ZRra EBTEEZE 2022 4F 11 A% 24 558 6 W] Military Medical Journal of Southeast China,Vol. 24 ,No. 6, November,2022 -« 573 -

it =
(Ho AR

Brock 1 Y 5 fili 28 15 52458 43 A5 FR G0 % W SE M
il 45 19 R W% 25 1 e T 1 e s

R B A B P

[#ZE] B L3 Brock 5 BUFIf 45 45 52 A8 70 B AR R 48 (LU-RADS) 76 W 55 PR 4515 (SPN) BB PELE I RE T,
ik WEPESHT 2018 4F 1 H & 2021 47 12 H WA AL WG v I 25 1 S R T 58— BE B A T - AR VI Bk ELR BRUE S 133
B SPN BB I RS RL AR B 43 M SPN 4H 41 Bl AGEM: SPN 2H 92 ], 3 X Foili IR ¥k ot 47 48 340 #r , il 1 Brock
FERVEN 2053 SPN FURPERESE , B 2 (7 OB} B2 043 500 57 B3 7 R4 2 SPN /9 LU-RADS 4328, 433251l Brock BT Al
LU-RADS [ ROC, 18] AUC JFiFfTIbEr, 458 TPk SPN 41 HFM4EH SR EAH B AT B4 SPN 41 3% (P<0.01),
A SPN A BB HIAE (P<0.01) A3HHAE(P=0.02) FI A Hi1E (P<0. 01) Bl 2 T B4 SPN 41, HW% M SPN ZLURA 1
PERIEZETT (mGGN) N (77.17%) o bk SPN 41 LU-RADS 4A F14B 258 i 2 T K 14 SPN 4H (56 vs 4,P<0. 05) , S&4E SPN
ZH 1Y Brock FERI Y SEMEME R I K F B SPN 41 (0. 21 vs 0. 06, P<0.05) , Brock % 5 LU-RADS BA B 1A (r=
0.75,P<0.01) , B4 5] SPN ROBMEMRE I8 M H2ER 514 E L (AUC: 0.83 vs 0.78,P=0.16) , WA 4 HT B/~ Brock
LTS TR A I P B T 44 40 1) BB S I RE J7 B 35 T LU-RADS(AUC: 0.92 vs 0.85,P=0.03) , {H ¥ 2 o 400 I B B 45 15 1) B
S RIRE S8 22 (AUC, 0.59 vs 0.55,P=0.66),  £51  Brock 57 XF 1R A 1 B DY 5 25 5 R M 4 /6 S1 48 F LU-
RADS,

[T WG EE T BUNARL AL ; LU-RADS ; Wb 4515

[FE4%ES] R734.2 [ XEkFRERE] A [XEHS] 1672-271X(2022)06-0573-05

[DOI] 10.3969/j.issn.1672-271X.2022.06.003

Comparison of the Brock model and LU-RADS in differentiating malignant subsolid pulmonary nodules

from benign nodules

CAO Wei-yun', LIU Hai-fen”, TAN Jun*, WU Shi-kui', LIU Hao-lei'
(1. Department of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine ,2. Depariment of Radiology ,The First Affilated Hospital of
Hunan Traditional Chinese Medicine College ,Zhuzhou 412000, Hunan , China)

[Abstract ] Objective To compare Brock model and Lung imaging reporting and data system ( LU-RADS) in differentiating
malignant subsolid pulmonary nodules (SPN) from benign nodules. Methods The clinical data of 133 patients with SPN who under-
went surgical resected and were pathologically confirmed from Jan 2018 to Dec 2021 were retrospectively analyzed. According to the
pathological results, the patients were divided into two groups; benign SPN group (41 patients) and malignant SPN group( 92 patients) ,
and their clinical data were statistically analyzed. The malignant probability of SPN was calculated by Brock model. LU-RADS category

of SPN was determined by two radiologists independently. The Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curves of Brock model and LU-

RADS were drawn respectively,and the area under curve (AUC) was
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comparable. Results Patients with malignant SPN were

of the benign SPN (P<0.01). Margin characteristics of nodule in-
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cluded speculation (P<0.01) ,lobulation (P=0.02) ,and pleural indentation (P<0.01) were found more frequently in malignant SPN
than in benign SPN. Nodule type in malignant SPN group was dominated by mGGN (77. 17% ). LU-RADS category 4A and 4B of the

malignant SPN group were more than the benign SPN group (56 vs 4,P<0. 05) ,the malignant probability of malignant SPN group was
significantly higher than that of benign SPN group (0. 21 vs 0. 06,P<0. 05). Brock model has a good correlation with LU-RADS (r=
0.75,P<0.01) ,and had a comparable performance in diagnosing lung cancer for the SPN (AUC: 0. 83 vs 0. 78,P=0. 16). Subgroup

analysis showed that Brock model had a higher performance in diagnosing malignancy for the mixed ground glass nodules than LU-

RADS(AUC: 0.92 vs 0.85,P=0.03) ,but both had a similar lower performance in the detection of malignancy from the pure ground

glass nodules (AUC: 0.59 vs 0.55,P=0.66).
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Conclusion Brock model was superior malignant nodule.
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