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Abstract

Background: Robust fine tuning of MLC TPS modeling parameters is crucial
for creating an optimal beam model, particularly with the ever-increasing accuracy
required for advancing techniques. Challenges can arise from balancing the trade-off
between multiple parameters and therefore the quality of the parameter tuning will
often depend on the experience of the physicist and on the procedures used. This is
in part due to limitations of the MLC modeling within the TPS. As a result, the
actual MLC parameter values used have been shown to vary widely between centers.
A novel methodology which standardizes and simplifies the process of robust
convergence to an optimized MLC model has previously been proposed. It is based
on measurements of a set of dynamic fields with a Farmer-type chamber.
Purpose: In this study we present and evaluate two different MLC transmission
maps to improve the modeling of the Elekta Agility MLC in the RayStation TPS.
This study investigates the impact of these improvements using test fields and a wide
variety of measured clinical plans.
Materials: Three MLC models were assessed: the current clinically available MLC
model and two prototype MLC models with discrete (Prototype I) and continuous
(Prototype II) transmission maps assigned to the tongue-and-groove and leaf tip
regions. Both prototypes aimed to replicate the average doses for synchronous and
asynchronous sweeping gap fields, measured using a Farmer chamber in a solid water
phantom, at three different centers. Each center performed QA measurements of
clinically relevant plans using their own device and software analysis techniques. The
plans were calculated using each center’s implementation of the current MLC model
and using each prototype utilizing a common set of MLC parameters.
Results: All MLC models achieved good accuracy in clinical plans using 6 MV
beams, with average gamma passing rates at 2%/2 mm of 96.1% (clinical models),
97.0% (Prototype I), and 97.0% (Prototype II) across all centers, including a great
variety of treatment plans and measuring systems. Both prototypes improved the
agreement with measurements in some cases, notably for the synchronous and
asynchronous sweeping gaps and for the test. Additionally, the prototypes were easier
to configure because no trade-offs were required, and only a slight machine-specific
adjustment of the leaf offset parameter was needed.
Conclusions: The two MLC prototypes created within RayStation for the Agility
facilitated the standardization of the configuration and commissioning processes and
extended the range of validity of TPS dose calculations. The simple MLC prototype
with discrete transmission maps performed similarly to the more sophisticated one
both in tests and clinical plans and constitutes a good option for routine clinical
practice. Both prototypes reduced the need for trade-offs and were successfully
configured using a common set of MLC parameters across different centers, which is
useful for reducing the workload and the risks associated with the MLC configuration
process, thus improving the accuracy and safety of radiotherapy treatments.
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I. Introduction

Robust fine-tuning of multi-leaf collimator (MLC) modeling parameters in radiotherapy

Treatment Planning Systems (TPS) is crucial for creating an optimal IMRT and/or VMAT

beam model, particularly with the ever-increasing accuracy required for advancing

techniques.

Challenges can arise from limitations in the MLC model implemented in the TPS and from

the need to balance trade-offs between multiple TPS parameters. Additionally, there is a

lack of standardization of the procedures used for the configuration and commissioning of

MLC models within TPSs. There is a wide variety of approaches from using simple test

fields that aim to characterize key features of the MLC such as the dosimetric leaf gap

(DLG), transmission, leaf offset etc. to using clinically relevant plans which are then used

to iteratively fine-tune some set of modeling parameters. Limitations in MLC modeling can

make it necessary to deviate from physically realistic parameters as measured by simple

static tests to compensate for calculation differences when modulation is introduced. As a

result, the quality of the parameter tuning will often depend on the experience of the

physicist and the type of tests carried out, which explains why the actual MLC parameter

values used in the clinic vary widely between centers, which can lead to dose calculation

errors1,2,3.

A novel methodology for robust convergence to an optimized MLC model has previously

been proposed based on measurements of a set of dynamic fields with a Farmer-type

chamber4,5. The method has been shown to be able to accurately characterize fine details

of the MLC such as tongue-and-groove width and leaf tip width. Using this methodology,

Saez et al. described how to extract RayStation parameters to reproduce the average doses

of synchronous and asynchronous sweeping gaps for Varian’s Millennium and HD120

MLCs4.

Where the Varian TrueBeam and the STx MLC both have a stepped tongue-and-groove

profile design, the Agility MLC uses a flat slightly non-target pointing surface6. This tilted

leaf side is cut at the top and the bottom by the rounding of the leaf tip, reducing both the

thickness at the center of the leaf and the maximum extension of the tongue-and-groove

into the open region7,8,9. It was recently reported that these characteristics produce
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dosimetric effects associated with the rounded leaf end and progressively increasing

tongue-and-groove shadowing as far as 20 mm from the leaf tip end7. The RayStation and

Monaco TPSs did not account for this effect, and in neither system is there one set of

parameters that provides a full characterization of the Agility. Consequently, trade-offs in

the MLC parameters for the Agility MLC are necessary, which also contributes to the great

variability in the final MLC parameters used by different centers7.

In this study we present and evaluate two different MLC transmission maps to improve the

modeling of the Agility MLC. Both models were implemented as prototypes in the

RayStation TPS with the aim to match both the test fields typically used in the

commissioning of the Agility MLC10,11 and the methodology proposed by Saez et al4.

Additionally, the study investigates the feasibility of using a common set of MLC

parameters for different centers and assesses the impact of these new MLC models using

measured clinically relevant plans.

II. Materials and Methods

Three different institutions with Elekta linacs (two VersaHD and one Synergy) equipped

with the Agility MLC and the RayStation TPS participated in this study. Flattened beams

with nominal energy 6 MV were used at all centers.

II.A. Tests and procedures

II.A.1. Sweeping gap and asynchronous sweeping gap tests

Dynamic MLC sweeping gap (SG) and asynchronous sweeping gap (aSG) fields were used4.

In SG tests, all leaves are placed at the same position, forming a rectangular aperture with

a given gap size, and leaves move at a constant speed from left to right. The aSG are

similar to SG, but adjacent leaves are offset a given distance s in order to expose a

controlled amount of the leaf edges, thus leading to a non-rectangular aperture shape (see

Figure 1) but the gap size between leaf pairs remains constant. The distance traveled by

the MLC was set to 12 cm and the dynamic sequence was defined with 13 control points. A

dose rate of 500 MU/min was used and 200 monitor units (MU) were delivered for each

II. MATERIALS AND METHODS
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Figure 1: Schematic of the sweeping gap and asynchronous sweeping gap tests.

field. The Y diaphragms were set to 10 cm and gap sizes between leaf pairs of 5, 10, 20,

and 30 mm were used. The average doses for these tests were measured with a Farmer ion

chamber at 10 cm depth in water, and 90 cm source-to-surface distance.

The average MLC transmission was determined by measuring an open 10× 10 cm2 field at

200 MU, repeating with MLC bank A shielding the beam, then with MLC bank B shielding

the beam. The average transmission is then simply calculated as the ratio of the average

dose measured through both MLC banks to the open field dose.

The fluence reduction at the leaf side as a function of s, ∆φTG, is calculated following the

methodology of Saez et al. using Equation 14:

∆φTG(s) =
DSG −DaSG(s)

2k
(1)

Where k is a constant that relates fluence values to dose units which can be obtained from

readings of the SG fields, the nominal leaf width at the isocenter plane (5 mm for Agility

MLC) and the average transmission4.

The same fields can be calculated in the TPS using a virtual water phantom with the dose

scored to a cylindrical region-of-interest of 1 cm diameter and 2 cm length representing the

collecting volume of the Farmer chamber. Thus, the ∆φTG curves calculated by the TPS

Last edited Date : II.A. Tests and procedures



page 4

can be compared with experimental curves.

II.A.2. Static tests

Elekta provides a set of predesigned tests, known as the ExpressQA package10,11 as a tool

to determine the MLC parameters in the TPS. The FOURL test was used to investigate

tongue-and-groove modeling with three-channel film dosimetry performed using each

center’s film protocol (home-made MATLAB software, radiochromic.com, and FilmQA

Pro, respectively).

II.B. MLC models and parameter tuning

II.B.1. RayStation MLC transmission model (clinical model)

The RayStation TPS uses an MLC model with constant transmission regions from which a

fluence is computed using projection of virtual sources. The fluence is further traced into

the patient using a collapsed cone or a Monte Carlo dose computation. For RayStation

version 12A and earlier, the leaf tip and the tongue-and-groove regions are modeled with a

constant transmission
√
T , where T is the average MLC transmission. The widths of these

regions can be configured with the parameters leaf tip width and tongue-and-groove. The

tongue-and-groove parameter indicates the width of the affected regions sticking both

outwards and inwards with respect to the nominal leaf width (all distances indicated at the

isocenter plane). Thus, the total width of the tongue-and-groove region considered by the

MLC model at each leaf side is twice the tongue-and-grove parameter. The leaf tip width

parameter indicates the distance from the leaf tip end in which an increased transmission
√
T is assigned. No tongue-and-groove at the leaf tip is considered in this MLC model;

therefore, a
√
T transmission is assigned below the leaf tip and full transmission (T = 1) is

considered adjacent to the leaf tip. This MLC model is illustrated in Figure 2a and the

transmission profiles below the leaves and below the outer tongue-and-groove region are

shown in Figures 2d and 2e.

Three additional parameters (offset, gain, and curvature) can be used to define the

difference between the leaf positions used in dose calculation and the DICOM/UI positions

of the leaf tips. This RayStation transmission model gives a ∆φTG which is zero until s is

II. MATERIALS AND METHODS II.B. MLC models and parameter tuning
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Figure 2: (a) Schematic representation of the current clinical MLC model, (b) Prototype I,
and (c) Prototype II. (d) Transmission profile under the center of the leaf width and (e) in the
outer tongue-and-groove region as a function of the distance to the leaf tip end. The areas
under different profiles cannot be directly compared due to the different tongue-and-groove
widths used in each model.

equal to the leaf tip width and then increases linearly with s with a slope which is

proportional to the tongue-and-groove width4.

II.B.2. Prototype I: Small changes to the RayStation MLC transmission model

Prototype I is an evolution of the original MLC model in RayStation described in II.B.1.

where the transmission of the leaf tip and the transmission of the corner region (at the

intersection between leaf tip and tongue-and-groove, where the leaf tip would have its

tongue) were fitted to cross line profiles and to the measured ∆φTG. Adjusting the corner

transmission to a value lower than 100% produces a double linear fit in the calculated

∆φTG. curve instead of the constant plus linear fit described in Saez et al.4, allowing a

better fit to the experimental ∆φTG curve. A sketch of Prototype I is shown in Figure 2b,

and the corresponding transmission profiles are given in Figures 2d and 2e.
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II.B.3. Prototype II: Continuous MLC transmission model

Prototype II models the variable transmission from the leaf tip towards the leaf base both

below the leaf and over the tongue-and-groove region based on relative thickness of the

known geometry and a realistic shadowing. The relative thickness and transmission of two

adjacent leaves are combined into interleaf and interdigitation transmission functions. The

transmission was given a lower bound of 0.45%. The tongue-and-groove width away from

the leaf tip was adjusted to fit the measured ∆φTG curve and fixed to the same value for all

centers. The MLC model of Prototype II is illustrated in Figure 2c and the continuous

transmission profiles below the leaves and the tongue-and-groove regions are shown in

Figures 2d and 2e.

II.B.4. Configuration of the MLC models

The RayStation MLC transmission models were used with the beam models and the MLC

parameters clinically used at each center (clinical models), while both prototypes were used

with a common set of MLC parameters at all centers except for the offset as explained

below (see Table 1). The common set of parameters were obtained by adjusting each

prototype model to the average experimental ∆φTG curve in order to obtain a good

agreement with the measured synchronous and asynchronous sweeping gap doses.

The only parameter that was tuned individually for each MLC is the leaf offset due to

slight differences in the physical calibration of the MLC position on each machine. In

center A, the offset was fitted by finding the best match between the Farmer-measured

asynchronous 20 mm gap test proposed by Saez et al.4 and dose calculations. Center B

tuned the offset based on optimizing the agreement between the measured central dose in

Octavius4D and the calculated dose for five VMAT cases. In center C, the offset was tuned

by optimizing the difference between the Farmer chamber dose in a low gradient region for

20 VMAT beams and the calculated dose.

The implementation of the MLC parameters offset, gain, and curvature in the prototypes

was not modified. However, the gain and curvature were set to zero in both Prototypes I

and II and for all centers.

II. MATERIALS AND METHODS II.B. MLC models and parameter tuning
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II.C. Evaluation with clinical plans

A set of clinically relevant plans were selected at each center, with the aim to cover a wide

range of treatment sites and target sizes, and to select highly modulated plans in order to

challenge the different MLC models. Supporting Figure S1 shows examples of different

types of treatment plans included. Each center measured and evaluated computed dose

with their clinical PSQA devices and software.

II.C.1. Center A

Six different VMAT plans representing a wide range of geometrical and planning

complexity were created. The plans had the characteristics outlined below.

A vertebra SBRT case with two different plans was generated. One was planned to achieve

all the DVH criteria and maintain a ‘standard’ dose distribution. Another version was

made to try to push the modulation as hard as possible. This was achieved by reducing the

spinal cord objective to a very low value in the optimization resulting in a high MU (used

as a surrogate for modulation). The intent was to introduce narrow leaf gaps throughout

the arcs in order to test the sensitivity of the three calculation models to these narrow

segments. Measurements for the two plans were made using EBT3 radiochromic film

within a solid water phantom to investigate fine differences between the models.

A dual-arc VMAT plan on a head and neck case and a single arc VMAT plan on a prostate

patient dataset were included. These were measured using the PTW OctaviusII-729

detector array.

The final two cases were made and measured directly in anthropomorphic phantoms. The

first was a three-metastasis stereotactic radiosurgery (SRS) planned on the CIRS STEEV

anthropomorphic phantom with a single isocenter and four coplanar arc plans.

Measurements were made with EBT-XD radiochromic film in an axial plan and a sagittal

plane. Three alanine pellets12 were used to measure the dose inside the largest GTV and in

the brainstem region. The second case was a spine SBRT plan made on a CIRS Atom

phantom, in which the thorax-abdomen region was adapted in-house to allow for

measurement of an axial EBT3 film and three alanine pellets through a region mimicking

the T12 vertebra.

Last edited Date : II.C. Evaluation with clinical plans
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Dose calculations were made with 2 mm dose grid spacing for the prostate and head and

neck cases, and 1 mm dose grid spacing for the SBRT and SRS cases.

Analysis of radiochromic film and PTW Detector Array measurements was made using γ

index with settings: global γ with dose difference relative to prescription dose, 20% lower

dose threshold, 2%/2mm criteria. γ passing rate as % of points with γ < 1 and mean γ

were recorded. An in-house software developed in MATLAB version 2018b - 2020b (The

MathWorks Inc.) was used for the analysis.

II.C.2. Center B

A subset of fifteen plans was chosen out of a data set of 142 plans over a period of six

months clinical routine according to the following criteria: all plans had challenging

segments regarding tongue-and-groove exposure. Plans with different degrees of plan

complexity were selected to cover a wide range of plan characteristics. All selected cases

were VMAT. They were evaluated and judged to be clinically representative, covering

paravertebral oligometastasis (N = 2), brain metastastasis (N = 1), prostate (N=3),

para-aortic pelvic lymph nodes (N = 1), eosophagus (N = 2) and head and neck (oro- and

hypopharynx, larynx, oral cavity) (N = 6) plans. Dose calculations were made in

RayStation with 2 mm dose grid spacing.

The Octavius4D phantom along with the Octavius 1500 array were used for measurements.

The PTW Verisoft v8.0 software was used to reconstruct a measured 3D dose and perform

3D gamma evaluation between reconstructed dose and TPS dose. A correction for daily

output was applied. Gamma criteria were 2%/2mm, of the maximum dose of the calculated

volume and suppressing dose below 10% of the maximum dose. Gamma calculation used

2nd and 3rd pass filter, helping to avoid false positive results caused by the resolution of

the detector13. Gamma passing rate as percentage of points with γ < 1 were recorded.

II.C.3. Center C

Ten different clinical VMAT plans covering different anatomical sites and levels of

complexity were selected. Of these, five were lung SBRT plans, three with a single PTV

and the two other plans with two PTVs. One of the lung plans used 360◦ VMAT dual-arcs

II. MATERIALS AND METHODS II.C. Evaluation with clinical plans
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whereas the other four plans used partial VMAT dual-arcs. Two plans were whole brain

plans with hippocampal sparing and simultaneous multiple metastasis boost. The plans

were highly modulated and optimized with three complete VMAT arcs. The last three

plans were head and neck, treated to either two or three simultaneous dose levels. These

plans were optimized with 360◦ VMAT dual-arcs. Dose calculations were made with 2 mm

dose grid spacing.

All the plans were measured on the Sun Nuclear ArcCHECK diode array fixed on the

table. Point dose measurements were also performed with a PTW N30001 Farmer chamber

in a rectangular solid water phantom. 2-D analysis was performed using the Sun Nuclear

SNC Patient software using the following γ index settings: global γ with absolute dose

difference, 15% lower dose threshold, 2%/2mm criteria. The γ passing rate was recorded as

% of points with γ < 1.

III. Results

III.A. Sweeping gap and asynchronous sweeping gap tests

Figure 3 shows the measured SG and aSG tests with 40 mm gap size, by the three centers,

compared with the dose calculations from the different MLC models. For this gap size, the

agreement between the measured and calculated by Prototype I and II are within 1%

across all s values. However, the clinical models diverge from the measurements at

s > 10 mm for centers A and C, and s > 20 mm for center B.

The ∆φTG extracted from the aSG measurements represents the integrated transmission

reduction by the tongue-and-groove along the leaf tip6. The measured ∆φTG curves were

consistent between centers but, as centers followed different commissioning strategies for

their clinical MLC models, they arrived at different parameters in their clinical models

(Table 1) and different computed ∆φTG curves (Figure 4). The Center A beam model

reproduced the ∆φTG data for s < 12 mm, after which it started to underestimate the TG

shadowing. The Center B beam model stayed relatively close to the measured curve all the

way up to s < 25 mm but also underestimated the TG at larger distances from the leaf tip

end. The Center C beam model had the same inclination as measurements at large s, with

the cost of being far from the ∆φTG curve for most values of s.

Last edited Date :
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Both Prototype I and II were adjusted to fit the experimental ∆φTG curve. Prototype I

used three parameters to fit the curve: the tongue-and-groove width, the leaf tip width and

the transmission of the corner. For Prototype II the transmission functions were given by

the geometry, and only the tongue-and-groove width was fitted to data. All these

parameters were the same in all three centers (see Table 1).
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Figure 3: Measured SG and aSG tests compared with the dose calculations from the different
MLC models. The dose values are shown in the top graphs, and percentage difference given
in the bottom graphs. The dose variation between the three centres is due to different
monitor unit to dose calibration.
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Parameter Center A Center B Center C Prototype I Prototype II

Tongue-and-groove (cm) 0.05 0.07 0.1 0.09 0.123
Leaf tip width (cm) 0.46 0.25 0.6 1 –
MLC transmission 0.6% 0.55% 0.4% 0.45% 0.45%
Offset (cm) -0.012 -0.005 -0.02 -0.006 to 0.015 -0.077 to -0.093
Gain 0.0037 0.0007 0.008 0 0
Curvature (1/cm) 0.0001 -0.000015 0 0 0

Leaf tip transmission
√
T

√
T

√
T 2.15% Function of distance

to leaf tip end

Tongue-and-groove transmission
√
T

√
T

√
T

√
T Function of distance

to leaf tip end
Corner transmission 100% 100% 100% 66.5% Function of distance

to leaf tip end

Table 1: Summary with the MLC parameter values for the clinical, Prototype I and Proto-
type II MLC models.

Figure 4 shows how Prototype II follows experimental data almost perfectly for all values

of s. The much simpler Prototype I can also be considered as a good fit.

III.B. Static tests

A profile from the FOURL film extracted at a region sensitive to the maximal

tongue-and-groove shadowing and away from the leaf tip7. For a clinical RayStation model

such a profile is best matched with a large tongue-and-groove width as used by Center C,

whereas a clinical model obtained using the commissioning strategy of Center A

underestimates both the depth of the valleys and the overall shadowing effect of the

tongue-and-groove this far from the leaf tip (see Figure 5 for center A, supporting Figure

S2 gives the plots for centers B and C). Where compromises had to be made for the clinical

model, Prototype I and II can follow the ∆φTG and still be considered a good fit to the

FOURL profile considering computation resolution (Figure 5).

III.C. Evaluation with clinical plans

Figure 6 shows a summary of all of the gamma passing rates, according to each center’s

chosen analysis approach, and shows the difference between the passing rate for the clinical

model and for Prototype I and II respectively. Example gamma index maps are shown in

supporting information Figures S3 and S4.
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In center A and C, there was no significant difference between the clinical model and the

two prototype models for the plans measured with various equipment. The average gamma

passing rates (GPR) at 2%/2mm were 98.4%± 2.0% (clinical model), 98.7%± 1.5%

(Prototype I), and 98.5%± 2.0% (Prototype II) for center A. For center C it was 96.9%

(clinical model), 96.9% (Prototype I), and 96.4% (Prototype II). The mean gamma value

averaged over all the cases was similar for the clinical model and the two prototypes at

0.34± 0.05 and 0.44± 0.1 for center A and C respectively. In the anthropomorphic plans of

center A, the alanine measurements in the high dose regions were −0.34% (clinical), 0.37%

(Prototype I) and 1.15% (Prototype II) for the SRS case, and 0.77% (clinical), 0.65%

(Prototype I) and 0.94% (Prototype II) for the spine SBRT case. The uncertainty on the

alanine measurement is 1.7% at one standard deviation. For center C, the average dose

difference for Farmer measurements over the 10 cases were −0.5%± 1.8% (clinical model),

−0.1%± 1.3% (Prototype I), and 0.2%± 1.4% (Prototype II).

At center B, the offset adjustment strategy was to minimize the average dose difference

between computation and measurement at the phantom center using the PSQA-device

itself. Plan 1, 3, 6, 11 and 13 was used for the tuning which also increased the gamma

passing rate for the other plans. Both Prototype I and Prototype II improved the

agreement in clinical plans, with an increase in GPR of 2.3%± 0.8% and 3.0± 0.8% ,

respectively. The average GPRs were 93.1%± 2.3% (clinical model), 95.4%± 2.4%

(Prototype I), and 96.1%± 2.2% (Prototype II).
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Figure 5: FOURL test results. A dose map measured with film dosimetry for a representative
center (center A) is shown in (a). Measured and calculated line dose profiles along the dashed
line indicated in (a) are shown in (b).
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Figure 6: Summary all of the PSQA gamma passing rates according to each center’s analysis
for 2%/2mm. The labels indicate center and plan number.
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IV. Discussion

The combination of rounded leaf tip and tilted leaf side of the Agility MLC leads to a

complex transmission pattern around an extended leaf tip presenting challenges which have

been shown to not be properly modelled in RayStation and Monaco7. This leads to

variability in the MLC configuration in these treatment planning systems, resulting in large

variations in the MLC parameters used by the community. The present study has shown

that it is possible to improve the modelling of these characteristics and to facilitate easier

MLC configuration in the TPS.

The asynchronous sweeping gap test4,5 characterized the integrated shadowing effect of the

tongue-and-groove along the leaf tip and showed that the constant plus linear shape of the

clinical RayStation ∆φTG curve (versions 12A and earlier) could not replicate the sigmoid

shape of the Agility ∆φTG curve over the full range of distances to the leaf tip end (s = 0 to

40 mm). Without this detailed mapping, a clinic must decide which region of the sigmoid

curve to focus on, giving a model that may be accurate for some types of plans but possibly

less so for others, generally underestimating the dose reduction from the tongue-and-groove

far from the leaf tip. On the other hand, fitting MLC parameters to static test fields, such

as the FOURL profile from the Elekta ExpressQA-package10,11, results in a large

tongue-and-groove width that does not provide a good fit close to the leaf tip end.

Two new MLC transmission models were developed within a prototype version of

RayStation 12B and evaluated using the same tests. Prototype I, which was only a slight

modification of the current MLC model in RayStation, was able to fit the ∆φTG curve and

the FOURL y-profile with a minimum amount of added complexity, assigning a constant

transmission at the leaf tip and at the intersection between the leaf tip and the

tongue-and-groove. This prototype provided a better agreement with the experimental

aSG doses and the ∆φTG curve.

Prototype II, which starts from first principles using a variable transmission along the leaf,

could follow the curved shape of the ∆φTG curve and the depth of the FOURL y-profile,

but fitted it only slightly better than Prototype I.

The small variation of the ∆φTG curve between centers indicates that it is sufficient to tune

MLC transmission parameters to an average behavior within each MLC class. Only the

IV. DISCUSSION
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offset was adjusted for each machine and prototype, while the other MLC parameters were

kept constant.

The three competing transmission models were compared for clinical plans. In some cases,

a slight improvement was obtained with Prototype II, but the accuracy of both prototypes

was quite similar. In general, both prototypes provided an accuracy at least as good as the

clinical models used at each center. At centers A and C, the differences between prototypes

and clinical models were minor, while the prototypes outperformed their clinical model at

center B (Figure 6). This could be because at center B the offset was adjusted based on

PSQA results, which could be compensating for slight limitations in the IMRT QA device.

Such a strategy might jeopardize the independence of IMRT QA devices and result in TPS

configuration errors in case systematic errors are present in such devices. We believe that

adjusting the offset parameter based on ion chamber measurements of sweeping gap tests

and clinical plans is preferable and also allows the use of IMRT QA devices as verification

systems that are truly independent of the TPS configuration.

The main advantage of both prototypes is that they fit the full range of the ∆φTG curve

without requiring any compromises. The clinical models evaluated, on the other hand,

require compromises and can accurately fit only part of the ∆φTG curve, which will likely

maximise dosimetric accuracy for plans with characteristics within a given range and be

less optimal for others. This is in agreement with previous publications reporting that the

optimal MLC parameters depend on the plan characteristics, which can be explained by

the existing limitations in MLC models7,14,15,16. For example, large target volumes treated

with VMAT may require a good overall compromise over the full ∆φTG curve, whereas

small targets treated with IMRT/VMAT typically involve small MLC apertures that may

require an accurate fit for small s. Such compromises and limitations could potentially be

reduced by using the proposed MLC model improvements and commissioning strategy.

Consequently, MLC prototypes presented in this study may be valid over a wider range of

treatment plans, as tested by the three centers and shown in Figure 6, resulting in more

robust MLC models.

This extended validity was also supported by the results obtained with the FOURL test,

which is commonly used in the commissioning of the Agility MLC. Thus, even if the

characteristics of this static test are far from clinical plans, a good agreement was obtained
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with the prototypes at all centers.

Another important advantage of the prototypes is that a single set of MLC parameters

could be used at all centers, with only a minor adjustment of the offset (within ±0.02 cm)

to compensate for small differences in the specific calibration of the MLC position on each

linac. This greatly facilitates the center’s MLC configuration process, which is a critical

step in modern techniques but can be challenging and cumbersome. It also allows the

establishment of clear references that are useful to reduce the variability in the parameters

used by the community and to improve safety in clinical practice1,2,3.

The fact that the two prototypes performed comparably for both commissioning test fields

and clinical plans indicates that a highly sophisticated MLC model considering all the fine

spatial details is not necessarily superior to a simpler MLC model when both models have

been properly designed and fine-tuned to the asynchronous sweeping gap data. Hence,

simple MLC models can provide accurate calculations over a wide range of clinical plan

characteristics and be easily configured using sweeping gap fields. More sophisticated MLC

models, for instance based on detailed raytracing or Monte Carlo calculations, could be

beneficial for validation and benchmarking even if this study indicates they are not strictly

needed for clinical dosimetry or the selected test fields.

One limitation of this study is that only the Agility MLC and the 6 MV energy was

evaluated. We focused on the Agility because its modeling was shown to be particularly

challenging and in need for improvement7. A good agreement was already reported for

Varian’s Millennium and HD120 MLCs, but the same MLC prototypes could also be

applied to these and other types of MLCs. It would be beneficial in particular for those

MLCs with tilted tongue-and-groove like the MLCi and Unity MLC4,5. Regarding the

energy, it was already shown that the optimal MLC parameters for a given MLC type are

independent of the nominal energy4, but the presented procedure can be readily applied to

other energies.

IV. DISCUSSION
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V. Conclusions

The aSG/SG tests provide a robust tool for MLC evaluation, comparison, and

commissioning, and they expose limitations in MLC models and guide their improvement.

The two MLC prototypes created within RayStation for the Agility accurately replicated

the measured SG/aSG doses, facilitating the standardization of the configuration and

commissioning processes and extending their range of validity. The similarity of the results

between centers indicates that the same set of MLC parameters can be used, reducing the

workload required for this task and its associated risks , and allowing standardization. All

MLC models achieved good accuracy in clinical plans, but the prototypes improved the

agreement in some cases, notably in the FOURL test. The simple prototype performed

similarly to the more sophisticated one both in tests and clinical plans and constitutes a

good option for routine clinical practice. Additionally, this simple MLC model reduced the

need for trade-offs and was successfully configured using a common set of MLC parameters

across different centers, which can be useful for reducing the workload and risks associated

with the MLC configuration process and for improving the accuracy and safety of

radiotherapy treatments.
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