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Objectives: To determine if five commonly used prognostic indices (PIs) – recursive partitioning analysis (RPA), Score Index for Radiosurgery (SIR), Basic Score for Brain Metastases (BSBM), graded prognostic assessment (GPA), and the diagnosis-specific GPA – are valid following delay between diagnosis and treatment of brain metastases.

Methods: In a single-institutional cohort, records of patients who underwent stereotactic radiosurgery (SRS) more than 30 days from diagnosis of brain metastases were collected, and five PI scores were calculated for each patient. For each PI, three score-based groupings were made to examine survival differences by means of adjusted log-rank analysis and area under the curve (AUC).

Results: Of 121 patients with sufficient PI information, 72 underwent SRS more than 30 days after diagnosis. Median age and Karnofsky performance status were 60 years and 80, respectively. Forty-three (60%) patients had lung primaries. Prior to SRS, 38 (52.8%) and 12 (16.7%) patients underwent whole brain radiation therapy (WBRT) and surgery, respectively. Two (2.8%) patients underwent both WBRT and surgery prior to SRS. A median of two lesions were treated per SRS course. Median survival of the cohort was 9.0 months. Using adjusted log-rank analysis for pairwise comparison, BSBM and GPA showed significance between two out of the three prognostic groups, while the other scores showed either one or no significant differences on comparison. AUC demonstrated good applicability for BSBM, RPA, and GPA, although SIR was statistically less prognostic than the other PIs.

Conclusion: The PIs analyzed in this study were applicable in the setting of delayed SRS. Although these data are hypothesis generating, they serve to encourage further analyses to validate a PI that is most optimal for these patients.
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INTRODUCTION

Accounting for over half of brain tumors, brain metastases are estimated to arise in 25–35% of all cancer patients (1, 2). Moreover, the incidence of metastatic brain disease has increased with more sensitive intracranial imaging and improved survival of patients with metastatic cancer as compared to the past (3–5). In the modern era, oncologic treatment for brain metastases includes whole brain radiation therapy (WBRT), surgical resection, stereotactic radiosurgery (SRS), systemic targeted therapy, or combinations of the aforementioned.

It is important, however, to appreciate those patients with brain metastases are undoubtedly part of a heterogeneous population, thus having direct implications on treatment paradigms. In order to better stratify patients based on expected prognosis, several numerical scoring systems have been proposed. These prognostic indices (PIs) may aid clinicians in selecting patients with longer expected survival who may potentially experience late effects of WBRT and hence benefit from SRS (6–10).

The Radiation Therapy Oncology Group (RTOG) recursive partitioning analysis (RPA) used data from three randomized trials (11–13) and was designed to explain differences in survival by dividing patients into prognostic subgroups (6). Several important variables were utilized in scoring, including but not limited to Karnofsky performance status (KPS), primary tumor control, age, and extracranial metastases. Next, the Score Index for Radiosurgery (SIR) was designed specifically for patients who undergo radiosurgery (7). In contrast to the RPA grouping, the SIR is a numerical scale applied to the sum of 5 prognostic factors, each having a category rated from 0 to 2. Although similar to the RPA (age, KPS, and extracranial disease), SIR also incorporates the number of metastases and the volume of the largest lesion. The Basic Score for Brain Metastases (BSBM) was derived by Lorenzoni et al. from a cohort of patients who underwent Gamma Knife radiosurgery (8). Though it largely does not account for tumor factors as in the SIR, it provides the most simplified analytic framework. This involves examining three categories (KPS, primary tumor control, and extracranial metastases) while using a numerical system in which total scores range from 0 to 3. Subsequently, the graded prognostic assessment (GPA) was a modification of the RPA based on data from the RTOG9508 trial, which demonstrated number of metastases to be prognostic (14, 15). In doing so, parameters such as systemic disease control (relatively subjective) and tumor volume (liable to change based on prior treatment) were removed. As a result, this PI includes age, KPS, number of intracranial metastases, and presence of extracranial metastases. Finally, owing to the heterogeneity of patients with similar GPA scores, a diagnosis-specific GPA (DSGPA) was formulated by examining individual tumor types as an independent prognostic factor (16). By subcategorizing patients by primary tumor, the DSGPA offered greater prognostic value for tumors such as melanoma, renal cell carcinoma, and gastrointestinal primaries.

Amidst the strong prognostic impact of these PIs, several shortcomings should be noted. Many of these PIs predate advances in screening and treatment for both intracranial and extracranial disease (17). Moreover, the recent rise of systemic and biologic therapy for metastatic cancer may affect measurement of various parameters and potentially alter accuracy of various PIs. Because the indices were validated to estimate survival specifically at the time of initial brain metastatic diagnosis, their prognostic value at certain time points after the initial diagnosis remains unclear. This is an important issue to address; the recent advent of several options to manage brain metastases often results in a delay in SRS as compared to prior studies. To date, there have been no publications examining PIs in patients undergoing delayed SRS. Therefore, in this study, we compared each of the five PIs (such as RPA, SIR, BSBM, GPA, and DSGPA) in an institutional cohort with brain metastases treated with SRS at least 30 days after being diagnosed with brain metastasis. In doing so, we aimed to examine which PIs were most appropriate for the growing number of patients who undergo delayed SRS (e.g., due to logistics, surgery, WBRT, systemic therapy, personal preferences, etc.).

MATERIALS AND METHODS

This study, approved by the Institutional Review Board, retrospectively reviewed all patients who completed a course of SRS between 2009 and 2014. Analyzed patients were those who had an interval of over 30 days between initial diagnosis of brain metastases and SRS treatment. This threshold was used in order to provide a “meaningfully delayed” time point which encompassed a sufficient sample size of patients. Data collected for each patient included specifics related to each particular patient, primary disease, metastatic brain disease, and treatment factors both prior to and after SRS. Patient factors included age, gender, symptoms and performance status. Disease factors included date of primary diagnosis, date diagnosed with brain metastases, primary site, histology, subtype if applicable, number of lesions, control of systemic disease, and presence of extracranial metastases. Treatment factors detailed use of corticosteroids, any previous treatments, and specifics of SRS delivery. Response to SRS was noted, as well as the date of last radiologic and clinical follow-up (including death).

Using these variables, RPA, SIR, BSBM, GPA, and DSGPA were calculated for each patient. For each PI, excluding DSGPA, patients were then organized into three groups based on score; numerical score cutoffs separating these groups was logically performed to ensure relatively uniform sample sizes in each group. Groupings were also based on similar expected survival based on prior publications, in efforts to decrease heterogeneity between grouped populations. For RPA scores, groups were made according to each numerical score (1, 2, and 3). Regarding SIR, scores of 1–3 were categorized as group 1, 4–6 were as group 2, and 7–9 as group 3. Similarly, a BSBM score of 0 was classified as group 1, a score of 1 corresponded with group 2, and scores of 2–3 were denoted as group 3. Regarding GPA, scores 0–1 were assigned to group 1, 1.5–2.5 to group 2, and 3–4 to group 3. DSGPA was calculated using the diagnostic information of the primary tumor from the following categories: non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC), melanoma, breast, renal cell carcinoma, or gastrointestinal tumors. For the analysis of time from diagnosis to treatment as a prognostic factor, groupings were as follows: 30–44, 45–59, 60–89, and >90 days.

Kaplan–Meier survival curves for each group were then compiled for each PI. Survival was determined from the date of SRS to the date of last contact or death. Statistical analysis was performed using the SAS software, version 9.4 (SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC, USA). Pairwise comparison of the groups was then preformed using the log-rank test and was adjusted for multiple comparisons. The Tarone–Ware test was used to account for non-proportionality. The area under the receiver operator characteristic curve was calculated for each index. Statistical significance was established using a p-value of <0.05.

RESULTS

Of the 121 patients who had sufficient information necessary for the calculation of the studied PIs (such as RPA, SIR, BSBM, GPA, and DSGPA), 72 patients had undergone SRS more than 30 days following initial diagnosis of brain metastases. Table 1 illustrates clinical and treatment characteristics of these patients. The median age and KPS at time of SRS were 60 (range 25–90) years and 80 (range 50–100), respectively. The median time from diagnosis to SRS was 2.9 (range 1–82) months. A median of 2 (range 1–5) tumors were treated per SRS course, at a median dose of 18 (range 13–24) Gy. The median interval between SRS and last follow-up, either by death or last clinical follow-up, was 6.7 (range 0.2–35.6) months. The median survival was 9.0 months, with 6- and 12-month survival rates of 64 and 31%, respectively. When all group 1s, 2s, and 3s for all PIs were analyzed together, unadjusted pairwise comparison showed significant differences in survival between groups 1 and 2 (p = 0.002), groups 1 and 3 (p < 0.001), and groups 2 and 3 (p = 0.045).

TABLE 1 | Clinical and treatment characteristics of the study population.
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Regarding RPA, 15 patients were given a score of 1, 41 patients scored 2, and 16 patients scored 3. Based on the SIR index, 12 patients were assigned to group 1, 45 patients in group 2, and 15 patients in group 3. For BSBM, groups 1, 2, and 3 consisted of 9, 24, and 39 patients, respectively. In the analysis of GPA, group 1 consisted of 15 patients, group 2 had 42 patients, and group 3 included 15 patients.

Adjusted pairwise comparison of the prognostic groupings in SIR found no statistical difference between any group (Figure 1A; Table 2). Although one comparison was statistically significant for RPA, the other two failed to be significant (Figure 1B). In contrast, two of the three comparisons were significant in BSBM and GPA, while the third was not significant (Figures 1C,D).
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FIGURE 1 | Kaplan–Meier survival curves, grouped by SIR (A), RPA (B), BSBM (C), GPA (D), and DSGPA (E).



TABLE 2 | Survival and comparison between groups based on each prognostic index.
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For DSGPA, 43 patients were in group 1 (NSCLC), 9 patients were in group 2 (melanoma), 8 patients were in group 3 (breast cancer), 5 patients were in group 4 (renal cell carcinoma), and 3 patients were in group 5 (gastrointestinal). All comparisons by histologic type for DSGPA failed to reach statistical significance, as the adjusted log-rank p-values were >0.05 (Figure 1E).

To better approximate prognostic values, the area under the curve (AUC) was calculated for SIR, BSBM, GPA, and RPA. Similar areas under the curve were observed with RPA (0.7569), BSBM (0.7742), and GPA (0.7694). However, SIR had a statistically significant decreased AUC (0.6679) as compared to GPA when (p = 0.04; Figure 2).
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FIGURE 2 | Area under ROC curves for SIR, RPA, BSBM, and GPA.



Several patient factors were analyzed to determine impact on prognosis. Forty patients received WBRT prior to SRS, while 32 patients did not receive previous WBRT. Those receiving WBRT had a worse median survival (6.16 months) compared to those who did not receive WBRT (10.10 months; p = 0.01). As expected, the 15 patients with a KPS < 70 at presentation had a worse median survival (4.66 months) than the 57 patients with a KPS of 70 or higher (9.41 months; p < 0.01). The number of brain metastases at presentation was found not to be prognostic, as the 22 patients with 1 brain metastasis (8.39 months) had similar median survivals to the 50 patients with more extensive disease (8.79 months; p = 0.58).

The impact of time between diagnosis and treatment as a prognostic factor was then analyzed. Thirteen patients received treatment between 30 and 44 days after diagnosis, with a median survival of 5.47 months. Eleven received treatment after 45–59 days, with a median survival of 5.77 months. Twelve patients received treatment after 60–89 days and had a median survival of 7.77 months, while 36 patients received treatment >90 days after diagnosis and had a median survival of 9.97 months. Although there was a trend toward longer survival with more time between diagnosis and treatment, there was no statistically significant difference between groups by the log-rank test (p = 0.20).

DISCUSSION

This is the first known study to examine the validity of several PIs (RPA, SIR, BSBM, GPA, and DSGPA) in an era of delayed SRS, with the increase in delays owing to more advances in treatment options prior to SRS. We demonstrate that all PIs show appropriate prognostic capabilities, with BSBM and GPA showing greater prognostic validity than RPA, SIR, or DSGPA.

Despite this, a main theme of our research is that certain PIs can be limited in the setting of delayed SRS. Similarly, Yamamoto et al. have detailed the limitations of RPA and BSBM as applying to patients undergoing repeat SRS (19). Additionally, a caveat associated with RPA is that it was originally designed for use in WBRT, while the other indices were developed for radiosurgery (20). Moreover, when using high-quality data from the RTOG database, Sperduto et al. demonstrated that median survivals often vastly differ from the original studies from which PIs were reported (14). For instance, the group observed median survival of 8.8 and 2.2 months in patients graded as SIR 8–10 and BSBM 3; median survivals of the original studies were 31.4 months and not reached, respectively (7, 8, 14). Furthermore, a recent study by Kondziolka and colleagues revealed that up to 45% of PI-based predictions differed by over 6 months (21). Furthermore, DSGPA can only be applied to the six subtypes of primary tumors, limiting its use for brain metastases arising from less common sites (19). Taken together, the specific patient population is integral to the applicability and prognostic impact of each PI.

Table 3 shows a comparison of our data with results from the original reports of each PI, recognizing that differing patient populations and grouping schemes make this comparison inherently faulty. In the worst prognostic group (group 1), GPA predicted survival most closely, and RPA the least. However, in group 2, GPA provided the greatest underestimation, while SIR was the numerically closest parameter. Group 3 has, as mentioned, been most liable to misestimations, but both GPA and BSBM provided close estimations in our patient population. Notably, other studies’ expected survivals underestimated those for both groups 1 and 2, likely a reflection of improved pre-SRS diagnosis and treatment. Collectively, this rough comparison further concludes that different PIs may be differentially accurate in various groups of patients, a notion that is not uncommon among other oncological prognostic tools.

TABLE 3 | Comparison of median survivals between this study and original studies for each parameter.
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One of the major limitations of using PIs in any situation is the lack of consideration for genetic differences in tumors. For example, lapatinib has been found to affect survival of patients with brain metastases from HER2-positive breast cancers (22, 23). As such, one study developed and validated a nomogram for survival in breast cancer that factored in number of CNS metastases, size of largest brain metastasis, and biomarker status (24). Further research could adapt the nomograms to include a component for differences in survival from time of diagnosis to radiotherapeutic treatment, which could provide a more personalized prognostic timeline for patients considering a delay in receiving SRS.

While our study consisted of five of the most widely used prognostic scoring systems, there are other systems that may have value in the delayed setting. The Rotterdam score, which builds upon other PIs by including response to corticosteroids, systemic tumor activity, and serum lactate dehydrogenase, was validated in 1999 (25). However, the utilization of the Rotterdam score is less prevalent, owing to a dearth of consistent or sufficient data examining corticosteroid response (22). The Golden Grading System (GGS) was recently proposed using age, KPS score, and known extracranial metastases (26). Designed for SRS, surgery, and WBRT, the GGS does not take into consideration the number of brain metastases or the primary tumor site (20). In 2010, Rades et al. developed the RADES prognostic index, which factored in time of diagnosis from malignant disease to radiotherapy (27). Though this PI is potentially useful in the setting of delayed SRS, the index does not account for the difference between diagnosing brain metastases and diagnosing primary malignant disease, as brain metastases often occur months after the diagnosis of primary malignant disease. Furthermore, the interval between diagnosis and treatment of primary malignant disease was 6 months in the report, which is significantly longer than expected between diagnosis of brain metastases and SRS of brain metastases.

There are several limitations of this study worth mentioning. In addition to the retrospective nature of this work, its sample size may not result in optimal applicability. With only 72 patients in our study, our data may be underpowered to pick up differences between our prognostic groupings. Additionally, analysis of each individual prognostic score was underpowered, with only a few patients in each score. Although previous WBRT and poor performance status at presentation were found to have prognostic value, their analysis was limited due to small sample sizes in each subgroup. Furthermore, our definition of delayed was determined to be more than 30 days from diagnosis, based on the authors’ experiences. Being a single-institutional study, our study was underpowered to determine differences in more delayed settings (i.e., more than 60 days from diagnosis). Moreover, though all patients received SRS, which represents a more aggressive treatment course, it is important to note that we were unable to quantify the aggressiveness used in a systemic approach. Another potential area for bias is the grouping of our PI scores. Our grouping was largely based on sample size considerations, and though were similar to those used in the original publications, could result in non-trivial differences in accuracy. However, patterns of grouping are a bias present in any retrospective data, including the original publications. Direct comparison of DSGPA with other PIs was impractical, as the prognostic value of the DSGPA varies by disease site. For instance, a prognostic score of 3 in brain metastases from breast cancer is likely to have a different survival than a prognostic score of 3 in NSCLC. Finally, because PI scoring is designed to categorize a set of intrinsically heterogeneous patients, a very precise estimation of survival will continue to be an elusive target. The grouping of “patients undergoing delayed SRS” is no less heterogeneous, especially in light of various reasons for delaying SRS.

Future directions could examine endpoints for PIs in lieu of survival (22). While survival is an obvious and readily determinable endpoint, clinically relevant endpoints such as elsewhere brain failure and KPS decline may provide more relevant and precise information to patients. Furthermore, research could be performed to expand on the differences in survival among factors uniquely affecting patients with delayed SRS, which is becoming more common as newer therapies come to the forefront of oncologic management.

CONCLUSION

As compared to the past, owing to improved diagnosis and treatment of brain metastases, delay between diagnosis and SRS is a relatively common scenario. PIs remain useful and accurate tools in the setting of delayed SRS, with some limitations. Therefore, careful selection of PIs is warranted. Though these results are hypothesis-generating, validation of PIs for delayed SRS using prospectively collected data is highly encouraged.

ETHICAL APPROVAL

The article does not contain any studies with human participants or animals performed by any of the authors.

INFORMED CONSENT

Statement of informed consent was not applicable since the manuscript does not contain any patient data.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

TM, NRB, and CL were involved in the conception of the work. TM, NRB, VV, GM, NB, AB, TS, and CL were involved in the acquisition, analysis, and interpretation of data and in drafting and revision of the manuscript. All the authors approve the final version and agree to be accountable for all aspects of the work.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This study was presented in part at the 57th Annual Meeting of the American Society for Radiation Oncology, October 18–21, 2015, San Antonio, TX, USA.

REFERENCES

1. Posner JB. Management of brain metastases. Rev Neurol (Paris) (1992) 148(6–7):477–87.

2. Kehrli P. Epidemiology of brain metastases. Neurochirurgie (1999) 45(5):357–63.

3. Chia SK, Speers CH, D’yachkova Y, Kang A, Malfair-Taylor S, Barnett J, et al. The impact of new chemotherapeutic and hormone agents on survival in a population-based cohort of women with metastatic breast cancer. Cancer (2007) 110(5):973–9. doi:10.1002/cncr.22867

4. Weber MA, Zoubaa S, Schlieter M, Jüttler E, Huttner HB, Geletneky K, et al. Diagnostic performance of spectroscopic and perfusion MRI for distinction of brain tumors. Cancer Imaging (2006) 6(Spec No A):S32. doi:10.1102/1470-7330.2006.9096

5. Yokoi K, Kamiya N, Matsuguma H, Machida S, Hirose T, Mori K, et al. Detection of brain metastasis in potentially operable non-small cell lung cancer: a comparison of CT and MRI. Chest (1999) 115(3):714–9. doi:10.1378/chest.115.3.714

6. Gaspar L, Scott C, Rotman M, Asbell S, Phillips T, Wasserman T, et al. Recursive partitioning analysis (RPA) of prognostic factors in three Radiation Therapy Oncology Group (RTOG) brain metastases trials. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys (1997) 37(4):745–51. doi:10.1016/S0360-3016(96)00619-0

7. Weltman E, Salvajoli JV, Brandt RA, de Morais Hanriot R, Prisco FE, Cruz JC, et al. Radiosurgery for brain metastases: a score index for predicting prognosis. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys (2000) 46(5):1155–61. doi:10.1016/S0360-3016(99)00549-0

8. Lorenzoni J, Devriendt D, Massager N, David P, Ruíz S, Vanderlinden B, et al. Radiosurgery for treatment of brain metastases: estimation of patient eligibility using three stratification systems. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys (2004) 60(1):218–24. doi:10.1016/j.ijrobp.2004.02.017

9. Sperduto CM, Watanabe Y, Mullan J, Hood T, Dyste G, Watts C, et al. A validation study of a new prognostic index for patients with brain metastases: the graded prognostic assessment. J Neurosurg (2008) 109(Suppl):87–9. doi:10.3171/JNS/2008/109/12/S14

10. Verma V, Mehta MP. Gamma Knife radiosurgery for 5 to 10 brain metastases: may not be reasonable as sole upfront treatment. Oncology (Williston Park) (2016) 30(4):316–7.

11. Sause WT, Crowley JJ, Morantz R, Rotman M, Mowry PA, Bouzaglou A, et al. Solitary brain metastasis: results of an RTOG/SWOG protocol evaluation surgery + RT versus RT alone. Am J Clin Oncol (1990) 13(5):427–32. doi:10.1097/00000421-199010000-00013

12. Komarnicky LT, Phillips TL, Martz K, Asbell S, Isaacson S, Urtasun R. A randomized phase III protocol for the evaluation of misonidazole combined with radiation in the treatment of patients with brain metastases (RTOG-7916). Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys (1991) 20(1):53–8. doi:10.1016/0360-3016(91)90137-S

13. Phillips TL, Scott CB, Leibel SA, Rotman M, Weigensberg IJ. Results of a randomized comparison of radiotherapy and bromodeoxyuridine with radiotherapy alone for brain metastases: report of RTOG trial 89-05. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys (1995) 33(2):339–48. doi:10.1016/0360-3016(95)00168-X

14. Sperduto PW, Berkey B, Gaspar LE, Mehta M, Curran W. A new prognostic index and comparison to three other indices for patients with brain metastases: an analysis of 1,960 patients in the RTOG database. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys (2008) 70(2):510–4. doi:10.1016/j.ijrobp.2007.06.074

15. Sperduto PW, Kased N, Roberge D, Xu Z, Shanley R, Luo X, et al. Summary report on the graded prognostic assessment: an accurate and facile diagnosis-specific tool to estimate survival for patients with brain metastases. J Clin Oncol (2012) 30(4):419–25. doi:10.1200/JCO.2011.38.0527

16. Sperduto PW, Chao ST, Sneed PK, Luo X, Suh J, Roberge D, et al. Diagnosis-specific prognostic factors, indexes, and treatment outcomes for patients with newly diagnosed brain metastases: a multi-institutional analysis of 4,259 patients. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys (2010) 77(3):655–61. doi:10.1016/j.ijrobp.2009.08.025

17. Gaspar LE, Scott C, Murray K, Curran W. Validation of the RTOG recursive partitioning analysis (RPA) classification for brain metastases. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys (2000) 47(4):1001–6. doi:10.1016/S0360-3016(00)00547-2

18. Therasse P, Arbuck SG, Eisenhauer EA, Wanders J, Kaplan RS, Rubinstein L, et al. New guidelines to evaluate the response to treatment in solid tumors. European Organization for Research and Treatment of Cancer, National Cancer Institute of the United States, National Cancer Institute of Canada. J Natl Cancer Inst (2000) 92:205–16. doi:10.1093/jnci/92.3.205

19. Yamamoto M, Kawabe T, Higuchi Y, Sato Y, Nariai T, Watanabe S, et al. Validity of prognostic grading indices for brain metastasis patients undergoing repeat radiosurgery. World Neurosurg (2014) 82(6):1242–9. doi:10.1016/j.wneu.2014.08.008

20. Zindler JD, Rodrigues G, Haasbeek CJ, De Haan PF, Meijer OW, Slotman BJ, et al. The clinical utility of prognostic scoring systems in patients with brain metastases treated with radiosurgery. Radiother Oncol (2013) 106(3):370–4. doi:10.1016/j.radonc.2013.01.015

21. Kondziolka D, Parry PV, Lunsford LD, Kano H, Flickinger JC, Rakfal S, et al. The accuracy of predicting survival in individual patients with cancer. J Neurosurg (2014) 120(1):24–30. doi:10.3171/2013.9.JNS13788

22. Vernur VA, Ahluwalia MS. Prognostic scores for brain metastasis patients: use in clinical practice and trial design. Chin Clin Oncol (2015) 4(2):18. doi:10.3978/j.issn.2304-3865.2015.06.01

23. Kaplan MA, Isikdogan A, Koca D, Kucukoner M, Gumusay O, Yildiz R, et al. Clinical outcomes in patients who received lapatinib plus capecitabine combination therapy for HER2-positive breast cancer with brain metastasis and a comparison of survival with those who received trastuzumab based therapy: a study by the Anatolian Society of Medical Oncology. Breast Cancer (2014) 21(6):667–83. doi:10.1007/s12282-013-0441-y

24. Marko NF, Xu Z, Gao T, Kattan MW, Weil RJ. Predicting survival in women with breast cancer and brain metastasis: a nomogram outperforms current survival prediction models. Cancer (2012) 118(15):3749–57. doi:10.1002/cncr.26716

25. Lagerwaard FJ, Levendag PC, Nowak PJ, Eijkenboom WM, Hanssens PE, Schmitz PI. Identification of prognostic factors in patients with brain metastases: a review of 1292 patients. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys (1999) 43(4):795–803. doi:10.1016/S0360-3016(98)00442-8

26. Golden DW, Lamborn KR, McDermott MW, Kunwar S, Wara WM, Nakamura JL, et al. Prognostic factors and grading systems for overall survival in patients treated with radiosurgery for brain metastases: variation by primary site. J Neurosurg (2008) 109:77–86. doi:10.3171/JNS/2008/109/12/S13

27. Rades D, Dziggel L, Haatanen T, Veninga T, Lohynska R, Dunst J, et al. Scoring systems to estimate intracerebral control and survival rates of patients irradiated for brain metastases. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys (2011) 80(4):1122–7. doi:10.1016/j.ijrobp.2010.03.031

Conflict of Interest Statement: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Copyright © 2016 Malouff, Bennion, Verma, Martinez, Balkman, Bhirud, Smith and Lin. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) or licensor are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.

OPS/images/fonc-06-00248-t003.jpg
Index Median survival (months), group 1 Median survival (months), group 2 Median survival (months), group 3

Current study Original study Current study Original study Current study Original study
RPA a7 23 9.4 42 105 71
SIR* a7 29 9.3 7.0 123 314
BSBM® 3.0 19 58 83 124 1314
GPA® 30 26 9.2 38 105 69-11.0

RPA, recursive partitioning analysis; SIR, Score Index for Rediosurgery; BSBM, Basic Score for Brain Metastases, GPA, graded prognostic assessment.
‘Original study grouped SIR by 1-3, 47, and 8-10 (current study with 1-3, 4~6, and 7-9)

“Original study grouped BSBM by 0, 1, 2, and 3 (current study 0, 1, and 2-3.

«Original study arouped GPA by 01, 1.5-2.5, 3, and 3.5-4 (current study 01, 1.5-2.5, and 3~4).






OPS/images/fonc-06-00248-t001b.jpg
— Vase
Sersmtor e
Mt st P
[y 3uz
Bacn uzn)
Sotro 2680
orer s
koo 17esen

prmary st
Ling oasgary)
Neora 9028%)
Bt B
ey ses)
Gasronestna auze)
Gontcury 2689
vt 208

Roceiptofsurgory
Forany aivrlesoris o19psan)
Forloson sl 55 20679

Receipt ot worT wssen
300 n 10 octors 15008%
375y 16 factors 1seomn
o 10@50%

provious S
Forany cihroris oapen)
Frloson Vst i S 000N

Gontrol o prmary tumor
e o38472%)
o Erry

Systomic dseaso stas atreatment
g om2peam)
Sav 203%)
Nors ssn

Presonceof sxtracranislmotastazos
e 038 00%)
N 8 00%)

Roason for deayed SRS
Wesr osmE28m)
Sugary 2679
WS and gy 280
et sy 1 04%)
Paten prencscie 10esn

i fange) oo e 209

ocin e SS dose (O] 180320

ok (ange) GV voas ) 11000152

ocn Frge) PV vhero . 1900178

i e g bom GIV 0 TV e 100020

immobiizaion echique
Frame s o0z2p8%
Framoss e

Response st SRS"

Conplt reponse o1 (53%)
Paraeoneo 925%)
St dsosss paon)
Progessre dsease 2067
koo w2679

200G, Exston Goperaths Orcoogy oS, srcac e
VBAT, v ran i gy GV s . TV s et
e i SR b RS i





OPS/images/fonc-06-00248-t001a.jpg
Parameter Value

Median (range) age, years 60 (25-90)
Gender
Male 0.42 (58.3%)
Female 30 (41.7%)
ECOG performance status
0 0.8(11.1%)
1 39 (54.2%)
2 15 (20.8%)
3 9(12.5%)
4 1(1.4%)
Karnofsky performance status
30 0.1(1.4%)
40 0(0.0%)
50 9(12.5%)
60 5(6.9%)
70 9(12.5%)
80 20 (27.8%)
90 21(29.2%)
100 70.7%)
Symptoms at presentation
Asymptomatic 0.12 (16.7%)
Headache 10 (13.9%)
Visual 9(12.5%)

(Continued)
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Index Median survival in months (95% CI) Pp-Values of comparative survival

Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 1vs.2 Group 1vs.3 Group 2vs. 3
RPA 47(16106.2) 9.4(6.81012.4) 105(9210-) 013 <0.01 088
SR 47(071085) 93(6.810105) 12.3(4810-) 038 009 099
8SBM 30(0.7107.6) 58(34108.7) 12.4(9.310206) 088 <001 <001
GPA 30(0.71062) 92(5.910 12.4) 105(9.310206) 002 <001 1.00

RPA, recursive partitioning analysis: SIR, Score Index for Radliosurgery: BSBM, Basic Score for Brain Metastases, GPA, graded prognostic assessment.
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