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Abstract. Small field x-ray beam dosimetry is difficult due to a number of challenges that include a lack of lateral 
electronic equilibrium, source occlusion, high dose gradients, and detector volume averaging. This has become more 
apparent with a rapid increase in the number of treatment machines that deliver small x-ray fields which are used for 
precision radiotherapy techniques such as stereotactic radiosurgery (SRS) and SBRT.  A large body of literature is now 
available for dosimetry in small fields, but with a lot of contradiction.  There is also a large collection of micro-detectors 
that are being advocated for dosimetry. This review provides an update on small field dosimetry, recommendations for 
measurements and updates on recent commercial detectors on the market.  It is recommended that detectors that are small 
volume and tissue equivalent are best suited for small field dosimetry which are plastic scintillators, synthetic diamond 
detectors and possibly Gafchromic films.  

INTRODUCTION 

Evolution in technology has changed radiation therapy to a highest degree of sophistication and complexity that 
needs to be properly understood. Advances in stereotactic radiosurgery (SRS), stereotactic body radiotherapy 
(SBRT), for cranial and extra-cranial lesions and intensity modulated radiation therapy (IMRT) and volumetric 
modulated radiotherapy (VMAT) use relatively small fields (<3 cm) that are static or dynamic. This has created 
many innovations in treatment machines like various designs of gamma knife, CyberKnife, Tomotherapy and linear 
accelerators that deliver relatively small fields either in specialized cones, iris or multileaf collimators (MLC) from 
10 mm leaf width to now 2.5 mm in micro-MLC. Traditional radiation oncology fields that are commissioned span 
from 3x3 cm2 to maximum (40x40 cm2) that has been described by Das et al (1). Dosimetry in small fields is 
complicated but relatively new as described by Das et al (2). Over a decade this has become one of the important 
topic to understand due to many incidences that has created national news (3, 4).  

 
Most modern radiation therapy modalities use sub-centimeter field sizes where dosimetry is uncertain.  The 

difficulty of dosimetry lies in the electron transport created by the photon interaction with medium. Das et al [5] 
have provided definition of small fields that depends on dose disequilibrium, source size and more so the selection 
of detector. In the past SRS dosimetry had been uncertain for small fields by as much as 14% among institutions and 
detectors (5). Typically published data from major institutions have been used as gold standard for dedicated devices 
(6) however this had large errors as we did not know the physics of small fields. The dosimetry protocols like the 
IAEA TRS-398 (7) and AAPM TG-51 (8) provided guidelines for reference field size which is typically 10x10 cm2. 
Most reference conditions parameters such as stopping power ratio, perturbation correction, fluence and gradient 
corrections are not applicable to small fields. To overcome non-reference fields by specialized machines, the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) has provided a framework of an international approach to deal with 



the issues in small field dosimetry (9). In the same time frame, AAPM formed a task group (TG-155) to provide 
relative dosimetry in small field (10).  

 
At the same time, the manufacturers have started marketing a range of micro-detectors for use without having 

characterized data in small X-ray fields. This paper discusses clinical aspect of small field dosimetry, its 
development over a decade and a review of the current status of the literature. Most importantly, it provides a 
rational for appropriate choice of detector, perturbations, in various machine and energy for accurate dosimetry.  

IAEA Approach 

In the extension of TRS-398 (7) dosimetry protocol for the small fields, the IAEA provided a formalism and 
necessary correction factors to account for possible changes in detector response for the determination of reference 
dose in situations when the standard reference field 10x10 cm2 condition cannot be realized as the case for modern 
technological machine that has machine specific reference field (fmsr).  
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w QD is the absorbed dose at a reference depth in water in the absence of the detector at its point of 

measurement in a field size specified by fmsr and beam quality Qmsr. The notation “msr” stands for machine specific 
reference. M is the measurement reading by the detector (corrected for variations in environmental conditions, 
polarity, leakage, stem correction and ion recombination corrections). The notation fref denotes the conventional 
reference field in dosimetry protocols for which the calibration coefficient of an ionization chamber in terms of 
absorbed dose to water is provided by a standard laboratory and Q is the beam quality of fref. The fmsr is the machine-
specific-reference field, ND,w is the chamber specific calibration coefficient in terms of absorbed dose to water for 
60Co, and kQ,Qo is chamber specific beam quality calibration factor. Unfortunately the last term in Eq 1 the k values 
are not readily available and there is some variability in the literature. In coming years, this will be finally 
formalized in various published task group reports. 

 
For small fields, it is obvious that the ratio of the detector reading is not equivalent to the ratio of doses and so a 

correction factor, k is needed that was introduced by Alfonso et al (9) as described in Eq. 2. 
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where D is dose, M is detector reading, f is field, clin is clinical, msr is machine specific reference, w is water 

and Q is beam quality and k is correction factor that depends of Q, f, detector and machine (focal spot).  For the sake 
of simplicity, Francescon et al (11) defined k as below:  
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This equation is same as equation 1 it is simplified to k due to many functional form with dependence on many 

parameters as shown below that had been subject of intense research over a decade. Hence acquiring the values for 
k (machine, focal spot, detector, detector orientation, depth, fclin) is subject of many international task groups. 
However, some observations based on published data are presented this paper. 

Ionization chambers had been the backbone for radiation dosimetry. However, when field size deceases to 
smaller the range of charged particle, electronic equilibrium cannot be established and Bragg-Cavity theory cannot 
be used. There had been surge of literature (12-19) searching the solution in such situation.  We will not dwell on 
cavity theory in this paper, however we refer to various published papers on this subject. For ionization chambers, 
k is derived as;   
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Where L/ is restricted stopping power, and various other parameters are perturbations due to components of the 

chamber. It is noted that Pgrad≡P Pvol that accounts for the perturbation due to density and volume (20). 
In recent years there had been significant developments in designing and marketing micro-detectors whose 

definition has been described by Das et al (1). However, proper characterization is subject of active research. Some 
of the data and choice of detectors will be discussed in this paper. 

Detectors 

There are now an increasing number of available detectors on the market for small field dosimetry. These 
include miniature ionization chambers, diodes, synthetic diamonds, radiochromic film, plastic scintillators, 
MOSFETS, gel dosimeters and more. Each of the detectors will have a number of characteristics which make them 
suitable for small field dosimetry. The choice of a particular detector should consider the following: ready 
availability, multiple independent validations within the literature and with a full validation using Monte Carlo 
techniques to check for radiological water equivalence. In either situation, detector orientation plays an important 
role in dose and profile measurements that had been described by Franscescon et el (11) for percent depth dose 
(PDD), tissue maximum ratio (TMR) and off axis ratio (OAR). There is also a list of detectors and associated k 
values tabulated by Azangwe et al (21).  

For the Tomotherapy unit where fref and fmsr are relatively large, the data on k varies to a very little extent. The 
k for tomotherapy as shown by Sterpin et al (22, 23) is nearly close to 1.0±0.02. For other treatment units 
generating small fields, the data should be carefully examined since it may be determined for isocentric or fixed 
SSD mode or at various depths.  

CyberKnife 

The correction factor, k for small fields in CyberKnife have been extensively studied for various types of 
detectors (24-34). Francescon et al (33, 35) recently published two studies for the CyberKnife system, on the 
corrections needed for various detectors for use in small field dosimetry. This study provided an updated set of k 
values for a series of detectors used for measurements in the CyberKnife system at an SSD of 800 mm. These results 
show that micro ionization chambers tended to under-respond at small field sizes, the diodes had an over-response 
and that the corrections tend to unity as field size increases, are consistent with those reported in previous studies.  
The results also indicate that the plastic scintillator detector (PSD), Exradin W1, has a k correction factor close to 
unity. However it is important to note that this is based on Monte Carlo calculations for the geometry and the study 
stated that there was no experimental investigation in relation to the Cerenkov light emitted in the optical fiber for 
this detector (36).  

In a recent experimental study by Chalkley and Heyes (32) the performance of the PTW 60019 microDiamond 
detector was very good for relative dosimetry measurements. This was based on a comparison with measured factors 
determined using PTW 60017 and 60018 diodes and PTW 31014 PinPoint chambers with application of Monte 
Carlo derived correction factors based on the study by Francescon et al (35) Similarly, PDD measurements with the 
microDiamond detector were in good agreement with those measured with the ionization chambers. However it 
should be noted that there was broadening of the penumbra for profile when the 60019 was oriented stem parallel to 
the incident beam.  

Monte Carlo simulation cannot provide data with different dose rate. Thus experimental data from various 
detectors was provided by Francescon et al (35). This data indicated that dose rate in Cyberknife does not play any 
role in small field dosimetry as k values are relatively identical for several detectors. 



Gammaknife 

Benmakhlouf et al (37) published a study to determine output correction factors for a number of commercial 
detectors for the Leksell Gamma Knife, by Monte Carlo calculations and measurements. The detectors which 
yielded the smallest corrections for the smallest field sizes were the PTW micro Liquid Ionization Chamber (MLIC) 
and the PTW 60019 microDiamond detector. Several recent publications comparing detectors for use for 
Gammaknife beam dosimetry have recommended use of the IBA SFD, the PTW microDiamond and Gafchromic 
radiochromic film as the detectors of choice for fields down to 4 mm diameter.(38) 

Linear accelerators 

Francescon et al (27, 35, 39) provided detailed information on k factor variability for multiple linear accelerator 
and detector configurations down to a field size of 5 mm square. Similar data has been also been reported by other 
groups (16, 19). Figure 1 shows data for Siemens and Elekta machine for various detectors. Note that variation in k 
is dependent on type of detectors as shown in Table 1a) and 1b). For small fields it varies from 0.92 to 1.14 with a 
total of 22%. Similar data is also provided for Varian machine along with other vedor by Liu et al(40)who indicated 
that a single set of data can be used for machines, type of collimation and depths within ±2% tolerable uncertainity. 
This aspect will be discussed later.  

FIGURE 1. The factor (k) for various machines and detectors versus field size.  Redrawn from Francescon et al 
(41). 

TABLE 1 (a) Values of k calculated as the mean over all the values obtained by changing the linac model (Siemens 
PrimusTM  6 MV and Elekta Synergy® 6 MV), the radial FWHM and energy of the electron source as presented by 

Francescon et al.(41)  

 
Detectors Field Size  

 0.5x0.5 
(cm2) 

0.75x0.75 
(cm2) 

1.0x1.0 
(cm2) 

1.25x1.25 
(cm2) 

1.5x1.5 
(cm2) 

3.0x3.0 
(cm2) 

PTW 60012-60017 0.968±0.003 0.984±0.002 0.995±0.001 1.001±0.001 1.006±0.001 1.013±0.001 
Sun Nuclear Dedge 0.932±0.003 0.951±0.002 0.967±0.001 0.978±0.003 0.986±0.002 1.001±0.002 

IBA SFD 0.972±0.003 0.996±0.002 1.007±0.001 1.011±0.001 1.015±0.001 1.017±0.001 
Exradin D1V 0.980±0.003 0.994±0.002 0.999±0.001 1.000±0.001 1.005±0.001 1.012±0.001 
Exradin A16 1.112±0.018 1.044±0.007 1.020±0.001 1.007±0.001 1.002±0.001 0.999±0.001 

PTW PinPoint 31014 1.128±0.018 1.053±0.007 1.024±0.002 1.010±0.001 1.005±0.001 1.000± 0.001 
PTW MicroLion 1.023±0.009 0.997±0.002 0.993±0.001 0.992±0.001 0.994±0.001 0.998±0.001 

Exradin W1 PSD 0.998±0.003 0.995±0.002 0.996±0.002 0.996±0.002 0.994±0.002 0.994±0.002 

 



 

TABLE 1 (b) Monte Carlo calculated, k for 6 MV beam of a Varian IX machine. The uncertainity is 0.15% as presented by 
Benmakhlouf et el.(42) 

Detectors  Field Size 
 0.5x0.5 (cm2) 1x1 (cm2) 2x2 (cm2) 4x4 (cm2) 10x10 (cm2) 
PTW 60016 (shielded-photon diode) 0.910 0.956 0.996 0.998 1.000 

PTW 60017 (Unshielded electron-
diode) 

0.945 0.992 1.016 1.014 1.000 

PTW PinPoint 31014 (parallel) 1.102 1.001 1.003 1.004 1.000 

PTW PinPoint 31014 (perpendicular) 1.147 1.010 1.000 1.001 1.000 

PTW T31018 (MicroLion) 1.011 0.992 1.003 1.003 1.000 

PTW T60003 (Diamond) 1.002 0.997 1.008 1.005 1.000 

IBA PFD 0.947 0.951 0.983 0.991 1.000 

IBA SFD 0.980 1.016 1.023 1.021 1.000 

IBA CC01 (parallel) 1.050 1.003 1.002 1.000 1.000 

IBA CC01 (Perpendicular) 1.081 0.996 1.000 1.000 1.000 

 
Bassinet et al (43) has presented correction factors (k) for a range of detectors used for a Varian linear 

accelerator operating with 6 MV x-rays with MLC shaped fields down to 6×6 mm2. Their reference dose values 
were taken to be the mean dose reading from Gafchromic EBT2 film and small LiF TLD cubes. Their work 
demonstrated that for passive dosimeters an excellent agreement was observed (better than 2%) for all relative 
output factor measurements. Furthermore, in their work correction factors for active detectors were determined from 
the mean experimental output factors measured by passive detectors. 

 
Papaconstadopoulus et al (44) performed a full Monte Carlo model of a Novalis linear accelerator, using the 

BEAMnrc Monre Carlo code and a full geometric model of various detectors including the PTW microDiamond, the 
PTW microLion and the W1 PSD detector. They found that the values of k for the microDiamond varied by up to 
1.4% down to a field size of 0.5 cm which confirms that it is radiologically water equivalent with minimal correction 
factors even at very small field sizes. Figure 2 also shows a significant variation in response when the W1 PSD is 
orientated in the perpendicular direction and indicates that the W1 detector is under-responding relative to the dose 
in water at the same point. This effect should be investigated in any PSD measurements otherwise incorrect doses 
may be measured and lead to incorrect values of k particularly at the smaller field sizes.  

 



FIGURE 2. Correction factor, k, for several modern detectors on a Novalis linac operating at 6 MV and with an fmsr is 10×10 
cm2. 

Discussions 

From the vast amount of data on for various machines (various focal spot), detector, depth and field size, the data 
in Fig 3 was compiled from various references (31, 34, 42, 45, 46), shows the variation of detector response. A clear 
picture emerges that there are certain detectors whose k values are close to unity even for very small field sizes of 5 
mm. These recommended detectors are the PTW 60019 microDiamond, the Standard Imaging W1 PSD, the PTW 
micro LIC and Gafchromic EBT2/EBT3 radiochromic film.  

 

 

FIGURE 3. Difference of k values from unity is plotted for various detectors used in small fields for 5×5 mm2 from a 
6 MV linear accelerator. There are a limited number of detectors with k values that are ±2% compared to unity and 

can be recommended for use. 
 
The focal spot or source size is an important consideration in small fields (2). There are various methods to 

measure source size (47-50), however it is beyond the scope of most clinical physicists. In such situation question 
lies as how sensitive is source size with respect to k of a detector. The answer is shown in Fig 4 analyzed from data 
from Moigner et al (34). It shows that for a given cone, source size does not play any important role (Fig 4). The 
same finding was also echoed by Liu et al (40) who viewed this question in terms of type of machine, collimation 
and depth of measurement and found that data can be interchangeable used within ±2% limit from one system to 
other. Czarnecki et al (51) provided conclusive data indicating that kΩ is relatively independent of  focal spot of 
various detectors very similar to data as shown in Figure 7. Sam et al (52) provided extensive Monte Carlo data for 
very small fields with variable focal spot. The data (PDD, Profiles) are only different for extremely small fields and 
can be ignored for modern machines and within the accuracy needed. Scott et al (53) provided extensive data for the 
effect of source occlusion in small fields and its impact of profile and output. It was noted that effect is only 
pronounced for larger source size and very small fields (≥5 mm). 



FIGURE 4. Variation of output for (a) focal spot (FWHM) for a 7 MeV effective photon energy and (b) effective 
photon energy for a FWHM of 2.2 mm for CyberKnife simulated using Monte Carlo. Data adapted from Moigner et 
al (34). These data are in agreement with other published data (40) for Elekta and Varian machines, indicating that 
machine variation for same energy can be ignored within the limit of simulation and measurement accuracy. 

 
Even though, data for K is being published, but due to uncertainty, Kamio et al (57) provided a unique method to 

limit the field size and detector combination for correction less condition. The recommendations for clinical work 
are to use a second detector with small correction factors for all measurements. For example, this could mean using 
radiochromic film and one of the unshielded diodes as the secondary measurement chain. While peer reviewed 
published data is available as discussed in this paper, the results can be variable due to fine details in the 
measurements or the simulation. For example, output factor can be measured at dmax, 5 cm or 10 cm depth in SSD or 
SAD mode. The SAD vs SSD data can be variable and one should be careful in comparing results as differences of 
several percent will occur just due to geometrical setup differences. 

 
For example data provided by Benmakhlouf et al (42) is for 100 cm SSD at 10 cm depth whereas data from 

Franscescon et al (41) is at SAD. Machine variation or source size is not significant as originally thoughts. Data 
from Moignier et al (34) shows that output is relatively constant for the various energy and focal spot. 

Summary 

Despite size of focal spot or source size, that produces source occlusion with small fields which impact 
dosimetric parameters, its impact in modern machines having submillimeter source size (58) for selected detector is 
minimum. Microdetectors can be classified in two groups regular and suitable. It is found that suitable class of 
microdetectors is PTW microLion, PTW microdiamond, the Exradin W1 PSD, Gafchromic EBT2/3 films and the 
D1V diode. In general, we can conclude that detectors that are small volume and water equivalent are best suited for 
small field dosimetry. The microLion has been discontinued by manufacturer and is not available commercially. For 
the Gafchromic EBT2/3 films, proper precautions and experience is needed for achieve comparable data (59-61). 
User should also evaluate the criterion for correction-less dosimetry if there is any doubt as discussed by Kamio and 
Bouchard (57). 

REFERENCES 

 

1. I.J. Das, C.W. Cheng, R.J. Watts, A. Ahnesjö, J. Gibbons, X.A. Li, J. Lowenstein , R.K. Mitra, W.E. Simon, 
T.C. Zhu, "Accelerator beam data commissioning equipment and procedures: Report of the TG-106 of the 
therapy physics committee of the AAPM," Med Phys 35, 4186-4215 (2008). 

2. I.J. Das, G.X. Ding, A. Ahnesjö, "Small fields: Non-equilibrium radiation dosimetry," Med Phys 35, 206-215 
(2008). 



3. W. Bogdanich, K. Rebelo, "A Pinpoint Beam Strays Invisibly, Harming Instead of Healing," in The New York 
Times, Vol. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/12/29/health/29radiation.html?_r=0 (New York, 2010). 

4. W. Bogdanich, R.R. Ruiz, "Radiation Errors Reported in Missouri," in The New York Times, Vol. 
http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/25/us/25radiation.html (New York, 2010). 

5. I.J. Das, M.B. Downes, A. Kassaee, Z. Tochner, "Choice of radiation detector in dosimetry of stereotactic 
radiosurgery-radiotherapy," J Radiosurg 3, 177-185 (2000). 

6. I.J. Das, M.B. Downes, B.W. Corn, B.J. Curran, M.W. Wasik, D.W. Andrews, "Characteristics of a dedicated 
linear accelerator-based stereotactic radiosurgery-radiotherapy unit," Radiother Oncol 38, 61-68 (1996). 

7. IAEA Report No. 398, Report No. Technical Reports Series No. 398, 2000. 
8. P.R. Almond, P.J. Biggs, B.M. Coursey, W.F. Hanson, M.S. Huq, R. Nath, D.W.O. Rogers, "AAPM's TG-51 

protocol for clinical reference dosimetry of high-energy photon and electron beams," Med Phys 26, 1847-1870 
(1999). 

9. P. Alfonso, P. Andreo, R. Capote, M.S. Huq, W. Kilby, P. Kjall, T.R. Mackie, H. Palmans, K. Rosser, J. 
Seuntjens, W. Ullrich, S. Vatnitsky, "A new formalism for refeence dosimetry of small and nonstandard 
fields," Med Phys 35, 5179-5186 (2008). 

10. I.J. Das, P. Francescon, A. Ahnesjö, M.M. Aspradakis, C.W. Cheng, G.X. Ding, J. Fenwick, G.S. Ibbott, M. 
Oldham, M.S. Huq, C.S. Reft, O.A. Sauer, "Small fields and non-equilibrium condition photon beam 
dosimetry: AAPM Task Group Report 155 " Med Phys (in review)(in review)). 

11. P. Francescon, S. Beddar, N. Satariano, I.J. Das, "Variation of k(fclin,fmsr, Qclin, Qmsr) for the small-field 
dosimetric parameters percentage depth dose, tissue-maximum ratio, and off-axis ratio," Med Phys 41, 101708 
(2014). 

12. H. Bouchard, J. Seuntjens, "Ionization chamber-based reference dosimetry of intensity modulated radiation 
beams," Med Phys 31, 2454-2465 (2004). 

13. H. Bouchard, J. Seuntjens, I. Kawrakow, "A Monte Carlo method to evaluate the impact of positioning errors 
on detector response and quality correction factors in nonstandard beams," Phys Med Biol 56, 2617-2634 
(2011). 

14. H. Bouchard, "A theoretical re-examination of Spencer-Attix cavity theory," Phys Med Biol 57, 3333-3358 
(2012). 

15. H. Bouchard, J. Seuntjens, H. Palmans, "On charged particle equilibrium violation in external photon fields," 
Med Phys 39, 1473-1480 (2012). 

16. H. Bouchard, Y. Kamio, H. Palmans, J. Seuntjens, S. Duane, "Detector dose response in megavoltage small 
photon beams. II. Pencil beam perturbation effects," Med Phys 42, 6048-6061 (2015). 

17. H. Bouchard, J. Seuntjens, S. Duane, Y. Kamio, H. Palmans, "Detector dose response in megavoltage small 
photon beams. I. Theoretical concepts," Med Phys 42, 6033-6047 (2015). 

18. J.D. Fenwick, S. Kumar, A.J. Scott, A.E. Nahum, "Using cavity theory to describe the dependence on detector 
density of dosimeter response in non-equilibrium small fields," Phys Med Biol 58, 2901-2923 (2013). 

19. S. Kumar, J.D. Fenwick, T.S. Underwood, D.D. Deshpande, A.J. Scott, A.E. Nahum, "Breakdown of Bragg-
Gray behaviour for low-density detectors under electronic disequilibrium conditions in small megavoltage 
photon fields," Phys Med Biol 60, 8187-8212 (2015). 

20. H. Bouchard, J. Seuntjens, J.F. Carrier, I. Kawrakow, "Ionization chamber gradient effects in nonstandard 
beam configurations," Med Phys 36, 4654-4663 (2009). 

21. G. Azangwe, P. Grochowska, D. Georg, J. Izewska, J. Hofgartner, W. Lechner, C.E. Andersen, A.R. 
Beierholm, J. helt-Hansen, H. Mizuno, A. Fukumura, K. Yajima, C. Gouldstone, P. Sharpe, A. Meghzifene, H. 
Palmans, "Detector to detector corrections: a comprehensive study of detector specific correction factors for 
beam output measurements for small radiotherapy beams," Med Phys 41, 072103 (2014). 

22. E. Sterpin, B.T. Hundertmark, T.R. Mackie, W. Lu, G.H. Olivera, S. Vynckier, "Monte Carlo-based analytical 
model for small and variable fields delivered by TomoTherapy," Radiother Oncol 94, 229-234 (2010). 

23. E. Sterpin, T.R. Mackie, S. Vynckier, "Monte Carlo computed machine-specific correction factors for 
reference dosimetry of TomoTherapy static beam for several ion chambers," Med Phys 39, 4066-4072 (2012). 

24. F. Araki, "Monte Carlo study of a CyberKnife stereotactic radiosurgery system," Med Phys 33, 2955-2963 
(2006). 

25. E.E. Wilcox, G.M. Daskalov, "Evaluation of GAFCHROMIC EBT film for CyberKnife dosimetry," Med Phys 
34, 1967-1974 (2007). 



26. E. Pantelis, C. Antypas, L. Petrokokkinos, P. Karaiskos, P. Papagiannis, M. Kozicki, E. Georgiou, L. 
Sakelliou, I. Seimenis, "Dosimetric characterization of CyberKnife radiosurgical photon beams using polymer 
gels," Med Phys 35, 2312-2320 (2008). 

27. P. Francescon, S. Cora, C. Cavedon, P. Scalchi, "Application of a Monte Carlo-based method for total scatter 
factors of small beams to new solid state micro-detectors," J Appl Clin Med Phys 10, 147-152 (2009). 

28. G. Cranmer-Sargison, S. Weston, N.P. Sidhu, D.I. Thwaites, "Experimental small field 6MV output ratio 
analysis for various diode detector and accelerator combinations," Radiother Oncol 100, 429-435 (2011). 

29. S. Dieterich, G.W. Sherouse, "Experimental comparison of seven commercial dosimetry diodes for 
measurement of stereotactic radiosurgery cone factors," Med Phys. 38, 4166-4173 (2011). 

30. A. Gago-Arias, E. Antolin, F. Fayos-Ferrer, R. Simon, D.M. Gonzalez-Castano, H. Palmans, P. Sharpe, F. 
Gomez, J. Pardo-Montero, "Correction factors for ionization chamber dosimetry in CyberKnife: machine-
specific, plan-class, and clinical fields," Med Phys 40, 011721 (2013). 

31. J. Morin, D. Beliveau-Nadeau, E. Chung, J. Seuntjens, D. Theriault, L. Archambault, S. Beddar, L. Beaulieu, 
"A comparative study of small field total scatter factors and dose profiles using plastic scintillation detectors 
and other stereotactic dosimeters: the case of the CyberKnife," Med Phys 40, 011719 (2013). 

32. A. Chalkley, G. Heyes, "Evaluation of a synthetic single-crystal diamond detector for relative dosimetry 
measurements on a CyberKnife," Br J Radiol 87, 20130768 (2014). 

33. P. Francescon, W. Kilby, N. Satariano, "Monte Carlo simulated correction factors or output factor 
measurement with the CyberKnife system—results for new detectors and correction factor dependence on 
measurement distance and detector orientation," Phys Med Biol 59, N11-N17 (2014). 

34. C. Moignier, C. Huet, L. Makovicka, "Determination of the KQclinfclin,Qmsr fmsr correction factors for 
detectors used with an 800 MU/min CyberKnife((R)) system equipped with fixed collimators and a study of 
detector response to small photon beams using a Monte Carlo method," Med Phys 41, 071702 (2014). 

35. P. Francescon, W. Kilby, N. Satariano, S. Cora, "Monte Carlo simulated correction factors for machines 
specific reference field dose calibration and output factor measurement using fixed and iris collimators on the 
CyberKnife system," Phys Med Biol 57, 3741-3258 (2012). 

36. A.S. Beddar, T.M. Briere, "Plastic Scintillation Detectors," in Clinical Dosimetry Measurements in 
Radiotherapy, edited by D.W.O. Rogers, J.E. Cygler (Medical Physics Publishing, Madison, WI, 2009), pp. 
891-912. 

37. H. Benmakhlouf, J. Johansson, I. Paddick, P. Andreo, "Monte Carlo calculated and experimentally determined 
output correction factors for small field detectors in Leksell Gamma Knife Perfexion beams," Phys Med Biol 
60, 3959-3973 (2015). 

38. P. Mancosu, G. Reggiori, A. Stravato, A. Gaudino, F. Lobefalo, V. Palumbo, P. Navarria, A. Ascolese, P. 
Picozzi, M. Marinelli, G. Verona-Rinati, S. Tomatis, M. Scorsetti, "Evaluation of a synthetic single-crystal 
diamond detector for relative dosimetry on the Leksell Gamma Knife Perfexion radiosurgery system," Med 
Phys 42, 5035-5041 (2015). 

39. P. Francescon, S. Cora, C. Cavedon, "Total scatter factors of small beams: A multidetector and Monte Carlo 
study," Med Phys 35, 504-513 (2008). 

40. P.Z. Liu, N. Suchowerska, D.R. McKenzie, "Can small field diode correction factors be applied universally?," 
Radiother Oncol 112, 442-446 (2014). 

41. P. Francescon, S. Cora, N. Satariano, "Calculation of k(Q(clin),Q(msr) ) (f(clin),f(msr) ) for several small 
detectors and for two linear accelerators using Monte Carlo simulations," Med Phys 38, 6513-6527 (2011). 

42. H. Benmakhlouf, J. Sempau, P. Andreo, "Output correction factors for nine small field detectors in 6 MV 
radiation therapy photon beams: A PENELOPE Monte Carlo study," Med Phys 41, 041711 (2014). 

43. C. Bassinet, C. Huet, S. Derreumaux, G. Brunet, M. Chea, M. Baumann, T. Lacornerie, S. Gaudaire-Josset, F. 
Trompier, P. Roch, G. Boisserie, I. Clairand, "Small fields output factors measurements and correction factors 
determination for several detectors for a CyberKnife(R) and linear accelerators equipped with microMLC and 
circular cones," Med Phys 40, 071725 (2013). 

44. P. Papaconstadopoulos, F. Tessier, J. Seuntjens, "On the correction, perturbation and modification of small 
field detectors in relative dosimetry," Physics in Medicine and Biology 59, 5937 (2014). 

45. J.E. Morales, S.B. Crowe, R. Hill, N. Freeman, J.V. Trapp, "Dosimetry of cone-defined stereotactic 
radiosurgery fields with a commercial synthetic diamond detector," Med Phys 41, 111702 (2014). 

46. T.S. Underwood, B.C. Rowland, R. Ferrand, L. Vieillevigne, "Application of the Exradin W1 scintillator to 
determine Ediode 60017 and microDiamond 60019 correction factors for relative dosimetry within small MV 
and FFF fields," Phys Med Biol 60, 6669-6683 (2015). 



47. M. Gambaccini, P. Cardarelli, A. Taibi, A. Franconieri, G.D. Domenico, M. Marziani, R.C. Barnà, L. 
Auditore, E. Morgana, D. Loria, A. Trifirò, M. Trimarchi, "Measurement of focal spot size in a 5.5MeV linac," 
Nucl Instr Meth Phys Res B 269, 1157-1165 (2011). 

48. W.R. Lutz, N. Maleki, B.E. Bjarngard, "Evaluation of a beam-spot camera for megavoltage x rays," Med Phys 
15, 614-617 (1988). 

49. P. Munro, J.A. Rawlinson, A. Fenster, "Therapy imaging: source sizes of radiotherapy beams," Med Phys 15, 
517-524 (1988). 

50. L.L. Wang, K. Leszczynski, "Estimation of the focal spot size and shape for a medical linear accelerator by 
Monte Carlo simulation," Med Phys 34, 485-488 (2007). 

51. D. Czarnecki, J. Wulff, K. Zink, "The influence of linac spot size on scatter factors," Metrologia 49, S215-
S218 (2012). 

52. E. Sham, J. Seuntjens, S. Devic, E.B. Podgorsak, "Influence of focal spot on characteristics of very small 
diameter radiosurgical beams," Med Phys 35, 3317-3330 (2008). 

53. A.J. Scott, A.E. Nahum, J.D. Fenwick, "Monte Carlo modeling of small photon fields: quantifying the impact 
of focal spot size on source occlusion and output factors, and exploring miniphantom design for small-field 
measurements," Med Phys 36, 3132-3144 (2009). 

54. G. Cranmer-Sargison, S. Weston, J.A. Evans, N.P. Sidhu, D.I. Thwaites, "Implementing a newly proposed 
Monte Carlo based small field dosimetry formalism for a comprehensive set of diode detectors," Med Phys 38, 
6592-6602 (2011). 

55. G. Cranmer-Sargison, P.Z. Liu, S. Weston, N. Suchowerska, D.I. Thwaites, "Small field dosimetric 
characterization of a new 160-leaf MLC," Phys Med Biol. 58, 7343-7354 (2013). 

56. O.A. Sauer, J. Wilbert, "Measurement of output factors for small photon beams," Med Phys 34, 1983-1988 
(2007). 

57. Y. Kamio, H. Bouchard, "Correction-less dosimetry of nonstandard photon fields: a new criterion to determine 
the usability of radiation detectors," Phys Med Biol 59, 4973-5002 (2014). 

58. D. Sawkey, M. Constantin, S. Mansfield, J. Star-Lack, A. Rodrigues, Q. Wu, M. Svatos, "Measurement of 
electron spots on TrueBeam," Med Phys 40, 332 (abstr) (2013). 

59. J.M. Larraga-Gutierrez, D. Garcia-Hernandez, O.A. Garcia-Garduno, O.O. Galvan de la Cruz, P. Ballesteros-
Zebadua, K.P. Esparza-Moreno, "Evaluation of the Gafchromic((R)) EBT2 film for the dosimetry of 
radiosurgical beams," Med Phys 39, 6111-6117 (2012). 

60. O.A. Garcia-Garduno, M. Rodriguez-Ponce, I. Gamboa-deBuen, M. Rodriguez-Villafuerte, O.O. Galvan de la 
Cruz, T. Rivera-Montalvo, "Effect of dosimeter type for commissioning small photon beams on calculated 
dose distribution in stereotactic radiosurgery," Med Phys 41, 092101 (2014). 

61. M. Tyler, P.Z. Liu, K.W. Chan, A. Ralston, D.R. McKenzie, S. Downes, N. Suchowerska, "Characterization of 
small-field stereotactic radiosurgery beams with modern detectors," Phys Med Biol 58, 7595-7608 (2013). 

 


	Small field
	30-TCA_Das-IJ_XIVMSMP-final1

