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of breast cancer
Wang Neng, Huang Yijiang, Xu Wenjie, Mao Guoqun, Zhang Cui, Zhang Hongxia, Xiong Fanfan, An Yongyu
First— author's address: Tongde Hospital of Zhejiang Province Affiliated to Zhejiang Chinese Medical University (Clinical Medicine College of
Integrated Traditional Chinese and Western Medicine), Hangzhou, 310012, China
Corresponding author: An Yongyu, E—mail: anl1518068842@]63.com

[ Abstract ] Objective To evaluate the value of the Node Reporting and Data System (Node—RADS) score based on
contrast— enhanced magnetic resonance imaging (CE— MRI) in predicting axillary lymph node metastasis (LNM) in breast
cancer. Methods A retrospective analysis was conducted on preoperative breast CE- MRI data from 131 breast cancer
patients who underwent’sentinel lymph node biopsy and/or axillary lymph node dissection at Tongde Hospital of Zhejiang
Province Affiliated. to Zhejiang Chinese Medical University between January 2015 and October 2020. Two radiologists
independently~assessed axillary lymph nodes according to the Node— RADS criteria, with interobserver agreement analyzed
using the Kappa test. Logistic regression was employed to identify influencing factors associated with LNM, while diagnostic
performance-was evaluated using ROC curve analysis. Sensitivity, specificity, positive predictive value, negative predictive
value, and Youden's index were calculated for different Node— RADS score cut-off values (>1, >2, >3, >4). Results
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Interobserver agreement for Node— RADS score assessment was excellent (Kappa=0.856) between the two radiologists.

Advanced age was an independent protective factor for LNM in breast cancer, while elevated pT stage and Node—RADS score
were independent risk factors for LNM (all P<0.05). The AUC for Node—RADS score in predicting LNM was 0.855 (95% CI.
0.781-0.929) and 0.856 (95%CI: 0.784-0.927), respectively. A Node-RADS score cut-off >2 demonstrated optimal diagnostic
performance for breast LNM, with a maximum Youden's index of 0.635, sensitivity of 0.670, specificity of 0.964, positive

predictive value of 0.764, and negative predictive value of 0.814.

Conclusion The Node-RADS score based on CE-MRI

exhibits high diagnostic value for predicting LNM in breast cancer, holding promise for optimizing tailored therapeutic

regimens.

[ Key words ] Node-Reporting and Data System; Breast cancer; Lymph node metastasis; Breast contrast—enhanced MRI
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