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Table 1. Program of Mammography Boost Camp

Lecture (30 min, each)

Opening lecture: Screening mammography
Inspection of cancer-screening facilities and Quality
control

Mammaographic positioning

How to read mammography 1: Asymmetry

How to read mammography 2: Mass

How to read mammography 3: Benign calcifications
How to read mammography 4: Suspicious calcifications
Missed cancer 1: Mass and Asymmetry

Missed cancer 2: calcifications

Case review of test series

Group practice using different sets of 25 cases of screening
mammography (1 hr, each)
Session #1-10

Test using 25 cases of screening mammography
(30 min, each)

Pre-camp test

Post-camp test
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Fig. 1. Comparison of Attendee’s Pre- and Post-camp Scores with
Those of Control Group Using 25 Test Cases

Scores of the pre- and post-camp show statistically difference (p <
.0001).

Scores of post-camp and that of the control group show statistical-
ly difference (p <.0001).
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Fig. 2. Percentage of Correct Answers of Debate Test Cases:
Comparison of Pre- and Post-camp Scores with Those of Control
Group

Table 2. Comparison of Mammography Boost Camp and Breast Imaging Boost Camp

MBC by KSR BIBC by ACR

Program

Lectures (No) 10 8

Reviewed Case (No) 250 240

Test Pre- & post-camp In-course
Support system

PACS monitors (No) 10 (1/5 attendees) 60 (1/attendee)

Instructors (No) 10 (1/5 attendees) 6 (1/ 10 attendees)

Feedback of Case Review

Personal (by instructor)

Computer-aided and Personal (by instructor)

Scoring of Case Review Manual Computer-aided
Scoring of Test Voting device Computer-aided
Accreditation Optional Mandatory (MQSA)

Cost Free (all inclusive) $3,500

Note.— MBC = Mammography Boost Camp, KSR = Korean Society of Radiology, BIBC = Breast Imaging Boost Camp, ACR = American
College of Radiology, No = humber, MQSA = Mammaography Quality Standards Act.
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Mammography Boost Camp to Improve a Quality of National Cancer
Screening Program in Korea: A Report about a Test Run in 2012

Eun Hye Lee?, Jae Kwan Jun?, You-Me Kim?, Kyeungkug Bae*, Kyu-won Hwang®, Bo Bae Chof®,
Tae Hee Kim’, Jin You Kim?®, Hye Young Choi°, Ju Hyun Park®, Kyungran Ko*

'Department of Radiology, Soon Chun Hyang University Bucheon Hospital
“National Cancer Control Institute, National Cancer Center
*Department of Radiology, Dankook University Hospital
‘Department of Radiology, Ulsan University Hospital
*Medical Exam Center, Kangbuk Samsung Medical Center
*Department of Radiology, Chungnam National University Hospital
"Department of Radiology, Ajou University Medical Center
*Department of Radiology, Busan National University Hospital
’Department of Radiology, Gyeongsang National University Hospital
Department of Radiology, Samsung Medical Center
“Department of Radiology, National Cancer Center

Purpose: To evaluate the effectiveness and appropriateness of a test run of Mammography Boost Camp, creat-
ed to improve the quality of the Korean national cancer screening program in 2012.

Materials and Methods: Applicant radiologists were invited to the 3-day camp, which featured lectures on how
to read mammograms and 10 group practice readings using 250 mammography cases. The camp’s effec-
tiveness was evaluated by pre- and post-camp tests validated by a control group of experienced breast ra-
diologists and its appropriateness was assessed by surveying participants.

Results: Ninety-six radiologists (mean age, 46.5) were enrolled. Average pre- and post-camp test scores were
56.9 + 11.1 and 63.9 + 8.1, respectively (p < 0.0001), but were lower than those of experienced radiolo-
gists (83.5 + 8.8) (p < 0.0001). Test validation eliminated 4 of the 25 test cases, increasing attendees’ im-
provement from 7.0 to 13.4 (58.3 + 12.8,71.7 £ 9.2). Program satisfaction averaged 96.4%.

Conclusion: Mammography Boost Camp was effective in improving attendees’ skill in interpreting mammo-
grams and program satisfaction was high. Test validation is necessary to evaluate precisely the effective-
ness of the camp.

The English in this document has been checked by at least two professional editors, both native speakers
of English. For a certificate, please see:
http://www.textcheck.com/certificate/RQYc6 W

Index words: Breast neoplasms; Early detection of cancer; Mammography; Education
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