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OBJECTIVE • To study the added value of ABUS in screening women 

with suspected breast mass compare to conventional 

mammography and hand-held ultrasound. 

➢Main objective was clearly stated.

➢No specific objective.



METHODS

Study design : Prospective study - clearly mentioned

Study duration : February 2017 – January 2018

Participants: 200 patients - Acceptable for given study duration 

Study area : Not mentioned

Study researchers : had a combined 10 years experience in breast 

imaging. This is initial experience with ABUS. 

Approved by institutional review 

board, written informed consent 

taken. 



• Inclusion criteria: 

1. Women in childbearing age complain of breast pain and lump.

2. Women positive family history of Breast cancer.

• Exclusion criteria:

1. Patient with known diagnosis of breast cancer under treatment.

2. Patient with hx of mastectomy or previous intervention for breast lesion.

➢ No range of age specified. Based on result (Age range 19-61)

➢ Mean age : 35.44



MATERIALS

• Total 200 patient include in the study with all patient subject to full clinical examination, 80 patient had biopsy and histopathological 

analyzed base on imaging findings. 

• Routine screening Mammography using Craniocaudal (CC)and mediolateral oblique (MLO) view perform in patient age above 30

❖ Total 108 patient undergone mammogram study. 

• Patient age below 30 were screen by ultrasound only. 

• All patient had conventional breast ultrasound examination and ABUS for both breast

➢ Clearly mentioned which patient underwent mammogram, ultrasound, or both examinations. 



TECHNIQUE

• Details on each machine was explained clearly including duration of each examination.



STATISTICAL 
ANALYSIS

Descriptive statistic used (frequencies [ 
no. of cases] and percentages). 

Accuracy was represented using the 
terms sensitivity, specificity, positive and 
negative predictive value.

Analytic statistic using t-test and chi-
square tests use to compare clinical and 
imaging findings. 

Appropriate and clearly mentioned. 



RESULTS:

Age: 19-61 (mean 
35.44; SD 10.83)

Most common 
complain was 

breast pain: 140 
pts( 70% of 

patient 
population)

32 patients with 
breast lump ( 16 

%)

108 patients 
undergone 

mammography 

Total 76 patient ( 
70.8% ) with 

dense breast ACR 
C (28 pt) and D 

(48 pt)

In 200 patients, 
120 negative 
imaging and 
pathological 

findings.

80 patients with 
different breast 

pathology 

48 benign ( most 
common 

fibroadenoma in 
36 patient)

32 malignant ( 
most common 
invasive ductal 

Carcinoma in 22 
patient 

50 patient with 
single lesion; 30 
with multiple 

lesion (20 show 
lesion in both 

breast).









LESION < 5MM

ABUS Conventional US p value

10 lesions detected 4 lesions detected 0.002

➢Results answer the main objective of this study



DISCUSSION • ABUS – considered as recent addition in breast 

screening tools to overcome some of the limitations 

of conventional hand-held ultrasound scanning. 

• Results supported by other similar articles/journals. 



LIMITATIONS • Small number of patients

• Relative bias in case selection (researchers were still 

along learning phase of  this new technique & ABUS is 

recently introduced in Egypt with limited no. of 

machines).

• Two machines were installed at time this study was 

conducted. 

• Further studies incorporating this modality with 

national screening program would definitely provide 

more information reg efficacy of technique and cost-

benefit of its use on routine basis. 



CONCLUSION: • ABUS is technological advancement in breast imaging 

and screening with the benefits of:

1. Standardization of the scan

2. Better detection of small lesion especially in patient 

with dense breast 

3. Improve scan time 

• Major drawback : relative high cost of machine 

compare to convention machine. 
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