828

younger patient was defined as <50 years old, while older
included patients >51 years old. Sites of metastases were
categorized as bone and/or soft tissue (bone, lymph nodes) or
‘visceral (lungs, pleura, mediastinam, peritoneum, liver, and
brain) metastases. All patients were treated with some form of
systemic therapy, including chemotherapy and/or hormonal
therapy.

In later years of the study (only after 2002), trastuzumab
was administered to patients with tumors exhibiting HER2
overexpression. In the group who underwent surgery, surgical
procedures included Halstead operation, modified radical
mastectomy and breast conserving surgery with axillary
dissection and simple mastectomy without axillary dissection.
All primary breast tumors were removed completely. Time to
surgery was calculated from the date in which primary
treatment begun.

Metastatic involvement was determined by physical
examination, biochemical analysis, and initial routine imaging
procedures before or within one month of beginning primary
treatment. Bone scans alone were not considered diagnostic
of bone involvement. Abnormalities seen on bone scan were
confirmed by radiography. Liver involvement was determined
by computed tomography or ultrasound findings consistent
with metastases. Pleural or peritoneal involvement was deter-
mined by positive cytology of effusion fluid and appropriate
imaging studies. Cervical or contralateral lymph node
involvement was classified as distant soft tissue metastases.
Chest wall recurrence was excluded from soft tissue
metastases.

Evaluation of pathological factors. Surgical specimens were
sectioned at 7-10 mm for evaluation of the pathological
response by pathologists. Expression levels of ER (1D5,
Dako Cytomation), PgR (1A6, Novocastra), and HER2
(HercepTest®, Dako Cytomnation) were examined by immuno-
histological staining. ER and PgR were classed as positive
when >10% of cancer cell nuclei exhibited positive staining,
regardless of intensity. HER2 was scored as follows: (0),
negative for cells; (1+), slightly positive in >10% of cancer
cells; (2+), moderately positive in >10% of cancer cells; and
(3+), markedly positive in >10% of cancer cells. Immuno-
histochemistry (IHC) with scores of (2+) or (3+) were defined
as HER2-positive.

Statistical analysis. Overall survival (OS) was calculated
from the date upon which treatment was initiated to the date
of death or last visit. Kaplan-Meier plots and log-rank test
were used to assess differences in survival. All comparisons
were two-tailed. Cox-proportional hazards models were fit
for OS. P<0.05 were considered statistically significant.

Results

The medical records of 344 MBC patients treated at NCCH
were reviewed in this study. Table I lists patient character-
istics. The median age at initiation of primary treatment was
54 years (28-82). We evaluated 141 (41%) young patients
<50 years of age and 203 (59%) older patients >51 years of age.
Sixty-six (19%) patients were diagnosed between 1962-1980,
62 (18%) between 1981-1990, 96 (28%) between 1991-2000,
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Table I. Patient characteristics and Cox proportional hazard
model for overall survival.

Parameters No. of patients Hazard ratio
(%) (95% CI)

Age, median (range) 54 (28-82)

=51 203 (59) 1.00

<50 141 (41) 0.87 (0.77-0.98)
Period of diagnosis .

1962-1980 66 (19) 1.00

1981-1990 62 (18) 0.87 (0.69-1.07)

1991-2000 96 (28) 0.95(0.78-1.15)

2001-2007 120 (35) 0.85 (0.69-1.03)
Clinical T stage

T1 23 (6) 1.00

T2 60 (17) 0.92 (0.65-141)

T3 53 (15) 1.01 (0.70-1.54)

T4 208 (60) 1.11 (0.82-1.63)
Estrogen receptor

Positive 106 (31) 1.00

Negative 100 (29) 1.12 (0.93-1.33)

Unknown 138 (40) 1.25(1.07-1.46)
Progesterone receptor

Positive 87 (25) 1.00

Negative 120 (35) 1.10-(0.92-1.30)

Unknown 137 (40) 1.28 (1.10-1.50)
HER2 ’

Positive 84 (24) 1.00

Negative 111 (32) 0.96 (0.80-1.14)

Unknown 149 (43) 1.13 (0.96-1.31)
Site of metastases

Bone/soft tissue 169 (49) 1.00

Visceral 175 (51) 1.16 (1.03-1.29)

Chemotherapy

Yes 315 (88) 1.00 )

No 29 (12) 1.21 (0.96-1.48)
Hormone therapy

Yes 172 (50) 1.00

No 146 (42) 0.90 (0.75-1.09)

Unknown 26 (8) 1.64 (1.22-2.13)
Local surgery

No 184 (53) 1.00

Yes 160 (47) 0.89 (0.79-1.00)

and 120 (35%) between 2001-2007. Clinical tumor size at
diagnosis was assessed as T1 in 21 (6%), T2 in 60 (17%), T3
in 53 (15%), and T4 in 208 (60%) patients. ER, PgR, and
HER?2 positivity was detected in 106 (31%), 87 (25%), and
84 (24%) patients, respectively. The ER/PgR and HER2
status of 137 (40%) and 149 (43%) patients, respectively,
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were unknown. Bone and/or soft tissue and visceral meta-
stases were present in 169 (49%) and 174 (51%) patients,
respectively.

Three hundred and fifteen (88%) patients received chemo-
therapy, while 172 (50%) patients received hormonal therapy.
Local surgery was performed for 160 (47%) patients. Surgical
procedures included Halstead operation (n=101, 63%),
modified radical mastectomy (n=34, 21%) and breast
conserving surgery (n=4, 3%) with axillary dissection, and
21 patients (13%) underwent simple mastectomy without
axillary dissection. All primary breast tumors were removed
completely. One hundred and fifty (94%) of which underwent
local surgery as primary therapy. The other patients under-
went local surgery to avoid uncontrolled chest disease at late
period of treatment when the primary tumors were
regrowing. Local radiation after surgery was not used. There
were patients without local surgery who underwent local
radiation therapy.

Median follow-up time was 33 months (95% confidence
interval, 29.2-38.0 months). We plotted overall survival on
Kaplan-Meier curves of the patient cohort according to each
parameter (Fig. 1). OS was significantly prolonged in patients
receiving surgery [surgery vs. no surgery, median survival
time (MST): 27 vs. 22 months, p=0.049], younger patients
(younger vs. older, MST: 28 vs. 22 months, p=0.023), and
patients with bone/soft tissue metastasis (bone/soft tissue vs.
visceral, MST: 29 vs. 21 months, p=0.013). Hormonal therapy
was also associated with improved OS (Fig. 1). Patients
receiving hormonal therapy had a better prognosis than those
who did not receive hormonal therapy. Chemotherapy was
not associated with an improved OS. ER, PgR, and HER2
status, clinical tumor size, and period of diagnosis had no
significant effects on OS (Table I).

The demographics and tamor characteristics of MBC
patients treated with or without surgery are compared in
Table 11. Patients who underwent surgery tended to be younger
(p=0.02) and were diagnosed earlier in the study period
(p<0.0001) than patients who did not undergo surgery. Clinical
tumor size did not differ between the two groups (p=0.39).
Patients with bone/soft metastasis (p<0.0001) or those who
received hormonal therapy (p=0.05) were more likely to
undergo surgery. There was no significant factor to predict
survival in multivariate analysis (data not shown).

Fig. 2 displays Kaplan-Meier curves describing the OS of
patient cohorts who received local surgery or no surgery as
classified according to age and site of metastases. Surgery
was associated with a better prognosis in younger patients
(surgery vs. no surgery, MST: 35 vs. 24 months, p=0.021).
However, local surgery did not improve OS in older patients
(p=0.665) and those with visceral metastases (p=0.797) and
bone/soft tissue metastasis (p=0.095).

Discussion

The treatment of MBC has traditionally been palliative care
with chemotherapy, hormonal therapy, and radiation therapy.
According to the Hortobagyi algorithm (7), hormonal
therapy is chosen as the first therapy for hormone receptor-
positive MBC without visceral metastases. If MBC is
hormone receptor-negative or resistant to hormone therapy,
chemotherapy is used, but has the possibility of severely
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Figure 1. Kaplan-Meier curves of overall survival for MBC patients: (A)
comparison of local surgery and no surgery; (B) comparison of younger
(=50) and older patients (251); (C) comparison of bone/soft tissue and
visceral metastases; (D) comparison of hormone therapy and no hormone
therapy. '
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Figure 2. Kaplan-Meier curves of overall survival in the local surgery and
no surgery groups: (A) younger patients (<50); (B) older patients (251); (C)
bone/soft tissue metastases; (D) visceral metastases.
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Table II. Patient characteristics by surgery group.

Parameters No.of pts (%) Surgery P-value
no surgery

Age, median (range)

<50 119 (59) 84 (41)

>51 65 (46) 76 (54y 002
Period of diagnosis

1962-1980 8 (12) 58 (88)

1981-1990 8 (13) 54 87)

1991-2000 53 (55) 53 (45)

2001-2007 115 (96) 5) <0.0001
Clinical T stage

T1 12 (57) 9 (43)

T2 29 (48) 31 (52)

T3 23 (43) 30 (57)

T4 119 (57) 89(93) 039
Site of metastases

Bone/soft tissue 67 (40) 102 (60)

Visceral 116 (67) 58 (33) <0.0001

Hormonal therapy '

Yes 84 (49) 88 (51)

No 89 (61) 57 (39)

Unknown 11 (42) 15(58) 005

impacting quality of life. Current anti-tumor drugs, such as
the anthracyclines and taxanes, are quite effective, as are
molecularly targeted drugs such as trastuzumab. Using these
drugs, the response rate of patients with locally advanced
breast cancer was 80-90%; many primary breast cancers were
reduced and resected in breast-conserving surgery (8,9). Other
effective agent with fewer side effects, such as aromatase
inhibitors and oral 5-fluorouracil, can prevent further disease
progression, keeping patients stable and maintaining their
quality of life for extended periods. Therefore, the control
and/or reduction of both primary and metastatic lesions using
systemic therapies has improved the living conditions of
patients with MBC.

Surgery for breast cancer has also become safer and less
invasive with the advent of improved surgical techniques
and diagnosis, such as breast-conserving surgery and sentinel
lymph node biopsy (10-12). These surgeries have few com-
plications. However, several intensive chemotherapies have
destructive high-grade and long-term side effects. Moreover,
chemotherapy needs to be continued. According to the
Hortobagyi algorithm, minimal surgery performed early in
the treatment of MBC does not negatively impact quality of
life. We need to evaluate prospectively the difference
between local surgery and intensive chemotherapy. As
studies have also demonstrated that local surgery for
MBC avoids uncontrolled chest disease (13), local surgery
for MBC should be discussed with patients as early as
possible.
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We evaluated the efficacy of local surgery in MBC patients
treated at NCCH through a comprehensive chart review. The
medical oncologists currently follow the principles of MBC
treatment outlined by the current National Cancer Institute
(NCI) guidelines (1). Only rarely do MBC patients undergo
local surgery; the aims of such surgeries were to avoid
uncontrolled chest disease late in treatment. From 1960 to
1990, however, early primary tumor resection was significantly
more common because there were far fewer effective drugs. In
addition, there were patients who were discovered to have
MBC immediately after surgery for the primary lesion,
because in those days we could not examine and get the results
of tests for metastases immediately. Therefore, it was more
common for MBC patients diagnosed in previous decades to
undergo local surgery. While this retrospective cohort study
has several selection biases, the results demonstrate an efficacy
of local surgery in MBC similar to previous studies.

Moreover, in our data many patients with local surgery
treated in the early period of the study when we could not use
effective chemotherapy (taxane and/or anthracycline), these
active local surgery prolonged survival. However, in
previous studies the time of surgeries were unclear. The time
of local surgery is important to decide and consider the
strategy of treatment for MBC patients. We think that the
active local surgeries which prolong survival and prevent
uncontrolled chest disease should be performed relatively
early because treatment after a series of chemotherapy and
radiation therapy, primary lesion becomes large and a more
invasive surgical procedure is needed. The less invasive
surgery can be performed in the time when the effective
chemotherapy makes the primary lesion smaller. We also
examined the efficacy of early local surgery, however,
analysis of patients receiving early surgery did not reach
statistically significant levels.

Of other clinicopathological features, age at diagnosis and
site of metastasis were significantly predictive of improved
OS for MBC patients. As expected the overall survival of
young patients or patients with bone metastases was longer
than old patients or with visceral metastases. In additional
analysis, there was a clear benefit of local surgery especially
for younger patients <50 years old. In older patients, there
was no survival benefit of local surgery. These results
demonstrate the possibility to change the strategy of treatment
for stage IV breast cancer by age. The difference reported in
previous studies (3-6) was not significant for patients with
bone and soft tissue metastasis compared with those with
visceral metastases. Almost all long-term survivors who
underwent local surgery were younger patients with bone
and/or soft tissue metastases who went into complete remission
following systemic therapy.

We previously reported that MBC patients who had
complete remissions at metastatic sites following systemic
therapy had a better prognosis in comparison to other patients
(14). The number of controllable patients with a good
prognosis will hopefully increase with the effective new anti-
tumor drugs such as trastuzumab (8). In this study, it was
difficult to establish a relationship between overall survival and
hormonal therapy or hormone receptor expression because
the data from patients treated at the beginning of the study
period lacked sufficient information.

831

Herein we report that local surgery improved overall
survival in MBC patients. This effect was especially notable
in patients <50 years. In addition, patients with bone and/or
soft tissue metastases had a better prognosis. In other
metastatic cancer types, several studies have reported the
efficacy of primary tumor debulking surgery (15-18). Almost
all of these reports were retrospective studies; only one
prospective report indicated a benefit of surgery in renal
cancer patients (17). In addition, there is a report that self-
seeding from primary cancer decides the incidence and
growth of metastatic disease (19). However, the biclogical
mechanisms underlying such a response remain unclear.

The aim of local surgery was to avoid uncontrolled chest
disease late in treatment. However, in late period of treatment
local surgery becomes relatively invasive for complete
resection because the primary tumor is regrowing. We think
the primary tumor can be removed less invasively in early
period of treatment when the primary tumor is reduced by
effective systemic therapy. Additional cases and prospective
studies are required to investigate the biological under-
pinnings of treatment to better understand the appropriate
treatment for metastatic cancer.
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Sentinel Lymph Node Biopsy for Breast Cancer Patients after Neoadjuvant Chemotherapy : Kinoshita
T+ Kikuyama M*! and Tsuda H*? (*'Surgical Oncology Division, **Department of Pathology, National

Cancer Center Hospital)

Despite the increasing use of both sentinel node biopsy and neoadjuvant chemotherapy in patients with
operable breast cancer, there is still limited information on the feasibility and accuracy of sentinel node
biopsy following neoadjuvant chemotherapy. So, the feasibility and accuracy of sentinel lymph node (SLN)
biopsy for breast cancer patients with clinically node negative after neoadjuvant chemotherapy (NAC) has
been investigated under the administration of a radiocolloid imaging'age'nt injected intradermally over a
tumor. Also, conditions which may affect SLN biopsy detection and false-negative rates with respect to
clinical tumor response and clinical nodal status before NAC were also analyzed.

Our results show that SLN identification rate and false-negative rate after NAC are similar to those in

- non-neoadjuvant studies.
Key words : Breast cancer patlents After neoadjuvant chemotherapy, Sentmel node biopsy

Jpn J Breast Cancer 24 (1) @ 71~76, 2009
FLoic

EEE, U F AN OSHIERIC X B IRERE @é%tmwk%%&@W%u;Dﬂrwﬂﬂ %m
BFIHAMEDAAICEATY S, LY F 2D Vo SHiERIE, 1990ERICIEE Y, REEOBZEIR]
FROIA a7 EREAEDE I EORMNSR LAREBSOXEEMEICLD, ZORE
bI%EBZHRAEEEL 5 ~10%DBEEEDERIPTREIC > TETWBY, WK BIT 2690H%
tuw%AuL@%%%N%aLtﬁ%ﬂﬁuﬁ?aﬁy%$wuyﬂﬁém@xﬁ7%9vxwﬁ%
i3, BEOREEPNBLETHREERLBAR LMESNTWBY, LV FRNVY UREERORBE, Ik
BEEDOEMPFRRIC R o . BER, BMETE LTSN BE LB L TIREHEDEEE <,
BFEOUL &, EN, EBEERCPRETQOLY LV BIFTHZ LELSNGY, Bz YT
AN YREEROHBREBRORENZBESFLND S, FFCBWTLLLOBEENTClceyF
ANV Y ANEEROREERER L RT LEMERANLBITL TR D LEZ NS,

—77, WHMEEREOBEAC I VS DEMNTY VAT —USRIZ LY AERGEEENSTRL 2 5
T & e, MAMLERHREREE, FHUBU LDV bW 2 BAETRE 2N R IIRG 2 VIR T T2 B
BTEEE N T E 728, SEERFE LA S MADER b ATRESEEONR E U, EFEMNERN L
R, ZLOEFTHAFEFEEVAREL R o TWw5, INSDOFIRIE, RREEH) TR NR, K
BY UNHEBECLERIA TN, 7/X7#47U/ﬁ%ﬁﬂmwm%§ﬁﬁi Mﬁv//ﬁ

'l BB AL v S —hREREARE - RS AREER
"2 EIABA LY S —hREEAIRAR
3 BuAP ALY —hRERBRARESHREER

T1(71)



72(72)

| 434« £ F R L/ B EIRDstate-of-the-art

TR EHIS0%BUD, S oIy FHUREMAI VY A Y TRIO%RT 2 LREINT V299, YT
13199842 5 20054F & THIB6OBIDILIBAE P MTAT LSk % SEHE L € & 7o, MRLSEE D RS 35
i BEhRIL, #9852 L DEFIMPRTH - 7. #125% DEFIIERBMBCRE ko725, 2115 DEHFO
W& v EEBBEERS% T, BEAEOTALIBRAEREE CETLTLA Z LSRR L,
D& D 2R ERESER LB U T REIB L A 2 v F 20 ) U SEiE R R SR L,
BEREZ LT 2 LDTREP LI D EELP T2 L BB EEREETH 3,

1. WEMEREERDE L F2NY L NEERICE T 2RES

LR BER DO F ANV Y VAHERICEL TR WERFSBRIEF Y ARELNTL YL, &
NETOHREPZVT N E—FERTHOBBIORER TH ) AREZBRSERIZIT b T wizys, Bl
FIREGNI T 52 > F 20D YNEER BT 3 &, bR EROREAOMES R, OBEBE
DR & ZFEGDHRICSE 5. QRE) P NEEBOEET B £, BELEANSLIDIZLSING,
OMEMLFRESIEE— ) v E— ) VB ORNCEE 25 2 2 WD H 2. OMFII{EEEEEE 11
%%%ﬁokty%$WUVﬂﬁt/yky?%»uyﬂ%mﬁﬁﬁ@@%ﬁ%%@@?@%ﬁk?ﬁ
ERONDEZES EHELPIE R > TWwiRY, RERBITEND, InsDERBHHEEED ¥
FANY VNEEROR LRI 2 5 X CRIBES & ko T Xz, |

2. BHTORKE

MR ERER DX F AN VS HERD I N CHRE AN T E - E— R OREY R LIc % + &b
12570, H R BBPITOHRE L2 > T 5, BERIZFHTIS3~55cmT, Ti»sT4ETHRHEREL,
7z, VYNHEBEBROONIEALEDLHROBEIN TR, NSOV F RN L ED
FEXIU~BURET, PHABOBMEL D OPEVEETH S, BIEMER, 0~383%LiFsox
LRDB, INSTHROBELE LD LB E LTORERIIINT, BERUEIXSI%TH S,
kﬁb,%@ﬁ%K%LTMN%méwwﬂfmﬁ%&W5ﬁ%k¢ﬁﬂ%ﬂﬁwbk0%kwiﬁﬁ
EERTIT10~15% 2R & \> 3 BAESSERRIIC b 272 DTl 22 Vb L RT3,

MREZERERD Y F AN Y UNHERD I N E TREINTELSHBRORBEER2CF LD
7z28~21 Mamounas & iZNational Surgical Adjuvant Breast and Bowel Project randomized trial
(NSABP B-27) DAC 4% 4 7 VizdocetaxelZ M 2 7 MTBIL BB BRIC £V F 20 ) Lo SHiLE R 2
HNTARBBIDOPFHRETIREL T30, BERBSHERICDI 20Xy F A0 ) VNEHERERIZ, 5

F1 WAEEEZRECFRINY U NER—BERORE—

Capim . mw  TOHEBE  REN  ABEN

8 (om) (%) (%)
Breslin et al, 20009 51 orlll : 5.0 43 (84.3) 3 (12)
Miller et al, 20027 35 T1-3N0 3.5 30 (86.0) 0 (0
Stearns et al, 2000® 34 T3-4, any N 5.0 29 (85.0) 3 (14)
Haid et al, 2001® 33 T1-3, any N 3.3 29 (88.0) 0 (0
Julian et al, 2002'® 31 Torll NS 29 (93.5) 0 (0
Tafra et al, 2001*" 29 Any T, NO NS 27 (93.0) 0 (0
Nason et al, 2000'2 15 T2-4, NO NS 13 (87.0) 3 (33)
Shimazu et al, 2004'® 47 Horlll 4.5 44 (93.6) 4 (12)
Kinoshita et al, 2006'9 77 T2-4, any N 4.8 72 (93.5) 3 (11)
Lee et al, 2007 219 N+ 3.4 179 (77.6) 7 ( 6)
Shen et al, 20079 " 69 T1-4, N+ 4.0 64 (92.8) 10 (25)

Gimbergues et al, 2008'” 129 . T1-3, any N 4.0 121 (93.8) 8 (14)

&




FLIBORRIR Vol.24 No.| |

22 MEMLBEEERE L F RN AEER SRR DOBE—
EIE F (B%/R) - BEE (%) BREE (%)

Mamounas et al'¥ 428  Blue dye ) 78 14
(NSABP B-27) Radiocolloid 89 5
Combination 88 9
All techniques 85 11
Krag et al'® 443 Radiocolloid 93 11
Tafra et al'® 529  Combination 87 13
McMaster et al'” 806  Blue dye or ’ 86 12
Radiocolloid
Combination 90 ‘ 6
All Techniques 88 7

b ThBNEAEE LTORERIHY, BRELIIRLVIBRTHS. 20D 3 DDBIER»
& DIRE b FELEHINWRRIR, BEUEERNPLIBHIR & RPABIRT 22 F 20 REEROPHE
LBEOEWERNREINTL S,

i, TNUODOERMSLHB I LR, MAMEEERERIC LY F ANV CREHERZTRIBCR,
GREEHE D ERRCRIERHALZASBRES LI L EVD ZETH S,

3. BEDBHNTORIE

20074R1C M.D. Anderson® 7 )V— 7%, {bEFERCHIER I TIRE ) v\ EEBEE 2R LD |

Bz TSR > F 3V ) S SEEROE BB (25%) RHE L T 5, 200810137 5
> 2 DGimbergues & 3, {LEBEEBINOESIOB WIEZE (BEREE0 %) L THEFB L UN+HERIT
B BBIRHE (285%, 20.6%) 2WMELRLT. INLOHMECBIT LY FINY VSHORE
Zi, FARBWERLE>TWHS,

—7, Leeb i3, 20078z (bR BEHRECCTRIE TIHE ) ¥ SEIEBBE L IS i
219PIDLEIE R D > F 50 ) ¥ SEHEROBEREREL TV 2. 2 F 30 ) v EEROER
ECRER L %o e nd, BEMEREFASTH >, SO XSV 72, REC TIEERERO € >+
WY Y SEHEROBRI—BLEVOBTIRTH .

4. ExH AL T —DRE

Wik, BEITLBT 3L v F A ) VoSETSAR Dfeasibility study 24T %, 200348 7 A X D
BMLEEEROIBESNICI T 5 £ > F 20 ) Vo Ei &R Dfeasibility study 2 AL, € DEERIRE
LT&, XERIZE—DABIE, FRIcLIEHBI NI,

EEE3cmM Ed 3 WIERE Y v HiEE 2380 2 ABELE N RICHETbEER & L TOFEC/
AC% 4 %4 7 Vv, @weekly paclitaxel2 1294 7 VA SbE-bO2EH L L, BEEICOLON
WERL 7z, MEEEEERICFERESPRUEOZREZRL, »2, BEERKE ) v FEESRHET
BHol:188F %k v F AN ) VSEHERONR E Uiz, Th o OLEREROTHEREIZ4.8cm (2.0
~12.0cm) T, T4HS14, IBERNCEES LI Y RHERERH 10206 NRELZ>TW3 (R 3).
X FANY VNEERIE, BE-RIEZHAWOWIT2HT, BREBEMISIHLEZoTWHWES, ER
LUT, £ FRN) VSRR TE ERIRLTSHIT, RERIRB% LS, s DERO, £
FRNVY UNREE S VeV F AN AHOEBOEEEE Db DERAITRT. €VFARLY Y
NEZEBE2RDT, /e FAVY) UABIREEZEDI b O I FITHRREEIZILSNTHY, £
BL LTUBDEPNCB DTV F 2N ) Y REBIRE ) VA HEEORR e ERICRIRL TWwWa 2k
HEREER & e, BERIVERTF L2 v F A0 YNEIDRESE & ORIER IR L7228, RERD Y V3

13(73)



14\/74)

| H95R - T gL INENEE Dstate-of-the-art

£ BEER n=188)

FiggdEs (F) 50.1 (23 -78)
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iR et e

FEC plus paclitaxel 184 (98%)

paclitaxel alone 4 (2%)
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RS R IE SR '

pCR ' 40  (21%)

pINV 148 (79%)
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pCR=pathological complete response ; pINV =patho-
logical invasive.
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91.7% . positive predictive value, 100%
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®1. WE{LPRELpCRE

EH /R BERK | DER VU2 pCR (%)
Bear et al, 2003 (NSABP-B27) 2,411 AC AC-D 9.6v18.9*
13.7v26.11
von Minckwiz et al, 2005(Geparduo) 913 AD AC-D 7v14.3%
7.4v15.9%
11v22.3*
Moliterni et aJ, 2004 811 AT? EV! 4v8
Untch et al, 2002 475 ET ET 10v18*
Evans et al, 2005 363 ACX6 ADXS6 16v12?
von Minckwitz et al, 2004 (Gepartrio) 286 TACX6 TAC-NX NR; 7.3v3.1
TACXS6 R, 23
von Minckwitz et al, 2001 (Gepardo) 248 AD AD+Tam 10.3v9.1*
Dieras et al, 2004 - 200 ACX4 AT X4 10vi6?
Steger et al, 2004 292 3XED every 21 days 6 XED every 21 days 7.7v18.68
Green et al, 2005 258 Paclitaxel every 21 days Paclitaxel w 13.7v28"
Buzdar et al, 1999 174 FACX4 Paclitaxel X 4 16.4v8.1°%
. 23v14?
Smith et al, 2002 (Aberdeen) 104  CVAP CVAP-D 15.4v30.8"

NST : neoadjuvant systemic therapy, NSABP ! National Surgical Adjuvant Breast and Bowel Project, AC . doxorubicin and cyclophosphamide,
AC-D : AC and docetaxel, AD : doxorubicin and docetaxel, AT ! doxorubicin and paclitaxel, EV ! epirubicin and vincristine, ET : epirubicin
and paclitaxel, TAC : paclitaxel, doxorubicin, and cyclophosphamide, NX : vinorelbine and capecitabine, Tam tamoxifen, FAC ! fluoroura-
cil, doxorubicin, and cyclophosphamide, CAVP-D . cyclophosphamide, doxorubicin, vincristine, prednisone, and docetaxel, w : weekly, NR : non-
responder, R ! responder after two cycles, CMF ! cyclophosphamide, methotrexate, and fluorouraci)
*Breast only : ypTO regardiess of nodal status

"Breast only : ypTO/ypTis regardiess of noda) status

typTO : ypNO only

$ypTO/ypTis . ypNO

} Postoperative treatment with either CMF or paclitaxel in a 2X2 factorial design

(R & Y )

®2. WAL RE & RRBRBEORE

E#/HER LYAY1 LY¥Ar2  pCR{%) DFS(%) 0S(%)
Fisher, et al ACX4 9.4* 53(9 ) 70( 9 €E)
Wolmark, et al (NSABP-B18)
Bear, et al (NSABP-B27) AC AC-D 9.6v18.9%  60v74 81v82
Therasse, et al CEF EC 14v10? 34v33.7 53v51
Smith, et al (Aberdeen) CAVP-D  CAVP 30.8v15.4%  90v72(5 %) NA -
Dieras. et al ATX4 ACX4 16v10° 87v79( 3 4F) NA

NST ! neoadjuvant systemic therapy, pCR ! pathologic complete remission, DFS : disease-free survival, OS :
overall survival, AC ! doxorubicin and cyclophosphamide, AC-D : -AC and docetaxel, CEF : cyclophospha-
mide, epirubicin, and fluorouracil, EC . epirubicin and. cyclophosphamide, CAVP~D : cyclophosphamide. dox-
orubicin, vincristine, prednisone, and docetaxel, AT : doxorubicin and paclitaxel, NA ! not available
*Breast only, ypTO regardkess if nodal status
"Definition NA
*Breast only. ypTO/ypTis regardless of nodal status
fypTO, ypNO only

(3R & h e
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