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Introduccion

m'Tumor maligno del tracto genital femenino
mas frecuente.

mFIGO (2009): estadificacién quirurgica.
m Clasificacién del riesgo:

m Histologia. e .
l Biopsia endometrial
m Grado. .

= Infiltracién miometrial. | Ecografia transvaginal y RMN



L
ODbjetivo

m Evaluar la precision de la ecografia transvaginal
(ecografia TV) y de la resonancia magnética nuclear
(RMN) en el diagnoéstico del grado de infiltracion
miometrial.

m Diagnostico definitivo: anatomia patoldgica pieza
quirurgica.




Material y métodos

m Estudio analitico observacional de cohortes
retrospectivo.

m Unicéntrico: Hospital General Universitario Reina Sofia.
m Periodo: abril 2014 - febrero 2018.
m 102 pacientes con cancer de endometrio.

m Calculo de sensibilidad (S) y especificidad (E) de
ecografia TV y RMN para el diagndstico de infiltracion
miometrial.

m Determinacion de capacidad discriminativa mediante
curva COR y area bajo la curva (AUC).



Variable Frecuencia
Edad, afios 60x 12

Paridad Nulipara, n (%) 18 (18,8)
Primipara,n (%) 14 (14,6)
Multipara,n (%) 64 (66,6)
IMC (Kg/m?) 315
Obesidad, n (%) 50 (62,1)
Menopausia, n (%) 16 (74,5)

Edad menopausia, afios 50,6 + 4,8

Fumadora, n (%) 19 (20)

Motivo consulta Hipermenorreas, n (%) 13 (12,7)
Spotting/sangrado intermenstrual, n (%) 10 (9,8)
Metrorragia postmenopausica, n (%) 60 (58,5)
Hallazgo en polipectomia, n (%) 5 (4,9)
Algias pélvicas, n (%) 5 (4,9)
Otros, n (%) 9 (8,8)




Estudio preoperatorio

m Total = No consta H*C Infiltracién




Estudio preoperatorio
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Resultados postquirurgicos
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Valor diagnéstico

Infiltracién por
ecografia

Infiltracion por RMN




Valor diagnostico
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Transvaginal ultrasound versus
magnetic resonance imaging

for preoperative assessment of
myometrial infiltration in patients
with endometrial cancer: a systematic
review and meta-analysis

Juan Luis Alcdzar ©*,' Begofia Gastén (,® Beatriz Navarro *,° Rocio Salas \,*
Juana Aranda ", Stefano Guerriero " ¢

Author Year No. Mo. Patients’ Study MRI Blind Observers Observers
™\ *50% Mi mean age design sequence pathologist TVS MRI
Cagnazzo et al. 18] 1902 14 1 NA NA T2 MA NA MA
DelMaschio et al. [20] 1893 42 22 B2 Prospective ™ Yes Single Multiple
Yamashita et al. [19] 1983 40 13 58 NA T2 Yes Single Multiple
Kim et al. [21] 1995 26 10 55 Prospective ™7 NA Multiple Multiple
¥ahata et al. [22] 2007 77 28 NA Prospective T2 NA NA MA
Savelli et al, [23] 2008 4 3z 63 Prospective MA NA Multiple Multiple
Gzdemir et al. [24] 2009 &4 20 59 Prospective T2 NA Single Multiple
Antonsen et al, [25] 2013 123 36 B Prospective m MA Multiple Multiple

M1, myometrial infiltration; MRI, maga‘mli‘&géunanm imaging: MA, not available; PICOS, Patients, Intervention, Comparator, Outcomes, Study design; TVS,
transvaginal ultrasound.

Alcazar JL et al. Transvaginal ultrasound versus magnetic resonance imaging for preoperative assessment of
myometrial infiltration in patients with endometrial cancer: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Journal of
Gynecologic Oncology. 2017;28(6).



Study ID Sensitivity (95% CI) Study ID Specificity (95% CI)
Yahata et al. [22] — 0.64 (0.50-0.78) Yahata et al. [22] { =| 097 (0.93-0.99)
Kim et al. [21] — = | 067 (0.38-0.88) Kim et al. [21] — =1 | 081(0.54-096)
savelli et al. (23] —=—| 0.84 (0.67-0.95) Savelli et al. [23] —+— | 083(069-0.93)
Gzdemir et al. [24] —e—| 0.85(0.62-0.87) tizdemir et al. [24] —— 0.75 (0.60-0.87)
Yamashita et al. [19] —&—| 0.77 (0.46-0.95) Yamashita et al. [19] —=—| 0.93(0.76-0.99)
Antonsen et al. [25] —_ 0.69 (0.52-0.84) Antonsen et al. [25] —_— 0.75 (0.64-0.83)
Cagnazzo et al. 18] 1.00 (0.03-1.00) Cagnazzo at al. [18] 1.00 (0.75-1.00)
DelMaschia et al. [20] ———| 0.86 (0.65-0.97) DelMaschio etal. [20] [——s——| 0.65 {0.41-0.85)
Combined | 075(067-082) Combined | | oss75-093)
: ~dF=7.00, p=0.24 T4 ai=7.00, p=0.00
F=24.23 (0.00-8369) | 1'=80.63 (67.90-93.36)
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- Study 1D Sensitivity (95% C1) Study ID Specificity (95% CI)
Yahata et al. [22] _"i 0.74 (0.61-0.85) Yahata et al. [22] = | 0.89 (0.82-0.94)
Kim et al. [21] ——t={ 0.90 (0.55-1.00) Kim etal. [21] ———=—| 0.88(0.62-0.98)
savelli et al. [23] —| 0.84 (0.67-095) savelli et al. [23] —— | 081066091
Gezdemir et al. [24] —le-| 0.88(0.69-097) Gzdemir et al. [24] —=— | 0.80(0.65-0.90)
Yamashita et al. [19] ——=i—| 0.77 (0.46-0.95) Yamashita et al. [19] —}+—| 089(0.71-0.98)
Antonsen et al, [25] —i-— 0.89 (0.74-0.97) Antonsen etal, [25] |[—=— ! 0.57 (0.46-0.68)
Cagnazzo et al. [18] 1.00 (0.03-1.00) Cagnazzo et al. [18] ——— 1.00 (0.75-1.00)
DelMaschio et al. [20] = 091(0.71-098) DelMaschio etal. [20] | ——=-1— | 0.75(0.51-091)
Combined || 083(076-0.89) Combined 0.62 (0.72-0.69)
T Q=T A4Z, df=7.00, p=0.39 G=4Z.21, df=7.00, p=0.00
| |
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Ecografia
transvaginal

Alcazar JL et al. Transvaginal ultrasound versus magnetic resonance imaging for preoperative assessment of myometrial infiltration
in patients with endometrial cancer: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Journal of Gynecologic Oncology. 2017;28(6).



i Ecografia transvaginal

| Resonancia magnética
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Conclusiones

mLa ecografia transvaginal presenta
mayor sensibilidad y especificidad que
la RMN.

mAceptable capacidad discriminativa en
el diagnédstico de infiltracion miometrial.

mOperador dependiente.

mEcografia transvaginal: un futuro
prometedor.



Muchas
graclas
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