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BF-FDG PET/CT parameters combined with clinical
features in predicting prognosis of patients with

early cervical cancer

XU Chen, SUN Hongzan"
(Department of Radiology, Shengjing Hospital of China Medical University, Shenyang 110004, China)

[Abstract] Objective To explore the prognostic value of "* F-FDG PET/CT parameters combined with clinical features in
predicting prognosis of early cervical cancer patients after surgical operation. Methods A total of 70 cervical cancer
patients who underwent *F-FDG PET/CT before operation were collected and retrospectively analyzed. Differences of
metabolic parameters were compared between relapsed patients (relapse group) and non-recurrent ones (non-recurrent
group). The predictive value of " F-FDG PET/CT parameters combined with clinical features for prognosis were analyzed.
Results The mean follow-up time was (53. 86 15. 74) months, and recurrence of cervical cancer occurred in 11 patients
(11/70, 15.71%). The peak standard uptake value (SUV,) was the only "F-FDG PET/CT parameter predicting
recurrence (AUC=0. 672, P=0.03). Multivariate proportional hazards model (Cox) showed that lymph node metastatic
status and SUV .. were the most important predictors. Conclusion SUV .. and lymph node metastatic status are main
indicators for evaluating prognosis of patients with early cervical cancer after surgical operation.
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