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Abstract:



Current ovarian cancer screening guidelines in high-risk women vary according to different organizations. Risk reducing surgery remains the gold standard for definitive treatment in BRCA mutation carriers, but research advancements have created more short-term options for patients to consider. The decisions involved in how a woman manages her BRCA mutation status can cause a great deal of stress and worry due to the imperfect therapy options. The goal of this review was to critically analyze the screening recommendations and alternative options for high-risk ovarian cancer patients and evaluate how these discrepancies and choices affect a woman’s management decisions.
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1. Introduction


More than 14,000 deaths from ovarian cancer are predicted in the year 2017 [1]. In the United States, ovarian cancer is responsible for more deaths than all other gynecologic cancers combined [2]. It has a low prevalence but high mortality rate, with nearly 70% of patients presenting with late-stage ovarian cancer. In women with BRCA1 or BRCA2 mutations, the incidence of developing cancer is much higher than the average-risk woman [3]. The ovarian cancer risk is about 39–46% for BRCA1 and 10–28% for BRCA2 by age 70 [4,5,6,7]. BRCA 1 and BRCA2 account for 15–22% of all high-grade serous ovarian cancer cases and 9–24% of all epithelial ovarian cancer cases [8,9,10]. The ovarian cancer associated with BRCA mutations is also more likely to be high-grade and endometrioid or serous subtype [11].




2. Recommendations for Ovarian Cancer Screening in High-Risk Women


There is no perfect screening method to detect ovarian cancer. Surveillance is especially critical for women with BRCA1 and BRCA2 mutations due to the increased risk of ovarian cancer. There is still no absolute consensus on screening frequency and method for these high-risk women. The current recommendations from the American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists (ACOG) suggest that women at high risk may choose screening with CA-125 serum levels and transvaginal ultrasound (TVUS) starting at age 30–35, although screening is generally not recommended [12]. If a family member was diagnosed with ovarian cancer, then this screening should begin 5–10 years earlier than the family member’s age at the time of their diagnosis. ACOG also recommends risk reducing salpingo-oophorectomy (RRSO) after childbearing is completed or at 35–40 years of age for BRCA1 carriers or at 40–45 years of age for BRCA2 carriers. According to the group, patients should be informed about lack of evidence supporting routine screening and that routine screening does not reduce mortality. The Society of Gynecologic Oncology (SGO) agrees with the current ACOG endorsements [13,14]. The National Comprehensive Cancer Network (NCCN) in the US promotes RRSO in high-risk women, with the option of having TVUS and CA-125 screening, which is done on a case-by-case basis [15]. The United States Preventative Services Task Force (USPSTF) does not have formal recommendations on screening in high-risk women, citing the lack of evidence for intensive screening [16]. In the United Kingdom, the National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) does not endorse screening in this high-risk population, and it is therefore not funded by the National Health Service [15]. The screening recommendations are described in Table 1.



Table 1. Screening recommendations (condensed).







	
Organization

	
Routine Screening

	
Screening Method

	
Frequency of Screening

	
Surgical Treatment






	
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists

(ACOG)

	
Routine screening generally not recommended. Short term surveillance until RRSO is reasonable

	
Transvaginal ultrasound (TVUS) or CA 125

	
Starting at age 30–35, or 5–10 years earlier than family member’s age at time of diagnosis

	
Risk reducing salpingo-oophorectomy (RRSO) at age 35–40 for BRCA1, at age 40–45 for BRCA2




	
Society of Gynecologic Oncology

(SGO)

	
Routine screening generally not recommended. Short term surveillance until RRSO is reasonable

	
TVUS or CA 125

	
Starting at age 30–35, or 5–10 years earlier than family member’s age at time of diagnosis

	
RRSO at age 35–40 for BRCA1, at age 40–45 for BRCA2




	
National Comprehensive Cancer Network

(NCCN)

	
Routine screening not recommended

	
TVUS or CA 125

	
Case-by case basis beginning at age 30–35

	
RRSO at age 35–40 or at completion of childbearing. May delay until age 40–45 for BRCA2 if patient has had a bilateral mastectomy




	
US Preventative Services Task Force

(USPSTF)

	
No recommendations in high risk population

	

	

	











3. Screening Trials


The tumor antigen CA-125 and TVUS have remained the focus of many large ovarian cancer screening trials to date. Serum levels of the biomarker CA-125 can be monitored in known ovarian cancer patients to recognize recurrence or initiate suspicion if the level is greater than the designated cutoff value of 30–35 U/mL [17,18]. CA-125 has limited specificity, however, as a result of its fluctuation in many benign conditions; only about one-half of early-stage ovarian cancer patients will have elevated levels [19]. The use of TVUS also leads to increased false-positive screens from detection of benign adnexal masses that cannot be ruled out [20]. Major surgery is required to diagnose a mass as ovarian cancer due to the lack of an acceptable intermediate confirmatory test. Biopsy of an ovarian mass is not recommended due to the risk of spillage and seeding of malignant cells in the peritoneal cavity [21]. Intraoperative rupture of a malignant epithelial ovarian cancer has been shown to worsen survival of patients with stage I cancers [22]. Thus the morbidity of a major operation needed to diagnose, along with an overall low incidence of ovarian cancer, establishes the challenge of finding a cost-effective and readily-available screening test. It has been suggested that an effective screening test for ovarian cancer should have a specificity of greater than 99% and a sensitivity of >75% to reach the target PPV of at least 10% [13,23].



In 1992, the Prostate, Lung, Colorectal, and Ovarian Cancer Screening Trial (PLCOCS) was initiated with the primary objective of determining the effect of screening average-risk women with CA-125 and TVUS on mortality [24]. For the study, 34,253 women were randomized to the screening intervention group, and 34,304 to the usual care (no screening) group. The intervention group was offered annual screening with CA-125 for six years and TVUS for four years. A fixed CA-125 result of 35 U/mL or greater was classified as abnormal in this study. When the trial concluded, there had been 118 deaths in the intervention group and 100 deaths in the usual care group. They found an increased risk of complication from false-positive results with no reduction in ovarian cancer mortality [25,26,27]. Another randomized control trial that assessed the effect of screening on mortality was the UK Collaborative Trial of Ovarian Cancer Screening (UKCTOCS). Over 200,000 average-risk postmenopausal women were assigned to receive usual care, an annual TVUS, or an annual CA-125 screening with second-line TVUS. This study utilized the risk-of-ovarian-cancer algorithm, or ROCA. Instead of a fixed CA 125 level as employed in the PLCOCS, ROCA utilizes a woman’s established baseline CA 125 level and then evaluates for an increase or variation in level. This change point based on a woman’s age and baseline CA 125 is then used to calculate the individual risk of malignancy. The change in CA 125 profile may lead to an increase in screening sensitivity while maintaining a high specificity [28]. Enrollment for the UKCTOCS began in years 2001–2005 and the screening period was concluded in 2011. For primary invasive epithelial ovarian and tubal cancers, the sensitivity, specificity, and PPVs were 89.5, 99.8, and 35.1%, respectively, for MMS (multi-modal screening) and 75.0, 98.2, and 2.8%, respectively, for TVUS. There was a significant difference in specificity but not sensitivity between the two screening groups [29]. When the screening ended in 2011, the MMS group had a mortality reduction of 15% (p = 0.10) and the TVUS group 11% (p = 0.21) [30]. Also ending in 2011, a single-arm prospective study using ROCA to screen 4051 average-risk postmenopausal women was conducted by researchers in the US and compared to the UKCTOCS [23]. An annual CA-125 level placed patients into three categories based on the ROCA score: repeat CA-125 in a year (low risk), repeat CA-125 in three months (intermediate risk), or TVUS and referral to a gynecologic oncologist (high risk). The rate of referral to a three-month CA-125 was 5.8%, and less than 1% was placed in the high-risk category. The specificity was 99% and PPV was 40% compared to 35.1% in the UKCTOCS.



To assess women at high risk of ovarian cancer (>10%), the first large prospective trial of this population screened 3563 women in the United Kingdom Familial Ovarian Cancer Screening Study (UKFOCSS) [31]. Phase I involved annual CA-125 levels and a TVUS. A single cutoff value for CA-125 was set in premenopausal women as 35 IU/mL and in postmenopausal women as 30 IU/mL. The PPV of incident screening was 25.5%. Cancer detected in women who had not had screening the previous year was more likely to be > stage IIIc disease (p = 0.009). The median interval from detection screen to surgery was 79 days in the ovarian cancer patients. Protocol-driven follow-up time was implemented in Phase II of the UKFOCSS to decrease surgery delay. This portion of the study took place during the last two years. Screening in these women was increased to once every four months instead of annually. Only 42% of cancers detected were stage I/II, but 92% of all detected were able to be completely cytoreduced compared with 62% in Phase I [31].



In a large US trial published in 2017, data from the Cancer Genetics Network and Gynecological Oncology Group trials was used to screen 3692 high-risk women. CA-125 was measured every three months and assessed using ROCA [20]. If the new risk (of having ovarian cancer) was calculated at <1%, then a patient returned again in three months for CA-125. If significant increases in CA-125 above baseline placed a patient at intermediate risk (1–10%) then a TVUS was performed. High-risk (>10%) patients received a TVUS and referral to a gynecologic oncologist. The study had a specificity >90% and PPV of 4.6%. A total 50% of the ROCA-detected cases were caught before the standard cutoff value of 35 for CA-125. There was a promising 88% compliance rate in this high-frequency study. The screening trials are described in Table 2.



Table 2. Screening trials (condensed).







	

	
PLCOCS [24]

	
UKCTOCS Multimodal [30]

	
UKCTOCS Ultrasound [30]

	
Lu and Colleagues [23]

	
UKFOCSS (Phase I) [31]

	
Skates and Colleagues [20]






	
Objective

	
Mortality of ovarian cancer screening with CA-125 and TVUS

	
Assess the effect of ovarian cancer screening on mortality

	
Assess the effect of ovarian cancer screening on mortality

	
2-stage screening that evaluates change in CA-125 over time to estimate risk of ovarian cancer

	
Assess annual TVUS and CA-125 for high-risk women

	
Assess increased frequency screening using CA-125 determined by ROCA in high-risk women




	
Study design

	
RCT

	
RCT

	
RCT

	
Single-arm, prospective study

	
Prospective study

	
Prospective study




	
Screening strategy

	
Annual screening with CA-125 for 6 years and TVUS for 4 years

	
Annual CA-125 using ROCA→TVUS as second line

	
Annual screening using TVUS alone

	
ROCA→annual CA-125 or 3 month CA-125 or TVUS/gyn onc

	
Annual TVUS and CA-125

	
Q3 month CA-125 using ROCA→TVUS




	
Number screened

	
34,253

	
50,078

	
48,230

	
4051

	
3563

	
3692




	
Number of surgeries

	
1771

	
97

	
845

	
10

	
637

	
195




	
Number of invasive ovarian cancers

	
212

	
42

	
45

	
4

	
37

	
9




	
Number of borderline or low malignant potential tumors

	

	
8

	
20

	
2

	

	
1




	
PPV

	

	
35%

	
2.8%

	
40%

	
25.5%

	
4.6%




	
Specificity

	

	
99.8%

	
98.2%

	
99.9%

	
98.9%

	
92%











4. Risk-Reducing Surgical Options


Despite the developments in recent trials, there is still no effective ovarian cancer screening test for high-risk women. Therefore, RRSO remains the gold standard for women at high risk of developing ovarian cancer. ACOG and the SGO agree that RRSO in these women should be performed after completion of child bearing or by the age of 40 after discussing risks vs. benefits of surgery [12,13,14]. The risk by age 40 is about 3% and jumps to about 10% by the age of 50. It has been shown that RRSO can reduce the risk of ovarian cancer by 80% [32].



As a means to an alternative for patients not desiring surgery however, chemopreventive agents have been evaluated in high risk women. Chemoprevention has been defined as the inhibition of carcinogenesis using natural or synthetic agents [33,34]. Oral contraceptives may decrease ovarian cancer risk due to their inhibitory effects on ovulation or due to the apoptotic effect of progestins on the ovarian epithelium [34]. One of the largest case control studies to assess this effect of oral contraceptives found a reduced risk of ovarian cancer in carriers of BRCA1 mutations (odds ratio 0.56 (95% CI 0.45–0.71); p < 0.0001) and carriers of BRCA2 mutations (0.39 (95% CI 0.23–0.66); p = 0.0004) [35]. Some studies have also shown a slightly increased risk reduction of breast cancer with oral contraceptives in BRCA1 carriers [36]. A large meta-analysis did not find a statistically significant correlation between the increased breast cancer risk and oral contraceptive use in high risk patients [37]. There is currently not enough evidence to recommend the use of chemoprevention in place of risk reducing surgery in BRCA mutation carriers.



Despite risk reducing surgery prevailing as the gold standard for treatment, there are substantial risks to undergoing RRSO. If performed at the recommended age of 40, women will experience surgical menopause on average an entire decade earlier than women who retain their ovaries. Postmenopausal ovaries will continue to produce a low level of hormones, even in elderly women, that provides a protective effect. The dramatic drop in estrogen will cause vasomotor symptoms, loss of libido, and dyspareunia in 90% of premenopausal women [38]. In addition, it has been proven that the lack of estrogen is associated with increased risks of stroke, cardiovascular disease, osteoporosis, and neurological conditions, such as Parkinsonism and dementia [39,40,41,42]. Testosterone production also continues after menopause but is decreased by approximately 25% [43]. Testosterone has been shown to have an impact on sexual function and desire [44].



In light of these increased risks, research has been focusing on a less radical alternative to RRSO as the solution in high-risk women. The increase in RRSO procedures over the years and number of pathology specimens it has provided has led to improved knowledge of ovarian cancer development. The rate of RRSO specimens found to have an occult malignancy has been 3–8% [45,46]. The results from the Gynecologic Oncology Group (GOG) trial-0199 study that assessed the surgical intervention arm of a larger prospective screening study in high-risk women concluded that ovarian/tubal neoplasms occur in 2.6% of women undergoing RRSO [47], including 4.6% of BRCA1 carriers and 3.5% of BRCA2 carriers. A majority of these malignancies have been discovered in the fallopian tube and serous tubal intraepithelial carcinoma (STIC), leading to the hypothesis that the fimbriated end of the fallopian tube is the origin of most high-grade serous ovarian cancers [48,49]. In addition, it has been found that up to 96% of high-grade serous ovarian cancers have a TP53 loss, which is a feature of fallopian carcinogenesis, further supporting the theory [49,50,51]. The association between bilateral tubal ligation and a decrease in ovarian cancer has also already been established [52,53]. A recent meta-analysis demonstrated a reduction in ovarian cancer by 34% after tubal ligation, and the protective effect was confirmed up to 14 years after the surgery [54]. Another nested case-control study identified 194 serous epithelial ovarian cancer and peritoneal cancer cases and matched them with 388 controls. The cancer rate was decreased by 64% after tubal ligation compared to those with nonexcisional tubal sterilization [55]. A recent survey in Australia revealed that due to the increasing evidence supporting the link between ovarian cancer and fallopian tube origin, 70% of clinicians in Australia are now offering opportunistic bilateral salpingectomies to their low risk patients [56]. In 2017 ACOG also reaffirmed their recommendation for physicians to discuss bilateral salpingectomy in low risk women at time of hysterectomy to prevent ovarian cancer [57]. A large retrospective cohort study in British Columbia evaluated over 43,000 low risk women who underwent hysterectomy vs. hysterectomy with bilateral salpingectomy as well as women who underwent bilateral salpingectomy vs. tubal ligation. Operative time for bilateral salpingectomy with hysterectomy was on average 16 min longer by any approach, and in sterilization surgeries on average 10 min longer than tubal ligation alone [58]. There was no increase in length of hospital stay, hospital readmission, or blood transfusions. Based on these results the practice of opportunistic salpingectomy in low risk patients was deemed safe and very reasonable. The long term safety of bilateral salpingectomies is still being investigated. In a recent observational study, 79 low risk women that underwent a total laparoscopic hysterectomy with prophylactic bilateral salpingectomy were followed and no negative effects on ovarian function were observed three to five years after surgery [59].



With these research advancements and increasing implementation of bilateral salpingectomy in the low risk population, bilateral salpingectomy with ovarian retention is being considered by some as a temporary bridge in high-risk women. A radical fimbriectomy is a procedure involving removal of both fallopian tubes including the entire fimbriated end. This removal of the fimbrio–ovarian junction involving a small portion of the ovary also removes at-risk cancer precursors [60,61]. A bilateral salpingectomy with ovarian retention allows high-risk women who may have initially declined RRSO an alternative option that will delay menopause and preserve fertility, if desired, with the option of assisted reproductive technologies. Wide excision of fallopian tube tissue adjacent to the ovary has been shown to have no effect on ovarian reserve [62]. The surgery can be performed in most women with a simple laparoscopic technique that also allows for clinical inspection of the peritoneal cavity and ovaries. Moreover, the overall risk reduction of a radical fimbriectomy may be greater than expected due to the advanced stage at which most ovarian cancers are detected, which may be masking a true fallopian tube origin [63].



This lack of understanding about the true origin of ovarian cancers is also a potential problem with bilateral salpingectomy with ovarian retention if the fraction of true tubal origins is less than anticipated. Despite the “simple” label given to a laparoscopic procedure, the surgical morbidity is still of concern due to the need for a second surgery to remove the ovaries at a later date. The effect of breast cancer risk reduction is also diminished when the ovaries are not removed prior to menopause in BRCA carriers [64]. Lastly, this procedure may delay or prevent some high-risk women from ever undergoing complete RRSO, which still remains the gold standard of treatment.




5. Psychosocial Stress of BRCA Mutation Carriers


High-risk women are thus left with the choice of imperfect screening methods or invasive and life-altering surgery. An individual woman’s perception of risk versus actual risk of developing cancer is based on complex dynamics and influences. It has been shown in the study of other diseases that affective states such as worry, fear, and emotions tend to emerge as stronger predictors of behavior than cognitive risk [65]. Cognitive risk is created based on a woman’s existing knowledge and the objective findings given to her.



Due to the nature of BRCA mutation carriers’ increased frequency of screening, it was predicted that the likelihood of experiencing a false-positive test result may lead to increased perception of elevated cancer risk [66]. In this study done at the National Cancer Institute (NCI), women who experienced false-positive test results were found to experience transient emotional reactions that usually returned to baseline by one year post testing. Worry, however, which was measured using Lerman’s breast cancer worry scale, was shown to be a stronger predictor of risk perception than cognitive cancer worry. Those above the median for ovarian cancer worry had more than six times the odds of undergoing RRSO (OR = 6.15).



A systematic review that analyzed the psychological impact in BRCA mutation carriers also found that the anxiety and depression associated with the distress experienced in the first 12 months after genetic testing generally does not linger in the intermediate and long term [67].



To assess effects of identified cancer burden, a large Gynecologic Oncology Group (GOG) trial evaluated 2287 questionnaires in high risk women that measured worry, perceived cancer risk, risks vs. benefits, and quality of life. The more invasive RRSO option, which 40% of the participants chose, was associated with higher perceived risk and worry [68]. Half of all the participants estimated their lifetime ovarian cancer risk to be >50%, which is greater than the actual risk. Another study performed by the NCI evaluated how young BRCA carriers (average age 29) viewed their risk perception [69]. How they interpret meaning of their diagnosis from family and doctors contributed greatly towards decision making. The nononcologic components of perceived risk regarding assumptions and effect on family and children played a greater role than anticipated. Many of these young BRCA carriers chose screening over RRSO. These studies reflect a continued goal to help patients make an informed evidence-based decision.



In a large UK study, women who chose screening over RRSO will return to the surgical option many years after being diagnosed with BRCA status. This emphasized the need for close follow up, as decision making is often delayed in high-risk women. Postmenopausal women were 2.16 times more likely to choose RRSO [70]. The main factors affecting decision making were being postmenopausal, having a personal history of cancer, and having children. Another study that asked 21 high-risk women who discontinued routine screening and chose RRSO found that abnormal screening test results were the main deciding factor. The abnormal results prompted a discussion with the provider and a recalculation of risk, resulting in RRSO and supporting regular provider visits to revisit risk and options [71].



Investigators from MD Anderson reviewed 313 patient responses regarding satisfaction after RRSO and compared them to those who opted for periodic screening. Using the Satisfaction With Decision (SWD) scale, the median score was significantly higher in the RRSO group compared with the periodic screening group (p = 0.1) [72]. Lower satisfaction levels in women who chose periodic screening were associated with uncertainty and difficult decision making, perhaps due to the door left open for choice. The adverse effects of RRSO were surprisingly not associated with satisfaction level.



To evaluate the need for social support and how it impacts decision making, a group from Norway enrolled BRCA mutation carriers in an educational support group [73]. It was found that having a patient representative who was able to lead discussion and answer questions from a personal standpoint improved patient knowledge and led to an increased feeling of power over the situation. New questions were generated, and the opportunity to share thoughts and emotions with other carriers provided an emotional release, which has been shown to provide better treatment outcomes [74].




6. Conclusions


The current screening guidelines generally do not endorse routine screening in high risk patients. Nonetheless, screening with CA 125 and TVUS for ovarian cancer in these patients may be done beginning around 30–35 years of age with plans for eventual RRSO. Bilateral salpingectomy with ovarian retention is another potential option for interval treatment management in BRCA mutation carriers. The individualization of therapy options leads to a difficult decision compounded by worry and stress that may not be fully appreciated by practitioners. BRCA mutation carriers should be encouraged to maintain regular visits with their physicians to discuss current guidelines and their changing personal goals. The cancer risk should be discussed again at each encounter, and all patients should be given the option of incorporating a support group into the treatment plan to minimize misperceptions and address concerns that affect decision making.







Acknowledgments


The authors thank Shannon Clark for her assistance. No financial support was provided by any agency other than the authors’ respective academic departments.




Author Contributions


Kelsey E. Lewis was responsible for writing the original draft. Karen H. Lu contributed as project administrator and provided supervision. Amber M. Klimcazk participated as a supporting writer, reviewer, and editor. Samuel C. Mok made substantial contributions to conceptualization and supervision, as well as editing.




Conflicts of Interest


The authors declare no conflict of interest.




References


	1. 
Cancer Statistics Center. Available online: https://cancerstatisticscenter.cancer.org/#!/ (accessed on 10 September 2017).

	2. 
Jemal, A.; Siegel, R.; Xu, J.; Ward, E. Cancer statistics, 2010. CA Cancer J. Clin. 2010, 60, 277–300. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	3. 
Kuchenbaecker, K.B.; Hopper, J.L.; Barnes, D.R.; Phillips, K.; Mooij, T.M.; Roos-Blom, M.; Jervis, S.; van Leeuwen, F.E.; Milne, R.L.; Andrieu, N.; et al. Risks of breast, ovarian, and contralateral breast cancer for BRCA1 and BRCA2 mutation carriers. JAMA 2017, 317, 2402–2416. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	4. 
Antoniou, A.; Pharoah, P.D.; Narod, S.; Risch, H.A.; Eyfjord, J.E.; Hopper, J.L.; Loman, N.; Olsson, H.; Johannsson, O.; Borg, A.; et al. Erratum: Average risks of breast and ovarian cancer associated with BRCA1 or BRCA2 mutations detected in case Series unselected for family history: A combined analysis of 22 studies. Am. J. Hum. Genet. 2003, 73, 709. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	5. 
Chen, S.; Parmigiani, G. Meta-analysis of BRCA1 and BRCA2 penetrance. J. Clin. Oncol. 2007, 25, 1329–1333. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	6. 
Ford, D.; Easton, D.F.; Stratton, M.; Narod, S.; Goldgar, D.; Devilee, P.; Bishop, D.T.; Weber, B.; Lenoir, G.; Chang-Claude, J.; et al. Genetic heterogeneity and penetrance analysis of the BRCA1 and BRCA2 genes in breast cancer families. The Breast Cancer Linkage Consortium. Am. J. Hum. Genet. 1998, 62, 676–689. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	7. 
King, M.C.; Marks, J.H.; Mandell, J.B. Breast and ovarian cancer risks due to inherited mutations in BRCA1 and BRCA2. Science 2003, 302, 643–646. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	8. 
Daniels, M.S.; Lu, K.H. Genetic predisposition in gynecologic cancers. Semin. Oncol. 2016, 43, 543–547. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	9. 
Practice Bulletin No 182: Hereditary Breast and Ovarian Cancer Syndrome. Obstet. Gynecol. 2017, 130, e110–e126. [CrossRef]

	10. 
Risch, H.A.; McLaughlin, J.R.; Cole, D.E.; Rosen, B.; Bradley, L.; Kwan, E.; Jack, E.; Vesprini, D. J.; Kuperstein, G.; Abrahamson, J. L.; et al. Prevalence and penetrance of germline BRCA1 and BRCA2 mutations in a population series of 649 women with ovarian cancer. Am. J. Hum. Genet. 2001, 68, 700–710. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	11. 
Lakhani, S.R.; Manek, S.; Penault-Llorca, F.; Flanagan, A.; Arnout, L.; Merrett, S.; McGuffog, L.; Steele, D.; Devilee, P.; Klijn, J.G.; et al. Pathology of ovarian cancers in BRCA1 and BRCA2 carriers. Clin. Cancer Res. 2004, 10, 2473–2481. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	12. 
Practice Bulletin No. 182 Summary. Obstet. Gynecol. 2017, 130, 657–659. [CrossRef]

	13. 
Schorge, J.O.; Modesitt, S.C.; Coleman, R.L.; Cohn, D.E.; Kauff, N.D.; Duska, L.R.; Herzog, T.J. SGO White Paper on ovarian cancer: Etiology, screening and surveillance. Gynecol. Oncol. 2010, 119, 7–17. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	14. 
Daly, M.B.; Axilbund, J.E.; Bryant, E.; Buys, S.; Eng, C.; Friedman, S.; Esserman, L.J.; Farrell, C.D.; Ford, J.M.; Garber, J.E.; et al. Genetic/familial high-risk assessment: Breast and ovarian. J. Natl. Compr. Cancer Netw. 2006, 4, 156–176. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	15. 
Dilley, J.; Gentry-Maharaj, A.; Menon, U. Gynecological surveillance in high risk women. Minerva Ginecol. 2016, 68, 497–508. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	16. 
Moyer, V.A. Screening for ovarian cancer: U.S. Preventive Services Task Force reaffirmation recommendation statement. Ann. Intern. Med. 2012, 157, 900–904. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	17. 
Felder, M.; Kapur, A.; Gonzalez-Bosquet, J.; Horibata, S.; Heintz, J.; Albrecht, R.; Fass, L.; Kaur, J.; Hu, K.; Shojaei, H.; et al. MUC16 (CA125): Tumor biomarker to cancer therapy, a work in progress. Mol. Cancer 2014, 13, 129. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	18. 
Skates, S.J.; Xu, F.J.; Yu, Y.H.; Sjovall, K.; Einhorn, N.; Chang, Y.; Bast, R.C., Jr.; Knapp, R.C. Toward an optimal algorithm for ovarian cancer screening with longitudinal tumor markers. Cancer 1995, 76, 2004–2010. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	19. 
Fritsche, H.A.; Bast, R.C. CA 125 in ovarian cancer: Advances and controversy. Clin. Chem. 1998, 44, 1379–1380. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	20. 
Skates, S.J.; Greene, M.H.; Buys, S.S.; Mai, P.L.; Brown, P.H.; Piedmonte, M.; Rodriguez, G.C.; Schorge, J.O.; Sherman, M.; Daly, M.B.; et al. Early detection of ovarian cancer using the risk of ovarian cancer algorithm with frequent CA125 testing in women at increased familial risk—Combined results from two screening trials. Clin. Cancer Res. 2017, 23, 3628–3637. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	21. 
American College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists. Evaluation and management of adnexal masses. Practice Bulletin No. 174. Obstet. Gynecol. 2016, 128, e210–e226. [Google Scholar]

	22. 
Sainz de la Cuesta, R.; Goff, B.A.; Fuller, A.F., Jr.; Nikrui, N.; Eichhorn, J.H.; Rice, L.W. Prognostic importance of intraoperative rupture of malignant ovarian epithelial neoplasms. Obstet. Gynecol. 1994, 84, 1–7. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	23. 
Lu, K.H.; Skates, S.; Hernandez, M.A.; Bedi, D.; Bevers, T.; Leeds, L.; Moore, R.; Granai, C.; Harris, S.; Newland, W.; et al. A 2-stage ovarian cancer screening strategy using the Risk of Ovarian Cancer Algorithm (ROCA) identifies early-stage incident cancers and demonstrates high positive predictive value. Cancer 2013, 119, 3454–3461. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	24. 
Gohagan, J.K.; Prorok, P.C.; Hayes, R.B.; Kramer, B.S. The Prostate, Lung, Colorectal and Ovarian (PLCO) Cancer Screening Trial of the National Cancer Institute: History, organization, and status. Control. Clin. Trials 2000, 21, 251s–272s. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	25. 
Partridge, E.E.; Greenlee, R.T.; Riley, T.L.; Commins, J.; Ragard, L.; Xu, J.L.; Buys, S.S.; Prorok, P.C.; Fouad, M.N. Assessing the risk of ovarian malignancy in asymptomatic women with abnormal CA 125 and transvaginal ultrasound scans in the prostate, lung, colorectal, and ovarian screening trial. Obstet. Gynecol. 2013, 121, 25–31. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	26. 
Buys, S.S.; Partridge, E.; Black, A.; Johnson, C.C.; Lamerato, L.; Isaacs, C.; Reding, D.J.; Greenlee, R.T.; Yokochi, L.A.; Kessel, B.; et al. Effect of screening on ovarian cancer mortality: The Prostate, Lung, Colorectal and Ovarian (PLCO) Cancer Screening Randomized Controlled Trial. JAMA 2011, 305, 2295–2303. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	27. 
Buys, S.S.; Partridge, E.; Greene, M.H.; Prorok, P.C.; Reding, D.; Riley, T.L.; Hartge, P.; Fagerstrom, R.M.; Ragard, L.R.; Chia, D.; et al. Ovarian cancer screening in the Prostate, Lung, Colorectal and Ovarian (PLCO) cancer screening trial: Findings from the initial screen of a randomized trial. Am. J. Obstet. Gynecol. 2005, 193, 1630–1639. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	28. 
Skates, S. J. Ovarian cancer screening: Development of the risk of ovarian cancer algorithm (ROCA) and ROCA screening trials. Int. J. Gynecol. Cancer 2012, 22. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	29. 
Menon, U.; Gentry-Maharaj, A.; Hallett, R.; Ryan, A.; Burnell, M.; Sharma, A.; Lewis, S.; Davies, S.; Philpott, S.; Lopes, A.; et al. Sensitivity and specificity of multimodal and ultrasound screening for ovarian cancer, and stage distribution of detected cancers: Results of the prevalence screen of the UK Collaborative Trial of Ovarian Cancer Screening (UKCTOCS). Lancet Oncol. 2009, 10, 327–340. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	30. 
Jacobs, I.J.; Menon, U.; Ryan, A.; Gentry-Maharaj, A.; Burnell, M.; Kalsi, J.K.; Amso, N.N.; Apostolidou, S.; Benjamin, E.; Cruickshank, D.; et al. Ovarian cancer screening and mortality in the UK Collaborative Trial of Ovarian Cancer Screening (UKCTOCS): A randomised controlled trial. Lancet 2016, 387, 945–956. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	31. 
Rosenthal, A.N.; Fraser, L.; Manchanda, R.; Badman, P.; Philpott, S.; Mozersky, J.; Hadwin, R.; Cafferty, F.H.; Benjamin, E.; Singh, N.; et al. Results of annual screening in phase I of the United Kingdom familial ovarian cancer screening study highlight the need for strict adherence to screening schedule. J. Clin. Oncol. 2013, 31, 49–57. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	32. 
Finch, A.P.; Lubinski, J.; Moller, P.; Singer, C.F.; Karlan, B.; Senter, L.; Rosen, B.; Maehle, L.; Ghadirian, P.; Cybulski, C.; et al. Impact of oophorectomy on cancer incidence and mortality in women with a BRCA1 or BRCA2 mutation. J. Clin. Oncol. 2014, 32, 1547–1553. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	33. 
Tsao, A.S.; Kim, E.S.; Hong, W.K. Chemoprevention of Cancer. CA Cancer J. Clin. 2004, 54, 150–180. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	34. 
Hoekstra, A.; Gustavo, C.R. Chemoprevention of Ovarian Cancer. Cancer Treat. Res. Ovarian Cancer 2009. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	35. 
Mclaughlin, J.R.; Risch, H.A.; Lubinski, J.; Moller, P.; Ghadirian, P.; Lynch, H.; Karlan, B.; Fishman, D.; Rosen, B.; Neuhausen, S.L.; et al. Reproductive risk factors for ovarian cancer in carriers of BRCA1 or BRCA2 mutations: A case-control study. Lancet Oncol. 2007, 8, 26–34. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	36. 
Cibula, D.; Gompel, A.; Mueck, A.O.; La Vecchia, C.; Hannaford, P.C.; Skouby, S.O.; Zikan, M.; Dusek, L. Hormonal contraception and risk of cancer. Hum. Reprod. Update 2010, 16, 631–650. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	37. 
Moorman, P.G.; Havrilesky, L.J.; Gierisch, J.M.; Coeytaux, R.R.; Lowery, W.J.; Urrutia, R.P.; Dinan, M.; McBroom, A.J.; Hasselblad, V.; Sanders, G.D.; et al. Oral Contraceptives and risk of ovarian cancer and breast cancer among high-risk women: A systematic review and meta-analysis. J. Clin. Oncol. 2013, 31, 4188–4198. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	38. 
Sherwin, B.B.; Gelfand, M.M. The role of androgen in the maintenance of sexual functioning in oophorectomized women. Psychosom. Med. 1987, 49, 397–409. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	39. 
Parker, W.H. Bilateral oophorectomy versus ovarian conservation: Effects on long-term women’s health. J. Minim. Invasive Gynecol. 2010, 17, 17161–17166. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	40. 
Rocca, W.A.; Grossardt, B.R.; de Andrade, M.; Malkasian, G.D.; Melton, L.J., 3rd. Survival patterns after oophorectomy in premenopausal women: a population-based cohort study. Lancet Oncol. 2006, 7, 821–828. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	41. 
Rocca, W.A.; Bower, J.H.; Maraganore, D.M.; Ahlskog, J.E.; Grossardt, B.R.; de Andrade, M.; Melton, L.J., 3rd. Increased risk of cognitive impairment or dementia in women who underwent oophorectomy before menopause. Neurology 2007, 69, 1074–1083. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	42. 
Rocca, W.A.; Bower, J.H.; Maraganore, D.M.; Ahlskog, J.E.; Grossardt, B.R.; de Andrade, M.; Melton, L.J. Increased risk of parkinsonism in women who underwent oophorectomy before menopause. Neurology 2008, 70, 200–209. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	43. 
Speroff, L.; Marc, A.F. Menopause and the Perimenopausal Transition. Clinical Gynecologic Endocrinology and Infertility, 7th ed.; Lippincott Williams & Wilkins: Philadelphia, PA, USA, 2015; pp. 634–637. [Google Scholar]

	44. 
Somboonporn, W.; Davis, S.; Seif, M.W.; Bell, R. Testosterone for Peri- and Postmenopausal Women. Cochrane Database Sys. Rev. 2005, CD004509. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	45. 
Rebbeck, T.R.; Lynch, H.T.; Neuhausen, S.L.; Narod, M.D.; van’t Veer, L.; Garber, J.E.; Evans, G.; Isaacs, C.; Daly., M.B.; Matloff, E.; et al. Prophylactic oophorectomy in carriers of BRCA1 or BRCA2 mutations. N. Engl. J. Med. 2002, 346, 1616–1622. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	46. 
Powell, C.B.; Kenley, E.; Chen, L.M.; Crawford, B.; McLennan, J.; Zaloudek, C.; Komaromy, M.; Beattie, M.; Ziegler, J. Risk-reducing salpingo-oophorectomy in BRCA mutation carriers: Role of serial sectioning in the detection of occult malignancy. J. Clin. Oncol. 2005, 23, 127–132. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	47. 
Sherman, M.E.; Piedmonte, M.; Mai, P.L.; Ioffe, O.B.; Ronnett, B.M.; Van Le, L.; Ivanov, I.; Bell, M.C.; Blank, S.V.; DiSilvestro, P.; et al. Pathologic findings at risk-reducing salpingo-oophorectomy: Primary results from Gynecologic Oncology Group Trial GOG-0199. J. Clin. Oncol. 2014, 32, 3275–3283. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	48. 
Kurman, R.J.; Shih Ie, M. Molecular pathogenesis and extraovarian origin of epithelial ovarian cancer—Shifting the paradigm. Hum. Pathol. 2011, 42, 918–931. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	49. 
Long Roche, K.C.; Abu-Rustum, N.R.; Nourmoussavi, M.; Zivanovic, O. Risk-reducing salpingectomy: Let us be opportunistic. Cancer 2017, 123, 1714–1720. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	50. 
Andrews, L.; Mutch, D.G. Hereditary Ovarian Cancer and Risk Reduction. Best Pract. Res. Clin. Obstet. Gynaecol. 2017, 41, 31–48. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	51. 
Corzo, C.; Iniesta, M.D.; Patrono, M.G.; Lu, K.H.; Ramirez, P.T. Role of Fallopian Tubes in the Development of Ovarian Cancer. J. Minim. Invasive Gynecol. 2017, 24, 230–234. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	52. 
Gaitskell, K.; Coffey, K.; Green, J.; Pirie, K.; Reeves, G.K.; Ahmed, A.A.; Barnes, I.; Beral, V. Tubal ligation and incidence of 26 site-specific cancers in the Million Women Study. Br. J. Cancer 2016, 114, 1033–1037. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	53. 
Narod, S.A.; Sun, P.; Ghadirian, P.; Lynch, H.; Isaacs, C.; Garber, J.; Weber, B.; Karlan, B.; Fishman, D.; Rosen, B.; et al. Tubal ligation and risk of ovarian cancer in carriers of BRCA1 or BRCA2 mutations: A case-control study. Lancet 2001, 357, 1467–1470. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	54. 
Cibula, D.; Widschwendter, M.; Majek, O.; Dusek, L. Tubal ligation and the risk of ovarian cancer: Review and meta-analysis. Hum. Reprod. Update 2011, 17, 55–67. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	55. 
Lessard-Anderson, C.R.; Handlogten, K.S.; Molitor, R.J.; Dowdy, S.C.; Cilby, W.A.; Weaver, A.L.; Sauver, J.S.; Bakkum-Gamez, J.N. Effect of tubal sterilization technique on risk of serous epithelial ovarian and primary peritoneal carcinoma. Gynecol. Oncol. 2014, 135, 423–427. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	56. 
Kapurubandara, S.; Qin, V.; Gurram, D.; Anpalagan, A.; Merkur, H.; Hogg, R.; Brand, A. Opportunistic bilateral salpingectomy during gynaecological surgery for benign disease: A survey of current Australian practice. Aust. N. Z. J. Obstet. Gynaecol. 2015, 55, 606–611. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	57. 
Committee Opinion No. 620. Obstet. Gynecol. 2016, 127, 405. [CrossRef]

	58. 
Mcalpine, J.N.; Hanley, G.E.; Woo, M.M.; Tone, A.A.; Rozenberg, N.; Swenerton, K.D.; Gilks, C.B.; Finlayson, S.J.; Huntsman, D.G.; Miller, D.M.; et al. Opportunistic salpingectomy: Uptake, risks, and complications of a regional initiative for ovarian cancer prevention. Am. J. Obstet. Gynecol. 2014. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	59. 
Venturella, R.; Lico, D.; Borelli, M.; Imbrogno, M.G.; Cevenini, G.; Zupi, E.; Morelli, M. 3 to 5 Years Later: Long-term Effects of Prophylactic Bilateral Salpingectomy on Ovarian Function. J. Minim. Invasive Gynecol. 2017, 24, 145–150. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	60. 
Seidman, J.D.; Yemelyanova, A.; Zaino, R.J.; Kurman, R.J. The fallopian tube-peritoneal junction: A potential site of carcinogenesis. Int. J. Gynecol. Pathol. 2011, 30, 4–11. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	61. 
Leblanc, E.; Narducci, F.; Farre, I.; Peyrat, J.P.; Taieb, S.; Adenis, C.; Vennin, P. Radical fimbriectomy: A reasonable temporary risk-reducing surgery for selected women with a germ line mutation of BRCA 1 or 2 genes? Rationale and preliminary development. Gynecol. Oncol. 2011, 121, 472–476. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	62. 
Venturella, R.; Morelli, M.; Lico, D.; Di Cello, A.; Rocca, M.; Sacchinelli, A.; Mocciaro, R.; D’Alessandro, P.; Maiorana, A.; Gizzo, S.; et al. Wide excision of soft tissues adjacent to the ovary and fallopian tube does not impair the ovarian reserve in women undergoing prophylactic bilateral salpingectomy: Results from a randomized, controlled trial. Fertil. Steril. 2015, 104, 1332–1339. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	63. 
Greene, M.H.; Mai, P.L.; Schwartz, P.E. Does bilateral salpingectomy with ovarian retention warrant consideration as a temporary bridge to risk-reducing bilateral oophorectomy in BRCA1/2 mutation carriers? Am. J. Obstet. Gynecol. 2011, 204, 11–16. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	64. 
Kramer, J.L.; Velazquez, I.A.; Chen, B.E.; Rosenberg, P.S.; Struewing, J.P.; Greene, M.H. Prophylactic oophorectomy reduces breast cancer penetrance during prospective, long-term follow-up of BRCA1 mutation carriers. J. Clin. Oncol. 2005, 23, 8629–8635. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	65. 
Portnoy, D.B.; Kaufman, A.R.; Klein, W.M.; Doyle, T.A.; de Groot, M. Cognitive and affective perceptions of vulnerability as predictors of exercise intentions among people with type 2 diabetes. J. Risk Res. 2014, 17, 177–193. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	66. 
Portnoy, D.B.; Loud, J.T.; Han, P.K.; Mai, P.L.; Greene, M.H. Effects of false-positive cancer screenings and cancer worry on risk-reducing surgery among BRCA1/2 carriers. Health Psychol. 2015, 34, 709–717. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	67. 
Ringwald, J.; Wochnowski, C.; Bosse, K.; Giel, K.E.; Schaffeler, N.; Zipfel, S.; Teufel, M. Psychological Distress, Anxiety, and Depression of Cancer-Affected BRCA1/2 Mutation Carriers: A Systematic Review. J. Genet. Couns. 2016, 25, 880–891. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	68. 
Mai, P.L.; Piedmonte, M.; Han, P.K.; Moser, R.P.; Walker, J.L.; Rodriguez, G.; Boggess, J.; Rutherford, T.J.; Zivanovic, O.; Cohn, D.E.; et al. Factors Associated With Deciding Between Risk-Reducing Salpingo-oophorectomy and Ovarian Cancer Screening Among High-Risk Women Enrolled in GOG-0199: An NRG Oncology/Gynecologic Oncology Group Study. Obstet. Gynecol. Surv. 2017, 72, 336–337. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	69. 
Hoskins, L.M.; Roy, K.M.; Greene, M.H. Toward a new understanding of risk perception among young female BRCA1/2 “previvors”. Fam. Syst. Health 2012, 30, 32–46. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	70. 
Manchanda, R.; Burnell, M.; Abdelraheim, A.; Johnson, M.; Sharma, A.; Benjamin, E.; Brunell, C.; Saridogan, E.; Gessler, S.; Oram, D.; et al. Factors influencing uptake and timing of risk reducing salpingo-oophorectomy in women at risk of familial ovarian cancer: A competing risk time to event analysis. BJOG 2012, 119, 527–536. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	71. 
Lifford, K.J.; Clements, A.; Fraser, L.; Lancastle, D.; Brain, K. Catalysts to withdrawal from familial ovarian cancer screening for surgery and reactions to discontinued screening: A qualitative study. Fam. Cancer 2013, 12, 19–26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	72. 
Westin, S.N.; Sun, C.C.; Lu, K.H.; Schmeler, K.M.; Soliman, P.T.; Lacour, R.A.; Johnson, K.G.; Daniels, M.S.; Arun, B.K.; Peterson, S.K.; et al. Satisfaction with ovarian carcinoma risk-reduction strategies among women at high risk for breast and ovarian carcinoma. Cancer 2011, 117, 2659–2667. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	73. 
Myklebust, M.; Gjengedal, E.; Stromsvik, N. Experience of Norwegian Female BRCA1 and BRCA2 Mutation-Carrying Participants in Educational Support Groups: A Qualitative Study. J. Genet. Couns. 2016, 25, 1198–1206. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	74. 
Esplen, M.J.; Hunter, J.; Leszcz, M.; Warner, E.; Narod, S.; Matcalfe, K.; Glendon, G.; Butler, K.; Liede, A.; Young, M.A.; et al. A multicenter study of supportive-expressive group therapy for women with BRCA1/BRCA2 mutations. Cancer 2004, 101, 2327–2340. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]













© 2018 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).






nav.xhtml


  cancers-10-00057


  
    		
      cancers-10-00057
    


  




  





media/file0.png





