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Duffy et al, 2012
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Mammographie-Screening
Vor und Nachteile

Grundgesamtheit: per 10.000 gescreente Frauen liber 10 Jahre
Breast Cancer Surveillance Consortium Registry Data

Lebensjahr 40-49 |50-59 60-69 70-74

Vermiedene Brustkrebstodesfalle (CI95%) 3 8 (2-17) |21 (11-32) |13 (0-32)
(0-9)

Falsch-positive Falle (n) 1212 932 808 696

Brustbiopsien (n) 164 159 165 175

Falsch-negative Fille (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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E>"\ ACS Guideline Update 2015

American Cancer Society Guideline for Breast Cancer Screening, 2015

“’_-‘\SO e V. These recommendations represent guidance from the American Cancer Society (ACS) for women at average risk of breast
e peeaey: cancer: women without a personal history of breast cancer, a suspected or confirmed genetic mutation known to increase
in der DKG eV, risk of breast cancer (eg, BRCA), or a history of previous radiotherapy to the chest at a young age.

Guidelines Breast The ACS recommends that all women should become familiar with the potential benefits, limitations, and harms
Version 2019.10 associated with breast cancer screening.

Recommendations
1.Women with an average risk of breast cancer should undergo regular screening mammography starting at age 45 years.
(Strong Recommendation)

1a. Women aged 45 to 54 years should be screened annually. (Qualified Recommendation)

1b. Women 55 years and older should transition to biennial screening or have the opportunity to continue screening
annually. (Qualified Recommendation)

1c. Women should have the opportunity to begin annual screening between the ages of 40 and 44 years. (Qualified
Recommendation)
2.Women should continue screening mammography as long as their overall health is good and they have a life expectancy of
10 years or longer. (Qualified Recommendation)
3.The ACS does not recommend clinical breast examination for breast cancer screening among average-risk women at any
age. (Qualified Recommendation)
comecrirn | @ Astrong recommendation conveys the consensus that the benefits of adherence to that intervention outweigh the
LEFREN undesirable effects that may result from ing. Qualified r d indicate there is clear evidence of benefit
HECILEN of screening but less certainty about the balance of benefits and harms, or about patients’ values and preferences, which
could lead to different decisions about screening.
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1. Oeffinger KC, Fontham ETH, Etzioni R, et al Breast Cancer Screening for women at average risk. 2015
Guideline Update from the American Cancer Society (ACR). JAMA 2015; 314:1599-1614



Neo Breast-Cancer Screening-
E >" Viewpoint of the IARC Working Group

TAGOe. V. Method Strength of Evidence
in der DGGG e.V.
sowie Reduces breast-cancer mortality in women 50-69 yr of age Sufficient
in der DKG eV,
G Reduces breast-cancer mortality in women 70-74 yr of age Sufficient
uidelines Breast
Version 201910 - imi
Reduces breast-cancer mortality in women 40-44 yr of age Limited
Reduces breast-cancer mortality in women 45-49 yr of age Limited

Detects breast cancer that would never have been diagnosed or never have caused harm if women |Sufficient
had not been screened (overdiagnosis)

Reduces breast-cancer mortality in women 50-74 yr of age to an extent that its benefits Sufficient
substantially outweigh the risk of radiation-induced cancer

Produces short-term negative psychological consequences when the result is false positive Sufficient
www.ago-online.de Has a net benefit for women 50-69 yr of age who are invited to attend organized mammographic | Sufficient
FORSCHEN screening programs

1. Lauby-Secretan B, Scoccianti C, Loomis D, et al; International Agency for Research on Cancer
Handbook Working Group: Breast-cancer screening—viewpoint of the IARC Working Group. N EnglJ
Med 2015;372:2353-2358

2. IACR Handbook 2016: Website for the IARC publications: http://publications.iarc.fr/Book-And-
Report-Series/larc-Handbooks-Of-Cancer-Prevention/Breast-Cancer-Screening-2016
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E> Frauen 40-49 Jahre
GIJ:“:E?;GVG- o RR (eingeladene Frauen) 0.74 (95%CI 0.66—-0.83)
in dor DkG &V 40-44 ) 0.83 (95%Cl 0.67-1.00)
Qe B 45-49 ) 0.68 (95%Cl 0.59-0.78)
Teilnehmerinnen 0.71 (95%Cl 0.62-0.80)
NNS 1252 (95%CI 958-1915)

(1 live saved / 10 years screening)
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Hellquist BN, Duffy SW, Abdsaleh S et al Effectiveness of population-based service screening with
mammography for women ages 40 — 49 years: evaluation of the Swedish Mammography Screening in
Young Women (SCRY) cohort. Cancer 2011; 117:714-722

Arleo EK, Dashevsky BZ, Reichmann M, et al. Screening mammography for women in their 40s: A
retrospective study of the potential impact of U.S.Preventive Task Force’s 2009 Breast Cancer
Screening Recommendations. AJR 2013;201:1401-1406

De Gelder R, Draisma G, Heijnsdijk EA, et al. Population-based mammography screening below age
50: balancing radiation-induced vs prevented breast deaths. Br J Cancer 2011;104: 1214-1220

FHO1 Collaborative Teams Mammographic surveillance in women younger than 50 years who have a
family history of breast cancer: tumour characteristics and projected effect on mortality in the
prospective, single-arm, FHO1 study. Lancet Oncol 2010;11:1127-1134

Feig SA: Screening strategy for breast cancer. Sem Breast Disease 2004; 6: 161-172

Gunsoy N, Garcia-Closas M, Moss S. Modelling the overdiagnosis of breast cancer due to
mammography screening in women aged 40-49 in the United Kingdom. Breast Cancer Res 2012;
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= MRT versus kein-MRT:
= Initiale Mastektomiel6,4% versus 8,1%
[OR, 2,22 (P < 0,001); adjusted OR, 3,06 (P < 0,001)]
= Nachresektion nach initialer BET 11,6% versus 11,4%
[OR, 1,02 (P = 0,87); adjustiert OR, 0,95 (P = 0,71)
= Gesamt Mastektomierate 25,5% versus 18,2%
[OR, 1,54 (P < 0,001); adjustierte OR, 1,51 (P < 0,001})]
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= 766 patients with invasive lobular cancer (ILC)
e ! = Initial mastectomy: 31.1% versus 24.9%
[OR, 1.36 (P = 0.056); adjusted OR, 2.12 (P = 0.008)]
= Re-excision after initial breast conservation 10.9% versus 18.0%
[OR, 0.56 (P = 0.031); adjusted OR, 0.56 (P = 0.09)]
= QOverall mastectomy 43.0% versus 40.2%
[OR, 1.12 (P = 0.45); adjusted OR, 1.64 (P = 0.034)]
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Probleme

MRT zusatzlich zur Mammographie
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Abklidrung benigner Ldsionen
Biopsien mit benignem Befund
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Falsch-negatives MRT (MRISC)
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Symptomen oder bei geplanter Entscheidung zur
(neo-)adjuvanten Chemo-/Antikérpertherapie
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* RG-Thorax 5 C +/-
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* FDG-PET oder FDG-PET /CT 3a C +/-
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