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Table 1. The randomized, controlled trials

Trial Age (yr) Interval Follow-up Invited Controls
(mo) Protocol (yn (no.) (no.)
Health Insurance Plan 40-64 12 MMG + CBE 18 30,131 30,585
Malmo 45-69 18-24 MMG 12 20,695 20,783
Kopparberg 40-74 24-33 MMG 12 38,562 18,478
Ostergotland 40-74 24-33 MMG 12 38,405 37,145
Edinburgh 45—-64 24 MMG with CBE 10 23,226 21,904
Stockholm 40-64 28 MMG 8 38,525 20,651
Gothenburg 40-59 18 MMG 10 20,724 28,809
NBSS 1 (Canada) 40-49 12 MMG + CBE vs. previous CBE 7 25,214 25,216
NBSS 2 (Canada) 50-59 12 MMG + CBE vs. CBE 7 19,711 19,694

CBE. Clinical breast examination; MMG, mammography; NBSS, National Breast Screening Study.

BI-RADS
Table 2. Analysis of Medical Audit Data: Desirable Goals (Table 2).
PPV1 based on abnormal screening examination  (5—10%)
PPV2 when biopsy (surgical, FNA, or core)
recommended (25—40%) BI-RADS
Tumors found - Stage 0 or 1 (>50%) (78.5%) (PPV1=2.5%, PPV2=20%)
Tumors found - Minimal cancer* (>30%)
Node positivity (< 25%)
Cancers found per 1,000 cases (2-10)
Prevalent cancers found per 1,000 first-time
examinations (6—10)
Incident cancers found per 1,000 follow-up
examinations (2-4)
Recall rates (< 10%)
Sensitivity (if measurable) (> 85%)
Specificity (if measurable) (>90%)
*Minimal cancer is invasive cancer <1 cm or ductal carcinoma in
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