|XI 2010:7:100-107

Sl

HI24X
(==

islens

tl

A AL 9=t B 7

=
L

k7]

ke B7171E ol

S

of SAl AAIR7],
v?_

3T
3t

7}

oy Mo TR HH
B o
B T
ERA
T IN "
p =<9
(SN N A
oty
7U,|B
CITICE
PocT7‘_t
X ~
B X
< X T
T s X H
NS o
7%%%
Ry
A
N =
N Mepr T
N 2
Mﬁ.“ﬂ.ﬁﬂ.ﬁ\l/,ﬂl
;O,mu.l‘lr.._l‘nrA
ﬁo o 1\%}
ﬂwgw%
R —_—
o I LS
oo 52
TS 3T
—_
o %Lt
1rooT Il X0 o
e X
o T T B
Mot ST
© mm_m T o
Tor e
ﬂMM
fo o o
O NG}
Sy TR
7 N R
= o N
5o o = o M
ﬂaﬂoioiﬁ‘ul,
70 8% 57 = ol
oF T TR AR o%
=
il

Index words: Digital Mammography; Standard Criteria of Clinical Image Evaluation

A Al

°]8+3] JAF YIEYZ(ACRIN) F=

i F-efuketell A

°)3

5 A (digital mammo-

1
T

Foll A st
graphic imaging screening trial, DMIST) © ¢]

2N
=

bt

5

et

Aottt (1). +r

r =
o

93 A% Sk

B
=

fo 719

(e}

- og)\

“

NESEREE

ofy

b HTE T Feksol A
X
X

A
o
o}
I3
A
[e]
o

%
0]
S
Q8
2

_&Lﬂmaae
Ur e ol
om0 R
T oo © o
T op o %o
TR 55 W go
< <0

— o=
< ﬂwﬁoﬁ
ﬂ%ﬂulmﬁ
ﬁ%me m°
LoF Y om
we o T R

oWﬂurL,mﬂNH
W%%W
o AT
m BRI T
o W=
Moo M T
o] el
Xy
1_|,U|1_H —_
X 2ok N
w R
W%ﬁﬂ
ooﬂ_olﬂAro‘mﬂ
B
OOT ﬂAI
ofn
o o &

Jo

oo

PIEEERER

K°)
ks

$973

B BAEA A B 5ER15 A A

. (FAZEE: A101891)

o]
u
A& 2} -

T

R

o

100% =

F4 B
B

A = YA

)

&
Tl eJEskar ek,

slet,

odelsist

il

L)

(110-744) A&-A F=27 W= 1018, Ay

Tel. (02) 2072-2584, Fax. (02) 743-6358

4

e
=0

mail: moonwk @snu.ac.kr

E

— 100 —



CHEIRUZRIOISISIAl 2010:7:100-107

) BT ARG LY AL AED Holi
$7 ok fyeke] wale] 44 Bouw Pl 1
29 AQstolor 418 43tE AE +
AAl 4F SJeRE eI 1 7142 9
OAE g B9
28 93 UAY FREG7I9 1 3 % ol v
Sahhy, T2 o) Agozel Azt Abseh. w
2] AL FA H] 0 9T ule) 2 B4
o 4] 1 B WARE ol getel, el B
4 shaz sk,

)
N
=~
ol
0
ofr
o
32
rir
=

VNLESE Hepg el ARE s8] WU B2 3 o)
& 2708 FFAIE o4 F AQA] ol

a b

Fig. 1. A 59-year-old women with screening mammaography.
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Screening mammography show grade 3 breast density without mass or clustered microcalcifications. Images from domestic digital mam-
mography unit, craniocaudal view (a) and mediolateral oblique view (b). Images from foreign digital mammography unit, craniocaudal view

(c) and mediolateral oblique view (d).
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Table 1. Standard Criteria for Clinical Image Evaluation (for fatty breasts)
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Table 2. Standard Criteria for Clinical Image Evaluation (for dense breasts)
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Table 5. Mean Scores Using Standard Criteria for Clinical Image Evaluation in Both A and B Mammography Units in

Dense Breasts
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Table 6. Digital Mammography Systems
Model Pixel Pitch Detector type Matrix Size Bit Depth Detector Technology
Medi-Future Brestige 851 Direct 2x28K 13 a-Se
28x35K a-Se
Fischer Senoscan 12 50 u Indirect 4x56K 12 Csl, CCD, Slot scan
GE 2000D 100 ¢« Indirect 1.9x2.3K 14 Cslon a-Si
GEDS 100 ¢ Indirect 1.9x23K 14 Cslon a-Si
Hologic Selenia 70 u Direct 3.3x4K 14 a-Se
SIEMENS Inspiration 851 Direct 28x35K 13 a-Se
PlanMed Sophie Nuance 851 Direct 2x2.8K 13 a-Se
28x35K 13 a-Se

Sectra MicroDose 50 p Direct 4.8x5.2K 14 photon counting
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Evaluation of the Digital Mammographic Image of Domestic
Mammographic Unit using Standard Criteria for
Clinical Image Evaluation

Jung Min Chang, MD*, Woo Kyung Moon, MD*, Sun Mi Kim, MD?

'Deparment of Radiology, Seoul National University Hospital
’Department of Radiology, Seoul National University Bundang Hospital

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to compare of the digital mammographic images made by domestic (A)

and foreign (B) manufacturers using the standard criteria for clinical image evaluation.

Materials and Methods: A total of 68 patients with 136 mammograms; one past exam by B digital mammogra-

phy unit and one present exam by A digital mammography unit, were examined randomly by 3 breast ra-
diologists in consensus following the standard criteria for clinical image evaluation. Position, compression,
contrast and exposure, and artifacts in each mammogram were evaluated. Mean values in the scales in
each category and total points were compared using paired t-test.

Results: The mean total scores of image evaluation in A digital mammography unit was 96.5, and that of B digi-

tal mammography unit used was 96.4, and no significant statistical differences were noted for mean scores
(p=0.974). As for positioning, the mean scores using A mammography unit was higher than that of B
mammography unit (mediolateral oblique view p=0.557, craniocaudal view p=0.311). However, as for
contrast and exposure, higher mean score value was noted with the use of B mammography unit than A
mammography unit, even though, there were no significant statistical differences (p=0.055).

Conclusion: As for image evaluation using standard criteria of clinical image evaluation, mammograms

achieved by A mammography unit were comparable to those achieved by B mammography.

Index words: Digital Mammography; Standard Criteria of Clinical Image Evaluation
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