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What	happens	when	we	deliver	
“bad”	therapy?



Secondary	analysis	of	RTOG	9704	
Pancreatic	Cancer
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What	happens	when	we	deliver	
“bad”	therapy?
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Physics	plan	and	chart	review:	
potentially	the	best	error	traps,	but	…

in	practice,	it	under	performs



Results:	Mock	Plan	Error	Checks
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Guidance	is	lacking



Task	Group	275

Charge:
Provide	recommendations	
for	effective	use	of	physics	
plan	and	chart	review

• Initial
• Weekly
• End-of-treatment

• EBRT	photons
• Proton	therapy
• Brachytherapy



Timeline	&	Status:	TG275

• Genesis:		AAPM	annual	meeting	2014

• Approved	as	a	Task	Group:		April	24,	2015

• Report	complete:		October	2017

• AAPM	review	complete:	??
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Outline	of	this	session

• A	survey	of	physics	plan	review	practices
Deborah	Schofield,	MS

• Risk	analysis	to	inform	physics	plan	review	
recommendations

Grace	Gwe-Ya	Kim,	PhD

• Best	practice	recommendations	from	AAPM	Task	
Group	275

Luis	Fong	de	los Santos,	PhD


