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A Model for a Linear a-Se Detector in Simulated
X-Ray Breast Imaging With Monte Carlo Software

A. Sarno , R. M. Tucciariello, M. E. Fantacci , A. C. Traino, C. Valero, and M. Stasi

Abstract—In-silico clinical trials with digital patient models
and simulated devices are an alternative to expensive and long
clinical trials on patient population for testing X-ray breast
imaging apparatuses. In this work, we simulated a linear-response
a-Se detector as an X-ray absorber, neglecting some physical
processes, such as electro-hole tracking and thermal noise. In
order to tune characteristics of the simulated images toward those
of the clinical scanners, the detector response curve, modulation
transfer function (MTF), and normalized noise power spectrum
(NNPS) were measured on a clinical mammographic unit. The
same tests were replicated in-silico via a custom-made Monte
Carlo code in order to define a suitable model to modify simulated
images and to have realistic pixel values, noise, and spatial
resolution. The proposed approach resulted to restore the slope
and the magnitude of the NNPS in simulated images toward
curves evaluated on a clinical scanner. Similarly, the proposed
strategy for tuning noise and spatial resolution in simulated
images led to a contrast-to-noise ratio (CNR) evaluated on a
custom-made phantom which differed from those in measured
images less than 16% in absolute value.

Index Terms—Detector model, digital breast tomosynthesis
(DBT), mammography, Monte Carlo, virtual clinical trials
(VCTs).

I. INTRODUCTION

IN-SILICO imaging clinical trials transpose clinical tests
on patient population to virtual clinical trials (VCTs), with

simulated apparatuses and digital models of the patients [1].
They have the potential of reducing the costs and the time
needed by horizon technologies to enter the clinical practice,
also avoiding issues related to volunteers’ exposure to ionizing
radiations. Of particular interest is their use in the evaluations
of apparatuses for the breast cancer screening and diagnosis,
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where 3-D imaging is strongly proposed as alternative to
conventional mammography whose performance are limited
by the tissue superimposition in the 2-D images [2], [3], [4],
[5], [6], [7], [8].

At the today state of the art, there is large availability of
digital models of the breast for VCT. These present different
degrees of realisms and are derived either from clinical
patient data or mathematical models [9], [10]; similarly, also
databases of simulated lesions have been developed [11].
As regard to the simulation of the imaging apparatuses,
several authors have proposed analytical calculations based on
raytracing algorithms coupled with post-processing algorithms
for the inclusion of Poissonian noise and scatter Compton
contribution [3], [4], [5], [6]. On the other hand, these
two are implicitly simulated in Monte Carlo-based applica-
tions [7], [12], [13]. A fundamental block of the simulation
chain is represented by the model of the detector [2]. Hence,
it does largely contribute to the sharpness of the produced
images, as well as to the noise level which affect the lesion
visibility. It introduces noise to the image, mainly due to the
electronic and to the digitalization processes, and reduces the
overall system spatial resolution causing blurring over edges
and details [14]. The detector block is usually left out of the
simulation platform for the needed computation complexity
and its characteristics are modeled via appropriate post-
processing. For example, in the VICTRE platform [7], [8],
which relies on Monte Carlo software for images computa-
tions, the detector is not simulated, but the energy released
in the direct conversion flat-panel detector is converted in
charge per pixel. A Swank factor of 0.99 was assumed and
at each pixel an additive noise was included summing a value
of charges taken from a Poissonian distribution with average
values of 5200 [7]. A more complex model for the electronic
noise was adopted in a recent paper [8]. Main simplifications
in the used detector model are related to the absence of image
blurring introduced by electron–hole transport within the a-Se
wafer, absence of tracking of secondary electrons, as well as
absence of charge drifting. These simplifications may lead to a
bias between the spatial resolution of the simulated and that of
the real images acquired with clinical scanners [8]. Moreover,
the theoretical model adopted for the noise is not benchmarked
versus that in real images acquired on clinical scanners.

In this work, we propose a method for tuning noise and
spatial resolution in X-ray breast images simulated via a
Monte Carlo software based on experimental measurements.
The employed software was developed within the advanced
Geant4-based platform for VCT in X-ray breast imaging
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(AGATA) project [12], [13], [15] which aimed at realizing a
platform for VCTs meant for the evaluation of 3-D breast
imaging techniques [e.g., digital breast tomosynthesis (DBT)
and dedicated breast CT (BCT)] also in comparison to 2-D dig-
ital mammography (DM). The adopted computational breast
phantoms were derived from 3-D clinical images of the breast
with a relatively high spatial resolution [15]. The simulation
software is based on the Geant4 simulation toolkit [12], [13],
for a fine reproduction of the imaging physics. In the AGATA
platform, the simulated detector is modeled as an absorber
layer of known material and thickness; neither the optical
photons (in the case of indirect-conversion detector [16]) nor
the electronic readout was simulated. In this context, this work
compares the imaging performance of a-Se direct conversion
detector with linear response adopted on a DM/DBT clinical
scanner to that of the simulated detector in the AGATA plat-
form and proposes a post-processing approach for increasing
the realisms of the produced images.

II. MATERIAL AND METHODS

A. Simulation Platform

The simulation platform [12], [13] is based on the
GEANT4 simulation toolkit and the physics list Option4.
Coherent and incoherent scatter as well as photoelectric
interactions were simulated. The detector was modeled as
a 0.200-mm thick wafer made of Se whose density was
4.26 g/cm3; the fluorescence in the a-Se material was sim-
ulated (Se k-edge = 12.7 keV, and kα fluorescence energy
= 11.2 keV, kβ fluorescence energy = 12.5 keV [14], [17]).
Electrons cut-off was set to 5 keV. The spectra were computed
as suggested in [18]. In the spectra computation, the added
filtration thickness was modulated to obtain half-value layer
(HVL) equal to the measured one at any of the employed tube
voltage. For computing the simulated images, dose deposits
were scored in the detector wafer and added up in an image
matrix. The location within the matrix was selected on the
basis of the location of the interaction in the detector (detector
dose map) with a resolution equal to the pixel pitch of the
modeled detector. The 0.300-mm focal spot was replicated in
silico as a circular source.

B. Detector Model

In order to convert values in the simulated images expressed
as pixel dose (in mGy), the detector response curve was eval-
uated. This related the pixel values to the incident air kerma
evaluated at the breast support. The air kerma was calculated
as suggested in [19] by scoring the photons impinging on a
defined 2 cm × 2 cm surface with the center at 5 cm from the
chest wall side. The backscattered photons (i.e., the scattered
photons from the breast support) were not considered in the
calculation. In the case of the response curve of the detector
mounted on the clinical scanner—showing a linear response
in the used exposure ranges, this can be modeled as a linear
curve [20] as follows:

PVM = A · KM + B. (1)

Here, PVM is the pixel value evaluated in a selected image
region of interest (ROI) and KM is the measured incident
air kerma at the breast support. A and B are suitable fitting
parameters. Similarly, for the simulated detector, a linear curve
to model the detector response is introduced as follows:

PVS,D = C · KS. (2)

In this case, the C computed fit parameter relates the
simulated pixel value (PVS,D in mGy) and the simulated
incident air kerma at the breast support KS. Simulated and
measured pixel values and incident air kerma were evaluated
in analogous position in the simulated and real geometry in
the clinical scanner. Fitting curves were computed via Origin
pro 9.0 of OriginLab Corporation. The relation between the
two linear models of the detector response curve permits to
recalculate the pixel values in the simulated images to the pixel
values range adopted by the scanner. The simulated pixel value
IS,D(x, y) is then manipulated for each of arbitrary location
(x, y) in order to present values in the range of those of the
modeled clinical scanner following:

IS(x, y) = IS,D(x, y) · A

C
+ B. (3)

Thereafter, in order to tune the spatial resolution in the
simulated image IS(x, y) toward that of the measured ones, on
the supposition of the linear-space-invariant response of the
detector, IS(x, y, ) is convolved (R-tuned) by the r(x, y) filter

IR(x, y) = Is(x, y) ⊗ r(x, y) (4)

r(x, y) is evaluated as the inverse Fourier transform of the
R(v, f ) function with (v, f ) coordinates in the Fourier domain
and it relates the measured modulation transfer function MTF
(MTFM) and the simulated MTF (MTFS) as follows:

MTFM(v, f ) = MTFs(v, f ) · R(v, f ). (5)

Based on the assumption that MTFM and MTFS present
Gaussian shape [20], also the R function may be supposed to
present Gaussian shape with standard deviation (σR) derived
from those of the measured (σM) and simulated (σS) curves
as follows:

σR =
√

σ 2
s · σ 2

M

σ 2
S − σ 2

M

. (6)

A further assumption is made on the circular symmetry
of MTFM, MTFs, and R. This allows to estimate the three
standard deviations from 1-D measured and simulated MTF
curves and project the resulting 1-D R function in (v, f ) plane
by means of circular extrusion. This filtering process leads to
the IR(x, y) R-tuned image.

Finally, differences between noise in R-tuned simulated
images and measured images (σAWGN) will permit to define
the amount of additive Gaussian white noise (AWGN) nec-
essary to reach realistic levels. With this purpose the pixel
standard deviation was evaluated in IR (σPV,R) and in the
measured image IM (σPV,M) at the varying of the exposure
level. The variance of the AWGN (i.e., the noise power) was
evaluated as follows:

σ 2
AWGN = σ 2

PV,M − σ 2
PV,R. (7)
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C. Detector Characterization and Image Quality Assessment

The measurements were performed using a Hologic Selenia
Dimension DBT scanner. It features a 24 cm × 29 cm a-Se
direct conversion flat-panel detector with a wafer thickness
of 0.200 mm and a pixel pitch of 70 μm. The source to
detector distance was 70.0 cm and the air gap (i.e., the distance
between the superior surface of the support paddle and the
detector) was 2.5 cm. The spectra were generated with W/Rh
anode/filter combination for voltages of 26, 29, and 31 kV.
The HVL and the air kerma measurements were obtained via
a calibrate Piranha RTI multimeter [21], [22] (uncertainty =
5%).

Tests for detector characterization were replicated both
on the Hologic DM/DBT physical unit and on the in-silico
AGATA platform. PVS,D and PVM were evaluated as the
average pixel values in ROIs of 80×80 pixels region in
the projected images at 5 cm from the chest-wall side in
the simulated and measured images, respectively; the same
ROIs location and dimensions were also adopted for σPV,R

and σPV,M evaluations. The incident air kerma for detector
response curve computations were evaluated above the support
paddle at 5 cm from the chest-wall side.

The detector MTF was evaluated via the presampled MTF.
This was assessed with a 12.5-μm-diameter tungsten wire
placed on the support paddle and tilted 2◦ with respect to the
chest wall-to-nipple direction.

In order to evaluate the impact of the manipulation of the
simulated images, also the noise power spectrum (NPS) was
assessed as proposed in [23] for BCT. In this case, a PMMA
block was imaged twice consecutively, and the difference
image projections (IDD) were used for the computation. 100
ROIs comprising 256 × 256 pixels were selected from IDD

(IDD,ROI) on the PMMA block footprint and 2-D FFT was used
to compute the 2-D NPS as suggested in [23] for the 3-D case

NPS2D = 1

100

100∑
i=1

|FFT2D
(
IDD,ROI(x, y)

) |2
2

· �x · �x

256 · 256
. (8)

With �x the pixel pitch. The normalized NPS (NNPS)
was computed by dividing the NPS2D by the square of the
pixel value in a large ROI across the PMMA block projection
and the 1-D NPS was computed as the radial average of the
NPS2D [23].

A customized contrast phantom was used for image quality
evaluations. It was constituted by a PMMA block as the one
used for the NPS evaluation, including two aluminum sheets
with thicknesses of 0.025 and 1.00 mm lying on the superior
surface of the PMMA block. This phantom was used for
the comparison of contrast-to-noise ratio (CNR) between Al
inclusions and PMMA background evaluated as follows:

CNR = PVPMMA − PVAl√
σ 2

PMMA+σ 2
Al

2

(9)

where (PVAl, σ 2
Al) and (PVPMMA, σ 2

PMMA) are the (average,
variance) pixel values evaluated in a 285 × 285 pixels ROIs
over the 1.00-mm Al region and PMMA region, respectively.
Similarly, the pixel standard deviation in the ROIs were

TABLE I
LINEAR FIT COEFFICIENTS OF THE MEASURED AND SIMULATED

DETECTOR RESPONSE CURVE. THE LAST COLUMN REPORTS THE R2

FITTING PARAMETER FOR THE MEASURED CURVES

Tube 
voltage 

(kV)
A (a.u./mGy) B (a.u.) C (mGy/mGy)

R2

measured 
curve

26 1412.46 ± 0.17 64.87 ± 0.17 12.19 ± 0.01 1.000

29 1552.62 ± 4.47 64.87 ± 8.98 13.07 ± 0.01 >0.999

31 1700.13 ± 3.14 42.28 ± 7.10 14.07 ± 0.01 >0.999

Fig. 1. Measured and simulated MTF at 29 kV and the calculated R filter.
Continuous lines show the Gaussian fit curves.

TABLE II
ESTIMATED σS , σM , AND σR COEFFICIENTS

Tube Voltage 
(kV)

M (mm-1) S (mm-1) R (mm-1)

26 6.29 ± 0.08 8.55 ± 0.20 9.29 ±0.22

29 5.95 ± 0.12 8.43 ± 0.18 8.39 ± 0.22

31 5.85 ± 0.10 7.73 ± 0.01 8.96 ± 0.10

compared, extending the comparison the 0.025-mm thick Al
foil region. The used PMMA block thickness was 28 mm
for 26 kV tube voltages and 55 mm for 29 and 31 kV tube
voltages.

III. RESULTS

Table I reports the fitting coefficients of the detector
response curves as indicated in (1) and (2). The last column
of the table also reports the R2 fitting parameters for the
measured detector response curve indicating high affinity of
the linear detector response.

Fig. 1 compares measured MTF to that obtained for the
simulated apparatus at 29 kV, as well as the computed R
function. In this case, σS resulted 8.43 mm−1 and σM resulted
5.95 mm–1, with the related standard deviation of the R
Gaussian filter σR of 8.39 mm–1. The standard deviation of
Gaussian fit curves of measured and simulated MFTs (σM

and σS) are reported in Table II along with the estimated σR

coefficients at 26, 29, and 31 kV.
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Fig. 2. Estimated σAWGN as the function of the expected (average) pixel
value at 26, 29, and 31 kV.

TABLE III
FITTING COEFFICIENT OF MODELING AWGN AS

THE FUNCTION OF THE PIXEL VALUE

Tube 
Voltage (kV)

Slope Intercept adj-R square

26 0.00355±0.00010 2.07±0.20 0.9969

29 0.00356±0.00006 2.15± 0.18 0.9979

31 0.00352±0.00005 2.01± 0.19 0.9986

Computed σAWGN for the three investigated tube voltages
are reported in Fig. 2. They are shown as function of the
expected pixel value, evaluated as the average value of the
same ROI used for the variance estimates in (7). These
curves show a linear trend, hence linear fit presented adj-R
square parameters >0.99. Slope and intercepts for computing
σAWGN as function of the expected pixel value are reported
in Table III. AWGN is added to the R-tuned images, pixel-
by-pixel, using the pixel values as expected ones for the
computation of the σAWGN and the corresponding Gaussian
noise.

Fig. 3 compares measured and simulated NNPS at 26 kV
Fig. 3(a), at 29 kV Fig. 3(b), and at 31 kV Fig. 3(c). The
R-filters introduced pixel signal correlation which produced
a slope in the NNPS curves similar to that of the measured
curves. However, the detector model simplification, which
does not include the electronic chain, led to a noise under-
estimation and AWGN whose standard deviation is derived
from (7) is added. Hence, for each pixel of the R-tuned image,
a random number taken from a Gaussian probability density
function was added. The standard deviation of such a Gaussian
probability density function is calculated from the curves in
Table III, based on the value of the considered pixel. The
AWGN permitted to rise the NNPS curves up to the measured
ones, both at 26 and 29 kV. In these two cases, the used
PMMA phantom was 18 and 33 mm thick, respectively. In the
case of 31 kV, the NNPS curve derived from the simulated
and R-tuned images of PMMA block presented slightly higher
values of the measured one after the inclusion of the AWGN

(a)

(b)

(c)

Fig. 3. Measured and simulated NNPS at (a) 26 kV, (b) 29 kV, and (c) 31 kV.
Dashed lines show NNPS after R-filter and green continuous lines show the
same curve after the addition of white Gaussian noise. The reported dose
values represent the air kerma evaluated as KS and KM .

[Fig. 3(c)]. It is worth to consider that in this case, 43 mm
thick PMMA phantom was used for the NNPS evaluation; it
was thinner for evaluations at 26 and 29 kV. This may have
determined a more conspicuous beam hardening and a related
detector response which slightly differ from that foreseen by
the model.

Fig. 4 reports a test on a contrast test object comprising
28 mm of PMMA on which two Al foils are lying. These
two present a thickness of 1.00 and 0.025 mm. The test is
performed at 26 kV and for 1.7 mGy of air kerma estimate at
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(a) (b)

(c)

Fig. 4. (a) Post-processed simulated image of a contrast object phantoms
(PMMA thickness = 28 mm) and (b) corresponding image acquired via a
clinical scanner at 26 kV. (c) Image profiles over the yellow line indicated in
(a). Air kerma at the phantom surface = 2.10 mGy.

the breast support in the absence of the phantom. The ROIs in
Fig. 4(a) and (b) show the simulated image after R-tuning and
AWGN inclusion and measured image, respectively. Fig. 4(c)
reports profile along the yellow line represented in Fig. 4(a),
which crosses the Al-PMMA edge. It can be noted that both,
noise background fluctuations and sharpness of the edge are
comparable.

Table IV compares CNR between the 1-mm Al foil and
PMMA block evaluated for simulated and acquired images
on clinical scanner. The thickness of the PMMA block was
28 mm for 26-kV tube voltage and 55 mm for 29 and 31
kV tube voltages. The ratio between simulated (following the
R-tuning and the AWGN inclusion) and measured CNR at
26 kV resulted 0.93 indicating a difference of 7% in the
qualitative image index. In the cases of 29 and 31 kV such
a ratio resulted 0.84 and 0.88, respectively. Similarly, we
compared the image noise, computed as the standard deviation
in defined ROIs, over a region included in the projections of
the two Al foils as well as over a region behind the PMMA.
Table V reports the ratio between the pixel standard deviation
for the simulated image phantoms (following the R-tuning and
the inclusion of the AWGN) and the standard deviation in
phantom images acquired on the clinical scanner. The lowest
values for such a ratio can be observed for the ROI comprised
in the PMMA background, which ranges between 1.03 at 26
kV and 0.83 at 31 kV. These two values are 1.05 and 0.88
for an ROI over the 0.025-mm Al foil and increase up to 1.15
and 0.88 for pixel comprised over the projection of the 1-mm
Al foil.

TABLE IV
SIMULATED AND MEASURED CNR BETWEEN 1.00-MM AL FOIL AND

PMMA BACKGROUND AND RATIO

Tube 
Voltage 

(kV)

Incident air 
kerma @ the 

phantom 
surface

Simulated 
CNR

Measured 
CNR

Ratio

26 2.10 24.59 26.52 0.93

29 4.53 15.16 17.97 0.84

31 2.25 14.44 16.49 0.88

TABLE V
RATIO BETWEEN PIXEL STANDARD DEVIATION IN SIMULATED IMAGES

AND IN IMAGES ACQUIRED ON CLINICAL SCANNER

Tube 
Voltage 

(kV)

Incident air 
kerma @ the 

phantom 
surface

PMMA 0.025 mm 
Al foil

1.00 mm 
Al foil

26 2.10 1.03 1.05 1.15

29 4.53 0.86 0.90 1.06

31 2.25 0.85 0.88 1.04

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

We measured the detector response curve, the MTF, and
the NNPS of an a-Se detector with a linear response adopted
in a clinical mammographic unit. This detector was replicated
in-silico as a 0.200-mm a-Se absorber with a pixel pitch of
70 μm. The measurements were then replicated in-silico to
evaluate the differences both in the noise level and spatial
resolution, with several physical phenomena neglected in the
simulated platform, such as electrons and electron–hole pairs
tracking and thermal noise. The differences between simulated
and measured MTF curves and the assumption of the linear
space invariant characteristics of the detector, allowed to define
a Gaussian filter for spatial resolution tuning in the simulated
images. Such a filter was modeled taking into account the
differences between the simulated and measured MTF width
on the hypothesis that these may be modeled as a Gaussian
curve. The defined filter showed to restore the pixel signal
correlation present in the measured NNPS (measured and
simulated R-tuned NNPS curves presented similar slope).
However, the simplification of the detector model, which does
include neither the creation and tracking of the electron–
hole pairs nor the detector electronic chain led to simulated
images with a noise level lower to that of real images acquired
on physical scanner. Hence, the precise amount of additive
white Gaussian noise was estimated comparing pixel standard
deviation in flat-field images acquired on the clinical scanner
and those simulated and tuned via the Gaussian filter. The
square root of the differences of variance of pixel values
in the measured image projections and that in simulated
projections after the R-tuning presented a linear dependence
on the expected pixel value. This permits to calculate and add
to each pixel the missing amount of AWGN on the basis of
its value. The limitation on this approach is related to the
difficulty in knowing the expected pixel values in simulated



268 IEEE TRANSACTIONS ON RADIATION AND PLASMA MEDICAL SCIENCES, VOL. 8, NO. 3, MARCH 2024

images, and the residual AWGN is calculated from the actual
pixel value. The inclusion of a suitable level of additive
Gaussian noise after the image filtering showed to modify the
NPS in the simulated images toward the measured one. Little
differences may be ascribed to neglected noise contribution
due by detector imperfections (e.g., local variations in the a-Se
thickness, impurities, etc.) as well as to the beam hardening
introduced by the phantom in the NNPS evaluations. CNR in
a PMMA phantom with Aluminium inclusion was evaluated
on images acquired via the clinical unit as well as via the in-
silico replication. In the second cases images were manipulated
in terms of spatial resolution and noise as described by the
model. CNR between 1.00-mm thick Al inclusion and PMMA
background resulted 7% lower in simulated images at 26 kV;
such a difference increased to 16% and 12% at 29 and 31 kV,
respectively.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

Measurement sessions were performed at the Azienda
Ospedaliero Universitaria Pisana, Pisa, Italy, and at the
Ospedale Mauriziano Umberto I, Turin, Italy.

All authors declare that they have no known conflicts of
interest in terms of competing financial interests or personal
relationships that could have an influence or are relevant to
the work reported in this article.

The AGATA software is made available under request
addressed to the corresponding author via mail (sarno@
na.infn.it).

REFERENCES

[1] A. Badano, “In silico imaging clinical trials: Cheaper, faster, better, safer,
and more scalable,” Trials vol. 22, pp. 1–7, Jan. 2021.

[2] N.W. Marshall and H. Bosmans, “Performance evaluation of digital
breast tomosynthesis systems: Comparison of current virtual clinical trial
methods,” Phys. Med. Biol., vol. 67, no. 22, pp. 1–13, 2022.

[3] A. Mackenzie, D. R. Dance, A. Workman, M. Yip, K. Wells, and
K. C. Young, “Conversion of mammographic images to appear with
the noise and sharpness characteristics of a different detector and x-ray
system,” Med. Phys., vol. 39, no. 5, pp. 2721–2734, 2012.

[4] L. R. Borges et al. “Noise models for virtual clinical trials of digital
breast tomosynthesis,” Med. Phys., vol. 46, no. 6, pp. 2683–2689,
2019.

[5] P. Elangovan et al., “Development and validation of a modelling
framework for simulating 2D-mammography and breast
tomosynthesis images,” Phys. Med. Biol., vol. 59, pp. 4275–4293,
Aug. 2014.

[6] M. Caballo, K. Michielsen, C. Fedon, and I. Sechopoulos, “Towards
4D dedicated breast CT perfusion imaging of cancer: Development and
validation of computer simulated images,” Phys. Med. Biol., vol 64,
no. 24, 2019, Art. no. 245004.

[7] A. Badal, D. Sharma, C. G. Graff, R. Zeng, and A. Badano,
“Mammography and breast tomosynthesis simulator for virtual clinical
trials,” Comp. Phys. Comm., vol. 261, Apr. 2021, Art. no. 107779.

[8] A. Sengupta, A. Badal, A. Makeev, and A. Badano, “Computational
models of direct and indirect x-ray breast imaging detectors for in silico
trials,” Med. Phys., vol. 49, no. 11, pp. 6856–6870, 2022.

[9] K. Bliznakova, “The advent of anthropomorphic three-dimensional
breast phantoms for X-ray imaging,” Phys. Med., vol. 79, pp. 145–161,
Nov. 2020.

[10] A. Sarno, C. Valero, R. M. Tucciariello, N. Dukov, P. R. Costa, and
A. Tomal, “Physical and digital phantoms for 2D and 3D x-ray breast
imaging: Review on the state-of-the-art and future prospects,” Rad. Phys.
Chem., vol. 204, Mar. 2023, Art. no. 110715.

[11] K. Bliznakova et al., “Development of breast lesions models
database,” Phys. Med., vol. 64, pp. 293–303, Aug. 2019.

[12] A. Sarno et al., “Advanced Monte Carlo application for in-silico clinical
trials in x-ray breast imaging,” in Proc. 15th Int. Workshop Breast Imag.
(IWBI), 2020, Art. no. 1151315.

[13] F. Di Franco et al., “GEANT4 Monte Carlo simulations for virtual
clinical trials in breast x-ray imaging: Proof of concept,” Phys. Med.,
vol. 74, pp. 133–142, Jun. 2020.

[14] N. Allec, S. Abbaszadeh, and K. S. Karim, “Single-layer and dual-layer
contrast-enhanced mammography using amorphous selenium flat panel
detectors,” Phys. Med. Biol., vol. 56, pp. 5903–5923, Sep. 2011.

[15] A. Sarno et al., “Dataset of patient-derived digital breast phantoms
for in silico studies in breast computed tomography, digital breast
tomosynthesis, and digital mammography,” Med. Phys., vol. 48, no. 5,
pp. 2682–2693, 2021.

[16] A. Sarno et al., “Empirical detector model for simulated breast exams
with a dedicated breast CT scanner,” in Proc. 16th Int. Workshop Breast
Imag. (IWBI), 2022, Art. no. 1228605.

[17] A. Sarno and R. M. Tucciariello, “Simulated sensor characterization for
virtual clinical trials in mammography and digital breast tomosynthe-
sis,” J. Instrum., vol. 55, Jan. 2022, Art. no. C01041.

[18] A. M. Hernandez, J. A. Seibert, A. Nosratieh, and J. M. Boone,
“Generation and analysis of clinically relevant breast imaging x-ray
spectra,” Med. Phys., vol. 44, no. 6, pp. 2148–2160, 2017.

[19] A. Sarno, G. Mettivier, and P. Russo, “Air kerma calculation in Monte
Carlo simulations for deriving normalized glandular dose coefficients
in mammography,” Phys. Med. Biol., vol. 62, no. 14, pp. N337–N349,
2017.

[20] A. Sarno, G. Mettivier, F. Di Lillo, M. Cesarelli, P. Bifulco, and P. Russo,
“Cone-beam micro computed tomography dedicated to the breast,” Med.
Eng. Phys., vol. 38, no. 12, pp. 1449–1457, 2016.

[21] A. Sarno et al., “A model for a linear a-Se detector in simulated x-ray
breast imaging with Monte Carlo software,” in Proc. IEEE NSS/MIC,
2021, pp. 1–3.

[22] C. Valero, A. Sarno, C. Cutaia, M. Poli, P. Isoardi, and M. Stasi, “On
the suitability of XR-SP2 gafchromic films for dosimetry in mammog-
raphy,” Radiat. Phys. Chem., vol. 197, Aug. 2022, Art. no. 110154.

[23] K. Yang, A. L. C. Kwan, S.-Y. Huang, N. J. Packard, and J. M. Boone,
“Noise power properties of a cone-beam CT system for breast cancer
detection,” Med. Phys., vol. 35, no. 12, pp. 5317–5327, 2008.

Open Access funding provided by “Università degli Studi di Napoli “Federico II”” within the CRUI CARE Agreement



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 0
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Gautami
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Haettenschweiler
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /HelveticaBolditalic-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Bold
    /Helvetica-LightOblique
    /HelveticaNeue-Bold
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Condensed
    /HelveticaNeue-CondensedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Italic
    /HelveticaNeueLightcon-LightCond
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCond
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Roman
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCond
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /HelvetisADF-Bold
    /HelvetisADF-BoldItalic
    /HelvetisADFCd-Bold
    /HelvetisADFCd-BoldItalic
    /HelvetisADFCd-Italic
    /HelvetisADFCd-Regular
    /HelvetisADFEx-Bold
    /HelvetisADFEx-BoldItalic
    /HelvetisADFEx-Italic
    /HelvetisADFEx-Regular
    /HelvetisADF-Italic
    /HelvetisADF-Regular
    /Impact
    /Kartika
    /Latha
    /LetterGothicMT
    /LetterGothicMT-Bold
    /LetterGothicMT-BoldOblique
    /LetterGothicMT-Oblique
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaSans
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Mangal-Regular
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /MVBoli
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Raavi
    /Shruti
    /Sylfaen
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /Times-Bold
    /Times-BoldItalic
    /Times-Italic
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Times-Roman
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Tunga-Regular
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /Vrinda
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZapfChanceryITCbyBT-MediumItal
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 200
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 200
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 400
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDFs that match the "Recommended"  settings for PDF Specification 4.01)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


