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Translational Relevance

The utility of gene expression signatures in breast cancer patients has been most clearly
demonstrated in the TAILORx, RXPONDER and MINDACT randomised clinical trials.
However, few older patients (>70 years) were included in these trials meaning that signature
utility in this patient group remains unclear. As such, we performed the first comprehensive
study comparing the prognostic performance of multiple clinically relevant gene expression
signatures in a single older breast cancer patient cohort. We show that in general gene
signatures provide independent prognostic information in All, ER+/LN+ and ER+/LN-
patients who are over the age of 70 years. These results support a potential role for signatures
in aiding treatment decisions in older breast cancer patients and indicate that further
investigation is warranted in prospective clinical study to elucidate their treatment predictive

value.
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ABSTRACT

Purpose: Gene signatures have been shown to add prognostic information beyond that of
routine clinico-pathological factors, however their utility in older breast cancer patients
remains unclear. As such, the aim of this study was to determine if gene signatures can
provide prognostic information that may aid treatment decisions for older breast cancer

patients.

Experimental design: Research versions of the genomic grade index (GGI), 70-gene, 21-
gene recurrence score (RS), cell cycle score (CCS), PAM50 Risk of Recurrence score -
Proliferation (ROR-P), and PAMS50 signatures were applied to 39 breast cancer datasets
totalling 9583 patients. After filtering based on age > 70 years, the presence of Estrogen
Receptor (ER) and survival information availability 871 patients remained. The prognostic
capacity of signatures was tested in all (n=871), ER-positive/lymph node-positive (ER+/LN+,
n=335) and ER-positive/lymph node-negative (ER+/LN-, n=374) patients using Kaplan-

Meier and multivariable Cox proportional hazard modeling.

Results: All gene signatures were statistically significant in Kaplan-Meier analysis of all and
ER+/LN+ patients (Log-rank P < 0.001). This significance remained in multivariable analysis
(Cox proportional hazards, P < 0.05). In ER+/LN- patients the GGI, 70-gene, CCS, ROR-P,
and PAM50 signatures were significant in Kaplan-Meier analysis (Log-rank P < 0.05) but
only the 70-gene, CCS, ROR-P, and PAM50 signatures remained so in multivariable analysis

(Cox proportional hazards, P < 0.05).

Conclusions: In general, we found that gene signatures provide prognostic information in
survival analyses of all, ER+/LN+ and ER+/LN- older (>70 years) breast cancer patients,

suggesting a potential role in aiding treatment decision in older patients.
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INTRODUCTION

Human life expectancy is predicted to increase globally by 4.4 years for both men and
women in the coming two decades(1). This will result in a larger population of older adults
and as cancer is generally a disease of aging, it is estimated that 60% of newly diagnosed
cancers in 2035 will come from adults aged 65+(2). Older cancer patients are however
typically underrepresented in clinical trials(3-6) and may also be undertreated relative to
younger patient populations(7,8). This implies that there is a lack of data on whether the tools
used to guide treatment decisions in younger (<70 years) cancer patients are also applicable

to older patient populations.

Treatment decisions in early breast cancer are based on tumour size, lymph node
involvement, stage and prognostic and predictive biomarkers including the estrogen,
progesterone and human epithelial growth factor 2 receptors (ER, PR and HER2) and
expression of the proliferation marker Ki67(9). A patient’s age is also recommended to be
taken into consideration under the provision that it should not be used as a reason to withhold
specific treatments(9). This is in line with data from the Early Breast Cancer Trialists
Collaborative Group (EBTCG) showing that the relative benefit from chemotherapy is
independent of age(10), and international treatment guidelines for older breast cancer patients
(>70 years) which state that endocrine treatment should be offered to postmenopausal women
irrespective of age(11). It is important to note however that treatments should only be offered

after an initial screening assessment for frailty(11).

In addition to routine pathological staging and clinical biomarkers, recent years have
also seen an increase in the use of multigene signatures to aid in risk stratification of early
breast cancer patients. The signature field is most mature in breast cancer with the 21-gene

recurrence score (RS) and 70-gene signatures demonstrating prognostic capacity in large
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scale randomized clinical trials(12—-14). Moreover, these signatures along with others can be
used to guide treatment decisions primarily in postmenopausal early breast cancer patients
with node negative or positive (1-3 nodes) invasive tumours(15). The use of gene signatures
in older breast cancer patients remains controversial however as there is currently insufficient
evidence to support their use(11). As such, we aimed to perform the first comprehensive
comparison of the additional prognostic capacity of clinically relevant breast cancer gene
signatures beyond that of routine biomarkers in a single older breast cancer cohort.
Specifically, we apply the genomic grade index (GGI), 70-gene, 21-gene recurrence score
(RS), cell cycle score (CCS), PAM50 Risk of Recurrence score - Proliferation (ROR-P), and

PAM50 signatures to 39 open access breast cancer datasets with a combined total of 871

patients aged 70 years or older.

PATIENTS AND METHODS

Cohort description

The data for this study was extracted from the R package MetaGxBreast(16), a gene
expression database of 39 open access breast cancer datasets with manually-curated and
standardized clinical, pathological, survival, and treatment metadata for breast cancer
totalling 9583 patients. After first selecting patients who were aged 70 years or older (n =
1399), samples were subsequently excluded on the basis of: lacking information on ER status
(n = 62), lacking survival information (n = 323), or insufficient coverage of gene signature
genes (n = 143, further described below), 871 patients remained in total (see CONSORT
diagram in Figure 1). We further stratified these patients into clinically relevant subgroups of
ER+/LN+ (N = 374) and ER+/LN- (N = 335) to analyse the prognostic capacity of gene

signatures taking ER and lymph node statuses into account. Information regarding the
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number of positive lymph nodes was not available. Importantly, in this study we define older
patients as those over the age of 69 years, in line with previous publications(17-21) and
randomized clinical trials(22,23). In order to compare older patients to a younger
postmenopausal breast cancer patient population we also selected ER+/LN- patients between
55 and 65 years of age (N = 478, labelled as “55 - 65” in subsequent analyses). This 5-year

gap between 65 and 70 years was selected to have a clear separation by age and the 10 year

interval was chosen in order to obtain a large enough cohort for comparison.

Gene expression signatures

Research versions of the Genomic Grade Index (GGI)(24), 70 gene(25), 21-gene recurrence
score (RS)(26), Cell Cycle Score (CCS)(27) PAM50 Risk of Recurrence score -
Proliferation (ROR-P), and Prediction Analysis of Microarray 50 (PAM50)(28), were applied
on an individual dataset basis to each of the 39 MetaGxBreast studies as described in the
original publications. Signature classifications were subsequently pooled with clinical data
for statistical analysis. For GGI, tumour grade was not available for all patients (missing in
38%), as such, we used a variation of the tool to compute the tumour grade(29) and then ran
the conventional research version of GGI. The original RS signature cutoffs (Low < 18,
Intermediate 18 - 31, High > 31) were used throughout the study, however the updated
cutoffs from the TAILORX clinical trial (Low < 10, Intermediate 11 - 25, High > 26) were
also assessed for the sake of completeness, as specified in the results section. PAM50 and
ROR-P work accurately if the dataset is ER status-balanced(30) and therefore we used Monte
Carlo sampling to have equal proportions of ER+ and ER- patients. We sampled 100 subsets
to compute the median of expression of the probes for centering the data(31). The gene
signatures were chosen owing to their relevance in randomized clinical trials such as

MINDACT(13), ASTER70(22), TAILORX(32) and also in real world evaluation(33).
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Gene expression and gene mapping

Gene expression data extracted from MetaGxBreast comes pre-processed and normalized, a
detailed description of this can be found in the original publication(16). Probe to gene
mapping was achieved by merging annotation sources from MetaGxBreast, supplementary
files from the original signature publications and Bioconductor 3.15 in R. Probes mapping to
the same gene were combined by averaging their expression values. MetaGxBreast combines
datasets from different gene expression array platforms, the majority of which are
Affymetrix. This means that all genes are not found in all datasets. The 70-gene signature is
derived on an Agilent array platform, and approximately 75% of the signature’s genes are
mappable to the Affymetrix platform. For this reason, we excluded datasets if less than 75%
of the 70-gene signature probes were present and similarly if any non-reference genes for the
RS were absent. Consequently, the average gene coverage for GGI was 100%, 98% for

PAM50, 89% for the 70-gene signature, 100% for RS, and 97% for CCS.

Statistical analysis

Kaplan—Meier and multivariable Cox proportional hazard analyses were used to assess older
patient survival in the context of gene expression signature subgroups. The latter was
adjusted for ER status, lymph node status, tumour grade, tumour size and whether the
patients had received hormonal therapy or not. We did not adjust for treatment with
chemotherapy as few patients received it (N = 50). These methodologies were applied to All
patients as well the subgroups of ER+/LN- and ER+/LN+ patients. Subgroups were adjusted
for tumour size, grade, and hormonal therapy only. The clinical endpoint used was
Recurrence Free Survival (RFS) defined as the time from date of curative surgery to the time
recurrence (distant metastatic events and loco-regional recurrences). RFS was censored at 10

years and the median follow-up time was 6.2 years. MetaGxBreast does not provide RFS data
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for METABRIC, so this information was instead extracted from the supplementary data of
Rueda et al.(34). The likelihood ratio (LR) and the concordance index (c-index) were
computed using univariable models as a measure of signature prognostic capacity. For
determination of the additional prognostic capacity of signatures beyond clinico-pathological
markers we calculated the delta likelihood ratio (ALR) by comparing the LR of a
multivariable model that included the adjustment variables noted above with and without the
gene expression signature. To assess if there was any statistical difference in the classification
of patients by gene signatures between younger postmenopausal patients (between 55 and 65
years of age) and older patients, we performed Chi-squared tests. Tests used are indicated in

table legends. All statistical tests were two-sided and a significance level o of 5 % was used.

All statistical analyses were performed using R statistical software version 4.1.2.

Data availability

The data used in this study are publicly available on MetaGxBreast package in R
(https://bioconductor.org/packages/release/data/experiment/html/MetaGxBreast.html). R-
code to reproduce the results of this study are publicly available at

https://bitbucket.org/tobingroup/elderly

RESULTS

Cohort clinico-pathological characteristics and gene signature distribution

In order to assess the prognostic capacity of gene expression signatures in older (> 70 years)
breast cancer patients, we applied research versions of the GGI, 70 gene, RS, CCS, ROR-P,
and PAMS0 signatures to expression array data from 39 open access breast cancer datasets
individually. Signature classifications and clinico-pathological variables were then merged

into a single dataset. After limiting the cohort to an older population only and filtering on the
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basis of exclusion criteria (see methods), 871 patients remained (CONSORT diagram, Figure
1). The median age of these patients was 75 years old (range 70 to 96) and as expected, a
decrease in age frequency is readily apparent as patients tend towards the upper age range
(Supplementary Figure 1). Clinico-pathological characteristics for these patients are shown in
Table 1. The majority of patients were ER-positive (87%), PR-positive (47%) and HER2-
negative (65%, Table 1, PR and HER2 status unknown in 23 and 27% of patients,
respectively). Half of all patients were negative for lymph node metastases and the majority
of tumours were of larger size (69% >2 cm) and intermediate or high grade (81%). 57% of
patients received hormonal therapy but few received chemotherapy (<6%), as anticipated
given that many of the datasets used in this study are from cohorts assembled before the
2000s where treatments were less standardized. The number of patients categorized into
subgroups on the basis of gene expression signatures is shown in Supplementary Table 1.
Binary signatures demonstrated an approximate even split into grouping patients into low and
high-risk groups (see GGI and 70-gene, Supplementary Table 1). Signatures with three levels
(RS, CCS and ROR-P) classified the majority of patients into intermediate and high-risk

groups and PAMSO0 classified 74% of patients into luminal A or B subtypes, in line with the

high level of ER-positive patients in the cohort.

Gene signatures provide independent prognostic information for older breast cancer

patients

We next assessed the prognostic capacity of the GGI, 70-gene, RS, CCS, ROR-P, and
PAMS50 gene signatures in All (N = 871), ER+/LN+ (N = 335), and ER+/LN- patients (N =
374) using Kaplan-Meier analysis. All signatures provided prognostic information in All and
ER+/LN+ patients (log-rank test, P < 0.05, Figure 1 and Supplementary Figure 2). In the

ER+/LN- subgroup, the GGI, 70-gene, CCS, ROR-P and PAM50 signatures show statistical
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significance (log-rank test, P < 0.05, Supplementary Figure 3) with a non-significant trend
observed for RS(log-rank test, P = 0.068, Supplementary Figure 3). In general, statistical
significance remained in multivariable Cox proportional hazards analyses for all signatures in
All and ER+/LN+ subgroups after adjusting for tumour size, tumour grade, ER status, lymph
node status, and whether the patient received hormonal therapy or not (Cox proportional
hazards modeling, P < 0.05 vs. signature reference group. Table 2). In ER+/LN- patients
however, only the 70-gene, CCS, ROR-P and PAMS50 signatures remained statistically
significant in the same analysis (Table 2). Of note, we also analyzed ER+/LN-/HER2-
patients and we observed similar trends (Supplementary Table 2) as for ER+/LN- patients but
only the 70-gene signature and PAMS50 showed statistically significant independent
prognostic information (P = 0.02 for 70-gene high vs. low risk and P = 0.03 for PAM50
Luminal B vs Luminal A). We also applied Likelihood ratio statistics to assess the additional
prognostic capacity of signatures beyond routine clinico-pathological markers. The largest
ALRs were found for the RS, CCS and ROR-P signatures in All (ALR = 14.11, 16.97, and
22.42) and ER+/LN+ (ALR = 13.6, 13.2 and 13.88) patients, respectively (LR-test, P < 0.01,
Supplementary Table 3). Lower ALRs were found for signatures in ER+/LN- patients (ALR

= 5.88, 6.47 and 5.49 for the 70 gene, CCS and ROR-P signatures respectively, LR-test, P <

0.05, Supplementary Table 3).

Differences in signature risk stratification in comparison to a younger postmenopausal

patient cohort

The clinical utility of gene signatures is most frequently discussed in relation to ER+/LN-
postmenopausal breast cancer patients, however in our analysis all signatures showed reduced
prognostic capacity (ALR) in this patient subgroup. To understand if there are differences in

signature prognostic capacity between an older ER+/LN- patient cohort and a younger
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postmenopausal ER+/LN- cohort, we ran the same analyses but this time selecting ER+/LN-
patients between 55 and 65 years old (N = 478). Patient characteristics for this subgroup are
shown in Supplementary Table 4. We found that all gene signatures except PAM50 provided
independent prognostic information in ER+/LN- patients aged 55-65 years old
(Supplementary Table 5) and that the additional prognostic capacity of signatures beyond
routine clinico-pathological markers were in general higher in this younger subgroup relative
to older (> 70 years) ER+/LN- breast cancer patients (55-65 vs >70, ALR; GGI: 6.23 vs 1.43;
70-gene: 10.11 vs 5.88; RS: 6.59 vs 2.14; CCS: 8.93 vs 6.47; ROR-P: 12.25 vs 5.49; PAMS50:
6.90 vs 8.37, Supplementary Tables 3 and 5). Of note, we also tested the TAILORx RS
cutoffs in the same subgroups (55-65 and >70 ER+/LN- patients) but found it to perform

worse than the original RS cutoffs — it did not provide independent prognostic information in

either subgroup (data not shown).

To assess whether the generally higher LRs in 55-65 year olds could be owing to a
difference in signature risk stratification (assignment of tumours into signature subgroups) we
also compared signature subgroup composition between older and younger ER+/LN-
patients. We found that only the ROR-P signature showed a statistically significant difference
in risk stratification between these two groups (Chi-square test, P = 0.003, Supplementary
Table 6). This suggests that the difference in signature prognostic capacity between older and
younger patients is unlikely to be related to signature stratification and may point to a need
for re-optimization of signatures and their prognostic cutoffs in older breast cancer

populations.

DISCUSSION
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In this study we assessed the prognostic capacity of six gene expressions signatures in a
cohort of 871 older (>70 years) breast cancer patients. We found that all gene signatures
provided independent prognostic information in All and ER+/LN+ patients. In ER+/LN-
patients the 70-gene, CCS, ROR-P and PAMS50 signatures remained statistically significant
after adjusting for routine clinico-pathological variables. LR statistics showed lower
additional prognostic capacity of signatures beyond these routine variables in ER+/LN-
patients relative to All and ER+/LN+ patients. Further comparison of older ER+/LN- patients

to a postmenopausal ER+/LN- cohort of younger age (55-65) showed higher signature ALR

values in the younger cohort despite similar signature subgroup stratification in both groups.

To our knowledge, this is the first comprehensive study comparing the prognostic
performance of multiple clinically relevant gene expression signatures in a single older breast
cancer patient cohort. Previous or ongoing studies have however focused on the prognostic
and treatment predictive capacity of individual signatures in older breast cancer patients.
Similarly, to our findings, the ASTER 70s randomized phase Il clinical trial also
demonstrated that GGI is prognostic in older (>70 years) breast cancer patients(35). The trial
did not however find a statistically significant overall survival benefit with the addition of
chemotherapy to endocrine therapy after surgery in ER+/HER2- patients whose tumours were
classified as GGI high (GG3)(35). A recent study of the 70-gene signature in 89 older
patients showed no statistical difference from the MINDACT clinical trial implying that this
signature could also be applied to older breast cancer patients(36). Furthermore, in a study
with 418 older patients above 70, Noordhoek et al. found that patients with high clinical risk
based on the St. Gallen risk classification, but classified as ultra-low risk by the 70-gene
signature, had excellent prognosis(37). Regarding RS, lles et al. showed a decline in its usage
with increasing age and a higher prevalence of low-risk classifications in patients above 70

years 0ld(38). ER+/LN-/HER2- patients derive low or no benefit from chemotherapy if a
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tumour is classified as RS low(32) and in line with this, Barni et al. found a 38% relative
reduction of chemotherapy usage in 230 older patients on the basis of RS(39). Whilst the
above studies focus on de-escalation, age alone should not be a contraindication for
chemotherapy usage(40-42). This implies that running gene signatures on older breast cancer
patients could also identify those who would benefit from chemotherapy treatment but may
not in the past have been treated owing to advanced age. RS has proved useful for escalation
of chemotherapy in older patients, with a treatment decision change of 18.6% mainly from
no-chemotherapy to chemotherapy in a cohort of 237 patients(43). Interestingly, in our study
gene expression signatures classified between 25 and 53% of all tumours into high-risk

groups however, only 6% of the patients received chemotherapy, none of whom were

ER+/LN-.

Breast cancer clinical oncology guidelines support the use of the 70-gene
(commercially MammaPrint) and RS (OncotypeDx) signatures to guide endocrine or
chemotherapy treatment decisions in postmenopausal ER+/LN-/HER2- patients (or with 1-3
positive lymph nodes) and PAMS50 (Prosigna) in postmenopausal ER+/LN-/HER2-
patients(9,15). In our study, the 70-gene and PAMS50 signatures provided independent
prognostic information in ER+/LN- older patients (N = 374) and showed similar trends in
ER+/LN-/HER2- patients (P < 0.05, N = 222). However, we did note that the additional
prognostic capacity of signatures beyond routine clinico-pathological markers was reduced in
our older ER+/LN- patient cohort relative to those aged 55-65. The reason for this is not
readily apparent but one potential concern is that the cutoffs for signature classification into
prognostic groups were optimized on a younger patient population and may need to be re-
optimised/changed for application to an older cohort. Related to this, Jezequel et al. noted a
difference in the proportions of patients classified into good/poor prognosis groups by GGlI,

70-gene and RS when comparing the age groups <40, 40-70, and >70(44). Similarly, Kruijf et
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al. found differences in PAM50 subtype proportions and weaker signature prognostic
capacity in older patients (>65) when compared to a younger (<65) patient population(45). In
addition, an increase in the proportion of tumours classified as luminal subtypes and a
decrease in basal-like subtypes has also been previously reported in older patients(44-46).
Taken together, these studies imply that biomarkers and cutpoints used in younger
postmenopausal breast cancer population might not be directly transferable to older patients
without modification. In the current study only the ROR-P signatures showed a statistically
significant difference in risk stratification when comparing older vs. younger postmenopausal
patients (Supplementary Table 6), but non-significant trends were noted for GGI and PAM50.
As such these differences are unlikely to explain the reduced additional prognostic capacity
of signatures in ER+/LN- older patients and this reduction could be owing to a difference in
the biology of tumours from older populations. This is also supported by one study showing
that luminal B tumours from patients over the age of 70 years were less aggressive than those

from younger age groups and that this was related to differences in pathways for iron

metabolism, mitochondrial oxidative phosphorylation and reactive stroma(44).

The strengths of our study are as follows. First, we provide a comprehensive analysis
of the prognostic capacity of six gene expression signatures in an older breast cancer patient
cohort with a median age of 75.4 years old (52% of patients were over the age of 75). This is
notable as no patients above the age of 75 were included in the TAILORx or MINDACT
clinical trials and only 12% of patients were above 70 years old in the RxPONDER trial(14),
despite 30% of the breast cancer diagnosis occurring in patients above 70(47). Second, we
assess the additional prognostic capacity of these signatures beyond routine clinico-
pathological biomarkers - something that is currently lacking in published literature. There
are also some limitations to this study. First, no clear definition of what constitutes a patient

as “older” is routinely applied in a clinical setting. Even though we defined this as patients
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>70 years of age, the usage of chronological age may ignore the diverse ways that time
affects individuals. Since cancer is a disease of aging(48), a better definition of older could be
obtained using the biological age which takes multiple biological and physiological
developmental factors including genetics, lifestyle, diet and comorbidities(49). Related to
this, a second limitation is that we did not adjust our analyses for patient frailty which is
known to negatively impact prognosis(50), owing to no data on this being available for this
metric. Third, clinical survival endpoints were not identical across the 39 independent
datasets we assessed; therefore, we combined two different end points (RFS and DMFS) into
a single survival metric. Of note, we chose not to use an overall survival (OS) endpoint owing
to potential competing causes of death. Fourth, we relied on the research versions of gene-
expression signatures in place of their commercial implementations, fifth, we lack patient
numbers to assess the treatment predictive value of these signature and sixth the CCS risk
stratification cutoffs were derived from the METABRIC dataset which is included in our

study. Whilst we have never optimized the CCS cutoffs for prognostic capacity, there is still

the potential for an overfit bias that could possibly impact our results for this signature only.

In conclusion, we show that gene expression signatures provide independent
prognostic information in All, ER+/LN+ and ER+/LN- patients who are over the age of 70
years, supporting the rationale of the ASTER70s clinical trial. These results suggest a
potential role for gene expression signatures in aiding treatment decisions in older breast
cancer patients and indicate that further investigation is warranted in prospective clinical

study to elucidate their treatment predictive value.
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Table 1: Clinico-pathological characteristics of the older breast cancer cohort.

All Patients (N = 871)

Number Percent

Primary tumour characteristics
Estrogen receptor status

Positive 744 87.22

Negative 109 12.78
Progesterone receptor status

Positive 410 47.1

Negative 265 30.4

Unknown 196 22.50
HER2

Positive 71 8.2

Negative 566 64.9

Unknown 234 26.9
Nodal status

Negative 441 50.6

Positive 366 42.1

Unknown 64 7.3
Elston-Ellis tumour grade

1 96 11.0

2 387 44.4

3 323 37.1

Unknown 65 7.5
Tumour size (cm)

<2 212 24.3

>2 604 69.3

Unknown 55 6.4
Treatment

Chemotherapy 35 4

Hormonal Therapy 481 55.2

Chemo + Hormonal Therapy 16 1.8

Untreated 264 30.4

Unknown 75 8.6
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Table 2: Multivariable analysis for gene signatures in All, ER+/LN+ and ER+/LN- older patients.

All patients (N = 871)?

ER+/LN+ patients (N = 335)°

ER+/LN- patients (N = 374)°

Signature

Genomic grade index

GG1
GG3
70-gene
Low risk
High risk
Recurrence score
Low risk
Intermediate risk
High risk

Cell cycle score
Low
Intermediate
High

ROR-P
Low proliferation
Int. proliferation
High proliferation

PAM50
Luminal A
Luminal B
Her2-enriched
Basal-like
Normal-like

N(%) HR(95%Cl) P N (%)

453 (52) 1 () - 169 (50)
418 (48)15(1.1-2) 0.01 166 (50)
479 (55) 1 (-) - 186 (55)
392 (45) 1.7 (1.3 - 2.3) < 0.001 149 (45)
199 (23) 1 (-) - 75 (23)

211 (24)12(0.8-2) 041 98(29)

461 (53)2 (1.3-3.1) 0.001 162 (48)
329 (38) 1 () 118 (35)
283 (32) 1.7 (1.2 - 2.5) 0.005 128 (38)

259 (30) 2.3 (1.5 - 3.5) <0.00189 (27)

196 (22) 1 (-) - 74 (22)
467 (54) 1.4 (0.9-2.2) 0.11 185 (55)
208 (24) 2.9 (1.8 - 4.7) <0.00176 (23)

400 (46) 1 (-) - 160 (48)
241 (28) 1.6 (1.1-2.2) 0.01 113(34)
83(9) 1.9(1.1-3.1) 0.01 30(9)
84 (10) 1.1(0.5-2.3) 0.80 12 (3)
63(7) 0.9(0.5-17) 0.73 20 (6)

NOTE: Bold values indicate P < 0.05.
aAdjusted for tumour size, tumour grade, estrogen receptor status, lymph node status, and hormonal therapy.

b

Adjusted for tumour size, tumour grade, and hormonal therapy.

HR (95% Cl)

1()
1.7 (1.1-2.6)

1()
16 (1.1-25)

1()
1.2(0.7-2.3)
2.4 (14 -4.3)

1()
1.7 (1-2.8)
2.7(1.6-4.7)

1()
1.6 (0.9 -2.9)
3.1(1.6-6)

1()
1.4(0.9-2.1)
1.8(1-3.5)
27(1-7)
0.7 (0.2 - 1.9)

P N (%)

- 204 (63) 1 (-)
0.01 140 (37) 1.4 (0.8 - 2.4)

- 249 (67) 1 (-)
0.02 125(33) 1.9 (1.2 - 3.3)
106 (28) 1 (-)
102 (27) 1.2 (0.6 - 2.6)
166 (45) 1.6 (0.8 - 3.1)

0.51
0.002

- 166 (44) 1 (-)
0.04 130(35) 2 (1-3.7)
<0.00178 (21) 2.2 (1.1-4.4)

- 108 (29) 1 (-)
0.12 213 (57) 1.3 (0.7 - 2.5)
<0.00153 (14) 2.5 (1.1-5.5)

- 210 (56) 1 (-)

0.16 103 (28) 2 (1.1- 3.5)
006 20(5) 1.8(0.6-4.8)
004 11(3) 0.4(0.1-3.3)
044 30(8) 1(0.3-2.8)

HR (95% CI) P

0.22

0.01

0.62
0.21

0.04
0.02

0.48
0.03

0.01
0.28
0.43
0.98
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Number of patients

N = 9583

Exclusion criteria:

kAge < 70 (n = 8184)

Number of patients

N = 1399

Exclusion criteria:

No ER status (n = 62)
No survival end point (n = 323)

)

Number of patients

N =1014

Exclusion criteria:

Missing gene signature genes*:

D

I

Oncotype < 100%
Mammaprint < 75%

—

Y

Number of patients

N =871

Figure 1: Consort diagram of older breast cancer patient selection from the 39 datasets in the
MetaGxBreast database. Patients were excluded owing to lacking information on ER, being
under the age of 70 years old, lacking survival information or having insufficient coverage of

gene signature genes. * See methods for a full description.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.02.14.23285920
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.02.14.23285920; this version posted February 16, 2023. The copyright holder for this
preprint (which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

perpetuity.

1.00 Gal 1.00 70-gene
2075 2075
3 i)
[ [
Qo o
o <]
a 0.50 S 0.50
© ©
2 2
2 <
@ 0.25 @ 025
Log-rank Grade Log-rank Risk
p < 0.0001 — GG p < 0.0001 — Low
0.00 - GG3 0.00 — High
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10
Time in years Time in years
Number at risk Number at risk
X = |453 400 337 265 184 117 x = |479 427 361 281 199 128
X = [418 330 246 188 139 92 ¥ = |392 303 222 172 124 81
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10
Time in years Time in years
1.00 RS 1.00 cCs
2075 2075
3 3
© [
8 S
& 0.50 & 0.50
T ©
> 2
3 g
? 025 Risk @ 0.25 Risk
Log-rank - Low Log-rank — Low
p < 0.0001 - H.‘erzmed'ate p < 0.0001 — Intermediate
0.00 9 0.00 — High
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10
Time in years Time in years
Number at risk Number at risk
~ 7 101 93 71 58 42 ~ 329 298 256 199 137 91
2 == 1220 197 162 131 90 57 8 == 1283 243 196 156 115 79
O = |53 432 328 251 175 110 0 =259 189 131 98 71 39
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10
Time in years Time in years
1.00 RORP 1.0 PAMS50
1
2075 20.751
3 3
[ ®
Qo Q
<] o
S 0.50 4 0.50
g K
3 = Subtype
B 0.25 Risk @ 0.25 - Il:um/é
um
Log-rank Ci C;W diat Log-rank — Her2-enriched
— Intermediate < 0.0001 Basal-like
0.00{ P <0.0001 — High 000 P — Normal-like
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10
Time in years Time in years
Number at risk Number at risk
— Q —
™ |19 175 158 123 &7 61 8= 400 355 304 231 166 105
5 467 405 323 249 183 116 B 83 60 41 34 23 16
208 150 102 81 53 32 a=—15 9 b 3 5 1
0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10

Time in years

Time in years

Figure 2: Kaplan-Meier analysis of gene expression signatures in All patients of the older
cohort. (a) Genomic Grade Index (GGI) (b) 70-gene (c) Recurrence score (RS) (d) Cell-cycle
(CCS) (e) PAM5S0 Risk of Recurrence score - Proliferation (ROR-P) (f) Prediction Analysis

of Microarray 50 (PAM50).
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