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ABSTRACT 
 
Background 

Treatment of locally advanced esophageal cancer includes neoadjuvant chemoradiation 

(chemoRT) and esophagectomy. We evaluated perioperative and oncologic outcomes 

among patients who received neoadjuvant chemoRT and immunotherapy (I/O). 

 

Methods 

Adults who underwent esophagectomy following neoadjuvant chemoRT or chemoRT+I/O for 

T1-4, N0-3, M0 esophageal cancer were identified from the National Cancer Database 

(2012-2020). Unadjusted, propensity score-matched, and Cox proportional hazards analyses 

compared perioperative outcomes and three-year overall survival (OS) between neoadjuvant 

chemoRT versus chemoRT+I/O cohorts.  

 

Results 

Among 17,937 patients, 261 (1.5%) received neoadjuvant chemoRT+I/O. ChemoRT+I/O 

patients were younger (62 versus 64 years, p=0.002) and had a longer interval between 

chemotherapy and surgery (104.5 versus 97.0 days, p<0.001) compared with chemoRT 

patients. Among the chemoRT+I/O cohort, there were more undifferentiated tumors (46.4% 

versus 34.3%, p<0.001) with adenocarcinoma histology (93.9% versus 81.2%, p<0.001) 

compared with the chemoRT cohort. On unadjusted analysis, there were no significant 

differences regarding margin positivity, 30-day readmission, 30-day mortality, or 90-day 

mortality. ChemoRT+I/O patients had higher 3-year OS (61.4% 95%CI [54.2-67.7] versus 

55.1% [54.3-55.9], p=0.02), more lymph nodes resected (median 17.0 IQR [11.0-25.0] 

versus 15.0 [10.0-22.0], p=0.007), and less pathologic nodal downstaging from N2 to N1/N0 

(36.8% vs 48.4%, p<0.001) than chemoRT patients. Propensity score-matched analyses 

(n=217) revealed no differences in perioperative outcomes and 3-year OS (65.0% 95%CI 

[57.1-71.8] versus 56.0% [48.0-63.3], p=0.11) between the chemoRT+I/O and chemoRT 

cohort. 
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Conclusions 

There were similar perioperative outcomes and 3-year OS between patients who received 

neoadjuvant chemoRT+I/O and chemoRT, supporting the feasibility of adding 

immunotherapy to neoadjuvant regimens. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The landmark Chemoradiotherapy for Oesophageal Cancer Followed by Surgery Study 

(CROSS) established trimodality therapy as a standard of care for patients with locally 

advanced, resectable esophageal cancer1. Despite this multimodal treatment approach, 

patients remain at high risk of local or distant recurrence2. As such, approaches to improve 

upon micrometastatic control are needed. 

 

Immune checkpoint inhibitors (I/O) are an attractive strategy to potentially improve upon 

chemoradiotherapy (chemoRT). I/O, in the presence of an intact primary tumor, may 

enhance expansion of tumor-specific CD8+ T-cell populations.3 Additionally, the tumor and 

microenvironment remodeling that occurs with chemoRT may enhance the efficacy of 

chemoRT, translating into improved pathologic outcomes. Small pilot trials and retrospective 

analyses point toward preserved surgical morbidity with the addition of I/O, especially in 

esophageal squamous cell carcinoma4.  For example, the FRONTiER JCOG1804E5 trial 

demonstrated that neoadjuvant chemotherapy and I/O followed by surgery was well-

tolerated with efficacy potential in esophageal cancer squamous cell carcinoma (ESCC). The 

additional short- and intermediate-term efficacy of adding I/O to neoadjuvant chemoRT 

regimens, especially for locally advanced esophageal adenocarcinoma, represents an 

ongoing knowledge gap. 

 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the perioperative and oncologic outcomes of 

patients who underwent neoadjuvant chemoRT+I/O and esophagectomy for locally 

advanced esophageal cancer in a large national database. Based on preliminary data from 

phase I and II clinical trials,6, as well as the use of neoadjuvant immunotherapy for other 

solid tumors, we hypothesized that outcomes would be comparable among patients who 

received neoadjuvant chemoRT+I/O compared with chemoRT alone. If confirmed, these 

results would provide foundational data to support the feasibility and safety of novel I/O-

based neoadjuvant approaches.  
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PATIENTS AND METHODS 

Data Source 

The protocol for this study was approved by the Massachusetts General Brigham 

Institutional Review Board and followed the strengthening of reporting of observational 

studies in epidemiology (STROBE Checklist, Supplement 1). Patients in the National Cancer 

Database (NCDB) diagnosed from 2012-2020 with clinical T1-4, N0-3, M0 esophageal 

cancer who underwent esophagectomy after chemoRT or chemoRT+I/O were identified 

using International Classification of Diseases for Oncology (3rd edition, ICD-O-3) histology 

and topography codes (Supplement 2). The 2012-2020 study period was selected as 

neoadjuvant I/O was rarely used before 2012 and the NCDB is updated through 2020. 

Patients were excluded if diagnosed with M1 disease or preoperative treatment consisted of 

radiation without chemotherapy.  

 

Exposure and Outcome Measures 

Patients were organized into cohorts according to the neoadjuvant therapy received: 

chemoRT or chemoRT+I/O. Patients were included if neoadjuvant chemoRT commenced six 

months and I/O seven months prior to surgery. The primary endpoint was 3-year overall 

survival (OS) measured from time of diagnosis to death or last follow-up.  

 

Statistical Analysis 

Continuous data were summarized using means and standard deviations or median and 

interquartile ranges. Categorical data were summarized using frequencies and percentages. 

Differences in baseline characteristics and unadjusted outcomes between chemoRT and 

chemoRT+I/O cohorts were assessed using Student’s t-test or Wilcoxon rank-sum tests 

(continuous) and the Pearson’s chi-square or Fisher’s exact tests (categorical variables). 

Factors associated with receipt of neoadjuvant chemoRT+I/O were identified using the lasso 

penalized logistic regression estimator, a form of supervised machine learning. The a priori 

model variables were age, sex, race, income, education, year of diagnosis, and distance 
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from hospital. Overall survival rates were analyzed using the log-rank test. A multivariable 

Cox proportional hazards model compared survival between the chemoRT and 

chemoRT+I/O cohorts, adjusting for age, sex, race, Charlson comorbidity (CDCC) score, 

clinical T and N stages, insurance status, facility type, income, education, grade, tumor 

location, histology, year of diagnosis, distance from hospital, and operative approach (ie 

open, video-assisted, or robot-assisted esophagectomy) was performed. The proportional 

hazards assumption was tested for the Cox model using smooth scaled Schoenfeld residual 

plots; no violations were found. Linearity was confirmed for all continuous predictors 

encompassed in the Cox regression analysis using Martingale residuals. 

 

Differences in outcomes between the chemoRT versus chemoRT+I/O cohorts were further 

assessed using a propensity score-matched analysis. Propensity scores were developed, 

defined as the probability of treatment with chemoRT versus chemoRT+I/O, conditional on a 

priori clinically relevant variables: age, sex, race, CDCC score, median census-tract 

education and income levels, clinical T and N stages, tumor location, insurance type, 

histology, grade, facility type, open versus minimally invasive approach, and year of 

diagnosis. The most appropriately matched pairs were chosen using a greedy nearest 

neighbor algorithm without replacement with a caliper of 0.01 on the propensity score7. 

Balance of the match was evaluated using standardized differences. Statistical significance 

was defined as a two-sided alpha≤0.05. Analyses were performed using STATA (version 16, 

StataCorp, College Station, TX, USA). 
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RESULTS 

Among 17,937 patients who underwent esophagectomy for T1-4, N0-3, M0 esophageal 

cancer between 2012 and 2020, 17,676 (98.5%) received neoadjuvant chemoRT and 261 

(1.5%) received neoadjuvant chemoRT+I/O. The inclusion of neoadjuvant I/O in neoadjuvant 

regimens increased from 2012 (0.1%) to 2020 (2.2%).  

 

Patient and Disease Characteristics 

Baseline demographic information, clinicopathologic characteristics, and procedure-specific 

details are shown in Tables 1-2. Compared with patients who received neoadjuvant 

chemoRT, chemoRT+I/O patients were younger (median 62.0 [IQR 55.0-69.0] versus 64.0 

[57.0-70.0] years, p=0.002), male (88.1% versus 83.1%, p=0.03), with undifferentiated 

tumors (46.4% versus 34.3%, p<0.001), adenocarcinoma histology (93.9% versus 81.2%, 

p<0.001), and received treatment at an academic research program (55.5% versus 46.2%, 

p=0.003). ChemoRT+I/O patients had a longer interval between chemotherapy and surgery 

(median 104.5 [IQR 87.0-127.0] versus 97.0 [IQR 84.0-114.0] days, p<0.001). There were 

no differences in interval between neoadjuvant radiation and surgery between cohorts, nor 

operative approach (e.g., open, video-assisted, or robot-assisted esophagectomy). Results 

from the lasso analysis demonstrated that younger age (OR 0.97 95%CI [0.94-0.99], p=0.02) 

and longer intervals between chemotherapy and surgery (OR 1.02 95%CI[1.01-1.02],p<0.01) 

were associated with receipt of I/O (Supplementary Table 1). In this cohort, patients with 

squamous cell histology had lower odds of receiving chemoRT+I/O (OR 0.43 95%CI[0.20-

0.91], p=0.03). 

 

Clinical and Histopathologic Outcomes 

Table 3 shows unadjusted clinicopathologic outcomes. The chemoRT and chemoRT+I/O 

cohorts did not differ in terms of pathologic stage, complete pathologic response, margin 

positivity, 30-day readmission, 30- or 90-day mortality. The chemoRT+I/O cohort had more 

lymph nodes examined (median 17.0 [IQR 11.0-25.0] versus 15.0 [10.0-22.0], p=0.007) 
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compared with chemoRT and a lower rate of pathologic nodal downstaging (N2 to N1 or N0: 

36.8% versus 48.4%, p<0.001)  On unadjusted analysis, the chemoRT+I/O patients 

appeared to experience higher 3-year OS (61.4% 95%CI[54.2-67.7] versus 55.1% 

95%CI[54.3-55.9], p=0.02) than the chemoRT cohort (Figure 1A). Additional non-propensity-

matched patient and disease-specific factors associated with overall survival are shown in 

Supplementary Table 2. 

 

Propensity-matched cohorts (n=217) were well matched by demographics, clinicopathologic 

characteristics, and procedure-specific details (Tables 4-5). There were no significant 

differences in clinicopathologic outcomes, including nodes examined (median 17.0 [IQR 

11.0-26.0] versus 17.0 [12.0-24.0], p = 0.98) or rate of pathological nodal downstaging (N2 

to N1 or N0: 32.5% versus 39.5%, p=0.45). There were also no significant differences in 30-

day mortality (0.9% versus 0.5%, p=0.88) and 90-day mortality (3.7% versus 5.1%, p=0.73) 

when comparing propensity-matched chemoRT+I/O versus chemoRT cohorts (Table 6). 

Three-year OS was also similar between patients receiving neoadjuvant chemoRT+I/O 

versus chemoRT (65.0% 95%CI [57.1-71.8] versus 56.0% 95%CI [48.0-63.3]), p=0.11, 

Figure 1B). 
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COMMENT 

In this study, we used national data to compare short- and intermediate-term clinical and 

oncologic outcomes among patients with locally advanced esophageal cancer who 

underwent esophagectomy following neoadjuvant chemoRT versus chemoRT+I/O. On 

unadjusted analysis, patients receiving neoadjuvant chemoRT appeared to have fewer 

lymph nodes examined and a greater rate of pathologic nodal downstaging. However, there 

were no differences in clinicopathologic outcomes including 30- and 90-day mortality 

between cohorts in unadjusted and propensity score-matched analyses. In unadjusted 

analysis, chemoRT+I/O patients had significantly higher 3-year OS compared to the 

chemoRT cohort, but these differences were not observed in propensity-score matched 

cohorts. These data expand a growing body of literature supporting the safety of 

neoadjuvant I/O to trimodality treatment for locally advanced esophageal cancer. 

 

When transitioning promising approaches like chemoRT+I/O from the advanced to curative 

paradigm, evaluating safety is paramount. Recent phase III studies have described 

tolerability and efficacy of I/O when used in combination with chemotherapy in patients with 

unresectable or metastatic esophageal cancer8,9. Checkmate 577 demonstrated the disease-

free survival benefit of adjuvant I/O after trimodality therapy10. In the neoadjuvant setting, 

there are limited data exploring safety and feasibility, and a greater paucity of data on 

oncologic outcomes. The phase II PERFECT trial of neoadjuvant CROSS-based chemoRT 

with atezolizumab versus chemoRT alone demonstrated feasibility without differences in 

pathologic complete response or overall survival rates6. In terms of surgical outcomes, Sihag 

et al. were the first to report post-esophagectomy outcomes comparing neoadjuvant 

chemoRT with durvalumab versus chemoRT alone showing comparable 30-day morbidity, 

readmissions, and mortality between cohorts4.  

 

The results from our study are consistent with and extend from those of prior research. 

Paralleling Sihag et al., we found similar 30-day mortality rates among the neoadjuvant 
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chemoRT+I/O patients, though lower 30-day readmission rates. The latter finding in our 

study is potentially associated with the younger age of the chemoRT+I/O cohort. We also 

observed that chemoRT+I/O patients appeared to have a greater number of lymph nodes 

examined, a potentially clinically meaningful finding given recent data suggesting a survival 

benefit following a more extensive lymphadenectomy11,12,13. This may be a result of I/O 

leading to pathologically enlarged lymph nodes, an observed phenomenon in I/O-treated 

non-small cell lung cancers14. Consistent with prior research, we found no differences in 

adjusted 30-day readmission and mortality rates between neoadjuvant chemoRT versus 

chemoRT+I/O patients. However, we also observed similar intermediate-term survival 

outcomes, such as 90-day mortality and 3-year overall survival between chemoRT and 

chemoRT+I/O cohorts. These data suggest that there may be sustained safety and 

comparable efficacy of chemoRT and chemoRT+I/O followed by esophagectomy.    

 

Recently, Ge et al. reported the pooled results of a systemic review and meta-analysis of 27 

clinical trials evaluating outcomes among patients treated with neoadjuvant systemic therapy 

inclusive of I/O followed by surgery15. The results demonstrated favorable pathologic 

complete and major response rates. However, the data did not include a neoadjuvant 

treatment modality inclusive of radiotherapy. Emerging data on the cellular effects of 

radiotherapy in the treatment of solid tumors has demonstrated upregulation of PD-L1 

receptor expression on tumor cells as well as within the tumor microenvironment16. This 

suggests that there may be a synergistic mechanism in terms of anti-tumor effect following a 

neoadjuvant chemoRT+I/O in esophageal cancer. The findings presented in the current 

study do not include any data to examine the biologic mechanisms following each 

neoadjuvant regimen, nor adequate study sample to observe any differences between 

neoadjuvant chemotherapy+I/O versus chemoRT+I/O. Nevertheless, comparing various 

neoadjuvant treatment approaches to better understand the pathobiological mechanisms as 

well as oncologic outcomes represents a compelling area of future study.  
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We observed several factors associated with the addition of I/O to neoadjuvant chemoRT. 

Younger age was associated with the receipt of neoadjuvant chemoRT+I/O. In a recent 

NCDB analysis of patients receiving I/O for metastatic melanoma, Moyers et al. similarly 

identified younger age as predictor of receiving I/O, but also other important 

sociodemographic not uncovered in this analysis, including patient comorbidities, facility 

characteristics (e.g., academic centers) and payer/insurance type17. Further studies are 

needed to understand additional predictors of receipt of neoadjuvant chemoRT+I/O in 

esophageal cancer and, furthermore, whether these are associated with differential impact 

on outcomes. We also observed that a longer interval between chemotherapy and surgery 

was associated with the receipt of chemoRT+I/O. This observation may have biologic and 

oncologic impact, as existing data suggests a longer interval could allow for a more robust 

immune-mediated antitumor effect, maximizing potential for a pathologic response18. Lastly, 

patients with squamous cell histology were less likely to receive I/O as a component of 

neoadjuvant therapy. This observation likely reflects the differential response to chemoRT 

between adenocarcinoma and squamous cell carcinoma.  

 

 

Limitations 

The results of this study must be interpreted in the context of several inherent limitations. 

This was a retrospective study harnessing data within the NCDB. While this allows for 

understanding the effectiveness of chemoRT versus chemoRT+I/O regimens, the results are 

subject to limitations of the database (e.g., external validity, confounding, or selection 

biases). To explore these sources of bias, we performed unadjusted, adjusted, and 

propensity score-matched analyses, each demonstrating similar findings. Our study was also 

constrained by the lack of data on surgical (e.g., type of esophagectomy performed, surgeon 

volume), clinic (e.g., specific postoperative complications) and I/O related data (e.g., specific 

I/O administered, tumor biology [PD-L1 expression, CPS score], or immune-related adverse 

events).  
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Conclusion 

This national analysis of neoadjuvant combined modality therapy (chemoRT+I/O versus 

chemoRT) for locally advanced esophageal cancer demonstrated no differences in short and 

intermediate clinical outcomes. These data support the growing body of literature 

demonstrating the safety and feasibility of adding I/O to chemoRT-based neoadjuvant 

regimens. As chemoRT+I/O combination approaches are expanded, further studies are 

needed to evaluate patient- and disease-related factors driving the patterns of clinical 

implementation, as well as long-term survival benefits.  
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FIGURE LEGEND 
 
Figure 1: Survival for Patients who Received Neoadjuvant ChemoRT or ChemoRT+I/O. 
(A) Overall survival analysis, excluding n=1827 and n=41 missing patients in chemoRT and 
chemoRT+I/O cohorts, respectively. (B) Propensity-matched overall survival analysis, 
excluding n=38 and n=39 missing patients in chemoRT and chemoRT+I/O cohorts, 
respectively. 
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Table 1: Baseline Characteristics of Patients who Received Neoadjuvant ChemoRT or 
ChemoRT+I/O 

 ChemoRT 
(n=17,676) 

ChemoRT+I/O 
(n=261) 

p-value 

Age, median (IQR1) 64.0 (57.0, 70.0) 62.0 (55.0, 69.0) 0.002 
Female, n (%) 2979 (16.9%) 31 (11.9%) 0.03 
Race, n (%) 

  
0.25 

   White 16449 (93.1%) 250 (95.8%) 0.08 
   Black 665 (3.8%) 4 (1.5%) 0.06 
   Other 469 (2.7%) 6 (2.3%) 0.72 
   Unknown 93 (0.5%) 1 (0.4%) >.99 
CDCC2 score, n (%) 

  
0.20 

   0 12539 (70.9%) 199 (76.2%) 0.06 
   1 3625 (20.5%) 41 (15.7%) 0.06 
   2 989 (5.6%) 12 (4.6%) 0.49 
   3+ 523 (3.0%) 9 (3.4%) 0.64 
Insurance status, n (%) 

  
0.04 

   Uninsured 284 (1.6%) 9 (3.4%) 0.02 
   Private 7675 (43.4%) 129 (49.4%) 0.05 
   Medicaid 1120 (6.3%) 11 (4.2%) 0.16 
   Medicare 7984 (45.2%) 103 (39.5%) 0.07 
   Other government 411 (2.3%) 5 (1.9%) 0.66 
   Unknown 202 (1.1%) 4 (1.5%) 0.56 
Facility type, n (%) 

  
0.03 

   Community cancer program 819 (4.7%) 10 (3.9%) 0.57 
   Comprehensive community  5278 (30.2%) 60 (23.6%) 0.02 
   Academic/research program 8073 (46.2%) 141 (55.5%) 0.003 
   Integrated network cancer program 3287 (18.8%) 43 (16.9%) 0.44 
Distance from hospital (miles), median (IQR) 16.6 (6.9, 42.2) 16.4 (6.9, 53.3) 0.30 
Income3, n (%) 

  
0.14 

  < $46,277 2048 (13.8%) 27 (12.7%) 0.53 
   $46,227-$57,856 3388 (22.8%) 42 (19.8%) 0.21 
   $57,857-$74,062 3839 (25.9%) 47 (22.2%) 0.15 
   ≥$74,063 5563 (37.5%) 96 (45.3%) 0.07 
Education4, n (%) 

  
0.02 

   ≥15.3% 2320 (15.6%) 30 (14.2%) 0.44 
   9.1%-15.2% 4283 (28.8%) 49 (23.1%) 0.04 
   5.0%-9.0% 4831 (32.4%) 64 (30.2%) 0.31 
   <5.0% 3458 (23.2%) 69 (32.5%) 0.006 

1IQR, Interquartile Range 
2CDCC, Charlson comorbidity score 
3Income level is average household income of patient’s home zip code 
4Education is percentage of adults (age≥25 years) in the patient’s zip code who did not graduate from 
high school 
 

 
 
  

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted October 2, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.01.23296396doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.10.01.23296396


Table 2: Disease Characteristics of Patients who Received Neoadjuvant ChemoRT or 
ChemoRT+I/O  

 
 

ChemoRT 
(n=17,676) 

ChemoRT+I/O 
(n=261) 

p-value 

Clinical T Status, n (%) 
  

0.52 
   T0 6 (<1%) 0 (0.0%) >.99 
   T1 721 (4.1%) 7 (2.7%) 0.26 
   T2 3424 (19.4%) 55 (21.1%) 0.49 
   T3 11905 (67.4%) 176 (67.4%) 0.98 
   T4 339 (1.9%) 7 (2.7%) 0.37 
Clinical N Status, n (%) 

  
0.05 

   N0 6677 (37.8%) 80 (30.7%) 0.02 
   N1 7834 (44.3%) 130 (49.8%) 0.07 
   N2 2497 (14.1%) 46 (17.6%) 0.11 
   N3 372 (2.1%) 4 (1.5%) 0.52 
Tumor size (mm), median (IQR)2 40.0 (28.0, 60.0) 46.0 (30.0, 60.0) 0.16 
Tumor location, n (%) 

  
0.005 

  Upper third of esophagus 199 (1.1%) 1 (0.4%) 0.26 
  Middle third of esophagus 1867 (10.6%) 14 (5.4%) 0.007 
  Lower third of esophagus 14165 (80.1%) 228 (87.4%) 0.004 
  Overlapping lesion  763 (4.3%) 5 (1.9%) 0.06 
  Unspecified location 682 (3.9%) 13 (5.0%) 0.35 
Histology, n (%)    

  
<.001 

   Adenocarcinoma 14348 (81.2%) 245 (93.9%) <.001 
   Squamous 2802 (15.9%) 12 (4.6%) <.001 
   Other 526 (3.0%) 4 (1.6%) <.001 
Grade, n (%) 

  
<.001 

   Well differentiated 472 (2.7%) 4 (1.5%) 0.25 
   Moderately differentiated 4307 (24.4%) 74 (28.4%) 0.14 
   Poorly differentiated 5095 (28.8%) 42 (16.1%) <.001 
   Undifferentiated, anaplastic 6069 (34.3%) 121 (46.4%) <.001 
   Unknown 1683 (9.5%) 20 (7.7%) 0.30 
Interval: chemotherapy to surgery (days), 
median (IQR) 97.0 (84.0, 114.0) 104.5 (87.0, 127.0) <.001 
Interval: radiation to surgery (days), median 
(IQR) 95.0 (84.0, 111.0) 95.5 (81.0, 111.0) 0.89 
Interval: I/O and surgery (days), median (IQR) - 102.0 (86.0, 125.0) - 
Operative Approach, n (%)   0.08 
  Open  6702 (37.9%) 98 (37.5%) 0.90 
  VATS 4258 (24.1%) 80 (30.7%) 0.01 
  Robot 2243 (12.7%) 27 (10.3%) 0.26 
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Table 3: Unadjusted Clinicopathologic Outcomes for Patients who Received ChemoRT or 
ChemoRT+I/O 

 

ChemoRT 
(n=17,676) 

ChemoRT+I/O 
(n=261) 

p-value 

Pathologic T Stage, n (%) 
  

0.64 
   T0 2777 (15.7%) 35 (13.4%) 0.31 
   T1 1950 (11.0%) 17 (6.5%) 0.02 
   T2 1910 (10.8%) 20 (7.7%) 0.10 
   T3 3765 (21.3%) 46 (17.6%) 0.15 
   T4 70 (0.4%) 1 (0.4%) >.99 
Pathologic N Stage, n (%) 

  
0.77 

   N0 6947 (39.3%) 75 (28.7%) 0.001 
   N1 2381 (13.5%) 31 (11.9%) 0.45 
   N2 1097 (6.2%) 14 (5.4%) 0.58 
   N3 409 (2.3%) 4 (1.5%) 0.53 
Pathologic M Stage, n (%) 

  
>.99 

  M0 3 (<1%) 0 (0.0%) >.99 
  M1 87 (0.5%) 1 (0.4%) >.99 
Complete pathologic response, n (%) 2308 (22.4%) 29 (24.8%) 0.54 
Nodal Upstage1, n (%) 1772 (26.5%) 23 (28.8%) 0.49 
Nodal Downstage: N2 to N02, n (%) 848 (34.0%) 11 (23.9%) 0.18 
Nodal Downstage: N2 to N1 or N02, n (%) 1208 (48.4%) 17 (36.8%) <0.001 
Patients with Lymph Nodes Examined, n 
(%) 16691 (94.4%) 247 (94.6%) 0.88 
Lymph Nodes Examined, median (IQR) 15.0 (10.0, 22.0) 17.0 (11.0, 25.0) 0.007 
Surgical margins, n (%) 

  
0.94 

   No residual tumor 16288 (92.1%) 241 (92.3%) 0.91 
   Residual tumor, not specified 463 (2.6%) 7 (2.7%) 0.95 
   Microscopic residual tumor 457 (2.6%) 6 (2.3%) 0.77 
   Macroscopic residual tumor 31 (0.2%) 1 (0.4%) 0.43 
   Unknown or not evaluable 437 (2.5%) 6 (2.3%) 0.42 
Margin positivity, n (%) 951 (5.4%) 14 (5.4%) 0.99 
Length of stay (days), median (IQR) 9.0 (7.0, 13.0) 9.0 (7.0, 13.0) 0.90 
30-day unplanned readmission, n (%) 942 (5.3%) 13 (5.0%) 0.82 
30-day mortality3, n (%) 445 (2.5%) 4 (1.5%) 0.25 
90-day mortality3, n (%) 1070 (6.1%) 11 (4.2%) 0.63 
1Denominator is the number with cN0 disease (chemoRT: n=6677; chemoRT+I/O: n=80) 
2Denominator is the number with cN2 disease (chemoRT: n=2497; chemoRT+I/O: n = 46) 
3Mortality data is unavailable for 2018 and contributes to the majority of unknown 30- and 90-day mortality 
values; percentages are calculated out of known data 
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Table 4: Baseline Characteristics for Patients who Received Neoadjuvant ChemoRT or 
ChemoRT+I/O – Propensity Matched Analysis 

 

ChemoRT 
n=217 

ChemoRT+I/O 
n=217 

Standardized 
Differences 

Age, median (IQR)1 63.0 (56.0, 68.0) 62.0 (56.0, 69.0) -4.8 
Female, n (%) 24 (11.1%) 24 (11.1%) 0.0 
Race, n (%) 

      White 214 (98.6%) 210 (96.8%) -8.5 
   Black 1 (0.5%) 3 (1.4%) 5.7 
   Other 2 (0.9%) 4 (1.8%) 6.1 
CDCC2 score, n (%) 

      0 174 (80.2%) 165 (76.0%) -1.1 
   1 29 (13.4%) 32 (14.7%) -3.6 
   2 7 (3.2%) 11 (5.1%) 8.3 
   3+ 7 (3.2%) 9 (4.1%) 5.2 
Insurance status, n (%) 

      Uninsured 5 (2.3%) 5 (2.3%) 0.0 
   Private  111 (51.2%) 111 (51.2%) 0.0 
   Medicaid 4 (1.8%) 8 (3.7%) 9.2 
   Medicare 95 (43.8%) 89 (41.0%) -5.6 
   Other Government 2 (0.9%) 4 (1.8%) 6.3 
Facility type, n (%) 

      Community cancer program 6 (2.8%) 6 (2.8%) 0.0 
   Comprehensive community 61 (28.1%) 55 (25.3%) -6.3 
   Academic/research program 115 (53.0%) 119 (54.8%) 3.7 
   Integrated network cancer program 35 (16.1%) 37 (17.1%) 2.4 
Distance from hospital (miles), median (IQR) 14.9 (5.7, 37.1) 16.1 (6.9, 49.2) 22.2 
Income3, n (%) 

      <$40,227 17 (7.8%) 21 (9.7%) 5.9 
   $40,227-$50, 353 32 (14.7%) 37 (17.1%) 6.1 
   $50,354-$62, 332 38 (17.5%) 39 (18.0%) 1.2 
   ≥$63,333 90 (41.5%) 79 (36.4%) -10.7 
Education4, n (%) 

      ≥17.6% 19 (8.8%) 23 (10.6%) 5.6 
   10.9%-17.5% 40 (18.4%) 44 (20.3%) 4.5 
   6.3%-10.8% 57 (26.3%) 54 (24.9%) -3.2 
   <6.3% 61 (28.1%) 55 (25.3%) -6.6 
 

1IQR, Interquartile Range 
2CDCC, Charlson comorbidity score 
3Income level is average household income of patient’s home zip code 
4Education is percentage of adults (age≥25 years) in the patient’s zip code who did not graduate from 
high school 
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Table 5: Disease Characteristics for Patients who Received Neoadjuvant ChemoRT or 
ChemoRT+I/O – Propensity Matched Analysis 

 

ChemoRT 
n=217 

ChemoRT+I/O 
n=217 

Standardized 
Differences 

Clinical T Status, n (%) 
      T1 3 (1.4%) 5 (2.3%) 4.9 

   T2 54 (24.9%) 46 (21.2%) -8.9 
   T3 157 (72.4%) 159 (73.3%) 2.1 
   T4 3 (1.4%) 7 (3.2%) 11.8 
Clinical N Status, n (%) 

      N0 59 (27.2%) 61 (28.1%) 0.9 
   N1 112 (51.6%) 113 (52.1%) 0.9 
   N2 43 (19.8%) 40 (18.4%) -3.8 
   N3 3 (1.4%) 3 (1.4%) 0.0 
Tumor location, n (%) 

      Upper third of esophagus 1 (0.5%) 1 (0.5%) 0.0 
   Middle third of esophagus 13 (6.0%) 13 (6.0%) 0.0 
   Lower third of esophagus 185 (85.3%) 188 (86.6%) 3.7 
   Overlapping lesion 3 (1.4%) 4 (1.8%) 2.6 
   Unspecified location 15 (6.9%) 11 (5.1%) -9.0 
Histology, n (%) 

      Adenocarcinoma 196 (90.3%) 202 (93.1%) 8.5 
   Squamous cell 16 (7.4%) 12 (5.5%) -6.2 
   Adenosquamous 2 (0.9%) 1 (0.5%) 0.0 
   Bronchioloalveolar 3 (1.4%) 2 (0.9%) -5.5 
Grade, n (%) 

      Well differentiated 2 (0.9%) 3 (1.4%) 3.3 
   Moderately differentiated 71 (32.7%) 69 (31.8%) -2.1 
   Poorly differentiated 40 (18.4%) 39 (18.0%) -1.1 
   Undifferentiated, anaplastic 104 (47.9%) 106 (48.8%) 1.9 
Interval: chemotherapy to surgery 
(days), median (IQR) 97.0 (84.0, 114.0) 104.5 (87.0, 127.0) 17.9 
Interval: radiation to surgery (days), 
median (IQR) 95.0 (84.0, 111.0) 95.5 (81.0, 111.0) 0.2 
Operative Approach, n (%) 

      Open  66 (30.4%) 73 (33.6%) 6.7 
   VATS 57 (26.3%) 70 (32.3%) 13.6 
   Robot 38 (17.5%) 24 (11.1%) -25.7 
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Table 6: Clinicopathologic Outcomes for Patients who Received Neoadjuvant ChemoRT 
or ChemoRT+I/O – Propensity Matched Analysis 
 

 

ChemoRT 
(n=217) 

ChemoRT+I/O 
(n=217) 

p-value 

Pathologic T Stage, n (%) 
  

0.72 
   T0 25 (11.5%) 25 (11.5%) >.99 
   T1 16 (7.4%) 16 (7.4%) >.99 
   T2 24 (11.1%) 16 (7.4%) 0.14 
   T3 35 (16.1%) 35 (16.1%) 0.90 
   T4 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.5%) >.99 
Pathologic N Stage, n (%) 

  
0.84 

   N0 69 (31.8%) 57 (26.3%) 0.17 
   N1 28 (12.9%) 26 (12.0%) 0.88 
   N2 9 (4.1%) 10 (4.6%) 0.82 
   N3 2 (0.9%) 3 (1.4%) >.99 
Pathologic M Stage, n (%)   0.45 
   M0 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.5%) 0.32 
   M1 217 (100.0%) 216 (99.5%) 0.85 
Complete Pathologic Response, n (%) 21 (21%) 20 (22%) 0.90 
Nodal upstaging, n (%)1 13 (13%) 15 (16%) 0.51 
Nodal downstaging from N2 to N0, n (%)2 12 (27.9%) 8 (20%) 0.40 
Nodal downstaging from N2 to N1 or N0, n 
(%)2 17 (39.5%) 13 (32.5%) 0.45 
Patients with lymph nodes examined, n (%) 210 (96.8%) 206 (94.9%) 0.34 
Lymph nodes examined, median (IQR) 17.0 (12.0, 24.0) 17.0 (11.0, 26.0) 0.98 
Surgical margins, n (%) 

  
0.65 

   No residual tumor 206 (94.9%) 201 (92.6%) 0.32 
   Residual tumor, not specified  5 (2.3%) 5 (2.3%) >.99 
   Microscopic residual tumor 4 (1.8%) 4 (1.8%) >.99 
   Macroscopic residual tumor 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.5%) >.99 
   Unknown or not evaluable 2 (0.9%) 6 (2.8%) 0.25 
Length of stay (days), median (IQR) 9.0 (7.0, 13.0) 9.0 (7.0, 13.0) 0.60 
30-day unplanned readmission 6 (2.8%) 8 (3.7%) 0.40 
30-day mortality, n (%) 1 (0.5%) 2 (0.9%) 0.88 
90-day mortality, n (%) 11 (5.1%) 8 (3.7%) 0.73 

 
1Denominator is the number with cN0 disease (chemoRT: n=59; chemoRT+I/O: n=61)  
2Denominator is the number with cN2 disease (chemoRT: n=43; chemoRT+I/O: n = 40) 
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Figure 1: Survival for Patients who Received Neoadjuvant ChemoRT or ChemoRT+I/O. (A) 
Overall survival analysis, excluding n=1827 and n=41 missing patients in chemoRT and 
chemoRT+I/O cohorts, respectively. (B) Propensity-matched overall survival analysis, excluding 
n=38 and n=39 missing patients in chemoRT and chemoRT+I/O cohorts, respectively. 
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