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Abstract

Some of the irradiation accidents that happen to patients undergoing radiation therapy
are related to the misuse of treatment planning systems. Currently the sophistication and
complexity of treatment planning systems have been increasing significantly, particu-
larly including three-dimensional (3D) treatment planning systems and the use of inten-
sity-modulated radiation therapy (IMRT). This has created a need for a comprehensive
set of quality assurance (QA) guidelines that can be applied to clinical treatment plan-
ning. The purpose of this report is to guide and assist medical physicists in developing
and implementing a practical QA program for modern radiotherapy treatment planning.
Chapter one introduces this guideline. Chapter two defines specifications, an acceptance
test and commissioning for the treatment planning system. Chapter three describes QA
of CT scanners for treatment planning. Chapter four discusses the treatment planning
system's acceptance test, and Chapters five and six describe commissioning the
non-dosimetric and dosimetric methods. Periodic quality assurance testing is discussed
in Chapter seven. This report provides the framework and guidance to allow medical
physicists to design comprehensive and practical treatment planning QA programs for
their clinics.
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