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Abstract

Purpose/Objective(s): Radiotherapy (RT) toxicities can impair survival and quality-of-life, yet remain
under-studied. Real-world evidence holds potential to improve our understanding of toxicities, but toxicity
information is often only in clinic notes. We developed natural language processing (NLP) models to identify
the presence and severity of esophagitis from notes of patients treated with thoracic RT.

Materials/Methods: Our corpus consisted of a gold-labeled dataset of 1,524 clinic notes from 124 patients
with lung cancer treated with RT, manually annotated for CTCAE v5.0 esophagitis grade, and a silver-labeled
dataset of 2,420 notes from 1,832 patients on whom toxicity grades had been collected as structured data
during clinical care. We fine-tuned statistical and pre-trained BERT-based models for three esophagitis
classification tasks: Task 1) no esophagitis vs. grade 1-3, Task 2) grade ≤1 vs. >1, and Task 3) no esophagitis
vs. grade 1 vs. grade 2-3. Transferability was tested on 345 notes from patients with esophageal cancer
undergoing RT.

Results: Fine-tuning PubmedBERT yielded the best performance. Best macro-F1 was 0.92, 0.82, and 0.74 for
Task 1, 2, and 3, respectively. Selecting the most informative note sections during fine-tuning improved
macro-F1 by ≥ 2% for all tasks. Silver-labeled data improved the macro-F1 by ≥ 3% across all tasks. For the
esophageal cancer notes, best macro-F1 was 0.73, 0.74, and 0.65 for Task 1, 2, and 3, respectively, without
additional fine-tuning.

Conclusion: To our knowledge, this is the first effort to automatically extract esophagitis toxicity severity
according to CTCAE guidelines from clinic notes. The promising performance provides proof-of-concept for
NLP-based automated detailed toxicity monitoring in expanded domains.



INTRODUCTION

Cancer treatment-related adverse events (TRAEs) are an under-studied cancer outcome that have important
impacts on patients' survival and quality-of-life. As cancer-specific survival improves,1,2 a better understanding
of the epidemiology, trajectories, and risk factors for TRAEs is urgently needed to support treatment
decision-making and survivorship care. However, the vast majority of our understanding of TRAEs is from
clinical trials, which are crucial but inherently limited in their ability to provide information on less common
adverse events.3–7

There is enormous potential for real-world evidence (RWE) from electronic health records (EHR) to supplement
adverse event information from clinical trials. Single-institutional RWE datasets have shown TRAE rates up to
10-times those reported in clinical trials.8–13 However, a major limitation to our ability to collect high-quality RWE
on adverse events is that many are almost exclusively documented in the free text of clinical notes and are not
directly extractable and analyzable through conventional methods.14–17 Natural language processing (NLP), a
field of computer science that aims to convert free text into computable representations that can be used for
downstream tasks, is a promising avenue to automate the extraction for adverse events documented in clinical
notes. Some research exists that focuses on binary (yes/no) adverse event extraction,18–22 however a
finer-grained extraction related to the severity of the adverse event would further our understanding of these
events.

Better methods for adverse event reporting are especially needed for radiotherapy (RT).23 RT-related adverse
events are not represented in pharmacovigilance databases, and the impact of new RT technologies and novel
combinations of RT and systemic agents is under-explored.24 In particular, lung cancer is the leading cause of
death in the United States and worldwide,1,25 and RT plays an important role in its treatment.26–31 Esophagitis is
one of the most crucial acute RT toxicities experienced by patients with lung cancer receiving thoracic RT,
which inevitably exposes portions of the esophagus to radiation fields.32 Severe esophagitis can occur in over
30% of lung cancer patients receiving RT for lung cancer,30,32,33 and can lead to complications including
malnutrition, hospitalization, and discontinuation of treatment. Importantly, esophagitis and its severity are
almost exclusively documented in clinical notes.

In this study, we aimed to develop NLP methods for automated extraction of esophagitis presence and severity
in the clinical notes of patients with lung cancer treated with RT according to National Cancer Institute
Common Terminology Criteria for Adverse Events version 5.0 (CTCAE) guidelines.34 Specifically, we developed
NLP methods for three classification tasks: 1) none vs. grade 1-3 esophagitis, 2) grade ≤1 vs. grade 2-3
esophagitis, and 3) none vs. grade 1 vs. grade 2-3 esophagitis. No instances of grade 4 or 5 esophagitis
existed in our datasets. We explored cross-domain transferability in a cohort of esophageal cancer patients.

METHODS

Patient population and data curation
Our study primarily used a gold-labeled lung cancer dataset of 1,524 notes from 124 non-small cell lung cancer
patients who received RT at Brigham and Women’s Hospital/Dana-Farber Cancer Institute between
2015-2021. We included notes written from the start of RT up to one month after the last day of RT.
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Notes were manually annotated for the presence and maximum inferrable CTCAE v5.0 grade of esophagitis
when the document was written. To establish consistent scoring guidelines for esophagitis, we annotated notes



for the presence of a documented esophagitis event and its grade. We adhered to CTCAE v5.0 guidelines and
based scoring solely on the information present within the free text of the note being annotated. Of note, pain
with swallowing was considered esophagitis, but dysphagia alone was not. Thirteen percent of notes were
dual-annotated by a radiation oncologist (DSB) and a trained data scientist (NKR), with an inter-rater reliability
of 96%. The remaining notes were single-annotated by a data scientist (NKR). This dataset was split into a
train, development, and test set in a proportion of roughly 80:10:10. Notes from the same patient appeared in
only one of the sets.

We also used a silver-labeled dataset of 2,420 notes from 1,832 patients who underwent RT for any cancer
diagnosis between 2015-2021, had structured esophagitis grades available in their EHR, and were absent in
our gold-labeled dataset. At our institution, patients are seen by their radiation oncologist for a weekly
on-treatment visit focused on managing side effects during RT. During these visits, physicians may optionally
enter toxicity grade as structured data. No other providers document on treatment toxicity as structured data.
Thus, this dataset only consisted of on-treatment visit notes by radiation oncologists. These structured data
were taken as-is for silver labels. These were considered silver labels because they are often copy-forwarded
and use variable toxicity grading rubrics over time; no additional quality control was applied to these labels.
During training, we used this set of silver-labeled data for data augmentation and cross-domain purposes. In
this dataset, lung cancer (927/1,832 (50.6%)), esophageal cancer (167/1,832 (9.1%)), and spine metastases
(138/1,832 (7.5%)) were the most common diagnoses.

In addition, we curated a cross-domain validation set of 345 notes from 75 patients with esophageal cancer
whose notes were not present in the gold or silver-labeled dataset. These notes were single-annotated by a
radiation oncologist (DSB) using the same annotation guidelines as above.

Table 1 shows the patient-level characteristics of our datasets. Table 2 shows the note-level distribution of
esophagitis grade in the three datasets. Of note, no instances of grade 4 or 5 esophagitis existed in any of the
datasets.

Table 2. Number of clinical notes and distribution of esophagitis grades across datasets

Lung Cancer Dataset

Esophagitis CTCAE grade*

Total

(n=1524)

Train Set

(n=1243)

Development Set

(n=144)

Test Set

(n=137)

None 1030 (67.6%) 869 (69.9%) 76 (52.8%) 85 (62.1%)

Grade 1 207 (13.6%) 146 (11.8%) 37 (25.7%) 24 (17.5%)

Grade 2 187 (12.3%) 136 (10.9%) 27 (18.8%) 24 (17.5%)

Grade 3 100 (6.6%) 92 (7.4%) 4 (2.8%) 4 (2.9%)

Silver-Labeled Dataset

Esophagitis CTCAE grade*

Total

(n=2420)

Train Set

(n=2420) Development Set Test Set

None 1562 (64.5%) 1562 (64.5%) NA NA

Grade 1 376 (15.5%) 376 (15.5%) NA NA

Grade 2 473 (19.5%) 473 (19.5%) NA NA

Grade 3 9 (0.4%) 9 (0.4%) NA NA



Esophageal Cancer Dataset

Esophagitis CTCAE grade*

Total

(n=345) Train Set Development Set

Test Set

(n=345)

None 201 (58.3%) NA NA 201 (58.3%)

Grade 1 91 (26.4%) NA NA 91 (26.4%)

Grade 2 49 (14.2%) NA NA 49 (14.2%)

Grade 3 4 (1.2%) NA NA 4 (1.2%)

Abbreviations: CTCAE = National Cancer Institute Common Terminology Criteria for Adverse Events version

5.0; NA = not applicable.

*No instances of grade 4-5 esophagitis.

All data presented as N (%).

This study was approved by the Mass General Brigham institutional review board, and consent was waived as
this was deemed exempt human subjects research.

Classification Task Definition
Models were trained for three increasingly difficult tasks. In Task 1, binary models were trained to classify the
presence or absence of esophagitis (none vs. grade 1-3 esophagitis). In Task 2, binary models were trained to
classify the presence of clinically significant esophagitis (grade ≤1 vs. grade 2-3). This cut-off was chosen
because it distinguishes patients who require any medical intervention from those who can be treated with
conservative measures. In Task 3, multi-class models were trained to classify none vs. grade 1 vs. grade 2-3
esophagitis; grades 2 and 3 were combined due to the small number of observed events in each instance.

Text pre-processing and classification models
In addition to standard text pre-processing, we implemented a rules-based system to systematically mask and
remove any templated sections, including structured toxicity scores, headers, and footers, before the text was
input into the training process. Token and section distributions before and after preprocessing are shown in
Supplemental Table 1.

We compared two major approaches for the three classification tasks: a statistical model as a baseline and
neural models. For the statistical model, we used a term frequency-inverse document frequency (TF-IDF) 35

weighted Bag-of-Words with stochastic gradient descent (BoW+SGD).36 For the neural models, we explored
Bidirectional Encoder Representations from Transformers (BERT)-based models pre-trained on general
domain text (BERT-base37) and on biomedical domain text (Bio-BERT v1.1,38 ClinicalBERT,39 PubMedBERT40,
and BioLinkBERT41) with fine-tuning. Models were fine-tuned with gold-labeled data alone, as well as gold and
silver-labeled data.

For the BoW+SGD models, we used scikit-learn’s SGDClassifier with log loss and l2 regularization, and hinge
loss and 1000 estimators, respectively. This presents a baseline easily implementable method.

The BERT-based models' sequence lengths are fixed at 512 tokens. A batch size of 22 was used for different
BERT-based models. Manual hyperparameter tuning revealed a learning rate of 0.00007 and a 0.2 dropout
rate with weight decay for all BERT-based models leading to consistent model performance.
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Given token length limitations in neural models, we provided combinations of informative note sections during
BERT-based model fine-tuning.42,43 We refined medspaCy (v0.20.2)44 to develop a custom rule-based
sectionizer. Using gold data only, we carried out ablation studies to determine the optimal combinations of the
following sections for model input: Assessment and Plan, Interval History, Physical Exam, RT Technical (a
section unique to some RT notes that describes the RT dose, fractionation, technique, modality, and other
technical metrics), and Review of Systems. These sections were chosen as the most likely to contain
informative information based on oncologist domain expertise. In notes with no Assessment and Plan or
Interval History sections, the full note was used to not exclude short data-rich notes, especially non-physician
notes that do not standardly have these sections. The best-performing combinations of sections were used
during fine-tuning with the gold- and silver-labeled data.

Evaluation
During training and fine-tuning, we evaluated all models using the development set and assessed their final
performance on the held-out test set. For each classification task, we report precision, recall, F1, and, for the
binary tasks, area under the receiver operating characteristic and area under the precision-recall curve
(Supplemental Methods). Performance is reported at the note level, which directly assesses the tasks the
models were trained for. We also report results at the patient level for the best-performing models for each
task, in which the maximum predicted esophagitis score in any note for a given patient was compared against
the maximum predicted gold score in order to explore performance if the models were implemented to infer this
common end-point for clinical trials.

Manual error analysis was conducted on the lung cancer test set.

Comparison with structured EHR data
To assess the completeness of esophagitis documentation in structured versus unstructured EHR data, we
collected ICD-10 diagnosis codes documented after the start of RT for a narrow and broad definition of
esophagitis in our lung cancer test set (Supplemental Methods). We compared the presence of an ICD-10
esophagitis diagnosis with our text-extracted results from Task 1, considering at least 1 note with an
NLP-identified esophagitis event as an esophagitis diagnosis.

The code to train the neural models and process text in the pipeline is released at
https://github.com/AIM-Harvard/Eso_alpha. The neural models trained on the full dataset cannot be released to
protect patient privacy.

RESULTS

Note-level performance
Table 3 reports the results of the best-performing BERT-based biomedical domain, BERT-based general
domain, and statistical models for the lung cancer dataset. Performance was best for Task 1 (macro-F1 0.92),
followed by Task 2 (macro-F1 0.82) and Task 3 (macro-F1 0.74). For all tasks, PubmedBERT-based models
that were trained using both gold and silver-labeled had the best performance. The best-performing model for
Task 1 and 2 included only Assessment and Plan and Interval History for notes with one of these sections; the
best performing model for Task 3 included Assessment and Plan, Interval History, RT Technical, and Review of
Systems for notes with either an Assessment and Plan or Interval History section.
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Table 4 reports the results of the best-performing models on the esophageal cancer dataset. For all tasks,
models trained using both gold and silver-labeled data had the best performance. Best macro-F1 was lower
than on the lung cancer dataset (Task 1: -0.19, Task 2: -0.083, Task 3: -0.097).



Patient-level performance
Table 5 reports performance at the patient-level in the 13 patients in the lung cancer test set, using the
best-performing models at the note level. Macro-F1 was 1.00 for Task 1, 0.92 for Task 2, and 0.49 for Task 3.
Of note, for Task 3, the decrease in performance was largely driven by poor performance on the single patient
with no esophagitis; all cases of grade 2-3 esophagitis were correctly identified.

Table 5. Patient-level performance on the lung cancer test set.

Maximum esophagitis Precision Recall F1 Macro-F1

Patient counts

TP (n)/(TP+TN (n))

Task 1: None vs. CTCAE grade 1-3 esophagitis

None 1.00 1.00 1.0 NA 1/1



Table 5. Patient-level performance on the lung cancer test set.

Grade 1-3 1.00 1.00 1.0 NA 12/12

Weighted overall 1.00 1.00 1.0 1.0 13/13

Task 2: CTCAE grade ≤1 vs. CTCAE grade 2-3 esophagitis

Grade ≤1 1.00 0.80 0.89 NA 4/5

Grade 2-3 0.89 1.00 0.94 NA 8/8

Weighted overall 0.93 0.92 0.92 0.92 12/13

Task 3: None vs. CTCAE grade 1 vs. CTCAE grade 2-3 esophagitis

None 0.0 0.0 0.0 NA 0/1

Grade 1 0.67 0.50 0.57 NA 2/4

Grade 2-3 0.80 1.00 0.89 NA 8/8

Weighted overall 0.70 0.77 0.72 0.49 10/13

Abbreviations: CTCAE = National Cancer Institute Common Terminology Criteria for Adverse Events
version 5.0; TP = true positives; TN = true negatives.

Table 6 shows patient-level performance of the 75 patients with esophageal cancer. Macro-F1 was 0.70 for
Task 1, 0.69 for Task 2, and 0.58 for Task 3. For task 3, 24/26 cases of grade 2-3 esophagitis were correctly
identified.

Table 6. Patient-level performance on the esophageal cancer dataset.

Maximum esophagitis Precision Recall F1 Macro-F1

Patient counts

TP (n)/(TP+TN (n))

Task 1: None vs. CTCAE grade 1-3 esophagitis

None 0.50 0.68 0.58 NA 13/19

Grade 1-3 0.88 0.77 0.82 NA 43/56

Weighted overall 0.78 0.75 0.76 0.70 56/75

Task 2: CTCAE grade ≤1 vs. CTCAE grade 2-3 esophagitis

Grade ≤1 0.79 0.78 0.78 NA 38/49

Grade 2-3 0.59 0.62 0.60 NA 16/26

Weighted overall 0.72 0.72 0.72 0.69 54/75

Task 3: None vs. CTCAE grade 1 vs. CTCAE grade 2-3 esophagitis

None 0.61 0.58 0.59 NA 11/19

Grade 1 0.62 0.33 0.43 NA 10/30

Grade 2-3 0.59 0.92 0.72 NA 24/26

Weighted overall 0.61 0.60 0.57 0.58 45/75

Abbreviations: CTCAE = National Cancer Institute Common Terminology Criteria for Adverse Events
version 5.0; TP = true positives; TN = true negatives.



Error analysis
Manual review of the best-performing model output revealed discrete error modes. Most commonly, false
positives occurred in all models where only evidence of dysphagia was documented, but not esophagitis.
Although dysphagia is, formally, a distinct diagnosis from esophagitis, they are frequently used interchangeably
in practice and share overlapping signs, symptoms, and treatments. False positives were also found in
negated, generic, or past descriptions of esophagitis. One patient had synchronous nausea/vomiting and
esophagitis with several notes describing severe dehydration and malnutrition in which it was ambiguous,
which was the driving etiology, leading to false positives.

Comparison with structured EHR data
The best-performing NLP model for Task 1 predicted esophagitis perfectly for all 13 patients in the test set. Of
the 12 patients with esophagitis, only four were identified as having esophagitis using both the narrow- and
broadly-defined set of esophagitis ICD-10 codes. Similarly, only 25/124 patients in the overall dataset had an
esophagitis ICD-10 code documented.

DISCUSSION

This study provides proof-of-concept for the ability of NLP methods to automatically extract cancer treatment
adverse event severity according to CTCAE grade from clinical notes. Our models for esophagitis extraction
from the notes of patients undergoing RT for lung cancer performed well, with macro-F1 of 0.74-0.92.
Unsurprisingly, performance dropped when the model was used cross-domain on notes of patients undergoing
RT for esophageal cancer. We showed that our NLP methods outperformed ICD-10 codes for identifying
esophagitis diagnosis, underscoring the importance of methods for text-based data extraction for adverse
events. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first report of NLP methods for cancer treatment-related
adverse event severity scoring, and demonstrates the potential for computational methods to support
high-quality RWE generation on adverse events.

Our study builds upon a recent body of work on NLP methods for cancer-treatment related adverse events.
Hong et al. (2020) used Apache clinical Text Analysis Knowledge Extraction System to extract CTCAE terms
from 100 RT OTV notes, and reported an F1 of 0.25-0.91 for identified present terms, and 0.12-0.92 negated
terms.18 Gupta et al. (2021) developed patient-level classifiers of immune-related adverse events, achieving F1
scores of 0.59-0.71 for identifying the presence of the three most common immune-related adverse events.19 A
recent study of extraction of cancer symptoms—a separate but related task—reported a deep learning model
that performed well at identifying 80 symptoms.20

Our study adds to the existing literature by providing evidence that NLP methods can extract the presence of
adverse events and their severity. The impact of an adverse event on the patients’ ultimate outcomes is driven
by how severe it is. Adverse events, including esophagitis, can be very mild and require no intervention or
treatment modifications or may progress to severe, potentially deadly symptoms requiring hospitalization.32

While methods that extract the presence or absence of an adverse event are valuable for high-level
monitoring, understanding the severity of the event is necessary for clinical decision-making and
risk-stratification. In addition, severity extraction is necessary for monitoring and understanding expected
trajectories of adverse events, which can guide intervention and surveillance strategies. Further, severity
extraction according to a standardized grading system such as CTCAE is needed to compare trial-reported
adverse event profiles to those in the real-world setting and to compare the adverse event burden across
therapeutic strategies.
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Our methods achieved the best results for the simplest task of identifying the presence or absence of
esophagitis, not severity. The second task, which aimed to identify the presence or absence of esophagitis
requiring medical intervention, required a more nuanced distinction between grade 1 and 2 esophagitis, but still
performed very well for both classes. The third task aimed to identify whether a note documented no
esophagitis, mild esophagitis, or esophagitis requiring medical intervention. While performance was excellent
for classifying the absence of esophagitis, performance dropped for classifying grade 1 and grade 2-3
esophagitis. These findings likely relate to the subtle and somewhat subjective distinction between grade 1 and
grade 2 esophagitis which may vary across providers, carry-forward errors due to documentation of previous
esophagitis severity, and class imbalance. Nevertheless, our results are still solid, especially for the most
clinically relevant task of identifying patients who require medical intervention for their esophagitis. Although
the patient-level results are only exploratory given the small numbers, they motivate future efforts in
automatically identifying maximum experienced CTCAE grades.

The cross-domain performance of our models on the notes of patients with esophageal cancer underlines the
importance of domain adaptation methods. Out-of-domain performance loss is widely documented in clinical
NLP 45–47 and is an active area of research.48 While it serves as a warning when applying adverse event
methods across cancer diagnoses while also suggesting the future extensibility of such methods. Simply
applying the models trained on the lung cancer dataset yielded marked performance decrements, which based
on manual review was largely due to tumor-induced symptoms overlapping with esophagitis symptoms in
esophageal cancer patients. We also note that while no gold-labeled data esophageal cancer patient data
were used to train the model, the silver-labeled dataset included 167 notes from esophageal cancer patients,
so this is not a completely out-of-domain evaluation.

We took advantage of silver-labeled data to improve the performance of our models. The structured adverse
event data that we used to augment our fine-tuning dataset was from a broader cancer population and were
only present for a specialized note type—RT on-treatment visits—but still improved performance in the dataset
including a wide variety of note and author types. The types and completeness of structured data collected
during clinical encounters vary by provider, visit type, and department. Our approach may be useful for other
researchers dealing with small gold-labeled datasets, who may have access to structured data for a subset of
note types and wish to extract similar data from more diverse clinical encounters.

Our study has limitations that should be considered when interpreting the results. Most importantly, our
datasets presented a skewed distribution with under-represented Grade 3 toxicities, and no instances of grade
4 or 5. In addition, they come from a single institution, impacting generalizability. However, the lung cancer
dataset reflected notes written by various provider types from various specialties, somewhat offsetting the
generalizability concern. Our patient population was primarily white, potentially limiting the generalizability of
our models to patients from different population groups. We had no CTCAE grade 4-5 esophagitis events in
our dataset and so we could not develop models to classify these most severe esophagitis grades. Yet, severe
adverse events are more readily available as structured data, which could supplement our methods if
comprehensive, structured data are available.49 Our methods do not automatically identify what treatment is
the cause of the adverse events; rather, we aimed only to extract an esophagitis event during a time window in
which patients are known to be at risk for RT-related esophagitis, but most patients evaluated received
concurrent chemotherapy. Accurate attribution is a focus of future work.

In conclusion, our methods provide proof-of-concept that NLP methods can extract the severity of cancer
treatment-related adverse events. Such technologies may play an important role in RWE generation for
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risk-prediction, comparative studies, and survivorship care; Phase IV studies; and clinical trial reporting. In the
future, NLP methods for adverse event extraction could support clinical care and yield improved patient
quality-of-life by rapidly identifying patients who may benefit from early intervention to prevent progression.
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