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Multi-compartmental modeling for Gd-EOB-DTPA using sparse human
DCE-MRI data

Christian Velten,1, 2 Megi Gjini,1, 2 N. Patrik Brodin,1, 2 and Wolfgang A. Tomé1,2
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Purpose: To derive kinetic equations for multi-compartmental contrast agent distribution
from first principles and apply it to two and three compartments for Gd-EOB-DTPA using
low time resolution human liver DCE-MRI data.
Methods: The continuity and diffusion equation were combined and used to derive a general
form for differential equations governing multi-compartmental particle exchange. They were
applied to two (equivalent to the Tofts model) and three compartments. Both models were
fit to human DCE-MRI data with low temporal resolution and three compartment model’s
parameters’ implications are discussed.
Results: The model derived for two compartments is shown to be equivalent with the Tofts
model. Using reasonable biological and physical assumptions an analytical solution for the
three compartment model is obtained. The three compartment model was able to fit all
Gd-EOB-DTPA DCE-MRI data whereas the Tofts model did not. Differences were increased
for cases with large as well as rapid uptake of contrast.
Conclusion: We demonstrated the ability to fit sparse Gd-EOB-DTPA DCE-MRI data
using a three compartment model derived from first principles whose parameters can be used
to help quantify overall and regional liver function.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Volumetric imaging can be used to quantify the spa-
tial and temporal contrast agent voxel density, i.e. the
amount of signal producing material within the volume of
one voxel. MRI is extensively used for DCE imaging due
to its non-ionizing nature and superior soft tissue con-
trast compared to CT. One of the most prominent and
most widely used kinetic modeling approaches is that de-
scribed by Tofts et al. that describes the exchange of con-
trast material between two compartments, blood plasma
and extracellular extravascular space (EES) based on an
vascular input function (VIF).1,2 Sourbron and Buckley
have described generalizations of these classical models
and alternative approaches to kinetic modeling.3 Exten-
sions of the Tofts model (TM) described in the literature
include the inclusion of spatial diffusion from adjacent
tissues into the volume of interest (VOI).4

MRI contrast agents (CAs) can be classified into non-
specific agents which distribute only in vascular and ex-
tracellular spaces and into tissue-specific agents which
show cellular uptake. For example, gadoxetate dis-
odium (Gd-EOB-DTPA), also known under its trade
name Eovist®, is a liver-specific contrast agent (CA)
designed to be taken up by hepatocytes. Its charac-
teristics have been described elsewhere5,6. Briefly, the
CA is transported into hepatocytes through organic an-
ion transporting polypeptides OATP1B1 and OATP1B3
and subsequently excreted into bile via the multidrug
resistance protein 2 (MRP2). A differential between
the transport rates of OATP1B1/B3 and MRP2 leads

to net CA retention in healthy hepatocytes. In con-
trast, hepatocellular carcinomas tend to have decreased
OATP1B1/B3 and increased MRP2 expression, leading
to decreased uptake and quicker release of CA. These
features require the use of models taking into account re-
tention of contrast agent over the course of minutes or
hours, leading to different imaging behavior compared to
simple flow- or permeability-limited contrast agents and
models, like the TM.

The use of multi-compartmental models has been
described previously7,8, where Forsgren et al. proposed
multiple models with up to six free fit parameters and
Georgiou et al. had access to high-resolution temporal
data. Routine DCE-MRI exams, however, may only con-
tain up to three dynamic (acquired within the first five
minutes following CA) and one or two delayed images
(acqcuired twenty to thirty minutes after CA injection).
Similar to previous previously published work, we de-
rived the differential equations describing the kinetics of
multiple compartments using the continuity and diffusion
equations, which when applied to two compartments are
shown to be equivalent to the TM. Finally, we applied
it to three compartments, compared the performance of
both models in a sample of DCE-MRI scans with sparse
data, and gave some interpretation of the fit parameters
as they relate to OATPB1/B3 and MRP2 expression.

The approach presented in this work can be used to
model multi-compartmental kinetics where most cases
with more than two to three compartments may need
to be solved numerically. Finally, while the kinetics of
MRI CAs are used as an example this approach can be
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applied to both, other agents with specific or unspecific
behavior and to model kinetics of inter- or intracellular
distribution.

II. METHODS

A VOI, may be composed of different compartments
that exchange particles with one another and with an
external reservoir. Measurements of signal intensity are
not able to distinguish between signal emanating from
one compartment over another but relate to the overall
concentration of particles in the VOI (app. A, eqn. A3),

Signal ∝ φV =
ΦV

V
=

1

V

∑

i

φi Vi =
∑

i

νi φi (1)

The differential equation describing the exchange of par-
ticles between compartment i with a number of compart-
ments {j} has been derived in appendix A and, assuming
particle number conservation and appropriateness of dif-
fusion processes, is given by (eqn. A4)

νi ∂tφi(t) =
∑

j

[ki←jφj(t)− ki→jφi(t)] (2)

Assuming that one compartment i acts as initial supplier
of particles, thus φj 6=i(t0 ≤ 0) = 0, the overall concentra-
tion φV may also be assumed to be a convolution of said
input compartment and response functions Rj ,

8

φV = φi ∗R =
∑

j 6=i

φi ∗Rj (3)

In the following sections we apply these equations to
two compartments to show its equivalence with the TM
and three compartments to model CA uptake and reten-
tion. For both cases, response functions are also calcu-
lated by applying Laplace transforms to both equations 2
and 3 under the initial conditions that all but the initial
supply compartment i are empty, i.e. φj 6=i(t0 ≤ 0) = 0.

II.A. Two Compartment Model

Consider two points, or compartments, A andB, where
only a part of the latter, B′, with volume VB′ = ν VB, can
exchange particles between them. We will assume that
we know the time dependent particle density in compart-
ment A and will thus write for compartment B′:

ν ∂tφB′(t) = kB′A

[

φA(t)− φB′(t)

]

∂tφB(t) = kBA

[

φA(t)−
φB

ν

]

Where we used φB′ = ν−1φB , ν := νB′ , νB = 1,
kB′A = kBA, and that the absolute change in parti-
cles in compartments B and B′ is the same, namely that
∂tΦB(t) ≡ ∂tΦB′(t). This is because the latter is fully
contained in the former and is the only volume able to
exchange particles; there are no particles contained in

B \B′. Solving for R(t) and φB(t) yields

R(t) = kBA exp

{

−
kBA

ν
t

}

φB(t) = kBA

t
∫

0

dτ exp

{

−
kBA

ν
(t− τ)

}

φA(τ)

The differential equation and its solution above can easily
be identified to be equivalent to the generalized kinetic
model described by Tofts et al.,

∂tCt = Ktrans

(

Cp −
Ct

νe

)

= KtransCp − kep Ct

Ktrans := kBA =
1

V
(P S)B↔A

kep := ν−1 Ktrans =
1

ν V
(P S)B↔A

where P is the permeability of surface S across which
diffusion takes place (see app. A for details).
This is not surprising as the TM describes the exchange

of contrast agent between plasma and extracellular ex-
travascular space (EES) in tissue with no retained up-
take in the tissue itself. The dynamics of the contrast
distribution depend only on supply in the vasculature
(blood pool, φA) and the particle transfer rates between
vasculature and EES (Ktrans & kep). Since there is al-
ways exchange between both compartments, ν ∈ (0, 1]
and thus, kep ≥ Ktrans, this model cannot be used to
describe long-term contrast retention or delayed release
of contrast.

II.B. Three Compartment Model

In order to model retention of particles we consider
the second compartment of the previous example as con-
sisting of two distinct sub-compartments in addition to
the first compartment, (A,B,C), and allow for particle
discharge from the retaining compartment C into a com-
partmentD. Thus, contact for particle exchange is estab-
lished such that A ↔ B ↔ C → D. Allowing for differen-
tial transport rates between all compartments (eqn. A2)
and setting kC←D = 0, or equivalently φD = 0, one ob-
tains

νB ∂tφB = kB←AφA − (kB→A + kB→C)φB + kB←CφC

νC ∂tφC = kC←BφB − (kB←C + kC→D)φC

Assuming that kB←C ≪ kB→A + kB→C , i.e. the efflux
from C into B does not substantially change the amount
of CA in B, the last term in the equation for νB ∂tφB

may be neglected. The response functions RB and RC

can then be found to be

RB = kB←A et/TB

RC =
kB←A EC

1− TB

TC

(

e−t/TC − e−t/TB

)

where TB := νB (kB→A + kB→C)
−1 and

TC := νC (kC→B + kC→D)
−1

are the average contrast
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transit times in compartment B and C, respectively,
and EC := kB→C (kB→A + kB→C)

−1
is the extraction

fraction for compartment C.8 Without additional input

data one may identify kC→B + kC→D as a combined
efflux rate. For kB→C = 0, RC = 0 the solution becomes
equivalent with the two-compartment model (sec. II.A).

Modeling the input function as a sum of exponentials, i.e. φA =
∑

i

aie
−kit, the concentration φV can be written as

φV = α
∑

i

ai

[

1− β
1
TB

− ki

(

e−ki t − e−t/TB

)

+
β

1
TC

− ki

(

eki t − e−t/TC

)

]

(4)

where we set α = kB←A and β = EC/
(

1− TB

TC

)

for visibility.

II.B.1. Application to Gd-EOB-DTPA kinetics

Applying this model to the kinetics of Gd-EOB-DTPA
in DCE-MRI of the liver, we can identify the compart-
ments as follows: φA ≡ φp, φB ≡ φe, and φC ≡ φh are
the CA concentrations in plasma, EES, and hepatocytes,
respectively. The rate constants and derived quantities
follow similarly; finally kC→D ≡ kb is the transport rate
from hepatocytes into the biliary tracts from which it is
assumed the CA will be cleared immediately.
One may correlate the rate constants kh←e and

kh→e with expression of OATP1B1/B3 influx and efflux
pumps, respectively, and the rate constant kh→b with
MRP2 expression.5 The times TB and TC then become
the average extracellular and intracellular contrast tran-
sit times, respectively.8

As noted previously, one may not be able differenti-
ate between the efflux rates kb and kh→e, such that an
increase or decrease in kb+kh→e may correspond to an in-
crease in OATP1B1/B3 efflux pump, MRP2 expression,
or both. Similarly, no change in that quantity compared
to baseline may correspond to no change in expression,
or a change in both such that change in one compensates
for change in the other.

II.B.2. Application to intracelluar distribution

This model may similarly be applied to describe the
intracellular dynamics of a contrast distribution. In this
case one may identify φB ≡ φcytoplasm and φC ≡ φsub

as the concentration in free cytoplasm and sub-cellular
structures with prolonged retention.

II.C. Model comparison

The performance of the two-compartmental TM and
the proposed three-compartmental model (3CM) was
compared using DCE MRI scans, acquired as part of
routine clinical work-up, of four patients who were be-
ing treated for hepatocellular carcinoma. Scan se-
quences were chemical shift-based fat suppression mod-
ified Dixon (mDIXON).9,10 The administered CA was
Gd-EOB-DTPA. MRI images were renormalized using
fat and muscle signals from each scan due to a lack of con-
sistent scale parameters included in the scan’s DICOM

headers.

A cylindrical ROI was placed in the abdominal aorta
at the level of the liver and its intensity values averaged
at each time point and fit to a sum of two exponentials.11

Its parameters were used to fit equation 4 to the whole
liver averaged signal values as well as each voxel inside
the liver to create 3D parameter maps. For plotting and
display, signal intensities were normalized by the sum of
the maximum amplitude of the VIF, Σa =

∑

i

ai.

III. RESULTS

Model fits to three different sets of dynamic contrast
enhanced (DCE)-magnetic resonance imaging (MRI)
data are shown in figures 1 and 2 using both the TM
(blue-dashed) and 3CM (red-solid). In all three cases,
the TM fits are close to the data in the early dynamic
phase while showing large differences for the later delayed
phase, whereas the 3CM fits are consistent with the data
in all three cases.
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Fig. 1 Model fit to DCE MRI data with very large contrast ex-
traction fraction (Eh > 80%) but low mean intracellular contrast
transit times (Th . 10min).
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The data shown in figure 1 continually increase from
CA injection at approximately 2min to ≈ 0.4Σa at ap-
proximately 12min after which it decreases to ≈ 0.3Σa.
The corresponding 3CM model yields a high extraction
fraction of Eh = 85% at a ke ≈ 0.21min−1 and short
Te ≈ 41 s and Th . 10min.
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Fig. 2 Model fits to DCE MRI data with long mean intracelluar
contrast transit times (Th & 3.5 h).

In both panels of figure 2 the data sharply increases
during the dynamic phase to approximately 0.2Σa (top)
and 0.45Σa (bottom), and then continues to increase al-
beit at a lower rate. The corresponding 3CM models
have mean intracellular contrast transit times in excess
of three hours. 3CM modeling of the data in the top
panel yields a ke of 0.25min−1, a moderate extraction
fraction Eh = 14.4%, and a mean extracellular contrast
transit time Te ≈ 3.5min that is on the order of the du-

ration of the dynamic DCE-MRI phase. Modeling of the
data in the bottom panel yields a larger ke = 0.70min−1

but lower Eh = 3.1% and Te = 1.35min. The mean in-
tracellular contrast transit times in both panels are more
than five times the usual DCE-MRI study duration of
30min to 45min.

IV. DISCUSSION

The TM was found to be unable to fit the data past
the dynamic phase in all cases where EH > 0 and Th > 0,
i.e. when CA is transferred into hepatocytes and subse-
quently retained. In contrast, the proposed 3CM was
able to model temporary retention (fig. 1) where the
mean intracelluar contrast transit time (Th) is on the
order or less than the duration of the DCE-MRI exam as
well as continued uptake and retention (fig. 2) where Th

is longer than the exam duration.
Due to the correlation of the parameters derived from

transfer rates (Eh, Te, Th) their individual influence on
the resulting model is difficult to quantify. Qualitatively
however, Th determines the inflection point of the signal
intensity curve past the dynamic phase and together with
Te it determines the slope from CA injection throughout
the dynamic phase up to t = Th.
In the setting of prolonged retention (Th ≫ 30min),

CA transport out of hepatocytes is reduced indicat-
ing an underexpression in OATPB1/B3 efflux pumps
or MRP2. For small extraction fractions, kh ≪ ke,
such that Te is determined primarily by ke, explaining
the doubling of slope in the bottom panel of figure 2
where ke = 0.70min−1 compared to the top panel where
ke = 0.25min−1. This is consistent with the TM during
the dynamic phase where the initial increase is driven by
Ktrans.
It is important to note that the fit performance

and validity may be limited due to the small num-
ber of data points available in the dynamic series, with
ndf− 1 = 1 to 2. Further investigation will prospectively
acquire data with higher temporal resolution and aim
to validate the fit to sparse data as presented here. A
further limitation of this study has been that no quan-
titative conversion between signal intensity and concen-
tration was possible as the examinations were acquired
with qualitative intent using different MRI scanners with-
out proper T1 mapping and scanner characterization. A
prospective study is planned to include T1 mapping to
facilitate this conversion.

V. CONCLUSION

A methodology to derive multi-compartmental dy-
namic models has been derived and solved for two
and three compartments. The latter has been ap-
plied to sparse intensity data of DCE MRIs employing
Gd-EOB-DTPA, highlighting the Toft’s model’s limita-
tions for a hepatocyte-specific CA.
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Appendix A: Derivation

The continuity equation is based on conservation of
particle number or mass and relates the temporal change
in particle density at a point, to the source strength of
particle current density originating from that point,

∂tφ(r, t) + div j(r, t) = 0

Hence, div j > 0 and div j < 0 denote an outflow and in-
flow of particles to point r while div j = 0 is the static
case with no net change. Closely related to the continuity
equation is the diffusion equation,

∂tφ(r, t) −D∇2φ(r, t) = 0

where the temporal change in density is related
to the source strength of the density gradient
field, ∇2(·) = div grad(·). Assuming diffusion
processes for particle transport one can identify
j(r, t) = −D gradφ(r, t).
To reduce the complexity of the continuity equation

consider its volume integral and use Gauss’s theorem:
∫

V

dV ∂tφ(r, t) = −

∫

V

dV div j(r, t)

∂tΦV (t) = −

∮

∂V

dS · j(r, t)

= D

∮

∂V

dS · gradφ(r, t)

Consider the integrals over distinct surfaces sepa-
rately,

∮

∂V (·) =
∑

S

∫

S(·), which may also have dif-

ferent diffusion coefficients (D ≡ D(S)), and identify
ΦV (t) = φV (t)V :

∂tφV (t)V =
∑

S

[

D

∫

S

dS n̂ · gradφ(r, t)

]

If the surface normal n̂ and density gradient do not de-
pend on the points on the surface the integral simplifies
to

∂tφV (t)V =
∑

S,i

DS ni
∂φS(t)

∂xi

Consider the one-dimensional case with i = 1, in which
ni = 1 and ∂/∂xi → ∂/∂x, and consider the differential
in its finite form; note that ∆xij = −∆xji is the distance
over which we consider the diffusion to take place, i.e. the
membrane thickness:

∂tφV (t)V =
∑

S

DS

∆x
∆φS(t)

The ratio of diffusion coefficient and membrane thick-
ness can be identified as the permeability P between
the two compartments, while S ≡ SXY are the surfaces
across which the diffusion takes place between compart-
ment Y and the volume of interest X . The product of
both is the permeability surface area product,1 and we set
KXY ≡ KX↔Y = PS|X↔Y . This is the volume transfer
rate of particles from X ↔ Y :

∂tφX(t)VX =
∑

Y

KXY ∆φXY (t) (A1)

Further, define kXY := KXY /V where V =
∑

i Vi is the
sum of all compartments. We shall also assume that no
compartments overlap, i.e. ∀X,Y : X ∩ Y = ∅.
In a departure from free diffusion, transport rates may

not necessarily be symmetric between X and Y . One
may allow for this by setting

KXY ∆φXY (t) = KX←Y φY −KX→Y φX (A2)

For example, immediate removal of particles from com-
partment Y or a screening of those particles in X will
effectively set KX←Y = 0 or φY = 0 as seen from X .
A VOI may be composed of different compartments

that exchange particles with one another and with an ex-
ternal reservoir. Measurements of signal intensity are not
able to distinguish between signal emanating from one
compartment over another but relate only to the overall
concentration of particles in the VOI,

Signal ∝ φV =
ΦV

V
=

1

V

∑

i

φi Vi =
∑

i

νi φi (A3)

Similarly, the kinetics within the VOI are a weighted
sum of the kinetics in each compartment, ∂tφV (t) =
∑

i

νi ∂tφi(t) where

νi ∂tφi(t)
(A1)
=

(A2)

∑

j

[ki←jφj(t)− ki→jφi(t)] (A4)
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