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Risk Ratio

Risk Ratio

1.2.1 age <250

Chiarelli etal 2013 61 13640 147 13640 59.0%
Choetal 2017 ] 2065 15 2065 77%
Riedl etal 2015 ] 962 24 962 9.0%
“reemann etal 2018 26 3879 55 3879 242%
Subtotal (95% CI) 20546 20546 100.0%
Total events 105 24

Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.00; Chi®= 095, df=3{P=081);F=0%
Testfor overall effect. Z=7.10{F = 0.00001;

1.2.2 age =50

Chiarelli etal 2013 48 6413 116 6413 46.3%
Riedl etal 2015 4 403 12 403 13.2%
“reemann etal 2018 40 2674 57 2674 40.4%
Subtotal (95% CI) 9490 9490 100.0%
Total events 94 185

Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.06; Chi®=32.94 df=2{P=0.14), F=49%
Testfor averall effect. £2=3.22 (P = 0.001)

1.2.3 prospective study

Bergetal 2012 33 7473 ] 612 3.9%
Bigenwald et al 2008 11 305 41 03 4.9%
Chiarelli et al 2019 109 20053 263 20053 42.5%
Choetal 2017 ] 2065 19 2068  31%
Constance etal 2007 2 171 4 171 0.8%
Guindalini etal 2018 7 1223 19 211 2.6%
Kriege etal 2006 18 4134 32 #1134 BI%
Kuhl etal 2010 ] 1679 25 1679 3.E%
Leach etal 2005 14 1881 7 e 5.1%
Lehman et al 2005 1 367 4 367 0.4%
Mg etal 2013 13 338 12 338 3.8%
Fodo etal 2002 13 a1 24 el 4.7%
Riedl etal 2015 15 1365 36 1365 5.9%
Sardanellietal 2011 25 1095 42 1045 8.8%
YWeinstein etal 2009 7 567 12 a71 2.5%
Weinstock et al 2015 3 a71 8 a71 1.2%
Subtotal (95% CI) 44268 38249 100.0%
Total events 289 a71

Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.00; Chi®=14.28 df=18 (P = 0.50); F= 0%
Testfor averall effect. Z=10.58 (P = 0.00001;

1.2.4 retrospective study

Stoutjesdijk et al 2001 5 262 13 258 8%
Wreemann etal 2018 =1 6553 112 6353 91.9%
Subtotal (95% CI) 6815 6811 100.0%
Total events 71 125

Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.00; Chi®= 067, df=1{P=041);, F=0%
Testfor overall effect, 2= 3.82 (P = 0.0001)

1.2.5 BRCA mutation carrier

Chiarelli et al 2019 52 4812 121 4812 51.6%
Kriege etal 2006 B 4134 14 #4134 59%
Leach etal 2005 B 378 16 7E B2%
Riedl etal 2015 7 469 13 469 6.5%
Wreemann etal 2018 33 2608 58 2608 29.8%
Subtotal (95% CI) 12401 12401 100.0%
Total events 104 222

Heterogeneity, Tau®=0.00; Chi*=1.43, df=4{P=084), F=0%
Testfor overall effect, £=6.39 {F = 0.00001;

Testfor suboroun differences: Chi*= 2.50. df= 4 (P=0.65. F=0%
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Figure 4, Supplementary File. Forest plot of subgroup analysis screening by mammography alone

vs MRI alone.



