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Abstract 
 
PURPOSE: 
The current trend in ductal carcinoma in situ (DCIS) research is towards treatment de-escalation. 
Problematically, prognostic indicators for patients at high risk of breast cancer mortality (BCM), 
rather than recurrence, have not been identified. We aim to identify prognostic factors for the 
development of metastatic disease and mortality. 
 
EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN: 
Patients diagnosed with DCIS in a local cancer registry as well as in the National Cancer 
Database (NCDB) and the Surveillance, Epidemiology and End Results (SEER) program were 
assessed for factors prognostic of metastatic disease, overall, and breast-cancer specific survival. 
Cox and competing risks regressions were developed. 
 
RESULTS: 
Among 5 patients who developed distant metastatic disease in the cancer registry, 3 had 
identifiable growth distribution; all 3 were diffuse type. None had in-breast invasive or DCIS 
recurrences before metastasis. In NCDB and SEER, cumulative incidence of any cause mortality 
(ACM) and BCM at 10 years was 12%/5.0% for diffuse lesions; 8%/3.6% for patients with 
microinvasive disease, 7.4%/2.3% for lesions >5 cm, 5.6%/1.4% for lesions 2-5 cm and 
5.5%/1.5% for lesions <2 cm. Multivariate hazard ratios for ACM in NCDB and BCM in SEER 
were 2.0 and 5.3 (p=0.03 and 0.02, respectively). Among patients with diffuse lesions, 
cumulative incidence ACM at 10 years was 15.0% among those undergoing unilateral 
mastectomy vs. 2.5% among those undergoing bilateral mastectomy (p=0.11). 
 
CONCLUSION: 
Diffuse DCIS represents an uncommon but deadly subtype for whom treatment escalation, rather 
than de-escalation, is likely necessary. Further studies elucidating the mechanism of metastasis 
and best treatment course are needed. 
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Introduction 

Evolution of DCIS Management and the “Mastectomy Blind Spot” 

Ductal carcinoma in situ (DCIS) is a commonly diagnosed neoplastic process of the 

breast that encompasses a heterogeneous group of lesions which vary in histopathologic features 

and outcomes [1]. Prior to the 1980s, mastectomy was standard of care for DCIS because of the 

potential of DCIS to progress to invasive disease [2, 3]. After randomized trials demonstrated 

that mastectomy did not result in a difference in outcomes for invasive breast cancer patients 

relative to breast conservation therapy, lumpectomy was adopted for DCIS [2, 3].  

Treatment was then further refined in response to multiple DCIS randomized trials which 

demonstrated that the addition of radiation therapy (RT) to lumpectomy reduced ipsilateral DCIS 

and invasive recurrences, and among estrogen receptor (ER) positive patients endocrine therapy 

(ET) such as tamoxifen reduced some combination of in situ and invasive recurrences in either 

breast [2, 3]. Notably neither of these adjuvant therapies resulted in a reduction in breast cancer 

mortality (BCM) [2, 3]. Importantly, these trials investigated patients undergoing lumpectomy, 

not mastectomy, in spite of the fact that mastectomies represent between 27-56% of the surgeries 

received by DCIS patients [4-10]. 

Current DCIS Research Trends 

As a result of the low BCM rate observed among DCIS patients, as well as the fact that 

prevention of recurrences has not been shown to reduce BCM [11], both treatment and research 

currently emphasize de-escalation of treatment and identification of low risk patients, with the 

most common outcome of interest being invasive recurrence [3, 12-14]. Efforts to identify DCIS 

patients at high risk, and in particular at high risk of BCM, have been less robust, despite the 

longstanding existence of indirect evidence that some DCIS may have the potential to 
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metastasize [11, 15-22]. It remains unclear whether metastases after diagnosis of DCIS are 

secondary to occult disease, temporally or spatially missed foci of invasion, or a different 

mechanism altogether such as intraductal angiogenic processes.  

DCIS Growth Distribution 

 DCIS lesion size is a known independent predictor of residual disease [23, 24]. 

Multifocality, when multiple foci of disease arise within the same quadrant of the breast, has also 

been linked with prognosis among patients with DCIS relative to unifocal disease, in which there 

is a single focus of DCIS [25]. We will use the term multifocal to refer to both multifocal disease 

and multicentric disease, the latter of which refers to multiple foci of disease arising in different 

quadrants of the breast. Bonnier et al. found in a retrospective study that among DCIS patients 

undergoing lumpectomy with RT, multifocal disease was significantly associated with decreased 

recurrence free and metastatic free survival relative to patients with unifocal disease, though this 

association was not identified among patients undergoing mastectomy [26]. Swedish pathologist 

Tibor Tot identified a third spatial configuration of DCIS beyond unifocal and multifocal disease 

which he dubbed diffuse disease, referring to tumors spread out over a large area with no distinct 

tumor edge [27]. He later demonstrated that this diffuse distribution as well as multifocal disease 

were associated with BCM relative to unifocal lesions in an analysis including mostly mixed 

invasive and in situ but some pure in situ lesions [27-29]. 

Aims 

 We sought to investigate factors that affect development of metastatic disease, breast 

cancer mortality, and overall mortality in patients diagnosed with DCIS at our institution, in 

SEER, and NCDB, with emphasis on the impact of growth distribution (GD). 

Methods 
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This study was conducted in accordance with U.S. Common Rule. The UCSD HRPP/IRB 

approved the UCSD registry portion of the study and deferred need for approval of the SEER 

and NCDB portions of the study due to use of public, de-identified data. Informed consent was 

not obtained for the cancer registry patients due to the large number of patients involved and was 

not performed for the SEER and NCDB patients due to de-identified data.  

Data Extraction  

UCSD Cancer Registry data was collected for all breast cases from January 1, 2000 to 

March 21, 2019. Patients were excluded if they had invasive disease, were male, had only 

lumpectomy for their DCIS, had a prior cancer event, or had missing pathology reports (Figure 

1). 

SEER 18 data was used from cases diagnosed in 1975-2016, and patients were excluded 

if they were male, had a prior cancer event, had non-DCIS histology ICD-O-3 code, had less 

than 2 months follow-up, had bilateral or missing lesion laterality, did not undergo surgery, or 

had missing lesion size, grade, or ER status (Figure 1). 

NCDB data was filtered in a similar manner to SEER data, except we also excluded 

patients >65 and patients with missing endocrine therapy status, and we used a follow up time 

cut off of 6 months instead of 2 (Figure 1). 

For SEER and NCDB, patients with ER positive and borderline disease were categorized 

together, and patients of non-white, non-black race with non-missing race were categorized 

together. 

Growth Distribution Classification 

 For UCSD patients, the growth distribution of the lesions were classified into the 

following groups: unifocal, multifocal, and diffuse. In cases in which the pathology report stated 
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that the lesion was unifocal, it was classified as such. In cases in which the lesion had descriptive 

characteristics of numerous, scattered, or a multitude of small or microscopic foci, with or 

without an associated larger focal lesion or lesions, the lesion was classified as diffuse. In cases 

in which the previously mentioned descriptive terms were not applied and the lesion was 

classified on the pathology report as multifocal or multicentric, the lesion was classified as 

multifocal. Largest contiguous size of disease was documented for all lesion types and extent of 

disease was recorded for multifocal and diffuse type lesions. 

 For SEER and NCDB patients, lesion growth distribution is not generally documented, 

but a tumor size code exists for diffuse type disease (‘998’ in both). For both of these databases, 

lesion size was categorized as follows: ≤2 cm, 2 – 5 cm, >5 cm, and diffuse. For cumulative 

incidence estimators including microinvasive disease, patients with microinvasive disease of any 

size were grouped into a fifth category.  

Statistical Analysis 

 Patients of different growth distributions at UCSD were compared using Chi-Square and 

t-test. Kaplan-Meier method was used to estimate cumulative incidence for development of 

metastatic disease among UCSD patients and for overall survival (OS) among NCDB patients 

and log-rank test was used to compare groups. Cox regression with and without time-varying 

coefficients in the form of step functions were used to approximate hazard ratios [HR] for these 

respective data and outcomes. 

 For SEER, competing risks cumulative incidence was approximated with the competing 

events including BCM and non-breast mortality. An additional analysis was performed in which 

BCM in the absence and presence of an in breast recurrence were treated as distinct competing 
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risks. Competing risks regression by Fine and Gray method [30], again with and without time-

varying coefficients in the form of step functions, was performed to approximate HR for BCM.  

We tested the proportional hazards assumption both graphically and numerically for both 

Cox and competing risks regressions, with addition of time-varying coefficients for covariates 

violating the assumption. P values were calculated as two-sided and statistical significance was 

declared for p less than 0.05. All statistical analysis was performed in R (version 3.5.1, R 

Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria) using RStudio (Version 1.1.463) and 

packages “tidyverse” (Version 1.3.0), “survival” (Version 3.1-7), “survminer” (Version 0.4.6), 

and “cmprsk” (Version 2.2-9). 

Results 

UCSD Cancer Registry 

A total of 226 patients met the inclusion criteria, of whom 113 could be confidently 

classified according to GD. 42 (37.2%) had unifocal, 51 (45.1%) had multifocal, and 20 (17.7%) 

had diffuse lesions (Table 1). Median follow up time was 7.1 years (interquartile range 4.1-11.7 

years). Median age at diagnosis was 49. 

Subsequent distant metastatic disease (DMD) or sentinel lymph node involvement at time 

of DCIS operation (SLNI) were identified in 9 (4.0%) of the 226 patients (Table 2), including 5 

(2.2%) patients who developed DMD and 4 (1.8%) who had SLNI. Median age at diagnosis for 

the SLNI/DMD cases was lower than the overall group at 42 years. All 3 DMD patients 

classified by GD were had diffuse GD. No DMD patients had an intervening in breast invasive 

nor in situ recurrence, nor positive margins, and none of the 4 undergoing genetic testing had a 

positive result. Furthermore, none of the patients who developed DMD had involvement of their 
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SLNB at the time of surgery, and none of the patients who had SLNI at the time of surgery went 

on to develop metastatic disease.  

Given the close association of diffuse GD with development of DMD in this registry 

study, but the very small number of patients involved preventing meaningful survival analysis, 

we turned to national cancer databases, NCDB and SEER, to further evaluate the effects of 

diffuse type disease. 

National Cancer Database 

A total of 70,281 patients met inclusion criteria for the final Cox regression. 52,859 

patients had lesion sizes ≤ 2 cm, 13,097 had lesions 2-5 cm, 4,137 patients had lesions > 5 cm, 

and 188 patients had lesion sizes classified as diffuse. Median follow up time was 4.3 years 

(interquartile range 2.4-6.6 years). Median age at diagnosis was 53.  

 Cumulative incidence of any cause mortality (ACM) at 10 years was 12% for patients 

with diffuse lesions, 7.4% for lesions >5 cm, 5.6% for lesions 2-5 cm and 5.5% for lesions ≤ 2 

cm (Figure 2). When considered as a separate group, patients with microinvasive disease, 

regardless of tumor size, had a 10 year cumulative incidence of ACM of 8%. 

 Among patients with diffuse disease, 37/188 (19.7%) underwent lumpectomy, as 

compared to 46918/70093 (66.9%) of patients without diffuse disease. On subgroup analysis of 

patients undergoing mastectomy for diffuse disease, the 10 year cumulative incidence of ACM 

for patients undergoing unilateral mastectomy was 15.0% and for those undergoing bilateral 

mastectomy was 2.5%, though this difference was not statistically significant on log rank test 

(p=0.11). 

 In univariate Cox regressions for ACM, survival was improved by administration of RT 

(HR=0.9, p=0.03), ET (HR=0.83, p=0.0003), age ≤50 (HR=0.41, p<0.0001), and “other” race 
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(HR=0.52, p<0.0001) and was worsened by ER negative disease (HR=1.31, p<0.0001), lesion 

size 2 – 5 cm (HR=1.16, p=0.02), and black race (HR=1.87, p<0.0001). The only covariate found 

to violate proportional hazards assumption was administration of ET. In the multivariate Cox 

regression, overall survival was improved by mastectomy (HR=0.81, p=0.01), RT (HR=0.79, 

p=0.001), ET during the first 50 months after diagnosis (HR=0.71, p<0.0001), age ≤50 

(HR=0.41, p<0.0001), and “other” race (HR=0.55, p=0.03). In contrast, overall survival was 

reduced by ER negative disease (HR=1.19, p=0.01), black race (HR=1.86, p<0.0001), lesion size 

2 – 5 cm (HR=1.19, p=0.01) and diffuse lesion size (HR=2.00, p=0.03) (Table 3). 

SEER 

A total of 31,752 patients met inclusion criteria for the final competing risks regression. 

23,650 patients had lesion sizes ≤ 2 cm, 6,216 had lesions 2-5 cm, 1,830 patients had lesions > 5 

cm, and 56 patients had lesion sizes classified as diffuse. Median follow up time was 5.6 years 

(interquartile range 3-8.75 years). Median age at diagnosis was 58. 

Cumulative incidence of BCM at 10 years was 5.0% for diffuse lesions (3 diffuse patients 

total suffered BCM), 3.6% for patients with microinvasive disease, 2.3% for lesions >5 cm, 1.4% 

for lesions 2-5 cm and 1.5% for lesions <2 cm (Figure 3). When non-microinvasive invasive 

breast cancer cases of any size with no lymph node or metastatic involvement were included in 

the analysis, their 10 year BCM for comparison was 6.8%. Of note, of the three patients with 

diffuse type DCIS who suffered BCM, none had a documented second invasive breast event, 

similar to the patients observed in the UCSD cancer registry. 

On competing risks regression, lower BCM was seen with adjuvant RT (HR=0.42, 

p<0.0001), mastectomy (HR=0.54, p=0.0006), and age ≤ 50 (HR=0.54, p=0.0004). In contrast, 

higher BCM was observed with ER negative disease (HR=1.65, p=0.001), black race (HR=2.58, 
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p<0.0001), lesion size > 5 cm (HR=1.81, p=0.01) and diffuse disease (HR=4.33, p=0.04). On 

time-varying multivariate analysis, breast cancer specific survival was improved with 

administration of RT during the first 120 months after diagnosis (HR=0.36, p<0.0001), 

mastectomy (HR=0.47, p=0.0002), age ≤ 50 (HR=0.55, p=0.0007), and was worsened by black 

race during the first 45 months (HR=4.20, p<0.0001) and 45-110 months (HR=2.04, p=0.004) 

after diagnosis, as well as lesion size >5 cm(HR=1.76, p=0.03) and diffuse lesion distribution 

(HR=5.28, p=0.02) (Table 4). 

Discussion 

  Here we demonstrate that diffuse GD DCIS is associated with a worse prognosis relative 

to non-diffuse GD DCIS. Importantly, by worse prognosis we specifically refer to development 

of DMD, BCM, and OS. This is in contrast to previous DCIS outcomes studies which commonly 

use in situ and invasive recurrence as the endpoints of interest [31-34]. The emphasis on 

recurrence in most studies is likely due to the low BCM rate among DCIS patients.  

 While the numbers of patients with diffuse GD type DCIS in SEER and NCDB were very 

small, this is almost certainly related to inconsistent documentation regarding diffuse GD. For 

example, in the cancer registry data at UCSD, none of the 20 patients whom we were able to 

classify as diffuse were coded as such for submission to national cancer registries. Given that 20 

of the 113 patients with classifiable growth distribution who underwent mastectomy had diffuse 

GD, 27-56% of DCIS patients undergo mastectomy for their disease, and 25.5% of patients in 

our SEER analysis with diffuse GD underwent lumpectomy rather than mastectomy, the 

proportion of DCIS patients with diffuse GD is almost certainly much higher. In Tot’s series of 

DCIS cases, for example, 36/108 (33.3%) of lesions were diffuse [35].  
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 Furthermore, it is important to note that all of the patients in both our cancer registry 

analysis and in SEER developed DMD or suffered BCM in the absence of an intervening 

invasive event. This makes it highly likely that our estimated rate of BCM in SEER is an 

underestimate, as SEER instructs tumor registrars to recode initial entries for patients who 

develop DMD after pure DCIS as invasive type lesions, which reduces the apparent BCM in the 

absence of intervening invasive events without affecting the BCM rate after an invasive 

intervening recurrence [36]. 

While our outcomes analysis cannot provide a mechanism for the phenomenon by which 

these patients develop DMD, even years after bilateral mastectomies, we consider several 

possibilities. The simplest is that given the association in our cancer registry analysis of diffuse 

GD with large extent of disease, it may be more likely that a focus of invasion is missed, either 

spatially by sectioning or review of histopathology, or temporally with respect to timing of 

surgery. An alternative explanation is that the scattered microscopic foci of disease in diffuse GD 

may represent distinct transformation events leading to increased phenotypic heterogeneity. This 

would increase the chances not only of the development of a focus or foci of invasion, but also a 

greater number of cells with invasive potential that would increase the chances of at least one 

such cell lines having the potential to adapt to a distant metastatic microenvironmental niche [37, 

38]. 

 Given the retrospective nature of our study, association cannot be presumed to be 

causative, but it is worth noting that unilateral mastectomy was associated with worse outcomes 

for diffuse patients in all three studies: 2/3 patients who developed diffuse GD in our cancer 

registry underwent unilateral mastectomy (the third had a bilateral mastectomy), 2/3 patients 

who died of breast cancer in SEER after diffuse DCIS had unilateral mastectomy (the remaining 
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third had a unilateral lumpectomy), and the 10-year cumulative overall mortality in NCDB for 

diffuse patients was 15% among patients undergoing unilateral mastectomy vs. 2.5% among 

patients undergoing bilateral mastectomy. While causation cannot be demonstrated, we believe 

that given the very poor outcomes, it would be reasonable to recommend for patients with diffuse 

type disease already requiring unilateral mastectomy a bilateral mastectomy instead. Importantly, 

we think that systemic therapy is likely more important for these patients, but quality prospective 

data would be required before recommending such treatment for basal-like DCIS patients, given 

the significant risks associated with chemotherapy. 

Overall strengths of the study included the relevant findings specific to each study (DMD 

in cancer registry, OS in NCDB, and BCM in SEER) and the utilization of time-varying 

coefficients in the form of step functions in all three analyses and the utilization of competing 

risks in the SEER analysis, which, unlike time-varying covariates [39], retain their relationship to 

the cumulative incidence functions in a given time frame. Overall weaknesses included the lack 

of central pathology review, reliance on SEER and NCDB for classification of diffuse type 

disease, and the retrospective nature of the study preventing such options as randomization and 

standardized patient follow up and post-operative screening. SEER and NCDB guidelines both 

involve pathology reports as the priority for size estimates, and we filtered our results for only 

patients undergoing surgery with known lesion sizes. However, in the national databases unlike 

in our local cancer registry, we are unable to confirm that patients classified as having diffuse 

disease are consistently referring to the same histopathologic features. 

 Regarding the subsections of our analyses, different portions had different strengths and 

weaknesses. Our analysis of mastectomy patients in the UCSD cancer registry had the highest 

quality data since we chart reviewed all variables, allowed for characterization of growth 
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distribution by pathology reports regarding subgross pathology, and had the longest median 

follow up time; this data did, however, have the smallest sample size. SEER had a much larger 

sample size and allowed for analysis of several outcomes of interest including overall and breast 

cancer specific survival, but did not have data regarding endocrine therapy. NCDB had the 

largest sample size but only offered the outcome of OS.  

 In conclusion, diffuse GD represents a subtype of DCIS with very poor prognosis with 

respect to metastasis and survival. Among patients requiring mastectomy, bilateral rather than 

unilateral may be advisable. Further work is needed to elucidate the best treatment course for 

these patients. 
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Figure 1. Sequential application of exclusion criteria to patients in UCSD cancer registry. 
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Figure 2. Cumulative all-cause mortality among DCIS patients in NCDB categorized by lesion 
size including diffuse type disease. 
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Figure 3. Cumulative incidence of breast cancer mortality among patients in SEER 18 with non-
breast mortality as a competing event. 
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Table 1. UCSD cancer registry characterization of DCIS patients grouped by growth distribution. 
 Unifocal Multifocal Diffuse Undetermined 
Total 42 (100%) 51 (100%) 20 (100%) 113 (100%) 
Age     
     ≤45 years 14 (33.3%) 22 (43.1%) 8 (40.0%) 40 (35.4%) 
     45-60 years 14 (33.3%) 17 (33.3%) 9 (45.0%) 40 (35.4%) 
     >60 years 14 (33.3%) 12 (23.5%) 3 (15.0%) 33 (29.2%) 
Bilateral disease 1 (2.4%) 3  (5.9%) 2 (10.0%) 0 (0.0%) 
Lumpectomy first 6 (14.3%) 17 (33.3%) 7 (35.0%) 35 (31.0%) 
     Median time Lumpectomy to 
mastectomy (days) 

97.5 70 84 71.5 

Largest focus     
     ≤1.5 cm 14 (33.3%) 18 (35.3%) 3 (15.0%) N/A† 
     1.5-4 cm 12 (28.6%) 7 (13.7%) 1 (5.0%) N/A† 
     >4 cm 13 (31.0%) 2 (3.9%) 0 (0.0%) N/A† 
     Missing 3 (7.1%) 24 (4.7%) 16 (80.0%) N/A† 
Extent     
     ≤4 cm 26 (6.2%) 3 (5.9%) 1 (5.0%) N/A† 
     4-7 cm 9 (21.4%) 7 (13.7%) 4 (20%) N/A† 
     >7 cm  4 (9.5%) 6 (11.8%) 10 (50%) N/A† 
     Missing 3 (7.1%) 35 (68.6%) 5 (25.0%) N/A† 
Estrogen receptor     
     Positive 33 (78.6%) 35 (68.6%) 14 (70%) 60 (53.1%) 
     Negative 7 (16.7%) 8 (15.7%) 5 (25.0%) 31 (27.4%) 
     Missing 2 (4.8%) 8 (15.7%) 1 (5.0%) 22 (19.5%) 
Progesterone receptor     
     Positive 32 (76.2%) 31 (60.8%) 13 (65.0%) 50 (44.2%) 
     Negative 8 (19.0%) 12 (23.5%) 6 (30.0%) 39 (34.5%) 
     Borderline 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.9%) 
     Missing 2 (4.8%) 8 (15.7%) 1 (5.0%) 22 (19.5%) 
HER2 receptor     
     Positive 12 (28.6%) 12 (23.5%) 5 (25.0%) 36 (31.9%) 
     Negative 16 (38.1%) 17 (33.3%) 9 (45.0%) 34 (30.1%) 
     Equivocal 7 (16.7%) 5 (9.8%) 0 (0.0%) 2 (1.8%) 
     Missing 7 (16.7%) 17 (33.3%) 6 (30.0%) 51 (45.1%) 
Bilateral mastectomy 14 (33.3%) 15 (29.4%) 4 (20%) 36 (31.9%) 
Reason for mastectomy     
     Extent of disease 27 (64.3%) 26 (51.0%) 13 (65.0%) 48 (42.5%) 
     Positive margins 4 (9.5%) 17 (33.3%) 7 (35.0%) 25 (22.1%) 
     Prophylaxis 8 (19.0%) 5 (9.8%) 0 (0.0%) 12 (10.6%) 
     Other 2 (4.8%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 14 (12.4%) 
     Missing 1 (2.4%) 3 (5.9%) 0 (0.0%) 14 (12.4%) 
Grade     
     Low 6 (14.3%) 6 (11.8%) 0 (0.0%) 11 (9.7%) 
     Intermediate (or low- 15 (35.7%) 13 (25.5%) 8 (40.0%) 31 (27.4%) 
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intermediate) 
     High (or intermediate-high) 19 (45.2%) 32 (62.7%) 11 (55.0%) 67 (59.3%) 
     Missing 2 (4.8%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (5.0%) 4 (3.5%) 
Sentinel node biopsy 39 (92.9%) 50 (98.0%) 19 (95.0%) 106 (93.8% 
Lymph node metastasis 0 (0.0%) 2 (3.9%) 1 (5.0%) 1 (0.9%) 
Microinvasion 5 (11.9%) 7 (13.7%) 2 (10.0%) 20 (17.7%) 
Endocrine Therapy 6 (14.3%) 13 (25.5%) 1 (5.0%) 20 (17.7%) 
Radiation Therapy 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 
Distant metastasis 0 (0.0%) 0 (0.0%) 3 (15.0%) 2 (1.8%) 
†Listed sizes could not be classified as size or extent for patients of unknown growth distribution; 
among patients with a documented “size”, the median “size” was 2.2 cm and the interquartile 
range was 1.0 – 4.8 cm. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 2. Characterization of patients within the cohort who developed subsequent distant 
metastatic disease or had local lymph node involvement at the time of surgery. 
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Patient Metastatic 
event 

Age Lesion 
growth 
distribution 

Time to 
metastatic 
event 
(days) 

Time to 
positive 
sentinel 
node 
(days) 

Lesion 
laterality 

Size 
(cm) 

Extent 
(cm) 

Lumpectomy 
first 

ER/PR/HER2 Mastectomy 
laterality 

Grade Microinvasion Endocrine 
therapy 

Genetic 
Testing 

Genetic 
Mutations 

#1 Distant 42 Diffuse 2911 N/A Unilateral Missing 7 Yes ER+PR+HER2- Unilateral Low-
Intermediate 

No No Yes No 

#2 Distant 45 Diffuse 2311 N/A Bilateral Missing 11† No ER+PR+ Bilateral Intermediate No No Yes No 
#3 Distant 42 Missing 633 N/A Unilateral 8†† 8†† No ER-PR- Bilateral High No No Yes No‡ 
#4 Distant 53 Diffuse 344 N/A Unilateral 1.4 8 No ER-PR-HER2- Unilateral High Yes No No N/A 
#5 Distant 36 Missing 1743 N/A Unilateral 8.5†† 8.5†† No ER-PR- Bilateral High Yes No Yes No 
#6 SLNB 52 Diffuse N/A 117 Unilateral 2 8 Yes ER+PR+HER2+ Unilateral High No No Yes No 
#7 SLNB 42 Multifocal N/A 78 Unilateral 0.9 Missing Yes Missing Unilateral Intermediate-

High 
No Yes No N/A 

#8 SLNB 65 Multifocal N/A 76 Bilateral 0.4 Missing Yes Missing Mastectomy 
one side, 
lumpectomy 
other 

Low No No No N/A 

#9 SLNB 52 Missing N/A 21 Unilateral 2.5† 2.5† No ER+PR+ Unilateral Intermediate-
High 

Yes Yes No N/A 

†In addition to the ductal carcinoma in situ, this patient had extensive bilateral lobular carcinoma 
in situ. This patient was also the only patient among the metastatic cohort who was able to be 
classified by imaging findings and not by pathology report. 
††Size was listed in pathology report but it was not designated whether this represented the 
largest focus of disease or if these was multifocal or diffuse disease and size was referring to 
spread. 
‡No identifiable mutation, but one variant of undetermined significance in MSH2. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3. Time varying univariate and multivariate Cox regression of NCDB patients for all-cause 
mortality.  
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 Univariate Multivariate 
 Hazard 

Ratio 
95% CI p Hazard 

Ratio 
95% CI p 

Surgery       
  Lumpectomy Ref - - Ref - - 
  Mastectomy 0.96 0.86-1.07 0.45 0.81 0.69-0.95 0.01 
Radiation       
  Not administered Ref - - Ref - - 
  Administered 0.90 0.81-0.99 0.03 0.79 0.68-0.91 0.001 
Endocrine therapy†       
  Not administered  Ref - - Ref - - 
  Administered (≤50 
months) 

0.69 0.59-0.80 <0.0001 0.71 0.60-0.83 <0.0001 

  Administered (>50 
months) 

0.98 0.85-1.13 0.79 1.04 0.90-1.22 0.57 

Estrogen receptor       
  Positive or 
borderline 

Ref - - Ref - - 

  Negative 1.31 1.16-1.49 <0.0001 1.19 1.04-1.38 0.01 
Race       
  White Ref - - Ref - - 
  Black 1.87 1.64-2.12 <0.0001 1.86 1.64-2.12 <0.0001 
  Other 0.52 0.39-0.69 <0.0001 2.00 0.41-0.73 0.03 
Age       
  >50 Ref - - Ref - - 
  ≤50 0.41 0.37-0.45 <0.0001 0.41 0.37-0.46 <0.0001 
Size       
  ≤2 cm Ref - - Ref - - 
  2 – 5 cm 1.16 1.02-1.32 0.02 1.19 1.03-1.35 0.01 
  >5 cm 1.12 0.91-1.40 0.28 1.15 0.92-1.43 0.0.2 
  Diffuse 1.85 0.99-3.45 0.05 2.00 1.07-3.75 0.03 
Grade       
  High Ref - - Ref - - 
  Intermediate 1.02 0.91-1.14 0.74 1.08 0.96-1.21 0.21 
  Low 0.92 0.78-1.08 0.32 0.93 0.78-1.10 0.41 
†Endocrine therapy was the only covariate violating the proportional hazards assumption and 
consequently was the only covariate for which a time-varying coefficient was utilized. 

 

 
Table 4. Time varying univariate and multivariate competing risks regression of SEER 18 
patients for breast-cancer specific mortality with non-breast mortality treated as a competing 
event. 
 Univariate Multivariate 
 HR 95% CI p HR 95% CI p 
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Treatment       
  Lumpectomy Ref Ref - Ref Ref - 
  Lumpectomy + RT 
(≤120 mo) 

0.52 0.39-0.69 <0.0001 0.36 0.26-0.50 <0.0001 

  Lumpectomy + RT 
(120-160 mo) 

2.33 0.75-7.27 0.14 1.65 0.53-5.19 0.39 

  Lumpectomy + RT 
(>160 mo) 

0.65 0.11-3.74 0.63 0.46 0.07-2.79 0.39 

  Mastectomy 0.98 0.72-1.32 0.87 0.47 0.32-0.70 0.0002 
Age       
  >50 Ref Ref - Ref Ref - 
  ≤50 0.54 0.38-0.76 0.0004 0.55 0.39-0.78 0.0007 
Size       
  ≤2 cm Ref Ref - Ref Ref - 
  2 – 5 cm 0.90 0.63-1.28 0.55 0.90 0.62-1.32 0.59 
  >5 cm 1.87 1.19-2.95 0.01 1.76 1.07-2.89 0.03 
  Diffuse 5.21 1.30-

20.85 
0.02 5.28 1.25-

22.22 
0.02 

Race       
  White Ref Ref - Ref Ref - 
  Black (≤45 mo) 4.17 2.64-6.58 <0.0001 4.20 2.66-6.63 <0.0001 
  Black (45-110 mo) 1.97 1.21-3.20 0.006 2.04 1.26-3.29 0.004 
  Black (>110 mo) 0.51 0.58-4.74 0.34 1.60 0.55-4.64 0.38 
  Other 0.64 0.40-1.01 0.06 0.80 0.50-1.28 0.36 
ER status       
  ER Positive Ref Ref - Ref Ref - 
  ER Negative (≤60 
mo) 

0.70 1.33-3.05 0.001 2.05 1.32-3.19 0.002 

  ER Negative (60-
140 mo) 

0.20 0.74-2.03 0.43 1.31 0.79-2.19 0.29 

  ER Negative (>140 
mo) 

0.78 0.65-7.26 0.21 0.89 0.66-8.03 0.19 

Grade       
High grade Ref Ref - Ref Ref - 
  Intermediate grade 
(≤50 months) 

0.89 0.59-1.35 0.59 0.89 0.57-1.37 0.59 

  Intermediate grade 
(50-75 months) 

1.58 0.84-2.96 0.15 1.42 0.74-2.72 0.29 

  Intermediate grade 
(>75 months) 

1.48 0.96-2.29 0.08 1.33 0.85-2.07 0.21 

  Low grade 0.57 0.35-0.94 0.03 0.59 0.35-0.99 0.05 
†Time-varying coefficients in the form of step functions were introduced for covariates violating 
the proportional hazards assumption, including lumpectomy with radiation therapy treatment 
group, black race, ER negative disease, and intermediate tumor grade. 
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