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Ovarian-adnexal reporting and data system, gynecologic imaging
reporting and data system and simple rules risk model for
differentiating benign and malignant ovarian tumors

YANG Wenmin', LYU Guorong"?, CHEN Qiuyue'”
(1. Department of Ultrasound s the Second Af filiated Hospital of Fujian Medical University,
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[Abstract] Objective To compare the value of ovarian-adnexal reporting and data system (O-RADS), gynecologic
imaging reporting and data system (GI-RADS) as well as simple rules risk model (SRRisk) for differentiating benign and
malignant ovarian tumors. Methods Ultrasonographic data of 622 patients with ovarian mass confirmed pathologically
were retrospectively analyzed., and were classified using O-RADS, GI-RADS and SRRisk, respectively. Then receiver
operating characteristic (ROC) curve was drawn to analyze the efficacy of each method for differentiating benign and
malignant ovarian tumors., and the corresponding area under the curve (AUC) , sensitivity, specificity and accuracy of the 3
methods were compared. Results Among 622 patients, 454 were found with benign and 168 with malignant ovarian
tumors (including borderline). The AUC of O-RADS, GI-RADS and SRRisk was 0. 94, 0. 93 and 0. 93, the sensitivity was
93.45%, 91.67% and 86.91%, the specificity was 88.33%, 88.77% and 89.87%, and the accuracy was 89.71%,
89.55% and 89.07% , respectively. The AUC, specificity and accuracy of 3 methods were similar (all P>>0.05), while
the sensitivity of O-RADS (93. 45%) was higher than that of SRRisk (86.91% , ¥’ =7.69, P<C0.01), and the sensitivity
of GIFRADS (91. 67%) was similar to that of O-RADS and SRRisk (y*=0.80, 3.50, both P>>0.05). Conclusion O-
RADS, GI-RADS and SRRisk showed high and comparable diagnostic efficiency for identification of benign and malignant
ovarian tumors.
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