comparisons
to the Standard Plan.
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Fig. 6 Real patient data. Recurrence of the enhancing core overview. a,b Recurrence coverage of selected volume radiotherapy
plans. All radiotherapy plans have the same total volume. Output tumor cell distribution thresholds found through a grid search to match
the Standard Plan volumes. c,d Average Recurrence Coverage and direct patient-by-patient comparisons to the Standard Plan.
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It’s important to note that the high standard deviations in the Recurrence Coverage column reflect the inherent
complexity of predicting tumor recurrences, which can vary significantly in difficulty from case to case. Despite this
natural variance, the averages in the Recurrence Coverage column are a reliable predictor of the effectiveness of each
planning method, as the hierarchy of the recurrence scores translated to the direct comparisons with the Standard
Plan.

Ending this section, we note that the PDEGliODIL model, through the comparative analysis detailed in Section
2.1, aligns with the PDECMA-ES in capturing pre-operative data yet surpasses it in recurrence prediction accuracy.
This suggests the parameter estimations by PDEGliODIL more accurately reflect patient-specific conditions. Such
improvements imply the data-driven component of GliODIL benefits the fine-tuning of PDE parameters which can
be used for both diagnostics and forcasting.

3 Discussion

Addressing the unmet need for more adaptable tumor growth models, our GliODIL framework stands out by embody-
ing essential features such as computational efficiency, error control through physics residual evaluation, and flexibility
in model assumptions. These attributes enable GliODIL to adeptly navigate the complexities of tumor progression,
even with limited initial data. Key experiments validate these capabilities, demonstrating GliODIL’s superiority in
predicting tumor recurrence and its significant advancements over traditional approaches, such as uniform margins
and PDE solutions with calibrated parameters.

Leveraging its ability to synthesize information from diverse modalities, GliODIL significantly benefits from the
integration of FET-PET imaging, which notably enhances its predictive accuracy beyond the capabilities of the
Standard Radiotherapy Plan. This plan typically employs uniform safety margins around the visible tumor regions
identified on MRI scans, aiming to encapsulate both the visible tumor and potential microscopic tumor extensions
not visible on imaging. This approach, while clinically practiced, lacks the specificity required for optimal therapeutic
outcomes. The improvements GliODIL brings to the table, as evidenced by the patient outcomes depicted in Figures
5 and 6, underscore the framework’s superior capability to utilize complex imaging data to refine treatment strategies.
Such performance enhancements are not achieved by models strictly adhering to PDE solutions, which struggle to
capture the full extent of tumor recurrence, even with the addition of extra imaging inputs.

GliODIL’s adaptive modeling approach provides a stark contrast to the Standard Radiotherapy Plan’s reliance
on uniform margins, offering a much-needed precision in targeting the tumor. Moreover, GliODIL is adept at incor-
porating not just FET-PET imaging data but also embracing other diagnostic modalities such as MR diffusion
imaging. This particular MR technique provides valuable insights into tissue cellularity, potentially further enriching
the model’s understanding of the tumor environment.

Our results thus highlight both the relevant contribution of advanced, biological imaging techniques to inform
about the underlying tumor biology and the ability of our GliODIL framework to flexibly incorporate such additional
information to improve inverse problem-solving validated by the clinically important tumor recurrence prediction task.
Our current study is concentrated on immediate post-operative treatment, necessitating reliance on a single imaging
time point. In scenarios where time-series data are accessible, the exciting opportunity arises to employ multi-mixture
PDE models, which, despite their challenges with just one time-point due to ill-posedness, become viable with the
availability of sequential imaging data.

GliODIL can be extended to consider more complex physics models, including those accounting for mass effects
through dynamical tissues and tackling the challenge of unknown initial healthy brain anatomy, all while maintaining
the framework’s flexibility and computational efficiency. Addressing uncertainties in parameter inference remains a
pivotal focus, potentially achievable by integrating variational inference techniques into the framework.
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The GliODIL framework, which utilizes multi-modal data and leverages PDEs for data-driven solution regular-
ization to capture complex dynamics yet remains tunable with limited data, significantly outperforms models strictly
governed by PDEs in forecasting tumor recurrence, as well as surpassing the uniform margin approaches that rep-
resent standard clinical practice. This underscores its considerable potential for solving diverse inverse problems in
biology and highlights its promising prospects for widespread application. Moving forward, to advance research into
tumor dynamics and the customization of treatment approaches, we provide access to a dataset that includes MRI
images from 152 glioblastoma patients, 58 of whom have undergone pre-treatment FET-PET scans.

4 Methods

4.1 Tumor Growth Model

The core of our forward model rests on the Fisher-Kolmogorov Reaction-Diffusion (FK) equation, tailored for
simulating tumor growth dynamics in terms of cellular diffusion and proliferation.

The partial differential equation (PDE) characterizing this model delineates the spatio-temporal evolution of the
normalized tumor cell density u(x, y, z, t) across a three-dimensional patient-specific brain anatomy segmented from
MRI scans. The governing equation is:

∂u(x, y, z, t)

∂t
= ∇ · (D∇u) + ρu(1− u) (1)

The proliferation rate of the tumor is denoted by ρ, while D(x, y, z) serves as the spatially varying diffusion coef-
ficient that captures the tumor’s invasive characteristics. In the simulation, we enforce a no-flux boundary condition
at the edges of the computational domain, confined to brain tissue.

We impose an initial condition in accordance with Equation 1 as follows:

u(x, y, z, 0) = G(x, y, z) (2)

where for G(x, y, z) we employ a Gaussian function centered at an origin point x⃗0, as shown in Equation 3:

G(x⃗) = C1 exp

(
− (x⃗− x⃗0)

2

C2

)
(3)

where we set the constants to C1 = 50
(60π)3/2

, C2 = 60, which correspond to the initial tumor sizes depicted in Figure

1 and Figure 2.
For further definitions we assume discretization of the domain for computational purposes. Each voxel at

coordinates (ix, iy, iz) is attributed a diffusion coefficient Di,j,k, calculated as:

Di,j,k = wi,j,kDw + gi,j,kDg (4)

Here, wi,j,k and gi,j,k signify the proportions of white matter (WM) and gray matter (GM) at voxel (ix, iy, iz),
respectively. Dw and Dg represent the diffusion coefficients associated with WM and GM. We make the assumption
Dw = R ·Dg, with R > 1 being an unknown constant.

The residuals from Equations 1 and 2 are utilized to construct the loss function components LPDE and LIC,
respectively. These components are meant to quantify the divergence of the proposed tumor cell density u(x, y, z, t)
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from the outcomes of the FK model. The process of discretizing LIC is straightforward, while the discretization
approach for LPDE is delineated in Section 4.2.

In this configuration, both the tumor’s origin point x⃗0 = (x0, y0, z0) and the parameters associated with tumor
dynamics D, ρ,R are treated as unknowns that needs to be inferred.

4.2 Optimizing a Discrete Loss (ODIL)

ODIL is a framework that addresses the challenges of solving inverse problems. It works by discretizing the PDE
of the forward problem and using machine learning tools like automatic differentiation and popular deep learning
optimizers (ADAM/L-BFGS) to minimize its residual while maintaining its sparse structure.

The previously introduced FK PDEs are discretized to perform numerical computations. We define Ω1 as the
region within the brain where tumor cells can diffuse, primarily within the gray and white matter. Let’s introduce
the diffusion term A and the reaction term B:

A(un
i,j,k) =

1

∆x2

(
Di+ 1

2 ,j,k
(un

i+1,j,k − un
i,j,k)−Di− 1

2 ,j,k
(un

i,j,k − un
i−1,j,k)

)
+

1

∆y2

(
Di,j+ 1

2 ,k
(un

i,j+1,k − un
i,j,k)−Di,j− 1

2 ,k
(un

i,j,k − un
i,j−1,k)

)
+

1

∆z2

(
Di,j,k+ 1

2
(un

i,j,k+1 − un
i,j,k)−Di,j,k− 1

2
(un

i,j,k − un
i,j,k−1)
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(5)

B(un
i,j,k) = ρun

i,j,k(1− un
i,j,k) (6)

Utilizing the Crank-Nicolson scheme, the residual loss K of the PDE can be expressed as:

Kn
i,j,k =

un+1
i,j,k − un

i,j,k

∆t
−

A(un+1
i,j,k) +A(un

i,j,k)

2
−

B(un+1
i,j,k) +B(un

i,j,k)

2
(7)

LPDE(u,Dw, ρ, R) =
∑

(i,j,k,n)∈Ω1

(Kn
i,j,k)

2 (8)

Boundary conditions, particularly no-flux conditions outside Ω1, are employed to provide an accurate description
of tumor cell behavior. The diffusion coefficients between gridpoints and within the tissue region Ω1 are computed as
the average of their neighboring values.

The multi-grid ODIL technique, introduced in the paper [26], builds upon the original ODIL methodology by
incorporating a multigrid decomposition scheme to fasten the convergence process. This technique is particularly
adept at leveraging the multi-scale attributes of the forward problem. It decomposes the problem into various scale
bands, each characterized by different levels of detail. Formally, for a uniform grid with dimensions N1 = N , a
hierarchical sequence of coarser grids is introduced with sizes defined as Ni = N/2i−1 for i = 1, . . . , L.

ML(u1, . . . , uL) = u1 + T1u2 + T1T2 . . . TL−1uL, (9)

where each ui is a field on grid Ni, and Ti serves as an interpolation operator mapping from coarser grid Ni+1 to
its finer counterpart Ni. The discrete field u on an N -sized grid is thus decomposed as u = ML(u1, . . . , uL).

As depicted in Figure 1c, which illustrates the multigrid domain, a tumor growth is simulated over an ensemble of
Cartesian 4D grids in both time and space, with each grid level being coarser than the preceding one. This hierarchical
decomposition allows the optimization algorithm to initially concentrate on the coarse-scale features, incrementally
incorporating finer-scale details as the process evolves. Such an approach not only enables a more comprehensive
exploration of the parameter space but also sidesteps the pitfalls of local minima and expedites convergence.
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We focus the computational grids on the tumor region. This leads to an average resolution of 71 × 68 × 55 for
the area of interest in our images, significantly reduced from the original 240 × 240 × 155. For parameter inference
within the GliODIL framework, we employed a 483 spacial resolution and 192 degrees in the temporal resolution.
Our tests indicated that this resolution is sufficient, revealing no significant differences compared to inference using
the native resolution. For a forward PDE run with inferred parameters by GliODIL, which we call PDEGliODIL, we
use the native resolution.

4.3 Imaging Model

The imaging model we present serves as a bridge between the simulated tumor cell densities and the imaging signatures
captured in MRI and FET-PET scans. This model translates tumor cell density, denoted as u, into quantifiable
imaging signals that reflect observed clinical phenomena and imaging physics principles.

The core of the model’s data-driven nature is encapsulated by the loss function LDATA, which associates the
simulated outputs with key imaging traits such as the tumor core, surrounding edema, and metabolic activity detected
through FET-PET imaging. This loss function integrates four adjustable parameters {θdown, θup, θPET, θBKG} and is
expressed as:

LDATA = λCORELCORE(u, θup) + λEDEMALEDEMA(u, θdown, θup) + λPETLPET(u, s,APET) (10)

where λCORE, λEDEMA, λPET are weights. The loss function is composed of individual terms corresponding to distinct
anatomical features:

• LCORE relates tumor cell concentrations above the threshold θup to the tumor core region
• LEDEMA delineates the edema area surrounding the tumor, regulated by the lower and upper thresholds θdown and
θup.

• LPET reflects the metabolic activity as indicated by FET-PET signals, influenced by a scaling factor θPET and an
offset θBKG.

These adaptive parameters {θdown, θup, θPET, θBKG} enable the model to accommodate variations in MRI/FET-
PET imaging contrasts and noise levels.

We adopt sigmoid functions to portray the gradational transitions observed at tumor region margins. The sigmoid,
σ(x), is specified as:

σ(x) =
1

1 + e−βx
(11)

Here, β modulates the steepness of the transition and is set to β = 50. For the tumor core:

LCORE(u, θup) =
∑

(i,j,k,n)∈Ω2

σ(θup − un
i,j,k − α) (12)

for the edema:

LEDEMA(u, θdown, θup) =
∑

(i,j,k,n)∈Ω2

σ(θdown − un
i,j,k − α) + (1− σ(θup − un

i,j,k + α)) (13)

where α offsets the thresholds and is set to α = 0.05.
In this context, Ω2 represents the collection of voxels that map to the time point at which the imaging is conducted;

for single-image analysis, this corresponds to the final time slice. See Figure 7 for the shape of segmentation penalty
function.
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Fig. 7 Visualization of the segmentation penalty function with adaptive thresholds θdown and θup. These thresholds are determined
during the optimization process to adapt to the unique characteristics and sensitivities of different MRI images and tumor types.

The metabolic activity within the tumor is evaluated by the loss term LPET, which aligns the simulated metabolic
signal with actual FET-PET scan observations:

LPET(u, θPET, θBKG) =
∑

(i,j,k,n)∈Ω3

(un
i,j,k − pPET

i,j,k )
2 (14)

For this purpose, Ω3 is defined as the subset of Ω2 where voxels are attributed to the metabolically active regions,
specifically the enhancing tumor core and the edema, as visualized in Figure 1 in the feature extraction. Regions
manifesting necrosis are omitted due to their lack of metabolic activity, and areas beyond the edema and enhancing
core are also excluded to minimize noise interference, which is assumed to offer negligible informative value.

Here pPET
i,j,k is the normalised to [0, 1] FET-PET signal yPET

i,j,k scaled by θPET and with an offset θBKG:

pPET
i,j,k = θPET · (yPET

i,j,k − θBKG) (15)

The devised loss function LDATA quantifies the discrepancies between simulated tumor cell densities and empirical
imaging data.

4.4 Final Loss Function

The final loss function measures discrepancy between proposed tumor cell concentrations u(x, y, z, t) and our objective.
It is a composite term that comprises contributions from multiple sources: the PDE constraint, data fitting, and
additional regularization term. Specifically, the PDE loss, denoted by LPDE (introduced in 4.2), imposes the discretized
PDE equation constraint. Initial condition loss term LIC in the overall loss function serves to enforce that the
tumor at t = 0 originates from a Gaussian origin (introduced in 4.1). The data loss (introduced in 4.3), denoted by
LDATA = λCORELCORE+λEDEMALEDEMA+λPETLPET, accounts for matching tumor core and edema segmentations
as well as fitting to PET metabolic data. Additional regularization term confines the inferred parameters within a
plausible range LPARAMS[29].

The overall loss function can thus be expressed as:

L = λPDELPDE + λICLIC + λCORELCORE (16)

+ λEDEMALEDEMA + λPETLPET + λPARAMSLPARAMS (17)
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where λ∗ are detailed on in Section 2.1 experiments.

4.5 Evaluation Metrics

We introduce specific metrics to evaluate the performance of the proposed GliODIL framework. These metrics include
the Dice score, the FET-PET signal correlation, and the Recurrence Coverage

Dice score

The Dice score, also known as the Sørensen–Dice index or Dice coefficient, is a widely recognized metric in medical
image analysis for quantifying the similarity between two volumes. The coefficient is defined as twice the area of
overlap between the two volumes divided by the total number of voxels in both samples:

Dice Coefficient =
2× |A ∩B|
|A|+ |B|

(18)

where A represents the thresholded tumor volume from a computational model and B represents the segmented
tumor volume from patient MRI segmentations or thresholded ground truth tumor volume. This score ranges from 0
to 1, where 0 indicates no overlap and 1 indicates perfect agreement between the two segmented regions.

FET-PET Signal Correlation

This metric calculates the Pearson’s correlation coefficient between FET-PET signal intensity and tumor cell
concentration in regions where a high degree of correlation is expected: the enhancing core and the edema.

Recurrence Coverage

The principal metric for evaluating our model’s effectiveness in radiotherapy planning is its accuracy in predicting
tumor recurrence within the specified radiation volume after treatment. We identify the area of tumor recurrence
using two definitions: a narrow definition focusing on the enhancing core observed in post-treatment patient data,
and a broader definition that includes edema and the enhancing/necrotic core in the post-treatment follow-up MRI
scans. We register the post-treatment patient anatomy to the pre-treatment in order to remove special shifts due
to surgeries. The textbfRecurrence Coverage [%] metric refers to the percentage of segmented recurrences, that are
encompassed within the radiation volume delineated by a given radiotherapy plan. Each radiotherapy plan maintains
a uniform total volume, equivalent to that of the Standard Plan, which applies a consistent 1.5cm margin around
the pre-operative segmented enhancing and necrotic regions. To facilitate a fair comparison, we adjust the Standard
Plan’s total volume by excluding portions that extend beyond the patient’s anatomical boundaries before making
any calculations.

4.6 Datasets

For loss function weights calibration purposes, we created the synthetic dataset for single focal and localized multi-
focal tumors by solving the system of PDEs using a traditional FDM solver. We use a tissue atlas to describe the
spatial distribution of the brain tissues. We variate ground truth tumor growth model parameters, imaging model
parameters and focal locations using uniform random distributions. In addition to the parameters outlined in Table
1, here we introduce an extra threshold, θnecro, above which the region is treated as a necrotic core without FET-PET
metabolic activity. The range of parameters utilized in the generation is summarized in Table 1. In the creation of
synthetic FET-PET images, we implement a sequence of processing steps to emulate real-world FET-PET imaging
characteristics. Initially, we introduce spatially correlated noise using the Gibbs method to simulate the inherent noise
in FET-PET scans. Following this, we remove the necrotic core area from the images, reflecting the typical absence
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of metabolic activity in these regions in actual FET-PET scans. Subsequently, we apply a downsampling process by
a factor of 4, followed by an upsampling using zeroth-order spline interpolation. This sequence of downscaling and
upscaling to an effective low resolution of 4mm is designed to simulate the lower resolution and partial volume effects
commonly observed in real FET-PET images.

We selected 152 adult patients from the glioma database at TUM University Hospital to validate our method in
actual patient data. All patients were diagnosed with a WHO-CNS grade 4 IDH wild type glioblastoma, according to
the 2021 WHO classification of brain tumors. Imaging data included a preoperative and postoperative MRI, as well
as an MRI scan at first tumor recurrence following combined radio-chemotherapy according to the Stupp protocol.
MR scans were performed on a 3T Philips MRI scanner (either Achieva or Ingenia; Philips Healthcare, Best, The
Netherlands) and comprised 3D-T1w-MPRAGE images before and after administration of Gadolinium-based contrast
agent, 3D-FLAIR images and 3D-T2w images (all 1mm isotropic voxel resolution). In addition, for 58 patients, preop-
erative FET-PET imaging was also available. FET-PET data were acquired on either a PET/MR (Biograph mMR,
Siemens Healthcare GmbH, Erlangen, Germany) or a PET/CT (Biograph mCT; Siemens Healthcare, Knoxville, TN,
USA), according to a standard clinical protocol. Patients were asked to fast for a minimum of 4 h before scanning.
Emission scans were acquired at 30 to 40 min after intravenous injection of a target dose of 185±10 MBq [18F]-FET.
Attenuation correction was performed according to vendor’s protocol. We preprocess MRI and FET-PET images
using BraTS Toolkit [24] resulting in images resolution of 240× 240× 155 with segmented tumor regions. Given our
assumption that surrounding tissues remain static, we segment brain tissues based on an atlas registration [15].

Shared Parameters
Parameter Min Max

Dw 0.035 0.2
ρ 0.035 0.2
R 10 30

θnecro 0.70 0.85
θup 0.45 0.60

θdown 0.15 0.35
Tsim 100

Single Focal Tumor Center (mm)
(x0, y0, z0) 57.6 96
Multi-Focal Tumor Centers (mm)

Tumor 1 Center (x1
0, y

1
0 , z

1
0) 57.6 96

Tumor 2 Center (x2
0, y

2
0 , z

2
0) (x1

0, y
1
0 , z

1
0) ± 9.6

Tumor 2 Center (x3
0, y

3
0 , z

3
0) (x2

0, y
2
0 , z

2
0) ± 9.6

Table 1 Parameter Ranges for Generating
Synthetic Single Focal and Multi-Focal Tumor
Datasets

4.7 Initial Guess

We aim to solve the optimization problem for the model parameters referenced in a table in Figure 1 as well the tumor
concentration field u(x, y, z, t) on a 4D discrete grid. A meaningful initial guess for these values is crucial for the time
of the optimization process and the overall success. We assume the initial tumor location coordinates x0, y0, z0 to be
in the center of the tumor core. In addition, for the initial guess we assume {R, θPET, θBKG, θdown, θup} to be in the
middle of the plausible range[30]. Here, we describe the procedure followed to obtain the remaining {u,D, ρ}:
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1. Initiate a forward run propagation using characteristic values: Dch = VEDEMA

VCORE
, ρch = 1. Here, VEDEMA and VCORE

refer to the volumes of the edema and tumor core segmentations, respectively. Concurrently, track the Dice
coefficients for both the tumor core and edema.

2. Terminate the forward run when a local maximum is reached for the segmentation volume-weighted sum of the
Dice scores. Document the time at this instance as Tch and the tumor cell concentration as uch.

3. For the initial guess, we use u = uch as the tumor cell concentration and D = Dch

Tch
, ρ = ρch

Tch
as the initial dynamics.

For a comparative analysis between the initial guess and the PDEGliODIL results, see Figure 2.

4.8 Time Complexity

The execution times of the studied methods are summarized as follows. The model PDECMA-ES exhibited an evaluation
time of 80 ± 55 minutes per patient. For GliODIL and its associated PDEGliODIL, the patient evaluation time was
significantly lower, at 45± 20 minutes. The PDELMI model demonstrated the quickest evaluation time, taking only 5
minutes. It’s important to note that the evaluations for GliODIL and PDEGliODIL were conducted on a single GPU,
whereas the computations for PDECMA-ES and PDELMI were performed on 16 CPU cores.

5 Data and Code Availability

The synthetic data generated for this study, along with the 152 real patient data utilized (FET-PET
and segmentations), are both available for reproduction and benchmarking using the resources provided at
github.com/m1balcerak/GliODIL/.
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