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Unfortunately, in the original publication of the article,
there were several typos and errors in the text, figures and
tables. The authors apologize for these errors. The cor-
rected content is given below. The correct Table 1 of
Electronic Supplementary Material is also provided in the
link below.

1.

Abstract: “To present a systemic...” should be “To
present a systematic ...”
Introduction (P2, Linel), “The May model...” should
be “The Mayo model...”

The online version of the original article can be found under
doi:10.1007/s10549-012-2360-6.

Electronic supplementary material The online version of this
article (doi:10.1007/s10549-013-2512-3) contains supplementary
material, which is available to authorized users.
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Method (P2, 2nd and 3rd paragraph), “(((((non-sentinel
[Title/Abstract]) OR non-sentinel[Title/Abstract])...”
should be “(((((non-sentinel[Title/Abstract]) OR nonsen-
tinel[ Title/Abstract])...”

Results, third line: “and 35 studies were included...”
should be “and studies from 35 references were
included...”

In Fig. 1, the number “155” should be “146”.

In Figs. 2, 4, 6a and 7, the corrected data were
incorporated and given below.
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Fig. 2 Forest plots of the
Cambridge model validated in
eight studies
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Number ofPts w/

study Country patients NSLN + OCRs (95% ClI)

Pal{2007) UK 118 40 —0—!— 3.10 (1.52, 6.34)
Gur(2009) UsSA 319 107 —_— 3.80 (2.31, 5.62)
Sanjuan{2010) Spain 114 AN —p—— 290 (1.33,6.33)
Lombardi(2011) Italy 129 53 —_— 5.50 (2.79, 10.85
Coutant(2009) France 581 147 | —— .50 (4.28, 9.69)
Dauphine(200€) USA 28 23 4 - 2.30 (0.76, 7.00)
Hessman{2011) Portland 123 52 —— 4.10 (2.08, 8.07)
Poirier(2008) Canada 209 es —_—— 3.20 (1.89, 5.77)
Tan(2011) Singapore 110 50 —_— 3.40 (1.70, .79)
Houvenaeghel(2011) France 484 85 —— 2.10 (1.29, 3.42)
Eredita(2010) Italy 95 50 — 4.10 (1.98, 8.58)
Eredita(2011) Italy 103 53 _— 2.90 (1.92, 7.93)
Kohrt(2008) USA 7 24 ——— 2.10 (0.87, 5.05)
Kohrt(2008) USA 171 73 —_—_— 8.00 (3.29, 10.93
Hoven(2010) Netherland 168 58 —_—— 3.10 (1.71, 5.63)
Zgajnar(2007) Slovenia 126 59 . LR 4.00 (2.09, 7.68)
Zgajnar(2007) Slovenia 41 12 — 2.70 (0.77. 9.51)
Zgajnar(2007) Slovenia 109 25 — 5.30 (2.09, 13.41
Scow(2009) USA 484 202 —_— 4.80 (3.37,6.83)
Cho(2008) Korea 82 39 —l—a%— 690(293 16.27
Fougo(2011) Portugal 143 66 —_— 3.30 (1.81,6.02)
Fougo{2011) Portugal 938 42 ———— 2.90 (1.40, 5.99)
Chen{2011) China 159 81 —— 2.40 (1.28, 4.17)
Van Zes(20032) usa 702 284 ——— £.50 (4.08, 7.45)
Van Zee(2003) USA 272 154 —— 6.00 (3.98, 9.04)
Lambert(2007) USA 141 41 _—— 3.20 (1.85, 6.81)
Parmra{2009) USA 182 57 —_— 3.90(2.12, 7.17)
Parra(2009) USA 182 57 —_— 4.90 (2.862, 9.17)
M. Klar(2008) German 98 37 e — 1.60 (0.78, 3.29)
Orsoni(2011) France 72 10 -+ 1.90 (0.55, 6.51)
Cripe{2008) USA 92 45 :—-0-—, 9.40 (4.08, 21.79
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Hidar(2011) Tunisia 87 59 e — 4.40 (2.00, 9.68)
Alran{2007) France 588 159 —_— 4.20 (2.93,6.03)
Sasada(2011) Japan 118 53 —_—— 4.40(2.21,8.77)
Moghaddam(2010) UK 108 53 —_— 2.20 (1.13, 4.29)
Ponzone{2007) Italy 186 85 ———— 3.80(2.13,8.77)
Berrang(2012) Canadsa 673 238 ——— 3.60 (2.68, 4.87)
Overall (l-squared = 20.0%, p = 0.042) - 3.98 (3.64, 4.35)
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Fig. 4 Forest plots of the MSKCC model validated in 39 studies
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Fig. 6 Forest plots of the
Tenon model validated in a 14
studies. The Berrang (2012)
study has been added into the
subgroup analysis
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A
MNumber ofPts w/

study Country patients MNSLM + ORs (95% Cl)
SLN micrometastasis rate <=30% :

Gur(2009) USA 319 107 —— 3.30(2.13,5.12)
Sanjuan(2010) Spain 114 k3| —_— 3.60 (1.62, 8.02)
Dauphine(2006) USA 39 23 - 3.10 (1.01, 9.52)
Tan(2011) Singapore 110 50 —_— 3.70 (1.85, 7.41)
Eredita(2010) Italy 95 50 —_— 5.30 (2.49, 11.30
Eredita(2011) Italy 103 53 —_—— 5.50 (2.65, 11.43
Chen(2011) China 159 81 —_— 2.70 (1.55, 4.70)
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Fig. 7 Forest plots of the A

Stanford model validated in Number of Pts w/

a 12 and b 14 studies. The Berrang(2012) Country patients  NSLN + ORs (95% Cl)
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Table 2 Summary of the pooled ORs and their corresponding AUCs of each models

Models No. of  Heterogeneity test Combined odds ratio Converted AUC Heterogeneity
studies > between
X af P OR 95 % CI AUC 95 % CI subgroups, P
Cambridge 8 8.03 7 0.33 4.14 3.48-4.93 0.72 0.70-0.75
MDA 4 2.14 3 0.54 3.69 2.79-4.89 0.71 0.67-0.74
MSKCC 39 5432 38 0.04 3.98 3.64-4.35 0.72 0.70-0.73
Mayo 6 15.12 5 0.01 4.33 3.22-5.82 0.73 0.69-0.77
Mayo without Berrang (2012) 5 4.24 4 0.26 5.10 4.21-6.18 0.75 0.72-0.77
Tenon 15 38.50 14 <0.01 4.07 3.17-5.21 0.72 0.68-0.75
Subgroup analysis
NSLNs positivity rate < 35% 6 32.59 5 <0.01 4.30 2.51-7.39 0.73 0.65-0.79 0.74
NSLNSs positivity rate > 35% 9 5.80 8 0.67 3.58 2.95-4.34 0.70 0.67-0.73
Tenon 14 3786 13 <0.01 3.63 3.17-4.16 0.70 0.68-0.72
Subgroup analysis
SLN micrometastasis rate < 30% 9 7.48 8 0.49 3.06 2.62-3.57 0.68 0.66-0.70  <0.01
SLN micrometastasis rate > 30% 5 9.62 4 0.05 6.45 4.87-8.56 0.78 0.74-0.81
Stanford 14 4239 13 <0.01 3.26 2.54-4.17 0.69 0.65-0.72
Subgroup analysis
NSLNs positivity rate < 35% 5 4.81 4 0.31 3.12 2.41-4.05 0.68 0.64-0.72 0.83
NSLNSs positivity rate > 35% 9 37.53 8 <0.01 3.35 2.35-4.78 0.69 0.64-0.74
Stanford 12 2462 11 0.01 2.89 2.53-3.3 0.67 0.65-0.69
Subgroup analysis
SLN micrometastasis rate < 30% 5 6.86 4 0.14 2.29 1.93-2.75 0.64 0.61-0.66 <0.01
SLN micrometastasis rate > 30% 7 4.17 6 0.654  3.78 3.11-4.59 0.71 0.68-0.74
SLN sentinel lymph node, AUC area under the curve, CI confidential interval, df degree of freedom
Table. 3 Meta-regression for Tenon and Stanford models
Model No. of studies  Covariate factors Exp (b) Std. Err. P 95 % CI
Tenon 14 SLNs tumor burden (Micrometastasis rate > 30 % vs. <30 %) 1.91 0.39 <0.01 1.22-2.99
15 NSLNs tumor burden (NSLN positivity rate >35 % vs. <35 %)  0.90 0.23 0.68  0.52-1.56
Stanford 12 SLNs tumor burden (Micrometastasis rate >30 % vs. <30 %) 1.65 0.23 <0.01 1.20-2.26
14 NSLNs tumor burden (NSLN positivity rate >35 % vs. <35 %)  1.06 0.31 0.84  0.56-2.02
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