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Breast-conserving surgery followed by radiotherapy is the
standard of care for most women with early-stage breast cancer,’
resulting in excellent long-term survival.> Post-treatment, how-
ever, the rate of second breast cancers is significant; for example,
the average ipsilateral second-cancer rate from four long-term
studies®® is 13% after 15 years, and increases with still longer
follow-up times. Rates in the contralateral breast are typically only
slightly lower.>”

We focus here on the rate of second cancers, which are genet-
ically independent of the primary (ie, not recurrences); this rate is
much higher than could be explained from the natural background
rate of breast cancer in the general population, for both breasts.”®

After conservative surgery, the ipsilateral breast is typically
administered a fractionated whole-breast radiotherapeutic dose of
at least 45 Gy, followed by a local boost to the tumor site. There is
now considerable evidence that such large radiation doses to the
breast result in significantly increased breast cancer risks. For ex-
ample, recent long-term studies of Hodgkin’s disease patients®!
who underwent radiotherapy show large radiation-induced breast
cancer risks at sites exposed to doses ~40 Gy, with excess relative
risks in the range of 10 to 30.

That tissues exposed to fractionated radiation doses as high as
40 to 50 Gy are at significant risk for radiation-induced cancer has
only recently become apparent. Early models of radiation-induced
cancer had predicted that virtually all radiation-mutated cells
would be killed by such large doses, and thus the risk of radiation-
induced cancer would be minimal. However, the epidemiologic
data showing high risks of radiation-induced cancer at high radia-
tion doses’'* have made it apparent that simple models of radia-
tion carcinogenesis involving radiation-induction of premalignant
cells, modulated solely by cell killing, are not adequate at high
radiation doses. Consequently, more recent models take into ac-
count repopulation of normal and of premalignant cells by prolif-
eration, occurring during and after fractionated radiotherapy,'>™'
whereby some repopulating cells carry and pass on radiation-
induced premalignant damage. Including repopulation in models
of radiation-induced cancer results in predictions of substantial cancer
risks at high radiation doses, consistent with epidemiologic data."?

Thus, recent epidemiologic data and theory both lead to the
expectation that women who receive a whole breast dose of 45 to 50

4868

Gy will be at significant long-term risk for radiation-induced breast
cancer, for all relevant ages. Here we estimate the cancer risks
associated with adjuvant whole-breast irradiation after lumpec-
tomy, both in the ipsilateral and contralateral breasts, and compare
the predictions with the measured long-term risks of genetically
independent second cancers in each breast. This allows an assess-
ment for each breast of the relative importance of tumor recur-
rence, background risk, and radiation risk. The resulting insights in
turn suggest potential strategies for reducing these risks.

Data Set Used

There are many reports assessing second cancers in the ipsilateral
breast after radiation therapy.”®*!'*"'® Because of our emphasis on
genetically independent cancers versus recurrences, we have analyzed
a data set in which second ipsilateral cancers were classified as either in
the same or a different quadrant from that of the initial tumor. The
data were from the Fox Chase Cancer Center (Philadelphia, PA)
reported by Freedman et al® on 1,990 women with stage 0-II breast
cancers who were treated between 1970 and 1998 with lumpectomy
and ipsilateral whole-breast irradiation, at a median age of 57 years.
There were 345 ipsilateral and 246 contralateral second breast cancers
reported in this study, with a median follow-up of 80 months, and
Kaplan-Meier—based recurrence rates reported up to 20 years after
treatment. We chose to analyze this study on the basis of the long
follow-up, the quadrant-based classification, and the fact that corre-
sponding contralateral breast cancer rates were also reported, but
similar results have been described in other reports,>*>° generally
with somewhat shorter follow-up times.

Freedman et al® essentially classified second ipsilateral tumors
located in the same quadrant as the primary as true local (T) tumors,
and those in the remaining three quadrants as genetically independent
elsewhere (E) tumors. Presumably, it is proportionately likely that
genetically independent tumors can occur in the same quadrant as the
primary, so we have estimated the true frequency of genetically inde-
pendent second tumors as E + E/3. Freedman et al® also report on the
long-term frequency of contralateral second breast cancers; these
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results are similar to those reported in the large Surveillance, Epidemi-
ology, and End Results tumor registries database.”

Estimating Radiation Risks in Each Breast

Predictions of radiogenic cancer risks as a function of dose
were obtained for each breast, using a quantitative mechanistic cell
initiation/inactivation/proliferation model'’; this approach has
been validated previously using data on radiation-induced breast
and lung cancers in Hodgkin’s disease patients treated with
extended-field radiotherapy.>'°

The approach provides a practical methodology for predicting
organ-specific cancer risks at high and low doses based on cancer risk
data from atomic bomb survivors (who were exposed to lower doses),
the demographic variables (age, time since exposure, sex, ethnicity) of
interest, and organ-specific parameters describing radiation-induced
cellular repopulation (which have been estimated previously for breast
and for lung)."” In this approach, excess relative risks (ERRs) are first
directly estimated for single radiation exposures at moderate doses,
based on cancer incidence data among atomic bomb survivors.*' A
well-established methodology described by Land et al** (and almost
identically in the recent Biological Effects of Ionizing Radiation
[BEIR] VII report®) is used to adjust dose-dependent ERRs from
atomic bomb survivors to apply to the demographics of the individu-
als being studied. These two steps are implemented through publicly
available on-line software (Interactive Radio-Epidemiological Pro-
gram).”* Finally, the ERR estimates for single moderate-dose radiation
exposures are adjusted to fractionated radiotherapeutic exposures,
using the initiation/inactivation/proliferation model.'?

Once ERRs are calculated as a function of dose, age, and time
after exposure, excess absolute risks (EAR) can be estimated for each
year post exposure, and then summed to give the cumulative excess
absolute risk for each breast:

EAR (D, A,Y) = V2 ERR(D, A, Y) B(A + Y) P(A, Y) R(Y)

where D is the radiation dose, A is the age at radiotherapy treatment
(in years), and Y is the number of years after radiotherapy. ERR(D, A,
Y) is the estimated excess relative risk (see above); B(A + Y) is the
background yearly risk of developing breast cancer, taken from the
Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End Results 17 database®; P(A, Y) is
the average probability for a woman age A surviving to year Y, taken
from US population-wide life-tables®®; and R(Y) is the relative breast
cancer survival (probability of a breast cancer patient surviving to year
Yafter treatment, adjusted for expected mortality).>” The factor of one
halfis because we are separately estimating cancer risks in each breast,
given that the two breasts receive very different doses.

Contralateral Breast

The contralateral breast typically receives a comparatively small
average dose that s less than 10% of that to the ipsilateral breast. Figure
1 shows the predicted radiation-associated risk in the contralateral
breast from a fractionated uniform dose of 4.6 Gy, again for women
age 57 years at the time of radiotherapy. As expected, the predicted
radiation-associated risk is small; it is also much smaller than the
observed contralateral second cancer risk, as pointed out by several
investigators.7’28’30 In the contralateral breast, therefore, most of
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Fig 1. Cumulative second breast cancer risks in the contralateral breast of
women with a primary breast cancer who underwent lumpectomy and radiother-
apy (age 57 years at first cancer). The predicted radiation-induced risk (see text),
and also the corresponding breast cancer risk in women who do not have breast
cancer,?® are both much smaller than the measured® risk.

the second cancer risk must be from background genetically inde-
pendent cancers.

From Figure 1, the estimated background cumulative risk of a
genetically independent second breast cancer in an unirradiated breast
is approximately 14% at 20 years after treatment (observed value of
16%, minus predicted risk of 2% from the scattered radiotherapy
dose). This background rate in breast cancer survivors is about three
times larger than the overall general population background rate®
(Fig 1), as has been pointed out in several studies,>*" and is probably
attributable to genetically based enhanced breast cancer susceptibility
in some or all breast cancer patients.

Ipsilateral Breast

Figure 2 shows the predicted cumulative radiation risk of a sec-
ond cancer in the ipsilateral breast of women who receive a uniform
fractionated dose to the ipsilateral breast of 46 Gy at an average age of
57 years. The dose-risk relationship for radiation-induced breast can-
cers is predicted to be quite flat in the dose range from 45 to 60 Gy, so
the effect on second cancer risk of an extra boost dose of 10 to 15 Gy to
the tumor bed is likely to be minimal. The results in Figure 2 suggest
that virtually all of the risk of a genetically independent second cancer
in the ipsilateral breast can be attributed to the radiation exposure—
thus, surprisingly, there appears to be essentially no contribution to
second cancer risks in the ipsilateral breast from background geneti-
cally independent cancers.

Why might there be essentially no risk from genetically independent
second cancers in the ipsilateral breast, whereas there is a high proba-
bility in the contralateral breast, when presumably both breasts con-
tain genetically identical cells? The likely explanation is that the
approximately 46-Gy fractionated dose administered to the ipsilat-
eral breast has killed essentially all of the genetically independent
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Fig 2. Second breast cancer risks in the ipsilateral breast of women with breast
cancer after lumpectomy + whole-breast radiotherapy (age 57 years at first
cancer). The predicted radiation risk is essentially the same as the measured risk®
for all genetically independent second cancers, suggesting that the risk of
background genetically independent second cancers has been reduced essen-
tially to zero by the radiation treatment.

premalignant cells in that breast that were present before the radio-
therapy, and thus effectively eliminated the background cancer risk in
the ipsilateral breast. This is not a surprising conclusion in that only
about one in 10° cells would be expected to retain their clonogenic
capacity after a prolonged (eg, 5 week) fractionated dose of approxi-
mately 46 Gy, even taking into account repopulation during the frac-
tionated regimen, assuming a cell doubling time of 14 days (refer to
cell survival parameters in Fig 3 legend).

It is not suggested that these background premalignant cells are
killed differentially by radiation, compared with normal cells, but
rather that because there are far fewer of them compared with normal
cells, even a fairly modest kill level to all of the cells in the breast would
be expected to result in the extinction of all the independent back-
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Fig 3. Estimated prophylactic mammary irradiation (PMI) dose (here, in 10 fractions
during 5 days) to kill given numbers of premalignant mammary cells. Cell survival (S)
is estimated by the standard linear-quadratic formula (S = expl—aD — BD?/N], where
D is the total dose and N is the number of fractions), with parameters (o« = 0.23
Gy™', o/B = 4 Gy) appropriate for radioresistant premalignant cells.*
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ground premalignant cells—a suggestion supported by the clinical
data analysis described earlier.

In summary, in addition to improving control of the primary
tumor, ipsilateral whole-breast radiotherapy appears to largely elimi-
nate the significant background genetically independent ipsilateral
second cancer risk to which breast cancer patients are subject. This
phenomenon of radiation-induced reduction of background cancer
risk has the potential to be exploited with new therapeutic strategies to
reduce second breast cancer risks.

Potential Therapeutic Implications for the
Ipsilateral Breast

We have argued that a whole-breast fractionated dose of 45 to 50
Gy serves the additional function of preventing genetically indepen-
dent second cancers in the ipsilateral breast. There is much recent
interest in the notion of accelerated partial-breast radiotherapy, in
which only the tumor bed plus a margin in the ipsilateral breast is
targeted.”>>® The potential benefits of partial-breast irradiation in
terms of cardiac and pulmonary sequelae, as well as breast cosmesis,
are clearly attractive; however, according to the analysis described
here, such a strategy may well be associated with an increased long-
term risk of genetically independent cancers in the nontargeted parts
of the ipsilateral breast, which would not have been cleared of prema-
lignant cells by the radiation exposure. If such an analysis were correct,
a more efficacious approach to partial-breast irradiation would be to
administer the full dose to the tumor bed and margin, as is now done,
but also to administer a uniform prophylactic lower dose to the re-
mainder of the ipsilateral breast to clear it of premalignant cells. By
analogy with prophylactic cranial irradiation (PCI), designed to re-
duce brain metastases from small-cell lung cancer,”” we term this
potential procedure prophylactic mammary irradiation (PMI). Such
an approach should maintain much of the advantage of partial-breast
radiotherapy, while minimizing the genetically independent cancer
risk in the ipsilateral breast.

The key question here is to estimate the uniform subclinical PMI
dose to the rest of the ipsilateral breast that would be sufficient to kill all
of the premalignant cells. An estimate of this dose requires the number
of premalignant cells present, a number that is not well established,
although it is presumably very much less than the total number of
stem cells in the breast, for which an approximate estimate is 10”.%%*!
Whatever the number, however, it is clear that treating the breast with
radiation in as short a total time as possible would facilitate radiation-
induced extinction of the premalignant cells by minimizing their
repopulation during the treatment; an example of such an accelerated
protocol is the 5-day/10-fraction 38.5-Gy partial-breast irradiation
scheme used in Radiation Therapy Oncology Group studies 0319 and
0413.2>%¢ In addition, the use of tamoxifen before and during the
treatment would also be a potentially useful strategy for minimizing
repopulation during the course of the radiotherapy.**

Assuming that a very short treatment time, perhaps with the
addition of neoadjuvant/concomitant tamoxifen, essentially prevents
repopulation during the course of partial-breast radiotherapy, Figure
3 shows estimates of the PMI doses that would be required to kill the
premalignant cells in the remainder of the ipsilateral breast (ie, outside
the irradiated tumor bed), as a function of the total number of such
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cellsin the breast. Thus, for example, if 100 (or 1,000) cells in the breast
were premalignant, for the 10-fraction partial-breast protocol de-
scribed,>>*¢ a uniform 10-fraction dose totaling 17 Gy (or 22 Gy) to
the rest of the ipsilateral breast might be appropriate (Fig 3), which is
about half of the prescribed tumor-bed dose. Of course, this PMI dose
would itself produce some breast cancer risk, in this case an estimated
cumulative breast cancer risk of approximately 4% (17 Gy) and 5.5%
(22 Gy) at 20 years. Other late effects (such as telangiectasia at 3
years**) and serious late cardiac or pulmonary sequelae* have esti-
mated risks of = 0.5% at 22 Gy, and significantly less at 17 Gy.
However, these risks are all significantly smaller than either the
radiation-induced cancer risk associated with conventional whole-
breast radiotherapy using the prescribed dose (Fig 2), or the back-
ground cancer risk that PMI is designed to eliminate (Fig 1).

This potential overall gain from PMI would be expected to in-
crease with increasing age at treatment. This is because, even though
the number of background premalignant cells is likely to increase
slowly with age, the corresponding radiation-induced cancer risk de-
creases sharply. However, an overall gain might be expected even at
ages as young as 45 years.

Potential Therapeutic Implications for the
Contralateral Breast

Women with breast cancer have a much higher than average risk
of developing an genetically independent cancer in the contralateral
breast.>*"*° Based on the analysis described earlier, adjuvant radio-
therapy to the ipsilateral breast might logically be accompanied by a
concomitant uniform low-dose PMI to the contralateral breast; the
appropriate dose would be expected to be in the range from 17 to 22
Gy in 10 fractions, the same as discussed and illustrated in Figure 3.
The point is that, because there are only a comparatively small number
of background premalignant cells in the breast, we suggest that it is
possible to kill essentially all of them with a comparatively low
radiation dose, therefore causing only a low level of complications
(quantified in the previous section) resulting from killing/mu-
tagenesis of the far more numerous normal cells. In this sense, the
situation is different from PCI, in which far more cancer cells need
to be eliminated to control metastases.*”

In fact, a conceptually similar approach has been used success-
fully *® to treat carcinoma in situ in the contralateral testicle of men
with unilateral testicular germ cell cancer; the dose to the contralateral
testicleis in the range from 16 to 20 Gy in 2-Gy fractions, similar to that
estimated here.

One might also speculate whether whole-breast low-dose PMI
could be an alternative to prophylactic mastectomy for women
with breast cancer susceptibility genes, such as BRCAI and BRCA2.
However, whether these mutation carriers have a significantly
increased susceptibility to radiation-induced cancer has not yet
been established.**°

Application of Potential New Therapeutic Strategies

It is axiomatic that prophylactic radiation treatment of the con-
tralateral breast should be approached with considerable caution.
Although the arguments presented here suggest that second cancer
risks in the contralateral breast, which are high in long-term survivors,
may be reduced significantly with this PMI approach, such treatments
would represent a departure from current clinical practice (although
PCI and irradiation of the contralateral testicle are both conceptually
similar). In contrast, the proposed PMI strategies for modifying ipsi-

WWW.jco.org

lateral partial-breast techniques fall about midway between current
partial-breast and current whole-breast irradiation techniques.

Although use of animal models to test the concepts described
here seems quite feasible, of course any clinical testing should be done
in the context of an institutional review board-approved, peer-
reviewed trial.

AUTHORS' DISCLOSURES OF POTENTIAL CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
The author(s) indicated no potential conflicts of interest.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Conception and design: David J. Brenner, Igor Shuryak, Sandra Russo,
Rainer K. Sachs

Collection and assembly of data: David J. Brenner, Igor Shuryak, Sandra
Russo, Rainer K. Sachs

Data analysis and interpretation: David J. Brenner, Igor Shuryak,
Sandra Russo, Rainer K. Sachs

Manuscript writing: David J. Brenner, Igor Shuryak, Sandra Russo,
Rainer K. Sachs

Final approval of manuscript: David J. Brenner, Igor Shuryak, Sandra
Russo, Rainer K. Sachs

REFERENCES

1. NIH Consensus Conference: Treatment of early-stage breast cancer. JAMA
265:391-395, 1991

2. Vinh-Hung V, Verschraegen C: Breast-conserving surgery with or without
radiotherapy: Pooled-analysis for risks of ipsilateral breast tumor recurrence and
mortality. J Natl Cancer Inst 96:115-121, 2004

3. Smith TE, Lee D, Turner BC, et al: True recurrence vs. new primary
ipsilateral breast tumor relapse: An analysis of clinical and pathologic differences
and their implications in natural history, prognoses, and therapeutic manage-
ment. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 48:1281-1289, 2000

4. Fisher B, Anderson S, Bryant J, et al: Twenty-year follow-up of a randomized
trial comparing total mastectomy, lumpectomy, and lumpectomy plus irradiation
for the treatment of invasive breast cancer. N Engl J Med 347:1233-1241, 2002

5. Veronesi U, Cascinelli N, Mariani L, et al: Twenty-year follow-up of a
randomized study comparing breast-conserving surgery with radical mastectomy
for early breast cancer. N Engl J Med 347:1227-1232, 2002

6. Freedman GM, Anderson PR, Hanlon AL, et al: Pattern of local recurrence
after conservative surgery and whole-breast irradiation. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol
Phys 61:1328-1336, 2005

1. Gao X, Fisher SG, Emami B: Risk of second primary cancer in the
contralateral breast in women treated for early-stage breast cancer: A population-
based study. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 56:1038-1045, 2003

8. Hankey BF, Curtis RE, Naughton MD, et al: A retrospective cohort analysis
of second breast cancer risk for primary breast cancer patients with an assess-
ment of the effect of radiation therapy. J Natl Cancer Inst 70:797-804, 1983

9. Travis LB, Hill DA, Dores GM, et al: Breast cancer following radiotherapy
and chemotherapy among young women with Hodgkin disease. JAMA 290:465-
475, 2003

10. van Leeuwen FE, Klokman WJ, Stovall M, et al: Roles of radiation dose,
chemotherapy, and hormonal factors in breast cancer following Hodgkin's
disease. J Natl Cancer Inst 95:971-980, 2003

11. Tinger A, Wasserman TH, Klein EE, et al: The incidence of breast cancer
following mantle field radiation therapy as a function of dose and technique. Int
J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 37:865-870, 1997

12. Gilbert ES, Stovall M, Gospodarowicz M, et al: Lung cancer after treatment
for Hodgkin's disease: Focus on radiation effects. Radiat Res 159:161-173, 2003

13. Sachs RK, Brenner DJ: Solid tumor risks after high doses of ionizing
radiation. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 102:13040-13045, 2005

14. Shuryak |, Sachs RK, Hlatky L, et al: Radiation-induced leukemia at doses
relevant to radiation therapy: Modeling mechanisms and estimating risks. J Natl
Cancer Inst 98:1794-1806, 2006

15. Little MP: A multi-compartment cell repopulation model allowing for
inter-compartmental migration following radiation exposure, applied to leukae-
mia. J Theor Biol 245:83-97, 2007

16. Haffty BG, Carter D, Flynn SD, et al: Local recurrence versus new primary:
Clinical analysis of 82 breast relapses and potential applications for genetic
fingerprinting. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 27:575-583, 1993

17. Schlechter BL, Yang Q, Larson PS, et al: Quantitative DNA fingerprinting
may distinguish new primary breast cancer from disease recurrence. J Clin Oncol
22:1830-1838, 2004

487

Information downloaded from jco.ascopubs.org and provided by COLUMBIA UNIV on November 8, 2007 from
156.145.140.39.
Copyright © 2007 by the American Society of Clinical Oncology. All rights reserved.



Brenner et al

18. Komoike Y, Akiyama F, lino Y, et al: Analysis of ipsilateral breast tumor
recurrences after breast-conserving treatment based on the classification of true
recurrences and new primary tumors. Breast Cancer 12:104-111, 2005

19. Veronesi U, Marubini E, Del Vecchio M, et al: Local recurrences and distant
metastases after conservative breast cancer treatments: Partly independent
events. J Natl Cancer Inst 87:19-27, 1995

20. Krauss DJ, Kestin LL, Mitchell C, et al: Changes in temporal patterns of
local failure after breast-conserving therapy and their prognostic implications. Int
J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 60:731-740, 2004

21. Thompson DE, Mabuchi K, Ron E, et al: Cancer incidence in atomic bomb
survivors: Part Il. Solid tumors, 1958-1987. Radiat Res 137:517-S67, 1994 (suppl
2)

22. Land CE, Gilbert E, Smith JM: Report of the NCI-CDC Working Group to
Revise the 1985 NIH Radioepidemiological Tables. Bethesda, MD, National
Cancer Institute, NIH publication 03-5387, 2003. http://www.irep.nci.nih.gov

23. Nuclear Regulatory Commission: Health Risks from Exposure to Low
Levels of lonizing Radiation: BEIR VII. Washington, DC, The National Academies
Press, 2005

24. National Cancer Institute: Draft report of the NCI-CDC working group to
revise the 1985 NIH radioepidemiological tables. Bethesda, MD, National Cancer
Institute, 2002. http://dceg.cancer.gov/files/NIH_No_03-5387.pdf

25. National Cancer Institute: Probability of Developing or Dying of Cancer
Software, Version 6.1.0. Bethesda, MD, Statistical Research and Applications
Branch, National Cancer Institute, 2006

26. Arias E: United States life tables, 2003. Natl Vital Stat Rep 54:1-40, 2006

21. Brenner H: Long-term survival rates of cancer patients achieved by the end
of the 20th century: A period analysis. Lancet 360:1131-1135, 2002

28. Storm HH, Andersson M, Boice JD Jr, et al: Adjuvant radiotherapy and risk
of contralateral breast cancer. J Natl Cancer Inst 84:1245-1250, 1992

29. Unnithan J, Macklis RM: Contralateral breast cancer risk. Radiother Oncol
60:239-246, 2001

30. Boice JD Jr, Harvey EB, Blettner M, et al: Cancer in the contralateral breast
after radiotherapy for breast cancer. N Engl J Med 326:781-785, 1992

31. Harvey EB, Brinton LA: Second cancer following cancer of the breast in
Connecticut, 1935-82. Natl Cancer Inst Monogr 68:99-112, 1985

32. Wallner P, Arthur D, Bartelink H, et al: Workshop on partial breast
irradiation: State of the art and the science, Bethesda, MD, December 8-10,
2002. J Natl Cancer Inst 96:175-184, 2004

33. Formenti SC: External-beam partial-breast irradiation. Semin Radiat Oncol
15:92-99, 2005

34. Weed DW, Edmundson GK, Vicini FA, et al: Accelerated partial breast
irradiation: A dosimetric comparison of three different techniques. Brachytherapy
4:121-129, 2005

35. Vicini F, Winter K, Straube W, et al: A phase I/Il trial to evaluate
three-dimensional conformal radiation therapy confined to the region of the
lumpectomy cavity for Stage /Il breast carcinoma: Initial report of feasibility and

reproducibility of Radiation Therapy Oncology Group (RTOG) Study 0319. Int J
Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 63:1531-1537, 2005

36. NSABP B-39, RTOG 0413: A randomized phase Il study of conventional
whole breast irradiation versus partial breast irradiation for women with stage 0,
|, or Il breast cancer. Clin Adv Hematol Oncol 4:719-721, 2006

37. Lester JF, MacBeth FR, Coles B: Prophylactic cranial irradiation for
preventing brain metastases in patients undergoing radical treatment for non-
small-cell lung cancer: A Cochrane Review. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys
63:690-694, 2005

38. Scutt D, Manning JT, Whitehouse GH, et al: The relationship between
breast asymmetry, breast size and the occurrence of breast cancer. Br J Radiol
70:1017-1021, 1997

39. Leith JT, Hercbergs AA: Radiation-induced breast cancer: Long-term
follow-up of radiation therapy for benign breast disease. J Natl Cancer Inst
86:393-394, 1994

40. Stingl J, Eirew P, Ricketson |, et al: Purification and unique properties of
mammary epithelial stem cells. Nature 439:993-997, 2006

#41. Paguirigan A, Beebe DJ, Liu B, et al: Mammary stem and progenitor cells:
Tumour precursors? Eur J Cancer 42:1225-1236, 2006

42. Telang NT, Bradlow HL, Osborne MP: Effect of tamoxifen on mammary
preneoplasia: Relevance to chemopreventive intervention. Cancer Detect Prev
18:313-321, 1994

43. Phillips TM, McBride WH, Pajonk F: The response of CD24(—/low)/CD44+
breast cancer-initiating cells to radiation. J Natl Cancer Inst 98:1777-1785, 2006

44. Turesson |, Thames HD: Repair capacity and kinetics of human skin during
fractionated radiotherapy: Erythema, desquamation, and telangiectasia after 3
and 5 year’s follow-up. Radiother Oncol 15:169-188, 1989

45. Muren LP, Maurstad G, Hafslund R, et al: Cardiac and pulmonary doses
and complication probabilities in standard and conformal tangential irradiation in
conservative management of breast cancer. Radiother Oncol 62:173-183, 2002

46. Alpers CE, Wellings SR: The prevalence of carcinoma in situ in normal and
cancer-associated breasts. Hum Pathol 16:796-807, 1985

47. Suwinski R, Lee SP, Withers HR: Dose-response relationship for prophy-
lactic cranial irradiation in small cell lung cancer. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys
40:797-806, 1998

48. Petersen PM, Giwercman A, Daugaard G, et al: Effect of graded testicular
doses of radiotherapy in patients treated for carcinoma-in-situ in the testis. J Clin
Oncol 20:1537-1543, 2002

49. Broeks A, Braaf LM, Huseinovic A, et al: Identification of women with an
increased risk of developing radiation-induced breast cancer: A case only study.
Breast Cancer Res 9:R26, 2007. http://oreast-cancer-research.com/content/9/2/
R26

50. Goldfrank D, Chuai S, Bernstein JL, et al: Effect of mammography on
breast cancer risk in women with mutations in BRCAT or BRCA2. Cancer
Epidemiol Biomarkers Prev 15:2311-2313, 2006

L

Acknowledgment
Supported by National Institute of Biomedical Imaging and Bioengineering Grant No. P41-EB002033, National Institute of Allergy and
Infectious Diseases Grant No. U19-A167773-02 (D.].B.), National Cancer Institute Grant No. 5T32-CA009529 (1.S.), National Aeronautics
and Space Administration Grant No. NSCOR04-0014-0017 (R.K.S.), and the Breast Cancer Alliance (S.R.).

4872

JOURNAL OF CLINICAL ONCOLOGY

Information downloaded from jco.ascopubs.org and provided by COLUMBIA UNIV on November 8, 2007 from
156.145.140.39.
Copyright © 2007 by the American Society of Clinical Oncology. All rights reserved.



