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Image-guided biopsy
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Table 1. Summary of Study Population

skt
255 AR % 870 GAIE oA Tkt 7
T 25IE o]&st¥a (HDI 5000, or iU22,

Philips-Advanced Technology Laboratories,
Bothell, WA, USA: Logic 9, GE Medical Systems,
Milwaukee, WI, USA) &A= 5-12 or 7-12 MHz
AYEEAE ol &ttt F #F9ES Selenia
full-field digital mammography system (Lorad/
Hologic, Danbury, CT, USA) ¥} Senograph digital
mammography system (General Electric Medical
Systems, Milwaukee, WI, USA)7} AF&5 ek, 4
Y& ABF A5 FRAYE) 222 Fastel &
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Cincinnatim Ohio, USA)S& o] &35t} E3dEo]
i H = A ARFAAS Adeden o A
21-237101#] vz o] &siqitt. M A%E Ve
P P os BF Sia, 7 WrEel FHeEE

= =1 =
T—-I ]’M‘:]’.
2 1

Z 106199 3xtolA] 116642 HHo] o] Ao X
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WO 834do]w i 7] 15.08 mm, 2P oE A
thel e 292001 Hit =7]E 15.38 mm At
10724014 253728t 24 HAME eF9en (14 7

Mean Size us- us- US-biopsy with Only No pathologic
(mm) biopsy only aspiration operation operation confirm
Category 4a (n=880) 10.87 629 10 166 39 36
Category 4b (n=49) 10.85 11 1 35 2 0
Category 4c (n=72) 19.42 17 0 52 1 2
Category 5 (n=165) 19.79 34 0 128 1 2
Total (n=1166) 15.23 691 11 381 43 40
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Table 2. Positive Predictive Value of Category 4 and 5 Lesions
Total Benign Malignant Not-confirmed PPV (%)
Category 4 1001 831 132 38 132/963 (13.7)
Category 4a 880 788 56 36 56/844 (6.6)
Category 4b 49 29 20 0 20/49 (40.8)
Category 4c 72 14 14 2 56/70 (80)
Category 5 165 3 160 2 160/163 (98)
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Positive Predictive Value of Breast Ultrasonography BI-RADS
Category 4 and 5 Lesions in One Institution

Go Eun Yang, MD, Jung Hyun Yoon, MD, Hee Jung Moon, MD, Min Jung Kim, MD, Eun-Kyung Kim, MD

Department of Radiology and Research Institute of Radiological Science, Severance Hospital,
Yonsei University College of Medicine, Seoul, Korea

Purpose: To retrospectively analyze the positive predictive values (PPVs) of the breast lesions classified as cate-
gories 4 and 5 by using Breast Imaging reporting and Date System (BI-RADS) ultrasonography (US).

Materials and Methods: Between May 2012 and December 2012, the 1166 breast lesions of 1061 patients
were reported BI-RADS US category 4 and 5. We reviewed the frequency, pathologic or clinical course.
The positive predictive value (PPV)s for category 4a, 4b, 4c and 5 were evaluated.

Results: Among the 1166 lesions, the 834 lesions were pathologically confirmed as benign lesions and the 292
lesions were pathologically confirmed as malignant lesions. The 40 lesions were not pathologically con-
firmed. The PPV for category 4 was 13.6% and the PPVs for subcategory 4a, 4b and 4c 5 were 6.6%,
40.8% and 80%. And the PPV for category 5 was 98%.

Conclusion: In our hospital, the PPVs for BI-RADS US category 4a, 4b, 4c and 5 were presented to show the
range of BI-RADS US, so it was appropriately subcategorized.

Index words: Breast Imaging Reporting and Data System (BI-RADS); Breast; Ultrasonography;
Image-guided biopsy
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