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the impact of detector field sizes, remaining within 3% even

orientation and measurement for the smallest field. Profile analysis Face-up 0.419 0.640 0.717 0.764 0.804 0.838 0.873 0.922 1.000

depth. This study evaluates demonstrated ~ superior  spatial Fdge-on 0.442 0.641 0.716 0.761 0.802 0.834 0.870 0.919 1.000

orientation dependent resolution in  the edge on Face-up vs Edge-on (%) 5.61 -0.13 0.20 0.37 0.24 0.47 0.36 0.23 0.00

differences in field output orientation. Face up measurements Monte Carlo 0.456 0.662 0.733 0774 | 0.812 0.846 | 0883 | 0.931 1.000

factors (FOFs) and beam exhibited 3-10% FWHM narrowing
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support more consistent and underestimation, with increasing Edge-on vs MC (%) -2.96 -3.13 -2.37 -1.63 -1.17 -1.32 -1.55 -1.25 0.00

accurate clinical effects for smaller fields and greater Table | FOF of face-up, edge-on and Monte Carlo for nominal fields from 0.5x0.5 to10x10 cm?* for TrueBeam 6MV at 5cm depth &

implementation. depths. SSD=95. Difference between face-up vs edge-on measurements, face-up vs MC and edge-on vs MC simulations.
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