aY—X<>4

Diagnostik und Therapie friiher und fortgeschrittener

S MAMMA

Mammakarzinome

20=00=338}

>,

©AGOe. V.

==z Friiherkennung und Diagnostik

LEFREN
HEILEN



Y —X<>4

Fritherkennung und Diagnostik

MAMMA

S

= Versionen 2005-2022:

Cuiieclbioney Albert / Blohmer / Fallenberg / Fersis / Gerber / Junkermann /
Maass / Miiller-Schimpfle / Scharl / Schreer / Wéckel

= Version 2023:
Fallenberg / Kithn

www.ago-online.de

Screened data bases

Pubmed 2018 - 2022
Medline 2018 - 2022
Cochrane 2018 - 2022

Guidelines
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1. 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 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.

2. 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.



European Commission Initiative on Breast Cancer (ECIBC)

European guidelines on breast cancer screening and diagnosis
https://healthcare-quality.jrc.ec.europa.eu/european-breast-cancer-guidelines

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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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
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Services Task Force Recommendation. Ann Intern Med. 2016 Feb 16;164(4):256-67.
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2020;20(1):174.

Duffy SW, Tabar L, Yen AM, et al. Mammography screening reduces rates of advanced and fatal breast cancers: Results
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Duffy SW, Vulkan D, Cuckle H, et al. Effect of mammographic screening from age 40 years on breast cancer mortality
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Dibden A, Offman J, Duffy SW, et al. Worldwide Review and Meta-Analysis of Cohort Studies Measuring the Effect of
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Es muss immer auch der komplette Datensatz der Tomosyntheseschichten zur Beurteilung zur Verfiigung
stehen, die alleinige synthetische Mammographie ist nicht ausreichend.

www.ago-online.de * Sign. hohere Sensitivitat, heterogene Spezifitit und hohere Kosten [Gerit, Befunder, Archivierung] der digitalen
Brust-Tomosynthese (DBT) im Vgl. zur digitalen Mammographie (DM)
Dosisreduktion durch Berechnung einer synthetische Mammographie (SM) statt DM

Hodgson R, Heywang-Kdbrunner 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.

Ciatto S, Houssami N, Bernardi D, et al.: Integration of 3D digital mammography with tomosynthesis for population
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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.

. 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.

Zackrisson S, Lang K, Rosso A et al. One-view breast tomosynthesis versus two-view mammography in the Malmo
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Oncol. 2018 Nov;19(11):1493-1503. doi: 10.1016/51470-2045(18)30521-7. Epub 2018 Oct 12.

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.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

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.

Marinovich ML, Hunter KE, Macaskill P et al. Breast Cancer Screening Using Tomosynthesis or Mammography: A Meta-
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Duffy et al, 2012
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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 (Cl 95%) 3 (0-9) 8 (2-17) 21 (11-32) 13 (0-32)
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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= Autom. 3D-Sonographie 3a Cc
= Mammasonographie als Ergdnzung bei:
. Dichtem Parenchym (inhomogen dicht, extrem dicht) 2a B ++
« Erhéhtem Risiko 1b c ++
. Mammographischer Lision 2b B ++
« Zur Abkldrung susp. Lasionen im MRT 2b C ++
=  MRT bei neg. MG und extrem dichter Brust* 45-75 LJ 1b B +
www.ago-online.de
* Definition von extrem dicht entspricht BIRADS-Dichtekategorie D inh gen dicht K ie C nach ACR BI-RADS-

Atlas 5. ed. 2013
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Nothacker M, Duda V, Hahn M, et al. Early detection of breast cancer: benefits and risks of supplemental breast
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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
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

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

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.

Hee Jung Shin, Hak Hee Kim, Joo Hee Cha. Current status of automated breast ultrasonography: Review.
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print]
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breast cancer screening program. Eur J Radiol. 2016 Sep;85(9):1554-63
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30;4:CD009632.

Health Quality Ontario.Ultrasound as an Adjunct to Mammography for Breast Cancer Screening: A Health Technology
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Ohuchi, N, Suzuki, A, Sobue, T et al. Sensitivity and specificity of mammography and adjunctive ultrasonography to
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