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CONCLUSIONS

Although the use of D, .4 Of the central slice gave a

INTRODUCTION

Assessment of size-specific dose estimates (SSDE) for

RESULTS: The percentage differences between D,, mean @verage and the central slice D, 4 were found to be comparable for pediatric and

adult phantoms as shown in the figures below. The PDs were in the ranges of (-10.1 to 12.7)% and (-11.3 to 12.8)%, respectively, with the average

patients undergoing CT scans requires determining

being £5.4% and +£6.0%. Lower differences were in the chest region, whereas the pelvic region produced the largest differences. Beside the scan reasonable estimation for D, .o, Cverage for some

water equivalent diameter (D,,) of the region of

region, the differences were affected by gender and patient size. Generally, the differences were larger for males and increased with patient size. regions, it should not be applied without consideration

interest (ROI). The D,, is determined as an average for

for the significant differences found for other regions

| 0 IYr A 5Yrs @ 10Yrs v I5Yrs-F 0 15Yrs- M|

D,, values assessed for each slice inside the ROI, which . :

o 1 Chest - PA s Chest & Abdomen - PA i Chest - AD - Chest & Abdomen - AD that reached to *13%. Correction factors or using

means calculating D,, for a large number of slices ® Female e Female correlation between D, .., at the center and the
hing to hundreds. Thi h - 10 f ] 0r Aa, 4 1 10 f o Male | 10 f 8 Male '

reaching to hundreds. This process, however, is time- | A.* _ .l _ .l average D, ..., May be considered as practical

consuming and requires advance software to
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accomplish the calculation.
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