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Abstract

Considering the increasing trend of physical examinations in China, the escalating frequency of Computed
Tomography (CT) scans has amplified concerns regarding population radiation exposure and its consequent risks.
The challenges mainly manifest in two aspects: one is the rapid construction of patient-specific human phantoms,
and the other is the fast Monte Carlo (MC) simulation of radiation dose. Hence, this study aims to demonstrate a
near real-time MC patient-specific organ dose computation method, for the first time, involving automatic
segmentation across a large dataset of 11,482 subjects undergoing chest CT scans. We developed a preliminary
software platform, integrating the automatic segmentation software DeepViewer and the GPU-accelerated MC
engine ARCHER-CT. Comparisons with traditional dosimetry methods revealed up to 100% discrepancies for a
few subjects in organ-level dose, underscoring the patient-specific method's superior accuracy. This study paves
the way for more accurate radiation risk assessment, crucial in the era of patient-specific radiation dosimetry.

Computed Tomography (CT) scanning represents the principal contributor to the global average annual effective
dose per individual from non-therapeutic medical radiation sources'?. In China, the checklist for physical
examination has increasingly included an item called X-ray CT scan —a medical imaging procedure that can detect
tiny lung lesions but is known to pose a small risk of radiation exposure to the employee whose examination fee
is possibly paid by his or her employer, as stipulated by the labor law. Although the number of CT scans per capita
in China today is still relatively low in comparison with many developed countries, the total number of medically
exposed Chinese individuals (to CT and other X-ray related procedures) is rising at alarming rate. In Shanghai,
China, the annual frequency of CT examinations in 2016 reached 304 per thousand people, which is 2.74 times
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that of 20073. The most recent epidemiological analysis indicates that in a cohort of 10,000 children undergoing
CT scans with an average exposure of 8 mGy, approximately 1 to 2 individuals may develop hematological
malignancies attributable to this radiation, within the following 12 years*. Worldwide, there has been a strong desire
to estimate and to manage radiation risk from CT examinations. One of the challenges in understanding the
severity of CT related risk is the lack of computational tools to track organ-level radiation doses. After all,
assessment of radiation risk should be ideally based on radiation dose to the exposed organs or tissues, according
to the BEIR VII report®. Consequently, the precision in estimating organ-level doses is essential for the reliability
of radiation risk assessments.

The challenges in estimating patient-specific organ-level dose mainly manifest in two aspects: one is the rapid
construction of patient-specific computational human phantoms, and the other is the fast and accurate calculation
of radiation dose. However, to manually delineate patient-specific radiosensitive organs or tissues from CT images
of a large number of subjects can be laborious. Furthermore, the “gold standard” dose calculations rely on
computational methods known as Monte Carlo (MC) simulations that are computationally expensive due to the
statistical nature of the method®. These difficulties are acute when considering the application of such
methodologies in large-scale clinical settings. Thus, developing a tool for swiftly and accurately calculating patient-
specific organ-level doses during CT scans is important.

There are two mature methods for calculating organ-level doses in CT scans: dosimetry parameters and
population-averaged phantom simulation. However, these methods are not accurate enough for individual subjects.
On the one hand, conventional dosimetry metrics like volume CT Dose Index (CTDlvq), Dose-Length Product
(DLP), and Size-Specific Dose Estimates (SSDE), often paired with respective conversion factors, are applied to
estimate organ-level and effective doses, but their inability to account for the distinct anatomical structures of
individual subjects can lead to inaccuracies in representing the true organ doses received’-'". On the other hand,
digital human phantoms have evolved into Boundary Representation (BREP) phantoms, which are the third
generation of computational phantoms'2. These phantoms typically categorize populations by gender, Body Mass
Index (BMI), and age groups'®. Based on the population-averaged phantoms, validated CT scanner models and
dose database of MC simulations, several teams have developed CT subject radiation dose estimation software,
such as WAZA-ARI', VirtualDose', NCICT'®, and MIRDct". Software solutions like VirtualDose offer
improvements in anatomical diversity compared to the International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP)
reference phantoms'®. However, these solutions rely on the best-matching pre-built phantom from their libraries,
rather than generating a patient-specific phantom. Additionally, aligning the scan range for a population-averaged
phantom with that of the actual subject remains a challenge®.

In recent years, automatic organ segmentation based on Atrtificial Intelligence (Al)?°, and Graphics Processing Unit
(GPU) accelerated Monte Carlo methods?'22, have shown promise in the field of radiation dosimetry. Therefore, a
few studies have explored the methods combining these two technologies with validated CT scanner models?324,
so as to gauge the feasibility of providing patient-specific organ-level dose estimates for CT scan subjects.
However, these related studies have not incorporated data from large sample sizes exceeding 10,000 subjects.
Consequently, they fall short of fully substantiating the speed, accuracy, and superiority of real-time patient-specific
dosimetry over traditional population-averaged phantom methodologies.

Thus, this study aims to demonstrate a method for the near real-time estimation of patient-specific organ-level
radiation doses during CT scans, scalable for hospital applications. We utilized a commercial software,
DeepViewer?*—26, integrated with a convolutional neural network (CNN)-based CT image automatic organ
segmentation method, to construct patient-specific phantoms for subjects. Besides, we employed the GPU-
accelerated MC dose calculation software, ARCHER-CT?', for simulation of X-ray transport and dosimetry, aligned
with a validated CT scanner model. As illustrated in Figure 1, a preliminary CT dose calculation and analysis
software platform based on the dosimetry engine was developed, and it was tested on a large dataset comprising



11,482 subjects from the Health Center of the First Affiliated Hospital of the University of Science and Technology
of China.
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Figure 1. The flow chart of a preliminary CT dose computation and analysis software platform based on the
dosimetry engine. After the subject's CT images were automatically segmented and the corresponding patient-
specific phantom was constructed, a near real-time dose simulation on the phantom using a chest scan protocol
similar to that used in clinical image acquisition was performed. Based on the organ doses obtained and
subject’s information extracted, statistical analysis could be finished.

For each CT scan subject, the average simulation time for ARCHER-CT was 4.8 seconds, and the mean time for
DeepViewer's preprocessing and automatic segmentation was approximately 173 seconds. Figure 2 presents a
visualization example of a patient-specific phantom constructed from a subject's chest CT data using DeepViewer,
and the dose distribution simulated by ARCHER-CT.
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Figure 2. A visualization example of a patient-specific phantom constructed from a subject's chest CT data using
DeepViewer. (a)(c) The 2D views of the coronal and sagittal planes of the CT image and automatic segmentation
masks. (b)(d) The 3D views of the anterior and lateral perspectives of the geometric phantom. (c)(f) The 2D
views of the anterior and lateral perspectives of the CTDI.o normalized dose distribution and automatic
segmentation masks.

Results

Comparison of the proposed patient-specific method and the ICRP reference phantom
method



Figure 3. Comparative visualization of three generations of computational human phantoms, each including a
3D view from an anterior perspective, and a cross-sectional view at the height indicated by a red line. (a) A
stylized phantom. (b) The ICRP adult male reference voxelized phantom™. (c) A patient-specific phantom for a
normal-weight male subject, constructed with an Al-driven multi-organ CT image segmentation method. (d)
Patient-specific male phantoms at six different BMI categories defined by the World Health Organization
globally?’, from underweight to morbidly obese, illustrating the variations in organ shape, size and spatial
relationships.

Figure 3 illustrates the discrepancies between individual subjects and population-averaged phantoms, which
manifest in variations in organ shape, size, and spatial relationships. When using the population-averaged
phantom method, these inconsistencies can lead to errors in organ dose estimates. Furthermore, the anatomical
differences necessitate meticulous alignment of each subject's CT scan range onto the population-averaged
phantom when employing this conventional method. Thus, our study contrasted the novel patient-specific method
with the established ICRP reference phantom method which is a mainstay in radiation protection dosimetry8.
Constructed based on standard adult stature and mass, the ICRP adult male and female reference voxelized
phantoms incorporate typical organ dimensions and placements, providing a standardized basis for radiation
safety standards and risk assessment. Yet, the homogeneity in tissues and organs, coupled with "population-



averaged" human anatomy and physiological characteristics in the reference phantoms, limits their applicability in
precisely assessing individualized doses.
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Figure 4. Comparison of the proposed patient-specific method and the ICRP reference phantom method'®. The
vertical axis displays the CTDlIo normalized organ dose in units of mGy/(CTDlI.o per 100 mAs) for chest CT
scan. The horizontal axis shows the 6 organs: esophagus, heart, lungs, liver, pancreas, and stomach. (a)
Results for the male. (b) Results for the female.

As depicted in Figure 4, there are noticeable differences in CTDlyo normalized organ doses (in mGy/(CTDlyq per
100 mAs)) between the two methods. In males, the patient-specific method estimates that the organ doses for the
esophagus, heart, lungs, liver, pancreas, and stomach differ by up to 45%, 53%, 71%, 44%, 64%, and 62%,
respectively, in comparison to the ICRP reference phantom method. The average discrepancies for these six
organs, when using the patient-specific method as opposed to the ICRP reference phantom method, are 1%, 9%,
32%, 6%, 17%, and 9%, respectively. In females, the patient-specific method estimates that the organ doses for
the six organs differ by up to 49%, 44%, 51%, 50%, 63%, and 57%, respectively. The average discrepancies for
these six organs are 2%, 1%, 19%, 11%, 19%, and 13%, respectively. These variances can be ascribed to the
ability of the patient-specific method to accommodate individual anatomical differences.

Comparison of the proposed patient-specific method and dosimetry parameters method

To compare the accuracy between the proposed patient-specific method and dosimetry parameters method, we
calculated the Water Equivalent Diameters (WED) of the 11,482 subjects. The WED, as the American Association
of Physicists in Medicine (AAPM) suggested, can describe the body size of the subjects more accurately, and can
be utilized for estimating the SSDE and CTDly, normalized organ dose in mGy/(CTDly per 100 mAs)?. The
estimation of the SSDE is based on the conversion of the CTDIvo measured using the 32 cm diameter polymethyl
methacrylate (PMMA) CTDIvo phantoms, to a specific subject’s body size. The WED of each slice is derived from
the CT values within the body region of the CT slice image, with the specific formula as follows:

CTbody Abody
ED =2 1
w J ( 1000 . &
DFomEn’ = foize(WED) = A x e PXWED - (4)
SSDE = fy;, (WED) X CTDI,,; (5)

Where CT,.q, represents the average CT value of all pixels within the body region of the CT slice image, and
Apoqy denotes the total area of the body region of the CT slice image. A and B are organ-specific constants.



D;;Og,;l"%iggd is the CTDI.o normalized organ dose estimated from exponential fitting method. f;;,.(WED) is the
SSDE conversion factor. In this study, the average WED calculated across all image slices serves to characterize
the overall body size of each subject. Then, we performed an exponential fitting analysis on the normalized organ
dose results of the subjects and their average WED to assess the errors introduced by the method of exponential
fitted dosimetry parameters, compared to the patient-specific method?2.

In Figure 5, we present graphs of the distribution of normalized organ doses as functions of average WED,
accompanied by exponential fitting lines. The results suggest that if the exponential fitting method is used to
estimate the patient-specific normalized organ dose, an average (+ standard deviation) error of 2.8% (+2.3%), 2.5%
(£2.1%), 4.4% (£3.5%), 4.1% (£3.1%), 9.5% (£7.5%), 5.3% (x4.4%) might be introduced for esophagus, heart,
lungs, liver, pancreas, and stomach, respectively, for the male. And an average (+ standard deviation) error of 3.3%
(£2.5%), 2.8% (£2.6%), 4.6% (+£3.8%), 3.9% (£3.0%), 10.8% (+£8.4%), 5.9% (+4.8%) might be introduced for the 6
organs, respectively, for the female. Although the average difference between the results of exponential fitting
method and the patient-specific method is within 10%. In the case of a few subjects’ specific organ, this difference
can exceed 50%. In summary, estimating the organ dose for subjects in CT scans based on the average water-
equivalent diameter using the method of exponential fitted dosimetry parameters is not patient-specific accurate.
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Figure 5. The graphs of the CTDl.o normalized organ doses in mGy/(CTDlvol per 100 mAs) during chest CT
scan for the 6 organs relative to average WED, including an exponential fitting. (a) Results for esophagus. (b)
Results for heart. (c) Results for lungs. (d) Results for liver. (e) Results for pancreas. (f) Results for stomach.
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Figure 6. The exponential fitting curves of the CTDl,o normalized organ doses for the three organs during a
chest CT scan, and data points for the SSDE conversion factor (fsize) provided in AAMP Report No. 2042, all in
relation to the average WED.

As Figure 6 and Equation (5) showed, SSDE are not applicable for organ dose estimation. The proposed patient-
specific method enables the accurate estimation of organ-level radiation doses, as well as advances radiation
dose estimation methodologies from those based on WED and SSDE to an organ-specific level.

Discussion

In conclusion, pre-built population-averaged phantoms method and the dosimetry parameters method are not
appropriate for estimating organ doses for a specific group or individual undergoing a CT scan, while the patient-
specific method offers a more accurate estimation.

Overall, the DeepViewer and ARCEHR software used in this study were originally developed to meet the stringent
accuracy requirements of the radiotherapy domain, namely a gamma pass rate within 5%. Therefore, their
accuracy is entirely adequate for the more lenient standards of radiation protection. While the tools also have
proven accuracy in previous investigations, several enhancements can be made to our proposed method before
its clinical application. Specific measures include: (1) Obtaining software tools from CT scanner manufacturers to
capture the start and end angles of the tube rotation and slice-specific tube current values when using Tube
Current Modulation (TCM) technology, thus more accurately simulating X-ray irradiation during a helical scan. (2)
Although a validated 16-detecter CT scanner model was used in this study, multi-detector CT (MDCT) with more
detector slices is increasingly prevalent in clinical settings. The development and validation of scanner models that
are more representative of actual machines are warranted. (3) Experimentally measuring the organ doses using
physical anthropomorphic phantoms under identical CT scanning conditions, then contrasting these
measurements with those obtained via MC simulations, will provide an additional layer of validation. (4) Expand
the simulation methods regarding over-scanning range to accurately assess the impact of scattered radiation on
organ doses.

Research by Peng et al., using similar tools and methodologies, determined that the automatic segmentation tool
take an average of 5 seconds per subject?’. In contrast, this study found the average processing times to be
considerably longer at 173 seconds. Beyond hardware variations, two reasons account for this discrepancy: firstly,
this study processed clinical raw imaging data directly without resampling to a reduced pixel count. Secondly, the
commercial version of DeepViewer was utilized, which integrates network models for identifying CT scanning body



regions and additional preprocessing modules to ensure the robustness and accuracy of organ recognition and
segmentation, thereby increasing runtime.

The patient-specific method proposed in this study can be effortlessly extended to simulate various other X-ray-
based imaging techniques, such as radiography, contrast-enhanced CT scanning, tomographic synthesis,
fluoroscopy, and mammography, offering a comprehensive framework for clinical dosimetry quantification. The
real-time Monte Carlo techniques, based on automatic segmentation and accelerated by GPUs, can also be
extended to other domains of clinical dosimetry and radiation protection, such as proton CT and nuclear medicine.
Additionally, the extensive organ dose dataset generated through this methodology could serve as a resource for
training deep learning networks, thereby augmenting the predictive accuracy of radiation dose estimates.

Moreover, as the concept of patient-specific effective dose evolves, precise patient-specific radiation protection
dosimetry increasingly requires swift construction of full-body phantoms and real-time Monte Carlo tools®.
However, current CT imaging and automatic segmentation techniques can only construct phantoms corresponding
to the scanned region. Hence, further development is essential in creating full-body phantoms for subjects from
CT images or other data sources, integrating them with individualized radiation risk assessment methods, and
ushering radiation protection dosimetry into a new phase of evolution.

This study demonstrated a near real-time Monte Carlo patient-specific organ-level dose estimation method, for the
first time, involving automatic segmentation of over 10,000 subjects and conducting comprehensive statistical
analysis. We verified the necessity and superiority of the proposed patient-specific method, compared to the
method of exponential fitted dosimetry parameters and the conventional population-average phantom method.
Our works lay the groundwork for the development of a software system that can be integrated into hospital
workflows. Considering the increasing trend of physical examinations in China, the escalating frequency of CT
scans has amplified concerns regarding cumulative radiation exposure and population dose burden. This study
may contribute to enhancing patient-specific radiation safety, further mitigating this issue in the healthcare industry.

Methods

Data

With the approval of the Ethics Committee of the First Affiliated Hospital of the University of Science and
Technology of China, this study conducted a retrospective analysis of the randomly collected clinical data from
11,482 chest CT scan subjects at the Health Center. The privacy and personal information of all subjects from
whom the data were sourced were anonymized and properly protected. We obtained the subjects' age, gender,
height, weight, and other information in bulk from the hospital's information system database using Structured
Query Language (SQL). The image files of the chest CT scans taken during the subjects' health examinations
were acquired in bulk, through the Digital Imaging and Communications in Medicine (DICOM) protocol from the
hospital's Picture Archiving and Communication System (PACS) network interface. Subsequently, only images and
the parameters of the CT scanner were extracted from DICOM files.

Development of a CT dose calculation and analysis software platform

In this study, we utilized the ARCHER-CT computing engine for rapid MC simulations of CT scans?'. ARCHER-CT
is implemented with a hybrid programming approach using Open Multi-Processing (OpenMP) and Compute
Unified Device Architecture (CUDA), supporting CPU parallelism and multi-GPU acceleration. ARCHER-CT is
capable of GPU-accelerated simulation of low-energy photon transport below 140 keV in heterogeneous media,
modeling photoelectric effects, Compton scattering, and Rayleigh scattering interactions, considering the
electron's binding effects in scatter simulations. As the Continuous Slowing Down Approximation (CSDA) range of
the electron is generally an order of magnitude smaller than the voxel size in CT, the energy of secondary electrons
is presumed to be deposited in local voxels. Besides, ARCHER-CT integrates a parameterized and experimentally



validated GE LightSpeed Pro 16 multi-detector CT (MDCT) scanner model'%3. A simple schematic of the scanner
modeling and a patient-specific phantom slice in a single axial scan is shown in Figure 7. On this basis, ARCHER-
CT supports various CT scan protocols, including kilovoltage peak (kVp) from 80 to 140, beam collimation width
from 1.25 to 20 mm, head or body bowtie filters, any pitch values, and axial or helical scanning modes. Through
comparison with the general-purpose MC software Monte Carlo N-Particle (MCNP), the accuracy of ARCHER-CT
has been verified in previous studies?'-3".

Figure 7. A simple schematic of the validated scanner modeling'® and a patient-specific phantom slice in a
single axial scan. A total of 16 x-ray beam sources and bowtie filters were used.

The 3D dose distribution map, generated by the ARCHER-CT simulation normalized to each particle, was of the
same size and resolution as the CT images, with the dose unit for each voxel being MeV/gram/source particle.
Using this dose distribution map and the organ segmentation mask, we calculated patient-specific organ doses.
To ascertain the actual organ dose for each subject, it is necessary to multiply by the respective Conversion Factor
(CF), as illustrated in Equation (1):

clinical,per 100mAs 3
(CTDIyor) kypwidtn mAs per rotation
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Where Dy, wiaen represents the actual organ dose for the subject in mGy. (Dgimuiatea)kvpwiaen Signifies the
organ dose simulated in Monte Carlo, with its unit being MeV/gram/photon. Both organ doses vary with the kVp

and beam collimation width. CF,f‘f:‘iffd{ﬁlter is the experimentally validated conversion factor for GE LightSpeed

Pro 16 MDCT in axial scannings. This conversion factor varies with the kVp, beam collimation width, and bowtie
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is the value derived from previous research where the GE LightSpeed Pro 16 model was validated under similar



scanning conditions'®. This value is also normalized to 100 mAs per rotation. mAs per rotation refers to the
exposure expressed in mAs, which was set during clinical scanning. As shown in Equation (2),

Dgymatized (mGy/CTDI s ™4%) represents the organ dose normalized by CTDlvo per 100 mAs, for the subject in

units of mGy/(CTDlvo per 100 mAs). Value of CTDIyo normalized organ dose eliminates the impact of CT machine
model and scanning parameters.

To construct patient-specific phantoms of individual subjects, we employed the automatic organ segmentation
software, DeepViewer (V1.2.0), based on the 3D ResU-Net architecture. The accuracy of segmentation by this
software has been validated in our previous researches®-2%. Specifically, DeepViewer supports automatic
segmentation of over 32 organs across various regions, including the head and neck, chest, abdomen, pelvis, and
legs. When compared to segmentation results by experienced clinicians, for most organs throughout the body, the
Dice Similarity Coefficient (DSC) achieved a value of 0.9. Major organs like the brain, both lungs, heart, liver, and
kidneys even surpassed a DSC of 0.95.

To enable large-scale, patient-specific dose computations, we developed a preliminary CT dose computation and
analysis software platform based on the dosimetry engine and implemented in MATLAB Version: 9.14.0 (R2023a).
As illustrated in Figure 1, after the subject's CT images were automatically segmented and the corresponding
patient-specific phantom was constructed, we performed a near real-time dose simulation on the phantom using
a chest scan protocol similar to that used in clinical image acquisition. This allowed us to obtain patient-specific
3D dose distributions and organ doses.

Statistical analysis of health metrics and organ doses

Tables 1 and 2 present the chest CT scan parameter settings and statistics on age, gender, and body metrics for
the 11,482 subjects. As shown in Table 1, the data cover scans from five different CT scanner models: GE
Discovery CT750 HD, GE LightSpeed VCT, NMS NeuViz 128, GE Optima CT660, and GE Optima CT680 Series.
Notably. For all the models, the kVp is uniformly set at 120, with a collimation width of 40 mm. Furthermore, all
models utilize the body type of bowtie filter. As illustrated in Table 2, there are 7182 male subjects, with the average
(+ standard deviation) age (years), height (cm), weight (kg), BMI (kg/m?), average WED (cm) and scan range (cm)
to be 49.8 (+12.8), 170.6 (x6.1), 73.9 (x10.4), 25.3 (£3.0), 26.2 (£1.9), 36.0 (+2.2), respectively. There are also
4300 female subjects, with the average age, height (cm), weight (kg), BMI (kg/m?), average WED (cm) and scan
range (cm), to be 50.0 (+13.0), 159.1 (£5.7), 58.9 (+8.4), 23.2 (£3.1), 23.8 (£2.0), 34.3 (+1.9), respectively.

Table 1. Chest CT scanning parameter information extracted from the Digital Imaging and Communications in
Medicine (DICOM) files of 11,482 subjects, including 5 CT scanner models and 13 scan protocols.

Scan kVp Collimation Bowtie | CTDlvol,100mAs mAs per
CT model Subjects width (mm) i ’ pitch X
protocol (E) Filter (mGy) rotation
(NT)
1 GE Discovery | o34 | 120 40 Body 8.30 1375| 255
CT750 HD
2 GE Discovery | 59 | 120 40 Body 8.30 1375| 305
CT750 HD
3 GET[;'ESOHV;W 922 | 120 40 Body 8.30 1375| 356
GE
4 LightSpeed 695 | 120 40 Body 9.51 1375| 255
VCT
5 GE 383 | 120 40 Body 9.51 1375| 305
LightSpeed




VCT
GE
6 LightSpeed 789 120 40 Body 9.51 1.375 43.6
VCT
NMS NeuViz
7 128 984 120 40 Body 6.18 1.2 50
GE Optima
8 5149 120 40 Bod 8.71 1.375 30.5
CT660 oy
GE Optima
2 12 4 B 71 .984 .
9 CT660 83 0 0 ody 8 0.98 56.9
GE Optima
1 2 12 4 B 71 .984 7.
0 CT660 623 0 0 ody 8 0.98 97.5
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Table 2. Statistics of average (xstandard deviation) on age, gender, and body metrics for the 11,482 subjects.
There are 7182 male subjects and 4300 female subjects.

Gender Metric Age Height Weight BMI2 Average WED Scan range
(cm) (kg) (kg/m?) (cm) (cm)
49.8 170.6 73.9 25.3
Average 26.2 (+1.9) 36.0 (£2.2)
e (+12.8) (£6.1) (£10.4) (+3.0)
145.5 ~ 44 3 ~ 15.4 ~
Range 19~93 19.7~ 345 29.4 ~46.2
195 138.8 41.9
50.0 159.1 23.2
Average 58.8 (+8.4) 23.8 (+2.0) 34.3 (+1.9)
(+13.0) (+5.7) (#3.1)
Female 365 158
Range 16 ~93 139 ~ 187 ' ) 184 ~344 25.2~42.0
111.2 441
Female
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Figure 8. BMI classification statistics for male and female subjects. (a) Cumulative histogram of the number of
subjects relative to their BMI, where red bars represent female subjects and blue bars represent male subjects.



(b) The number of male and female subjects in each of the six different BMI categories.

The BMI classification statistics for both male and female subjects included in this study are depicted in Figure 8.
Among all subjects, 56.2% fall into the Normal weight category, while 36.9% are classified as Overweight. The
other BMI categories account for 6.9% of the subjects. Notably, the BMI distribution varies between genders.
Among males, the proportions of Normal weight and Overweight are similar. In contrast, in the female cohort, a
significant 72% fall into the Normal weight category, compared to 21% in the Overweight category.

As illustrated in Figure 9, both the CT scanner model and scan parameter settings can impact the patient-specific
organ dose. Because, as shown in Equation (1), CTDIlya is dependent on the CT scanner model, kVp, beam
collimation width, and the type of bowtie filter. Additionally, CTDl.q is inversely proportional to the pitch factor of
the helical scan, while the organ dose is directly proportional to exposure in mAs.
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Figure 9. Box plots depicting dose results for the 6 organs and their corresponding statistical uncertainties
(RSE) associated with scanning parameters. The red vertical axis shows the organ dose results for chest CT
scan obtained using the proposed method, while the blue vertical axis displays the statistical uncertainties of the
organ dose. The horizontal axis shows the first 12 scan protocols listed in the Table 1. (a) Results for esophagus.
(b) Results for heart. (c) Results for lungs. (d) Results for liver. (e) Results for pancreas. (f) Results for stomach.



Additionally, as shown in Figure 10, we calculated the Pearson correlation coefficients to examine the relationship
between CTDIo normalized organ doses and patient characteristics, such as age, height, weight, scan range,
BMI, and average Water Equivalent Diameters (WED). These factors are unrelated to CT scan settings, but can
potentially impact patient-specific organ dose values. The results indicate that height, weight, and average WED
all demonstrate a moderate correlation with gender. There is a very strong correlation between weight, BMI, and
average WED, with the correlation coefficient between weight and average WED reaching 0.91. The CTDlyo
normalized doses for thoracic organs reveal a weak correlation with both gender and height, while the normalized
doses for abdominal organs shows a moderate correlation with both. The normalized doses for the lungs have a
moderate correlation with average WED, whereas the normalized dose for other organs presents a strong
correlation with average WED. The correlation coefficients between the normalized doses of different organs
indicate that organs in closer anatomical proximity exhibit stronger dose correlations. For all the organs considered,
the absolute value of correlation coefficients for normalized organ dose with BMI and average WED are greater
than 0.5, peaking at 0.88 and 0.95, respectively, indicating a very strong linear relationship between them.
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Figure 10. The Pearson correlation coefficients between the CTDIo normalized organ dose for chest CT scan
and other factors for the subjects.

BMI categories
According to the BMI categories set by the World Health Organization globally??, Table 3 summarizes the BMI data
of the 11,482 subjects.

Table 3. Statistics of BMI categories for the 11,482 subjects.

Category BMI Classification | Male Average (x standard | Female Average (x standard
standard?’ (kg/m?) | subjects deviation) BMI of the | subjects deviation) BMI of the
male (kg/m?) female (kg/m?)




Underweight | (0, 18.5) 72 17.6 (£ 0.8) 150 17.7 (£ 0.6)
Normal [18.5, 25) 3347 23.0 (£ 1.5) 3110 221 (£ 1.7)
weight

Overweight [25, 30) 3330 26.9 (£ 1.3) 911 26.8 (£ 1.3)
Obese 1 [30, 35) 387 31.6 (£1.3) 115 31.6 (£1.3)
Obese 1I [35, 40) 42 36.7 (£ 1.4) 12 36.7 (x 1.0)
Morbidly [40, «) 4 41.3 (£ 0.7) 2 424 (£ 2.4)
obese

Image pre-processing

Each slice of the DICOM CT images for all subjects maintained a pixel resolution of 512x512, with no resampling
processes applied. The mean (+ standard deviation) value of pixel size is 0.81 (x 0.04) mm. And the slice thickness
for all subjects is 6 mm. The beds in each slice of the CT images for all subjects were removed.

Segmented organs

In this study, the automatic segmentation results of chest CT images for the 11,482 subjects included contours for
12 organs: body skin, spinal cord, esophagus, heart, lungs, trachea, duodenum, kidneys, liver, pancreas, stomach,
and bowel. For brevity, our results analysis only considered the doses for six organs, which were fully
encompassed in the CT images and were commonly focused on in radiation protection: esophagus, heart, lungs,
liver, pancreas, and stomach.

Monte Carlo simulation

Based on the extracted parameters of the clinical scanning protocol (including kVp, exposure expressed in mAs,
beam collimation width, bowtie filter type, and pitch), we used the integrated CT scanner model in ARCHER-CT to
conduct axial scan simulations on the subjects’ computational phantoms with the same scanning range as in the
clinical setting. In the ARCHER-CT simulations, the validated GE LightSpeed Pro 16 scanner model was employed
with parameter settings of 120kVp, a collimation width of 20 mm, and a body type of bowtie filter. The starting
angle of the beam in helical scanning used clinically cannot be obtained from the DICOM protocol, while its
variation might cause significant discrepancies in the simulated dose for small organs?332. Moreover, the radiation
dose in helical scanning is inversely related to the pitch when other scanning parameters remain constant. And if
helical scanning (pitch#1) is converted into helical scanning with a pitch of 1, its radiation dose is approximately
the same as that generated by continuous axial scanning under the same scanning parameters3334, Therefore, in
this study, we used continuous axial scanning simulations to replace helical scanning used clinically. Furthermore,
both actual clinical scans and MC simulations did not use TCM. However, if the tube current values of every slice
used in TCM can be obtained, it can be easily imported into ARCHER-CT to change the proportion of particle
histories at each projection angle in MC simulations.

In the ARCHER-CT simulations, identical scanning parameters were applied to both the ICRP phantoms and the
subjects. For the ICRP phantoms, the total number of photon histories used for MC simulation was 10'° to maintain
the statistical uncertainty (Relative Standard Error, RSE) of all organ doses within 0.1%. The scan range chosen
for the phantoms closely mirrored the chest range typically employed in clinical settings. For each subject, the total
number of photon histories used for MC simulation was 108 to maintain the statistical uncertainty of most organ
doses within 1%, with only the uncertainty of organ doses that are deep and small in volume possibly exceeding
1%.

Hardware configuration

In this study, both DeepViewer and ARCHER-CT were executed on a commercially available consumer-grade PC,
equipped with specific hardware configurations: Intel® Core™ i7-12700 CPU, 64 GB DDR4 memory, and a single
NVIDIA GeForce RTX™ 3080 10GB GPU.



Statistical analysis tools

In this study, most numeric results are represented as mean * standard deviation. This representation provides a
concise view of the central tendency and variability within our dataset. Statistical significance was assessed using
a Pearson correlation test. The p values were obtained and represented with asterisk, with * indicating p < 0.05,
** indicating p < 0.01, and *** indicating p < 0.001. The Pearson correlation coefficient, ranging from -1 to 1,
measures the strength and direction of the linear relationship between two variables. A coefficient of -1 indicates
a perfect negative correlation, 1 signifies a perfect positive correlation, and 0 indicates no correlation. Statistical
analysis of the results was conducted using OriginPro 2021b.

Data availability

The 11,482 cases of subjects’ data were obtained from the Health Center of the First Affiliated Hospital of USTC
(Hefei, China), where partial data (i.e., 50 anonymous cases) are released together with the code, with the
permission obtained from respective health center. The full dataset is protected because of privacy issues and
regulation policies in health center.

Code availability

Excel files of results and MATLAB scripts used in data processing will be found in the GitHub repository.
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