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Supplementary Figure S1. Demographic and prognostic differences between the Miller, van de Vijver and UCSF
cohorts. The three cohorts had significant differences in their (A) ER status, (B) LN status and (C) age distributions as
well as in the prognostic power of LN status (D). Chi-square (A-C) and univariate Cox regression p-values (D) are
provided as well as 95% confidence intervals (95%Cl, whiskers in D) for the respective hazard ratios (HR).



