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Purpose: Evaluateandcompare treatmentplanningsystems from differentvendors. Methods and Materials: Prostate,lung,and
headand necktreatmentplansweregeneratedon systemsfrom threedifferentvendorsusingidenticalCT scans,beamarrangements,
andmargins. Comparisonsweremadeconcerning theavailabletools,easeof tool use,flow of the planningprocess,andtool
integration. Results: Thelist of availabletoolswasremarkablysimilar for all threesystemshoweverthetoolsfunctioned
considerably different. Somedifferencesexistedwith respectto thedegreeof automationandmanual over-rides. Largedifferences
wereobservedin theplanning efficiency andflow of theplanning process.Fromtheuser'sperspective,the architecture of long legacy
systemswith largecustomerbases appearedto usea linearmodel with multiple workspaces. Thesystemwith theshortestlegacyand
smallest customerbaseappearedto usea task orientedmodelwith a single workspace. Severalpotential factorsthatcouldcontribute
to thesedifferenceswereidentified. Thesefactorsmayconspire to prevent deep integrationof cohesivetoolsthuslimiting planning
efficiency. Conclusions: Beforepurchasing a system, customersshould evaluatethecohesivenessof tools,integrationof tools,
degreeof automation, andworkflow. Occasionally,vendorsneedto "bite thebullet" andrevisetheir systems to ensure thevarious
tools are integratedtogether in a cohesivefashion thatpromoteseffi ciency of theplanningprocess.


