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Introduction: Results:

An alternating MLC configuration has been The average maximum dose measured within the 5mm field gap between MLC leaves showed underestimation of 46.2+2.1% and 3.3+8.0% for CC and MC,
historically used in Field-in-Field (FiF) technique for respectively. The average maximum dose measured within the 10mm field gap between MLC leaves showed underestimation of 32.624.7% and 6.6+3.5% for CC
3D breast treatment utilizing multileaf collimator and MC, respectively.

(MLC) to control dose on the chest wall edge
without compromising the dose coverage on the The average minimum dose measured within the 5mm blocked field showed overestimation of 153.7£20.6% and 88.2+34.5% for CC and MC, respectively. The

target. This takes advantage of a dose-averaging average minimum dose measured within the 10mm blocked field showed overestimation of 179.4+28.2% and 21.8+14.3% for CC and MC, respectively.
effect seen by some dose calculation methods

Depending on the dose calculation algorithm, the
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The averaging effect shown by CC does not reflect the
measured dose and consequently, MC is recommended for
21.8 use in the calculation of fields of this shape.




