
AbstractID:9107Title: Comparisonof MapcheckandEDR2film for IMRT QA

Purpose: To evaluateandcompare theresults of IMRT QA measurements takenusingMapCheckand EDR2film on a 6MV linac
(21-EX). Method and Materi als: 10 Head& NeckIMRT treatmentplans(ADAC Pinnacle)wereevaluated. Thetreatmentbeams
wereplacedon a QA phantomanda coronaldose distribution at 5cmdepth wasselected.This selecteddosedistribution wasusedasa
reference to comparewith identical doseprofile measurementstakenusing EDR2film andMapCheck.Threedosedistribution
comparisonswereperformed: betweentreatmentplan & fi lm, between treatmentplan& MapCheck,andbetween MapCheck& film.
Thepercentageof pixels with gamma≤1 wasusedto evaluatefilm results andthepercentageof passeddatapointswasused to
evaluateMapCheckresults. 5% dose/3 mm distance-to agreementand3%dose/2mm distance-to-agreement toleranceconditions
wereused.A similar procedure was followedusingEDR2 film with actualpatient treatmentbeamsangles.Themeanpercentageof
pointspassingfor all beams within aplanwascalculated. Results: For EDR2film vs.plananalysis,themeanpassrate is 99.8% for
(5%, 3mm) toleranceand 94.8%for (3%,2 mm) tolerancecondition. For MapCheck vs.plan:99.9%for (5%,3mm) toleranceand
96.5%for (3%, 2 mm) tolerance.MapCheckvs. film: 99.9%for (5%,3mm) toleranceand97.7%for (3%,2 mm) tolerance.For actual
gantry angleof treatment EDR2film vs. plan: 93.3%with (5%,3mm) toleranceand78.2%for (3%,2 mm) tolerance. Conclusion:
IMRT QA performedusing EDR2 film & MapCheck show similar results. IMRT QA performedusing EDR2film for non-zero
gantry angles resultin up to a 12%increasein failing pixelsrelative to QA performedwith all beamsat 0 gantry.


