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Table 1. Potential Improvements of the Senographe 2,000D for Four Advanced Applications,

ADVANCED APPLICATIONS POTENTIAL BENEFITS

« Fewer reader errors-fewer missed cancers
Computer-Aided Detection(CAD) * Acts as a second reader
* Increased productivity

» Improved sensitivity-improved lesion conspicuity

Tomosynthesis or 3-D Mammography* * Fewer recalls-rule out superimposed tissue
« Increased specificity-improved lesion margin visibility

« Increased sensitivity-improved lesion visibility for dense breasts
« Fewer recalls-rule out superimposed tissue

= Fewer recalls-cyst versus solid lesions

* Reduced operator dependence for ultrasound imaging

Ultrasound Fusion®

« Early cancer detection via imaging vascularity

Contrast Media Mammography(CMM)* « Assessment of cancer extent prior to surgery
« Monitoring cancer treatment
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