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Introduction: Results:
» Cardiac radioablation uses radiation to treat life- Target 9 * Most TrueBeam, Halcyon, and Ethos plans
threatening ventricular tachycardia Conformity @ Cl=—== Ideally demonstrate similar conformity and R50 (Figure
» Treatment commonly uses the Varian TrueBeam Index (C1) 25 Gy ) close to | 3)
(Varian Medical Systems, Palo Alto, CA, Figure 1) » Ethos plans demonstrate significantly lower D,
* Varian Halcyon offers a high-throughput — than TrueBeam and Halcyon plans
alternative, and Varian Ethos offers an Al-assisted 0 @ R50 =Q * Beam-on time Is significantly lower for
alternative j J)  [ldealylow TrueBeam plans than for Halcyon and Ethos plans
 Unmet need: To validate Halcyon and Ethos for 125Gy » All metrics for all plans are within an acceptable
cardiac radioablation range
15 Gy | 7= Target
: Maximum dose *'
Hypothes,ls_. Halcypn and Ethqs can be %ac:n;:czrgtht)e _____ dealylow | |Discussion and Key Takeaways:
used In the clinic for cardiac = e » Results demonstrate a trade-off between delivery
radioablation. efficiency (TrueBeam) and dosimetric sparing
| | | (Ethos)
Figure 2: Metrics used for plan comparison. » Shorter beam-on times with TrueBeam may offer
Y advantages for patient comfort
— » Ethos may provide greater normal tissue sparing
B E Conformity R50 than TrueBeam and Halcyon
j;&] e~ f% 1 — 4 - * No clear advantage was observed between
TrueBeam '~ "~ Halcyon» 09 o T HE-" - P system- and user-selected beam setups for Ethos
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Figure 1: TrueBeam, Halcyon, and Ethos treatment S - AL B o= - * Further V\_/Ork will evaluate dose sparing for
platforms. Adapted from cancercare.siemens- F L & F L & surrounding organs by treatment platform
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. . . 2200 e 20 o cardiac radioablation while highlighting
platforms for cardiac radioablation. AT g —— . .
e G | Py platform-specific trade-offs in dose
Methods: 00| T Ed = T distribution and beam-on time.
» Radiation plans were created on each platform, e < . .
with a prescription dose of 25 Gy In one Q,e”z’@\cﬁ(’&o & Q,Q"”@@O&O & Ack led Sl
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» Two sets of radiation plans were generated on ey o SRR EARARA
Eth 0S. User-selected beam setup v
* One with user-selected beam setup SOHENHOIDGEG DoRD Sl 4 Verspeeten Family Cancer Centre Yyt rio @
* One with system-selected beam setup London Health Sciences Centre
* Plans were evaluated for conformity, R30, Dy, Figure 3: Plan parameters by platform type. *p<.05,
and beam-on time (Figure 2) **n<.01, ***p<.001. Contact: skonerma@uwo.ca




