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 67 

Abstract 68 

Objective To prospectively validate the performance of the Risk of Malignancy Index (RMI), 69 

International Ovarian Tumor Analysis (IOTA) Simple Rules Risk Model (SRRisk), IOTA 70 

Assessment of Different NEoplasias in the adneXa (ADNEX) and the IOTA two-step strategy in 71 

different types of ultrasound centers in Italy.  72 

 Methods This is a multicenter prospective observational study including regional referral centers 73 

and district hospitals in Italy. Consecutive patients with an adnexal mass examined with ultrasound 74 

by an IOTA certified ultrasound examiner with different levels of experience were included, 75 

provided they underwent surgery < 180 days after the inclusion scan. Ultrasound examination was 76 

performed transvaginally or transrectally and/or transabdominally based on the characteristics of the 77 

women and masses. Reference standard was the histology of the adnexal mass following surgical  78 

removal. Discrimination (area under receiver operating characteristic curve, AUROC), calibration, 79 

and clinical utility were assessed to illustrate  the diagnostic performance of the methods. The 80 

performance of the models was also evaluated in predefined subgroups based on menopausal status, 81 

type of center (oncology vs non-oncology) and ultrasound examiner ś experience: [<500 scans 82 

performed, 500-5000 scans performed, >5000 scans performed; European Federation of Societies 83 

for Ultrasound in Medicine and Biology (EFSUMB) Level 1, Level 2, Level 3].   84 

Results 1567 patients were recruited between May 2017 and March 2020 from 23 italian centers. 85 

After data cleaning and application of exclusion criteria, our study population consisted of 1431 86 

patients in 21 italian centers (10 oncological and 11 non-oncological). Based on histology, 87 

995/1431 (69.5%) tumors were benign and 436/1431 (30.5%) were malignant (115/1431, 8.0% 88 

borderline, 263/1431, 18.4% primary invasive, 58/1431, 4.1% metastatic tumors). For all IOTA 89 

models (SRRisk, ADNEX with and without CA125, two step strategy with and without CA125), 90 

the AUROC was between 0.91 (95% CI 0.88-0.93) and 0.92 (0.89-0.94). The AUROC was 0.85 91 

(0.81-0.87) for RMI. The malignancy risk was slightly underestimated by all IOTA models, but 92 
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least so by SRRisk . All IOTA models had higher net benefit than RMI at risk thresholds from 1% 93 

to 50%. AUROC was >0.90 for all IOTA models in all subgroups, while it ranged from 0.84 to 0.90 94 

for RMI. 95 

Conclusions SRRisk, ADNEX and the two step strategy with or without CA125 had similar and 96 

good ability to distinguish benign from malignant adnexal tumours in patients examined by either 97 

expert or non-expert ultrasound operators in Italy. Their discriminative performance and clinical 98 

utility was superior to that of RMI.  99 

  100 
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Introduction  101 

Ovarian cancer is the leading cause of death in women diagnosed with gynecological cancers.1 102 

Most ovarian cancers are diagnosed at an advanced stage and require treatment in high volume 103 

centers by doctors with expertise in gynecological oncological surgery to optimize outcome.2–4 104 

Correct preoperative characterization of adnexal masses is essential to decide on optimal 105 

management: clinical and ultrasound follow-up, surgery in a local center, or referral to an oncology 106 

center.5,6 Transvaginal ultrasound is the first line method for characterizing adnexal masses. If 107 

performed by an expert, subjective assessment of the ultrasound images is the optimal method for 108 

distinguishing benign from malignant masses.7-9  For less experienced ultrasound examiners there 109 

are other methods. The Risk of Malignancy Index (RMI) is a scoring system using clinical and 110 

ultrasound information that can be used to estimate the likelihood of an ovarian mass being 111 

malignant.10  In some European countries RMI is widely used to triage women with an adnexal mass 112 

for referral to an oncological center.11–15 The International Ovarian Tumor Analysis (IOTA) group 113 

has developed several ultrasound based methods that can be used to discriminate between benign 114 

and malignant adnexal masses: the Benign Descriptors,16,17, the Simple Rules, 18 four mathematical 115 

models to calculate the individual risk of malignancy in an adnexal mass (logistic regression model 116 

1, LR1, logistic regression model 2, LR2, the Simple Rules Risk model, SRRisk,  and Assessment 117 

of Different NEoplasias in the adneXa - ADNEX). 19-21 ADNEX is a multinomial regression model 118 

that calculates the probability of five outcome categories (benign, borderline, stage I primary 119 

invasive ovarian malignancy, stage II-IV primary invasive ovarian malignancy, and metastasis from 120 

another primary tumor). 21 ADNEX can be used with or without CA125 as predictor. 21 The IOTA 121 

group now recommends the IOTA two-step strategy, which means that first the Benign Descriptors 122 

are applied, and if these do not apply, ADNEX is used. 17 123 

The diagnostic performance of the IOTA methods and of RMI has been validated in prospective 124 

and retrospective studies, but most validation studies tested the performance in the hands of  125 
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experienced ultrasound examiners.17,22–32 No prospective study included examiners with little 126 

ultrasound experience  and few included examiners with different levels of experience.33–35  127 

The primary aim of this study is to prospectively validate the diagnostic performance of RMI, 128 

SRRisk, ADNEX and the IOTA two-step strategy in different types of ultrasound centers in Italy 129 

both overall and in relevant subgroups. The secondary aims are to explore the multinomial 130 

discrimination performance of ADNEX and the two step strategy, to validate the ability of the 131 

Benign Descriptors to correctly classify an adnexal mass as benign, and to validate the classification 132 

performance of the Simple Rules and of subjective assessment overall and in the subgroups based 133 

on level of ultrasound experience.  134 

 135 

Methods 136 

Study design and participants 137 

This is an italian multicenter prospective external validation study of ultrasound based models to 138 

discriminate between benign and malignant adnexal masses. The protocol was approved by the 139 

Ethical Committee of the Fondazione Policlinico A. Gemelli, IRCCS (PROT 27665/16) and of each 140 

participating center (Appendix 1). Written informed consent was obtained from all patients. The 141 

study was conducted in accordance with the TRIPOD cluster guidelines. 142 

 143 

Patients 144 

Consecutive patients with a known or suspected adnexal mass examined with ultrasound by an 145 

IOTA certified ultrasound examiner36 and confirmed to have an adnexal mass judged not to be 146 

physiological were eligible for inclusion provided they were expected to undergo surgical removal 147 

of the mass. The patients were collected between May 2017 and March 2020. Exclusion criteria 148 

were: patient’s age <18 years, pregnant patients, patients with previous bilateral adnexectomy, 149 

patients examined in centers that recruited < 10 patients, only transabdominal ultrasound 150 
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performed, surgery performed more than 180 days after the ultrasound examination, and denial or 151 

withdrawal of informed consent. 152 

 153 

Data collection 154 

Information on age, parity, menopausal status and indication for the ultrasound examination was 155 

prospectively collected, as well as information on type of hospital (private practice, local public 156 

hospital, regional public hospital, or university hospital), type of center (oncological vs non-157 

oncological), and type of ultrasound center (general gynecologic outpatient clinic or specialized 158 

ultrasound center). An oncological center was defined as a tertiary referral center with a dedicated 159 

gynecological oncology unit. Information on the ultrasound system used, ultrasound examiner´s 160 

name and level of experience was also recorded. The level of ultrasound experience was based on 161 

the number of gynecological scans in non-pregnant women that the examiner had performed at the 162 

start of the study. Low experience was defined as <500 scans, intermediate experience as 500-5000 163 

scans, and high experience as >5000 scans. We also recorded the level of experience according to 164 

the European Federation of Societies for Ultrasound in Medicine and Biology (EFSUMB level 1, 2 165 

or 3 37), and the number of ovarian masses that the operator had examined with ultrasound during 166 

the preceeding year (classified as <50, i.e. < 1 per week; 50-200, i.e. up to 4 per week; >200, i.e. > 4 167 

per week). 168 

 169 

Ultrasound examination  170 

A standardized transvaginal (or transrectal if vaginal was not possible) ultrasound examination 171 

including color or power Doppler ultrasound examination was performed, supplemented with 172 

transabdominal ultrasound if transvaginal or transrectal ultrasound examination was not sufficient. 173 

The IOTA examination and measurement technique were used, and the ultrasound findings were 174 

described using the  IOTA terminology.38 Information on all the variables required for the IOTA 175 

Benign Descriptors, Simple Rules, SRRisk, ADNEX and RMI were prospectively collected and 176 
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recorded. Results of subjective assessment were recorded as benign, borderline or malignant. The 177 

degree of diagnostic confidence (certainly benign, probably benign, uncertain, probably malignant 178 

or probably borderline, certainly malignant or certainly borderline) as well as the specific diagnosis 179 

suggested by the ultrasound examiner and chosen from a list of pre-defined diagnoses were also 180 

recorded.  181 

If more than one adnexal mass was present, only the one with the most complex ultrasound 182 

morphology was included in our statistical analysis. If the ultrasound morphology was similar in all 183 

masses, the largest one or the one most easily accessible with ultrasound was used in our statistical 184 

calculations. The management was decided by the referring clinician, who took into account clinical 185 

symptoms, ultrasound results based on subjective evaluation of the ultrasound images (i.e. those 186 

reported in the clinical ultrasound report), and results of other imaging modalities (e.g. computer 187 

tomography or magnetic resonance imaging), tumor markers, and patient´s preference. 188 

 189 

Reference standard  190 

Reference standard was the histology of the adnexal mass following surgical removal within 180 191 

days after the ultrasound examination by laparotomy or laparoscopy as considered appropriate by 192 

the surgeon. Borderline tumors were classified as malignant. The histology of the surgically 193 

removed tumor was determined at each local center. Central pathology review was not performed, 194 

because we found little differences between local and central pathology reports in a previous IOTA 195 

study.19 Pathologists were blinded to ultrasound predictor variables and model predictions but might 196 

have received information on the subjective assessment by the ultrasound examiner when clinically 197 

relevant. The stage of malignant tumors was recorded using the classification of the International 198 

Federation of Gynecology and Obstetrics (FIGO). 39   199 

 200 

Data cleaning 201 
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Data collection was done through the web-based clinical data miner (CDM) software.40 Patients 202 

automatically received a unique identifier upon enrolment. We encrypted all data communication to 203 

ensure data security. A team of statisticians and ultrasound examiners performed data cleaning. 204 

Data cleaning included sending queries to participating centers to retrieve missing information or to 205 

correct inconsistencies.  206 

 207 

Prediction models 208 

We assessed the diagnostic performance of  subjective assessment, RMI, Benign Descriptors,  209 

Simple rules, SRRisk, ADNEX with and without CA125, and the two-step strategy with and 210 

without CA125. Predictions were based on information obtained at the inclusion scan and so are 211 

blinded to the outcome. The results of the models were calculated after closing the study and were 212 

not used to guide patient managament.  213 

RMI does not give an estimated risk but a non-negative integer (0 or higher), with higher scores 214 

suggesting a higher likelihood of malignancy. It includes clinical (CA125 and menopausal status) 215 

and ultrasound variables (multilocular cyst, solid areas, bilateral lesions, ascites, abdominal 216 

metastases).10 217 

There are four Benign Descriptors, which classify tumors as benign: 1) a unilocular cyst with 218 

ground glass echogenicity and largest diameter <10 cm in a premenopausal woman is suggestive of 219 

endometrioma (BD 1); 2) a unilocular cyst with mixed echogenicity, acoustic shadows and largest 220 

diameter <10 cm in a premenopausal woman is suggestive of benign teratoma  (BD 2);  3) a 221 

unilocular cyst with anechoic cyst fluid, smooth internal walls and largest diameter <10 cm in a pre- 222 

or post-menopausal woman is  suggestive of a simple cyst or cystadenoma (BD3); 4) all other 223 

unilocular cysts with smooth internal walls and largest diameter <10 cm in a pre- or post-224 

menopausal woman (BD 4) are suggestive of a benign cyst. 17 225 

Simple Rules classify tumors as benign, inconclusive, or malignant based on the presence of five 226 

benign ultrasound features (unilocular cyst, smooth multilocular cyst with largest diameter <100 227 
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mm, acoustic shadows, solid component(s) are present but largest diameter is <7 mm, no 228 

vascularization on color Doppler) and five malignant ultrasound features (irregular solid tumor, 229 

irregular multilocular solid tumor with largest diameter >100 mm, at least 4 papillary projections, 230 

presence of ascites, very strong vascularization on color Doppler). The classification is inconclusive 231 

if none of the ten features is present, or if both benign and malignant features are present. 18 We 232 

added inconclusive tumors to those predicted to be malignant, resulting in a binary classifier 233 

(benign or malignant).  234 

SRRisk is a logistic regression model that calculates the risk that an adnexal tumor is malignant 235 

based on type of center (oncology center vs other center) and on the ten binary ultrasound features 236 

used in the Simple Rules. 20  237 

ADNEX is a multinomial regression model that calculates the probability of five outcome 238 

categories: benign, borderline, stage I primary invasive ovarian malignancy, stage II-IV primary 239 

invasive ovarian malignancy, and metastasis from another primary tumor. 21 One minus the 240 

probability of a benign tumor equals the estimated risk of malignancy. ADNEX includes three 241 

clinical variables (age, type of center, i.e. oncology vs non-oncology center, serum level of CA125) 242 

and six ultrasound variables (maximum diameter of the lesion in mm, proportion of solid tissue 243 

calculated as the maximum diameter of the largest solid component in mm divided by the maximum 244 

diameter of the lesion in mm, presence of more than 10 cyst locules, number of papillary 245 

projections, acoustic shadows, ascites). The variable CA125 is optional, but for multinomial 246 

discrimination  ADNEX works better with than without CA125. 22 247 

The two-step strategy uses the Benign Descriptors as a first step. If a Benign Descriptor applies, the 248 

mass is classified as benign, if not, ADNEX with or without CA125 is used to estimate the risk of 249 

malignancy. 17 Information about how we estimated the risk of malignancy when a Benign 250 

Descriptor applied is found in Appendix 2. 251 

 252 

Statistical analysis and sample size  253 
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We followed a prespecified statistical analysis plan. The statistical analyses were performed with R 254 

version 4.1.2. The adequacy of the sample size is discussed in Appendix 3. We report all 255 

performance measures with 95% confidence intervals (CI). 256 

Despite it being strongly recommended to collect blood samples for measurement of serum CA125 257 

in all patients, CA125 results were missing in some patients. Missing CA125 values were imputed.  258 

We performed multiple imputation using the method of fully conditional specification, generating 259 

100 imputations, leading to 100 completed datasets. To estimate the missing values of CA125, we 260 

used predictive mean matching regression using the outcome and variables that are probably related 261 

to either the level of CA125 itself, or to the unavailability of CA125. The multiple imputation 262 

procedure is described in Appendix 4. To calculate the predictions for each model, we used the 263 

formula present in the original paper. 264 

Results are presented as absolute frequency (percentage) for nominal variables and as median, 265 

interquartile range (IQR) and range (min-max) for continuous variables as appropriate. We report 266 

the percentage of tumors to which a Benign Descriptor applied and the outcome of masses to which 267 

a Benign Descriptor applied (pooled analysis). 268 

We calculated center-specific area under the receiver operating characteristic curve (AUROC) to 269 

estimate the ability to discriminate between benign and malignant adnexal masses for RMI and the 270 

risk models (SRRisk, ADNEX, IOTA two-step strategy) and used meta-analysis to obtain the 271 

overall AUROC per model. The heterogeneity between centers was assessed by calculating 95% 272 

prediction intervals (PI). The meta-analysis procedure is described in Appendix 5.  273 

We assessed calibration of the risk models by calculating observed over expected ratio (O:E). O:E 274 

is the ratio of the observed risk of having the outcome divided by the risk estimated by the model. 275 

An O:E higher than 1 indicates that the model underestimates the risk of malignancy, and an O:E 276 

lower than 1 indicates that the model overestimates the risk of malignancy. The ideal value is 1. 41,42  277 

We also constructed flexible calibration curves using loess. 43 We calculated center-specific O:E 278 

and calibration curves and combined them using meta-analysis. For the meta-analysis of calibration 279 
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curves, we combined 13 centers with small sample size or low prevalence of malignancy into four 280 

groups to avoid computational problems. The four groups were: Santorso, Foggia, Treviso (group 281 

1);  Messina, Carpi, Montebelluna (group 2);  Verona, Firenze, Padova, Rome (group 3); and Bari 282 

B, Asti, Bolzano (group 4). The meta-analysis procedure is described in Appendix 5.  283 

Clinical utility to decide which patients to refer for specialized oncological care was estimated 284 

using decision curve analysis for risk thresholds between 1% and 50%.44  Net benefit is a measure 285 

of clinical utility. To know if a model is clinically useful, we compare it to treat all and treat none 286 

(in this case to refer all or to refer none to an oncology center). A model is clinically useful if it is 287 

superior to both treat all and treat none. Because RMI does not provide risk estimates, for RMI we 288 

computed clinical utility at the following fixed RMI scores: 200 (a threshold often used clinically 289 

and recommened in several national guidelines11-15), 250, 100 and 25.  We show overall decision 290 

curves calculated using meta-analysis of center-specific decision curves. The meta-analysis 291 

procedure is described in Appendix 5.  292 

We calculated sensitivity, specificity, positive predictive value (PPV) and negative predictive value 293 

(NPV) for subjective assessment and the Simple Rules (inconclusive cases classified as malignant) 294 

and for the risk models at risk of malignancy cut-offs of 1%, 3%, 5%, 10%, 15%, 20%, 25%, 30%, 295 

40%, and 50%. For RMI, we report classification performance for cut-offs 25, 100, 200, and 250. 296 

We calculated center-specific sensitivity and specificity and combined them using meta-analysis.45 297 

Centers with no true positive (TP) and no false positive (FP) test results at a specific threshold were 298 

excluded from the meta-analysis of PPV for that threshold. Centers with no true negative (TN) and 299 

no false negative (FN) at a specific threshold were excluded from the meta-analysis of NPV for that 300 

threshold. 301 

To estimate the multinomial performance of ADNEX and the two-step strategy, we computed the 302 

Polytomous Discrimination Index (PDI) and calculated the AUROC for each pair of outcome 303 

categories using the conditional risk method.46-47 To evaluate calibration, we computed O:E ratios 304 

per category.   Due to the small numbers in most centers, we anticipated computational problems 305 
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when attempting to perform meta-analysis for multinomial performance. Therefore, we used the 306 

pooled dataset to estimate the multinomial performance of ADNEX and the two-step strategy.  307 

 308 

Subgroup analyses 309 

We calculated AUROC and O:E ratio for prespecified subgroups based on menopausal status, type 310 

of center (oncology vs non-oncology), and ultrasound examiner´s experience (<500 scans 311 

performed, 500-5000 scans performed, >5000 scans performed; EFSUMB Level 1, Level 2, and 312 

Level 3) using pooled data due to the small numbers in most centers.   313 

 314 

Results   315 

A total of 1567 patients were recruited from 23 italian centers. After data cleaning and application 316 

of exclusion criteria, our study population consisted of 1431 patients in 21 italian centers (10 317 

oncological and 11 non-oncological centers) (Figure 1 and Supplementary Table S1). Based on 318 

histology, 995/1431 (69.5%) tumors were benign and 436/1431 (30.5%) were malignant (115/1431, 319 

8.0% borderline, 263/1431, 18.4% primary invasive, 58/1431, 4.1% metastatic tumors). Tumor 320 

outcome according to center is shown in Supplementary Table S1. Clinical, ultrasound and 321 

histological characteristics of the study population are summarized in Table 1.  Specific histological 322 

diagnoses are shown in Supplementary Table S2. The median age of the patients was 52 years (IQR 323 

40-62, range 18 to 88), and 745 patients (52%) were postmenopausal. The median of the maximum 324 

diameter of the lesion was 69 (IQR 48-100, range 9 - 400) mm, 281 (20%) patients had bilateral 325 

masses, and 120 (8%) patients had ascites. CA125 was missing in 28% (394/1431) of patients. The 326 

characteristics of our study population and those of the studies in which the RMI and IOTA models 327 

were developed are shown in Supplementary Table S3. Patients in our study population were more 328 

frequently postmenopausal than those in the development sets of the IOTA models, the Ca125 329 

values (when available) were lower, while acoustic shadowing and absent color Doppler signals 330 

were more common. Multilocular cysts were less common than in the development data set of the 331 
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Simple Rules, and Ca125 values were higher than in the development data set of RMI. The 332 

distribution of tumor outcome (i.e., prevalence of borderline, stage I primary invasive, stage II-IV 333 

primary invasive, metastatic tumors) in our study population is reasonably similar to that in the 334 

studies in which the IOTA models were developed. 335 

The BDs applied to 328/1431 (23%) tumors, of which 325 (99%) were benign, 3/328 (1%, 95% CI 336 

1-2) were borderline, and none was an invasive malignany (Supplementary Table S4).   337 

 For all IOTA models (ADNEX with and without CA125, SSRisk, two step strategy with and 338 

without CA125), the overall AUROC was >0.91, while that of RMI was 0.85 (Figure 2). 339 

Differences in AUROC between centers (heterogeneity) were smallest for SRRisk (Figure 2, 340 

Supplementary Figure S1-S6).  341 

At a risk threshold of 10% (the risk threshold recommended in an international consensus statement 342 

for referring patients to an oncology center 6), all IOTA models (SRRisk, ADNEX with and without 343 

Ca125 and the two-step strategy with and without Ca125) had sensitivity >0.9 with specificity 344 

ranging from 0.77 to 0.80. ADNEX and the two step strategy had the same classification 345 

performance at risk threshold 10%: sensitivity 0.92 and specificity 0.80 when CA125 was included 346 

as a predictor, sensitivity 0.94 and specificity 0.77 when CA125 was not included as a predictor 347 

(Supplementary Table S5). At a threshold of 200, RMI had sensitivity 0.58 and specificity 0.94 348 

(Supplementary Table S6). The Simple Rules were applicable in 1244/1431 (87%) tumors and had 349 

sensitivity 0.90 and specificity 0.85 (inconclusive cases classified as malignant). Subjective 350 

assessment had sensitivity 0.93 and specificity 0.88 (Supplementary Table S7).  351 

The malignancy risk was slightly underestimated by all IOTA models (O:E ratios 1.04 -1.20) (Table 352 

2). SRRisk was slightly better calibrated than other IOTA models (point estimate O:E ratio 1.04; 353 

95% CI 0.97-1.12) (Table 2, Figure 3).  The relation between the RMI score and the observed 354 

prevalence of malignancy  is shown in supplementary Figure S7. At RMI score 200, the observed 355 

prevalence of malignancy was 55% (95% CI 49-61). 356 
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Decision curves are shown in Figure 4. Irrespective of  which RMI cutoff was used, the IOTA 357 

methods had higher net benefit than RMI. At risk thresholds lower than 15%, ADNEX and the two-358 

step strategy had the highest net benefit, at risk thresholds above 20% SRRisk and subjective 359 

assessment had highest net benefit. RMI at cutoff 200 was less clinically useful than simply treating 360 

everyone (referring everyone to an oncology center) at risk thresholds below 15%.   361 

The ability of ADNEX and the two-step strategy to discriminate between different tumor types is 362 

shown in Table 3 and Supplementary Table S8. The PDI ranged from 0.44 to 0.55 for all four 363 

models. ADNEX and the two-step strategy had the same ability to discriminate between the five 364 

tumor types. Performance was poorest for discrimination between Stage I primary invasive tumors 365 

and metastases (AUROC 0.70 for all four models) and between Stage II-IV primary invasive 366 

tumors and metastases (AUROC 0.59 for models without Ca125 and 0.74 for models with CA125). 367 

AUROCs ranged from 0.93 to 0.98 for distinguishing benign tumors from invasive malignancies 368 

(primary or metastastes). Calibration of the estimated risks for the five tumor types was similar for 369 

ADNEX and the two-step strategy irrespective of whether or not CA125 was included as a predictor 370 

(Supplementary Table S9). All four models underestimated the risk of borderline, stage I primary 371 

invasive, and secondary metastatic tumors (O:E >1) but overestimated the likelihood of a stage II-372 

IV ovarian malignancy and benign tumor (O:E<1). 373 

 374 

Subgroup analyses 375 

Tumor outcome and percentage of missing CA125 values in subgroups according to menopausal 376 

status, type of center and ultrasound examiners  ́ level of experience are shown in Table 4.  In all 377 

subgroups the AUROCs were higher for the IOTA models than for RMI (Figure 5). The AUROCs 378 

of the IOTA models were >0.90 in all subgroups (0.90 – 0.95). They were slightly higher in pre- 379 

than post-menopausal patients, in non-oncology than oncology centers, and for EFSUMB Level 3 380 

ultrasound examiners than for EFSUMB Level 1 or 2 ultrasound examiners. The sensitivity of 381 

subjective assessment was higher for level 3 and level 2 examiners than for level 1 examiners (0.96 382 
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vs 0.92 vs 0.86), but the corresponding specificity was lower (0.84 vs 0.87 vs 0.97) (Supplementary 383 

Table S10). The sensitivity of Simple Rules  (inconclusive cases classified as malignant) was higher 384 

for level 3 than level 2 and 1 examiners (0.95 vs 0.88 vs 0.82) with the corresponding specificity 385 

being lower (0.80 vs 0.85 vs 0.92). 386 

Calibration of the IOTA models in the subgroups is shown in Supplementary Figure S8. In all 387 

subgroups, the malignancy risk tended to be underestimated (point estimate for O:E ratio >1) by the 388 

IOTA models, with less underestimation of malignancy risk in postmenopausal than premenopausal 389 

patients and in oncology than non-oncology centers. In all subgroups, SRRisk had the least 390 

understimation. The 95% CIs for O:E ratios were very wide for EFSUMB level 1 examiners and for 391 

examiners that had performed <500 scans at study start due to the small sample size for these 392 

groups.  393 

 394 

Discussion 395 

 396 

Principal findings 397 

SRRisk, ADNEX and the IOTA two-step strategy (with or without CA125) discriminated well 398 

between being and malignant adnexal masses and were superior to RMI when validated on a 399 

national basis in 21 Italian centers by ultrasound examiners with different levels of ultrasound 400 

experience. All IOTA methods had higher net benefit than RMI. SSRisk, ADNEX and the two step-401 

strategy (with or without CA125) had the highest net benefit at risk thesholds below 15%.  402 

 403 

Strengths and limitations  404 

Our study is the first prospective national multicenter study to validate IOTA models and to validate 405 

them in the hands of ultrasound examiners with different levels of experience. We assessed the 406 

diagnostic performance both in terms of discrimination, calibration and clinical utility. Limitations 407 

are the small number of EFSUMB level 1 examiners and examiners that had perfomed <500 scans 408 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 26, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.23.24319517doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.23.24319517
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


17 
 

at the start of the study, the small number of centers from the south of Italy (our aim was to include 409 

centers homogenously distributed all over Italy), and that CA125 was missing in a substantial 410 

proportion of patients (28%). We adressed the missing CA125 values using multiple imputation. 411 

Using histology as reference standard can be seen both as a strength and as a limitation. The 412 

strength is that using the same reference standard in all patients avoids differential verification 413 

bias.The limitation is that our results might not be applicable to all adnexal masses, which include 414 

also those managed with clinical and ultrasound follow-up.  415 

 416 

Comparison with other studies 417 

The results of our study agree well with those in other validation studies.9,17,23,31,48-52 The 418 

discriminative performance of ADNEX in our study (AUROC 0.92 and 0.91 for ADNEX with and 419 

without CA125, respectively) was similar to that reported in a meta-analysis including 17007 420 

adnexal masses examined with ultrasound in different countries and settings in 47 studies (AUROC 421 

0.93 both for ADNEX with and without CA125). 48 It was only slightly poorer than that in a large 422 

international multicenter study conducted by the IOTA group (AUROC 0.94 both for ADNEX with 423 

and without CA125) and in a large single center study conducted in a private center in Barcelona, 424 

Spain (AUROC 0.95). 22,52  The discriminative performance of the two-step stragey was also 425 

slightly poorer than in  two other large studies 17,52 (AUROC 0.92 vs 0.95 when ADNEX with 426 

CA125 was used as second step test; AUROC 0.91 vs 0.94 vs. 0.95 when ADNEX without CA125 427 

was used as second step test). Whether the small differences in discriminative performance are 428 

explained by differences in tumor characteristics (the studies cited included also patients managed 429 

expectantly) or in ultrasound expertise is difficult to know. We found the discriminative ability and 430 

the clinical utility of ADNEX, the two-step strategy and SRRisk to be superior to those of RMI, 431 

which agrees with the results of other studies. 17,22 Both in our study and in others, the IOTA 432 

models underestimated the risk of malignancy, the best calibrated model being SRRisk, and the 433 

models being better calibrated in postmenopausal than premenopusal patients. 17,22 The Benign 434 
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Descriptors were applicable in a lower proportion of patients in our study than in those by Landolfo 435 

et al and Pascual et al (23% vs 37% vs 77%). 17,52 This is explained by the the other two studies 436 

including also patients managed expectantly and by the study by Pascual et al being an extreme 437 

low-risk population. 17,52 The classification performance of the Simple Rules (inconclusive cases 438 

classified as malignant) in our study (sensitivity 0.90, specificity 0.85) is reasonably similar to that 439 

reported in published meta-analyses (sensitivity and specificity 0.93 and 0.81,50 sensitivity and 440 

specificity 0.94 and 0.76, 51 sensitivity and specificity 0.93 and 0.80 9) and in the international 441 

multicenter study by van Calster et al (sensitivity and specificity 0.90 and 0.87 22).  442 

We found the sensitivity of subjective assessment  to be 0.93 and the specificity to be 0.88, which is 443 

almost identical to the sensitivity and specificity of subjective assessment reported in a  meta-444 

analysis (sensitivity 0.93, specificity 0.89).9 The classification performance of subjective 445 

assessment is heavily dependent on the experience of the ultrasound examiner.53 The performance 446 

of risk calculation models should be less dependent on ultrasound skill as long as the ultrasound 447 

examiner is familiar with the definitions of the variables in the models. Nonetheless, we found some 448 

small differences in the discriminative and calibration performance of the IOTA models between 449 

examiners with different levels of experience, with performance being slightly better in the group of 450 

EFSUMB level 3 examiners. However, it is difficult to interpret these differences, because they 451 

may be explained by a difference in tumor types between the groups.  452 

 453 

Implications in clinical practice  454 

The good performance of the IOTA models in our study, which includes also ultrasound examiners 455 

with little ultrasound experience and both local, regional and university hospitals, supports that 456 

IOTA models can be widely applied in clinical practice. Our findings also support the 457 

recommendation by Landolfo et. al 17 to use the two-step strategy. The two-step strategy had almost 458 

the same discrimination and calibration performance and almost the same clinical utility as ADNEX 459 

at risk thresholds up to 20% (and better clinical utility than ADNEX at the lowest risk thresholds) in 460 
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our study, but the two-step strategy is easier to use than ADNEX while still offering the advantage 461 

of  providing an estimate of  the likelihood of four types of malignancy.  462 

 463 

Future perspectives  464 

Prospective studies including a very large number of ultrasound examiners with limited experience 465 

are needed to confirm our results. It would be important to investigate the effect of using the IOTA 466 

models in impact studies. 54 Such studies will show whether use of IOTA models in daily practice 467 

improve decision making and, ultimately, patient outcome.  468 

 469 

Conclusions  470 

SRRisk, ADNEX and the two step strategy with or without CA125 had similar and good ability to 471 

distinguish benign from malignant adnexal tumours in patients examined by either expert or non-472 

expert ultrasound operators in Italy, and they were all superior to RMI. Our results support the 473 

recommendation by the IOTA-group to use the  two-step strategy to characterize ovarian tumors. 474 

 475 

 476 
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 727 
 728 
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 730 
 731 
 732 
 733 
 734 
 735 
Tables 736 
 737 
Table 1. Clinical, ultrasound, and histological characteristics of the study population (n=1431).  738 
 Median (IQR), or n (%), 

Range 
Patient age at recruitment (years) 52 (IQR 40-62) 
 Range: 18-88 
  
Postmenopausal 745 (52) 
  
Gynecological symptoms during the year preceding inclusion 601 (42) 
  
Bilateral masses 281 (20) 

  
Presence of solid components 730 (51) 
  
Maximum diameter of lesion (mm) 69 (IQR 48-100) 

 Range: 9-400 
Largest diameter of largest solid component (mm)*  40 (IQR 16-68) 

 Range: 2-250 
Number of papillary projections  

0 1086 (76) 
1 153 (11) 
2 49 (3) 
3 28 (2) 
>3 115 (8) 
  

More than 10 cyst locules 160 (11) 
  
Acoustic shadows 327 (23) 
  
Ascites 120 (8) 

  
CA125 results missing 394 (28) 
CA125 (U/mL, if available) 19 (IQR 10-57) 

 Range: 1-12000 
Colour score of intratumoural flow  

1: no blood flow 733 (51) 
2: minimal blood flow 277 (19) 
3: moderate blood flow 239 (17) 
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4: very strong blood flow 182 (13) 
  

Histological diagnosis†   
Benign 995 (69) 

Borderline 115 (8) 

Stage I primary invasive 109 (8) 

Stage II-IV primary invasive 154 (11) 

Secondary metastatic 58 (4) 
IQR: Interquartile range 739 
*For tumors with a solid component 740 
† specific histological diagnoses are shown in Supplementary Table S2. 741 
 742 
 743 
 744 
 745 
 746 
 747 
 748 
 749 
 750 
 751 
 752 
Table 2. Calibration in terms of observed over expected ratio based on meta-analysis of data from 753 
Model O:E ratio (95% CI) 
SRRisk 1.04 (0.97; 1.12) 
ADNEX without CA125 1.11 (1.04; 1.20) 
ADNEX with CA125 1.18 (1.07; 1.29) 
Two-step without CA125 1.13 (1.05; 1.21) 
Two-step with CA125 1.20 (1.09; 1.32) 
O:E ratio, observed over expected ratio. Measure of calibration in the large (mean calibration) is calculated as the observed risk of 754 
having the outcome event in the entire validation dataset divided by the average risk predicted by the model. A  value >1 indicates 755 
that the model is underestimating the average risk. A value <1 means that the model is over-estimating the average risk.  756 
CI; Confidence Interval, SRRisk; Simple Rules Risk Model, ADNEX; Assessment of Different NEoplasias in the adnexa. 757 
 758 
 759 
 760 
 761 
 762 
 763 
 764 
 765 
 766 
 767 
 768 
 769 
 770 
 771 
 772 
 773 
 774 
 775 
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 776 
 777 
 778 
 779 
 780 
 781 
 782 
 783 
 784 
 785 
 786 
 787 
 788 
 789 
 790 
 791 
 792 
 793 
Table 3. Polytomous discrimination index (PDI) of Assessment of Different NEoplasias in the 794 
adneXa (ADNEX), and of the two-step strategy (pooled analysis). 795 
 PDI (95% CI) 
ADNEX without CA125 0.49 (0.47; 0.53) 
ADNEX with CA125 0.55 (0.51; 0.59) 
Two-step strategy without CA125 0.49 (0.47; 0.52) 
Two-step strategy with CA125 0.55 (0.51; 0.59) 
 796 
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 817 
 818 
 819 
 820 
 821 
 822 
 823 
 824 
 825 
 826 
 827 
 828 
 829 
 830 
 831 
 832 
 833 
 834 
 835 
 836 
 837 
Table 4. Tumor outcome and percentage of missing CA 125 values for all pre-specified subgroups 838 
  Outcome  
Subgroup N Benign Malignant Missing CA125 
Postmenopausal 745 444 (60) 301 (40) 176 (24) 
Premenopausal 686 551 (80) 135 (20) 218 (32) 
Oncology center 817 583 (64) 331 (36) 219 (27) 
Other center 614 412 (80) 105 (20) 175 (28) 
Level of experience of 
ultrasound examiners 

   
 

<500 scans 123 102 (83) 21 (17) 41 (33) 
500-5000 scans 650 476 (73) 174 (27) 108 (17) 
>5000 scans 658 417 (63) 241 (37) 245 (37) 
EFSUMB level of 

ultrasound examiners 
   

 

Level 1 118 96 (81) 22 (19) 38 (32) 
Level2 884 605 (68) 279 (32) 248 (28) 
Level 3 429 294 (69) 135 (31) 108 (25) 

Results are shown as n (%) 839 
EFSUMB; European Federation of Societies for Ultrasound in Medicine and Biology 840 
 841 
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 843 
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 847 
 848 
 849 
 850 
 851 
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 852 
 853 
 854 
 855 

Figure 1. Flowchart of the patients included for the analysis.   856 
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Figure 2. Summary forest plot of area under the receiver operating characteristic curve (AUROC) 860 
based on meta-analysis of data from 21 centers. CI; Confidence Interval, PI; Prediction Interval. 861 

 862 
 863 
  864 
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Figure 3. Flexible calibration curves using loess based on meta-analysis. Due to computational 865 
problems, we divided 13 centers with low sample size or low prevalence of malignancy into four 866 
groups: Santorso, Foggia, Treviso (group 1); Messina, Carpi, Montebelluna (group 2); Verona, 867 
Firenze, Padova, Roma (group 3); Bari B, Asti, Bolzano (group 4).The curves were obtained with 868 
meta-analysis of center-specific curves from eight centers and from the four groups. SRRisk; 869 
Simple Rules Risk Model, ADNEX; Assessment of Different NEoplasias in the adnexa. 870 
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Figure 4. Decision curves for risk models, Risk of Malignancy Index (RMI), Simple Rules and 874 
subjective assessment based on meta-analysis of data from 21 centers. The curves show net benefit 875 
at several thresholds between 1% and 50%. A model is clinically useful if it is superior to both treat 876 
all and treat none. At risk thresholds below 15%, using RMI at cutoff 200 is worse than treating 877 
everyone (i.e.,worse than referring all women with an adnexal mass to a gynecological oncology 878 
center). 879 
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Figure 5. Forest plot of area under the receiver operating characteristic curve (AUROC) for 883 
prespecified subgroups (pooled data). CI; Confidence interval, PI; Predicition interval, EFSUMB; 884 
European Federation of Societies for Ultrasound in Medicine and Biology. 885 
 886 

 887 
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