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RESULTS

INTRODUCTION

*In 2014, SSO-ASTRO established margin guidelines: “no * Close margins (< 1 mm) were similar in each group (11.9% before vs. 10.4% after * Publication of SSO-ASTRO guidelines did not change re-excision
ink on tumour”! (p=0.61)) rate in a NSABP center.

e Thi ’ 2 . . . * Independent predict f re-excisl :
This has been the NSABP recommendation for decades * The overall re-excision rate did not differ between groups (8.5% to 9.5%, p=0.70) and n égzﬁgee? alg) ze (IO DT TE-EREINION WEIE

guideline implementation was not associated with re-excision in the cohort (OR 1.17; e Presence of DCIS

95% CI (0.58-2.37), p=0.66) * Close margins (<1 mm)

* Younger age, presence of DCIS and close margins were independent predictors of re- * Possible explanations:
excision * At an NSABP center, margins of “no ink on tumor” were likely

* In the subgroup of patients with close margins, guideline implementation was also not adopted following the NSABP-06 recommendations

independently associated with re-excision (OR 0.79; 95% CI (0.22-2.74), p=0.71) ) PhYSi‘{iE}nS ?tﬂl use indiViqual patient assessments to advise for
re-excision in younger patients, those with margins <1 mm and

those with DCIS
* Clinical implications: Centers that have adopted “no ink on

DISCUSSION

OBJECTIVE

Determine the effect of the SSO-ASTRO margin guidelines
on re-excision rates in an NSABP center

METHODS

* Retrospective analysis of a breast cancer surgery database
* Stage I & II invasive ductal carcinoma (IDC)
* Breast conserving surgery (BCS) as the first definitive

Table 2 — Pathological characteristics and surgical outcomes
Data presented as n(%) unless otherwise specified

. Overall | Before guidelines f&fufr
Variables guidelines
(n=491) (n=270) (n=221)

Table 1 — Cohort characteristics
Data presented as n(%) unless otherwise specified

. Overall | Before guidelines | After guidelines

16

. . S 623(124) 618 (13.0) 63.0 (11.5) 0.32 S— tumor” prior to the SSO-ASTRO guidelines will likely not be
treatment at a single tertiary care institution Pre-op mammogram AL : :
0
mam I 3S1(715) 200 (74.0) 151 (68.3) affected by their recommendations
e Between March 2012 and Anril 2016 Calcifications 191(40.6) 96 (37.7) 95(44.0) 0.16 - 140 (28.5) 70 (25.9) 70 (31.7)
P Mass 273 (58.0) 148 (58.0) 125 (57.9) 0.97 RN 145 (0.88) 1.39 (0.91) 1.52 (0.83) 0.10 o Study strengths: Large sample size allowmg for accuracy and
. : : : : Asymmetry 109 (23.1) 51 (20.0) 58 (26.9) 0.08 Tumor grade
* Two groups: before and after guideline implementation Distortion $8(187) 46 (180) 12(19.4) 0.70 13 134075 86620 BOLY o statistical power
. . . . Pre-op ultrasound n=479 n=260 n=219 2/3 254 (52.2) 137 (51.1) 117 (53.4) ' . . . . . .
* Primary outcome: revision of margins Mass 418 (873)  230(88.5) 188 (85.8) 0.39 35 e S —— * Study limitations: Relatively short study period and retrospective
Distortion 32 (6.7) 14 (5.4) 18 (8.3) 0.21 ' ' ' ' : :
e 243 (504) 139 (533) 104 (47.1) 0.18 I — design. A larger RCT evaluating the long-term effects of the
1gure 1 — Data collection process . . . . ' ' ' ‘ . . . . . .
E;ﬁl;i I 365 (745) 205162 160 (72.4) 0.336 Molecular subtype D o1 56 adoption of these guidelines will better our understanding of their
umina . . d
d Luminal B 35 (7.1 18 (6.7 17 (7.7 0.44 1 _ 1<1
7;"4 UETEE Patii“ts 12 " None 93 (18.9) 63 (23.3) 30 (13.6) <0.00% Her? enriched 516 622 209 Impact on re-excision rates.
reast surgery between SLLNB 368 (75.0) 182 (67.4) 186 (84.2) Triple negative 31 (6.3) 20 (7.4) 11 (5.0)
March 2012 and April 2016 ALND 30 (6.1) 25 (9.3) 5(2.3) Presence of DCIS 385(784) 206 (76.3) 179 810) 021 CONCLUSION
Mean number of LN (SD)
Total 29 (3.4) 3.2 (4.0) 25 (2.5) 0.02% . . . .
Table 3 — Multivariate regression analysis for re-excision Positive : 0.2 (0.6) 0.2 (0.5) 0.2 (0.6) 0.89 * In an NSABP center, the SSO-ASTRO margin gUIdChHCS did not
Variables e 341(729) 185 (73.1) 156 (72.6) ionificantly i t is] t
243 patients EXCLUDED: 491 patients INCLUDED: OR (95%CI)  pvalue  OR(95%CI) p-value B e | ers 5o, 0503 SIZNTLCANLLY 1MPACt TE-CXCISION 1ates. ’ |
» Diagnosis other than IDC « Diaanosis of IDC Guidelines 1.17 (0.58-2.37) 0.66 0.79 (0.22-2.74) 0.71 Involved 4(0.9) 104) 3(1.4) e This may be attributed to the institution’s eaﬂy ad()ptl()n of the
« IDC stage IlI-IV IDCgstage LI implementation Intra-op gross revised n=219 n=116 n=103 NSABP 06 d . b ¢ .
: i i - Age, per additional margin -U0 recommendations on breast margins.
[ ll;lrei;zdjuva?t;reag:n:?than BCS « BCS as first definitive treatment yegaer et AeEe 0.96 (0.93-0.99) 0.01* 0.96 (0.92-1.00) 0.08 Clear 207 (94.5) 114 (98.3) 93 (90.3) 0.01%* &
ry surgery o + Clear or close ( < 1 mm) margins Molecular subtvoes Close (< 1 mm) 11 (5.0) 1(0.9) 10 9.7)
» Involved margin at first surgery il A yp Ref Ref Involved 1(0.5) 1(0.9) 0
umina cI. CI. 5 5
Luminal B 338 (130-877)  0.01% F“I‘,‘:)';tli)vce ‘('fﬁ;‘:l) 6 0 23 (10.4) 06l REFERENCES
Her-2 enriched 6.4 (1.13-36.2) 0.04* Negative 436 (88.8) 238 (88.2) 198 (89.6) o . ,
270 (55%) 221 (45%) Triple negative 091(0.11-727) 093 Final DCIS margins 1. Moran MS, et al. ASTRO consensus guideline on margins for breast-conserving surgery
had surgery had surgery Presence of DCIS 14i311) (712'2;5- ) 001* 971 (1.11-85.10) 0.04* g:f)‘: <2 mm) ?(7)‘3‘ ggg {4591((27;4)) ! 5243 (26()?55)) 0.11 with whole-breast irradiation in stages I and II invasive breast cancer. IIROBP. 2014.
before the after the I a0l 10.66 (4.87- Involved 3(08) 3(1.5) 0 2. Fisher B, et al. Five-year results of a randomized clinical trial comparing total
SHOTRENIRE SHOTSIRG on final agtholo 2333) <0.00% ek (O] 23 (63) 2LES) mastectomy and segmental mastectomy with or without radiation in the treatment of
guidelines guidelines . = . Partial mastectomy 33 (6.7) 21 (7.8) 12 (5.4) 0.70 Y & y
Total mastectomy 11 (22) 2(0.7) 9 (4.1) breast cancer. NEJM. 1985.




