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Auteurs Nbre

patientes

Solin 1996 56/110 <50 ans

Fowble 1997 8/110 <40 ans

Boyages 1999 Méta-analyse |<35 ans

VanZee 1999 15/118 <40 ans

Vicini 2000 31/138 <45 ans

Bijker 2001 51/812 <40 ans

Cutuli 2001 40/515 <40 ans

Sahoo 2005 15/103 <45 ans

Schouten van|(114/388 < 50 ans

derVelden 2006

Tunondelara 80/812 <40ans
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Radiotherapy and boost

Radiotherapy without boost
Mo radiotharapy

Lol relapma-free survival (%)

Log-rank p=0-0001

| T I I |
36 48 T 72 Ba

Time after diagnesis {months)

MNumber at risk

Radiatherapy 150 1314 126 05 50 P
and boost

Radictherapy 156 125 109 H& T 56 50
without boost

No radiotherapy 57 ; 46 EL 33 26 17 15

Figure: Local relapse-free survival by treatment group

Omlin et al Lancet Oncology, 2006
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Age Tx RL5 ans TXRL 10 ans
Solin 2001 <39 ans 20% 31%

Vicini 2000 <45 ans 21% 26%
Cutuli 2004 <40 ans 33% (7ANS)
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Table 4. Qutcome after local failure (BCT cases only)

Cause-specific
Local failure Distant failure survival Overall survival

Cases 5 yr 10 yr 3 yr 10 yr Syr 10 yr 3 yr 10 yr

All cases 410 1.1% 10.7% 1.0% 1.4% 99.4% 98.0% 04.7% 89.0%
BCT 367 6.9% 10.5% 1.0% 1.5% 99.3% 98.0% 04.5% 88.6%
No IBTR 337 0% 0.7% 0.7% 99.3% 99.3% 95.7% 87.0%
[BTR* 30 - 3.4% 6.9% 96.6% B9.7% 03.8% 88.6%
TRMM 24 4.3% B.7% 95.7% B7% 04.0% BB.9%
Invasive IBTR 18 0% 5.9% 100% 94.1% 100% 94.1%
Noninvasive IBTR 12 9.3% 9.3% 91.7% 91.7% 100% 80%

Grade 3 48 2.2% 4.5% 97.8% 95.4% 03.5% 84.5%

Abbreviations: BCT = breast conserving therapy; IBTR = ipsilateral breast tumor recurrence; TRMM = true recurrence/marginal miss.
* B-years

Vargas 2005




Sureval
Censoned event

T T
100 200

Tirmse in monthes
Mean survival in months 280.54 [95%CI 276.8 - 304.3)

Months
0 50 100 150 200 250 310

Al risk 207 198 172 105 49 12 1
Cumul, evenis 0 0 4 10 12 14 15




Table 1
The USC/Van Nuys Prognostic Index scoring system. One to three points are awarded for each of four different predictors of local breast recurrence

(size, margin width, pathologic classification, and age). Scores for each of the predictors are totaled to yield a VNPI score ranging from a low of 4 to
high of 12

Score ] 2 3

Size (mm) =15 16-40) =4

Margin width (mm) =10 1-9 <l

Pathologic classification Nonhigh grade without necrosis Nonhigh grade with necrosis High grade with or without
(nuclear grades 1 or 2) (nuclear grades 1 or 2) necrosis (nuclear grade 3)

Age (1) =l 40-60 <40

Silverstein 2003



Points 30 40 50 60 70 B0 a0

Age at diagnosis 70 6 60 55 50 45 40 35 30 25

¥
Family history o=
Clinical

Initial presentation Radiologic

Radiation Veos

Adjuvantendocrine therapy oo —

Intermediate/high
Muclear grade —
Low

. Present
Mecrosis

Absent -
sen Positive/close
'—I
Megative

Margins
Mumber of excisions
Year of surgery

Total points 400 450 500

S-year probability of IBTR ! 0.1 0.2 03 04 05 06

10-year probability of IBTR . ) 0.2 03 04 05 08 0.7

Rudloff JCO 2010
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