Sonographic Fetal Weight Estimation Percentiles Should Be Interpreted With Caution in the 2nd Trimester
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Background Results (Continued)

* One common characteristic of fetal growth charts is the small absolute * Inthe first part of the analysis, we found that before 25 weeks, EFW% are anticipated to be highly sensitive to even * |n addition, we confirmed that before 25 weeks of gestation, AC percentile
difference in estimated fetal weight (EFW) between the various percentiles minor dating (Figure 3) or sonographic measurement errors (Figure 4), which might increase the risk of false <10th percentile has a higher PPV for FGR than EFW <10t" percentile,
in the second trimester (Figure 1), diagnosis of FGR. although the absolute differences were small (45% vs. 41% at 15+0 to 19+6

 Consequently, EFW percentiles during the second trimester may be more
sensitive to minor dating or sonographic measurement errors than later in

* For example, before 25 weeks of gestation, dating errors of 5 days or 3 days are expected to result in the false weeks, and 61% vs. 56% at 20+0 to 24+6 weeks) (Figure 6).

diagnosis of FGR among fetuses that grow normally between the 30th -45th percentiles and 20th - 28th percentiles,
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1. Describe the limitations of sonographic EFW percentiles and their diagnostic Figure 3. Impact of dating error on the false diagnosis of FGR Figure 4. Impact of dating error on the false diagnosis of FGR .
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* First, we illustrated the theoretical limitations of EFW% in early pregnancy The positive predlcjuve value (PPV) of =y -
by simulating the effect of minor dating or sonographic measurement errors EFW% for FGR declined sharply before 25 50% . ._;;:-"‘ Conclusion
using the Hadlock chart. T weeks, indicating that the gestational age P g, Detection rate ) _ .

o Secondly we illustrated the same undergoing fetal biometry at 15-42 threshold at which the sonographic 4070 ° Sonographlc EFW percentlles are Iess re“able bEfore 25 WEEkS than
R o ] weeks during the study period . . . . 0 . : : : :
limitations empirically using a cohort el i e diagnosis of FGR becomes more reliable is 30% later in pregnancy, and should be interpreted with caution during
of singleton pregnancies who had T 225 weeks (Figure 5). oo this gestational age period due to the greater risk of a false
sonographic assessment of fetal N=29,608 patients (76,378 exams) ; diagnosis of FGR.
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