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Unless
you asK
the Right Questions




Holland Nabon/DBIR










Conclusion - Studies Favor direct autologous reconstruction




Conclusion - Sexual benefits




Conclusion - Self image







Patient-Reported Outcome Measures for Post-mastectomy Breast
Reconstruction: A Systematic Review of Development
and Measurement Properties

C. F. Davies, BSc (Hons) PhD’, R. Macefield, MSc', K. Avery, PhD?, J. M. Blazeby, MD"%, and
S. Potter, PhD'?

'Bristol Centre for Surgical Research, Population Health Sciences, Bristol Medical School, Bristol, UK; EUni‘s.fersity
Hospitals Bristol Foundation NHS Trust, Bristol, UK 3Bristol Breast Care Centre, North Bristol NHS Trust, Bristol, UK




Only 3

demonstrate adequate measurement
properties (content validity)




Giving meaning to patient reported outcomes in breast reconstruction
after mastectomy — A systematic review of available scores and
suggestions for further research

Linn Weick “, Fredrik Brorson “, Christian Jepsen °, Mattias Lidén
Emmelie Widmark Jensen ¢, Emma Hansson * "




Results:

The minimally important difference (MID)
Breast-Q 1s 4 points (on a 100 point scale)

(Methodological Issues)




Conclusions:

The overall certainty of evidence for scores giving meaning to
PROMs for breast reconstruction is low

Lack of studies in healthy controls

(Methodological Issues)




Giving Meaning to Differences in BREAST-Q
Scores: Minimal Important Difference for
Breast Reconstruction Patients

Voineskos, Sophocles H. M.D., M.Sc.; Klassen, Anne F. D.Phil.; Cano, Stefan J. Ph.D.; Pusic, Andrea L. M.D.,
M.H.S.; Gibbons, Christopher ). Ph.D.

MID and Healthy Controls from the Breast-Q developers
Voineskos et al PRS 2020
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Autologous versus implant-based breast
reconstruction: A systematic review and
meta-analysis of Breast-Q patient-reported

outcomes

Navid Mohamadpour Toyserkani®*, Mads Gustaf Jargensen®,
Siavosh Tabatabaeifar®, Tine Damsgaard?, Jens Ahm Sgrensen
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Quality
of Life
Domains

Satisfaction
Domains

BREAST-Q conceptual framework.

Physical Psychosocxal Sexual
Well-Being Well-Being Well-Being

AR higher score than IB

Satisfaction Satliiﬁtm Satisfaction
with Breasts with Care
Outcome




Quality
of Life
Domains

Satisfaction
Domains

BREAST-Q conceptual framework.

Physical Psychosocial Sexual
Well-Being Well-Being Well-Being

But when MID = 4 ..

Satisfaction Satliiﬁuo Satisfaction
with Breasts with Care
Outcome




Quality _ .
of T ife Physical Psychosocial Sexual

s - Well-Being Well-Being Well-Being

And what if we don't know PASS -

Satisfaction Satisfaction . ;
: Satisfaction Satisfaction
Domains with :
with Breasts with Care
Outcome

BREAST-Q conceptual framework.



Quality | |
of I ife Physical Psychosocial Sexual

s TR Well-Being Well-Being Well-Being

Thes<~ may Still be Unsatzsfw ? Patzents

T Satlsfactlon .
g Y Satlsfactl it 4 usfaction
A%  f with Breasts | with Care
B X Outcome o

BREAST-Q conceptual framework.



No Information on Complications
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