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Abstract

Objective: To develop a predictive model for the occurrence of rare mutations in the epidermal
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growth factor receptor (EGFR) by integrating serum tumor markers (STMs) and other clinical
features. Methods: A retrospective analysis was conducted on 766 non-IA stage non-small cell
lung cancer (NSCLC) patients who underwent EGFR gene testing to assess the potential predic-
tive value of various clinical features and STMs for rare EGFR mutations. Results: A Nomogram
model incorporating carcinoembryonic antigen (CEA), cytokeratin-19 fragment (CYFRA21-1),
squamous cell carcinoma antigen (SCC-Ag), pathology, and gender was constructed to predict
rare EGFR mutations in non-IA stage NSCLC. The area under the curve (AUC = 0.793) indicated
good predictive performance of the model. Conclusion: CEA, CYFRA21-1, and SCC-Ag emerged as
crucial factors for predicting rare EGFR mutations in non-IA stage NSCLC patients. The Nomo-
gram model, integrating STMs with other clinical factors, proved effective in predicting rare
EGFR mutations.
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1. BY

I 9 E 4 BRYE 6] A 0 0 2R AR AR v, EL DR e A0 T )RR o R e R A O AR T B e e, B
Jes REAE 58 AL (the International Agency for Research on Cancer, |ARC)$2 f () 4= BRJes i B3 v 2 81 2022
SRl A BRIEE AR T N A 18.7% [1] [2]. i s 49 b 4 K8 43 J& T Ak /N 4 i Jifi 9 (Non-smal | cell
lung cancer, NSCLC) [3], 1 NSCLC 5 & W i) 3K 5 S AL 5t 2 1 X T 2004 4 K 3 R j A KR 1 %2
1A (epidermal growth factor receptor, EGFR)Z A8 [4]. [l % F& KA H AR R GE ik, MUERREAR
VP28 EGFR F W RASAWI B & A L, TG T i EGFR % W5 AL I It R Ji LR AIE A 45 22
B SR, T EGFR SRARFE B S PR S vh ) A H AR A AIC[5] [6], 3 FB4y Jifi e 28 2 A BE 1)y o7 rh 3R 2
TR DA, 7RG R b S IR B A U T R SR T T EGFR FE WLRASIRAS, MM £ K EGFR
FWRARWIAEAE . AERIBFFL R, I3 8 bx &4 (serum tumor markers, STMs)5 EGFR 2845 i &
HEFE—ERERR, R, XEHRLERIFAMRLBZGLELTER . HATEAR LH T 55012 85
RV it e 1) L R AR B AN AR [F], AR (EAS R R T8 Mt Ji7 (carcinoembryonic antigen, CEA).
28 T S 14 445 % AL T (neuron-specific enolase, NSE). 4H il /1 &% 1 19 nJ ¥ 14 F Bt (soluble fragment of
cytokeratin 19, CYFRA21-1). ' W 2 B UK AT 44 (progastrin-releasing peptide, proGRP). 1k 41 g % bt
Ji (squamous cell carcinoma antigen, SCC-Ag) Flfi /K At & 441 it 125 (carbohydrate antigen 125, CA125)
[7] [8] [91- JS%& FAN W6 s 76 400 7 A S A1 A BB AR Dy 1 ) B — BRI TS SR A e R, {ELIBR & )82 T T BA
2 W B2 W R HER I . h AN, STMs 5l R 70 B 2 8] I AH SSPEAE 43 500, UM AE 2 W o 5 ]
NSCLC [y E h M &R B AK K SCC. CEA. NSE fl CYFRA21-1 /K FEk B2 [10]. BEEGZ WA
7R T AT 375 iR b 26 ) /N 20 R it e HB 3 EGFR R ARIRZS f TN B [11] [12] [13] [14]. 4R T ,
HATE N 8= EGFR F WL RA 5 STMs (1% RV KHI L. B, FATEBVERE 1 4F 1A ] NSCLC
B IR LI IR 25 AR H At I PR s BEARRAIE , IR 44 2 nomogram FiIAR Y % EGFR 2 L 58 4% 1) 12 Wy Al
BT RALHT AR YT
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2. I3
2.1 ERFRFEESH

(] S T 2016 4F 11 H 28 2020 4F 11 H BAIRIZE T & Tk H XN R ZE B 452 EGFR E DA Fsn il i) 547
il NSCLC & . fi F 5T [F bR BE B 26 8 W4 M R G R — IR 45 - 3688 (TNM) 20 B R G ff o riose
3 W, ik AR 1A B NSCLC 3% 547 BRI 4L, J5 4k, WedE 2020 4F 11 A % 2022 4 11 AR ERH
By T BH XN R e 4252 EGFR 2 RIS HL AR 73 19 Ak LA B IR 3 3k 219 B 38 T4 . AN FL-F-903 1
HHSCER R R I AU RO s 25N e i 25 R DL R A SR e PRARAE BERE o AHIE (R g\ 78
e (1) BFEBZ DU SFOLIE R s Skl 4 CEA. SCC-Ag. CYFRA21-1. NSE. proGRP
Al CAL125, FELAS AT A BEATAE A R A SR IR s (2) B NGt 2= Rl R ARFE ) Pk} se 88 . JRaE Bk
AT FLA TR IR 5 S HEBRAE A FE 2 Ab o ASHIF 9 LI Ik 7 5 T 3R P XN R B A B 2 5 S e (TR 3 o
ft'5: 2024040305). T B SR EIEE, HLAAE A2 RSTGE T RS RE.

2.2. STMs I E

Wt £ 5B A T K A A R T R O I e A O IR AR B . A A 2 RO S W e K &
(MAGLUMI 4000 Plus, 1 [E)J& e br S SR E . BrE 25 % 1A 2 A AT AR AT i
09T Z B AN A K o R ERAR ) A T R P R T 32 AR AR s 2 i) de £ N SR D BE 1 R
STMs FRH 1 {8 A : CEA: 45.68 ng/mL. CA125: 14.81 U/mL.CYFRA21-1: 4.75 ng/mL.SCC: 0.77 ng/mL.
NSE: 10.08 ng/mL. proGRP: 35.01 pg/mL.

2.3. EGFR RE S #

WCER JEUR IR . A A MR TS 4 S B A 2V AR, DR Jis AR B O B AR VAR ) 48 L 2 s A 3R 4T
EGFR Z:PAfill. %M N EGFR AR W7 &5 (1) 156 BH 15 A i I 4H 2R st i P 2 BUEE R 20 DNA.
ABI 7500 %% PCR % %4i(Thermo Fisher Scientific, China)it47 % & 5% S N (PCR). K A\ EGFR R4
MARF B A I6 MR8 R GU(ARMS) KL EGFR SRR A

24. GtFESH

i A B R AR RS /A RS AR &, (EHIESHR I AT AR LB 43 2K B2 R LU R
TG AN Fisher ¥R SEAT o XTERR 200 R B it 2 AR &, YN B £ I logistic [71 V953 #r
EE—E 0. BEJE, FIFH 24 E 0045 R85 nomogram TSRS . P4k A5 Y (g SR04 fie A FH i 5 il
AT IR (AUC) RN o VAl 12 AR 2R (1) s R 265 FH A5 FH e S it 2 7 A o X ABE 2R SR 4 PR 508 R 4710 36 11 DU i e it
—HPEIRE(C BB HEMZE . SR Bootstrap FRAE(1000 KIEMR)A i dh 2k . {4 IBM SPSS
Statistics version 25.0 3 fFEF1 R4.2.2 B4, @HE “pROC” . “regplot” A1 “rms” fl. ESiHaHTidfE,
Z A G R SCER A p < 0.05.

3. &R
3.1. BEIGKER

IE 477 FIFE R K45 A EGFR BF A LA 70 1] EGFR ¥ WL AF BB # W R IG41(F 1), Hp, 56
HEZE WA FERIY N 63 & . EGFR 28 WL RAR 3% 5% WL T 20 1% (26.4% vs. 8.1%, p < 0.001), AW &
(19.1% vs. 8%, p < 0.001) 1 fii [l Ji Hi % (16.8% vs. 4.1%, p < 0.001). 2% W, 5EAS 7 AN [F] L35 8 b 254 h 2%
BUAEANTE, W48 3 A CEA BHE(22.1% vs. 11.5%, p = 0.015), CYFRA21-1 [¥14:(17.5% vs. 5.9%, p <
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Table 1. Comparison of clinical data between the two groups of patients [cases (%)]
F* 1. P B EIRRERI LR (%)]

(3728

I (n = 547)

R4 (n = 219)

EGFR ¥4 7! EGFR L&A EGFR ¥4 7! EGFR L&A
(n=477) (n =70 p (n=193) (n = 26) P
P <0.001 0.098
% 103 (73.6) 37 (26.4) 58 (82.9) 12 (17.1)
5 374 (91.9) 33(8.1) 135 (90.6) 14 (9.4)
S 63 (56-69) 63 (55~68) 0.483 64 (57~68) 59 (51~69) 0.739
WRCHR s <0.001 0.055
H 287 (92) 25 (8) 98 (92.5) 8 (7.5)
7 190 (80.9) 45 (19.1) 95 (84.4) 18 (15.9)
i HE <0.001 0.025
JleE 336 (83.2) 68 (16.8) 149 (85.1) 26 (14.9)
fifJed 111 (99.1) 1(0.9) 34 (100) 0 (0)
HAh 30 (96.8) 1(3.2) 10 (100) 0(0)
CEA 0.015 0.029
FH 424 (88.5) 55 (11.5) 180 (89.6) 21 (10.4)
P 53 (77.9) 15 (22.1) 13 (72.2) 5 (27.8)
NSE 0.092 0.746
9344 52 (94.5) 3(5.5) 23 (92) 2(8)
FH 4 425 (86.4) 67 (13.6) 170 (87.6) 24 (12.4)
CA125 0.299 0.326
9344 187 (85.4) 32 (14.6) 99 (86.1) 16 (13.9)
PR 290 (88.4) 38 (11.6) 94 (90.4) 10 (9.6)
CYFRA21-1 <0.001 0.047
9344 268 (82.5) 57 (17.5) 125 (85) 22 (15)
BH 1% 209 (94.1) 13 (5.9) 68 (94.4) 4 (5.6)
proGRP 0.155 0.747
FH 236 (85.2) 41 (14.8) 90 (87.4) 13 (12.6)
FH 4 241 (89.3) 29 (10.7) 103 (88.8) 13 (11.2)
SCC-Ag <0.001 0.001
R 14 98 (76) 31 (24) 17 (68) 8 (32)
FH 4 379 (90.7) 39 (9.3) 176 (90.7) 18 (9.3)

0.001)#1 SCC-Ag [J114:(24% vs. 9.3%, p < 0.001) 5 & W,, H.45 5 A A Gt 2 57 . NSE FH1%(13.6% vs. 5.5%,
p =0.092), CA125 [11:(14.6% vs. 11.6%, p = 0.299)#1 proGRP [¥]1:(14.8% vs. 10.7%, p = 0.155)7E 5% W58 48
HFHENZ W, BERLESITF %S . ERIEAF, LGN EGFR WL RAS B35 26 15 A A= Y 5% 193
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Bl Ferp = WRARH AL O 59 % (51 £~69 %), BFAERUBF Iy 64 % (57 £~68 ¥). JiEA
TR TR bR b7 LS DL S IS B A AR, HAARKE 7 % 1.

32. RE EGFR EZENRTHEEEE

R I AL 3R R HEAT logistic [A1H 3 HT (32 2), HLIR R AHT4E R EoR N, EGFR R BH TR
(p <0.001). WEAA S (p < 0.001). JKFESA (p < 0.001). CEA (p=0.017). CYFRA21-1 (p < 0.001)F1 SCC-Ag
(p < 0.001)% 5 1H 2 S HA G o ¥ 1k 6 TR RMANZ N R, 4R ER, LME(OR=0.347,
95%Cl 0.164~0.733, p = 0.006). # H il (OR = 7.187, 95%CI 1.696~30.463, p = 0.007). CEA B {£(OR =
2.838, 95%Cl 1.332~6.049, p = 0.007). CYFRA21-1 B#£(OR = 0.268, 95%CI 0.133~0.538, p < 0.001)F!!
SCC-Ag [ 14:(OR = 0.488, 95%Cl 0.274~0.87, p = 0.015)7& EGFR 5 W, 5828 (ST fG [ R 2

Table 2. Univariate and multivariate logistic analysis of the test group
2. IR B FE R K ZE X logistic 47

CSE e EASE N
FIEN P
OR 1 95%CI & pfi ORf{H  95%CI1{H p il
el (& vs. ) 0.246  0.146~0.412  <0.001 0.347  0.164~0.733  0.006
Gt (<65 % vs.>65 %)  0.695  0.403~1.196  0.189
e AR 5 (E vs.F) 0.368  0.218~0.620  <0.001 1.068  0.505~2.257  0.863
S HE IR vs. BRdED) 13.841 3.348~57.220 <0.001 7.187 1.696~30.463  0.007
CEA (BT vs. BHE) 2.182 1.152~4.131 0.017 2.838  1.332~6.049 0.007
NSE (B vs. FHE) 2.733 0.830~8.999 0.098
CA125 (B vs.BA 1) 0.766  0.462~1.269 0.3
CYFRA21-1 (BT vs.BH 1) 0.292  0.156~0.549  <0.001 0.268  0.133~0.538  <0.001
proGRP (B vs. PHE) 0.693 0.417~1.151 0.157
SCC-Ag (BT vs. BHE) 0.325 0.193~0.548  <0.001  0.488 0.274~0.87 0.015

3.3. METmER

$Z [F 3 logistic [F1E AT 45 FEPYER, HEERAL, CEA, CYFRA21-1 f1 SCC-Ag £ 5 I, ZhA
BT, 224 H nomogram &, EGFR 2 WL R AR K A= I 2 AT LUIE I A A8 543 e 4 BT eAT
FHINZRAZ B0 KA (] 1) RIEHEZSBSHITE “ s f kb, JEMEDHE «faRE” et —&E
Bk, B, FEA MRE, H CYFRA 21-1 [, CEA BHYERI SCC-Ag B Lotk 3% EGFR %L
RASHIRER, TRIAS 240 R - il flRE 43 73 4 100, CYFRA21-1 B PE459) J9 65, CEA BH1:75 4 4 52, SCC-Ag
FAPEAF > 35, wfG sk 52, WX HnG, SEuLE] 304, RKIFALFIE EGFR T IB 2 £
N 0.7 (70%).

3.4. ERBEBYATBAIMBIEE

6 AR AL 0 S P AE 4 ] ROC #h£E, X+ Nomogram Tl AL 4T A #E36IE, 5641 AUC 14 0.793
(95%CI 0.743~0.842) (& 2(a)). #ZUE £k T 54 Nomogram #5584 [ i — 25k, W, Rkt 2 S50
FB, RIS H A TG 5 S BRI &5 SR — B R (K] 2(0)). BEAb, FRATTSE FH I PR W 3 il 28 Pt A 2R 1
IGPRZH , Wk 3, FIZAA GRS RUF, 28R R REE A 0%~77%, RFTEREIR,
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W R B et . R, SRATIZEIGAERAZSEAS T nomogram TR Y (TN (8L,  BRAMERIGAIE . 7ELGIEZH
1, ROC #iZEf AUC {1}y 0.734 (95%Cl 0.645~0.824) (/&1 2(c)), ek £k ik B 1 A AL i) — Sk B 3 (1

2(d))-
4. 7ig

AR, HERZYRIT AR E EGFR RAFINEBH M M MR . TR AEAMAE A, B
#7r EGFR W RAAFAEMN 251, 2808 WARAZR I #E a7 B5URk . RV TR 0k PR e A8 8 3 /s Y (R
FEHYTRL (H EGFR RASHIAG AR T WU . K, 5 Zm PR L 5 3R A I 7 i kAR Al 7l EGFR

Points

il

B

CEA

CYFRA21.1

SCC.Ag

Total Points

faf B

mutations

0

30

PR RS S S N S S

40

50

80 90

100

E’8

1

FH 4

it

FA

50

100

150

200 250 300 350

0.01

0.05

0.1

Figure 1. Flowchart of the diagnostic prediction model for clinical non-1A stage non-small cell lung cancer with rare EGFR
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Figure 2. Internal and external validation of the prediction model. (a) ROC curve analysis of the Nomogram model for di-
agnostic value in the test group; (b) Calibration curve for internal validation of the Nomogram model; (c) ROC curve analy-
sis of the Nomogram model for diagnostic value in the validation group; (d) Calibration curve for external validation of the
Nomogram model

& 2. FUNARE p A ER R SMERIGIE. (a) iXBE4E ROC HhZIFEA Nomogram #REAIISERINE; (b) PIERLEIE Nomogram
REVROERZ; (c) 18IELE ROC BHZ 4 Nomogram #REIFISHRINE; (d) FMERIEIE Nomogram 2 Y U Fh2k
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Figure 3. Decision curve analysis of the Nomogram model’s clinical utility in the test group

& 3. IR LR R FREREITH Nomogram & B Ay Il PR3 A

FIRASRE, MM Z K EGFR F W RASHIAEE . HIRAP AL, FRATHHF Fi 2 H AR E EGFR I
RAFE STMs FNFHARIE PRI BERFAE DG 2R I R AR AN B s K AR 9T, X Il o0 il A3 B S 2 i fva o
A 2

BEAEVF 2 0 FU 7R 1 AS [E) L33 R A b ke /N4 il £ 5% EGFR ZRARIRZE I AR [11] [12]
[13] [14]. #R1fT, HAILEZ 6T EGFR 09748 55 (M 8 e br S A OC I 5T o Arthur 26[11] % 81 EGFR

DOI: 10.12677/acm.2024.1451618 1804 I IR = =23t e


https://doi.org/10.12677/acm.2024.1451618

KA %

RAFTRYFI BT A= Y i35 7E CEA. CYFRA21-1 5 SCC /K LG4 % 5. M, Jin ZE[12]4kiE T JE AR
fifiJes F % () EGFR 28784 M1, CEA /KFJiE. Wang Z5[15]4E— T4 N\ 1089 i & (a7 rfr, FsE 1
NSCLC ## CYFRA21-1 %, SCC BIPE. CA125 BIPERT EGFR RAF 2 [AIAZ1E KRB . RATHITF T 45 KK
B, fEdF IA AR B hLovE, BiifiRE, CEA FOTE, CYFRA21-1 BRI SCC-Ag & il EGFR % I
RABPMALERR R . BE, FIHAZEE SRR TS . ROC Mg Mk d i ik, 1%
AU T EGFR 2878 BA KA H T 2 3 (AUC = 0.793) Al AR 2 H - CYFRA 21-1 /5y —F R b 54,
X NSCLC I H B8 iy A RURR M, RE A2 TE BRI 20 i [16] 0 CEA TR T w2 3 HA A X8 v P LR Ak
A i P T R A 200 8 v 00 82 ) F) I 7 R FEE A e [17] . SCC-Ag T 2 #E R 40 M g vh 5 8 WL 6 PN BB AT A3
IGUEH, B 2k PRSI F A v i 28 77 4 3 B 03000 60 0 00 A2 T e P — b

BATIWF AL — SRR Y. 1%, — SR GURMESRAS, BE INRIREA LT RE S LR 2
Hk, EEABEH EGFR RARMNZGAL TP ATE, 3% 7T 56 22 R AT 14 25 S0 o g 1) 3 i 44

Zx PR, CEA. CYFRA21-1 Fll SCC-Ag F] g2 Tl dE 1A JH NSCLC 5% EGFR 5 WL RAR ) < Bt
HZ& . F STMs 5 H AR PR K 2 A 45 4 1) Nomogram #5784 1] LLA RLHUN & 4= EGFR F LR IR, ~
B P2 WORA T SRR N E I LA .
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