MLO Viewo| §3EPoM QC =332 0]8e

ne

9%

okl

7}

Journal of Radiological Science and Technology, 38(3), 221-228

<9UAN>

eISSN 2384-1168 ISSN 2288-3509
http://dx.doi.org/10.17946/JRST.2015.38.3.05

MLO View2| SLEANA QC ZE2HE 0|8 MTF H P&+ "oy

- Evaluation of Radiation Dose and Imaging of the QC Program
in Mammography MLO View -
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Mammographic Accreditation Phantom, Gammex Inc,
USA) S AMRal etk Figure 1), F 71X9] Won ARe
A staom, FAZ 7182 B9 WIS EIE MLO
view ©] ZF== 0°, 30°, 45°, 50°, 55°, 70°, 90°¢] 77k
2 ZJ3lth(Figure 2). THLS 28 kvp= M 2] )
A 4.7 om, L 142 daNOE TSI, BHa
T A AAE 98] Zeluw WS AMgsIglon], e

25 FUT #0219 geometryol Al AAIE T, EAZ
HEA 0 2 #o|1l 9l auto filter HWAIF 2o A HAS
%1+ auto kVp, auto time, tech normal, manual 2] ¢J
5 S 27 28519l al(Table 1), MLO viewo]lA]
0° 34 Zeol| A 247y A8 & A=k v ustSith(Figure
3). HologicAke] QC Z2TIFHS- o]-85to] Fo-AdAlgk, ¢
AP, Al S t)A2H] (SNR; signal to noise ratio), TZ
Eo7k2H] (CNR; contrast to noise ratio) gh= 253}0]
AleF 9 SNR, CNR 2}EE7FE sH3lth(Figure 4),

Breast Support

Chest Wall Edge
a b
Figure 1 Photography of a QC phantom test object. a;

Acquire image in QC phantom, b; QC phantom located in
mammography  unit

Faure 2 MLO view with QC phentom

Table 1 Classification of exposure method in the digital mammography

Exposure mode Description
Auto flter élin(;cr);dif;ljsj:ee ggzzugig 2rllll)frif:ography
Auto kVp The user selects only filter. The other is automatic
Auto time The user selects only kVp. The other is automatic
Manual All conditions select by user (in case of implant operation patient).
Tech normal The user selects only patient tissue (dense, normal, fatty). The other is automatic,
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ofof tth(Figure 5).

Figure 3 Dose adjustment of the exposure method in
mammography a; Dose adjustments of exposure method b,
Enlarge image dose adjustments

g
Hgure 5 Phantom images were obtained with degrees angles
0 (a), 30 (b), 45 (c), 50 (d), 55 (e), 70 (f), and 90 (g).
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Table 2 Comparison of average glandular dose according to the angular degree

Degree of angle 0 30 45 50 55 70 0]

Tube voltage (kVp) 28 28 28 28 28 28 28

Tube current (mAs) 71.3 72.3 09.5 70.0 70.3 73.1 09.5
Organ dose (mGy) 1.67 1.7 1.65 1.66 1.68 1.7 1.75
Entrance (mGy) 8.34 8.45 8.1 8.18 8.22 8.52 8.1

Table 3 Change of SNR and CNR according to the angular degree

Degree of angle 0 30 45 50 55 70 0
SNR 52,93 52,73 50.43 50.71 50.62 52,95 52.52
CNR 12,24 12.18 11.64 11.63 11.68 12.17 12.09
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Table 4 Change of dose according to the exposure method

Tube current Organ dose Entrance
Exposure mode Tube voltage (KVp) mAs) (mGy) MGy
Auto filter 28 71.3 1.67 8.34
Auto kV 28 75.4 1.77 8.82
Auto time 28 71.4 1.68 8.35
Manual 28 64.6 1.52 7.55
Tech normal 28 87.4 2.08 10.2
Table 5 Change of SNR and CNR according to the exposure method
Exposure mode Auto filter Auto KV Auto time Manual Tech normal
SNR 52,93 52,02 51.9 49.88 59.8
CNR 12,24 11.49 12,02 11.5 13.95
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*Abstract

Evaluation of Radiation Dose and Imaging of the QC Program
in Mammography MLO View

Seon-Hwa Lee-Jung-Min Kim-Dae-Cheol Kweon"

Department of Bio—convergence Engineering, Korea University
Y Department of Radiologic Science, Shinhan University

Purpose: In digital mammography QC program was used for the purpose of reducing low-dose and
high-definition images of the radiation dose.

Materials and Methods: In digital mammography using a QC phantom according to the average glan-
dular dose in the exposure method MLO view 07, 30°, 45°, 50°, 55°, 70°, was measured at 90" intervals, an
image with Hologic QC program to the SNR and CNR was measured to evaluate,

Results: The average dose in the MLO view was wired to 90" when the maximum was 1.75 mGy, it
decreased approximately 6% was measured at 45 1,65 mGy. In addition, 1,67 mGy, manual record, there
were an average wired in accordance with the exposure dose and the dose of 1.52 mGy difference in the
way auto filter, Image quality evaluation at every angular section SNR 50 ~ 52, shows a slight difference
in CNR 11 ~ 12, it was included in the manufacturer's recommended value,

Conclusion: The dose was lowest in MLO view 45", the difference between SNR and CNR were
insignificant, The method of exposure will need a way to reduce the exposure of the patient’s body or
unnecessary patient by placing a difference in settings in which the characteristics.

Key Words : Digital mammography, Oblique view, Mean glandular dose, Phantom
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