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Methods and Materials: INSEMA (NCT02466737) has randomized 5542 patients who underwent breast-conserving surgery.
Of these, 276 patients from 108 radiation therapy facilities were included in the central review, using the planning records of
the first 3 patients treated at each site.

Results: Of the 276 patients, 41 had major deviations (ie, no axillary contouring or submission of insufficient records) lead-
ing to exclusion. A total of 235 (85.1%) radiation therapy planning records were delineated according to the INSEMA pro-
tocol, including 9 (3.8%) cases with minor deviations. At least 25% of INSEMA patients were unintentionally treated with
>95% of the prescribed breast radiation dose in axillary level I. Approximately 50% of patients were irradiated with a median
radiation dose of more than 85% of prescription dose in level I. Irradiated volumes and applied doses were significantly lower
in levels II and III compared with level I. However, 25% of patients still received a median radiation dose of >75% of pre-
scription dose to level II. Subgroup analysis revealed a significant association between incidental radiation dose in the axilla
and obesity. Younger age, boost application, and fractionation schedule showed no impact on axillary dose distribution.
Conclusions: Assuming >80% of prescribed breast dose as the optimal dose for curative radiation of low-volume disease in
axillary lymph nodes, at least 50% of reviewed INSEMA patients received an adequate dose in level I, even with contem-
porary 3-dimensional techniques. Dose coverage was much less in axillary levels II and III, and far below therapeutically

relevant doses. © 2020 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.

Introduction

The  Intergroup-Sentinel-Mamma  (INSEMA)  trial
(NCT02466737, GBG75, ABCSG43) is a prospective,
randomized trial comparing sentinel lymph node biopsy
(SLNB) versus no axillary surgery in patients with early
invasive breast cancer (clinically/imaging <5 cm, c/iNO)
who are candidates for breast-conserving surgery (BCS)
including postoperative whole-breast irradiation (WBI)." In
a second phase, patients with involved sentinel lymph
nodes (1-3 macrometastases) are randomized to either
SLNB alone or completion axillary lymph node dissection
(ALND). The rationale of the study is based on available
data at the time of protocol design (2011-2014).*

After publication of the radiation field design in the
American College of Surgeons Oncology Group (ACOSOG)
Z0011 trial," with frequent use of protocol-prohibited nodal
fields, a radiation therapy quality assurance review was in-
tegrated into the INSEMA protocol. Here, the first 3 radia-
tion therapy planning records from each radiation oncology
facility were submitted for central review of radiation field
design and axillary contouring. Immediate response was
provided to the local radio-oncologist in the event of pro-
tocol violations, such as extended coverage of the regional
nodes or insufficient contouring of axillary levels.

Although the INSEMA protocol required that patients
receive  WBI using standard tangential fields, partial
involvement of ipsilateral axillary levels within the final-
ized irradiated volume cannot be avoided in the majority of
patients owing to individual anatomic conditions and was
not considered as a protocol violation. Previous studies
have shown that up to 73% of axillary level I and 26% of
level II receive an elective radiation dose with conventional
2-dimensional (2D) WBL”’ Meanwhile, 3-dimensional
(3D) radiation therapy techniques have mostly replaced
2D radiation therapy. To clarify the impact of contemporary
3D radiation techniques on incidental radiation to the
axilla, consistent contouring of the ipsilateral axilla (level

I-IIT) was essential for all INSEMA patients, using Radia-
tion Therapy Oncology Group (RTOG) consensus defini-
tions for radiation therapy planning.®

We aimed to investigate the role of patient characteris-
tics, extent of axillary surgery, and radiation techniques for
dose distribution in ipsilateral axillary levels among the
INSEMA subgroup selected for the central review process.

Methods and Materials

After approval by local independent review boards and
after obtaining informed consent from patients, INSEMA
enrolled patients between September 2015 and April 2019,
with a total of 5542 randomly assigned (Fig. 1). Of these,
279 patients from 108 radiation therapy facilities were
included in the quality assurance review of radiation ther-
apy planning, equating to an average of 2.6 submitted re-
cords per radiation therapy institution. INSEMA patients
were recruited in 142 German and 9 Austrian study sites.

Postoperative radiation therapy

Adjuvant radiation therapy in the INSEMA trial was
mandatory for all patients, in line with the current German
Working Group of Gynecologic Oncology (AGO) guide-
lines,” German S3 guideline,'“’11 and German Society of
Radio-Oncology (DEGRO) practical guidelines.'” All
study patients were scheduled to receive computed to-
mography (CT)-based WBI with 3D conformal radiation
therapy (3D-CRT) or intensity modulated radiation therapy
(IMRT) to the remaining breast (50 Gy in 25 fractions or
50.4 Gy in 28 fractions). A hypofractionated regimen with
a single dose of 2.66 Gy in 15 fractions as defined in the
START B trial'® could be used as an additional option. A
boost to the tumor bed (recommended dose, 10-16 Gy) was
indicated for all patients. Application of the simultaneously
integrated boost (SIB) technique was allowed during
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] N = 5,542 randomized in the INSEMA study‘

’ N = 279 selected for the central quality assurance review ‘

’ N = 276 included in the baseline analysis‘

N = 3 excluded

- underwent secondary mastectomy
after BCS with R1 resection (N = 2)

- withdrew informed consent (N = 1)

N = 235 with protocol-compliant contouring
- N =9 with minor deviations

N = 41 excluded from the central quality assurance analysis
- due to major deviations (no axillary contouring or poor
quality of submitted records)

N = 1 excluded because not treated with
postoperative WBI

N = 234 analyzed in the central quality assurance review

Fig. 1. CONSORT diagram. Abbreviations: BCS = breast-conserving surgery; WBI = whole-breast irradiation.

normofractionated WBI but not in the case of hypo-
fractionation.'* SIB doses of 10 to 16 Gy were adminis-
tered in 25 to 28 fractions, leading to areas of daily zonal
dose augmentation of 20% to 35% of the prescribed whole-
breast dose. In selected cases at low risk for local recur-
rence (age >60 years, small tumor size, and favorable
tumor biology), the boost application could be omitted. The
use of partial breast irradiation alone was not allowed.

The INSEMA protocol required a treatment planning CT
scan in the supine position to define the clinical target
volumes (CTVs) and planning target volumes (PTVs). The
breast CTV and contouring of the ipsilateral axilla (level I-
IIT) should generally follow RTOG consensus guidelines.”
The structures to be delineated (including breast, boost,
and axillary levels I-III) are the same in all treatment arms.
Dose-volume histogram parameters for every contour were
entered into the electronic case report form: maximum,
minimum, median, average dose (Gy), and volumes (mL).
Pseudonymized radiation therapy reports were collected
and analyzed centrally to evaluate the data for WBI (frac-
tionation, technique) and for tumor bed boost (technique
and dose, simultaneous or sequential application).

Hot spots in the axilla were assessed using the Interna-
tional Commission on Radiation Units and Measurements
Report 50 (and 62) definition of a hot spot as a volume that
received an excessive dose of radiation.'” Accordingly, the
maximal doses for each level were reviewed, and hot spots
detected as >120% of prescribed breast dose were
considered excessive.

The use of high tangents (defined as inclusion of level I
and middle- to upper-level II axillary lymph nodes in the
CTV) or comprehensive nodal irradiation (high tangents plus
supraclavicular field) was not allowed,'® with the exception of
patients with 4 or more axillary lymph node metastases
(>pN2a). Regarding patients with 1 to 3 nodal metastases or
with microscopic extranodal tumor extension beyond the

lymph nodes, particularly when such findings are associated
with a small primary tumor (<5 cm), no general recom-
mendation for postoperative nodal irradiation is given in the
German S3 guideline or by international experts.'’ Axillary
radiation therapy according to the AMAROS trial (axillary
levels I-III with medial part of the supraclavicular fossa as
CTV) was not allowed according to the INSEMA protocol.'®

Radiation therapy quality assurance reviews

The first 3 3D-CRT/IMRT cases treated at each radiation
oncology facility underwent central review. In this process,
the finalized treatment plan was electronically submitted
within 1 week of treatment initiation. These cases were
reviewed in a timely manner at the Department of Radiation
Therapy, University of Rostock, by 2 independent radio-
oncologists, and feedback was sent to the submitting radiation
oncology facility. Each of the reviewed cases for quantifica-
tion of axillary dose distributions underwent a rigorous check
and double check to ensure it was within the defined guide-
lines for axillary nodal region contouring (Fig. 2). Corrections
and resubmissions of data were requested for cases that did
not meet contouring and protocol criteria.

Statistics

The analyses were performed using data available as of
August 1, 2019. Continuous data between groups were
compared with a Wilcoxon rank-sum test with ¢ approxi-
mation. Fisher’s exact test or a 7 test was used to compare
categorical variables. Analyses were performed by German
Breast Group (GBG) statisticians using SAS (Statistical
Analysis Software, Cary, NC) version 9.4 with SAS En-
terprise Guide 7.13. All tests were 2-sided, and P values
less than .05 were considered statistically significant.
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Fig. 2.

Representative example of detailed radiation therapy planning record that was classified as receiving standard

tangents with acceptable contouring of axillary levels I-III. A: contour level I (red); B: contour level II (blue); C: contour level

I (yellow); D: contouring levels I-III (3D illustration).

Results

Of the 279 patients who were originally candidates for the
central review process, 2 patients underwent secondary
mastectomy after BCS with R1 resection, and 1 patient
withdrew consent from the study. These 3 patients were
excluded from all quality assurance review analyses.

The baseline characteristics of the remaining 276 pa-
tients are presented in Table 1. Unifocal tumors were
diagnosed in 272 patients (98.6%), compared with 4 pa-
tients with multifocal disease (1.4%). All patients were
clinically node-negative by palpation before BCS, with
missing data in 6 patients. Two patients showed suspicious
findings (0.7%) by axillary ultrasound; however, after
negative axillary core biopsy or fine needle aspiration re-
sults, these patients were enrolled.

Central review revealed that only 235 radiation therapy
planning records (85.1%) were delineated according to the
INSEMA protocol. Major deviations regarding contouring
were observed in 30 patients with SLNB (13.9%) and in 11
patients with no SLNB (19.6%). Despite repeated contact
with the treating radiation oncologists, the record forms for
40 patients did not include contouring of the axilla levels,
and poor quality of submitted records did not permit
adequate review. One patient was also enrolled onto
the HYPOSIB trial (Hypofractionation with SIB,
NCT02474641) after BCS, which represents a major
INSEMA protocol violation. These 41 cases were excluded
from further analyses.

Among patients with protocol-compliant contouring
(N = 235), minor deviations were detected by the

reviewers in 9 cases (3.8%): 6 patients with SLNB (3.2%)
and 3 patients with no SLNB (6.7%). Details of the minor
deviations are listed in Table 2. Despite correct radiation
therapy planning, 1 patient in the SLNB arm was not
treated with postoperative WBI, resulting in 234 being
available for complete central review analyses.

Radiation therapy techniques

The majority of INSEMA patients reviewed were treated
with the 3D-CRT technique using standard tangential fields
(n = 178, 76.1%). The remaining patients (n = 56)
received modern IMRT techniques in variations such as
step-and-shoot IMRT (n = 27, 11.5%), volumetric modu-
lated arc therapy (n = 22, 9.4%), and tomotherapy (n = 6,
2.6%). The deep inspiration breath hold technique was
applied in only 1 patient in the no-SLNB arm.

Conventional normofractionation was the preferred
schedule for application of WBI in reviewed cases (n =
196, 83.8%), with minor differences between treatment
arms (SLNB vs no SLNB: 81.5% vs 91.1%). Hypo-
fractionation was used for 37 patients (15.8%), with a
higher frequency in SLNB patients (17.9%) compared with
patients with no SLNB (8.9%). Data on this aspect were
missing for 1 patient.

Standard WBI values for PTV, dose median, and dose
average are presented in Table 3. Considering a mixed
population with normo- and hypofractionated schedules,
all dose parameters are given as absolute and relative
(percentage of prescribed breast dose) values. A tumor
bed boost was delivered to 207 patients (88.1%), in the
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Table 1 Baseline characteristics of 276 INSEMA patients
selected for quality assurance review process

Parameter n (%)

Age, y

Mean 60.5

SD 10.3

Median 60.0

Range 36.0-83.0

<50 56 (20.3)

>50 220 (79.7)
BMI, kg/m>

Mean 26.5

SD 5.3

Median 25.5

Range 17.7-46.5

<30 215 (77.9)

>30 61 (22.1)

T stage by ultrasound and/or
mammography (MRI

optional)
T1 252 (91.6)
T2 23 (8.4)
Missing 1
Histologic subtype
Invasive-ductal 195 (70.7)
Invasive-lobular 30 (10.9)
Mixed ductal-lobular 7 (2.5)
Other 44 (15.9)
Grading (Elston and Ellis
score)
1 99 (35.9)
2 166 (60.1)
3 11 (4.0)
Hormone receptor status
ER and/or PgR positive 273 (98.9)
ER and PgR negative 3(1.1)
HER?2 status
Negative 265 (96.7)
Positive 9 (3.3)
Missing 2
Ki-67 proliferation marker
<20% 233 (88.3)
>20% 31 (11.7)
Missing 12

Abbreviations: BMI = body mass index; ER = estrogen receptor;
HER2 = human epidermal growth factor receptor 2; MRI = magnetic
resonance imaging; PgR = progesterone receptor; SD = standard
deviation.

majority of patients as SIB (144 patients; 69.6%). Nine
patients (4.3%) were treated with intraoperative boost
irradiation.

Dose distribution in axillary level I-III

Detected values for volumes, dose median, and dose
average for each axillary level are shown in Table 4. To
avoid different absolute doses between conventionally

Table 2 Frequencies of minor deviations (delineation not in
accordance with RTOG guidelines) in 9 patients (out of 235
with protocol-compliant contouring) with respect to axillary
levels

Patient Level 1 Level 11 Level III
#1 X X
#2 X

#3 X

#4 X X

#5 X

#6 X X

#7 X

#8 X

#9 X X X
Overall 6 6 2

Abbreviation: RTOG = Radiation Therapy Oncology Group.

fractionated and hypofractioned cases, all dose parameters
are presented as relative doses in percentage of prescribed
breast dose. At least 25% of patients included in the anal-
ysis of “dose median” in axillary level I (based on the third
quartile value [Q3]) were unintentionally treated with
>95% of the prescribed breast radiation dose (47.88 Gy
with normofractionation; 38 Gy with hypofractionation).
Approximately 50% of reviewed INSEMA patients were
irradiated with a median radiation dose of more than 85%
of prescription dose in axillary level 1. It should be noted
that the extremely broad range (0.8%-110.5%) recorded for
applied relative dose in level I resulted in high standard
deviations for this analysis.

Irradiated volumes and applied relative doses were
significantly lower in axillary level II and III compared with
level I values. However, 25% of patients (based on the Q3
value) still received a median radiation dose of >75% of
prescription dose to axillary level II (37.8 Gy with nor-
mofractionation; 30 Gy with hypofractionation). In general,
there were no differences between treatment arms in terms
of the radiation dose applied to axillary levels. In all sub-
analyses, the values for the no-SLNB arm were equal to or
lower than the values in the SLNB arm, reflecting the
absence of intentional axillary overirradiation in the no-
SLNB arm.

Factors influencing axillary dose distribution

Comparison with respect to obesity (body mass index
[BMI] >30 kg/m?) revealed significantly higher median
axillary volumes in obese patients for level I (78 mL vs 54
mL, P < .001) and level IIT (19 mL vs 13 mL, P < .001);
the difference for level II (23 mL vs 20 mL, P = .205) was
not significant. Obese patients received a significantly
higher radiation dose in level I, with a difference of
approximately 9% relative dose (dose median: 92.5% vs
83.9%, P = .026; dose average: 79.5% vs 69.6%, P =
.018). Delivered relative doses to level II (dose median:
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Table 3  Standard values for WBI parameters regarding prescribed breast dose

Treatment arms

WBI parameter

SLNB (N = 184)

No SLNB (N = 45)

Rando2 directly (N = 5)

Overall (N = 234)

PTV, mL
Mean 1032 1019 626 1021
SD 588 493 209 567
Median 903 852 604 878
Range 46-4038 256-2503 458-976 46-4038
Q1-Q3 620-1350 646-1384 472-621 619-1324
Missing N=2
Dose median, Gy
Mean 49.5 50.9 51.4 49.8
SD 4.6 33 0.3 43
Median 50.8 50.9 51.3 50.9
Range 37.0-59.0 39.8-61.6 51.1-51.7 37.0-61.6
Q1-Q3 50.0-51.7 50.5-51.7 51.2-51.6 50.2-51.7
Missing N=7
Dose median (percentage of prescribed dose)
Mean 102.0 102.6 101.9 102.1
SD 33 4.6 0.5 35
Median 101.3 101.2 101.8 101.3
Range 92.5-117.1 98.6-122.2 101.4-102.6 92.5-122.2
Q1-Q3 100.3-102.8 100.6-102.8 101.6-102.4 100.3-102.8
Missing N=7
Dose average, Gy
Mean 49.1 50.9 50.3 49.4
SD 4.8 2.9 0.8 4.5
Median 504 50.6 50.7 50.4
Range 34.0-58.6 39.6-61.0 48.8-50.8 34.0-61.0
Q1-Q3 49.1-51.7 50.4-51.8 50.2-50.8 49.4-51.7
Missing N=4
Dose average (percentage of prescribed dose)
Mean 101.4 102.2 99.7 101.5
SD 4.1 4.1 1.7 4.1
Median 100.6 101.0 100.6 100.7
Range 81.2-116.3 96.6-121.0 96.8-100.8 81.2-121.0
Q1-Q3 99.6-103.0 100.0-102.9 99.6-100.8 99.8-102.8
Missing N=4

Abbreviations: PTV = planning target volume; Q1 = first quartile; Q3 = third quartile; SD = standard deviation; SLNB = sentinel lymph node

biopsy; WBI = whole-breast irradiation.

50.4% vs 12.0%, P = .008; dose average: 60.3% vs 27.5%,
P = .002) and to level III (dose median: 5.6% vs 3.4%,
P = .01; dose average: 11.2% vs 4.0%, P = .003) were
significantly higher for patients with BMI >30 kg/m?.
Hot spot analyses for axillary dose distribution were
done with a special focus on obesity. In general,
reviewed relative axillary maximal dose values for each
level were not different between INSEMA treatment
arms. Maximal relative dose parameters were not asso-
ciated with obesity in level I (P = .9) but were
significantly related to obesity (>30 kg/m* vs <30 kg/
mz) in level II (median maximal dose: 90.9% vs 29.4%;
P = .002) and level III (median maximal dose: 87.6%
vs 20.8%; P = .005). Defined hot spots (>120% pre-
scription dose) were more frequently detected in axil-
lary level I (n = 32; 14.0%) compared with level II (n

= 3; 1.3%) and level III (n = 2; 0.9%). Hot spot
frequencies in level I were not related to obesity (>30
kg/m*: 14.6%; <30 kg/m?: 13.8%).

Although all observed axillary volumes (significant
difference only for level I, P = .032) were smaller in
younger patients (<50 years), these patients were treated
with nonsignificantly higher radiation doses in level I (dose
median: 90.4% vs 83.6%, P = .058; dose average: 78.0%
vs 69.6%, P = .13). No differences were seen for dose
application in level II and level III with respect to age. The
nonsignificant trend for higher axillary doses in level I
among younger patients might be explained by higher
frequency of boost application (100%) and conventionally
fractionated radiation therapy (94.4%) compared with older
patients (84.5% boost application, 80.1% conventional ra-
diation therapy).
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Table 4 Axillary dose parameters in INSEMA patients treated with postoperative WBI after BCS

Treatment arms

Parameter SLNB (N = 184) No SLNB (N = 45) Rando2 directly (N = 5) Overall (N = 234)
Axillary level I volume, mL
Mean 67 71 65 68
SD 46 59 25 48
Median 56 56 69 56
Range 11-439 16-378 26-89 11-439
Q1-Q3 42-83 39-81 58-85 42-82
Missing N=6
Axillary level I dose median (percentage of breast dose)
Mean 72.8 68.6 56.6 71.6
SD 314 30.6 442 31.5
Median 85.9 82.7 78.0 85.4
Range 1.3-110.5 0.8-99.0 5.4-94.6 0.8-110.5
Q1-Q3 54.8-96.6 42.5-95.1 12.1-92.9 50.4-96.0
Missing N =11
Axillary level I dose average (percentage of breast dose)
Mean 68.9 64.6 47.4 67.6
SD 26.1 23.2 24.1 25.6
Median 74.2 68.4 48.2 72.3
Range 0.2-112.0 3.4-96.8 22.2-73.8 0.2-112.0
Q1-Q3 53.0-89.9 48.3-82.3 24.2-68.5 51.6-88.1
Missing N =28
Axillary level II volume, mL
Mean 25 22 20 25
SD 19 13 7 18
Median 21 19 18 20
Range 2-151 1-70 14-33 1-151
Q1-Q3 15-29 13-28 17-18 15-29
Missing N=26
Axillary level II dose median (percentage of breast dose)
Mean 39.9 29.7 20.7 37.5
SD 38.2 30.8 37.7 37.0
Median 20.8 13.2 6.4 14.9
Range 0.4-114.5 0.4-95.8 1.2-87.9 0.4-114.5
Q1-Q3 4.5-85.1 4.9-50.0 1.4-6.6 4.5-75.0
Missing N =11
Axillary level II dose average (percentage of breast dose)
Mean 41.0 349 19.3 39.4
SD 32.6 26.4 24.7 31.5
Median 33.7 33.1 15.3 33.2
Range 0.5-114.8 0.4-95.6 1.4-61.5 0.4-114.8
Q1-Q3 10.3-69.6 7.6-54.9 1.4-17.1 9.5-64.9
Missing N=9
Axillary level III volume, mL
Mean 18 15 13 17
SD 18 9 6 16
Median 13 13 13 13
Range 3-167 4-56 6-21 3-167
Q1-Q3 10-20 7-20 10-14 9-20
Missing N=26
Axillary level III dose median (percentage of breast dose)
Mean 16.4 12.0 1.9 15.2
SD 27.1 21.5 1.4 25.9
Median 3.8 4.0 1.8 3.7
Range 0.1-105.8 1.1-87.1 0.6-3.8 0.1-105.8
Q1-Q3 2.1-12.1 2.4-6.0 0.6-2.8 2.2-7.7
Missing N =12

(continued on next page)
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Table 4 (continued)

Treatment arms

Parameter SLNB (N = 184)

No SLNB (N = 45)

Rando2 directly (N = 5) Overall (N = 234)

Axillary level III dose average (percentage of breast dose)

Mean 18.9 13.8
SD 26.2 20.1
Median 5.8 4.5
Range 0.3-105.0 0.2-84.7
Q1-Q3 2.3-25.2 2.7-15.5
Missing

22 17.5
1.6 25.0
2.0 4.7
0.6-4.0 0.2-105.0
0.8-3.6 2.3-21.0
N=9

Abbreviations: BCS = breast-conserving surgery; Q1 = first quartile; Q3 = third quartile; SD = standard deviation; SLNB = sentinel lymph node

biopsy; WBI = whole-breast irradiation.

The application of tumor bed boost showed no impact on
delivered radiation dose in level I (dose median: 85.3% vs
86.7%, P = .39; dose average: 72.7% vs 67.9%, P = .29),
level II (dose median: 20.8% vs 10.0%, P = .061; dose
average: 34.7% vs 25.0%, P = .052), and level III (dose
median: 3.7% vs 3.3%, P = .23; dose average: 5.0% vs
42%, P = .15). Significantly larger axillary volumes in
level I were found with 3D-CRT when comparing modern
radiation techniques (3D-CRT vs IMRT, P = .025).
However, comparisons of axillary dose median or average
with respect to radiation techniques consistently showed no
statistically significant differences.

Finally, the fractionation schedule displayed an expected
impact on axillary dose parameters when considering ab-
solute values. Using relative dose values (percentage of
prescribed breast dose), the delivered doses in all axillary
levels were not different in patients treated with conven-
tional fractionation compared with hypofractionation (level
I: dose median 85.9% vs 84.2%, P = .69 [dose average
72.7% vs 69.7%, P = .60]; level II: dose median 20.8% vs
10.0%, P = .31 [dose average 36.5% vs 23.0%, P = .20];
and level III: dose median 3.7% vs 3.5%, P = .39 [dose
average 5.0% vs 4.0%, P = .33]).

Discussion

Three European trials were designed to compare SLNB
versus no axillary surgery in patients with clinically
node-negative, early invasive breast cancer receiving BCS.
The Italian SOUND (NCTO02167490), German/Austrian
INSEMA (both fully recruited), and ongoing Dutch BOOG
2013-08 (NCT02271828) trials focus on this question with
different inclusion criteria and study aims. Hopefully, the
results from nearly 8500 patients treated in these trials will
be able to guide future axillary staging in BCS.

When reporting outcomes for standard versus reduced or
no axillary surgery in patients with BCS, it is absolutely
necessary also to include radiation therapy—related tech-
nical information.'” After publication of results from the
ACOSOG Z0011 trial,>*?! it became clear that there had
been no standardization of axillary radiation field angles

and location of upper field borders of tangents.””” A
retrospective review of 228 detailed radiation therapy re-
cords from ACOSOG Z0011 patients (N = 891) by Jagsi
et al” revealed a high incidence of protocol violations, with
the use of high tangents and supraclavicular irradiation in a
considerable number of patients. It is therefore impossible
to discern how much of the axilla was irradiated in the
Z0011 trial.”’

Regarding the 276 patients who were analyzed in the
central INSEMA review, 85% of the submitted radiation
therapy planning records were protocol compliant and were
of sufficient print/computer quality to permit review. In
light of the very low rate of minor deviations (<4%) the
data presented provide a comprehensive basis for discus-
sion regarding currently preferred radiation therapy tech-
niques and schedules. For the future, this will permit
analysis of the treatment effect of incidental irradiation to
the lower axilla with standard tangential fields.

The majority of the review population was treated with
3D-CRT (76.1%) and received WBI using a conventionally
fractionated regimen (83.8%). Partial breast irradiation
alone or prone techniques, in which substantially less
axillary volume is irradiated, were not allowed in the
INSEMA trial. A boost to the tumor bed is recommended in
patients at higher risk of recurrence.”* According to the
long-term results of the European Organization for
Research and Treatment of Cancer boost trial, “high risk” is
defined by young age (£50 years) and presence of ductal
carcinoma in situ.”> The rate of tumor bed boost was
remarkably high (88%) among INSEMA patients for a
cohort with median age of 60 years and other favorable
prognostic factors (86% clinical T1 stage, 99% hormone
receptor positivity).

Our review shows that with tangential breast irradia-
tion, level I and II lymph nodes receive a relative median
dose of 85.4% and 14.9%, respectively, for a prescription
breast dose of 50 Gy or 40 Gy depending on preferred
fractionation schedule. At least 25% of reviewed
INSEMA patients were unintentionally treated with >95%
of the prescribed breast radiation dose to level I. However,
the optimal dose for curative radiation of metastatic dis-
ease in lymph nodes is currently unknown and might be
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less than 95% of the prescribed breast radiation dose.
Lower doses could result in a decreased therapeutic effect
but might still be effective in subclinical, low-volume
nodal disease.”® In the concept of de-escalation in axillary
surgery, incidental radiation dose takes on a more pivotal
role, potentially moving from unintended to an intended
dose of delivered irradiation.

The benefit of 3D radiation therapy includes more ac-
curate irradiation of the targeted volume and reduced
toxicity to surrounding tissue.”’ However, a reduced dose to
the axilla might negate the potential benefit of incidental
axillary irradiation and increase the risk of axillary recur-
rence in patients treated with BCS.”*”’ A previous retro-
spective study with 3D planning for WBI (N = 35)
suggested that the proportion receiving 95% of the pre-
scribed dose with standard tangents is 51% for level I and
26% for level I1.° Van Roozendaal et al defined an elective
radiation dose to the clip-marked SLNB site as at least 95%
of the breast dose, as found in 32 of 42 included patients
(76%) receiving 3D radiation therapy.”® Kataria et al
showed a relatively small, although significant, difference
in the axillary radiation dose when comparing conventional
2D standard tangents with 3D-CRT or IMRT in a pro-
spective evaluation of 50 cases.” The mean percentages of
level I that received 90% of the breast dose were 73% for
2D radiation therapy, 57% for 3D-CRT, and 49% for IMRT,;
for level II, the mean percentages were 25%, 41%, and
35%, respectively. The small, but nonsignificant, differ-
ences between 3D-CRT and IMRT with respect to delivered
axillary doses were confirmed by our analysis. In contrast,
the incidental dose delivered to the axilla was significantly
lower for IMRT compared with 3D-CRT in a preliminary
study including 20 patients.”

In contrast to axillary levels, contouring of internal
mammary nodes (IMNs) was not routinely done for
INSEMA patients to detect incidental irradiation of IMNs.
Using modern 3D-CRT and IMRT techniques, Song et al
reported in a retrospective study median mean doses be-
tween 27.4 and 29.5 Gy in 84 patients with BCS for the
IMN region not included in the PTV.”!

Assuming >80% of the prescription breast dose as the
optimal dose for curative radiation of low-volume disease
in axillary lymph nodes,””* approximately 50% of
reviewed INSEMA patients received an adequate dose to
level I, even with contemporary 3D techniques. The dose
coverage was much less in axillary levels II and III, far
below therapeutically relevant doses. The location of the
tumor in the breast, the size of the breast, a left- versus
right-sided lesion, a tumor bed boost, and BMI are some-
times cited as factors influencing the amount of radiation to
the axilla.”*

However, owing to limited case numbers, many trials
have failed to demonstrate a relationship between these
factors and the delivered axillary dose. Our analysis
revealed a significant association between incidental radi-
ation dose to the axilla and obesity (BMI >30 kg/m?).
Younger age (<50 years), boost application, and

fractionation schedule (with respect to the relative dose)
showed no impact on axillary dose distribution.

Gene expression assays are increasingly used for
decision-making regarding adjuvant systemic therapy in
early-stage, operable breast cancer.”” There are some clin-
ical situations in which there is also a need for predictive
markers to better estimate the amount of benefit from
adjuvant radiation therapy and surgery. To date, the avail-
able evidence on the possible predictive value of gene
expression assays for radiation therapy or axillary surgery
does not support their inclusion in the decision-making
process.”®*” Previously, the Memorial Sloan-Kettering
Cancer Center developed a nomogram to predict the like-
lihood of a positive SLNB. This nomogram is a statistical
approach for calculation of metastatic axillary risk by
combining different histopathologic factors (plus age) and
is still available online using Memorial Sloan-Kettering
Cancer Center home page. Although validated by
numerous centers, this nomogram is not a substitute for
axillary SLNB.”

Our study has numerous strengths, including the pre-
planned, prospective, multicentric setting involving more
than 100 radiation therapy facilities. Minor protocol de-
viations were within an acceptable range. However, our
study also has a number of limitations. The percentage of
incomplete or poor-quality records (15%) is suboptimal.
Our review of planning records was restricted to the first 3
cases per radiation therapy institution, thus representing
only a small subgroup (nearly 5%) of all recruited
INSEMA patients. More than 80% of patients received
conventionally fractionated radiation therapy, and the ma-
jority of patients also received the boost as SIB, which is
still not widely accepted worldwide. All patients were
treated in supine position, so results cannot be extrapolated
to patients treated in prone position. Another limitation is
that after trial recruitment started, a competing contouring
consensus guideline was published by the European Society
for Radiotherapy and Oncology (ESTRO).”**’ Recently, a
comparison of anatomic boundaries of contouring in the
RTOG and ESTRO guidelines was presented by Gee et al.*’
Although the anatomic landmarks for contouring the axil-
lary volumes are only subtly different between the guide-
lines, our data cannot be completely extrapolated to
patients who were contoured following ESTRO recom-
mendations. For RTOG, the inferior limit of level I is the
pectoralis major insertion onto ribs, whereas ESTRO rec-
ommends the (typically more superior) fourth to fifth rib.
ESTRO guidelines keep the superior border of level I
inferior to that of RTOG to avoid irradiating the humoral
head.™

Conclusions

Our central review yields first insights into contemporary
radiation therapy techniques and schedules used and the
extent of unintentional axillary radiation among selected
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INSEMA patients with BCS. Collection and analysis of
these data will also be available for the complete INSEMA
population in the near future.

References

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

. Reimer T, Stachs A, Nekljudova V, et al. Restricted axillary staging in

clinically and sonographically node-negative early breast cancer
(c/iT1-2) in the context of breast-conserving therapy: first results
following commencement of the Intergroup-Sentinel-Mamma
(INSEMA) trial. Geburtsh Frauenheilkd 2017;77:149-157.

. Gerber B, Heintze K, Stubert J, et al. Axillary lymph node dissection

in early-stage invasive breast cancer: is it still standard today? Breast
Cancer Res Treat 2011;128:613-624.

. Reimer T, Hartmann S, Stachs A, et al. Local treatment of the axilla in

early breast cancer: concepts from the national surgical adjuvant
breast and bowel project-04 to the planned intergroup sentinel mamma
trial. Breast Care 2014;9:87-95.

. Jagsi R, Chadha M, Moni J, et al. Radiation field design in the

ACOSOG Z0011 (Alliance) trial. J Clin Oncol 2014;32:3600-3606.

. Reed DR, Lindsley SK, Mann GN, et al. Axillary lymph node dose

with tangential breast irradiation. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 2005;
61:358-364.

. Reznik J, Cicchetti MG, Degaspe B, et al. Analysis of axillary

coverage during tangential therapy to the breast. Int J Radiat Oncol
Biol Phys 2005;61:163-168.

. Kataria T, Bisht SS, Gupta D, et al. Incidental radiation to axilla in

early breast cancer treated with intensity modulated tangents and
comparison with conventional and 3D conformal tangents. Breast
2013;22:1125-1129.

. Radiation Therapy Oncology Group. Breast cancer atlas for radiation

therapy planning: Consensus definitions. Available at: https://www.
rtog.org/CoreLab/ContouringAtlases.aspx. Accessed April 23, 2020.

. Guidelines of the AGO Breast Committee: Adjuvant radiotherapy.

Available at: https://www.ago-online.de/fileadmin/ago-online/
downloads/_leitlinien/kommission_mamma/2020/PDF_EN/2020E%
2013_Adjuvant%20Radiotherapy.pdf. Accessed April 23, 2020.
Interdisciplinary S3 guideline for diagnostics, therapy and follow-up
of breast cancer. Version 3.0, Update 2012. Available at: https:/www.
senologie.org/fileadmin/downloads/S3-Brustkrebs-v2012-OL-Langversion.
pdf. Accessed April 23, 2020.

Interdisciplinary S3 guideline for screening, diagnostics, therapy and
follow-up of breast cancer. Version 4.1, September 2018. Available at:
https://www.awmf.org/leitlinien/detail/ll/032-0450L.html. Accessed
April 23, 2020.

Sedlmayer F, Sautter-Bihl ML, Budach W, et al. DEGRO practical
guidelines: radiotherapy of breast cancer 1. Strahlenther Onkol 2013,
189:825-833.

Haviland SJ, Owen JR, Dewar JA, et al. The UK Standardisation of
Breast Radiotherapy (START) trials of radiotherapy hypofractionation
for treatment of early breast cancer: 10-year follow-up result of two
randomised controlled trials. Lancet Oncol 2013;14:1086-1094.
Sedlmayer F, Sautter-Bihl ML, Budach W, et al. Is the simultaneously
integrated boost (SIB) technique for early breast cancer ready to be
adopted for routine adjuvant radiotherapy? Strahlenther Onkol 2013,
189:193-196.

Jephcott CR, Tyldesley S, Swift CL. Regional radiotherapy to axilla
and supraclavicular fossa for adjuvant breast treatment: A
comparison of four techniques. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 2004;60:
103-110.

Setton J, Cody H, Tan L, et al. Radiation field design and regional
control in sentinel lymph node-positive breast cancer patients with
omission of axillary dissection. Cancer 2012;118:1994-2003.
Burstein HJ, Morrow M. Nodal irradiation after breast-cancer surgery
in the era of effective adjuvant therapy. N Engl J Med 2015;373:379-
381.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

Donker M, van Tienhoven G, Straver ME, et al. Radiotherapy or
surgery of the axilla after a positive sentinel node in breast cancer
(EORTC 10981-22023 AMAROS): A randomised, multicentre,
open-label, phase 3 non-inferiority trial. Lancet Oncol 2014;15:
1303-1310.

Reimer T, Engel J, Schmidt M, et al. Is axillary sentinel lymph node
required in patients who undergo primary breast surgery? Breast Care
2018;13:324-330.

Giuliano AE, McCall L, Beitsch P, et al. Locoregional recurrence after
sentinel lymph node dissection with or without axillary dissection in
patients with sentinel lymph node metastases: The American College
of Surgeons Oncology Group Z0011 randomized trial. Ann Surg 2010;
252:426-432.

Giuliano AE, Hunt KK, Ballman KV, et al. Axillary dissection vs no
axillary dissection in women with invasive breast cancer and sentinel
node metastasis. JAMA 2011;305:569-575.

Alco G, Dincer M. Are standard tangential breast irradiation fields
used in the ACOSOG Z0011 trial really covering the entire axilla? Ann
Surg 2013;257:el.

Giuliano AE. Reply to letter: Are the standard tangential breast irra-
diation fields used in the ACOSOG Z0011 trial really covering the
entire axilla? Ann Surg 2013;257:e2.

National Comprehensive Cancer Network (NCCN). Clinical Practice
Guidelines in Oncology: Breast Cancer. Version 3.2020; March 6,
2020. Available at: https://www.nccn.org/professionals/physician_gls/
default.aspx#site. Accessed April 23, 2020.

Vrieling C, van Werkhoven E, Maingon P, et al. Prognostic factors for
local control in breast cancer after long-term follow-up in the EORTC
boost vs no boost trial: A randomized clinical trial. JAMA Oncol 2017;3:
42-48.

van Roozendaal LM, Schipper RJ, Smit LHM, et al. Three-dimen-
sional breast radiotherapy and the elective radiation dose at the
sentinel lymph node site in breast cancer. Ann Surg Oncol 2015;22:
3824-3830.

Kundrat P, Remmele J, Rennau H, et al. Inter-patient variability in
doses to nearby organs in breast-cancer radiotherapy: Inference from
anatomic features. Radiat Prot Dosimetry 2019;183:255-258.

van Wely BJ, Teerenstra S, Schinagl DA, et al. Systematic review of
the effect of external beam radiation therapy to the breast on axillary
recurrence after negative sentinel lymph node biopsy. Br J Surg 2011;
98:326-333.

Gentilini O, Botteri E, Leonardi MC, et al. Ipsilateral axillary recur-
rence after breast conservative surgery: The protective effect of whole
breast radiotherapy. Radiother Oncol 2017;122:37-44.

Lee J, Kim SW, Son SH. Dosimetric evaluation of incidental irradi-
ation to the axilla during whole breast radiotherapy for patients with
left-sided early breast cancer in the IMRT era. Medicine 2016;95:
e4036.

Song Y, Yu T, Wang W, et al. Dosimetric comparison of incidental
radiation to the internal mammary nodes after breast-conserving sur-
gery using 3 techniques — inverse intensity-modulated radiotherapy,
field-in-field intensity-modulated radiotherapy, and 3-dimensional
conformal radiotherapy. Medicine 2019;98:41(e17549).

Early Breast Cancer Trialists’ Collaborative Group. Favourable and
unfavourable effects on long-term survival of radiotherapy for early
breast cancer: An overview of the randomised trials. Lancet 2000;355:
1757-1770.

Early Breast Cancer Trialists’ Collaborative Group, Darby S,
McGale P, Correa C, et al. Effect of radiotherapy after breast-
conserving surgery on 10-year recurrence and 15-year breast cancer
death: Meta-analysis of individual patient data for 10,801 women in
17 randomised trials. Lancet 2011;378:1707-1716.

Belkacemi Y, Allab-Pan Q, Bigorie V, et al. The standard tangential
fields used for breast irradiation do not allow optimal coverage and
dose distribution in axillary levels I-II and the sentinel node area. Ann
Oncol 2013;24:2023-2028.

Henry NL, Somerfield MR, Abramson VG, et al. Role of patient and
disease factors in adjuvant systemic therapy decision making for


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref1a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref1a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref1a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref1a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref1a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref4a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref4a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref4a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref3a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref3a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref3a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref3a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref7
https://www.rtog.org/CoreLab/ContouringAtlases.aspx
https://www.rtog.org/CoreLab/ContouringAtlases.aspx
https://www.ago-online.de/fileadmin/ago-online/downloads/_leitlinien/kommission_mamma/2020/PDF_EN/2020E%2013_Adjuvant%20Radiotherapy.pdf
https://www.ago-online.de/fileadmin/ago-online/downloads/_leitlinien/kommission_mamma/2020/PDF_EN/2020E%2013_Adjuvant%20Radiotherapy.pdf
https://www.ago-online.de/fileadmin/ago-online/downloads/_leitlinien/kommission_mamma/2020/PDF_EN/2020E%2013_Adjuvant%20Radiotherapy.pdf
https://www.senologie.org/fileadmin/downloads/S3-Brustkrebs-v2012-OL-Langversion.pdf
https://www.senologie.org/fileadmin/downloads/S3-Brustkrebs-v2012-OL-Langversion.pdf
https://www.senologie.org/fileadmin/downloads/S3-Brustkrebs-v2012-OL-Langversion.pdf
https://www.awmf.org/leitlinien/detail/ll/032-045OL.html
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref2a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref2a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref2a
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref23
https://www.nccn.org/professionals/physician_gls/default.aspx#site
https://www.nccn.org/professionals/physician_gls/default.aspx#site
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref35

Volume 107 e Number 4 ¢ 2020

Review of INSEMA radiation therapy planning 693

36.

37.

early-stage, operable breast cancer: Update of the ASCO endorsement
of the Cancer Care Ontario Guideline. J Clin Oncol 2019;37:1965-
1977.

Krug D, Baumann R, Budach W, et al. Commercially available gene
expression assays as predictive tools for adjuvant radiotherapy? A
critical review. Breast Care 2020;15:118-126.

Peintinger F, Reitsamer R, Smidt ML, et al. Lymph nodes in breast
cancer — what can we learn from translational research? Breast Care
2018;13:342-347.

38.

39.

40.

Offersen BV, Boersma LJ, Kirkove C, et al. ESTRO consensus
guideline on target volume delineation for elective radiation therapy of
early breast cancer. Radiother Oncol 2015;114:3-10.

Offersen BV, Boersma LJ, Kirkove C, et al. ESTRO consensus
guideline on target volume delineation for elective radiation therapy of
early breast cancer, version 1.1. Radiother Oncol 2016;118:205-208.
Gee HE, Moses L, Stuart K, et al. Contouring consensus guidelines in
breast cancer radiotherapy: comparison and systematic review of
patterns of failure. J Med Imaging Radiat Oncol 2019;63:102-115.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref38
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0360-3016(20)31119-6/sref40

	Central Review of Radiation Therapy Planning Among Patients with Breast-Conserving Surgery: Results from a Quality Assuranc ...
	Introduction
	Methods and Materials
	Postoperative radiation therapy
	Radiation therapy quality assurance reviews
	Statistics

	Results
	Radiation therapy techniques
	Dose distribution in axillary level I-III
	Factors influencing axillary dose distribution

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	References


