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Pubmed 2013 - 2019
Medline 2013 - 2019
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S3 Diagnostik, Therapie und Nachsorge des Mammakarzinoms:

Wockel A, Festl J, Stiiber T et al. Interdisciplinary Screening, Diagnosis, Therapy and Follow-up of Breast Cancer. Guideline of the
DGGG and the DKG (S3-Level, AWMF Registry Number 032/0450L, December 2017) - Part 1 with Recommendations for the
Screening, Diagnosis and Therapy of Breast Cancer. Geburtshilfe Frauenheilkd. 2018 Oct;78(10):927-948. doi: 10.1055/a-0646-4522.
Epub 2018 Oct 19.

Wockel A, Festl J, Stliber T et al.Interdisciplinary Screening, Diagnosis, Therapy and Follow-up of Breast Cancer. Guideline of the DGGG



and the DKG (S3-Level, AWMF Registry Number 032/0450L, December 2017) - Part 2 with Recommendations for the Therapy of
Primary, Recurrent and Advanced Breast Cancer. Geburtshilfe Frauenheilkd. 2018 Nov;78(11):1056-1088. doi: 10.1055/a-0646-4630.
Epub 2018 Nov 26.

2015 ACS Update Breast Cancer Screening for women at average risk

IARC Handbook 2016

European Commission 2016

( http://ecibc.jrc.ec.europa.eu/recommendations/list/3;Update 24.11.2016, Abruf 20122016)

Screened: Metaanalyses/ Systematic reviews / RCT / Cohort studies
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* National Mammography-Screening-Program
** health status + life expectancy more than 10 years
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Bleyer A, Welch H. Effect of three decades of screening mammography on breast-cancer incidence. N EnglJ Med 2012; 367:1998-
2005

Broeders M, Moss S, Nystrom L et al. The impact of mammography screening on breast cancer mortality in Europe: a review of
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Canadian Task Force on Preventive Health Care. Recommendations on screening for breast cancer in average-risk women aged 40-
74 years. CMAJ 2011; 183:1991-2001
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parameters: 25-year follow-up of a Swedish mammographic screening. Cancer Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev 2010;19(5):1219-1228

Duffy SW, Dibden A, Michalopoulos D, et al Screen detection of ductal carcinoma in situ and subsequent incidence of invasive
interval breast cancers: a retrospective population-based study. Lancet Oncol 2016;17:109-114

Euroscreen Working Group. Summary of the evidence of breast cancer service screening outcomes in Europe and first estimate of
the benefit and harm balance sheet. ] Med Screen 2012; 19(Suppl 1):5-13
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Lauby-Secretan B, Scoccianti C, Loomis D, et al. for the International Agency for Research on Cancer Handbook Working Group. N
EnglJ Med June 4, 2015
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2015;314(15)1615-1634
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Australia. Breast Cancer Res Treat 2014;143:367-372

Oeffinger KC, Fontham ETH, Etzioni R et al.: Breast Cancer Screening for women at average risk. 2015 Guideline Update from the
American Cancer Society. JAMA 2015; 314:1599-1614

Paap E, Verbeek ALM, Botterweck AAM et al.: Breast cancer screening halves the risk of breast cancer death: A case referent study.
The Breast 2014;23:439-444

Perry N, Broeders M, De Wolf C, et al. (eds.) European Guidelines for Quality Assurance in Mammography Screening and Diagnosis,
4th ed. Office for Official Publications of the European Communities, Luxembourg 2006

Puliti D, Duffy S, Miccinesi G et al.: Overdiagnosis in mammography screening for breast cancer in Europe: a literature review. ] Med
Screen 2012; 19(Suppl 1):42-56

Siegel RL, Miller KD, Jemal A Cancer Statistics, 2015. CA Cancer J Clin 2015;65:5-29

Siu AL, on behalf of the US Preventive Services Task Force Screening for breast cancer: U.S. Preventive Services Task Force



22.

23.

24,
25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

Recommendation Statement. Ann Intern Med 2016 doi:10.7326/M15-2886

Tabar L, Vitak B, Chen THH et al.: Swedish Two-County Trial: Impact of mammography screening on breast cancer mortality during 3
decades. Radiology 2011;260:658-663

Tabar L, Yen AM, Wu VVY et al.: Insights from breast cancer screening trials: how screening affects the natural history of breast
cancer and implications for evaluating service screening programs. Breast J 2015;21(1)13-20

Walter LC, Schonberg MA Screening mammography in older women: a review. JAMA 2014;311(13):1336-1347
Yaffee MJ, Mainprize JG Risk of radiation-induced breast cancer from mammographic screening. Radiology 2011; 258(1):98-105

European Commission Guideline Recommendation Breast Cancer; Update 24.11.2016;
Ecibc.jrc.ec.europe.eu/recommendation/download/inline/NdBkYvN7u2:Abruf 20.12.2016

Hodgson et al 2016 Hodgson R, Heywang-Kébrunner SH, Harvey SC et al.: Systematic review of 3D mammography for breast cancer
screening.Breast. 2016 Jun;27:52-61. doi: 10.1016/j.breast.2016.01.002. Review.)

ACS 2015: Systematic Review of Cancer Screening Literature for Updating American Cancer Society Breast Cancer Screening
Guidelines. Duke Evidence Synthesis Group. http://www.cancer.org/acs/groups/content/documents/document/acspc-046315.pdf.
Zugriff am 11.August 2016

USPSTF 2016: US Preventive Services Task Force Final Recommendation Statement for
mammographyScreening12.01.2016.http://www.uspreventiveservicestaskforce.org/Page/Document/RecommendationStatementFin
al/breast-cancer-screening Zugriff 04112016

Nelson HD, et al. (2016a). Effectiveness of Breast Cancer Screening: Systematic Review and Meta-analysis to Update the 2009 U.S.
Preventive Services Task Force Recommendation. Ann Intern Med. 2016 Feb 16;164(4):244-55

Nelson HD, et al. (2016b). Harms of Breast Cancer Screening: Systematic Review to Update the 2009 U.S. Preventive Services Task
Force Recommendation. Ann Intern Med. 2016 Feb 16;164(4):256-67.

Tomosynthese
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Ciatto S, Houssami N, Bernardi D et al.: Integration of 3D digital mammography with tomosynthesis for population breast-cancer
screening (STORM): a prospective comparison study. Lancet Oncol 2017; 14 (7): 583-9, 2013



2. Houssami N, Bernardi D, Pellegrini M et al.: Breast cancer detection using single-reading of breast tomosynthesis (3D-
mammography) compared to double-reading of 2D-mammography: Evidence from a population-based trial.(Storm-2)
Cancer Epidemiol. 2017 Apr;47:94-99. doi: 10.1016/j.canep.2017.01.008.

3. Aujero MP, Gavenonis SC, Benjamin R et al.: Clinical Performance of Synthesized Two-dimensional Mammography Combined with
Tomosynthesis in a Large Screening Population. Radiology. 2017 Apr;283(1):70-76. doi: 10.1148/radiol.2017162674.

4. Raghu M, Durand MA, Andrejeva L et al.:Tomosynthesis in the Diagnostic Setting: Changing Rates of BI-RADS Final Assessment over
Time. Radiology. 2016 Oct;281(1):54-61.

5. Zackrisson S, Lang K, Rosso A et al.: One-view breast tomosynthesis versus two-view mammography in the Malmo Breast
Tomosynthesis Screening Trial (MBTST): a prospective, population-based, diagnostic accuracy study. Lancet Oncol. 2018
Nov;19(11):1493-1503. doi: 10.1016/51470-2045(18)30521-7. Epub 2018 Oct 12.

6. Hofvind S, Hovda T, Holen AS et al.: Digital Breast Tomosynthesis and Synthetic 2D Mammography versus Digital Mammography:
Evaluation in a Population-based Screening Program. Radiology. 2018 Jun;287(3):787-794. doi: 10.1148/radiol.2018171361. Epub
2018 Mar 1.

7. Albert US, Schreer |; Arbeitsgruppe der Stufe-3-Leitlinie Mammarkarzinom.[S3 guideline breast cancer: update on early detection,
and mammography screening]. Radiologe. 2019 Jan;59(1):13-18. doi: 10.1007/s00117-018-0473-6. Review. German.

8. Marinovich ML, Hunter KE, Macaskill P, Houssami N. Breast Cancer Screening Using Tomosynthesis or Mammography: A Meta-
analysis of Cancer Detection and Recall. J Natl Cancer Inst. 2018 Sep 1;110(9):942-949. doi: 10.1093/jnci/djy121.

9. Ohashi R, Nagao M, Nakamura | et al. Improvement in diagnostic performance of breast cancer: comparison between conventional
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10. Phi X-A, Tagliafico A, Houssami N, Greuter MJW, and Bock GH: Digital breast tomosynthesis for breast cancer screening and diagnosis
in women with dense breasts — a systematic review and meta-analysis. BMC Cancer201818:380; https://doi.org/10.1186/s12885-
018-4263-3

Radiation Dose




1. Svahn TM, Houssami N, Sechopoulos |, et al. Review of radiation dose estimates in digital breast tomosynthesis relative to those in
two-view full-field digital mammography. Breast 2015;24(2)93-99

2. Miglioretti DL, Lange J, van den Broek JJ, et al. Radiation-Induced Breast Cancer Incidence and Mortality from Digital Mammography
Screening: A Modeling Study Ann Intern Med. 2016 Feb 16; 164(4):205-14.

Mammography density assessment

1. Jeffers AM, Sieh W, Lipson JA, et al. Breast Cancer Risk and Mammographic Density Assessed with Semiautomated and Fully
Automated Methods and BI-RADS. Radiology. 2017 Feb;282(2):348-355.
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Digital Breast Tomosynthesis (DBT alone or

in addition to FFDM)* 2a B +

Replacing FFDM by synthetic MG in addition to DBT** 3b B +

The komplete DBT dataset of images has to be available for judgment/reporting, the synthetic
mammography only is not sufficient.
www.ago-online.de
* Sign. higher sensitivity, heterogeneous specificity, and higher costs [machine, evaluation, archiving]
in comparison to Full-Field Digital Mammography (FFDM)
** Evaluation for Germany in a current prospective trial (TOSYMA)

Siu AL, on behalf of the US Preventive Services Task Force Screening for breast cancer: U.S. Preventive Services Task Force
Recommendation Statement. Ann Intern Med 2016 doi:10.7326/M15-2886

Hodgson et al 2016 Hodgson R, Heywang-Kébrunner SH, Harvey SC, et al. Systematic review of 3D mammography for breast
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Raghu M, Durand MA, Andrejeva L, et al.Tomosynthesis in the Diagnostic Setting: Changing Rates of BI-RADS Final Assessment
over Time. Radiology. 2016 Oct;281(1):54-61.

Zackrisson S, Lang K, Rosso A et al. One-view breast tomosynthesis versus two-view mammography in the Malmo Breast
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Marinovich ML, Hunter KE, Macaskill P et al. Breast Cancer Screening Using Tomosynthesis or Mammography: A Meta-analysis of
Cancer Detection and Recall. J Natl Cancer Inst. 2018 Sep 1;110(9):942-949. doi: 10.1093/jnci/djy121.
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Phi X-A, Tagliafico A, Houssami N et al. Digital breast tomosynthesis for breast cancer screening and diagnosis in women with dense
breasts — a systematic review and meta-analysis. BMC Cancer201818:380; https://doi.org/10.1186/s12885-018-4263-3

Weigel S, Gerss J, Hense HW et al.: Digital breast tomosynthesis plus synthesised images versus standard full-field digital
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A0 1Y i Meta-Analysis RR 95%ClI

in der DKG 8.V Independent UK Panel, 2012

Guidelines Breast 13-year metaanalysis 0.80 (0.73-0.89)

Version 2020.1
Cochrane Review, 2011
Fixed-effect metaanalysis of 9 RCT-trials 0.81 (0.74-0.87)
As above, but excluding women <50 years 0.77 (0.69-0.86)
Canadian Task Force, 2011
Women aged 50-69 years 0.79 (0.68-0.90)
Duffy et al, 2012
Review of all trials and age groups 0.79 (0.73-0.86)
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Broeders M, Moss S, Nystrom L et al. The impact of mammography screening on breast cancer mortality in Europe: a review of
observational studies. J Med Screen 2012; 19(Suppl 1):14-25

Canadian Task Force on Preventive Health Care. Recommendations on screening for breast cancer in average-risk women aged 40-
74 years. CMAJ 2011; 183:1991-2001

Duffy S, Ming-Fang Yen A, Hsiu-Hsi Chen T, et al. Long-term benefits of breast screening. Breast Cancr Management 2012; 1:31-38

Gotsche PC, Olsen O Is screening for breast cancer with mammography justifiable? Database Syst Rev 2011 Jan 19(1): CD001877.
Review

Independent UK Panel on Breast Cancer Screening. The benefits and harms of breast cancer screening: an independent review.
Lancet 2012; 380(1778):1786

Nelson H, Tyne.K, Naik A, et al. Screening for breast cancer: an update for the U.S. Preventive Services Task Force. Ann Intern Med
2009; 151:727-737

Oeffinger KC, Fontham ETH, Etzioni R, et al. Breast Cancer Screening for women at average risk. 2015 Guideline Update from the
American Cancer Society. JAMA 2015; 314:1599-1614
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A0 1Y i Meta-Analysis RR 95%CI
in der DKG 8.V Case-Control Studies
Sulceljeslbesd Broeders et al Screening Mx 0.46 (0.4 -0.54)
Corr. for self selection 0.52 (0.42-0.65)
Invited for screening 0.69 (0.57-0.83)
Incidence-based Mortality Studies
Broeders et al Screening Mx 0.62 (0.56-0.69)
Invited to screening 0.75 (0.69-0.81)
Randomized Clinical Trials
Gotsche and Jorgenson Screening Mx 0.81 (0.74-0.87)
ECIBC Screening MX
TR 45-49 0.88 (0.76 - 1.02)
50-69 0.77 (0.66 - 0.90)
70-75 0.77 (0.54 - 1.09)

Broeders M, Moss S, Nystrom L et al. The impact of mammography screening on breast cancer mortality in Europe: a review of
observational studies. ] Med Screen 2012; 19(Suppl 1):14-25

2. Nystrom L, Bjurstam N, Jonsson H, et al. Reduced breast cancer mortality after 20+ years of follow-up in the Swedish randomized

controlled mammography trials in Malmo, Stockholm, and Goteborg. Med Screen. 2017 Mar;24(1):34-42

Breast cancer mortality reduction

1.

Morrell S, Taylor R, Roder D, et al. Mammography service screening and breast cancer mortality in New Zealand: a National
Cohort Study 1999-2011. BrJ Cancer. 2017 Mar 14;116(6):828-839

Johns LE, Coleman DA, Swerdlow JA, Moss SM, et al. Effect of population breast screening on breast cancer mortality up to 2005
in England and Wales: an individual-level cohort study Br J Cancer 2017;116: 246 -252

Sankatsing VDV, van Ravesteyn NT, Heijnsdijk EAM, et al. The effect of population-based mammography screening in Dutch
municipalities on breast cancer mortality: 20 years of follow-up._Int J Cancer. 2017 Aug 15;141(4):671-677

Beau AB, Lynge E, Njor SH, et al. Benefit-to-harm ratio of the Danish breast cancer screening programme Int J Cancer. 2017 Aug
1;141(3):512-518.
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5. https://healthcare-quality.jrc.ec.europa.eu/
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Mammography-Screening
Benefit and Harm

Data background: Breast Cancer Surveillance Consortium Registry Data
per 10.000 Women screened over 10 years

Age 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-74
Breast cancer death avoided (C195%) 3 8 21(11-32) | 13 (0-
(0-9) (2-17) 32)
False-positive (n) 1212 932 808 696
Breast biopsies (n) 164 159 165 175
False-negative (n) 10 11 12 13

Siu Al on behalf of the USPSTF 2016, 164:279-296

Siu AL, on behalf of the U.S. Preventive Services Task Force

Screening for Breast Cancer: U.S. Preventive Services Task Force

Recommendation Statement. Ann Internal Med 2016 vol 164: 279-296
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version 20201 * Automated 3D-Sonography 3a c

= Breast sonography as an adjunct:
* Dense mammogram

(heterogeneously dense, extremely dense) 2a B i

* Elevated risk 1b C ++

* Mammographic lesion 2b B ++

= Second-look US (MRI-only detected lesions) 2b C ++

= MRI if screening MG is negative and breast 1b B +

composition: extremely dense* 50-75 LJ

www.ago-online.de

* Definition of extremely dense corresponds to BIRADS-densitiy category D heterogeneously dense categorie
C according to ACR BI-RADS-Atlas 5th ed. 2013

Breast ultrasound as an adjunct to screening mammography

Berg W A, Blume J D, Cormack J B, et al. Combined Screening With Ultrasound and Mammography vs Mammography Alone in
Women et Elevated Risk of Breast Cancer, JAMA 2008; 299 (18): 2151-216

Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2013 Apr 30;4:CD009632. doi: 10.1002/14651858.CD009632.pub?2.

Corsetti V, Houssami N, Ferrari A, et al. Breast screening with ultrasound in women with mammography-negative dense
breasts:evidence on incremental cancer detection and false positives, and associated cost. Eur J Cancer 2008;44:539-44

Corsetti V, Houssami N, Ghirardi M et al Evidence of the effect of adjunct ultrasound screening in women with mammography-
negative dense breasts: interval breast cancers at 1 year follow-up. Eur J Cancer 2011 May;47(7):1021-1026

Mendelson E, D’Orsi C, Sickles E, et al. Breast cancer screening with imaging: Recommendations from the Society of Breast
Imaging and the ACR on the use of mammography, breast MRI, breast ultrasound and other technologies for the detection of
clinically occult cancer. J Am Coll Radiol 2010; 7; 18-2

Kolb T, Lichy J, J.Newhouse J. Comparison of the performance of screening mammography, physical examination and breast US
and evaluation of factors that influence them: an analysis of 27,825 patient evaluations, Radiology 2002; 225: 165-175



7. Liu,Z, Huang G, Lin M, et al. Breast lesions: quantitative diagnosis using ultrasound shear-wave elastography — a systematic review
and meta-analysis. Ultrasound Med Biol 2016 Jan 6, doi 10.1016/j.ultrasmedbio.2015.10.024

8. Nothacker M, Duda V, Hahn M, et al. Early detection of breast cancer: benefits and risks of supplemental breast ultrasound in
asymptomatic women with mammographically dense tissue: A systematic review. BMC Cancer 2009; 9: 335-344

9. Schaefer KW, Waldmann A, Katalinic A, et al. Influence of additional ultrasound on cancer detection in a cohort study for quality
assurance in breast diagnosis- analysis of 102,577 diagnostic procedures. Eur Radiol 2010; 20:1085-1092

10. Sprague BL, Stout N, Schechter C, et al. Benefits, harms and cost-effectiveness of supplemental ultrasonography screening for
women with dense breasts. Ann Intern Med 2015;162(3):157-166

11. Buchberger W, Geiger-Gritsch S, Knapp R et al.: Combined screening with mammography and ultrasound in a population-based
screening program. Eur J Radiol. 2018 Apr;101:24-29. doi: 10.1016/j.ejrad.2018.01.022. Epub 2018 Jan 31.

12. Evans A, Trimboli RM, Athanasiou A, et al.: Breast ultrasound: recommendations for information to women and referring physicians
by the European Society of Breast Imaging.European Society of Breast Imaging (EUSOBI) , with language review by Europa Donna—
The European Breast Cancer Coalition. Insights Imaging. 2018 Aug;9(4):449-461. doi: 10.1007/s13244-018-0636-z. Epub 2018 Aug 9.

ABUS/AVUS

1. Golatta M, Franz D, Harcos A, et al. Interobserver reliability of automated breast volume scanner (ABVS) interpretation and
agreement of ABVS findings with hand held breast ultrasound (HHUS), mammography and pathology results. Eur J Radiol. 2013
Aug;82(8):e332-6.

2. Wojcinski S, GyapongS, Farrokh A, et al. Diagnostic performance and inter-observer concordance in lesion detection with the
automated breast volume scanner (ABVS). BMC Med Imaging. 2013 Nov 12;13:36. doi: 10.1186/1471-2342-13-36.

3. Golatta M, Baggs C, Schweitzer-Martin M, et al. Evaluation of an automated breast 3D-ultrasound system (ABUS) by comparing it
with hand-held ultrasound (HHUS) and mammography. Arch Gynecol Obstet 2014 Oct 14.

4. Choi WJ, Cha JH, Kim HH, et al. Comparison of automated breast volume scanning and hand- held ultrasound in the detection of
breast cancer: an analysis of 5,566 patient evaluations. Asian Pac J Cancer Prev. 2014;15(21):9101-5.

5. Golatta M, Baggs C, Schweitzer-Martin M, et al. Evaluation of an automated breast 3D-ultrasound system by comparing it with hand-
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11.

12.

held ultrasound (HHUS) and mammography. Arch Gynecol Obstet 2015;291:889-895

Hee Jung Shin, Hak Hee Kim, Joo Hee Cha. Current status of automated breast ultrasonography: Review. Ultrasonography
2015;34:165-172

Skaane P, Gullien R, Eben EB, et al. Interpretation of automated breast ultrasound (ABUS) with and without knowledge of
mammography: a reader performance study. Acta Radiol 2014 Mar 28. pii: 0284185114528835. [Epub ahead of print]

Shin HJ, Kim HH, Cha HJ. Current status of automated breast ultrasonography: Review. Ultrasonography 2015;34:165-172

Brem RF, Tabar L, Duffy SW, et al.Assessing improvement in detection of breast cancer with three-dimensional automated breast US
in women with dense breast tissue: the Somolnsight Study. Radiology. 2015 Mar;274(3):663-73.

Hellgren R, Dickman P, Leifland K, et al. Comparison of handheld ultrasound and automated breast ultrasound in women recalled
after mammography screening Acta Radiol. 2016

Wilczek B, Wilczek HE, Rasouliyan L, et al. Adding 3D automated breast ultrasound to mammography screening in women with
heterogeneously and extremely dense breasts: Report from a hospital-based, high-volume, single-center breast cancer screening
program. Eur J Radiol. 2016 Sep;85(9):1554-63

Giger ML, Inciardi MF, Edwards A, et al. Automated Breast Ultrasound in Breast Cancer Screening of Women With Dense Breasts:
Reader Study of Mammography-Negative and Mammography-Positive Cancers. AJR Am J Roentgenol. 2016 Jun;206(6):1341-50.

US-Screening

1.

Gartlehner G, Thaler KJ, Chapman A, et al. Mammography in combination with breast ultrasonography versus mammography for
breast cancer screening in women at average risk. Cochrane Database Syst Rev. 2013 Apr 30;4:CD009632.

Health Quality Ontario.Ultrasound as an Adjunct to Mammography for Breast Cancer Screening: A Health Technology Assessment.
Ont Health Technol Assess Ser. 2016 Jul 1;16(15):1-71.

Ohuchi, N, Suzuki, A, Sobue, T et al. Sensitivity and specificity of mammography and adjunctive ultrasonography to screen for breast
cancer in the Japan Strategic Anti-cancer Randomized Trial (J-START): a randomised controlled trial. Lancet. 2015; 387: 341-348

Evans A, Trimboli RM, Athanasiou A, et al.: Breast ultrasound: recommendations for information to women and referring physicians
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= Re-excision after initial breast conservation 11.6% versus 11.4%
[OR, 1.02 (P = 0.87); adjusted OR, 0.95 (P = 0.71)
= Overall mastectomy 25.5% versus 18.2%
[OR, 1.54 (P < 0.001); adjusted OR, 1.51 (P < 0.001)]
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NEo MRI: Preoperative Staging

E>‘ in Lobular Invasive Breast Cancer
Thsoe Y = 766 patients with invasive lobular cancer (ILC)
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MRI and DCIS
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* Contrast enhanced ultrasound

Statement: history and physical examination
1. GCP

Statement: high metastatic potential / symptoms

1. Rutgers, EJ et al: Quality control in the locoregional treatment of breast cancer (2001) EJC 37: 447-453

2. Gerber B, Seitz E, Muller H et al: Perioperative screening for metastatic disease is not indicated in patients with primary breast
cancer and no clinical signs of tumor spread. Breast Cancer Res Treat 82:29-37; 2003

3. Schneider C, Fehr MK, Steiner RA et al: Frequency and distribution pattern of distant metastases in breast cancer patients at
the time of primary presentation Arch Gynecol Obstet. 2003 Nov;269(1):9-12.

4. Isasi CR, Moadel RM, Blaufox MD. A meta-analysis of FDGPET for the evaluation of breast cancer recurrence and metastases.
Breast Cancer Res Treat 2005;90(2):105-12.

5. Schmidt GP, Baur-Melnyk A, Haug A, et al.: Comprehensive imaging of tumor recurrence in breast cancer patients using whole-
body MRI at 1.5 and 3 T compared to FDG-PET—CT. European Journal of Radiology 2008; 65, 47-58.

6. Shie P, Cardarelli R, Brandon D et al: Meta-analysis: comparison of F-18 Fluorodeoxyglucose-positron emission tomography and
bone scintigraphy in the detection of bone metastases in patients with breast cancer. Clin Nucl Med. 2008 Feb;33(2):97-101.

7. Barrett T, Bowden DJ, Greenberg DC et al.: Radiological staging in breast cancer: which asymptomatic patients to image and
how. British Journal of Cancer 2009; 101, 1522 — 1528.

8. RonglJ, Wang S, Ding Q, et al. Comparison of 18 FDG PET-CT and bone scintigraphy for detection of bone metastases in breast
cancer patients. A meta-analysis. Surg Oncol. 2013 Jun;22(2):86-91

9. Hongs, LiJ, Wang S. 18FDG PET-CT for diagnosis of distant metastases in breast cancer patients. A meta-analysis. Surg Oncol.

17



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

2013 Jun;22(2):139-43.

Gutzeit A, Doert A, Froehlich JM, et al. Comparison of diffusion-weighted whole body MRI and skeletal scintigraphy for the detection
of bone metastases in patients with prostate or breast carcinoma. Skeletal Radiol. 2010 Apr;39(4):333-43.

Department of Health. Diagnosis, staging and treatment of patients with breast cancer. National Clinical Guideline No. 7. June 2015.
ISSN 2009-6259

Bychkovsky BL, Lin NU: Imaging in the evaluation and follow-up of early and advanced breast cancer: When, why, and how often?
2017; 31, 318-324.

deSouza NM, Liu Y, Chiti A et al.: Strategies and technical challenges for imaging oligometastatic disease: Recommendations from the
European Organisation for Research and Treatment of Cancer imaging group. Eur J Cancer. 2018 Jan 10. [Epub ahead of print].

NCCN 2019: NCCN Clinical Practice Guidelines in Oncology (NCCN Guidelines®). Breast Cancer. NCCN Evidence Blocks™. Version
3.2019 - September 6, 2019. https://www.nccn.org/professionals/physician_gls/pdf/breast _blocks.pdf. Download Jan 19, 2020.

Mishima M, Toh U, lIwakuma N, Takenaka M, Furukawa M, Akagi Y. Evaluation of contrast Sonazoid-enhanced ultrasonography for the
detection of hepatic metastases in breast cancer. Breast Cancer. 2016 Mar;23(2):231-41

Zhang L, Zhang L, Wang H, Chen L, Sui G. Diagnostic performance of contrast-enhanced ultrasound and magnetic resonance imaging
for detecting colorectal liver metastases: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Dig Liver Dis. 2019 Sep;51(9):1241-1248.

17


https://www.nccn.org/professionals/physician_gls/pdf/breast_blocks.pdf



