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Materials and Methods | Training The Radiologist Readers
. * An experienced radiologist (24 years) and a research * Each radiologist reader attended a training session so that the study was performed consistently
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» Independent centralized review of Lesion Measurement
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Response Evaluation Criteriagin Solid Shape * All readers used the same validated DICOM based software application
Tumors (RECIST) - Statistical Analysis
P *  Statistical analysis was performed using mixed effects modeling to partition error according to its
contributing factors
CEItEEIUr‘,Il’ 3 CatEguw‘t * Mixed Effects Modeling allows for the analysis of heterogeneous data
Results
Reader
Explanation of Terms No of Between Reader Random Error Total Error/Total Conclusions Continuina Research
» Total Error — Accounts for all the variance seenin Tumors Error Error Error g
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» Between Reader Error — The portion of the variance Overall 150 0.32 (0.14, 0.77) 7.51(7.08, 8.01) 7.83 4.15% suggests that the radiologist readers were Ial?liﬂtréﬁtféﬁt?ﬁfi#? E!f;g;’gﬁt“:’” of the project
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