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Significance of this study

How might it impact on clinical practice in the foreseeable

future?

» Patients with OLGIM II-IV who are smoking should be
counselled for smoking cessation.

» Patients with negative HP serology and high TFF3 warrant a
high clinical suspicion of OLGIM III-V.

> Risk stratification through OLGIM may offer an option
of prioritising high-risk patients (OLGIM IlI-IV) for early
endoscopic surveillance in 2 years, intermediate-risk patients
(OLGIM 11) for endoscopy in 5 years, while majority of the
patients who are low risk OLGIM (OLGIM 0-I) may not
require routine surveillance endoscopy.

> Risk stratification through OLGIM will help to optimise the
cost-effectiveness of GC screening, particularly in regions
with low-intermediate incidences of GC, through targeted
endoscopic surveillance.

» Our findings hope to enhance awareness of risk and
encourage the clinical adoption of standardised gastric
mucosal sampling and OLGIM histological reporting.

late presentation of the disease. More than 70% of countries
report a high mortality-to-incidence ratio (>0.8) for GC.>* Only
Japan and South Korea, both with government-sponsored endo-
scopic screening programmes, report low mortality-to-incidence
ratios (0.43 and 0.35, respectively), highlighting the benefit of
population endoscopic screening for early detection of GC.>*
The cost-effectiveness of GC screening is largely determined by
the region’s incidence of GC and cost of endoscopy. Population-
wide endoscopic screening approaches in countries with inter-
mediate or low incidence of GC, is not cost-effective.” For such
regions, targeted endoscopic screening of high-risk individuals
might be a better approach.® Risk stratification would therefore
be an appropriate strategy to guide endoscopic screening.

The prevalent subtype (intestinal) of GC develops through a
sequence of recognisable precancerous stages—inflammation,
atrophy, intestinal metaplasia (IM), dysplasia and subsequent
carcinoma.® Surveillance of patients with such precancerous
stages may lead to early diagnosis of GC, and thus improved
survival.”” Premalignant gastric lesions are commonly found in
everyday practice, and the European Society of Gastrointestinal
Endoscopy has recommended endoscopic surveillance for prema-
lignant gastric lesions.” However, clinical adoption of surveil-
lance for premalignant gastric lesions remains low, largely due to
the lack of supporting clinical evidence from large prospective
studies, heterogenous sampling and reporting practices, as well
as the cost of implementing population-level screening.

To ensure uniform reporting of such premalignant gastric
lesions, the Operative Link of Gastritis Assessment (OLGA) was
introduced.'®"'? Multiple studies have shown OLGA reliably
identifies a subpopulation of patients (OLGA stage III-IV) with
high risk of GC.'*"* However, OLGA is based on the histological
parameters of gastric atrophy, for which there is poor interob-
server agreement. Others have advocated using IM in place of
gastric atrophy through the Operative Link on Gastric Intestinal
Metaplasia (OLGIM). In contrast to OLGA, OLGIM reports a
high level of interobserver concordance, and categorises fewer
patients to the high-risk stages of IIl and IV."*'® More studies are
required to validate OLGIM and support its clinical adoption.’

The aim of this prospective study was developed to inves-
tigate the incidence of early gastric neoplasia (EGN) among

participants with IM, and validate the utility of OLGIM for risk
stratification of participants with IM.

METHODS

Study population

The Singapore Gastric Cancer Epidemiology and Molecular
Genetics Programme (GCEP) is a prospective, multicentre
cohort study. Singapore is a country with intermediate incidence
of GC, where the incidence of GC is 18.6 and 12.3 per 100000
population for men and women, respectively.'® Participants were
recruited from four major public hospitals in Singapore, which
together provided 80% of the hospitalisation and specialist
services in Singapore. Participants were eligible if: (i) they were
of Chinese ethnicity; (ii) aged 50 years and above or (iii) had
history of H. pylori (HP) infection and/or known premalignant
gastric lesions such as atrophic gastritis and IM. Chinese individ-
uals were selected because they have a higher incidence of GC
than Malays or Indians in Singapore, where the age-standardised
incidence is 25.7, 8.4, 6.6 per 100000 population in Chinese,
Indian and Malay men, respectively.’ 7 Exclusion criteria for this
study included any severe acute or chronic medical, psychiatric
condition or laboratory abnormality that may suggest the partic-
ipant had an increased risk of undergoing routine endoscopy.

Participants and follow-up

From January 2004 through December 2010, a total of 4085
individuals were referred to GCEP (online supplemental
appendix S1), of which 2980 underwent index endoscopy and
subsequently completed 7541 endoscopies, whereby the average
endoscopic surveillance period per participant was 4.4 (SD 1.2)
years. At the end of the study, 2436 participants (82%) had
completed 5 years of follow-up. Of the 543 participants who did
not complete § years of follow-up, 366 withdrew from the study
voluntarily, 118 developed medical conditions which rendered
them unable to continue with regular endoscopic surveillance,
56 passed away due to causes unrelated to GC, 3 were diag-
nosed with EGN at baseline and 1 was diagnosed with EGN
<12 months from the index endoscopy. Participants who did
not complete 5 years of endoscopic surveillance were matched
against the National Registry of Diseases Office for missed diag-
noses of GC and we found one case of GC diagnosed 7 years
after index endoscopy.

Endoscopy surveillance protocol

All endoscopic examinations were conducted by board-
certified gastroenterologists and gastrointestinal surgeons
using high quality white light endoscopy with rapid escalation
to high-resolution image-enhanced endoscopy on detection of
abnormal pathology. The examination protocol was systematic
with detailed photographic documentation. Endoscopy was
performed with local anaesthetic throat spray and all patients
were offered conscious sedation with intravenous midazolam
1-2 mg to improve tolerance and thereby facilitate better visuali-
sation of the gastric mucosa during the examination. Procedures
were recorded on video for further validation and comparison.
Participants who had never had an endoscopy or who had an
endoscopy performed more than 12 months before enrolment
underwent a prospective baseline endoscopy. After the baseline
endoscopy, participants were scheduled for surveillance endos-
copies at years 3 and 5. Two subgroups of participants had
additional surveillance endoscopies. They are: (i) participants
who had three or more risk factors (ie, those with IM, atrophic
gastritis, family history of GC, presence of HP infection and
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current or past history of smoking) were scheduled for addi-
tional endoscopies at year 1 and (ii) the initial 200 participants
enrolled had an additional surveillance endoscopy at year 7.

Biopsy collection and histological reporting

Six biopsies consisting of two each from the antrum and corpus,
one from the incisura (in accordance to the updated Sydney
System for classification and grading of gastritis) and one from
the cardia, were taken for histology examination (online supple-
mental appendix S2). Another biopsy from the antrum was taken
for HP culture and genotyping. For this study, all histological
specimens were centralised to a single histopathological labo-
ratory. Two senior pathologists (TM and MS-T) agreed on the
scoring systems and trained themselves for interobserver concor-
dance with the first 200 cases of the study. Following this, other
pathologists involved in the central review were also put through
the same training process. All biopsy samples were assessed
by two pathologists independently for HP infection, chronic
gastritis, atrophic gastritis, IM and dysplasia. Interobserver
agreement was subsequently re-evaluated in a subset of 525
biopsies between the two key pathologists who read majority
of the specimens (TM and SS). The overall agreement (kappa
value) between these two pathologists was 0.96 (95% CI 0.98
t0 0.94).

Severity of gastritis and IM was scored on H&E staining using
the updated Sydney System classification.”® Of note, gastric
atrophy, in this study, is defined as the loss or appropriate glands
with the replacement by metaplastic intestinal glands. OLGIM
stage was calculated based on the average percentage of IM
representation in the antrum or corpus (online supplemental
appendix $2)."* ¥ Gastric tissue samples with =309 IM present
underwent immunohistochemistry staining for mucins (MUCI,
MUC2 and MUCSAC) to determine complete and incomplete
IM subtypes.”” Dysplasia was graded by the revised Vienna clas-
sification and typing of carcinoma was done according to the
WHO classification of tumours.*! ** Staging of adenocarcinoma
(other than stage 0) was done according to the American Joint
Committee on Cancer Staging Manual, Eighth Edition.®

Other procedures

Participants contributed blood samples, and completed a
medical history interview with trained nurses at baseline. The
blood samples acquired at baseline were assayed for levels of
HP antibodies (Helico Blot 2.1 Western Blot Assay, MP Biomed-
icals Asia Pacific, Singapore)** and pepsinogens (E-Plate ‘Eiken’
Pepsinogen I and II, Tokyo, Japan). A positive pepsinogen index
was defined as having both serum pepsinogen I <70 ng/mL and
serum pepsinogen V/II ratio <3.0.% % Patient serum levels of
trefoil factor 3 (TFF3) and macrophage migration inhibitory
factor 1 (MIF1) were measured using Quantikine Colourimetric
ELISA kits (R&D Systems, Massachusetts, USA).%"2* All serum
samples were diluted by manual pipetting while the rest of the
assay was performed on an automated system (Evolis 4 Plate
Complete System, Biorad, California, USA), according to the
manufacturer’s protocols. The dilution factors for TFF3 and
MIF1 used were 1:50 and 1:10, respectively.

All participants were followed up annually, either at the clinic
or via telephone for symptom review in the years that they were
not scheduled for endoscopy surveillance. All data captured
were entered directly from source documents into electronic
case report forms using the CLINTRIAL (Oracle Corporation)
and REDCap web-based systems (Harvard Catalyst).

Outcomes

The primary endpoint of this study was defined as EGN, which
included histological diagnosis of high-grade dysplasia, and
adenocarcinoma.

A priori power calculation using discrete Cox’s proportional
hazard regression for this study estimated a sample size of 3000
participants, accounting for 10% attrition, with 80% power,
a=0.03, to detect an HR >2.5 with a 0.5% incidence, to an HR
of >4.5 for an exposure with 0.25% incidence of EGN.

Statistical analysis

The incidence rate of EGN was calculated by dividing the
number of EGN detected during the surveillance period by total
person-years. The age-standardised incidence rates were calcu-
lated as the weighted average of the age-specific incidence rates
per 100000 person-years, whereby the weights are calculated
on the basis of data from the Singapore 2010 population census
report.>

Cox regression analysis was used to compare time-to-event
EGN between patients with IM and those without. Proportional
hazard assumption was assessed by both Schoenfeld residuals
and the global goodness-to-fit test. Cumulative incidences were
used to show event risk. Participants with at least one surveil-
lance endoscopy after the baseline endoscopy (n=2736) were
included in Cox regression analysis. Patients with EGN within
12 months from the index endoscopy was excluded from the
Cox regression analysis. Established risk factors for GC such
as older age, male sex, lower socioeconomic status, prior HP
infection, family history of GC and previous gastric ulcers, were
included in the subgroup analysis and interaction terms in the
Cox regression models were used to test for heterogeneity of
effect between subgroups.

All statistical analyses were performed using the R V.3.5.0
(R Core Team, 2018), the survival (V.3.1.11; Therneau, 2020)
and the tidyverse (V.1.3.0; Wickham, 2019) packages.’'™ All p
values were two-sided, and those that were less than 0.05 were
considered statistically significant.

RESULTS

Characteristics of patients in the GCEP cohort

Among the 2980 participants in the GCEP cohort, 1321
(n=44.3%) were found to have gastric IM. The baseline char-
acteristics of patients in the GCEP cohort are detailed in table 1.
The mean age was 59.1 years (SD %6.7 years); 1541 were men
(51.7%); 47.8% had a medical history of HP infection; 22.2%
were current or previous smokers and 14.2% had a positive
family history of GC. Majority of participants in our cohort with
prior exposure to HP were successfully eradicated (97.1%). Of
note, one of the 41 participants with non-eradicated HP was
subsequently found to have EGN.

Patients with EGN

There was no late stage GC detected within GCEP. A total of 21
EGNs (13 high-grade dysplasia, 8 stage IA/IB gastric adenocarci-
nomas) were identified. Of these, three were detected at baseline,
one occurred less than 12 months from the index endoscopy.
Among the three cases without IM at baseline, two were found
to have IM in subsequent endoscopies. Only the patient with
diffuse subtype adenocarcinoma was not found to have IM. The
median time to develop high-grade dysplasia and stage I adeno-
carcinoma was 22.7 (range, 12.2-48.1) and 28.1 (12.7-73.3)
months, respectively. All cases of EGN within GCEP received
early intervention: 6 underwent surgical resection (subtotal or
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Table 1  Baseline demographic characteristics of 2980 participants
from the Singapore Gastric Cancer Epidemiology and Molecular
Genetics Programme, with the corresponding adjusted HR for
subsequent early gastric neoplastic (EGN)

Multivariate adjusted

Risk factors Proportion/mean  HR* (95%Cl) P value
Early gastric neoplasia 21 (0.7%)
(EGN)
Age (years)

Mean age 59.5+6.9 1.08 (1.02 to 1.16) 0.02
Gender

Female 1439 (48.3%)

Male 1541 (51.7%)
Low SESt

No 2245 (75.3%) 1.00

Yes 735 (24.7%) 1.79 (0.85 to 8.48) 0.26
Smoking (pack years)t

0 2318 (77.8%) 1.00

0-20 375 (12.6%) 1.72 (0.48 10 6.20) 0.41

=20 287 (9.6%) 2.26 (0.63 t0 8.19) 0.21
Alcohol consumption

Absent 2471 (82.9%) 1.00

Present 465 (15.6%) 2.69 (0.85 to 8.48) 0.09
First-degree family history of GC

Absent 2558 (85.8%)

Present 422 (14.2%)
History of HP infection

Absent 1557 (52.2%) 1.00

Present 1423 (47.8%) 2.45 (0.86 t0 6.99) 0.09
History of gastric ulcer

Absent 2545 (85.4%) 1.00

Present 435 (14.6%) 2.05 (0.71 to 5.96) 0.19
Serum pepsinogen index

Negative 2521 (93.5%) 1.00

Positive 175 (6.5%) 4.23 (1.34 10 13.37) 0.01
Atrophic gastritis

Absent 2286 (76.7%) 1.00

Present 694 (23.3%) 2.69 (1.03 to 7.06) 0.04

Intestinal metaplasia (IM)
Absent 1659 (55.7%) 1.00

Present 1321 (44.3%) 5.36 (1.51 to 19.02) <0.01
OLGIM score

No IM 1659 (55.7%) 1.00

OLGIM | 506 (30.4%) 1.95 (0.39 t0 9.74) 0.52

OLGIM I 252 (8.5%) 7.34(1.60 to 33.7) 0.01

OLGIM IlI-IV 163 (5.4%) 20.77 (5.04 to 85.6) <0.01

*Risk factors with p value <0.15 were included in the multivariate regression model
to calculate the adjusted HR and were adjusted for age, low socioeconomic status
(SES) and smoking. Patients with subsequent EGN within 12 months from the index
endoscopy was excluded from the Cox regression analysis.

tLow SES is defined as the person has either low education level (primary or below)
or the monthly income is below $$1500.

$The amount of smoking in pack years, which is the number of packs of cigarettes
smoked per day multiplied by the number of years of smoking.

GC, gastric cancer; HP, H. pylori; OLGIM, Operative Link on Gastric Intestinal
Metaplasia.

total gastrectomy) and 10 underwent endoscopic curative resec-
tion. The remaining five participants had small lesions of high-
grade dysplasia removed on detection. Among these five, two
recurred at the same site of the initial resection 2 years (stage 1A

gastric adenocarcinoma) and 3 years (high grade dysplasia) later,
respectively. The former had the adenocarcinoma removed via
endoscopic submucosal dissection, while the latter had a cura-
tive endoscopic mucosal resection. The other three participants
were followed up with endoscopic surveillance for 4-7 years,
with no subsequent EGN identified. All but one participant with
EGN were alive at the end of the study period. The participant
passed away due to sepsis secondary to acute pyelonephritis 4
years after treatment of his high-grade dysplasia. Further details
of these 21 participants are provided in table 2.

Predictive risk factors of EGN

Univariate and multivariate analyses were performed for each
risk factor. Multivariate cox regression analysis showed that
older age (adjusted-HR 1.08; 95%CI 1.02 to 1.16; p=0.02),
positive serum pepsinogen index (adjusted-HR 4.23; 95%CI
1.34 to 13.37; p=0.01) and the presence of either atrophic
gastritis (adjusted-HR 2.69; 95%CI 1.03 to 7.06; p=0.04) or
gastric IM (adjusted-HR 5.36; 95%CI 1.51 to 19.0; p<0.01)
were significant risk factors for EGN. A comprehensive analysis
of all patient variables, reporting both univariate and multivar-
iate cox regression analysis results, is provided in online supple-
mental appendix S3.

Risk stratification of gastric IM

Gastric IM was strongly associated with EGN and was concom-
itantly present in almost all EGN cases (n=18/21, 85.7%). The
age-adjusted EGN incidence rates for participants with and
without IM were 133.9 and 12.5 per 100000 person-years,
respectively. Patients with IM were further stratified using
OLGIM staging, whereby the distribution of OLGIM 1, 1I and
MI-TV were 68.6%, 19.1% and 12.3%, respectively (figure 1A).
There was an increasing trend of EGN risk with higher OLGIM
stages, whereby the age-adjusted EGN rates with OLGIM 1, II
and M-IV were 21.5, 108.8, 543.8 per 100000 person-years,
respectively (figure 1A). Participants with OLGIM stages I1I-
IV lesions also had shorter time intervals between baseline
endoscopy and subsequent EGN (median 22.7 months; range
12.7-44.8 months) compared with those with OLGIM stage II
lesions (median 50.7 months; range 28.5-73.3 months; p=0.01)
(figure 1B).

Characterising high-risk IM (OLGIM 1I-IV) and intermediate-
risk IM (OLGIM 1)

Patients with OLGIM II-IV were of older age, with a higher
proportion of patients who were of lower socioeconomic status,
smoked =20 pack years, have family history of GC, prior HP
exposure and medical history of gastric ulcers (table 3). Patients
with baseline OLGIM II-1V remained at significant risk of EGN
(adjusted-HR 9.92; 95%CI 3.55 to 27.7; p<0.01), even after
adjusting for the above differential patient covariates. There
was also no evidence of any established risk factors of GC (ie,
age, sex, lower socioeconomic status, smoking, family history of
GC, previous HP exposure or history of gastric ulcers) posing
as a significant modifier of the risk of EGN progression for
OLGIM II-1V, compared with OLGIM 0-I (online supplemental
appendix S4).

Patients with OLGIM II-IV could be further risk-stratified
through smoking history and histological subtyping. OLGIM
II-IV patients with a smoking history of =20 pack-years were
associated with increased risk of EGN (HR 3.69; 95%CI
1.03 to 13.2; p=0.045) (online supplemental appendix S5A).
OLGIM II-1V patients with incomplete IM (227/364, 62.3%)

4

Lee JWJ, et al. Gut 2021;0:1-10. doi:10.1136/gutjnl-2021-324057

ybuAdoos Aq peraslold 1senb Ag TZ0z ‘2T Aew uo /wod [wgnby/:dny woij papeojumod TZ0Z AeN TT U0 LS0¥ZE-TZ0Z-lUlnb/9eTT 0T Se paysiignd 1s11 :IN9


https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2021-324057
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2021-324057
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2021-324057
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2021-324057
https://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2021-324057
http://gut.bmj.com/

Gut: first published as 10.1136/gutjnl-2021-324057 on 11 May 2021. Downloaded from http://gut.omj.com/ on May 12, 2021 by guest. Protected by copyright.

'€ 10108} [10J31) "€44] ‘SIS DIWIOU0IIONOS ‘53§ ‘eise|dela|y [eullsalu| duIseD uo yur] aanesadQ ‘|90 H01e) Aionqiyur uoneibiw abeydosew 4jp Ledued du1seh ‘9 Uoiassip [esodnwigns J1dodsopus ‘qs3 {uondasal [esodnuw didodsopua Y3

(v1 aBess)
(pa1ed1peIa-uou) BUIOUIIEIOUIPE
00t 86 0z's Juasqy ussald SOA 0 Juasqy ON djeway 09 a)3|dwoduj 11 INI910 juasald as3 Jeunsauy| €€L 14
(] 9be1s)
BWOUNIBIOUIPE
98l S9l 89'L wesqy uasald ON 0z< 1uss3ld ON Slei 009 aj9|dwo) 11 INID10 uasqy as3 [eunsaiul A 0t
(/] a6e15)
BWIOUILIOUIPE
698 'S 8¥'t Jasqy ussald ON 0 Juasqy SIA dlewsa 0L a1a|dwioou] 11 NI910 1uasald as3 |eunsa| L0 6l
9'0€ 6€ 008 13| dlsen ussald ON 0 uas3ld ON Se 079 I NID10 uasqy YA eise|dsAp apesb ybiy (X174 8L
Ll Ly 168 juasqy Judsald ON 0 juasald ON deN 069 a)3|dwoduj I NI910 juasald YA eise|dsAp apeib ybiy 8wy Ll
(] 9be1s)
eWOUNIBIOUIPE
0yl k4 (Y4 1| dysen juasald ON 0z< 1uasald ON de 0'65 aja|dwioou] 11 INID10 Juasald as3 [eunsajul S8 9l
(g1 abeys)
BWIOUILIOUIPE
{44 8 oLy Jasqy ussqy ON 0z-0 uss3ld ON Se (1 a1a|dwioou] A AID10 wasald  Awoyanseb eof |eunsa| LLe Sl
44 9L Lze esqy ussqy ON 0Z-0 esqy SOA Se 0°SL ala|dwioou] A AIDI0 uas3ld 3UON eise|dsAp apesb ybiH 9vC vl
191l 8Tl o uesqy Jussqy ON 0z-0 uasqy ON de 069 1 NI910 uasqy YA eise|dsAp apeib ybiH 1474 €l
vyl 0ol 98'g asqy Juasald SO 0 ISy SOA 9leway 0vL a13|dwodu] 1l NI910 Jussqy as3 eise|dsAp apesb ybiy IN44 )
8'CS LEL 70 13| dlsen ussqy ON 0 Juasqy SIA dews 099 juasqy uasqy SUON eise|dsAp apesb ybiH L8l L
9'€T SoL 9L 23| dlysen ussqy ON 0 esqy SOA dlewsay 0°LL aja|dwioou] 1l NI910 uasald as3 eise|dsAp apesb ybiy vl ol
(v1 abexs)
BUIOUIIEIOUIPE
6T 8's we Juasqy ussald ON 0 uasqy SOA de 089 I NI910 wasqy  Awopanseb [ejol leunsau| 991 6
695 [ Sy asqy Juasald oN 0 dsqy oN 3eN 0'1S a13|dwoduj 1l NI910 uasald as3 eise|dsAp apesb ybiy 6L 8
Awoyansed (g1 abe3s)
€51 9'€ (V&3 192|n DL3sen Juasald oN 0 WRsqY oN 9lewsy 0SS uasqy Juasqy [B101GNS  BUIOUIDIEIOUSPE 3SNYIQ 9€l L
(v1 9Bexs)
eWOUIEI0UIPE
8L 6 S5'S wesqy ussald ON 0z< uas3ld SA Se 0°LS aja|dwoou] 1l NI910 wasqy  Awopansed ejop [eunsaju| Lzl 9
[x44 19 89S Juasqy ussald ON 0 uasqy ON deway 00S uesqy uasqy AUON eise|dsAp apeib ybiH el S
(7 79l €€'8  Jad|n |euspong Juasalyd oN 0z< Jussqy SOA EIEN 065 a13|dwoduj 11 NI970 JUasald auoN eise|dsAp apesb ybiy 09 1
Kwopansen
0t 'L 89'€ 192|n dLysen uasald SO 0z< Judsald oN EIE 085 919|dwoduj 11 NID10 135314 |el03gng eise|dsAp apeib ybiy 00 €
Kwopansen
[43) 1L 1574 wesqy ussqy ON 0z< esqy SOA Se 0L aja|dwoou] N AID10 uasald [RUUN eise|dsAp apesb ybiy 00 4
Syl 991 (4 23| dlysen ussqy ON 0Z-0 ussald SOA S 0'SL a13|dwo) 11 INI970 juasald 1A E] eise|dsAp apeib ybiH 00 L
JIN €441 onel aseasip  uondajul gH Jo A101siy bD) (s1eak uopdwnsuod $3S 19puan  Adodsopus adfyqgns NID10 1seb Aujepow (a6e)S) sisoubelp NDI (syauow) NS
wnies  wnIds uabouisdad  19djn onndad YUM dA1Ie[RI yoed) Joyod|y mo7 xaput Je aby JNID Buljaseg aujaseg oiydosge uoI29sal N3 Adodsonseh
wniag 0 fi01sIH daibap-1siy  Bupjows auljaseg Xapul woiy

JUaA3 0} AW

(ND3) eisejdosu d1yseb Ajies padojansp oym swweibold soiauaw) Jejnds|oly pue Abojoiwspid3 Jedue) duisen aiodebuis uiynm suedniued |z ay: jo sansuspeleyd dlydelbowsq g ajqelL

10.1136/gutjnl-2021-324057

1-10. doi:

0

i

Lee JWJ, et al. Gut 2021


http://gut.bmj.com/

A B
Baseline Number at Risk Number of Rate per 1000 i =D
Histology (n=2976) participants with person-yr poads i @ ' Wicokon, p=0.012
event
No IM 1659 3 125 !
IM (All stages) 1318 14 1339
IM stratified
OLGIM | 506 3 715
® OLGIM I 250 4 108.8 B
g OLGIM -V 62 7 543.8 £ 601
>
& 400 g
g £ g
a ') 8
8 ’ 2 a
b=
§ Fi E 484
g =
g ! 3 ®
g ] E
8 iy £
2 5 a6
o 2004 1 w
2 ! k]
L ; 2
< i 2 5]
G Pl 2
< _d1088 B2
-
-
2
-
- £ .
_____ o215
:l 125 12+ @
No IM OLGIM I OLGIM Il OI:G#M -V OLE-SII.M_II OLGIM Ni-Iv
Figure 1 (A) Age-adjusted early gastric neoplasia (EGN) incidence rates stratified by baseline Operative Link on Gastric Intestinal Metaplasia

(OLGIM) stages. (B) Box plot depicting the time (years) to develop EGN among patients with OLGIM Il (orange) and OLGIM III-IV (red), with
respective median time (midline) of 50.7 months (range 28.5-73.3) and 22.7 months (range 12.7-44.8). The 25th and 75th quartile are represented

by the lower and upper end of the boxes. IM, intestinal metaplasia.

were at also at increased risk of EGN, compared with those with
complete IM (137/364, 37.6%), although the difference was not
statistically significant (HR 5.96; 95% CI, 0.77 to 46.4; p=0.09)
(online supplemental appendix S5B).

To identify potential biomarkers for high-risk OLGIM, we
tested three serum biomarkers, TFF3, MIF and pepsinogen II/I
ratio. All three biomarkers demonstrated a gradational trend
with increasing OLGIM stage (figure 2A), while both MIF and
the pepsinogen ratio decreased with increasing OLGIM stage,
and TFF3 levels increased with more severe IM stages. However,
only serum TFF3 was able to accurately discriminate between
OLGIM M-IV and OLGIM 0-II gastric lesions among patients
who tested negative for HP (AUROC 0.749; 95% CI 0.628 to
0.870; p<0.01) (figure 2B).

Transition states of gastric IM

We investigated the transition states of patients with IM as shown
in figure 3, whereby we categorised the change in OLGIM stages
over 5 years as either (i) reversal, (ii) low risk, (iii) intermediate
risk or (iv) high risk, defined by the subsequent OLGIM stage
at the end of the study (figure 3A). With increasing OLGIM
stages, the proportion of patients who subsequently achieve
IM reversal (ie, subsequently no IM or regress to OLGIM 1)
decreases (figure 3B). Of note, there were no patients with base-
line OLGIM MI-1V who achieved IM reversal. Conversely, only
a small proportion of patients with baseline OLGIM 1, subse-
quently develop OLGIM II (10%) and OLGIM III-IV (3%).
Serum pepsinogen index was a significant predictor of OLGIM
I progression to OLGIM II-1V in these cases; participants with
OLGIM stage I lesions with positive serum pepsinogen index
were twice more likely to progress to higher stages (OR 5.81;
95%CI 2.26 to 14.9; p<0.01) (online supplemental appendix
S6).

DISCUSSION

Although there is a strong recommendation from the Euro-
pean Society of Gastrointestinal Endoscopy that patients with
advanced IM (OLGIM III-1V) should undergo endoscopic
surveillance, the clinical adoption of endoscopic surveillance of
gastric IM remains low, due to the lack of supporting clinical
evidence from large prospective studies, as well as heterogenous
gastric mucosal sampling and reporting practices. Risk strati-
fication of target populations for endoscopic surveillance may
bring potential advantages. In countries with low-intermediate
incidences of GC, prioritised endoscopic surveillance through
OLGIM risk stratification may enhance the early detection of
GC, prompt therapeutic intervention and lower GC mortality
rates.

This study reaffirms that patients with IM are at risk of EGN.**
However, the risk of EGN is most evident in participants with
OLGIM stages II-1V, representing one-third (31.4%) of partici-
pants with IM. The increase in risk of EGN with advanced OLGIM
stages reaffirms severe grade and extensive spread of IM as key
predictors of its neoplastic progression. Previously, only OLGIM
M-IV were reported as high-risk states targeted for surveillance
endoscopy,® *® with recommended endoscopic surveillance in 3
years.” Here, we show that OLGIM stage II also carries signifi-
cant risk of EGN, although in these cases, the progression to EGN
took longer time (median 50.7 months; range 28.5-73.3 months),
compared with lesions of OLGIM stages III to IV (median 22.7
months; range 12.7-44.8 months). Our findings thereby suggest
that patients with OLGIM stages III-1V could benefit from earlier
repeat surveillance endoscopy in 2 years, and patients with
OLGIM stage II lesions could benefit from a repeat surveillance
endoscopy in 4-5 years. Using absolute risk reduction analysis, the
minimal number of patients required to detect one EGN through
two yearly regular endoscopic surveillance among those with
OLGIM stages I, I and ITI-IV were 485, 60 and 18, respectively.
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Table 3 Differential characteristics of patients with high risk IM (ie,
OLGIM [I-1V)

No IM OLGIM | OLGIM II-IV
Factors (N=1659) (N=906) (N=415) P value
Early gastric neoplasia (EGN) 3(0.2) 3(0.2) 15 (3.6) <0.001
Age (years)
Mean age 58.2+6.3 60.5+7 62.0+7.4 <0.001
Gender
Female 791 (47.7)  455(50.2) 193 (46.5) 0.345
Male 868 (52.3)  451(49.8) 222 (53.5)
Low SES*
No 1318 (79.4) 651 (71.9) 276 (66.5) <0.001
Yes 341(20.6)  255(28.1) 139(33.5)
Smoking (pack years)t
0 1311 (79.00 710(78.4) 297 (71.6) 0.01
0-20 194 (11.7)  119(13.1) 62 (14.9)
>20 154 (9.3) 77 (8.5) 56 (13.5)
Alcohol consumption
Absent 1386 (83.5) 760 (83.9) 325(78.3) 0.101
Present 249 (15.0) 135(14.9) 81(19.5)
First-degree family history of GC
Absent 1423 (85.8) 793 (87.5) 342 (82.4) 0.046
Present 236(14.2)  113(12.5) 73 (17.6)
History of HP infection
Absent 1042 (62.8) 378(41.7) 137(33.00  <0.001
Present 617(37.2)  528(58.3) 278(67.0)
History of gastric ulcer
Absent 1460 (88.0) 750 (82.8) 335(80.7)  <0.001
Present 199 (12.0) 156 (17.2)  80(19.3)
Atrophic gastritis
Absent 1509 (91.0) 616 (68.0) 161 (38.8)  <0.001
Present 150 (9.0) 290 (32.0) 254 (61.2)

*Low socioeconomic status (SES) is defined as the person has either low education level
(primary or below) or the monthly income is below S$1500.

tThe amount of smoking in pack years, which is the number of packs of cigarettes smoked
per day multiplied by the number of years of smoking.

GC, gastric cancer; HP, H. pylori; IM, intestinal metaplasia; OLGIM, Operative Link on Gastric
Intestinal Metaplasia.

Among the participants with IM, the majority (67.1%) were
found to have low-risk stage IM (OLGIM stage I). We believe we
are the first to report a large cohort of such participants, with
prospective endoscopic examination and standardised biopsies
for histopathology comparison, to demonstrate that partic-
ipants with OLGIM stage I lesions do not have significantly
increased risk of EGN, compared with participants without IM.
This finding reaffirms the conclusion by some earlier studies
that the majority of IM lesions are benign, and do not warrant
surveillance endoscopy.” *” However, our study also identified a
significant subset of participants (12.3%) with OLGIM stage 1
lesions who did progress to OLGIM stages II-IV. This may repre-
sent a subset of patients to have elevated risk of EGN despite
low-risk IM, whereby we found that those with positive serum
pepsinogen index were twice more likely to progress.

Our study also observed a gradational drop in the proportion
of patients whose OLGIM were down staged over 5 years; the
IM reversal rates for patients with baseline OLGIM I, IT and III-
IV were 24.4%, 4.5% and 0, respectively. The low proportion
of IM reversal rates among patients with baseline OLGIM 1I,
coupled with the increased proportion of cases that progress to
high-risk OLGIM (12.1%) and subsequent EGN strengthens the
argument for OLGIM II endoscopic surveillance.

Incomplete IM has often been highlighted as a risk factor for
EGN development.*®™*® In our study, the incomplete subtype
carries an eightfold increased risk of developing EGN (n=546;
OR 8.4; 95%CI 1.9 to 37.8; p=0.005) compared with complete
subtype of IM among participants with mucin staining (online
supplemental appendix S5D). In addition, the majority of partic-
ipants (13/15) with IM developing EGN had the incomplete
subtype of IM. It showed the incomplete subtype carries substan-
tial clinical significance. However, we did not find the incom-
plete subtype a statistically significant independent risk factor
for EGN among participants with OLGIM II-IV (HR 5.96;
95%CI 0.77 to 46.4; p=0.09). More prospective studies would
be required to substantiate the notion that subtyping IM would
offer additional prognostic value for patients with gastric lesions
of OLGIM stages II-1V.

Our study group previously demonstrated that IM patients
with shortened telomeres and somatic copy number alterations
were associated with subsequent development of EGN, and
conversely, patients exhibiting normal epigenomic patterns were
associated with regression.*' In this study, patients with OLGIM
II-IV with =20 pack-years of smoking history were at increased
risk of subsequent EGN, whereby there is an inverse trend
between pack-years of smoking and telomere length.** Smoking
is already a known risk factor associated with GC, and it has
been demonstrated that the risk of GC among smokers would
decrease to that of patients who never smoked 10 years after
smoking cessation.” Our study findings highlight that smoking
adds to risk of EGN among patients with high-risk IM, and
suggest that these patients should be counselled for smoking
cessation.

There are few reliable blood markers for detecting GC, and
even fewer markers to diagnose high-risk IM. TFF3 protein
have been shown to be absent from the pyloric mucosa, unless
IM is present,* and thus previously investigated as a promising
screening marker for EGN. Previous clinical cohorts have also
demonstrated serum detection of TFF3 protein expression in
patients with gastric IM.* *® Our study results demonstrate
that high TFF3 measurements, particularly when associated
with negative HP serological status, may identify patients with
OLGIM III-1V, who are at higher risk of GC, to whom endos-
copy should be offered.

In our study, we also found atrophic gastritis an important
risk factor for EGN. Furthermore, risk assessment of extensive
atrophy is also possible on endoscopic examination alone.*’
However, in our study, we noticed a discordance of atrophy and
gastric IM, with lower prevalence of atrophic gastritis (24%)
compared with that of gastric IM (43.1%). This is due to cases
with few goblet cells present, which can be graded as mild
IM, but yet without any stark atrophy present. Furthermore,
among our patients with atrophy, we were unable to provide
6% of patients any further risk-stratification grading, as the full
thickness mucosa was not present on histopathology for precise
grading. In addition, the severity of atrophy in our study may
understated as the pseudopyloric metaplasia resembles the antral
glands. In brief, our experience comparing between histological
gastric atrophy and gastric IM is consistent with previous work-
groups who found poor interobserver agreement with atrophy,
and thus we too advocate using IM in place of atrophy for
uniform histological reporting.

GCEP is the first large, prospective longitudinal study to
provide scheduled endoscopic screening and surveillance with
standard biopsy protocol to a cohort of participants with a high
prevalence (44%) of gastric IM. Despite screening participants
at higher risk of EGN, our study only detected a small number
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(A) Box plots of serum biomarkers concentrations (TFF3, MIF and pepsinogen I/l ratio) stratified by the negative status (HP—; left column)

or positive status (HP+; right column) of HP serology across baseline OLGIM stages (x-axis). Serum concentrations are variance transformed using
log2 units and statistical differences tested through ANOVA. (B) ROC diagrams of serum biomarkers (TFF3, MIF, Pepsinogen I/ll ratio) stratified by
stratified by the negative status (HP—; left column) or positive status (HP+; right column) of HP serology and the classification definitions of either
(OLGIM [I-IV vs OLGIM 0—1; top row) or (OLGIM IlI-IV vs OLGIM 0—lI, bottom row).

ANOVA, analysis of variance; FPR, false positive rate; HP, H. pylori; IM, intestinal metaplasia; MIF, macrophage migration inhibitory
factor; OLGIM, Operative Link on Gastric Intestinal Metaplasia; ROC, receiver operating characteristic; TFF3, trefoil factor 3; TPR, true

positive rate.

of EGNs (n=21), which is consistent with the decreasing EGN
incidence within the Singapore population during the time
of study.*® This low incidence of GC mirrors what is seen in
many developed societies and reinforces the rationale for a risk-
stratified approach. Furthermore, there are inherent selection

biases within our study, which may affect the external validity of
our findings, such as only including patients of Chinese ethnicity,
and patients above 50 years old. For example, we did not find
positive family history a significant risk factor for subsequent
EGN. However, we still believe, that patients with positive family

A End of Study Stage [
" [ 1 no| v
-] “ oLamo
@ oLaiMo 213 | a2z | o1
) OLGIM 0
2 OLGIM | 636 [ 10 | 30 OoLGIMO
E oLGIM Il 551 | 20 | 116
a OLGIM llI-IV 243 | 405 | 352 | »
B \‘ Transition
1.004 Reversal
—r— oLGIMI
75.4% 243% fow s
OLGIM | Intermediate Risk
o7 OLGIM |
High Risk.
63.6% 55.1% 405%
050
o —

0254 = Ry

213% 20% OLGIM Il - OLGIM I \ OLGIM I

o s e e
0004 0% O OLGIM Il — OLGIM lIl-IV OLGIM IlI-IV

OLGIM O oLGIM | OLGIM It OLGIM lHI-Iv
BASELINE Year 3

Figure 3

(A) Proportions of patients within Singapore Gastric Cancer Epidemiology and MolecularGenetics Programme (GCEP), stratified by

baseline OLGIM stages (rows) and subsequent OLGIM stages (columns) at 5 years. Each cell represents the proportion (%) of patients of that baseline

OLGIM stage with the corresponding end of study OLGIM stage. Cells are

coloured to indicate transition states of no IM (grey), reversal (blue), low

risk (light blue), intermediate risk (orange) and high risk (red). (B) Bar plot indicating the proportion (%) of patients from each baseline OLGIM stage
(x-axis) with the resulting transition state: no IM (grey), reversal (blue), low risk (light blue), intermediate risk (orange) and high risk (red). (C) Alluvial
flowchart diagram of patients within GCEP: only patients with gastric IM diagnosed in at least one endoscopy were included for this diagram. The
flowchart follows each patients at baseline endoscopy (stratified by the OLGIM stage) and the patient’s subsequent OLGIM stage at visit 3 and visit
5, whereby the patients trajectory summarised by the corresponding transition state trajectory: no IM (grey), reversal (blue), low risk (light blue),
intermediate risk (orange) and high risk (red). IM, intestinal metaplasia; OLGIM, Operative Link on Gastric Intestinal Metaplasia.
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history are at increased risk. This discordance may be attributed
to GCEP only having recruited patients aged 50 years and above,
while it was been previously reported that patients with one
parent diagnosed with GC before 50 years of age, developed
GC approximately 10 years earlier than individuals without a
family history of GC.* Nonetheless, in GCEP extraordinary
effort was undertaken to strengthen the validity of the outcome
data. The use of standardised endoscopy protocols with stomach
mapping biopsies was enforced through affirmation with video
records. Participants were tele-interviewed annually to achieve
a high compliance rate (81.8%) with scheduled endoscopies.
Furthermore, all participants lost to endoscopic follow-up had
their records matched with the National Registry of Disease
Office. Detailed information on individual-level exposure were
collected prospectively, thus limiting the concerns about tempo-
rality, differential classification, and recall bias.

CONCLUSION

In summary, the GCEP study cohort, set in a population with
low-intermediate incidence of GC, showed that IM is prevalent
and patients with IM are at increased risk of EGN. However,
the majority of patients with IM, have a low-risk IM pheno-
type, and may not have neoplastic progression within 5 years.
Yet, for a subset of patients with high-risk and intermediate-
risk IM, timely endoscopic surveillance resulted in no late-stage
GC. Our GCEP cohort findings suggest that risk stratification
using OLGIM offers a feasible method of prioritising high-risk
patients (OLGIM III-1V) for early endoscopy surveillance in 2
years and intermediate-risk patients (OLGIM II) for endoscopy
in 5 years, while the vast majority of patients with no metaplasia
or focal IM (OLGIM 0-I) may not require surveillance endos-
copy. We hope our findings would enhance awareness of risk and
encourage the clinical adoption of standardised gastric mucosal
sampling and OLGIM histological reporting.

Author affiliations

"Division of Gastroenterology and Hepatology, National University Hospital,
Singapore

*Department of Medicine, National University of Singapore, Singapore

3Singapore Gastric Cancer Consortium, Singapore

“Department of Gastroenterology & Hepatology, Tan Tock Seng Hospital, Singapore
*Department of Gastroenterology & Hepatology, Singapore General Hospital,
Singapore

®Department of Gastroenterology & Hepatology, Changi General Hospital, Singapore
"Department of Surgery, National University of Singapore, Singapore

®Department of Surgery, Changi General Hospital, Singapore

°Department of Surgery, Tan Tock Seng Hospital, Singapore

"Raffles Medical Group, Singapore

""Mount Elizabeth Medical Centre, Singapore

"2Gleneagles Medical Centre, Singapore

BAndrea’s Digestive, Colon, Liver and Gallbladder Clinic Pte Ltd, Singapore
"Department of Pathology, Tan Tock Seng Hospital, Singapore

1SPrecision Medicine Centre of Excellence, Queen’s University Belfast, Belfast, UK
"lntegrated Pathology Unit, Institute of Cancer Research, London, UK
""Department of Microbiology, National University of Singapore, Singapore
"8Cancer Science Institute of Singapore, National University of Singapore, Singapore
"*Department of Pathology, National University of Singapore, Singapore

2pascific Laboratories, Singapore

'Saw Swee Hock School of Public Health, National University of Singapore,
Singapore

Acknowledgements We would like to thank all our participants and the
investigators from NUH, CGH, SGH, TTSH hospitals, investigators from the Singapore
Gastric Cancer Consortium (SGCC), the NUHS Tissue Repository as well as the staff
of all participating endoscopy centres, laboratories and research institutes for their
contributions to the study.

Contributors K-GY, JWIL, FZ, SS, KYH, CK, LGL, JBYS, CIK, SIC, TM, MS-T, RS, BH,
KSC, YYT participated in the design and performance of the study, review of results,
analysis and discussion. K-GY, KYH, CK, LGL, JBYS, C-KC, WCL, ST, CJO, KLL, WCC,

KMF, TLA, AW, CJK, JR, AR enrolled subjects for the study and contributed clinical
data. TM, MS-T, SS, WMY assessed the severity of lesions in biopsy samples. JWIL,
FZ and YYT managed, analysed the data and performed statistical analysis. The
manuscript was drafted by JWJL, FZ, SS and K-GY and reviewed by all authors. Al
authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding This study was supported by the National Research Foundation,
Singapore, and Singapore Ministry of Health's National Medical Research Council
under its Translational and Clinical Research (TCR) Flagship grant and Open
Fund-Large Collaborative Grant (OF-LCG) (NMRC/TCR/009-NUHS/2013, NMRC/
TCR/001-NUS/2007, MOH-OFLCG18May-0003), Biomedical Research Council
(BMRC) grant (04/1/21/19/312), Singapore Cancer Syndicate (SCS) grant (SCS-
GNO0015), Singapore. The Singapore Gastric Cancer Consortium (SGCC) is a
national translational research group comprising clinicians and scientists working
in gastric cancer research from academic medical centres, universities, hospitals
and research institutes across Singapore. It receives funding from the National
Research Foundation Singapore under its Translational and Clinical Research (TCR)
Flagship Programme and Open Fund-Large Collaborative Grant, administered by the
Singapore Ministry of Health's National Medical Research Council.

Competing interests None declared.
Patient consent for publication Not required.

Ethics approval Domain Specific Review Board (DSRB) of the National Healthcare
Group (2000/00329) Centralized Institutional Review Board (CIRB) of Singapore
Health Services (2018/3222).

Provenance and peer review Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.
Data availability statement Data are available upon reasonable request.

Supplemental material This content has been supplied by the author(s). It

has not been vetted by BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) and may not have
been peer-reviewed. Any opinions or recommendations discussed are solely those
of the author(s) and are not endorsed by BMJ. BMJ disclaims all liability and
responsibility arising from any reliance placed on the content. Where the content
includes any translated material, BMJ does not warrant the accuracy and reliability
of the translations (including but not limited to local regulations, clinical guidelines,
terminology, drug names and drug dosages), and is not responsible for any error
and/or omissions arising from translation and adaptation or otherwise.

Open access This is an open access article distributed in accordance with the
Creative Commons Attribution Non Commercial (CC BY-NC 4.0) license, which
permits others to distribute, remix, adapt, build upon this work non-commercially,
and license their derivative works on different terms, provided the original work is
properly cited, appropriate credit is given, any changes made indicated, and the use
is non-commercial. See: http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/.

ORCID iDs

Jonathan W J Lee http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7065-8041
Feng Zhu http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6030-9251

Khek Yu Ho http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2932-1962

Wan Cheng Chow http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7567-999X
Calvin J Koh http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1756-3737
Choon Jin Qoi http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8961-5455
Khay-Guan Yeoh http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7802-4606

REFERENCES

1 BrayF, Ferlay J, Soerjomataram |, et al. Global cancer statistics 2018: GLOBOCAN
estimates of incidence and mortality worldwide for 36 cancers in 185 countries. CA
Cancer J Clin 2018;68:394-424.

2 Leung WK, Wu M-shiang, Kakugawa Y, et al. Screening for gastric cancer in Asia:
current evidence and practice. Lancet Oncol 2008;9:279-87.

3 Shen L, Shan Y-S, Hu H-M, et al. Management of gastric cancer in Asia: resource-
stratified guidelines. Lancet Oncol 2013;14:e535-47.

4 Ferlay J, Soerjomataram |, Dikshit R, et al. Cancer incidence and mortality
worldwide: sources, methods and major patterns in GLOBOCAN 2012. Int J Cancer
2015;136:£359-86.

5 Dan YY, So JBY, Yeoh KG. Endoscopic screening for gastric cancer. Clin Gastroenterol
Hepatol 2006;4:709-16.

6 Tan P, Yeoh K-G. Genetics and molecular pathogenesis of gastric adenocarcinoma.
Gastroenterology 2015;149:1153-62.

7 den Hoed CM, Holster IL, Capelle LG, et al. Follow-Up of premalignant lesions in
patients at risk for progression to gastric cancer. Endoscopy 2013;45:249-56.

8 den Hollander W, Holster IL, den Hoed CM, et al. Surveillance of premalignant gastric
lesions: a multicentre prospective cohort study from low incidence regions. Gut
2019;68:585-93.

9 Pimentel-Nunes P, Libanio D, Marcos-Pinto R, et al. Management of epithelial
precancerous conditions and lesions in the stomach (maps I1): European Society of
gastrointestinal endoscopy (ESGE), European Helicobacter and microbiota Study

Lee JWJ, et al. Gut 2021;0:1-10. doi:10.1136/gutjnl-2021-324057

ybuAdoo Aq peraslold 1senb Ag TZ0z ‘2T Aew uo /wod [wgnby/:dny woij papeojumod TZ0Z AeN TT U0 LS0¥ZE-TZ0Z-lulnb/9eTT 0T Se paysiignd 1si1 :IN9


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-7065-8041
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6030-9251
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2932-1962
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7567-999X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1756-3737
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-8961-5455
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-7802-4606
http://dx.doi.org/10.3322/caac.21492
http://dx.doi.org/10.3322/caac.21492
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1470-2045(08)70072-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1470-2045(13)70436-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ijc.29210
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cgh.2006.03.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cgh.2006.03.025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2015.05.059
http://dx.doi.org/10.1055/s-0032-1326379
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2017-314498
http://gut.bmj.com/

Group (EHMSG), European Society of pathology (ESP), and Sociedade Portuguesa de 29 Mohri Y, Mohri T, Wei W, et al. Identification of macrophage migration inhibitory factor
Endoscopia Digestiva (SPED) guideline update 2019. Endoscopy 2019;51:365-88. and human neutrophil peptides 1-3 as potential biomarkers for gastric cancer. BrJ

10 Rugge M, Genta RM, OLGA Group. Staging gastritis: an international proposal. Cancer 2009;101:295-302.

Gastroenterology 2005;129:1807-8. 30 Department of Statistics Ministry of Trade and Industry R of S. Singapore Census of

11 Rugge M, Meggio A, Pennelli G, et al. Gastritis staging in clinical practice: the OLGA Population 2010. Statisitical Release, 20183.
staging system. Gut 2007,56:631-6. 31 Team R.R development core team. RA Lang. Environ Stat Comput 2013;55:275-86.

12 Rugge M, de Boni M, Pennelli G, et a/. Gastritis OLGA-staging and gastric cancer 32 The tidyverse. Available: https:/slides.nyhackr.org/presentations/The-Tidyverse_
risk: a twelve-year clinico-pathological follow-up study. Aliment Pharmacol Ther Hadley-Wickham.pdf [Accessed 14 Apr 2021].
2010;31:1104-11. 33 Therneau T. The survival package. Available: https://rweb.webapps.cla.umn.edu/R/

13 Rugge M, Genta RM, Fassan M, et al. OLGA gastritis staging for the prediction of library/survival/doc/survival.pdf [Accessed 14 Apr 2021].
gastric cancer risk: a long-term follow-up study of 7436 patients. Am J Gastroenterol 34 Graham DY, Zou WY. Guilt by association: intestinal metaplasia does not progress to
2018:113:1621-8. gastric cancer. Curr Opin Gastroenterol 2018;34:458—64.

14 Capelle LG, de Vries AC, Haringsma J, et al. The staging of gastritis with the OLGA 35 Cho S, Choi I, Kook M-C, et al. Staging of intestinal- and diffuse-type gastric
system by using intestinal metaplasia as an accurate alternative for atrophic gastritis. cancers with the OLGA and OLGIM staging systems. Aliment Pharmacol Ther
Gastrointest Endosc 2010;71:1150-8. 2013,38:1292-302.

15 Wang X, Lu B, Meng L, et al. The correlation between histological gastritis staging- 36 Yun CY,Kim N, Lee J, et al. Usefulness of OLGA and OLGIM system not only for
"OLGA/OLGIM' and serum pepsinogen test in assessment of gastric atrophy/intestinal intestinal type but also for diffuse type of gastric cancer, and NO interaction among
metaplasia in China. Scand J Gastroenterol 2017:52:822-7. the gastric cancer risk factors. He//cobac_tgr 2018;23:(312542. o

16 Look M, Gao F, Low CH, et al. Gastric cancer in Singapore. Gastric Cancer 37 Banks M', Grahgm D, Jansen M, et al. Brm;h Soaety of gastrognterology gg|de||nes
2001:4:219-22. on the diagnosis and management of patients at risk of gastric adenocarcinoma. Gut

17 AngTL, Fock KM, Dhamodaran S, et al. Racial differences in Helicobacter pylori 2019:68:1545-75.
ser?Jm ;)epsinoge'n and gastric ca’ncer incidence in an urban Asian populafiﬁn./l 38 Pilttayanon_ R Rerk_nimitr R, Klaikagw N. et al. The risk of 'gastric cancer in patients
Gastroenterol Hepatol 2005;20:1603-9. with gas‘Fr|c intestinal metaplasia in 5-year follow-up. Aliment Pharmacol Ther

18 Dixon MF, Genta RM, Yardley JH, et al. Classification and grading of gastritis. The 2017’,46'40_5' - I

! ; . 39 Gonzélez CA, Sanz-Anquela JM, Companioni O, et a/. Incomplete type of intestinal
updated Sydney system. International workshop on the histopathology of gastritis, lasia has the highest risk ‘ o - resulte of the Spanish
Houston 1994. Am J Surg Pathol 1996;20:1161-81. ;netap asia has the highest risk to progress to gastric canc<.ar. r.esu s of the Spanis

ST . e T, ollow-up multicenter study. J Gastroenterol Hepatol 2016;31:953-8.

19 Rugge M, Correa P, Di Mario F, et al. OLGA staging for gastritis: a tutorial. Dig Liver 40 Gonzalez CA Sanz-Anauela JM. Gisbert JP et al. Utility of subtypind intestinal

Dis 2008-40:650-8. CA, quela JM, Gisbert JP, et al. Utility of subtyping intestina
X L ) ) I metaplasia as marker of gastric cancer risk. A review of the evidence. Int J Cancer

20 Silva E, Teixeira A, David L, et al. Mucins as key molecules for the classification of 2013:133:1023-32.
intestinal metaplasia of th? stomach. Virchows Arch 2002;449:,31 1,_7' 41 Huang KK, Ramnarayanan K, Zhu F, et al. Genomic and epigenomic profiling of high-

21 Nagtggaa! ID, Odze RD’, Klimstra D, et al. The 2019 WHO classification of tumours of risk intestinal metaplasia reveals molecular determinants of progression to gastric
the digestive sys_tem. Histopathology 2020;7l6:18278. o . . cancer, Cancer Cell 2018:33:137-50.

22 Schlem‘per RJ, R|dde|l RH, Kato Y, et al. The Vienna classification of gastrointestinal 42 Astuti Y, Wardhana A, Watkins J, et al. Cigarette smoking and telomere length: a
epithelial neoplasia. Gut 2000;47:251-5. y . systematic review of 84 studies and meta-analysis. Environ Res 2017;158:480-9.

23 Amin MB, Greene FL, Edlge SB, etal. The E'g_hth Edition AJCC Can"cer Staging M:anual: 43 Praud D, Rota M, Pelucchi , et al. Cigarette smoking and gastric cancer in the
Continuing to build a brlldge from a populatllon—based to a more "personalized stomach cancer pooling (stop) project. £ur J Cancer Prev 2018:27:124-33.
approach to cancer staging. CA Cancer J Clin 2017;67:93-9. ] 44 Lavery DL, Nicholson AM, Poulsom R, et al. The stem cell organisation, and the

24 Monteiro L, Bergey B, Gras N, et al. Evaluation of the performance of the Helico proliferative and gene expression profile of Barrett's epithelium, replicates pyloric-type
blot 2.1 as a tool to investigate the virulence properties of Helicobacter pylori. Clin gastric glands. Gut 2014;63:1854-63.

Microbiol Infect 2002;8:676-9. 45 Choi B, Lee H-J, Min J, et al. Plasma expression of the intestinal metaplasia markers

25 Miki K. Gastric cancer screening by combined assay for serum anti-Helicobacter pylori CDH17 and TFF3 in patients with gastric cancer. Cancer Biomark 2017;19:231-9.
I9G antibody and serum pepsinogen levels - "ABC method". Proc Jon Acad Ser B 46 Leung WK, Yu J, Chan FKL, et al. Expression of trefoil peptides (TFF1, TFF2, and TFF3)
Phys Biol Sci 2011;87:405-14. in gastric carcinomas, intestinal metaplasia, and non-neoplastic gastric tissues. /

26 Kang JM, Kim N, Yoo JY, et al. The role of serum pepsinogen and gastrin test for the Pathol 2002;197:582-8.
detection of gastric cancer in Korea. Helicobacter 2008;13:146-56. 47 Kimura K, Takemoto T. An endoscopic recognition of the atrophic border and its

27 Nakov R, Velikova T, Nakov V, et al. Serum trefoil factor 3 predicts disease activity in significance in chronic gastritis. Endoscopy 1969;1:87-97.
patients with ulcerative colitis. Eur Rev Med Pharmacol Sci 2019;23:788-94. 48 D. Singapore Cancer Registry Report No ONR. 8 - Cancer Incidence and Mortality

28 Xia HH-X, Yang Y, Chu K-M, et al. Serum macrophage migration-inhibitory 2003-2012 and Selected Trends 1973-2012 in Singapore, 2015.
factor as a diagnostic and prognostic biomarker for gastric cancer. Cancer 49 Kwak H-W, Choi I}, Kim CG, et al. Individual having a parent with early-onset gastric
2009;115:5441-9. cancer may need screening at younger age. World J Gastroenterol 2015;21:4592-8.

10 Lee JWJ, et al. Gut 2021;0:1-10. doi:10.1136/gutjnl-2021-324057

ybuAdoo Aq peraslold 1senb Ag TZ0z ‘2T Aew uo /wod [wgnby/:dny woij papeojumod TZ0Z AeN TT U0 LS0¥ZE-TZ0Z-lulnb/9eTT 0T Se paysiignd 1si1 :IN9


http://dx.doi.org/10.1055/a-0859-1883
http://dx.doi.org/10.1053/j.gastro.2005.09.056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gut.2006.106666
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2036.2010.04277.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41395-018-0353-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gie.2009.12.029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00365521.2017.1315739
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10120-001-8013-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1746.2005.03898.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1440-1746.2005.03898.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00000478-199610000-00001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dld.2008.02.030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dld.2008.02.030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s004280100531
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/his.13975
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gut.47.2.251
http://dx.doi.org/10.3322/caac.21388
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1469-0691.2002.00438.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1469-0691.2002.00438.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2183/pjab.87.405
http://dx.doi.org/10.2183/pjab.87.405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-5378.2008.00592.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.26355/eurrev_201901_16893
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cncr.24609
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/sj.bjc.6605138
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/sj.bjc.6605138
https://slides.nyhackr.org/presentations/The-Tidyverse_Hadley-Wickham.pdf
https://slides.nyhackr.org/presentations/The-Tidyverse_Hadley-Wickham.pdf
https://rweb.webapps.cla.umn.edu/R/library/survival/doc/survival.pdf
https://rweb.webapps.cla.umn.edu/R/library/survival/doc/survival.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MOG.0000000000000472
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/apt.12515
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/hel.12542
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2018-318126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/apt.14082
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jgh.13249
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ijc.28003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ccell.2017.11.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2017.06.038
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/CEJ.0000000000000290
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/gutjnl-2013-306508
http://dx.doi.org/10.3233/CBM-160147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/path.1147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/path.1147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1055/s-0028-1098086
http://dx.doi.org/10.3748/wjg.v21.i15.4592
http://gut.bmj.com/

	Severity of gastric intestinal metaplasia predicts the risk of gastric cancer: a prospective multicentre cohort study (GCEP)
	Abstract
	Introduction﻿﻿﻿﻿
	Methods
	Study population
	Participants and follow-up
	Endoscopy surveillance protocol
	Biopsy collection and histological reporting
	Other procedures
	Outcomes
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Characteristics of patients in the GCEP cohort
	Patients with EGN
	Predictive risk factors of EGN
	Risk stratification of gastric IM
	Characterising high-risk IM (OLGIM II–IV) and intermediate-risk IM (OLGIM II)
	Transition states of gastric IM

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	References


