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Abstract 
Background: Radiation therapy should not only be directed to improve the local control, which has 
a survival benefit, but also should be directed to minimize the risk of complications, which may 
develop in critical organs. Several studies have reported that field-in-field (FiF) radiotherapy 
technique improves the dose homogeneity, decreases doses to lungs, heart and contralateral 
breast compared with conventional wedged technique. Purpose: compare the dosimetry for the 
left breast cancer radiotherapy using three different radiotherapy techniques, tangential wedged 
fields (TW), segmented field (FiF) and inverse planning IMRT (IP-IMRT). Material and Methods: 
Twenty patients have undergone left breast-conservative surgery and received a prescribed dose 
of 50 Gy/25 fractions. Results: The mean PTV receiving >105% (V105) dose was1.75% for IP-IMRT, 
2.03% for FiF, and 4.82% for TW. The mean V95% was 92.1% for TW, 96% for FiF, and 95.1% for 
IP-IMRT; these differences regarding V105% and V95% are statistically significant through paired 
comparison between FiF vs TW and IP-IMRT vs TW, with no statistically significant difference be-
tween FiF and IP-IMRT. Better conformity and homogeneity indices for FiF and IMRT compared to 
TW with statistical significant difference. Regarding organs at risk, left lung and heart have higher 
values of V5, V10, and V20 for IP-IMRT compared to TW and FiF; the differences are statistically 
significant, lower coronary artery regionV30 vules for IPIMRT compared to TW and FiF but no dif-
ference in the Dmean between IPIMRT and FIF. FiF and TW decrease the contralateral breast dose 
significantly compared to IP IMRT. Conclusion: FiF technique is an efficient and reliable method 
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for achieving a uniform dose throughout the whole breast resulting in improved coverage, sparing 
of organs at risk and reduction of acute and late toxicities. 

 
Keywords 
Left Breast Cancer, Dosimetric Study, Field in Field Radiotherapy 

 
 

1. Introduction 
The proportion of breast cancer patients treated with radiation therapy (RT) has increased substantially during 
the past two decades [1]. Multiple, prospective, randomized trials have established the equivalence of breast- 
conserving therapy in which radiotherapy is an integral component (considered the standard of care for early 
stage) to mastectomy, regarding locoregional control, disease free and overall survival [2]. 

20 year study National Surgical Adjuvant Breast and Bowel Project-06 “NSABP B-06” showed no long term 
significant difference regarding DFS, OS and distant metastasis free survival between mastectomy and lum-
pectomy with radiation. Radiation reduces the local failure from 39% to 14% compared to lumpectomy alone 
[3]. 

Early Breast Cancer Trialists’ Collaborative Group meta analysis of 78 randomized trials including 42,000 
women showed that RT after BCS, and RT after mastectomy with axillary clearance in LN+ disease, produced 
significant absolute improvements in 5-year LR (17% - 19% benefit) and 15-year breast cancer mortality (5.4% 
benefit). RT produced similar proportional reductions in LR risk (~70% risk reduction) irrespective of age, 
grade, tumor size, ER status, or amount of LN involvement [4].  

So, better local treatment adds to the effect of systemic therapy on LR, which can be translated into a mod-
erate breast cancer mortality benefit. Therefore, the aim of radiation therapy should also be directed to minimize 
the risk of complications which may develop in critical organs [5].  

In patients with left breast cancer, the critical organs in radiotherapy are: ipsilatreral lung, heart, coronary ar-
tery, contralateral lung and contralateral breast. The most often found complications in these patients are cardiac 
and pulmonary function disorders and development of second malignancies [6]. Hotspots and dose inhomogene-
ity also lead to poor cosmetic outcomes, especially in women with larger breasts. More skin reactions and des-
quamation, can lead to pain, fibrosis and reduced breast appearance and decreased quality of life [7]. 

Cardiac complications may develop after 10 years following radiotherapy and they are most frequently ob-
served in women with left-sided breast cancer. These complications cause a 30% increase in cardiovascular 
deaths after the period of 10 years following radiotherapy. Pulmonary complications are confined to antero-  
lateral peripheral (subpleural) region of the lung on the irradiated side. They are usually divided into early and 
late complications. Immediately after radiotherapy, patients may develop radiation pneumonitis which later 
evolves into lung fibrosis [8]-[10]. 

Generally, patients with breast cancer are at a higher risk for a second cancer in the contralateral breast. 
Moreover, radiotherapy of breast cancer is associated with a small, but significant, increased long term risk of 
contralateral breast cancer (CBC), particularly among women treated under the age of 45 and has strong family 
history [11].  

Because the risk of radiation-induced second malignancy is a stochastic process with no apparent threshold 
dose and seems to demonstrate a dose-dependent relationship, this emphasizes the need for reduction of radia-
tion dose to the contralateral breast using asymmetric jaws (MLC) and some form of intensity modulation, 
avoiding hard wedges, and cerroband half beam blocks [12].  

Several single-institution studies and two randomized trials for breast cancer have reported that field-in-field 
or forward-planned IMRT technique improves the dose homogeneity and decreases the acute skin toxicity as 
well as the dose to the contralateral breast and doses to lung and heart compared with conventional tangential 
techniques with wedges [13] [14].  

This improvement in dose homogeneity has been most remarkable in the treatment of large breasts. Homo-
geneity also becomes more important in hypofractionation schemes, this simple forward field in field planning 
method obtained a homogeneous dose distribution, within dose constraints similar to inverse planning IMRT 
which requires sophisticated technical resources and is more time consuming [15] [16].  
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Aim 
To compare the dosimetry for the left breast cancer radiotherapy using three different radiotherapy techniques, 
tangential wedged fields, forward planned segmented filed, and inverse planning IMRT. 

2. Material and Methods 
Twenty patients with left breast cancer were randomly selected for this treatment planning study. They have 
undergone breast-conserving surgery and received a prescribed dose of 50 Gy in 25 fractions. 

2.1. Target and Normal Tissue Delineation 
CT scan was acquired of the patient in the supine position with both arms extended above the head. The target 
volumes (the whole breast) and sensitive structures, such as the heart, ipsilateral lung, contralateral lung, and 
contralateral breast, were delineated in 5-mm-thick CT slices. 

The breast CTV included all visible breast parenchyma based on wired breast tissue, limited 5 mm from skin 
and anterior to pectoralis muscle (exclude lung/heart). The PTV was added a 7-mm expansion in all direction 
around the CTV (set-up margin and patient movement) except the skin surface (no CTV-PTV margin was taken), 
with exclusion of the heart and anterior to ribs and lung. The CTV of all the 20 cases were delineated based on 
CT image. The PRV contours of all the involved OARs, including contra-lateral breast, entire heart, both lungs, 
and coronary artery region.  

All plans were completed in three-dimensional treatment planning system (CMS-Xio). Delineation of the 
heart started at one slice below the pulmonary trunk; and extends inferiorly to the apex of the heart. Both lungs 
should be contoured using pulmonary windows. The right and left lungs were contoured separately but they 
should be considered as one structure for lung dosimetry.   

The coronary artery most commonly affected by radiation is the left anterior descending, followed by the right 
branch and left circumflex [17]. The area of left front one-fourth heart 1cm subsurface can be identified as the 
volume of coronary artery part according to the American Memorial Sloan-Kattering cancer research methods 
[18].  

2.2. Plan Design 
All plans were completed in three-dimensional treatment planning system. The Siemens linear accelerators with 
6 MV, 10 MV or 15 MV photon energy were used. The PTV was prescribed to 50 Gy. 

The field borders were clinically defined with radiopaque wires during simulation and also delineated ac-
cording to the location of the tumor, extent of breast tissue, and adequate set-up margins. The field borders ex-
tended up to midline medially, lower border of clavicle superiorly, and laterally and inferiorly 2 cm beyond the 
palpable breast tissue.  

To avoid radiation omission in the target region of the lacteal gland caused by respiratory movement, the front 
limit of the fields was set at 20 mm off the skin surface. 

The entrance and exit points of coplanar tangential fields are aligned three dimensionally on the treatment 
planning work station. The normalization point was defined at approximately mid-depth and 1 cm superficial to 
the deep edge of the chest wall in the plane of the central axis of the beams. 

The TW plan used two opposite half beam which had an appropriate wedge angle and included the whole 
PTV. The “isocenter” of the treatment machine is positioned at the centre point of the midline joining two parallel 
opposing fields. Physical or dynamic wedges were then added to both tangential beams in order to improve the 
dose uniformity to the PTV, and to compensate for the rapid changes in external contours. Dose constraints for 
tangential setup were a central lung distance (CLD) of <30 mm and a maximum heart distance of <10 mm. 

The FIF plan is created with same beam angles of the conventional TW plan. Two parallel opposed tangential 
fields were designed. Subfields for the medial and lateral beams were designed using the multileaf collimators to 
ensure the Dmax of PTV less than 55 Gy (<110%) and to shield lung and heart. 

Inverse IMRT: 7 fields were designed, with gantry set at 300˚, 330˚, 0˚, 30˚, 60˚, 90˚, and 130˚. After provid-
ing some optimizing constraints (shown in Table 1), distribution of dose curves was automatically optimized, 
and through repeated parameters adjustment, the ideal distribution of dose curves was achieved. 
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Table 1. The optimization objective used for inverse IMRT planning.                                               

Structure Planning aim 

PTV Dmax < 55 Gy; D50% = 50 Gy; V47.5 Gy ≥ 95% 

Contralateral breast Dmax ≤ 3 Gy 

Lt lung V20 Gy ≤ 20%; V30 Gy ≤ 10% 

Heart V15 Gy ≤ 20%; V20 Gy ≤ 15%; V30 Gy ≤ 5 % 

Coronary artery region V15 Gy ≤ 25%, V20 Gy ≤ 15%; V30 Gy ≤ 5 % 

2.3. Data Analysis 
The conformity index (CI) and homogeneity index (HI) were defined to describe the quality of plans as follows: 

, ,t ref t t ref refCI V V V V= ∗  

where Vt represents target volume, Vt,ref represents the target volume wrapped by reference isodose curve face 
(95%), and Vref represents all the volume wrapped by reference isodose curve facev (95%). A higher CI value, 
ranging from 0 –1, represents better conformity. 

( )2% 98% 50%HI D D D= −  

D2%, D50% and D98% mean the doses of 2%, 50% and 98% volume of the PTV, where D2 represents the 
dose corresponding to 2% target volume as shown in DVH and can be deemed as the maximum dose; D98 
represents the dose corresponding to 98% target volume as shown in DVH, and can be deemed as the minimum 
dose and D50% represent the prescribed dose. Therefore, a lower HI is indicative of a more homogeneous dose 
distribution across the PTV.  

2.4. Evaluation of Planes 
The treatment plans generated were compared objectively using the dose volume histograms (DVHs) for PTVs 
and different Organs at Risk (OARs) regions of interest. In the PTV, the values of V105, V95, V90, Dmax, Dmean, 
homogeneity index (HI), conformity index (CI) were compared for all these three techniques.  

For OAR (heart, coronary artery region and left lung), the dose values of Dmean, V5, V10, V20, V30, were record-
ed and V3, V2, V1 and V0.5 doses for contralateral breast were evaluated and compared for the three techniques. 

2.5. Statistical Analysis 
Comparison of the dosimetric characteristics for planning target volume and organs at risk for the 3D-CRT, FiF, 
and IP-IMRT plans. The results difference between the three plans were compared and analyzed with using 
SPSS 17.0 software, and p value ≤ 0.05 was considered statistically significant.  

3. Results 
Figure 1 displays that the mean volume of PTV breast receiving >105% of the prescribed dose was 1.75% for 
IP-IMRT, 2.03% for FiF, and 4.82% for TW. The difference is statistically significant through paired compari-
son between FiF vs TW (P ≤ 0.0001) and IP-IMRT vs TW (P ≤ 0.0001) but not statistically significant differ-
ence between FiF and IPIMRT (Table 2). Although higher Dmax are observed in TW technique, no statistically 
significant difference compared with IPIMRT or FiF plannings. 

The mean volume of PTV covered by 95% isodose (V 95%) was 92.1% for TW, 96% for FiF, and 95.1% for 
inverse planning IMRT. The difference is statistically significant through paired comparison between FiF vs TW 
(P ≤ 0.0001) and IP-IMRT vs TW (P ≤ 0.0001) with no statistically significant difference between FiF and 
IP-IMRT as shown in Figure 2 (Table 2). 

Better conformity and homogeneity indices are noted in Figure 3 and Figure 4 for FiF and IMRT compared 
to TW the difference is statistically significant (P ≤ 0.0001) through paired comparison, but no statistically sig-
nificant difference between FiF and IPIMRT (P = 0.0675) and (P = 0.2134) (Table 2). 
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Figure 1. Comparison of mean value of PTV receive ≥105% of the 
prescribed dose for the 3 planes.                                 

 

 
Figure 2. Comparison of mean V95% of PTV for the 3 planes.          

 

 
Figure 3. Comparison of mean homogeneity index for the 3 planes.          

 

 
Figure 4. Comparison of mean conformity index of the 3 planes.         

 
Table 2. The PTV dose parameters of three plans.                                                              

 TW (a) FiF (b) IMRT (c) 
Estimated P values 

(a) vs (b) (a) vs (c) (b) vs (c) 
D2 (Gy) 54.6 (52.7 - 56.4) 53.3 (51.9 - 54.7) 53.1 (52.2 - 53.8) 0.0307 0.0119 0.5768 

D98 (Gy) 42.9 (40.4 - 46) 4.70 (44.7 - 49) 46.5 (43.6 - 48) <0.0001 0.0001 0.3913 
D50 (Gy) 50.3 (49 - 52) 50.6 (50 - 51.1) 50.3 (49.9 - 51) 0.2995 0.9999 0.066 
V95 (%) 92.1 (90 - 94.12) 96 (94.8 - 97.3) 95.1 (92 - 96) <0.0001 0.0001 0.0706 

V105 (%) 4.82 (3.7 - 6.5) 2.03 (1.4 - 3) 1.75 (1.6 - 1.9) <0.0001 <0.0001 0.0690 
Dmax (Gy) 55.5 (54.2 - 57.1) 54 (53.9 - 54.1) 54.9 (53.5 - 55.7) 0.1692 0.6360 0.2707 

CI 0.53 (0.51 - 0.55) 0.72 (0.69 - 0.74) 0.79 (0.6 - 0.9) <0.0001 <0.0001 0.0675 
HI 0.23 (0.18 - 0.3) 0.16 (0.14 - 0.18) 0.15 (0.14 - 0.17) <0.0001 <0.0001 0.2134 
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Regarding organs at risk, for the left lung, higher values of V5, V10, and V20 for IP-IMRT compared to TW 
and FiF. The differences are statistically significant through paired comparison with no statistically significant 
difference between FiF and TW (Table 3).  

Figure 5 showed that the left lung mean dose (Dmean) was 13.93 Gy for IP-IMRT compared to 7.26 Gy for FiF 
and 8.73 Gy for TW fields, the differences are statistically significant through paired comparison (P < 0.0001) 
with no statistically significant difference between FiF and TW (P = 0.141). Regarding V30, no statistically sig-
nificant difference observed throughout the three techniques paired comparison (Table 3). 

Regarding the heart, Figure 6 revealed that V5, V10, V20 and Dmean were significantly higher for IP-IMRT 
compared to FiF and TW fields (P < 0.0001), While lower mean V30 values for IP-IMRT compared to FiF and 
TW fields, the differences were statistically significant through paired comparison in favor of IPIMRT (P < 
0.0001), with no statistically significant differences between FiF and TW (P = 0.3401) (Table 3). 

For the coronary artery region, as shown in Figure 7, higher V5 and V10 values for IP-IMRT compared to 
FiF and TW but the difference is not statistically significant, lower V20 and V30 for IP-IMRT compared to FiF 
or TW plans with statistically significant differences throughout paired comparison (P ≤ 0.0001) (P = 0.0015) 
with no statistically significant difference in the mean dose (Dmean) between FIF and IP-IMRT (P = 0.0950). 

Concerning the contra lateral breast, FiF and TW significantly decrease the dose (Dmean, V0.5, V1, V2, and 
V3) significantly compared to IP IMRT with no statistically significant difference between FiF and TW plans. 
This is quite evident in Figure 8 (Table 3). 

 
Table 3. Organs at risk dose parameters.                                                                           

OAR Measured indices 
from DVH 

Volume and doses for three breast irradiation techniques Estimated P values for  
compared treatment techniques 

TW (a) FiF (b) IMRT (c) (a) vs (b) (a) vs (c) (b) vs (c) 

Lung V5 34.67 31.79 63.22 0.4909 0.0001 <0.0001 

 V10 25.16 23.95 51.22 0.7435 0.0002 <0.0001 

 V20 11.7 11.79 18.56 0.9592 0.0002 <0.0001 

 V30 10.1 8.25 10.48 0.3115 0.8101 0.1593 

 Dmean 8.73 7.268 13.93 0.1410 <0.0001 <0.0001 

Heart V5 12.75 (5 - 18.4) 10.3 (6 - 17) 66.4 (43 - 94) 0.1393 <0.0001 <0.0001 

 V10 5.48 (3.4 - 7.2) 4.93 (3.3 - 6.9) 30.4 (17 - 52) 0.3497 <0.0001 <0.0001 

 V20 4.23 (2.1 - 6.4) 3.81 (1.5 - 5.7) 10.26 (6.7 - 16) 0.5269 <0.0001 <0.0001 

 V30 2.36 (1.4 - 4) 1.99 (1 - 3.8) 0.86 (0.2 - 2) 0.3401 <0.0001 <0.0001 

 Dmean 3.54 (1.9 - 4.8) 2.89 (1.8 - 4.2) 11.92 (7.4 - 14.7) 0.1043 <0.0001 <0.0001 

Coronary  
artery region V5 54.02 (35.4 - 78.5) 50.8 (34 - 73.7) 73.33 (20 - 100) 0.8625 0.5493 0.4831 

 V10 41.23 (25.7 - 52) 39.73 (24.8 - 51.8) 52 (18 - 73) 0.9000 0.5996 0.5513 

 V20 27.5 (15.3 - 43) 22.9 (12.6 - 35.6) 8.857 (3.97 - 16.1) 0.2831 <0.0001 <0.0001 

 V30 16.1 (7.1 - 36.6) 17.79 (5.2 - 35.2) 5.27 (0.7 - 15.1) 0.7175 0.0067 0.0015 

 Dmean 17.16 (8.32.5) 15.3 (7.8 - 20.9) 18.4 (12.4 - 24.4) 0.3549 <0.0001 0.0950 

Contralateral breast V0.5 10.633 (6.9 - 16) 10.167 (7 - 13.5) 95 (94 - 96) 0.8954 <0.0001 0.0325 

 V1 1.233 (0.2 - 2.2) 1.133 (0.2 - 1.9) 87 (85 - 89) 0.9021 <0.0001 <0.0001 

 V2 0.35 (0.0 - 0.99) 0.41 (0.0 - 0.95) 51.47 (4.4 - 76) 0.8950 0.0957 0.0959 

 V3 0.435 (0 - 0.87) 0.4 (0 - 0.8) 42.67 (4.2 - 64) 0.9556 0.0928 0.0927 
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Figure 5. Comparison of Dmean of the left lung for the 3 planes.         

 

 
Figure 6. Comparison of Dmean of the heart for the 3 planes.               

 

 
Figure 7. Comparison of Dmean of the coronary artery region for the 3 
planes.                                                     

 

 
Figure 8. Comparison of Dmean of the contralateral breast for the 3 
planes.                                                     

4. Discussion 
The objective of this study was to compare the dosimetry for the left breast cancer radiotherapy using three dif-
ferent radiotherapy techniques, tangential wedged fields, forward planned segmented fields, and inverse plan-
ning IMRT. 
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Intensity-modulated radiation therapy (IMRT) has been described to improve the target conformity and dose 
homogeneity in treating breast cancer. Advantages in treating the intact breast have been noted for IMRT with 
respect to dose homogeneity especially for large breasts and doses to the lung and heart.  

It was shown that the FiF-results were comparable to the IP IMRT technique in terms of breast coverage, de-
livering 95% of the prescribed dose to >95% of the breast PTV, Dmax, the mean dose delivered to the breast PTV, 
the same CI and HI with no statistically significant difference in paired comparison. IP-IMRT and FIF compared 
with the TW resulted in a significantly smaller hot spot within the breast volume (V105%), significantly reduced 
the maximum dose and significantly better conformity and homogeneity indices. 

The results of our study match with other similar studies. Efficacy of FIF technique versus tangential field is 
clearly brought out by Sasaoka and Futami [19]. The field-in-field technique significantly reduced the maximum 
dose, the volumes receiving more than 107% of the prescription dose, and improves the HI for the PTV for dose 
evaluation compared with the tangential field technique. Inverse planning-IMRT plan had obvious advantages 
on the HI than TW plan, but it was not superior to the FIF plan. 

For each dosimetry of the OARs, (heart, coronary artery region and left lung), the field-in-field technique sig-
nificantly reduced the maximum dose and the volumes receiving more than 5, 10, 20 Gy of the prescribed dose 
compared to IP-IMRT. The volume of the contralateral breast receiving up to 3 Gy was significantly decreased 
using the field-in-field or TW techniques compared to inverse planning IMRT.  

The application of IP-IMRT offers the potential for improved local-regional control without increase heart 
toxicity in those requiring local-regional treatments. 

Xu et al. conjectured the cardiac dose might be associated with the breast volume for whole left breast irradi-
ation. In their report IMRT treatment could significantly reduce cardiac dose for those clinical target volume 
(CTV) larger than 500 cc compared with conventional tangential techniques [15]. 

Darby S.C. et al. reported that exposure of the heart to ionizing radiation during radiotherapy for breast cancer 
increases the subsequent rate of ischemic heart disease [20]. Most of the literature analyzed the irradiated dose 
of heart, but they did not specify the dosimetric parameters of coronary artery when comparing the dose differ-
ence of treatment plans for the left sided breast cancer. 

Radiation tolerance of the coronary arteries has not been well studied beyond the observation that radiothera-
py (RT) doses used for treatment of Hodgkin lymphoma increase the risk of coronary artery disease (CAD). 
Historically there have been recommendations to use the dose volume histogram (DVH) for the heart as a whole 
organ. This assumed that the heart was an organ with “parallel subunit” toxicity, in that tolerance was acceptable 
if only a small volume of heart received a high RT dose as long as most of the heart received a low dose. This 
may be falsely reassuring if we do not know whether the small volume of high dose happens to include the co-
ronary artery [21].  

Coronary arteries are really a “series subunit” organ like the spinal cord. Damage to any portion of a coronary 
artery will produce potentially devastating toxicity even if the rest of the artery is not irradiated. Therefore heart 
DVH determinations are of little usefulness to estimate risk of CAD. 

This was clearly demonstrated by Taylor et al., patients treated for left breast cancer with tangential RT fields 
may have a low mean heart dose and a very broad range of doses to the left anterior descending artery (LAD) 
branches [22].  

The TW and FiF-techniques required fewer monitor units (MU) to deliver a given dose, compared with IP- 
IMRT. In the IP-IMRT, the number of MUs is found to be about three to four times greater than in the FiF-plans, 
or TW plans. Increased MU results in excess of machine and treatment times as well as higher machine leakage 
and total body stray radiation dose, increasing the volume of normal tissues exposed to the very low dose. This 
could result in a greater probability of radiation-induced complications and secondary malignancy. 

The IP-IMRT for breast treatment is time consuming and requires advanced planning skills. In contrast to the 
3D-TW and FiF plans, the IP-IMRT required pretreatment verification and specific quality assurance (QA) 
measurements. The additional QA time must be taken into account when considering the total workload per plan. 
Compared with the IP-IMRT, FiF-plans and TW plans are likely to be generated in a shorter time without re-
quiring a high level of planning ability.  

5. Conclusion 
Field in Field technique for tangential whole breast radiotherapy is an efficient and reliable method for achiev-
ing a uniform dose throughout the whole breast. Strict dose-volume constraints can be readily achieved in most 
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patients, resulting in improved breast coverage, potential sparing of risk organs and reduction of acute and late 
toxicities. 

Conflict 
There is no conflict of interest. 

Approved 
The study is approved by the ethics committee Faculty of Medicine, Alexandria University, Egypt. 

References 
[1] Recht, A. (2007) Breast Cancer: Stages T1 and T2. In: Gunderson, L.L. and Tepper, J.E., Eds., Clinical Radiation On-

cology, 2nd Edition, Churchill Livingstone, London, 1475-1495.  
[2] Veronesi, U., Marubini, E., Marian, L., Galimberti, V., Luini, A., Veronesi, P., et al. (2001) Radiotherapy after Breast 

Conserving Surgery in Breast Cancer: Long Term Result of Randomized Trial. Annals of Oncology, 12, 997-1003.  
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1011136326943 

[3] Taghian, A., Jeong, J.H., Mamounas, E., et al. (2004) Patterns of Locoregional Failure in Patients with Operable Breast 
Cancer Treated by Mastectomy and Adjuvant Chemotherapy with or without Tamoxifen and without Radiotherapy: 
Results from Five National Surgical Adjuvant Breast and Bowel Project randomized clinical trials. Journal of Clinical 
Oncology, 22, 4247-4254. http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2004.01.042 

[4] Early Breast Cancer Trialists’ Collaborative Group (2005) Effects of Radiotherapy and of Differences in the Extent of 
Surgery for Early Breast Cancer on Local Recurrence and 15-Year Survival: An Overview of the Randomized Trials. 
Lancet, 366, 2087-2106. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(05)67887-7 

[5] Early Breast Cancer Trialists’ Collaborative Group (2000) Favourable and Unfavourable Effects on Long-Term Sur-
vival of Radiotherapy for Early Breast Cancer: An Overview of the Randomised Trials. Early Breast Cancer Trialists’ 
Collaborative Group. Lancet, 355, 1757-1770. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(00)02263-7 

[6] Adams, M.J., Hardenbergh, P.H., Constine, L.S., et al. (2003) Radiation-Associated Cardiovascular Disease. Critical 
Reviews in Oncology/Hematology, 45, 55-75. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1040-8428(01)00227-X 

[7] Cao, Y.D., Gao, H.D., Sun, X.C., et al. (2009) A Comparison of Doses for Conventional Radiotherapy and Intensity 
Modulation Radiation Therapy after Breast Conserving Operation. Journal of Medical Poster Graduates, 2, 161-164. 

[8] Correa, C.R., Das, I.J., Litt, H.I., et al. (2008) Association between Tangential Beam Treatment Parameters and Car-
diac Abnormalities after Definitive Radiation Treatment for Left-Sided Breast Cancer. International Journal of Radia-
tion Oncology, Biology, Physics, 72, 508-516. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijrobp.2007.12.037 

[9] Hooning, M.J., Botma, A., Aleman, B.M., et al. (2007) Long-Term Risk of Cardiovascular Disease in 10-Year Survi-
vors of Breast Cancer. Journal of the National Cancer Institute, 99, 365-375. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jnci/djk064 

[10] Hurkmans, C.W., Borger, J.H., Bos, L.J., et al. (2000) Cardiac and Lung Complication Probabilities after Breast Can-
cer Irradiation. Radiotherapy & Oncology, 55, 145-151. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0167-8140(00)00152-3 

[11] Stovall, M., Smith, S.A., Langholz, B.M., Boice Jr., J.D., Shore, R.E., Andersson, M., et al. (2008) Dose to the Con-
tralateral Breast from Radiotherapy and Risk of Second Primary Breast Cancer in the WECARE Study. International 
Journal of Radiation Oncology, Biology, Physics, 72, 1021-1030. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijrobp.2008.02.040 

[12] Stathakis, S., Roland, T., Papanikolaou, N., Li, J.S. and Ma, C. (2009) A Prediction Study on Radiation-Induced 
Second Malignancies for IMRT Treatment Delivery. Technology in Cancer Research & Treatment, 8, 141-148.  
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/153303460900800207 

[13] Rongsriyam, K., Rojpornpradit, P., lertbutsayanul, C., Sanghangthum, T. and Oonsiri, S. (2008) Dosimetric Study of 
Inverse-Planned Intensity Modulated, Forward-Planned Intensity Modulated Andconventional Tangential Techniques 
in Breast Conserving Radiotherapy. Journal of the Medical Association of Thailand, 91, 1571-1582. 

[14] Zhang, F.L., Wang, P. and Zhen, M.M. (2008) Dosmetric Evaluation of CR, 3DCRT and IMRT for Breast Cancer after 
Conserving Surgery. Chinese Clinical Oncology, 13, 354-358. 

[15] Xu, X.-L., Wu, H. and Han, S.-K. (2006) Dosimetry Study of Intensity Modulated Radiation Therapy for Left Side 
Breast Cancer. Chinese Journal of Radiation Oncology, 15, 192-195. 

[16] Cavey, M.L., Bayouth, J.E., Endres, E.J., Pena, J.M., Colman, M. and Hatch, S. (2005) Dosimetric Comparison of 
Conventional and Forward-Planned Intensity-Modulated Techniques for Comprehensive Locoregional Irradiation of 
Post-Mastectomy Left Breast Cancers. Medical Dosimetry, 30, 107-116.  
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.meddos.2005.02.002 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1011136326943
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2004.01.042
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(05)67887-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(00)02263-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1040-8428(01)00227-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijrobp.2007.12.037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jnci/djk064
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0167-8140(00)00152-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijrobp.2008.02.040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/153303460900800207
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.meddos.2005.02.002


S. Elzawawy, S. I. Hammoury 
 

 
317 

[17] Fuller, S.A., Haybittle, J.I., Smith, R.E. and Dobbs, H.J. (1992) Cardiac Doses in Post-Operative Breast Irradiation. 
Radiotherapy and Oncology, 25, 19-24. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0167-8140(92)90190-6 

[18] Hong, L., Hunt, M., Chui, C., Spirou, S., Forster, K., Lee, H., et al. (1999) Intensity-Modulated Tangential Beam Ir-
radiation of the Intact Breast. International Journal of Radiation Oncology, Biology, Physics, 44, 1155-1164.  
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0360-3016(99)00132-7 

[19] Sasaoka, M. and Futami, T. (2011) Dosimetric Evaluation of Whole Breast Radiotherapy Using Field-in-Field Tech-
nique in Early-Stage Breast Cancer. International Journal of Clinical Oncology, 16, 250-256.  
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10147-010-0175-1 

[20] Darby, S.C., Ewertz, M., McGale, P., Bennet, A.M., Blom-Goldman, U., Brønnum, D., et al. (2013) Risk of Ischemic 
Heart Disease in Women after Radiotherapy for Breast Cancer. New England Journal of Medicine, 368, 987-998.  
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1209825 

[21] Mert, M., Arat-Ozkan, A., Ozkan, A., Aydemir, N.A. and Babalik, E. (2003) Radition-Induced Coronary Artery Dis-
ease. Zeitschrift fur Kardiologie, 92, 682-685. 

[22] Taylor, M.E., Perez, C.A., Halverson, K.J., Kuske, R.R., Philphott, G.W., Garcia, D.M., Mortimer, J.E., Myerson, R.J., 
Radford, D. and Rusha, C. (1995) Factors Influencing Cosmetics Results after Conservation Therapy for Breast Cancer. 
International Journal of Radiation Oncology, Biology, Physics, 31, 753-764.  
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0360-3016(94)00480-3 
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0167-8140(92)90190-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0360-3016(99)00132-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10147-010-0175-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa1209825
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0360-3016(94)00480-3

	Comparative Dosimetric Study for Treating Left Sided Breast Cancer Using Three Different Radiotherapy Techniques: Tangential Wedged Fields, Forward Planned Segmented Filed, and IP-IMRT
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. Introduction
	Aim

	2. Material and Methods
	2.1. Target and Normal Tissue Delineation
	2.2. Plan Design
	2.3. Data Analysis
	2.4. Evaluation of Planes
	2.5. Statistical Analysis

	3. Results
	4. Discussion
	5. Conclusion
	Conflict
	Approved
	References

