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Application values of ultrasound automatic volume
imaging combined with breast imaging reporting
and data system in the diagnosis of breast tumors

YANG Lu, SHANG Jin, ZHANG Li
(Outpatient Department of Surgery, Xi'an Fourth Hospital, Xi'an, Shaanxi, 710004 )

ABSTRACT : Objective To explore the values of automatic volume ultrasound imaging and
breast imaging reporting and data system ( BI-RADS classification standard) in the diagnosis of breast
tumors. Methods Totally 108 patients with breast tumors were randomly divided into control group
and research group, with 54 cases in each group. The control group was diagnosed by routine ultra-
sound, and the ultrasound image was described by specific terms of ultrasound. The research group
was diagnosed by ultrasound automatic volume imaging combined with BI-RADS classification stand-
ard. The diagnostic accuracy was compared between the two groups. Results The diagnostic accura-
cy of the research group was 90. 74% , which was significantly higher than 81.48% of the control
group (P <0.05). The diagnostic sensitivity of the research group was 92.45% , which was signifi-
cantly higher than 86.27% of the control group (P <0.05). The diagnostic specificity of the re-
search group was 98.29% , which was significantly higher than 95.21% of the control group (P <
0.05). Conclusion The combination of ultrasound automatic volume imaging and BI-RADS classifi-
cation criteria shows a higher diagnostic accuracy for breast tumors.
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