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6.1

6.1.1
9 900 1070
203 0-10 8 0.9 11-20 15 1.7
21-30 42 4.8 31-40 91 10.5 41-50 166 19.1 51-60
137 15.8 61-70 181 20.9 71-80 179 20.6 81
48 5.5 Figure 1, Tablel
200 19% 21% 21%
150 16%
100 10%
50 5% 6%
1% 2%
— [
0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 71-80 81-over
Figure 1
0-10 | 11-20 | 21-30 | 31-40 | 41-50 | 51-60 | 61-70 | 71-80 | 81-over
N 8 15 42 91 166 137 181 179 48 867
% |0.9% | 1.7% | 4.8% | 10.5% | 19.1% | 15.8% | 20.9% | 20.6% | 5.5%
Table 1
6.1.2
208 450 47.8 412 52.2 Figure
2, Table 2
500 52% 48% F M
400 N 450 | 412 | 862
300
o8 52.2% | 47.8%
100 Table 2
F M
Figure 2
6.1.3
258 24.1 240 22.4 97 9.1
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6.1.4

biopsy 716 66.9 small surgery (EMR/ESD) 97 9.1
needle biopsy 68 6.4 excision biopsy 67 6.3 surgery 54 5.0
curettage 29 2.7 polypectomy 20 1.9 aspiration 17 1.6
others 2 0.2 Figure 4, Table 4
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% 66.9% 9.1% 6.4% 6.3% 5.0% 2.7% 1.9% 1.6% 0.2%
Table 4
6.1.5
(Benign) 839 78.4 (Malignant) 199 18.6
(Indeterminate) 32 3.0 Figure 5, Table 5
78%
800
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200 19%
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6.1.6

(Non-neoplastic) 596 55.7 (Neoplastic) 438
40.9% (Indeterminate) 36 3.4 Figure 6, Table 6
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6.1.7
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50 4 0.6 Figure 7, Table 7
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500
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300
200 -
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Figure 7
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6.1.8 WS1

620 550
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89.7 64 10.3 Figure 8, Table
8
600 90%
500
400 Focus
20 N 556 64 620
200
100 T0o 89.7% 10.3%
U JA Table 8 WSI
Figure 8 WSl
6.1.9
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10 1.6 Figure 9, Table 9
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500
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100 14% Table 9
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6.2
6.2.1

Concordance 1023

Minor discrepancy 37

95.6
3.5

Major

discrepancy 9 0.9 FigurelO, TablelO
T 96%
o0 Minor Major
jzz Concordance discrepancy discrepancy
200 N 1023 38 9 1070
3%§ 5 95.6% 3.6% 0.8%
g §§ ;%é Table 10
Figure 10
6.2.2
Table 11 Concordance 89.2-99.0 Minor discrepancy
0.0-8.8 Major discrepancy 0.0-3.0%
Concordance Minor discrepancy Major discrepancy
N(%) N(%)
A 195(96.5) 6(3.0) 1(0.5) 202
B 132(89.2) 13(8.8) 3(2.0) 148
C 95(97.9) 2(2.1) 0(0.0) 97
D 93(93.0) 4(4.0) 3(3.0) 100
E 98(98.0) 2(2.0) 0(0.0) 100
F 99(99.0) 1(1.0) 0(0.0) 100
G 121(96.8) 3(2.4) 1(0.8) 125
H 99(99.0) 0(0.0) 1(1.0) 100
I 91(92.9) 7(7.1) 0(0.0) 98
Table 11
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6.2.3

13 Table 12 Major discrepancy 6
2.5 1 2.6 1 1.0 1
0.4 Minor discrepancy 12 5.0 8
8.2 7 2.7 2 9.5 1
11.1 1 11.1 1 3.7 1
3.6 1 3.4 1 2.7 1
1.8 1 1.6
222 3% 88 250 8 8 19 2% 27 28 % 56 61

Concordance () ©2.5) | 4.7 | 0.7 | (96.9) | (88.9) | (88.9) | (90.5) | (96.3) | (96.4) | (96.6) | (97.3) | (98.2) | (98.4)

Major discrepancy() | 6(2.5) | 1(2.6) | 1(1.0) | 1(0.4) | 0¢0.0) | 0(0.0) | 0¢0.0) | 0(0.0) | 0¢0.0) | 0(0.0) | 0¢0.0) | 0(0.0) | 0(0.0)

Minor discrepancy(¥) | 12(5.0) | 1(2.6) | 8(8.2) | 7(2.7) | 1(1.1) | 1(11.1) | 2(9.5) | 1(3.7) | 1(3.6) | 1(3.4) | 12.7) | 1(2.8) | 1(1.6)

Table 12

6.2.4
7 Table 13 Major discrepancy biopsy
6 biopsy 0.8 EMR/ESD 2 EMR/ESD 2.1 polypectomy 1 polypectomy
5.0 Minor discrepancy  biopsy 23 3.2 EMR/ESD9 EMR/ESD
9.3 needle biopsy 2 needle biopsy 3.0 excision biopsy 2 excision
biopsy 2.9 curettage 1 curettage 3.4 surgery 2 surgery 1.9
Biopsy sme(té’lmjggg;\ry polypectomy curretage needle biopsy excision biopsy surgery
Concordance (%) 687(95.9) 86(88.7) 19(95.0) 28(96.6) 65(97.0) 66(97.1) 53(98.1)
Major discrepancy(%) 6(0.8) 2(2.1) 1(5.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
Minor discrepancy(%) 23(3.2) 9(9.3) 0(0.0) 1(3.4) 2(3.0) 2(2.9) 1(1.9)
Table 13
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6.2.5

Major discrepancy 7 0.8 2 1.0
Minor discrepancy 23 2.7 13
6.5 2 6.3 Table 14
Benign Malignant Indeterminate
Concordance 809(96.4) 184(92.5) 30(93.8)
Major discrepancy 7(0.8) 2(1.0) 0(0.0)
Minor discrepancy 23(2.7) 13(6.5) 2(6.3)
Table 14
6.2.6
Major discrepancy 5 1.1 3
0.5 1 2.8 Minor
discrepancy 25 5.7 8
1.3 5 13.9 Table 15
Neoplastic Non-neoplastic Indeterminate
Concordance 408(93.2) 585(98.2) 30(83.3)
Major discrepancy 5(1.1) 3(0.5) 1(2.8)
Minor discrepancy 25(5.7) 8(1.3) 5(13.9)
Table 15
6.2.7
Major discrepancy 90 2 0.4 51-90 3
3.2 Minor discrepancy 90 11 2.1
51-90 7 7.4 Table 16
>90% 51-90% <50%
Concordance (%) 509(97.5) 84(89.4) 4(100)
Major discrepancy (%) 2(0.4) 3(3.2) 0(0)
Minor discrepancy (%) 11(2.1) 7(7.4) 0(0)
Table 16
6.2.8 WSI
Major discrepancy 1 1.6
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4 0.7 Minor discrepancy 1 1.6

17 3.1 (Table 17)
Concordance (%) 535(96.2) 62(96.9)
Major discrepancy (%) 4(0.7) 1(1.6)
Minor discrepancy (%) 17(3.1) 1(1.6)
Table 17 WSl
6.2.9
Major discrepancy 4 0.8 1
1.1 Minor discrepancy 5 1.5
10 11.2 Table 18
Concordance (%) 509(97.7) 78(87.6) 10(100.0)
Major discrepancy (%) 4(0.8) 1(1.1) 0(0.0)
Minor discrepancy (%) 8(1.5) 10(11.2) 0(0.0)
Table 18
6.2.10
Major discrepancy 20 2/427 0.5 40
7/643 1.1 Minor discrepancy 20 117427
2.6 40 27/643 4.2 (Table 19)
20x 40x
Concordance 414 (97.0) 609 (94.7)
Major discrepancy 2 (0.5) 7 (1.1)
Minor discrepancy 11 (2.6) 27 (4.2)
Table 19
6.2.11 Major discrepancy
Major discrepancy WSl Table 18
Consensus WSI
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9 WSI 1 Table 20

WSI
Case 1 Poorly differentiated adenocarcinoma Regenerative mucosa 40x
Case 2 Ulcer, - r/olow grade intracpithelial High grade intraepithelial neoplasia 40x
neoplasia
Case 3 Group 3, Low grade adenoma, Group 3 Group 1 40x
Case 4 Group 1, no adenoma Group 3, low grade adenoma 40x | WSI
Case 5 Chronic cervicitis CIN2 40x
Case 6 Group 3, Tubular adenoma, low to high grade | Group 5, tubular adenocarcinoma 40x
Case 7 Tubular adenoma, low to high grade Carcinoma in adenoma 40x
Case 8 Chronl? CO“.tIS with granulomatous fesion, Chronic colitis, non-specific 20x
compatible with Crohn disease
Case 9 Group 5, adenocarcinoma Group 3, adenoma 20x
Table 20 Major discrepancy
WSl Table 21 5
3 1
(Table 21)
WS1
Case 1 Malignant Benign
Case 2 Benign Malignant
Case 3 Benign Benign
Case 4 Benign Benign
Case 5 Benign Benign
Case 6 Benign Malignant
Case 7 Benign Malignant
Case 8 Benign Benign
Case 9 Malignant Malignant
Table 21 WSl Major discrepancy
(8] Table 22 4
2
1
WSl
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Case 1 Neoplastic Non-neoplastic
Case 2 Indeterminate Neoplastic
Case 3 Neoplastic Non-neoplastic
Case 4 Non-neoplastic Neoplastic
Case 5 Non-neoplastic Neoplastic
Case 6 Neoplastic Neoplastic
Case 7 Neoplastic Neoplastic
Case 8 Non-neoplastic Non-neoplastic
Case 9 Neoplastic Neoplastic
Table 22 WSl Major discrepancy

6.2.12 Minor discrepancy

Minor discrepancy

Consensus

WS

1
20

WSI

WSl Table 21

17 Table 23
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WSl

Case 10 CIN2 > 1 CIN1 40x WSI
Case 11 Group 3, high grade adenoma Group 3, low grade adenoma 40x WSI
Case 12 Group 3, low to high grade adenoma Group 3, high grade adenoma 40x WSI
case 13 Chronic ) cervicitis with squamous CINL 40x WS
metaplasia > CIN1
Case 14 Chronic ) cervicitis with squamous CINL 40x WS
metaplasia > CIN1
Case 15 Atypical glands Benign prostate 20x WSI
Case 16 Group 5, tubular adenocarcinoma Group 3, high grade tubular adenoma 20x WSI1
Case 17 Chronic cervicitis CIN1 40x WSI
Case 18 High grade tubular adenoma Low grade tubular adenoma 40x WSI
Case 19 CIN2 CIN3 40x WSl
Case 20 23;:??;5 cell carcinona, suspicious, Oral intraepithelial neoplasia, edge(-) 40x WSl
Case 21 Group 4, atypical glands Group 5, adenocarcinoma 40x WSI
Case 22 High grade intraepithelial neoplasia Low grade intraepithelial neoplasia 40x WSI
Case 23 Psoriasiform dermatitis Lichen planus-like keratosis 40x WSI
Case 24 Organizing acute lung injury ’:g::;ig:tz:i;r’lehuemmozri?age and cellular 40x WSI
Case 25 Group 4 Group 2 20x WSI
Case 26 Group 4 Group 2 20x WSI
Case 27 Ductal carcinoma in situ, high grade :1?;?3;:2 d(e:?rzzrs]g?iizzsrjo special type, 40x
Case 28 Erosive mucosa, possible for malignancy | Erosive mucosa without malignancy 40x
Case 29 Group 1 Group 2 40x
Case 30 Group 1 Group 2 40x
Case 31 Group 3, high grade adenoma Group 3, low grade adenoma 40x
Case 32 Group 4, high grade adenoma Group 5, adenocarcinoma 40x
Case 33 Group 3, sessile serrated adenoma/polyp | Group 1, hyperplastic polyp 40x
Case 34 Chronic cervicitis > CIN1 CIN1 40x
Case 35 CIN2 CIN3 40x
Case 36 Indefinite for neoplasia TL_JbUIar at_jenocarcinoma, well 40x
differentiated
Case 37 Tubular adenoma, low grade Tubular adenoma, low to high grade 40x
Case 38 Hyperplastic polyp Low grade serrated adenoma, edge(-) 20x
Case 39 Acute catarrhal appendicitis Acute phlegmonous appendicitis 20x
Case 40 Endometrioid carcinoma, G1 Endometrial intraepithelial neoplasia 20x
Case 41 Group 4, Adenocarcinoma, suspected Group 2 40x
Case 42 CIN2 CIN3 40x
Case 43 Group 4 Group 2, atypical epithelium 20x
Case 44 Group 4 Group 2, atypical epithelium 20x
Case 45 Group 5 Group 4 20x
Case 46 Tubular adenoma, low to high grade Carcinoma in adenoma 20x
Case 47 Group 3, high grade adenoma Group 3, low grade adenoma 40x

Table 23 Minor discrepancy
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Concordance 1023
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WS1
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WSl
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98
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101
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6) 17
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91

Minor
3.6% Major
WSI
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607
3017
0.9
5%
error rates” 2
Major
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3840x 2160 K

WSI WSI
CAP (14) wsl
WSI
7.2
Minor Major
discrepancy WSl
Major discrepancy
Snead WS1
21 9 wsl 12
Q) WSl
Major discrepancy
wsl WSl

Major discrepancy

Major discrepancy

Minor discrepancy
20 WS1 17
1
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7.3

20 40
Minor discrepancy 0.0-8.8 Major discrepancy
0.0-3.0%
10
CAP (14)
WS1
2 WSl
WSl

Turn around time (TAT)

20 40 60
(6. 7

Helicobacter pylori
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7.4 WSl
WSl

WS1

WSl

100p m

500U m

Virtual Private Network

(13)

WSl

WSl

7.5 Limitation
limitation

HE
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7.6 WSI

wsl

1
8
discrepancy

WSl

WSI

WS1

WSl

WSl

WSl

WSl
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