Sensitivity of Dosimetry Calculations to Tumor Segmentation Methods on SPECT/CT
Images for Patients Undergoing 177Lu-PSMA-617 RPT
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Question
What are the volumetric, geometric, and dosimetric differences caused by variations in tumor contouring methods

for voxel-level radiopharmaceutical therapy (RPT) dosimetry?
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Figure 4: Box plots of D mean Of tumor volumes from experimental
methods and physician

Segmentation

« Quantitative SPECT/CT acquired at 4 hours (TP1), 24 hours
(TP2), and 96 hours (TP3) post 177Lu-PSMA-617
administration

« Tumors segmented on 14 patients using a gradient-based

Figure 2: Box plots of tumor volumes from experimental method,
normalized to physician-contoured volumes

DSC by Modality and Timepoint

Discussion & Conclusions

Figure 1: Example contour methods A) SUV TP1, B) SUV TPZ2,
C) SUV TP3, D) PE+ TP1, E) PE+ TP2, F) PE+ TP3

three TPs
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