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Purpose: The objective of this technical note was to investigate the accuracy of proton stopping
power relative to water (RSP) estimation using a novel dual-layer, dual-energy computed tomography
(DL-DECT) scanner for potential use in proton therapy planning. DL-DECT allows dual-energy
reconstruction from scans acquired at a single x-ray tube voltage V by using two-layered detectors.
Methods: Sets of calibration and evaluation inserts were scanned at a DL-DECT scanner in a custom
phantom with variable diameter D (0 to 150 mm) at V of 120 and 140 kV. Inserts were additionally
scanned at a synchrotron computed tomography facility to obtain comparative linear attenuation
coefficients for energies from 50 to 100 keV, and reference RSP was obtained using a carbon ion
beam and variable water column. DL-DECT monoenergetic (mono-E) reconstructions were
employed to obtain RSP by adapting the Yang–Saito–Landry (YSL) method. The method was com-
pared to reference RSP via the root mean square error (RMSE) over insert mean values obtained from
volumetric regions of interest. The accuracy of intermediate quantities such as the relative electron
density (RED), effective atomic number (EAN), and the mono-E was additionally evaluated.
Results: The lung inserts showed higher errors for all quantities and we report RMSE excluding
them. RMSE for l from DL-DECT mono-E was below 1.9%. For the evaluation inserts at
D = 150 mm and V = 140 kV, RED RMSE was 1.0%, while for EAN it was 2.9%. RSP RMSE was
below 0.8% for all D and V, which did not strongly affect the results.
Conclusions: In this investigation of RSP accuracy from DL-DECT, we have shown that RMSE
below 1% can be achieved. It was possible to adapt the YSL method for DL-DECT and intermediate
quantities RED and EAN had comparable accuracy to previous publications. © 2019 American
Association of Physicists in Medicine [https://doi.org/10.1002/mp.13404]
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1. INTRODUCTION

The recent interest of the proton therapy community in the
measurement of relative stopping power (RSP) with spectral
x-ray computed tomography (CT)1,2 has seen the develop-
ment of several methodologies following the seminal publi-
cations of Bazalova et al.3, Yang et al.4, and H€unemohr
et al.5 These methodologies pertain to scans acquired with
more than one photon energy or spectrum and aim at reduc-
ing the RSP uncertainties attributed to single-energy CT
(SECT).6 Dual-energy CT (DECT) has been the standard
modality so far, with the majority of publications pertaining
to dual-source or dual-spiral technologies.5,7–15 These
image-based approaches have been recently validated using
biological tissue samples16–19 and have been found to con-
sistently outperform SECT in terms of RSP accuracy. DECT
scanners are currently making their way into proton therapy
clinics20 and may impact clinical proton range calcula-
tion.8,21 Less attention has been paid to other DECT tech-
nologies such as rapid kV switching or dual-layer (DL)
detectors, even though the latter allows for projection-based
DECT algorithms, which are potentially superior to image-
based procedures.22 DL-DECT has recently been studied by
Hua et al.23 in terms of relative electron density (RED) and
effective atomic number (EAN) accuracy and was found
comparable to dual-source DECT. RSP has been investi-
gated by Ohira et al.24 but they did not evaluate the DL-
DECT measurements against direct measurements of the
RSP. In this technical note, we aimed at adapting a method-
ology for RSP estimation to DL-DECT data. We employed
a different RED formalism than Hua et al.23 (also used by
Ohira et al.24) based on a calibration of the DL-DECT scan-
ner via the virtual monoenergetic (mono-E) images typically
reconstructed by DL-DECT.25 We evaluated the final RSP
by comparison to water column measurements in a carbon
ion beam. Furthermore, the accuracy of the photon linear
attenuation coefficients derived from the mono-E images
underpinning our approach was evaluated by comparison to
mono-E synchrotron CT scans.

2. MATERIALS AND METHODS

2.A. Phantoms

Two phantoms were built for mono-E synchrotron CT
[Figs. 1(a), 1(b)] and DL- DECT [Fig. 1(c)] scans. The phan-
toms housed the tissue equivalent inserts listed in Table I in a
low-density foam background for synchrotron CT and in a
polyoxymethylene [POM, (CH2O)n, density 1.41 g�cm�3]
background for DL-DECT. The POM background diameter
varied in 1 cm steps of D = 0 (bare inserts), 100, and
150 mm along the rotational axis of the phantom, allowing
measurements with different diameters in one scan. The man-
ufacturers’ reference mass density (q), RED, EAN, and linear
attenuation coefficient l (at three photon energies) calculated
from the manufacturers’ stoichiometry are presented in
Table I. The xraylib26 was used to calculate l.

2.B. Synchrotron CT scans

Synchrotron CT images27 were acquired on the ID17
beamline at the European Synchrotron Radiation Facility
(ESRF). A double Si crystal monochromator was used to
have a mono-E beam in 10 keV energy steps from 50 to
100 keV but we only report the results of 50, 80, and
100 keV for clarity. The beam was considered parallel given
the large 145 m distance between the source and the object.
The detector was an ESRF Frelon 2k camera with a 48-lm
pixel size coupled with a gadolinium oxysulfide scintillator.
The beam fully covered the 9.8-cm detector width but was
only a few millimeters high (exact height varied depending
on the energy, from 1.6 to 2.7 mm). The rotation axis was
offset to obtain a 17-cm diameter field-of-view. Each scan
consisted of 1200 projections equally distributed over 360°,
each with 20482 pixels. All axial slices covered by the beam
were reconstructed with 8402 pixels and 0.2-mm isotropic
pixel spacing using the filtered backprojection implementa-
tion of the reconstruction toolkit (RTK).28

2.C. Reference RSP

The RSP of each phantom insert was measured at the Hei-
delberg Ion-beam Therapy (HIT, Germany) using a PeakFin-
der water column (PTW, Freiburg, Germany). A carbon ion
beam with 310.6 MeV/u energy was used to minimize the
effect of multiple Coulomb scattering. Each depth dose pro-
file of the water column was fitted with a fifth order polyno-
mial and the 80% distal falloff was used to define the range.
The methodology followed that of Hudobivnik et al.8 and is
detailed in appendix C of Vilches-Freixas.29 The values are
reported in the last column of Table I.

2.D. Dual-layer DECT scans

A clinical DL-DECT scanner (IQon Spectral CT, Philips
Healthcare, Best, the Netherlands) was used to acquire scans
of the phantoms with diameters (D) of 0, 100, and 150 mm at
source voltages (V) 120 and 140 kV. The computed tomogra-
phy index (CTDIvol) was set to 20 mGy for all acquisitions,
corresponding to an exposure of 200 mAs for 120 kV and
150 mAs at 140 kV. Exposure modulation was disabled. The
pitch of the spiral scan was 1.17 and the collimation was set
to 64 9 0.625 mm.

The DL-DECT scanner takes advantage of having the
dual-energy measurements with exactly the same source and
detector geometry (position and orientation) to apply the pro-
jection-based decomposition of Schlomka et al.30 Following
the model of Alvarez and Macovski,31 line integrals of the
Compton scatter (CS) and photoelectric effect (PE) maps are
first decomposed from the acquired sinograms before tomo-
graphic reconstruction. This model assumes that the CS and
PE maps are energy-independent quantities, and no beam-
hardening correction is therefore required.

Mono-E images were reconstructed by the manufacturer’s
scanner software by applying the lmodel using the reconstructed
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CS and PE maps, at 10 keV increments from 40 to 200 keV,
with a slice thickness of 1.5 mm, in-slice pixel dimensions of
0.3 mm 9 0.3 mm and 512 9 512 pixels. We employed the
Philips’ iDose reconstruction software with level 5 and the
standard B filter.

2.E. Conversion of DL-DECT data to RSP

Our RSP estimation procedure followed the previously
published combination of methods of Yang et al.4, Saito,32

and Landry et al.33 (YSL, see e.g., Hudobivnik et al.8) which
have been previously applied to dual-source or dual-spiral
datasets.34

The mono-E images reconstructed by the DL-DECT
scanner software are linear combinations of two bases
approximating CS and PE contributions to the linear atten-
uation coefficient, as explained in Hua et al.23 Hua et al.23

used a linear combination of CS and PE to obtain RED;
however, CS and PE were not directly accessible from the

DL-DECT software. To circumvent this, we relied on a
linear combination of an optimal pair of mono-E images
using the formalism of Saito32 for RED estimation. The
fit parameters of Saito32 were obtained from a procedure
based on the calibration of the scanner using the insert
data of the Gammex inserts. Since the mono-E images are
themselves linear combinations of the CS and PE bases,
their linear combination should allow similar results as
Hua et al.23 The chosen energy pair, 50 and 200 keV
from the 140 kV and 150 mm diameter phantom, maxi-
mized the coefficient of determination of the Saito32 fit
and was the same as in Mei et al.25

We used the same pair of mono-E images to calculate the

ratio of relative linear attenuation coefficients ðl=lwaterÞ50 keV
ðl=lwaterÞ200 keV

as

in Joshi et al.35 and Hua et al.23 and fitted to the EAN of our
Gammex inserts with a fourth-order polynomial. This is
equivalent to the procedure described in Landry et al.33

which is typically employed in the YSL method.

(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

(g) (h) (i)

FIG. 1. Phantom configurations for (a, b) synchrotron computed tomography (CT) and (c) DL-DECT scans. (d, e, g, h) Synchrotron CT images reconstructed at
(d, e) 50 keV and (g, h) 100 keV. (f, i) DL-DECT mono-E images acquired with D = 100 mm and V = 140 kV at (f) 50 keV and (i) 100 keV. Window/level set
to (d)–(f) 1 cm�1/0.5 cm�1 and (g)–(i) 0.4 cm�1/0.2 cm�1. Volumetric regions of interest used for data analysis are shown in red. (c) The POM background
steps of D = 0 (bare inserts), 100, and 150 mm are visible. [Color figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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Finally, the EAN was converted to ln(I), where I is the
mean excitation potential, using the approach of Yang et al.4

with the same fit employed in Hudobivnik et al.8 Both ln(I)
and RED were used with the Bethe equation with Iwater =
78 eV36 and b = 0.428 (100 MeV proton energy) to obtain
RSP [see eq. (4) in Hudobivnik et al.8]

2.F. Data evaluation

Using the calibration obtained for the V = 140 kV and
D = 150 mm diameter calibration inserts, we computed
RED, EAN, and RSP for the remaining configurations of the
phantoms and for the evaluation inserts, under the assump-
tion that the reconstructed mono-E should ideally be equiva-
lent for all protocols.

Volumetric regions of interest (ROI) covering the central
part of each insert were used to extract the mean and the stan-
dard deviation of the mono-E, RED, EAN, and RSP images
[Figs. 1(g), 1(h), 1(i)]. The accuracy of each quantity was
evaluated by calculating the residual relative error:

residuals ¼ valuemeas � valueref
valueref

� 100% (1)

where valuemeas are the mean values in each insert ROI and
valueref are the reference values obtained from stoichiometry
(RED, EAN, and l) or water column measurements (RSP)
(see Hudobivnik et al.8 for the definitions used for reference
EAN and RED calculations). We additionally calculated the

root mean square error (RMSE) for each phantom dataset
(combination of phantom, D and V) with:

RMSE ¼
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiPNinserts

i residuals2i
Ninserts

s
(2)

where Ninserts are the number of inserts i of each phantom.

3. RESULTS

3.A. Mono-E accuracy

Figure 2 presents the residuals of l obtained from DL-
DECT and synchrotron CT mono-E reconstructions with the
manufacturers’ stoichiometry as a reference. The largest
errors were for the lung inserts, with an absolute maximum
of 16% and 20% at 80 keV for DL-DECT and synchrotron
CT, respectively. Excluding lung inserts, all absolute errors
were below 6%. The RMSE of DL-DECT was 4.5%/4.5%/
4.6% at 50/80/100 keV and the RMSE of synchrotron CT
5.4%/5.6%/3.6% with all inserts, and 1.9%/1.0%/1.0% and
2.8%/3.0%/2.3% without the lung inserts, respectively. With
all inserts, the bias (signed average) was always negative,
with �0.7%/–0.4%/–0.5% at 50/80/100 keV for DL-DECT
and �3.1%/–3.6%/–1.7% for synchrotron CT. The bias was
not significant for DL-DECT (paired Student t-test,
P > 0.08) and was significant for synchrotron CT
(P < 0.001).

TABLE I. List of phantom insert materials used in this study, their mass density (q), and relative electron density (RED) provided by the manufacturers, effective
atomic number (EAN) and linear attenuation coefficient lref computed from the manufacturers’ stoichiometry, and relative stopping power (RSP) measured using
a carbon ion beam and a water column.

Name q (g.cm�3) RED EAN

l (cm�1)

RSP50 keV 80 keV 100 keV

Gammex

LN-300 0.300 0.292 7.8 0.067 0.054 0.050 0.248

LN-450 0.450 0.438 7.7 0.100 0.081 0.075 0.455

AP6 0.940 0.922 6.4 0.193 0.165 0.155 0.941

BR-12 0.980 0.957 7.1 0.209 0.174 0.162 0.971

Solid water 1.020 0.990 7.9 0.229 0.183 0.169 1.000

BRN-SR2 1.050 1.046 6.3 0.218 0.187 0.176 1.062

LV1 1.100 1.069 7.9 0.247 0.197 0.183 1.076

IB3 1.140 1.093 10.6 0.328 0.220 0.197 1.083

B200 1.150 1.102 10.6 0.331 0.222 0.198 1.094

CB2-30 1.340 1.285 11.1 0.408 0.265 0.234 1.258

CB2-50 1.560 1.470 12.7 0.577 0.330 0.282 1.427

CIRS

Lung inhale 0.195 0.191 7.1 0.041 0.035 0.032 0.207

Lung exhale 0.510 0.499 7.7 0.114 0.092 0.085 0.483

Adipose 0.960 0.949 6.6 0.201 0.171 0.160 0.967

Breast 0.991 0.976 7.1 0.213 0.177 0.165 0.992

Muscle 1.062 1.042 7.8 0.238 0.191 0.178 1.045

Liver 1.072 1.051 7.8 0.240 0.193 0.179 1.056

Trabecular bone 1.161 1.116 10.6 0.331 0.224 0.200 1.094

Bone 800 1.530 1.450 14.1 0.635 0.344 0.288 1.401
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3.B. EAN, RED, and RSP accuracy

Figure 3 presents the residuals of RED, EAN, and RSP
for the evaluation inserts and Table II reports the RMSE for

both sets of inserts. The typically poor results for the porous
lung substitutes previously reported in DECT studies were
also observed here. For this reason, RMSE is reported in
Table II with and without these inserts. The following results

FIG. 2. Residual of the monoenergetic linear attenuation coefficient l measured with the dual-layer DECT and synchrotron computed tomography (CT) as a
function of lref calculated from the manufacturers’ stoichiometry. Three energies are shown: 50 keV (top), 80 keV (middle), and 100 keV (bottom). The standard
error of the mean was below 0.2% for DL-DECT and below 0.5% for synchrotron CT.
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FIG. 3. Relative electron density (RED), effective atomic number (EAN), and relative stopping power (RSP) residuals as a function of the reference values of the
evaluation inserts. Results for source voltage (V) of 140 kV and phantom diameter (D) of 150 mm are presented. The error bars correspond to the standard devia-
tion of the distribution of values in each insert regions of interest. The lowest density lung inserts, not visible in the RED and RSP plots, had residual RED/EAN/
RSP of 23%/0.5%/15%.
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refer to the D = 150 mm and V = 140 kV configuration
shown in Fig. 3.

The RED residuals were contained within 2%. The RED
error was 23% for the lowest density lung insert (CIRS Lung
inhale); however, the higher density lung insert (CIRS Lung
exhale) exhibited similar residuals as the other inserts. The
RMSE was ≤1.0% when excluding lung inserts (see
Table II), compared to 0.5% for the calibration inserts.

For EAN, several evaluation inserts had errors larger than
�2%, ranging up to �5%, and the lung inserts did not exhibit
increased residuals in this case. The RMSE for EAN was
increased from 2.5% to 2.9% when excluding the lung inserts
from the evaluation set, while for the calibration set it
decreased from 2% to 1.7%.

For RSP, the main quantity of interest in this work, all
non-lung inserts had residuals within �2% for the evaluation
set. The RMSE without lung inserts was 0.6% for both evalu-
ation and calibration inserts. The lowest density lung insert
had a RSP error of 15%. Changing the diameter D and volt-
age V had negligible impact on RSP RMSE (Table III).
Table II additionally shows that excluding the lung inserts
entirely from the calibration and evaluation procedures had
little impact on RSP RMSE.

4. DISCUSSION

In this report on the potential use of DL-DECT for proton
therapy, the RSP accuracy achieved was better than 2% for all
inserts and for all scan configurations, barring the lung
substitutes (CIRS Lung inhale and Lung exhale, Gammex
LN-300 and LN-450). Unless specified otherwise, the

following discussion points will assume that the lung substi-
tute inserts are omitted. The poor accuracy achieved with
lung mimicking inserts, mainly related to their heterogeneity,
can be found in several reports.8,23,34 These errors may be
caused by the nonlinear impact of partial volume effects
caused by the fine structure of the porous material employed
to mimic lungs.37 Since proton therapy of the lung also suf-
fers from more important uncertainties related to breathing
motion, it is unclear whether the use of DECT is critical for
these cases. Table II shows that excluding the lung inserts
completely from the calibration process has little impact on
RSP accuracy.

The V = 140 kV and D = 150 mm DL-DECT calibration
and evaluation inserts RMSE presented in this work, both
0.6%, are comparable to state-of-the-art DECT-based RSP
estimation.8 There were no RSP RMSE higher than 1.0% for
the range of background material diameters we investigated,
which cover dimensions relevant for proton therapy of brain
and head and neck cancer patients. Ohira et al.24 reported
similar results with DL-DECT using stoichiometry as a refer-
ence and the same inserts for calibration and evaluation of
EAN.

We made use of the ICRU-recommended value of
78 eV36 for Iwater when calculating RSP from DL-DECT
scans. When using the Bragg additivity rule with the ICRU-
recommended elemental I values for compounds, one obtains
Iwater = 75 eV, which yields validation set RSP RMSE with-
out lung inserts of 0.9%, compared to 0.6% with 78 eV. The
recent work of B€ar et al.38 proposes updated elemental I
values which yield Iwater = 78 eV with the Bragg rule, but
were not employed in this work.

A synchrotron CT was used to compare the accuracy of
DL-DECT mono-E images in the 50–100 keV range. Our
results indicate that DL-DECT can measure mono-E values
which are consistent with those measured on a mono-E beam,
and potentially with higher accuracy if we assume that the
stoichiometry from the phantom manufacturers is accurate as
a reference. One possible source of underestimation of the
linear attenuation coefficient lref by synchrotron CT is the
measurement of scattered radiation since the distance
between the sample and the detector was kept low (<1 m) to
limit phase contrast artifacts in the measured projection
images. An alternative approach to avoid scatter would be the
use of a pencil beam to measure l in the projection domain,
similarly to the measurement of RSP on a carbon ion beam.
This measurement is, however, more sensitive to insert
dimension uncertainties than for RSP given the exponential
nature of attenuation.

Even though we make use of pairs of mono-E images in
this work, our approach is not strictly image-based since the
linear combination of the mono-E pair used to calculate RED
is an indirect manipulation of the CS and PE bases. Further-
more, since most DECT scanners provide mono-E recon-
struction as a standard feature, our methods could easily be
generalized to any scanner model.

In terms of noise, we do not expect that DL-DECT would
perform better than state-of-the-art dual-source systems, since

TABLE II. RMSE for RED, EAN, and RSP of the calibration and evaluation
inserts for the D = 150 mm and V = 140 kV configuration. Results with and
without lung inserts are reported.

Phantom RED EAN RSP

Gammex 3.3% 2.0% 2.6%

CIRS 8.1% 2.5% 5.4%

Excluding lung inserts in RMSE calculation

Gammex 0.5% 1.7% 0.6%

CIRS 1.0% 2.9% 0.6%

Excluding lung inserts in calibration and RMSE calculation

Gammex 0.4% 1.2% 0.7%

CIRS 0.9% 2.0% 0.6%

TABLE III. RMSE of RSP for different V and D excluding lung inserts in the
calculation of RMSE.

D (mm)

V = 120 kV V = 140 kV

Gammex CIRS Gammex CIRS

0 0.8% 0.8% 0.7% 0.6%

100 1.0% 0.5% 0.8% 0.6%

150 0.7% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6%
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Jacobsen et al.39 showed higher noise levels for the scanner
model considered in this study compared to dual-source scan-
ners for mono-E images. The increased noise would naturally
yield increased RSP noise. This was however outside the
scope of this study.

Finally, when considering the results presented in this study,
it is important to note that for RED, EAN, and l, reference val-
ues were calculated from manufacturer-reported stoichiometry,
while for RSP we relied on reference measurements. This
means that insert-specific errors seen in the RED, EAN, or l
may not correlate to those observed for RSP. Furthermore, we
have validated our calibration with a set of evaluation inserts
based on epoxy-based tissue mimicking inserts similar to those
used for calibration. There is thus room to extend our validation
to real tissues, ideally using animal samples.

5. CONCLUSION

DL-DECT provided RSP accuracy comparable to state-of-
the-art dual-source DECT scanners for phantom sizes rele-
vant for brain and head-and-neck cancer proton therapy. The
RMSE when ignoring lung inserts was 0.6% for our evalua-
tion and calibration inserts. It was possible to adapt standard
DECT RSP calculation methods to the images produced by
the DL-DECT by leveraging mono-E images reconstructed at
50 keV and 200 keV. Intermediate quantities RED and EAN
were estimated with similar accuracy as previously published
for DL-DECT, and l accuracy was comparable or better than
that achieved with mono-E synchrotron CT.
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