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What happens when we deliver
“bad” therapy?



Secondary analysis of RTOG 9704
Pancreatic Cancer

538 Patients Randomized
416 Analyzed For Radlotherapy QA Score

s N 00N

216 Per Protocol 200 < Per Protocol
117 5FU Arm 94 5 FU Arm
99 Gemcitabine Arm 106 Gemcitabine Arm

Abrams et al. IJROBP, 82, 809-816, 2012



Secondary analysis of RTOG 9704
Outcomes

~J
wn

S

-
®
-
2
>
e
>
w
®
-
@
>
o

N
w

2 3 4
Years after Randomization

Abrams et al. IJROBP, 82, 809-816, 2012




What happens when we deliver
“bad” therapy?
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Medical error—the third leading cause of death in the

US

Medical error is not included on death certificates or in rankings of cause of death. Martin Makary
and Michael Daniel assess its contribution to mortality and call for better reporting

Martin A Makary professor, Michael Daniel research fellow

Department of Surgery, Johns Hopkins University School of Medicine, Baltimore, MD 21287, USA




Physics chart review w ]

Therapist chart review

Physics weekly chart check
Physician chart review

EPID dosimetry

Port films: check by therapist
Timeout by the therapist
Port films: check by physician
In vivo diode measurements
Checklist

Chart rounds

Online CT: check by therapist
SSD check

Online CT: check by physician
Pre-treatment IMRT QA

20 30 40 50 60
Sensitivity (%)

Ford et al. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys, 84(3), e263-9 (2012)




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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® Not found
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All errors Plan not Incorrect CT
matching Rx

Gopan, Ford et al. 2017



Guidance is lacking
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Provide recommendations
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Timeline & Status: TG275

* Genesis: AAPM annual meeting 2014
 Approved as a Task Group: April 24, 2015
 Report complete: October 2017

e 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
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