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MAIN RECOMMENDATIONS

1 ESGE/ESGAR recommend computed tomographic colo-
nography (CTC) as the radiological examination of choice
for the diagnosis of colorectal neoplasia.

Strong recommendation, high quality evidence.
ESGE/ESCGAR do not recommend barium enema in this
setting.

Strong recommendation, high quality evidence.

2 ESGE/ESGAR recommend CTC, preferably the same or
next day, if colonoscopy is incomplete. The timing depends
on an interdisciplinary decision including endoscopic and
radiological factors.

Strong recommendation, low quality evidence.
ESGE/ESGAR suggests that, in centers with expertise in and
availability of colon capsule endoscopy (CCE), CCE prefer-
ably the same or the next day may be considered if colonos-
copy is incomplete.

Weak recommendation, low quality evidence.

3 When colonoscopy is contraindicated or not possible,
ESGE/ESGAR recommend CTC as an acceptable and equally
sensitive alternative for patients with alarm symptoms.
Strong recommendation, high quality evidence.

Because of lack of direct evidence, ESGE/ESGAR do not re-
commend CCE in this situation.

Very low quality evidence.

ESGE/ESGAR recommend CTC as an acceptable alternative
to colonoscopy for patients with non-alarm symptoms.
Strong recommendation, high quality evidence.

In centers with availability, ESGE/ESGAR suggests that CCE
may be considered in patients with non-alarm symptoms.
Weak recommendation, low quality evidence.

4 Where there is no organized fecal immunochemical test
(FIT)-based population colorectal screening program,
ESGE/ESGAR recommend CTC as an option for colorectal
cancer screening, providing the screenee is adequately in-
formed about test characteristics, benefits, and risks, and
depending on local service- and patient-related factors.
Strong recommendation, high quality evidence.
ESGE/ESGAR do not suggest CCE as a first-line screening
test for colorectal cancer.

Weak recommendation, low quality evidence.

5 ESGE/ESGAR recommend CTC in the case of a positive fe-
cal occult blood test (FOBT) or FIT with incomplete or un-
feasible colonoscopy, within organized population screen-
ing programs.

Strong recommendation, moderate quality evidence.
ESGE/ESGAR also suggest the use of CCE in this setting
based on availability.

Weak recommendation, moderate quality evidence.

6 ESGE/ESGAR suggest CTC with intravenous contrast
medium injection for surveillance after curative-intent
resection of colorectal cancer only in patients in whom
colonoscopy is contraindicated or unfeasible

Weak recommendation, low quality evidence.

There is insufficient evidence to recommend CCE in this set-
ting.

Very low quality evidence.

7 ESGE/ESGAR suggest CTC in patients with high risk polyps
undergoing surveillance after polypectomy only when colo-
noscopy is unfeasible.

Weak recommendation, low quality evidence.

There is insufficient evidence to recommend CCE in post-
polypectomy surveillance.

Very low quality evidence.

8 ESGE/ESGAR recommend against CTC in patients with
acute colonic inflammation and in those who have recently
undergone colorectal surgery, pending a multidisciplinary
evaluation.

Strong recommendation, low quality evidence.

9 ESGE/ESGAR recommend referral for endoscopic polypec-
tomy in patients with at least one polyp=6mm detected at
CTCor CCE.

Follow-up CTC may be clinically considered for 6-9-mm
CTC-detected lesions if patients do not undergo polypecto-
my because of patient choice, comorbidity, and/or low risk
profile for advanced neoplasia.

Strong recommendation, moderate quality evidence.
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ABBREVIATIONS

ANDR  advanced neoplasia detection rate

CCE colon capsule endoscopy (CCE-1, first genera-
tion; CCE-2, second generation)

CcT computed tomography

CTC computed tomographic colonography

DCBE  double-contrast barium enema

ECCO European Cancer Organisation

ECF extracolonic finding

ESGAR European Society of Gastrointestinal and
Abdominal Radiology
ESGE European Society of Gastrointestinal Endoscopy

FIT fecal immunochemical test

FOBT  fecal occult blood test

GRADE Grading of Recommendations Assessment,
Development and Evaluation

IBD inflammatory bowel disease

NPV negative predictive value

OR odds ratio
PEG polyethylene glycol

PICO population, intervention, comparison/control,
outcome

PPV positive predictive value

RCT randomized controlled trial

SIGGAR Special Interest Group in Gastrointestinal and

Abdominal Radiology

SOURCE AND SCOPE

This is an update of the 2014-15 Guideline of the Euro-
pean Society of Gastrointestinal Endoscopy (ESGE) and
the European Society of Gastrointestinal and Abdominal
Radiology (ESGAR). It addresses the clinical indications
for the use of imaging alternatives to standard colonos-
copy. A targeted literature search was performed to eval-
uate the evidence supporting the use of computed tomo-
graphic colonography (CTC) or colon capsule endoscopy
(CCE). The Grading of Recommendations Assessment,
Development and Evaluation (GRADE) system was adop-
ted to define the strength of recommendations and the
quality of evidence.

Introduction

Colorectal cancer represents a major cause of cancer-related
morbidity and mortality in European countries [1]. Colonosco-
py has a pivotal role in early diagnosis and colorectal cancer
prevention because of its high accuracy for detection of pre-
cancerous lesions as well as the possibility to remove them
[2-6]. Despite incremental technical improvement, colonos-
copy is still incomplete in a proportion of patients due to pa-
tient and/or endoscopist-related factors. Furthermore, patients

may be reluctant to undergo a procedure, namely colonoscopy,
that is still perceived as painful, despite the availability of seda-
tion or anesthesia [7].

Computed tomographic colonography (CTC) and colon cap-
sule endoscopy (CCE) have been proposed as alternative ima-
ging modalities to explore the colonic mucosa. CTC is a non-
invasive imaging method that uses computed tomography for
data acquisition combined with specialized imaging software
to examine the colon [8, 9]. CCE, introduced several years later
[10], is a painless and radiation-free alternative for the study of
the entire colon, in which an ingestible, wireless, disposable
capsule is used to explore the colon without sedation or gas
insufflation.

In this document, the European Society of Gastrointestinal
Endoscopy (ESGE) and the European Society of Gastrointestinal
and Abdominal Radiology (ESGAR) have updated the previously
published guidelines on CTC [11] and CCE [12] and incorpora-
ted new evidence.

Methods

ESGE and ESGAR commissioned the update of this guideline
and appointed two guideline leaders (C.S., D.R.), who invited
the listed authors to participate in the project development.
The key questions were prepared by the coordinating team
using PICO methodology (population, intervention, compari-
son/control, outcome) [13] and were then approved by the
other members. The coordinating team formed task force sub-
groups, based on the statements of the previous guideline,
each with its own leader, and divided the key topics among
these task forces (Appendix 1s, see online-only Supplementary
Material) with a specific focus on the update of literature and
revision of the statements. The work included telephone con-
ferences, a face-to-face meeting and online discussions.

The task forces conducted a literature search using Medline
(via Pubmed) and the Cochrane Central Register of Controlled
Trials up to November 2019.New evidence on each key ques-
tion was summarized in tables using the Grading of Recommen-
dations Assessment, Development and Evaluation (GRADE) sys-
tem [14]. Grading depends on the balance between the bene-
fits and risk or burden of any health intervention [15] (Appen-
dix 2s). Further details on ESGE guideline development have
been reported elsewhere [16].

This Guideline applies only to patients undergoing screening
or with suspicion of colorectal neoplasia, whilst the role of
these techniques in inflammatory bowel disease (IBD) is out-
side the purpose of this guideline. Technical issues for each
technique are considered in Appendix 3s.

The results of the search and guideline statements were
presented to all members of the project group during a face-
to-face meeting in Vienna, Austria on November 4th, 2019,
and were voted on. Consensus was defined as an agreement of
at least 80% (Appendix 4s). If consensus was not reached dur-
ing the first voting session, agreement was sought after further
discussion and the modified statement was voted on again,
until consensus was reached. After this meeting, drafts were
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made by the chairs of each task force and distributed between
the task force members for revision.

In February 2020, a draft prepared by C.S.and D.R. and the
chairs of all the task forces was sent to all group members. After
agreement of all members, the manuscript was reviewed by
two external reviewers and was sent for further comments to
the ESGE and ESGAR national societies and individual members.
After this, the manuscript was submitted to the journals Euro-
pean Radiology and Endoscopy for publication. The final revised
manuscript was agreed upon by all the authors. This Guideline
was issued in 2020 and will be considered for update in 2025.
Any interim updates will be noted on the ESGE website: http://
www.esge.com/esge-guidelines.html.

The Appraisal of Guidelines, Research and Evaluation
(AGREE) checklist is provided in Appendix 5s.

1.Radiological imaging for the diagnosis
of colorectal neoplasia

RECOMMENDATION

ESGE/ESGAR recommend CTC as the radiological exami-
nation of choice for the diagnosis of colorectal neoplasia.
Strong recommendation, high quality evidence.
ESGE/ESGAR do not recommend barium enema in this
setting.

Strong recommendation, high quality evidence.

CTC has been considered the best radiological examination
for the diagnosis of colorectal neoplasia. The accuracy for both
colorectal cancer and large/advanced polyps has shown to be
similar to that of optical colonoscopy in symptomatic and
asymptomatic patients and clearly superior to that of barium
enema [11].

The literature review provides further evidence to support
this statement. Two new European randomized trials [17,18]
and an evaluation of follow-up [19] have shown detection rates
for advanced neoplasia being similar to those of optical colo-
noscopy in asymptomatic individuals invited for screening. A
systematic review has shown the rate of interval cancers after
a negative CTC (4.5%) compares favorably with that following
optical colonoscopy (3%-9%) [20]. In a Japanese multicenter
trial, including 1177 patients, sensitivities and specificities of
over 90% were achieved for detection of colorectal neoplasia
>9mm by CTC [21].

CTC s superior to double-contrast barium enema (DCBE) for
detection of colorectal cancer and large polyps [22]. A review of
the recent literature shows no new studies that specifically
evaluated the performance of DCBE for the detection of colo-
rectal neoplasia, nor does it provide new evidence supporting
the primary use of DCBE for this indication. The continuing
decrease in the use of DCBE [21] may further negatively affect
its performance quality. Barium studies have also been mainly
replaced by either endoscopic or cross-sectional imaging

techniques for the evaluation of non-neoplastic conditions
such as inflammatory bowel disease (IBD) [23].

Water-soluble contrast enemas are, however, still used in
clinical practice for a relatively narrow spectrum of indications.
These indications include mainly imaging of post-surgical sites
and detection of anastomotic leaking. They vary, depending on
local experience and clinical practice. Some of these indica-
tions, however, are debated.

2.Completion of a previously incomplete
colonoscopy

RECOMMENDATION

ESGE/ESGAR recommend CTC, preferably the same or
next day, if colonoscopy is incomplete. The timing de-
pends on an interdisciplinary decision including endo-
scopic and radiological factors.

Strong recommendation, low quality evidence.
ESGE/ESGAR suggests that, in centers with expertise in
and availability of CCE, CCE preferably the same or the
next day may be considered if colonoscopy is incomplete.
Weak recommendation, low quality evidence.

Incomplete colonoscopy for neoplastic lesions-CTC

Almost all cases of incomplete optical colonoscopy due to oc-
clusive cancer can be examined successfully with CTC [24,25]
and one study showed that preoperative CTC, after an incom-
plete optical colonoscopy, contributed to a change in the surgi-
cal plan in 14 of 65 patients (21.5%). Up to 35.1% (range
22.3%-45.4%) of synchronous neoplasms occur in one or
more different segments from the distal tumor so their detec-
tion will change management in a significant number of pa-
tients [26].

Incomplete colonoscopy for non-neoplastic
lesions-CTC

Abdominal symptoms may be due to non-neoplastic colonic
conditions, for which both CTC and colonoscopy may be useful.
Diverticulosis is more commonly demonstrated at CTC than co-
lonoscopy [27], although the relationship between diverticulo-
sis and symptoms is less clear. Colonoscopy is more sensitive for
the detection of colitis and anal pathology [27]; furthermore it
offers the possibility of tissue sampling.

In non-obstructing lesions, colonoscopy should be the pre-
ferred modality [28]. Colonoscopy allows biopsies and removal
of most benign lesions during the same procedure. If active co-
litis is identified at incomplete colonoscopy, it is reasonable to
repeat colonoscopy to facilitate serial colonic biopsies. More-
over, areas of colitis-related dysplasia will be missed at CTC. If
there is an obstructing lesion, it is reasonable to refer for CTC.

In the setting of incomplete colonoscopy because of factors
such pelvic postoperative adhesions, strictures due to diverti-
cular disease/inflammatory processes, and/or refractory loop-
ing, colonoscopy is less likely to be successful. If pain/spasm is
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the main reason for incomplete colonoscopy, then either re-
peating the procedure with more sedation or CTC are both
reasonable options.

Timing of CTC after incomplete colonoscopy

The timing of CTC after incomplete colonoscopy depends on an
interdisciplinary decision including endoscopic and radiological
factors. O’Shea et al. [29] recently assessed 245 same-day,
post-incomplete colonoscopy CTC studies, with routine bowel
preparation and 30ml diatrizoate tagging agent. The mean
time from ingestion of tagging agent to CTC was 4 hours 26
minutes. Contrast reached the left hemicolon in 84% of pa-
tients; and 99% of studies were considered diagnostically ade-
quate. The effectiveness of reduced 2-hour iodinated contrast
preparation was evaluated by Chang et al. [30] who found that
a reduced 2-hour iodinated preparation failed to reach the left
hemicolon in 26 % of patients. Although Theis et al. [31] sug-
gest that separate CTC is superior for this reason, the vast ma-
jority of patients can have a diagnostic study when same-day
CTCis performed with a minor increase in the time interval be-
tween optical colonoscopy and CTC. In situations where the left
hemicolon has been well visualized by optical colonoscopy, the
same consideration could be given to reduced preparation
time; a thought echoed by other authors [32].

Clinically suspected perforation, possibly moderate/severe
diverticulitis, or moderate/severe colitis are contraindications
to same-day CTC [29, 33]. Same-day CTC may be ill-advised
after hot snare (snare cautery) or endoscopic mucosal resec-
tion (EMR). Lara et al. [34] looked at 198 patients who had
same-day CTC (3% of 6260 colonoscopies). They found that 72
polypectomies had been performed in 34 patients (17 %). There
were no reported complications or perforations associated with
same-day CTCs, suggesting that CTC is safe when performed on
the same day as the procedure.

Incomplete colonoscopy - CCE
(See also Appendix 6s)

In the case of non-neoplastic obstruction, CCE can be con-
sidered as an alternative to CTC to explore proximal colonic
segments. Seven studies using second-generation CCE (CCE-2)
have been reported in the literature. Overall, visualization of
colonic segments not reached by previous colonoscopy was ob-
tained in 75%-100% of cases with CCE-2 [35-41] and 85%—
93 % with first-generation CCE (CCE-1) [42-44], with signifi-
cant findings in 24 %-100% in CCE-2 studies, and 34%-59% in
CCE-1 studies.

Spada et al. [39] in a prospective, single-blinded, head-to-
head study compared CTC with CCE in patients with incomplete
colonoscopy. In this study, CCE identified 26-mm polyps in
24.5% of patients (95%Cl 16.6%-34.4%) and CTC in 12.2%
(95%Cl 6.8%—-20.8%), with a relative sensitivity of 2.0 (95%Cl
1.34-2.98), which indicated a significant increase in sensitivity
for lesions 26 mm when using CCE. Stratifying the analysis for
larger polyps, CCE detected = 10-mm polyps in 5.1% of patients
(95%Cl 1.9%-12.1%) and CTC in 3.1% (95%Cl 0.8%-9.3%),
with a relative sensitivity of 1.67 (95 %Cl 0.69-4.00). Both pro-

cedures, namely CTC and CCE, showed similar high positive
predictive values (PPVs).

Timing of CCE after incomplete colonoscopy

The optimal timing of CCE after incomplete colonoscopy is still
unclear. Two studies analyzed the possibility of performing CCE
on the same day after an incomplete colonoscopy. Hussey et al.
[36] used sodium phosphate booster plus 1L of gastrografin to
perform CCE-2 on the same day after the incomplete colonos-
copy, with an overall completion rate of 76%, a full colonic
visualization in 84 %, and a mean colon passage time of 233
minutes. Image quality was considered suboptimal in 9% of
patients.

In the other study, Triantafyllou et al. [42] used 1L polyethy-
lene glycol (PEG) plus 2 tablets of domperidone as bowel prep-
aration and sodium phosphate as booster to perform CCE-1 the
same day after the incomplete colonoscopy. The overall com-
pletion rate was 90.7 %, while a complete colonic visualization
was obtained in 76% of patients. Quality of preparation was
considered adequate in 60.3% and 63.4% in the right and left
colonic segments, respectively.

3. Patients with symptoms suggestive
of colorectal cancer

RECOMMENDATION

When colonoscopy is contraindicated or not possible,
ESGE/ESGAR recommend CTC as an acceptable and equal-
ly sensitive alternative for patients with alarm symptoms
suggestive of colorectal cancer.

Strong recommendation, high quality evidence.

Due to lack of direct evidence, ESGE/ESGAR do not recom-
mend CCE in this situation.

Very low quality evidence.

ESGE/ESGAR recommend CTC as an acceptable alternative
to colonoscopy for patients with non-alarm symptoms.
Strong recommendation, high quality evidence.

In centers with availability, ESGE/ESGAR suggests that CCE
may be considered in patients with non-alarm symptoms.
Weak recommendation, low quality evidence.

Patients with abdominal symptoms suggestive of colorectal
cancer require detailed investigation, since neither clinical ex-
amination nor fecal testing reliably excludes colorectal cancer
[45]. The ideal test would also diagnose non-neoplastic condi-
tions responsible for the symptoms (both within the colon
and|or extracolonic).

Colorectal neoplasia detection-CTC

In a recent meta-analysis including 34 studies for a total of
41680 participants, CTC sensitivity for detection of colorectal
cancer was 93% among older patients (>65 years) and 92%
among younger patients [46]. These data and the results of
the Special Interest Group in Gastrointestinal and Abdominal
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Radiology (SIGGAR) trial [27] suggest that CTC and colonosco-
py have similar sensitivity for detecting colorectal cancer and
large polyps in symptomatic patients. Small polyps (6-9 mm)
and diminutive polyps (<5mm) are less relevant in symptomat-
ic patients, since they cannot explain the patient’s symptoms.

Extracolonic findings (ECFs)

ECFs are common in symptomatic patients. A recent meta-anal-
ysis [47] reported an incidence of potentially significant ECFs of
5.2% in a cohort with symptoms and of 2.8 % in a cohort of pa-
tients without symptoms. In patients with ECFs, the rate of re-
commended further work-up was 8.2%. In the SIGGAR trial
59.6% of patients had at least one extracolonic finding at CTC
and the proportion increased with age; a total of 149 patients
(8.5%) underwent further work-up.In the same trial [22], sig-
nificantly more patients randomized to CTC underwent addi-
tional investigation than colonoscopy (30% vs. 8.2%; P<0.001)
raising concerns of additional costs for CTC. However, of the
1634 patients that underwent CTC, 72 (4.4 %) were diagnosed
with extracolonic malignancy. Overall in the SIGGAR trial, total
costs of CTC and colonoscopy were similar [48].

Colorectal neoplasia detection - CCE

Few studies evaluated the role of CCE in patients at high risk for
colorectal cancer, with abdominal or alarm symptoms (rectal
bleeding, anemia, weight loss, intestinal subocclusion). One
prospective, single-center study [41] included 67 patients at
risk of colorectal cancer, unable or unwilling to undergo colo-
noscopy, who underwent CCE. Colonic and ECFs were detected
in 23 patients (34%, 95%Cl 21.6 %-44.1%). Of these, six pa-
tients were diagnosed with cancer, comprising 4 colon cancers,
1 gastric cancer, and 1 small-bowel cancer. The CCE findings
were confirmed after surgery in all patients.

CCE might be considered as an alternative diagnostic tool in
this setting. However, the evidence was considered insufficient
to recommend CCE in patients with alarm symptoms. In pa-
tients with non-alarm symptoms [49] CCE can be considered,
this being a weak recommendation.

4.CTC and CCE and screening
for colorectal cancer

RECOMMENDATION

Where there is no organized fecal immunochemical test
(FIT)-based population colorectal screening program,
ESGE/ESGAR recommend CTC as an option for colorectal
cancer screening, providing the screenee is adequately
informed about test characteristics, benefits, and risks,
and depending on local service- and patient-related
factors.

Strong recommendation, high quality evidence.
ESGE/ESGAR do not suggest CCE as a first-line screening
test for colorectal cancer.

Weak recommendation, low quality evidence.

CTCin screening: participation

Between 2009 and 2014 three European randomized popula-
tion screening trials have been performed. These trials respec-
tively compared primary CTC screening testing to colonoscopy
(Colonoscopy or Colonography for Screening [COCOS] trial
[50], and the SAVE trial [17]), to sigmoidoscopy (the PROTEUS
trial [18]) and to FIT (SAVE [17]). Participation rates were: 34%
and 22 % for CTC and colonoscopy, respectively, in the COCOS
trial; 30% and 27 % for CTC and sigmoidoscopy, respectively, in
the PROTEUS trial; and 28% and 50% respectively for CTC and
FIT in the SAVE trial. In the PROTEUS trials, participation was
higher in men than in women (35% vs. 27 %). Invitation and
preparation modalities, which differed between trials, may
have affected participation rates [51].

In the COCOS trial almost half of the nonparticipants made
an informed decision on participation as they were provided
with adequate knowledge of colorectal cancer and colorectal
cancer screening, and showed a positive attitude towards
screening, but nevertheless declined participation; this sug-
gested that additional barriers to participation were present
[50]. In the PROTEUS trial the two main factors affecting parti-
cipation were screening-related anxiety and belief that screen-
ing is ineffective [52].

CTCin screening: detection rate and yield

In the COCOS trial, advanced neoplasia detection rate (ANDR)
per 100 participants was lower for CTC than colonoscopy (6.1
persons vs. 8.7) [50]. However, 6-9-mm polyps detected by
CTC underwent surveillance, and with subsequent resections
the ANDR for CTC (8.6%) was similar to that of colonoscopy
[53]. In the SAVE trial, the CTC ANDR was 4.9-5.5 (depending
on bowel preparation) versus 7.2 for colonoscopy, and 1.7 for
one round of FIT [17]. In the PROTEUS trial, CTC ANDR was sim-
ilar to that of sigmoidoscopy (5.1 vs. 4.7 per 100 participants)
[18].

However, due to higher CTC participation, in the COCOS
trial, ANDR per 100 invitees for CTC (2.1) was similar to that of
colonoscopy (1.9), and higher (2.9%) when 6-9-mm polyps
were included. A slightly higher per-invitee ANDR was also ob-
served for CTC compared with colonoscopy in the SAVE trial
(1.4 vs. 1.1 per 100 invitees) and compared with sigmoidosco-
py in the PROTEUS trial (1.6 vs. 1.3 invitees).

In the case of serrated adenomas, the diagnostic yield of co-
lonoscopy was 5 times higher than that of CTC. This is relevant,
since approximately 10%-20% of colorectal cancer develops
from the serrated pathway [54].

The PROTEUS trial also reported a lower ANDR for CTC in the
distal colon compared with sigmoidoscopy (2.9% vs. 3.9%).

Acceptability of CTC screening

As noted above, randomized controlled trial (RCT) data sug-
gests that in general, participation rates for CTC are higher
than for colonoscopy or sigmoidoscopy. In the PROTEUS trial,
only a small percentage of attendees would not recommend
CTC to friends or relatives (6.7%) and would not repeat the
test in the future if invited (7.2%) [52]. However, these rates
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were significantly higher than in the flexible sigmoidoscopy
arm. Bowel preparation was considered the most negative as-
pect of the process, with 17.9% having moderate or severe dis-
comfort, and pain being perceived by 16.8 %. Sali et al. [55] re-
ported no preparation-related symptoms in 88 % of interviewed
screenees undergoing reduced bowel preparation compared to
70% of those undergoing full bowel preparation and an im-
proved participation rate in the former group.

Safety of CTC screening
Adverse events

The risk of major adverse events due to the CTC examination it-
self (including the bowel preparation) is low and likely lower
than for colonoscopy [27, 56-58]. In a meta-analysis [59] in-
cluding 103399 asymptomatic and symptomatic patients, the
CTC overall perforation rate was estimated to be 0.04%; the
rate was 19-fold higher in symptomatic compared with screen-
ing individuals. In a randomized trial comparing CTC with colo-
noscopy screening, serious adverse events were comparable for
both procedures (0.2% for CTC; 0.3% for colonoscopy) [50].
Adverse events of CTC screening should also take into account
those related to colonoscopy following a positive result; it
would be expected that these would be similar to those ob-
served in randomized trials of fecal occult blood testing
(FOBT) and of flexible sigmoidoscopy screening [60].

Radiation risk in screening

The topic has been covered in the previous Guideline [11].
Dose-reducing CTC protocols using iterative reconstruction al-
gorithms and lower tube voltage are increasingly being imple-
mented, leading to doses of less than 1 mSv [61].

ECFs in CTC screening

ECFs may be identified in up to half of asymptomatic screenees
[62-64] with additional work-up required and rising costs for
the screening programs. However, when only indeterminate
but likely unimportant (“E3”) findings and potentially impor-
tant (“E4”) ECFs are considered, the rate is significantly lower.
In the European COCOS trial and in a large opportunistic CTC
screening series in the USA, the prevalence of E3 +E4 ECFs was
around 11%, with rates of E4 ECFs being only 1.2%-5% [2,3,
51,52]. Potentially important ECFs included aortic aneurysms,
solid or complex cystic renal lesions, pancreatic masses, adnex-
al masses, and noncalcified lung nodules > 10 mm.

In the PROTEUS trial, findings were reviewed by two experi-
enced radiologists to identify ECFs that needed additional ex-
amination. With this approach the prevalence of ECFs requiring
further work-up was 1.2 %.

Cost and cost - effectiveness of CTC screening

Costs per participant of a population-based screening program
with CTC, including the invitation process, were €169 in the
Netherlands [65] and €197 in Italy [66]; average costs per par-
ticipant with advanced neoplasia were respectively €2773 [65]
and €3777 [66].

Other than average cost per participant, the cost- effective-
ness of a screening test is dependent on participation rate and
on the number of screening rounds. According to Meulen et al.
[67], who based their analysis on unit costs and participation
rates in the COCOS trial, CTC was the most cost-effective strat-
egy in participants who underwent more than 2 lifetime
screens and was the preferred test for willingness-to-pay
thresholds of €3200 per quality-adjusted life-year (QALY)
gained. However, with equal participation, colonoscopy was
the preferred test independent of willingness-to-pay thresh-
olds. Meulen et al. [67] did not include ECFs in their cost- effec-
tiveness analysis, stating that long-term follow-up data are
lacking. A sensitivity analysis was performed, treating ECFs as
pure costs, or potentially cost-saving via detection of aortic an-
eurysms. In both scenarios CTC remained dominant over colo-
noscopy assuming more than 2 lifetime screens.

In a recent systematic review, CTC every 5 to 10 years was
shown to be more cost-effective than no screening [68]. Robust
cost- effectiveness data comparing CTC with stool-based tests,
notably FIT, are not yet available.

CTC as a primary screening modality
for colorectal cancer: conclusions

In average-risk individuals, screening CTC achieves an ANDR at
least matching those of colonoscopy and flexible sigmoidos-
copy, in part secondarily to increased participation. The full im-
pact of ECFs, both medically and economically, remains un-
known, although the prevalence of ECFs potentially requiring
further work-up is 11% or less in European screening popula-
tions. Sensitivity analysis based on one European screening trial
suggests that even when ECFs are incorporated, CTC remains
more cost-effective than colonoscopy if more than 2 lifetime
screens are done. Full cost - effectiveness data from trials com-
paring CTC with flexible sigmoidoscopy and FIT are however
awaited. Although radiation exposure is a drawback, this dis-
advantage seems to be overemphasized especially given the
current reduction in radiation exposure with CTC.

Based on these considerations, CTC is not recommended as
the primary test for population colorectal cancer screening,
pending data showing superior efficacy and cost- effectiveness
compared to established alternate strategies, notably stool-
based techniques such as FIT. It is recommended as a colorectal
cancer screening test on an individual basis, providing the
screenees are adequately informed about test characteristics,
benefits, and risks.

CCE and screening for colorectal cancer:
participation

A few studies investigated the participation rate for CCE in a
colorectal cancer screening population. Participation rates var-
ied from 4.2% to 17.4%, depending on the design of the study
and how CCE was used as screening modality, for example as a
primary screening modality or as a filter test [69]. The lowest
participation rate of 4.2% was reported in a German opportu-
nistic screening study where CCE was offered as an alternative
to primary optical colonoscopy screening. In another study
[70] where CCE was offered to patients who were unwilling to
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undergo optical colonoscopy after a positive FIT, a participation
rate of 5% was found. Although contradictory data on patient
preference are available, recent data from a large Danish series
of screening individuals suggests CCE was associated with less
discomfort than optical colonoscopy and may be preferable to
some individuals [71].

CCE in screening: detection rate and yield

Only a few studies evaluated the role of CCE as a primary
screening test. Rex et al. [72] performed a prospective multi-
center study including 695 patients to assess CCE accuracy as
a primary screening test in an average-risk screening popu-
lation. CCE sensitivity and specificity for adenomas 26 mm
were 88 % and 82 %, respectively, which seems adequate for pa-
tients who cannot undergo colonoscopy or who have had in-
complete colonoscopies. Based on these results, a recent multi-
center, prospective, randomized study [73] evaluated the diag-
nostic yield of CCE versus CTC for the identification of colonic
polyps in a screening population. Results showed a higher
detection rate with CCE (polyps 26mm, 32%; and polyps
>10mm, 14%) compared to CTC (polyps 26mm, 9%; and
polyps 210mm, 6%). The sensitivity of CCE for polyps 26 mm
(84 %) and polyps 210 mm (84 %) was higher compared to CTC
(32% and 53 %, respectively). Specificity for polyps =6 mm was
higher for CTC versus CCE (99 % vs. 93 %, respectively) and com-
parable for polyps 210mm (99% vs. 97 %, respectively). These
observations add additional evidence to previous comparisons
demonstrating CCE to have at least noninferior test perform-
ance compared to CTC. Based on available evidence, CCE
should be considered an acceptable colorectal cancer screen-
ing option in appropriately selected patients.

Few studies evaluated the diagnostic yield (detection of
polyps and cancer) of CCE in patients with a positive family his-
tory of colorectal cancer. Two studies evaluated the role of CCE
in screening of first-degree relatives. Parodi et al. [74] showed
that CCE sensitivity and specificity for polyps 26 mm are 91%
and 88 %, respectively, with a PPV and negative predictive value
(NPV) of 78% and 95 %, respectively. Moreover, restricting the
results to polyps 210mm, CCE showed 89% sensitivity and
95 % specificity. Also Adrian-de-Ganzo et al. [75] in a prospec-
tive study of 329 asymptomatic first-degree relatives, randomly
assigned to CCE (n=165) or colonoscopy (n=164), assessed
screening uptake of CCE vs. colonoscopy. Unexpectedly, 57.4%
of individuals crossed over from the CCE group, and 30.2%
crossed over from the colonoscopy group, meaning that most
preferred to undergo colonoscopy. Although the crossover
rate between groups was thus significantly higher in the CCE
group than in the colonoscopy group, 16.8% of those who
were invited to undergo colonoscopy declined, and when re-
offered CCE accepted, and 15.0% actually underwent CCE. The
study confirmed that CCE can be as effective as colonoscopy in
detecting significant lesions: these were detected in 14 individ-
uals (11.7%) in the CCE group and 13 individuals (11.5%) in the
colonoscopy group (odds ratio [OR] 1.02, 95 %Cl 0.45-2.26; P=
0.96). However, the higher crossover rate from the CCE group to
the colonoscopy group, mainly due to unwillingness to repeat
bowel preparation in the case of a positive result, suggested

better acceptance of screening colonoscopy in this group of pa-
tients.

5.Indications and contraindications to
CTC/CCE following positive FOBT/FIT

RECOMMENDATION

ESGE/ESGAR recommend CTC in the case of a positive
FOBT or FIT with incomplete or unfeasible colonoscopy,
within organized population screening programs.

Strong recommendation, moderate quality evidence.
ESGE/ESGAR also suggest the use of CCE in this setting
based on availability.

Weak recommendation, moderate quality evidence.

Indications and contraindications for CTC
following positive FOBT[FIT

Fecal blood testing, whether by guaiac-based or immunochem-
ical methods, is predominantly deployed as a population
screening test, as it is safe, cheap, well-tolerated and has been
proven to reduce colorectal cancer-specific mortality by ap-
proximately 15%-18% (for guaiac testing). Although long-
term mortality data for FIT screening are awaited, it will likely
have even better results due to higher uptake and superior sen-
sitivity for advanced colorectal lesions. More recently, FIT at a
low threshold has been advocated as a possible tool to identify
patients with colorectal symptoms who are at very low risk of
colorectal cancer, and so might avoid the need for further colo-
nic investigation.

Whether derived from a population screening program or
via a symptomatic service, patients with positive FOBT or FIT
results require further testing to confirm or refute the presence
of an underlying cancer or adenoma, permitting subsequent
treatment. Colonoscopy combines sensitive diagnosis with
therapy by endoscopic resection and is therefore regarded as
the preferred test.

However, most patients testing FOBT/FIT-positive will not
have advanced neoplasia, meaning that CTC can be considered
as a possible triage test to select patients with lesions only of
greater size for colonoscopy or surgery. A meta-analysis pub-
lished in 2014 found 5 studies, together including 622 patients,
in whom the average sensitivity of CTC for >6-mm adenomas or
colorectal cancer was 88.8%, at a specificity of 75.4% [76]. A
more recent study of 50 patients [77] found almost identical re-
sults (sensitivity 88.2%, specificity 84.8 %). However, since the
prevalence of 26-mm polyps is relatively high in this cohort,
NPV is less than might be expected, ranging from 85% to 95%
in the studies included. Moreover, many patients still require
colonoscopy after CTC since so many polyps are found; a mod-
eling study concluded that the use of CTC as an intermediate
after positive FOBT/FIT can only be cost-effective if the costs
of CTC were <43 % of the costs of colonoscopy [78]. These fac-
tors mean that CTC should not be offered routinely to those
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testing FOBT/FIT-positive, and colonoscopy is preferable. One
possible exception is where the absolute quantity of fecal blood
is low (e.g. quantitative FIT result of <40), where the preval-
ence of advanced neoplasia may be sufficiently low to render
CTC triage cost-effective. However, to date we are not aware
of any studies directly assessing this patient population.

Since CTC has good diagnostic performance, it may be con-
sidered for those unwilling to undergo colonoscopy or in whom
colonoscopy is unfeasible or incomplete, although screenees
should be informed that sensitivity (particularly for smaller
adenomas) is inferior to that of colonoscopy and no simulta-
neous treatment is possible. There is some evidence that offer-
ing CTC to those who decline colonoscopy increases uptake of
colorectal cancer screening [79].

CTC is safe and well-tolerated in this cohort with a positive
fecal blood test [57] and therefore may be preferable in those
with contraindications to colonoscopy or judged particularly
high risk. Some observational data suggest absolute detection
rates may be lower than in healthy screenees who are fit for co-
lonoscopy [80], and post-test cancer rates may be higher [81],
although this is probably due to patient factors rather than dif-
ferences in test sensitivity (i. e., patients who are unfit for colo-
noscopy are difficult to investigate with any technique, includ-
ing CTC).

Indications and contraindications for CCE
following positive FOBT/FIT

Three studies were performed comparing the accuracy of CCE
and colonoscopy in FIT-positive patients in a colorectal cancer
screening setting. In two studies, patients with a positive FIT
underwent both CCE and colonoscopy. The primary outcome
was to assess the polyp detection rate and accuracy of CCE
compared to colonoscopy. The polyp detection rate ranged be-
tween 69% and 74 % for CCE versus 58% and 64 % for colonos-
copy [69,77,82]. The study by Holleran et al. [82] showed that
the detection rate of significant lesions was comparable be-
tween CCE and colonoscopy. However, in the study of Kobaek-
Larsen et al. [69], repeat colonoscopies were performed to
explain the high miss rate of colonoscopy. These repeat colo-
noscopies resulted in the detection of additional polyps,
suggesting that the discrepancy in detection rate between
CCE and colonoscopy is most likely explained by the false-
negative findings of colonoscopy. In the third study, patients
with a positive FIT underwent CCE, CTC, and colonoscopy,
using colonoscopy as the reference standard [77]. Both CCE
and CTC detected polyps of 26 mm and larger with high lev-
els of accuracy. Based on these studies, the sensitivity of
CCE for polyps >9mm ranges between 87% and 92.8% and
the specificity is around 92% [69,77].

One study investigated the use of CCE in patients unwilling
to undergo a colonoscopy after a positive FIT within the colo-
rectal cancer screening program [70]. The aim of this study
was to compare CCE and CTC in terms of detection rate as well
as participation outcomes. A total of 756 patients were invited
to participate of whom only 5% underwent CCE and 7.4% un-
derwent CTC, showing that participation for both CCE and CTC
after a positive FIT in patients unwilling to undergo colonos-

copy is very low. However, the detection rate was higher when
using CCE compared to CTC, with 60% detection of neoplastic
lesions in the CCE group compared to 28.6% in the CTC group.

Finally, only one multicenter prospective study aimed to as-
sess the diagnostic accuracy of CCE-2 for advanced neoplasia in
individuals with a positive FIT within an organized screening
program [83]. Overall, CCE-2 sensitivity and specificity for ad-
vanced neoplasia were 90% and 66.1% with PPV and NPV of
57.4% and 92.9%, respectively, when using a 6-mm cutoff (co-
lonoscopy referral rate 52.8%). Sensitivity and specificity were
76.7% and 90.7 %, with PPV and NPV of 80.7 % and 88.4 % when
using a 10-mm cutoff (colonoscopy referral rate 32 %).

In conclusion, these data would support the use of CCE as an
alternative to CTC in FIT-positive individuals unwilling to under-
go colonoscopy or in whom it is unfeasible.

6.CTC or CCE following curative-intent
resection of colorectal cancer

RECOMMENDATION

ESGE/ESGAR suggest CTC with intravenous contrast
medium injection for surveillance after curative-intent
resection of colorectal cancer only in patients in whom
colonoscopy is contraindicated or unfeasible.

Weak recommendation, low quality evidence.

There is insufficient evidence to recommend CCE in this
setting.

Very low quality evidence.

Patients with previous colorectal cancer are at increased risk
of future colorectal neoplasia, and therefore require surveil-
lance of the remnant colon. Additionally, contrast-enhanced
computed tomography (CT) is the mainstay of surveillance for
extraluminal local recurrence and remote metastases. Since
CTC combines intraluminal assessment with evaluation of the
extracolonic structures for locoregional recurrence and remote
metastases, it has the potential to simplify follow-up pathways
and reduce costs.

Porté et al. [84] conducted a systematic review and meta-
analysis of cohort studies which showed that CTC was highly
sensitive (95%, 18/19 cases detected) and 100% specific for
anastomotic recurrence following colorectal cancer resection.
Moreover, CTC detected all 10 metachronous cancers in these
patients. However, no data were provided regarding diagnos-
tic accuracy for polyps or adenomas; only colorectal cancer
was considered.

Three single-center prospective cohort studies [85-87] re-
ported on the diagnostic accuracy of CTC for polyps or adeno-
mas after colorectal cancer resection. The largest study [86]
with 550 patients, found that CTC was 81.8% sensitive for ad-
vanced neoplasia (specificity 93.1%). However, these studies
were of variable quality, with incomplete [87] or delayed [86]
comparison to reference standard tests such as colonoscopy
for the presence/absence of polyps.
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More recently, a prospective, multicenter, cross-sectional
study [88] recruited 231 patients scheduled for colonic surveil-
lance 1 year after curative-intent resection of colorectal cancer.
Patients underwent CTC and same-day colonoscopy with seg-
mental unblinding (i. e., sequential revelation of the CTC result
to the colonoscopist on a segment-by-segment basis, thereby
providing an enhanced reference standard for the presence or
absence of neoplasia). The sensitivity of CTC was only 44.0%
for polyps 26mm (76.9% for polyps =10 mm). This is surpris-
ingly low when compared to meta-analyses of the accuracy of
CTC in other situations. One possible explanation is the ab-
sence of an ileocecal valve in patients with prior right hemico-
lectomy, thereby permitting gas reflux into the small bowel and
reducing the likelihood of optimal colonic distension.

The same cohort of patients was asked which of the two
tests they preferred [89]; of the 223 patients who completed
their questionnaires, 95 (42.6%) preferred colonoscopy, 79
(35.4%) had no preference, and only 49 (22.0 %) preferred CTC.

Limited cost- effectiveness analysis of this cohort, using
cost data from a single center, suggests that a CTC-based sur-
veillance strategy is cost-saving relative to colonoscopy; how-
ever, as noted above, this comes with the trade-off that fewer
adenomas will be detected. Beck et al. [90] estimated that the
additional cost for a polyp =6 mm detected by using colonosco-
py rather than CTC would be $5700 (€4800 approximately) or
$28 000 (€24 000 approximately) per additional polyp 210mm
detected. Whether these cost data would be replicated in other
healthcare systems is uncertain.

7.Post-polypectomy surveillance

RECOMMENDATION

ESGE/ESGAR suggest CTC in patients with high risk polyps
undergoing surveillance after polypectomy only when
colonoscopy is unfeasible.

Weak recommendation, low quality evidence.

There is insufficient evidence to recommend CCE in post-
polypectomy surveillance.

Very low quality evidence.

CTCin post-polypectomy surveillance

A previous ESGE Guideline in 2013 recommended endoscopic
surveillance only for patients with high risk adenomatous le-
sions (adenomas with high grade dysplasia, or 210 mm in size,
or 25 in number) or serrated lesions ( 210mm in size, or with
any degree of cytological dysplasia) [91]. Colonoscopy is con-
sidered to be the method of choice for post-polypectomy sur-
veillance, with the primary aim of diagnosing and removing
polyps either missed at initial examination or newly developed
during the time between the index and follow-up examinations.
However, compliance with colonoscopic surveillance is relative-
ly low, ranging from 52 % to 85 %, with the highest levels obtain-
ed in research settings [92-95]. Moreover, according to a

recently published paper [96], adherence to surveillance ESGE
guidelines [91] is dramatically low, at only 13.8 %.

The impact of FIT on surveillance was recently investiga-
ted. Atkin et al. [97] reported that annual low threshold FIT
(10 pg/g) with colonoscopy in positive cases had high sensitiv-
ity for colorectal cancer and advanced adenomas (sensitivity
and specificity were 84.6 % and 70.8 %, respectively) and would
be cost-saving compared with 3-yearly colonoscopy.

Despite weak evidence supporting CTC for surveillance [98],
in patients who are unwilling or unable to undergo colonos-
copy, CTC may be a reasonable alternative because of its high
sensitivity and NPV for colorectal cancer, outperforming bar-
ium enema [98, 99].

CCE in post-polypectomy surveillance

The accuracy of CCE in post-polypectomy surveillance has not
been carefully investigated. Only one study investigated CCE
as a possible filter test in colonic surveillance in patients sched-
uled for follow-up colonoscopy [100]. In this study, 102 of 180
patients (57 %) who underwent CCE also underwent a supple-
mental colonoscopy, because either significant pathology was
detected on CCE or CCE examination was incomplete. The com-
pletion rate for CCE was 66.7 % and the polyp detection rate was
69 %. CCE detected 120 polyps, of which 60 were found at colo-
noscopy, meaning that half of the detected polyps could not be
removed by supplemental colonoscopy. Colonoscopy detected
16 additional polyps that were not found at CCE. More studies
are needed to determine the applicability of CCE as a filter test
for surveillance colonoscopy after polypectomy. To date, there
are not sufficient data to support the use of CCE in post-poly-
pectomy surveillance.

8. Other indications and contraindications
for CTC: diverticular disease, IBD, fragile
patient

RECOMMENDATION

ESGE/ESGAR recommend against CTC in patients with
acute colonic inflammation and in those who have
recently undergone colorectal surgery, pending a multi-
disciplinary evaluation.

Strong recommendation, low quality evidence.

In 2006, large surveys from the UK and USA showed CTC was
very safe, with symptomatic perforation occurring in approxi-
mately 1in 3000 to 1in 20 000 examinations, and an even low-
er risk for people undergoing CTC for colorectal cancer screen-
ing [101,102]. To date there has been no reported death di-
rectly attributable to CTC despite its use in routine practice
across the world for over a decade.

In 2015, a Japanese national survey of 147439 CTC exami-
nations [58] revealed lower perforation rates of 0.014% over-
all, albeit with a higher rate when CTC was used for preopera-
tive staging (0.028%); and a much lower rate for screening
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(0.003%; approximately 1 in 30 000 patients). Most patients
(81%) with perforation did not require surgical intervention.
Vasovagal reaction was reported in 0.081 %.

In general, CTC is avoided in patients with acute or subacute
colonic mucosal inflammation due to increased risk of colonic
perforation [103, 104], difficulty in detecting mucosal dyspla-
sia without biopsies, and inaccurate differentiation of inflam-
matory polyps or strictures from neoplasia.

A 2014 retrospective study [105] of elderly patients compar-
ed 6114 outpatients undergoing initial CTC with 149 202 out-
patients undergoing initial optical colonoscopy. It found the
odds ratio of complications was higher for colonoscopy com-
pared to CTC as follows: lower gastrointestinal bleeding, OR
1.9; other gastrointestinal events, OR 1.35; and cardiovascular
events, OR 1.38.Risk of colonic perforation was 0.07 % for CTC
and 0.12 % for colonoscopy, but comparisons of perforation risk
frequently take no account of asymptomatic perforation in the
colonoscopy group (and a large majority of patients with CTC-
related perforation are asymptomatic).

Practical advice for radiologists is given below.

PRACTICAL ADVICE FOR RADIOLOGISTS

1. CTCis very safe but is absolutely contraindicated in
patients with generalized peritonitis, acute bowel
perforation, mechanical bowel obstruction, and when a
competent patient does not provide consent.

2. Relative contraindications include: healing of localized
diverticular perforation; acute inflammatory bowel dis-
ease; or younger age (children and young adults).

3. When CTC is requested soon after colonoscopy, parti-
cularly after polypectomy, we recommend the CTC
radiologist communicates directly with the endoscopist
to assess an individual’s risk of perforation. Risk factors
include large, deep colonic wall defects, mucosal in-
flammation, and patient comorbidity.

4. If aradiologist believes that bowel perforation may have
occurred prior to undertaking CTC, then a standard CT
of the abdomen and pelvis should be performed prior to
colonic insufflation to help exclude extraluminal gas.

9. Work-up after CTC and CCE

RECOMMENDATION

ESGE/ESGAR recommend referral for endoscopic poly-
pectomy in patients with at least one polyp 26 mm de-
tected at CTC or CCE.

Follow-up CTC may be clinically considered for 6 -9-mm
CTC-detected lesions if patients do not undergo polypec-
tomy because of patient choice, comorbidity, and/or low
risk profile for advanced neoplasia.

Strong recommendation, moderate quality evidence.

The need for additional endoscopy depends on several clini-
cal characteristics. As it is known that with increasing size, an
increasing number of polyps appear to be advanced (i.e., ad-
vanced adenoma or carcinoma), polyp size is one of the most
important factors [106-108]. In two systematic reviews that
included large numbers of polyps, only 1.4% of lesions <5mm
were advanced adenomas and only 0.3% malignant, while
approximately 8% of 6-9-mm lesions and 80% of lesions
>70mm were advanced neoplasia (the remaining polyps being
hyperplastic or inflammatory) [107, 108].

Increasing age and male sex are also associated with a higher
risk of advanced neoplasia regardless of polyp size [109]. In the
case of subcentimeter lesions, number of lesions (>4), occult
blood or overt blood in stool, and pedunculated lesions are
associated with a higher risk of advanced neoplasia [110].

The natural history of small polyps detected at CTC has been
studied in two prospective observational CTC studies. In the
first study, 22% of 306 polyps increased in size 2 -3 years after
the initial CTC, and 6% became >10mm [111]. However, ap-
proximately 28 % of polyps regressed. This was also found in an-
other study, in which 35% of 95 polyps progressed, and 26 % of
polyps regressed (including 15% with apparent resolution)
[19]. None of the regressing polyps were advanced adenomas.
Longer follow-up of the lesions is not available.

Follow-up of CTC findings

In general, it is suggested to consult a gastroenterologist in the
case of colorectal findings, to decide whether colonoscopy and/
or follow-up CTC is needed. The gastroenterologist can assess
the (future) risk for colorectal cancer based on background
risk factors, the actual risk profile, and the possibility of per-
forming colonoscopy in patients with comorbidity. Neverthe-
less, some general rules can be applied, based on the size of
the polyps.

In the case of large polyps (=10 mm) and suspected masses,
colonoscopy should be performed to remove the polyp or take
biopsies for a histological diagnosis. In the case of a highly sus-
picious mass and incomplete colonoscopy without a biopsy
(despite optimal bowel preparation and an experienced endos-
copist), one could consider treatment without histopathology
verification but this should be discussed at a multidisciplinary
team.

As stated above, the risk of intermediate polyps (6-9mm)
being advanced neoplasia is low [106, 107] and these might re-
main stable in size or might (completely) regress [19,111].
Therefore, in the case of intermediate polyps (6-9mm) either
a subsequent colonoscopy or a follow-up CTC can be consid-
ered, depending on the clinical setting, number of polyps, age,
male sex, and comorbidity. Colonoscopy is strongly favored in
patients with a genetic predisposition (e.g. Lynch syndrome)
and in patients with multiple polyps (>3), while substantial co-
morbidity favors follow-up CTC.

Lesions <6 mm can be mentioned in the CTC report, but the
specificity for diminutive lesions is low and the risk of malignan-
cy is low, therefore it is justifiable to ignore them. Radiologists
and gastroenterologists should define the local strategy about
reporting polyps <6 mm in their hospital.
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In the case of a negative colonoscopy following CTC findings
a repeat examination should be considered, as in a retrospec-
tive study [112] false-negative colonoscopy findings in follow-
up to CTC have been reported in up to 21.5% (false-negative
findings were more common in the right colon). This repeat ex-
amination could be a second colonoscopy or a follow-up CTC;
an immediate repeat CTC can be considered. To prevent the
need for a repeat examination, it is strongly advised to perform
a high quality colonoscopy procedure with adequate informa-
tion on the location of the lesion found on CTC, to be able to
perform a “second look” during the initial colonoscopy.

Follow-up of CCE findings

Regarding findings, most colonic polyps discovered at screen-
ing are diminutive, with negligible risk of harboring advanced
features (high grade dysplasia, villous component, or malignan-
cy) [107,108,113,114]. Moreover, 40% of diminutive colonic
polyps are hyperplastic rather than adenomatous [115]. Di-
minutive lesions identified by a noninvasive test may also be
missed by a subsequent colonoscopy, because of the relatively
low sensitivity of the latter for diminutive lesions [116,117]. By
extrapolating data from CTC studies that modelled the impact
of colonoscopy or continued surveillance for diminutive polyps
discovered at CTC, it can be concluded that referral for removal
of diminutive lesions found at CCE might carry an unjustified
burden of costs and complications relative to a minimal gain in
clinical efficacy [118]. Moreover, studies on second-generation
CCE have provided accuracy data in relation to lesions 26 mm in
size; specificity for diminutive lesions is largely unknown [118].

The only exception regarding post-CCE referral for diminu-
tive polyps is the presence of at least 3 diminutive polyps. Polyp
multiplicity has appeared to be a strong predictive factor of
subsequent advanced neoplasia development in post-polypec-
tomy follow-up studies [119].

Most advanced neoplasia has been shown to be restricted to
the relatively small proportion of patients with polyps 26 mmin
size [107]. Consequently, post-CCE colonoscopy referral of
these patients may be expected to lead to a substantial reduc-
tion of the prevalence of advanced neoplasia in patients initially
evaluated with CCE. Using a cutoff of significant findings de-
fined as no more than 2 polyps of 10mm, 43 % of patients have
avoided colonoscopy; however, high risk findings were detect-
ed in only 10.7% of patients who underwent colonoscopy
[100]. This approach entails that small polyps will be left un-
treated until the subsequent follow-up. Polyps of 6 -9 mm may
be safely followed for a relatively short period of time [118].

Disclaimer

ESGE/ESGAR Guidelines represent a consensus of best practice
based on the available evidence at the time of preparation.
They may not apply to all situations and should be interpreted
in the setting of specific clinical situations and resource avail-
ability. They are intended to be an educational tool to provide
information that may support endoscopists in providing care
to patients. They are not rules and should not be utilized to es-
tablish a legal standard of care.

This Guideline was reviewed internally by both ESGE and
ESGAR, and distributed to ESGE individual members and mem-
ber societies for comments.
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1: Radiological imaging for the diagnosis of
colorectal neoplasia

D. Regge
T. Mang

2: Completion of a previously incomplete
colonoscopy

C. Spada, D.Regge

M. Morrin; E. Dekker, A. Koulaouzidis,
D. McNamara, C. Carretero

3: Patients with and without alarm symptoms
highly suggestive of colorectal cancer

C. Hassan, S. Taylor

I. Fernandez Urien, A. Koulaouzidis, D. Regge

4: Screening for colorectal cancer

E. Dekker, S. Taylor
D. Regge, M. F. Kaminski, C. Hassan

5: Positive FOBT/FIT

D. Regge, D. McNamara
A. Plumb; M. C. W. Spaander

6: Following curative-intent resection of
colorectal cancer

E. Neri, M. Pioche

A. Plumb, C. Carretero

7: Post-polypectomy surveillance

J, Stoker; M. C. W. Spaander
A. Laghi, C. Hassan

8: Diverticular disease, IBD, fragile patient

A. Laghi, R. Eliakim

D. Burling, A. Koulaouzidis

9: Work-up after CTC/CCE

A. Laghi, M. F. Kaminski
J. Stoker, C. Hassan, E. Dekker

10: Technical issues CTC/CCE

C. Spada, P. Lefere
C. Carretero, R. Eliakim, M. Pioche

11: Reporting CTC/CCE

E. Neri, |. Fernandez Urien,

C. Carretero, M. Pioche
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Appendix 2s: Levels of evidence according to the Grading of Recommendations Assessment,
Development and Evaluation (GRADE) system (Guyatt GH, Oxman AD, Vist GE et al. GRADE: an
emerging consensus on rating quality of evidence and strength of recommendations. BMJ 2008;
336: 924-926)

Evidence Level

High quality One or more well-designed and well-executed randomized controlled
trials (RCTs) that yield consistent and directly applicable results. This also
means that further research is very unlikely to change our confidence in
the estimate of effect.

Moderate quality RCTs with important limitations (i.e. biased assessment of the treatment
effect, large loss to follow-up, lack of blinding, unexplained
heterogeneity), indirect evidence originating from similar (but not
identical) populations of interest, and RCTs with a very small number of
participants or observed events. In addition, evidence from well-designed
controlled trials without randomization, well-designed cohort or case—
control analytic studies, and multiple time series with or without
intervention are in this category. It also means that further research will
probably have an important effect on our confidence in the estimate of
effect and may change the estimate.

Low quality Observational studies would typically be rated as low quality because of
the risk for bias *. It also means that further research is very likely to have
an important effect on our confidence in the estimate of effect and will
probably change the estimate.

Very low quality ? Evidence is conflicting, of poor quality, or lacking, and hence the balance
of benefits and harms cannot be determined. Any estimate of effect that
is very uncertain as evidence is either unavailable or does not permit a
conclusion.

1 Quality of evidence based on observational studies may be rated as moderate or even high,
depending on circumstances under which evidence is obtained from observational studies. Factors
that may contribute to upgrading the quality of evidence include a large magnitude of the
observed effect, a dose—response association, or the presence of an observed effect when all
plausible confounders would decrease the observed effect.

2 |nsufficient evidence to determine for or against routinely providing a service.
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Appendix 3s: Technical issues (Statements X and XI).
See also Appendix 6s

CTC: Technical issues

Perforation

In a recent meta-analysis [1s] on 103,399 asymptomatic and symptomatic patients, the CTC
perforation rate was estimated to be 0.04% overall; the rate was 19-fold higher in symptomatic
compared with screening individuals. The CTC-induced surgery rate was 0.008% and no CTC-
related deaths were reported.

In the systematic review [2s] for the U.S. Preventive Services Task Force (2016), it was concluded
that based upon findings in 15 studies, there is no to small risk of serious adverse events for
screening CTC (e.g. symptomatic perforation). There were no reports of perforation in 11
prospective screening studies (n=10722). In Japan, a retrospective national, multi-institutional
review of 141,739 patients showed an overall perforation rate of 0.014%. Perforation rate in
screening patients, symptomatic patients and preoperative staging was 0.003%, 0.014% and
0.028%, respectively. Surgery was required in 19% of perforations (n=4), resulting in an overall
surgery rate of 0.00003% [3s].

Radiation risk in screening

A recent international survey reported that the effective dose of present day screening CTC was
4.4 mSv [4s], which is lower than used in the aforementioned study. In a randomized trial,
performed within a population-based screening program, radiation dose was <4 mSv [5s,6s].
Further dose reduction is possible with technical developments such as iterative reconstruction
algorithms and lower tube voltage, leading to doses of 1 mSv [7s].

Preparation

Bowel preparation for CTC usually includes a low residue diet and clear liquids for 24 hours or
more, and a laxative preparation that may be either a “wet prep” (e.g. PEG) or “dry prep” (e.g.
sodium picosulphate, phosphosoda etc). Dry preparations can be obtained with sodium
picosulphate or sodium phosphosoda. In a 2013 European consensus sodium phosphate was
considered not appropriate for bowel cleansing because of potential adverse effects [8s]. In a
recent meta-analysis including 13 RCTs in optical colonoscopy, sodium picosulphate was equally
effective as sodium phosphate and may be considered as a first-choice cathartic in colonoscopy,
because of its safety [9s]. There are currently no studies comparing sodium phosphate and sodium
picosulphate in CTC.
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CCE: Technical issues

RECOMMENDATION

ESGE suggests a clear liquid diet the day before the procedure and a split- regimen of PEG
solution with intake the day before and on the day of examination to increase the tolerability
and efficacy of the preparation. Both 2 and 4 L of PEG seems similar in terms of colon cleansing
and excretion rate (Strong recommendation, moderate quality evidence).

ESGE recommends sulfate-based solutions as booster to improve capsule egestion rates and to
complete visualization of the colonic mucosa. Due to possible severe adverse events (i.e.
electrolyte disturbance, acute nephropathy and kidney failure), ESGE recommends against
sodium phosphate (Strong recommendation, moderate quality evidence).

The initial experiences with CCE adopted preparation regimens including high volumes (4 liters) of
PEG split in two doses (on the evening before the examination and on the morning of procedure).
With such high volume regimens, Eliakim et al. [10s], Spada et al. [11s] and Rex et al. [12s] showed
an adequate overall cleansing level of 78% (95 %Cl 68—86), 81% (95% Cl, 73%-88%) and 80% (95%
Cl, 76%—83%), respectively.

Low-volumes PEG-based regimens were also evaluated in order to improve compliance and
acceptability. An overall adequate cleansing level ranged between 60% and 90% [13s—16s].

Two studies compared high versus low volumes confirming a comparable efficacy between high-
and low-volumes. Kakugawa et al. [17s] compared a 2 liters, same day PEG regimen to 3 liters PEG
regimen, splitted on the night before (2L) and the day of procedure (1L). The authors showed an
adequate colon cleanliness in 94% and 86%, respectively. Finally, in a prospective randomized
trial, Arglielles-Arias et al. [18s] compared 2 liters PEG + ascorbic acid versus 4 liters PEG showing
an adequate cleansing in 78.34 % and 64.56 % of cases, respectively (p = 0.252).

To improve capsule egestion rates and obtain a complete visualization of the colonic mucosa,
boosters are recommended. In the initial experiences, sodium-phosphate based boosters were
adopted showing an excretion rate less than 8 hours ranging from 73% to 85% [10s,11s,19s].
However, due to possible severe adverse events (i.e. electrolyte disturbance, acute nephropathy
and kidney failure), the use of sodium phosphate should be limited (20s—22s). Alternative to NaP
have been proposed.

In a large prospective study Rex et al. [12s] adopted an oral sulfate solution as a booster and
showed that 92% (95% Cl, 90%—94%) of capsule excreted the capsule within 12 hours. Kroijer et al.
[23s] in a multicenter RCT compared PEG versus sulfate solution and versus gastrografin as
booster and showed that sulfate solution had the highest excretion rate (73% vs 70% vs 68%, not
statistically significant difference) and no adverse events. Kashyap et al. [24s] in a prospective,
single-center, single-arm study evaluating the safety of PEG bowel preparation plus an oral sulfate
solution as booster confirmed the feasibility of sulfate-based solution, showing no serious adverse
events and no clinically significant changes in serum chemistry from baseline to 1 and 7 days after
the procedure.
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In order to improve capsule excretion (i.e. complete colonoscopy) other boosters were also used
as alternative or in addition to sodium phosphate or oral sulfate boosters. Spada et al. [25s] in a
prospective single-center study with 97 patients firstly reported the use of gastrografin as booster
with no severe adverse events. Also Togashi et al. [26s] in a multicenter case series, showed
promising results of gastrografin as booster, since capsule excretion rate was 97%, median colon
transit time was 165 minutes and gastrografin was well tolerated by all patients with no adverse
events. Finally, Kastenberg et al. [27s] in a multicenter RCT comparing sulfate-based solution plus
gastrografin as boosters versus sulfate-based solution alone showed that CCE completion and
colonic transit were faster (90.9% vs 76.9%, p = 0.048 and 21.8% < 40 min vs 4%, p = 0.007,
respectively) using sulfate-based solution plus gastrografin. Adverse events (no serious) were
experienced more frequently in the group that used gastrografin (P = 0.0061), although this
difference did not appear related to it. Although the results are promising, the role of gastrografin
as a booster is still under evaluation and its use cannot be recommended in routine use.

Finally, Ohmiya et al. [28s], in a retrospective multicenter study, showed that capsule excretion
rate was higher with castor oil (97% vs 81%, P < 0.0001) and use of castor oil (adjusted OR, 6.29; p
= 0.0003) were predictors of capsule excretion within its battery life.
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Appendix 4s: Results of statement voting (Wien 4.11.19)

Statement I: CT colonography (CTC) and diagnosis of colorectal neoplasia.

ESGE/ESGAR recommend CTC as the radiological examination of choice for the diagnosis of
colorectal neoplasia (strong recommendation, high quality evidence). ESGE/ESGAR do not
recommend barium enema in this setting (strong recommendation, high quality evidence).

Voting: 19 of 19 in favour (100 %)

Statement lla: Indications and contraindications of CTC: incomplete colonoscopy

ESGE/ESGAR recommend CTC, preferably the same or next day, if colonoscopy is incomplete.
The timing depends on an interdisciplinary decision including endoscopic and radiological
factors (strong recommendation, low quality evidence).

Voting: 19 of 19 in favour (100 %)

Statement Ilb: Indications and contraindications of CCE: incomplete colonoscopy

ESGE/ESGAR suggests that in centres with expertise and availability of CCE, CCE preferably the
same or the next day may be considered if colonoscopy is incomplete (weak recommendation,
low quality evidence).

Voting: 18 of 19 in favour (94,7 %)

Statement llla: Patients with alarm symptoms highly suggestive of colorectal cancer. - CTC-

When colonoscopy is contraindicated or not possible, ESGE/ESGAR recommend CTC as an
acceptable and equally sensitive alternative for patients with alarm symptoms (strong
recommendation, high quality evidence).

Voting: 19 of 19 in favour (100 %)

Statement lllb: Patients with low risk abdominal symptoms which non the less could suggest
colorectal cancer. -CTC-

ESGE/ESGAR recommend CTC as an acceptable alternative to colonoscopy for patients with non-
alarm symptoms (strong recommendation, high quality evidence).

Voting: 16 of 19 in favour (84 %)

Statement llic: Patients with alarm symptoms highly suggestive of colorectal cancer. = CCE-

Due to lack of direct evidence, we cannot recommend at this stage CCE.

Voting: 19 of 19 in favour (100 %)
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Statement llid: Patients with low risk symptoms which non the less could suggest colorectal
cancer. — CCE-

In centres with availability, CCE may be considered (weak recommendation, low quality
evidence)

Voting: 18 of 19 in favour (94,7 %)

Statement IVa: CT colonography and screening for colorectal cancer - CTC.

Where there is no organised FIT based population colorectal screening programme,
ESGE/ESGAR recommend CT colonography as an option for colorectal cancer screening
providing the screenee is adequately informed about test characteristics, benefits, and risks,
and depending on local service and patient related factors (strong recommendation, high
quality evidence).

Voting: 16 of 18 in favour (100 %)

Statement IVb: CT colonography and screening for colorectal cancer - CCE

ESGE/ESGAR do not suggest CCE as first line screening test for colorectal cancer (weak
recommendation, low quality of evidence).

Voting: 16 of 18 in favour (89 %)

Statement Va: Indications and contraindications of CTC/CCE: positive FOBT/FIT - CTC

ESGE/ESGAR recommend CTC in the case of a positive fecal occult blood test (FOBT) or FIT with
incomplete or unfeasible colonoscopy, within organized population screening programs. (strong
recommendation, moderate quality evidence).

Voting: 14 of 15 in favour (93,3%)

Statement Vb: Indications and contraindications of CTC/CCE: positive FOBT/FIT- CCE

ESGE/ESGAR also suggest the use of CCE in this setting based on availability (weak
recommendation, moderate evidence).

Voting: 15 of 15 in favour (100%)

Statement VI: Following curative-intent resection of colorectal cancer

ESGE/ESGAR suggest CTC with intravenous contrast medium injection for surveillance after
curative-intent resection of CRC only in patients in whom colonoscopy is contra-indicated or
unfeasible (weak recommendation, low quality evidence).

Voting: 13 of 15 in favour (86,6%)
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Statement VII: Post-polypectomy surveillance

ESGE/ESGAR suggest CTC in patients with high risk polyps in surveillance after polypectomy only
when colonoscopy is unfeasible (weak recommendation, low quality evidence).

Voting: 15 of 15 in favour (100%)

Statement VIII: Indications and contraindications of CTC: other (diverticular disease, IBD, fragile
patient)

ESGE/ESGAR recommend against CTC in patients with acute colonic inflammation and in those
who have recently undergone colorectal surgery pending a multidisciplinary evaluation (strong
recommendation, low quality evidence).

Voting: 10 of 10 in favour (100%)

Statement IX: work-up after CTC

ESGE/ESGAR recommend referral for endoscopic polypectomy in patients with at least one
polyp = 6mm detected at CTC or CCE. Follow-up CTC may be clinically considered for 6-9 mm
CTC-detected lesions if patients do not undergo polypectomy because of patient choice,
comorbidity and/or low risk profile for advanced neoplasia (Strong recommendation, moderate
quality evidence).

Voting: 8 of 10 in favour (80%)
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Appendix 5s: AGREE checklist

AGREE Reporting Checklist

2016
AGREE This checklist is intended to guide the reporting of clinical practice guidelines.
REPORTING CHECKLIST
CHECKLIST ITEM AND DESCRIPTION | REPORTING CRITERIA P‘;',f'e
DOMAIN 1: SCOPE AND PURPOSE
1. OBJECTIVES <X Health intent(é) (i.e., prevention, screening,

diagnosis, treatment, etc.)
Expected benefit(s) or outcome(s)
Target(s) (e.g., patient population, society)

Report the overall objective(s) of the
guideline. The expected health benefits
from the guideline are to be specific to the
clinical problem or health topic.

2. QUESTIONS

Report the health question(s) covered by
the guideline, particularly for the key
recommendations.

3. POPULATION

Describe the population (i.e., patients,
public, etc.) to whom the guideline is
meant to apply.

Target population

Intervention(s) or exposure(s)
Comparisons (if appropriate)
Outcome(s)

Health care setting or context

Target population, sex and age
Clinical condition (if relevant)
Severity/stage of disease (if relevant)
Comorbidities (if relevant)

Excluded populations (if relevant)

LIRS XX

DOMAIN 2: STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT
4. GROUP MEMBERSHIP

Report all individuals who were involved in
the development process. This may
include members of the steering group,
the research team involved in selecting
and reviewing/rating the evidence and
individuals involved in formulating the final
recommendations.

5. TARGET POPULATION Statement of type of strategy used to capture
PREFERENCES AND VIEWS patients'/publics’ views and preferences (e.g.,
participation in the guideline development
group, literature review of values and
preferences)
[ Methods by which preferences and views were
sought (e.g., evidence from literature, surveys,
focus groups)
[J Outcomesl/information gathered on
patient/public information
X
UJ

Name of participant

Discipline/content expertise (e.g.,
neurosurgeon, methodologist)

Institution (e.g., St. Peter’s hospital)
Geographical location (e.g., Seattle, WA)
A description of the member’s role in the
guideline development group

XX

XX

O

Report how the views and preferences of
the target population were
sought/considered and what the resulting
outcomes were.

How the information gathered was used to
inform the guideline development process
and/or formation of the recommendations
The intended guideline audience (e.g.
specialists, family physicians, patients, clinical
or institutional leaders/administrators)

6. TARGET USERS
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Report the target (or intended) users of
the guideline.

How the guideline may be used by its target
audience (e.g., to inform clinical decisions, to
inform policy, to inform standards of care)

DOMAIN 3: RIGOUR OF DEVELOPMENT

7. SEARCH METHODS

Report details of the strategy used to
search for evidence.

[X] Named electronic database(s) or evidence
source(s) where the search was performed
(e.g., MEDLINE, EMBASE, PsychINFO,
CINAHL)

4 Time periods searched (e.g., January 1, 2004
to March 31, 2008)

[] Search terms used (e.qg., text words, indexing
terms, subheadings)

[] Full search strategy included (e.g., possibly
located in appendix)

8. EVIDENCE SELECTION CRITERIA

Report the criteria used to select (i.e.,

Target population (patient, public, etc.)
characteristics

include and exclude) the evidence. § gtourgy ::;;?12 (if relevant)
Provide rationale, where appropriate. = Outcgmes
[] Language (if relevant)
[ ] Context (if relevant)
9. STRENGTHS & LIMITATIONS OF THE | [X] Study design(s) included in body of evidence

EVIDENCE <] Study methodology limitations (sampling,

Describe the strengths and limitations of 2211?1'23;}&"003“0” concealment, analytical

the evidence. Consider from the . .

perspective of the individual studies and O Apprognaten?ssfrelevancg d°f pgmary and

the body of evidence aggregated across = Sé?)cnz?stzr:cguo??en;ﬁﬁscggfésirztu dioe

gﬁﬁggﬁg;efép?;ﬁge;ﬁmga;oﬁg ot [] Direction of results across studies

g [] Magnitude of benefit versus magnitude of harm
[ ] Applicability to practice context
10. FORMULATION OF Recommendation development process (e.g.,
RECOMMENDATIONS steps used in modified Delphi technique, voting

Describe the methods used to formulate procedures that were considere_d)

the recommendations and how final <] Outcomes of the recomme_ndatlon development

decisions were reached. Specify any - (e,g., exien_t to which o e

areas of disagreement and the methods Lﬁgg;de lésflcgt?rqu;;?éagegt?:EZ; technique,

UseG 10 fesolve term: [] How the process influenced the
recommendations (e.g., results of Delphi
technique influence final recommendation,
alignment with recommendations and the final
vote)

11. CONSIDERATION OF BENEFITS [] Supporting data and report of benefits
AND HARMS Supporting data and report of harms/side
Report the health benefits, side effects effeds{ risks
and risks that were consicfered when ’ U Eepofr_’;mg OJ thhe baLap dce! t;?d;'?ﬁ Eetween
; ; enefits and harms/side effects/risks
formulating the fecommendations. [C] Recommendations reflect considerations of
both benefits and harms/side effects/risks
12. LINK BETWEEN <] How the guideline development group linked
RECOMMENDATIONS AND EVIDENCE and used the evidence to inform
. ooy e recommendations
e reavoomson | EJ Link beueen sach recommendaton an key
which they are based evidence (text description and/or reference list)
’ [] Link between recommendations and evidence

summaries and/or evidence tables in the
results section of the guideline
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13. EXTERNAL REVIEW

Report the methodology used to conduct
the external review.

X

O 0 X O

Purpose and intent of the external review (e.g.,
to improve quality, gather feedback on draft
recommendations, assess applicability and
feasibility, disseminate evidence)

Methods taken to undertake the external review
(e.g., rating scale, open-ended questions)
Description of the external reviewers (e.g.,
number, type of reviewers, affiliations)
Outcomes/information gathered from the
external review (e.g., summary of key findings)
How the information gathered was used to
inform the guideline development process
and/or formation of the recommendations (e.g.,
guideline panel considered results of review in
forming final recommendations)

14. UPDATING PROCEDURE

Describe the procedure for updating the
guideline.

[1 XX

A statement that the guideline will be updated
Explicit time interval or explicit criteria to guide
decisions about when an update will occur
Methodology for the updating procedure

DOMAIN 4: CLARITY OF PRESENTATION

15. SPECIFIC AND UNAMBIGUOUS
RECOMMENDATIONS

Describe which options are appropriate in
which situations and in which population
groups, as informed by the body of
evidence.

A statement of the recommended action
Intent or purpose of the recommended action
(e.g., to improve quality of life, to decrease side
effects)

Relevant population (e.g., patients, public)
Caveats or qualifying statements, if relevant
(e.g., patients or conditions for whom the
recommendations would not apply)

If there is uncertainty about the best care
option(s), the uncertainty should be stated in
the guideline

16. MANAGEMENT OPTIONS

Describe the different options for
managing the condition or health issue.

Description of management options
Population or clinical situation most appropriate
to each option

17. IDENTIFIABLE KEY
RECOMMENDATIONS

Present the key recommendations so that
they are easy to identify.

X X OO0 0O OX OX

Recommendations in a summarized box, typed
in bold, underlined, or presented as flow charts
or algorithms

Specific recommendations grouped together in
one section

DOMAIN 5: APPLICABILITY

18. FACILITATORS AND BARRIERS TO
APPLICATION

Describe the facilitators and barriers to the
guideline’s application.

Types of facilitators and barriers that were
considered

Methods by which information regarding the
facilitators and barriers to implementing
recommendations were sought (e.g., feedback
from key stakeholders, pilot testing of
guidelines before widespread implementation)
Information/description of the types of
facilitators and barriers that emerged from the
inquiry (e.g., practitioners have the skills to
deliver the recommended care, sufficient
equipment is not available to ensure all eligible
members of the population receive
mammography)

How the information influenced the guideline
development process and/or formation of the
recommendations
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19. IMPLEMENTATION ADVICE/TOOLS

Provide advice and/or tools on how the
recommendations can be applied in
practice.

[ ] Additional materials to support the
implementation of the guideline in practice.
For example:

o Guideline summary documents

o Links to check lists, algorithms

o Links to how-to manuals

o Solutions linked to barrier analysis (see

Item 18)

Tools to capitalize on guideline facilitators

(see ltem 18)

o Qutcome of pilot test and lessons learned

o

20. RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
Describe any potential resource
implications of applying the
recommendations.

[] Types of cost information that were considered
(e.g., economic evaluations, drug acquisition
costs)

] Methods by which the cost information was

sought (e.g., a health economist was part of the

guideline development panel, use of health
technology assessments for specific drugs,
etc.)

Information/description of the cost information

that emerged from the inquiry (e.g., specific

drug acquisition costs per treatment course)

How the information gathered was used to

inform the guideline development process

and/or formation of the recommendations

21. MONITORING/ AUDITING CRITERIA

Provide monitoring and/or auditing criteria
to measure the application of guideline
recommendations.

Criteria to assess guideline implementation or
adherence to recommendations

Criteria for assessing impact of implementing
the recommendations

Advice on the frequency and interval of
measurement

Operational definitions of how the criteria
should be measured

gogoog O o

DOMAIN 6: EDITORIAL INDEPENDENCE

"22. FUNDING BODY

Report the funding body’s influence on the
content of the guideline.

X The name of the funding body or source of
funding (or explicit statement of no funding)

A statement that the funding body did not
influence the content of the guideline

23. COMPETING INTERESTS

Provide an explicit statement that all group
members have declared whether they
have any competing interests.

[] Types of competing interests considered

[] Methods by which potential competing interests
were sought

[] A description of the competing interests

[] How the competing interests influenced the
guideline process and development of
recommendations

From:

Brouwers MC, Kerkvliet K, Spithoff K, on behalf of the AGREE Next Steps Consortium. The AGREE Reporting Checklist: a tool to
improve reporting of clinical practice guidelines. BMJ 2016;352:11152. doi: 10.1136/bmj.i1152.

For more information about the AGREE Reporting Checklist, please visit the AGREE Enterprise website at

http:/fwww.agreetrust.org.
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