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Abstract

Background: Chronic ulcerative colitis is an inflammatory condition associated with
a pro-neoplastic drive, predisposing to colorectal cancer. Repeated colonoscopy is
undertaken to detect preneoplastic change, but cancer diagnosis is still frequently

missed.

Aims: To determine if a predetermined panel of methylation markers could better

risk stratify patients, aiding earlier detection of neoplasia.

Methods: ENDCaP-C (https://doi.org/10.1186/ISRCTN81826545) was a prospective

multicentre test accuracy study of enhanced large bowel neoplasia detection and
cancer prevention in patients with chronic ulcerative colitisAll patients underwent
baseline colonoscopy and biopsies that had (on central review) shown no dysplasia
on histology were put forward for methylation testing. In a prespecified subgroup of
200 patients without initial dysplasia detection, a second colonoscopy was

performed, after 12 months.

Results: 818 patients underwent a baseline colonoscopy. The methylation assay at

baseline (testing non-neoplastic mucosa) was compared with pathology assessment

at baseline for neoplasia and showed a diagnostic odds ratio (DOR) of 2.37 (95% CI
1.46, 3.82, P=0.0002). Biopsy analysis was successful in 95% of patients within a
multisite routine surveillance programme. The probability of dysplasia increased from
11.1% to 17.7% (13.0%, 23.2%) with a positive methylation result consistent with

added value in neoplasia detection.
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To determine added value above ‘colonoscopy alone’, a second (reference)
colonoscopy was performed in 193 patients without neoplasia. This test also showed
an increased number of patients harbouring neoplasia but failed to reach statistical
significance (DOR=1.50; 95% CI (0.48, 4.45) P=0.45) The results were also non-

significant in the per protocol analysis (DOR=3.93; 95% CI (0.82, 24.75) P=0.09).

Patients with persistent abnormal methylation findings at both colonoscopies were at
further enhanced risk of neoplasia, 22% of cases (4/18), or 3x that of patients without

methylation changes (7/98).

Conclusion

This methylation assay was successfully applied within a routine clinical surveillance
programme. Blinded analysis confirmed improved rates of neoplasia detection.
Although predetermined levels of statistical significance were not reached, the study
has also shown that methylation testing can supplement existing clinical and
pathological risk stratification, informing patient consent and anticipated dysplasia
detection rates. Although not yet recommended for routine uptake, the finding

suggest refined methylation assays could be applied for patient benefit.
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INTRODUCTION

Over half a million patients in the USA are currently affected by ulcerative colitis
(UC), a chronic inflammatory condition associated with a pro-neoplastic drive for the
development of colorectal bowel cancer(1). The longer the duration of colitis, the
more extensive the inflammation, the higher the risk of colorectal cancer (2). The risk
of cancer is greatest in those who have been diagnosed young and with extensive
colonic inflammation; reaching 18% life time risk after 30 years (3). This results in
over 1000 colectomies per year in the UK for colitis associated colorectal cancer or

for those in whom (precancerous) dysplastic lesions have been identified (4).

It is likely that neoplastic progression is accelerated by the inflammatory process in
UC patients, reducing the ‘window of opportunity’ for early colonoscopic detection of
precancerous dysplasia. Despite intensive colonoscopic surveillance with histological
assessment of mucosal biopsies, most early tumours are missed. In a large series
from the USA, one in six patients had occult invasive cancer in the resected large
bowel, highlighting current diagnostic limitations (5). As many as 50% of cases
progress to invasive cancer before neoplasia is detected (6, 7) resulting in incurable
disease in up to 40% of patients with colitis-associated large bowel cancer (8).
Unfortunately, these poor outcomes from surveillance can have an adverse effect

upon compliance to repeated colonoscopy (9, 10).

Surveillance programs currently risk stratify patient according to clinical criteria.
Accuracy is poor, so international recommendations vary. Current European Society

for Gastrointestinal Endoscopy (ESGE) guidelines recommend routine use of pan-
7
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colonic chromo-endoscopy with targeted biopsies for neoplasia detection in UC (11).
Similar guidance has been published by the international SCENIC group (12) who
recommend pan-colonic chromo-endoscopy with high-definition endoscopes. A
randomized trial (13) has however shown no additional benefit for chromo-
endoscopy over HD (high definition) alone, highlighting uncertainty around the best

application of these evolving technologies.

To date, colonoscopy-based cancer surveillance programmes have proven
inadequate in reliably preventing colorectal cancer in patients with chronic ulcerative
colitis. Colonoscopy alone lacks sensitivity in detecting early neoplasia in the
presence of inflammatory change in the background large bowel mucosa. Adenomas
are a valuable biomarker for colorectal cancer risk in sporadic disease and their
removal prevents subsequent cancer development (14), but no comparable benefit
has been demonstrated in UCAD. Consequently, when early neoplasia is detected
in the presence of UC, although the subsequent cancer risk is low if the lesion can
be completely removed endoscopically (15), uncertainty about multifocal disease
and compliance to intense follow up prompts clinicians to advise for prophylactic
radical resection of the whole colon and rectum; representing overtreatment for
many patients and compromising the quality of life for thousands of patients across
Europe every year. It remains the case that enhanced neoplasia detection has not
translated into reduction in colorectal cancer mortality in patients with longstanding
UC nor in the risk of developing interval cancer (16). Better risk stratification through
the development of appropriate biomarkers could support endoscopists in providing

a more effective and informative surveillance programme, delivering more
8
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personalised care with the potential to support the safe introduction of selective

organ preserving surgery.

UCAD is associated with a field change predisposition to CRC throughout the
damaged mucosa (17). Mucosal molecular biomarkers associated with the earliest
stages of neoplastic change can be identified from random (apparently normal)
biopsies with the potential to complement colonoscopy by enabling individual patient

risk stratification for subsequent cancer development.

DNA methylation promotes tumour suppressor gene silencing or oncogene activation
and provides an attractive biomarker for early detection of neoplasia, especially due
to the field change phenomenon whereby genetic change can be detected within an
organ before histological change. It is known to occur at the early stages of
carcinogenesis (18) and can be reliably analysed in DNA extracted from routinely
collected formalin fixed paraffin embedded biopsies. We (19) have previously
demonstrated tumour associated methylation changes, associated with the earliest
(pre-cancer) stages of large bowel tumourigenesis. These epigenetic changes are
also seen in pre-cancerous lesions associated with ulcerative colitis (20). Most
importantly, these methylation changes have also been detected in the background

non-neoplastic mucosa distant from the tumour (21). This field change in the bowel

mucosa makes mucosal methylation changes an attractive biomarker for CAD. For
the ENDCAP-C trial, five different gene promotor regions were selected from a panel

of genes, by analysis of a large multicentre tissue panel (20).
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Detecting these methylation changes in the wider field of background mucosa could
help to risk-stratify UC patients for neoplastic change, supplementing clinical risk
factors and helping prioritise patients for colonoscopic surveillance. Epigenetic
silencing of key genes therefore provides both a marker for the development of early
(pre cancer) neoplasia and the opportunity to enhance early tumour detection by
colonoscopy. Early detection also provides the opportunity to provide local control

and avoid radical surgery for a proportion of patients.

We therefore present the results of the ENDCaP-C study is a prospective,
multicentre diagnostic accuracy study embedded into a pre-existing surveillance
programme for patients undergoing investigation for colitis associated neoplasia.
Novel epigenetic markers, derived from DNA extracted from routinely collected
bowel mucosal biopsies, were assessed as an adjunctive test to colonoscopy in

better risk stratifying patients following examination.

10
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Methods

Trial design

The ENDCaP-C trial (https://doi.org/10.1186/ISRCTN81826545) was a prospective

multicentre test accuracy study of enhanced large bowel neoplasia detection and
cancer prevention in patients with chronic ulcerative colitis. Ethics approval for
ENDCaP-C was granted by South East Coast — Surrey Research Ethics Committees

(reference 14/L.0/1842).

Of 818 recruited patients, 814 underwent baseline colonoscopy, which assessed
baseline histology and baseline methylation status. Baseline histology results were
made available to patients and clinicians and were used to inform their immediate
health care. Methylation test results were not released as these were the index test
under evaluation in the study. Those found to be histology negative at baseline were
considered to be at risk of having dysplasia missed by colonoscopy and formed the
key group of interest in the study to assess whether or not the methylation test can

identify cases missed by colonoscopy.

The study sought to recruit 1,000 patients with histologically proven chronic
Ulcerative Colitis who were already enrolled on a surveillance programme because
of colon cancer risk, and were willing to accept the possibility of an additional
colonoscopy between 4 and 12 months after registration. Patients with a history of
colorectal cancer were excluded. Eligible participants were identified by review of

local IBD databases, in clinic or from endoscopy lists (varied from hospital to

11
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hospital). Written informed consent to participate in the study was obtained before
registration. All patients underwent baseline colonoscopy by a named colonoscopist
as per usual NHS care and routine mucosal biopsy samples were taken.
Endoscopists were permitted to take random biopsies or targeted biopsies, as per
their routine practice. The minimum study requirements were two biopsies from the
left side of the colon, two from the right side of the colon and one from the rectum.
Only biopsies that had shown no dysplasia on histology were put forward for

methylation testing.

In the second stage, a reference colonoscopy was undertaken 4—12 months after the
baseline colonoscopy to identify dysplasia missed at baseline. Participants were
selected for invitation to the second stage if they had no evidence of dysplasia at
their index colonoscopy and were undertaken blinded to information from the
baseline methylation tests. The histological assessments made from the biopsy
samples taken at the second colonoscopy form the reference standard in the study,
with which the baseline methylation results were compared. The methylation tests
were also repeated in these patients. Biopsy samples were fixed in formalin,
embedded in paraffin and processed, and the sections were assessed as per local
practice. Analysis of FFPE sections from biopsy material was co-ordinated by a

named lead pathologist at each site.

Methylation index test
The index test was the preselected DNA methylation panel of markers (20). This was

tested on the biopsies taken at the baseline colonoscopy. After local histological

12
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analysis, samples were screened to ensure that no samples with (histological)
neoplasia were sent for DNA analysis. The DNA was extracted and underwent
methylation analysis by bisulphite treatment and pyrosequencing(20).

To ensure that the reference standard colonoscopy was undertaken blinded to the
methylation status, only the study statistician was aware of the positive/negative

methylation status.

Reference Colonoscopy

Patients who were histologically negative at baseline with positive methylation status
at the standard surveillance colonoscopy (test positives) were invited to undergo
repeat colonoscopy along with selected histologically negative patients who had
negative methylation status. Matching by date and site was performed to reduce the

chance of bias being introduced.

Sample size

Computation of the sample size was based on data that dysplasia was detected by
histology in 4% of patients from a high-risk cohort, an assumption that a further 4%
are missed (assuming a detection rate of 50% for routine colonoscopy) of which 50%
will be detected by methylation testing (i.e. sensitivity = 50%) and which will give

false-positive results in 5% free of dysplasia (i.e. specificity = 95%).

The study was designed to have adequate power to show that the test was

discriminatory (measured by having an odds ratio different from 1) and that the
13
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positive predictive value was high enough to be useful for identification of the high-
risk patients, being at least 15%.In the cohort of 1000, it was estimated that there
would be 80 with underlying dysplasia: 40 of these would be detected by histology
from the initial biopsies, and 20 of the remaining 40 would be identified by the
methylation test. Following the assumptions about test performance, the methylation
test would thus give 46 false-positive results (5% of the 920 without dysplasia) giving
an expected positive predictive value of 30% (20 out of 66). With the assumed test
performance, a sample size of 66 test positives would have 87% power to show (in a

one sample test) a positive predictive value of over 15% with p < 0.05.

Additionally, the status of 132 (double) test negatives were to be verified to obtain
estimates of the sensitivity and specificity of the test (computed adjusting for the
sampling fraction of test negatives). It was expect that these would include three
found positive for dysplasia and 129 without dysplasia, which provides > 90% power
to show the diagnostic odds ratio is significantly (p < 0.05) different from one. A

specificity of 95% would be estimated with a CI of < 4% points.

Analysis methods

The analysis for the primary outcome estimates the positive and negative predictive
values of methylation as a proportion of those methylation positive at the initial
colonoscopy that were detected with colitis-associated neoplasia at the reference
colonoscopy, and the proportion of methylation negative that were free of colitis-

associated neoplasia at the reference colonoscopy, respectively. The overall

14
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discriminatory ability of the methylation test was described using an odds ratio (with
95% CI) with statistical significance assessed by computing Fisher’s exact test
comparing follow-up histology rates with baseline methylation status. Values for
prevalence (at baseline and reference colonoscopy), sensitivity and specificity were
estimated correcting for the sampling proportions of those methylation test positive
and methylation test negative using the svy complex survey commands in Stata®
V15.0 (Stata Corp LP, College Station, TX, USA). Cohen’s kappa was used to
assess the agreement between the methylation decision rule at baseline and repeat

colonoscopy.
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RESULTS

Patient Population

Recruitment commenced in November 2014 and ended on 31 March 2017 and
follow up completed in March 2018, finishing with 818 patients with chronic ulcerative
colitis. In 4 patients no colonoscopy was undertaken, and in 9 cases no mucosal
biopsies were sent for histology. The remaining 805 patients, selected from 4,800
patients across 31 hospitals underwent an index colonoscopy with multiple mucosal

biopsies taken for histology and methylation testing (Figure 1).

The baseline data for participants are shown in Table 1 and represent a cohort at
high risk of colitis associated neoplasia. Additional risk factors included 24.5% of the
population suffering from PSC, 72% with disease to the splenic flexure or beyond

and a mean age of 53yrs with standard deviation [14yrs].

Association of aberrant methylation in non-neoplastic large bowel mucosa
with synchronous large bowel neoplasia

Firstly, we wished to understand whether measurement of our pre-specified
methylation markers in histologically normal mucosa could be used to predict the

concurrent presence of dysplasia or neoplasia elsewhere in the colon.

We found a statistically significant association between methylation test results in

histologically normal mucosa and the presence of dysplasia or neoplasia elsewhere

16
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in the colon, in the biopsies taken at the reference examination, with a diagnostic
odds ratio (DOR) of 2.37 (95% CI 1.46 to 3.82; p < 0.001). Crucially, this effect was
sustained where only results from patients with dysplasia were included with a DOR
of 2.06 (95% CI 1.28, 3.33; p<0.001). This demonstrates that the background
methylation signature is associated with observed concurrent precancerous
neoplasia and therefore could help stratify patients as to the risk of underlying
neoplasia. This association was independent of the diagnosis of PSC in whom the
incidence of neoplasia was 9.6%. The baseline results showed a higher than
anticipated baseline prevalence of dysplasia: 11.2% (90/805), consistent with a
specially selected high risk population and also indicative of a high standard of

examination.

The Reference Standard Examination (second colonoscopy)

Figure 1 shows the selection of the patients for the reference colonoscopy, which
was undertaken in 193 patients (between 4 months and 2 years after the index
procedure), all of whom had no evidence of neoplasia at the index colonoscopy
procedure. Patients were selected in proportions 2:1 (for the absence of methylation
changes: positive methylation testing); excluding those patients with histologically

confirmed dysplasia at the index colonoscopy (n=90).

Primary analyses: This compared the baseline methylation results with the
histology analysis of biopsy samples from the reference colonoscopy.
A total of 193 participants had data available for these analyses, with 172 eligible for

the sensitivity analysis, 104 for the per-protocol analysis and all 193 for the intention-
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to-treat analysis. Table 3 reports the performance of the methylation test for these

three pre-planned analyses.

Sensitivity analysis: excluding absence of dye spray or non-standard endoscopic
technique, 172 of the 193 patients fulfilled these criteria. This analysis standardised
the colonoscopy procedure across the participating centres. This was an attempt to
guality assure the reference colonoscopy. In this analysis, the association between
methylation status and histology findings was in the direction of positive methylation,
indicating an increased risk of neoplasia; however, this did not reach statistical
significance DOR of 2.01 (95% CI 0.60, 6.84; p = 0.27). Fifteen of the 172 patients in
this analysis were histology positive on the reference colonoscopy (8.3%). The
methylation test identified eight of these patients (sensitivity of 44%; 95% CI 20% to

72%).

A positive index methylation test increased the probability of identifying dysplasia at
the reference examination to 12% (8/65); Of clinical relevance, for those patients
with a +ve methylation test, a ‘normal’ index colonoscopy did not reduce the risk of
neoplasia at the (planned 1 year) follow up period. By contrast, a methylation
negative result reduced by 40%, the risk of neoplasia during the follow up period

(6.5%; 7/107 reference examinations).

Per-protocol analysis: 104 patients were eligible for this analysis. It excluded 68
patients who did not receive their reference colonoscopy within 12 months of the

baseline colonoscopy. This reduces the potential for de novo dysplasia being
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identified at the reference examination (stringency test). Diagnostic odds ratios was
increased to around 4 but still did not reach levels of conventional statistical
significance DOR of 3.93 (95% CI 0.82, 24.8; p = 0.09). A positive baseline
methylation test result (despite no neoplastic biopsies), increased the probability of
identifiable colonic neoplasia within 1 year to 17%. Being methylation negative
reduced the prevalence of neoplasia within the follow up period to under 5% (3/62

examinations).

The intention-to-treat analysis, including all patients, found weaker discrimination
with diagnostic odds ratios of 1.50 (95% CI 0.48, 4.45; p = 0.45). A positive
methylation test result still increased the probability of being histology positive within
the follow up period to 12%. Whilst being methylation negative reduced the

probability of being histology negative to 8%.

CONCLUSIONS

This is the first prospective multicentre trial to report on mucosal methylation as a
biomarker of neoplastic change in the colon. The study has evaluated a pre-selected
methylation signature in a ‘real world’ surveillance setting across 31 hospitals in the
UK. The study has shown a clear and statistically significant association between
defined promoter methylation changes in background colonic mucosa and
histological evidence of distant neoplastic change in the large bowel, strongly
supporting the underlying hypothesis. The second (reference) colonoscopy, looking

for ‘missed neoplasia’, demonstrated the same association between the initial
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methylation findings and neoplasia detection, but the association was weaker and
statistically non-significant. The potential clinical value of this approach was
demonstrated, with improved stratification of patients for both high and for low risk of

concurrent neoplasia.

ENDCAP was embedded within the existing surveillance programme for UC across
30 different NHS hospitals. Histological assessment and methylation testing was
performed within routine NHS laboratory facilities. We demonstrated that the
additional test was acceptable to patients and clinicians and could be incorporated

within existing care pathways at 10 different hospitals.

Quiality assurance is challenging within any pragmatic multicentre study. The high
incidence of neoplasia (11%) at the index (routine) colonoscopy was reassuring. The
compliance to dye spray (90%) examination at the reference test was also higher
than we anticipated. Ultimately we prioritised real world testing, to evaluate the
practicalities of delivering such a test. The one significant protocol violation was the
delay beyond 12 months for the reference examination, often reflecting the capacity
pressures within the NHS endoscopy service. We were however able to undertake a
per-protocol analysis to account for the impact of de-novo neoplasia and other

confounding variables that may have been influenced by the delay.

There was a substantial rising incidence of neoplasia beyond the 12-month window
particularly seen in the control arm of the reference examination, perhaps related to

selection bias in recalling the control group. It was seen that the risk of patients
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declining repeated examination was almost 2x higher in the control arm as compared
to the methylation positive group (20% vs 38%), raising the possibility that a higher
risk population was being (subconsciously) selected. The methylation results were
blinded to all clinical trials staff, clinicians, and patients, but the patient and physician
could not be blinded as to the macroscopic colonoscopy findings; this information

may have influenced decision making.

The study population was selected to be at high risk of neoplasia as defined by the
associated risk factors seen in the study population. The proportion of patients with
identified dysplasia (11.2%) at the baseline colonoscopy was considerably higher
than predicted and that has been seen in other studies (22). The high prevalence
was not explained by inclusion of PSC patients as their observed dysplasia rate was

lower, presumably due to being a younger cohort.

Methylation changes were seen in only 50% of patients harbouring neoplastic
changes at index colonoscopy. We selected the methylation targets from a large
multicentre retrospective cohort (Beggs). It may be that testing a wider range of

methylation sites and repeated testing would increase the sensitivity of the test.

At reference colonoscopy, we were able to assess the impact of repeat methylation
testing. The numbers were necessarily small, but did show evidence of additional

risk stratification; where repeated positive methylation tests were associated with a
rising risk of neoplastic change. As methylation biomarkers are further investigated,

these results will be clarified.
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It is plausible that a subset of CUC patients will harbour dysplasia without
manifesting a methylation field change and our results would support this. Almost
half the patients with dysplasia had no methylation changes at baseline or at follow
up examination. It is rational to propose such patients represent a lower risk
population, perhaps even sporadic disease (rather than colitis driven dysplasia). If
this is the case, these patients would be suitable for local treatment of dysplasia and
so avoid radical surgery. This is a current and pressing clinical issue that methylation
testing of the background mucosa could help address. Longitudinal follow-up of the
ENDCaP-C patient population will assess residual neoplasia risk and further inform

on the predictive value of background mucosa methylation changes.

For patients who have positive methylation changes in their background mucosa, but
no dysplasia- ENDCAP indicates their risk of developing dysplasia in the following 12
months (per protocol analysis) is higher than before their ‘normal’ index colonoscopy
(17% in the next 12 months), despite the initial ‘reassuring’ colonoscopy findings. On
the other hand, for a similar patient without evidence of mucosal methylation change,
the chance of dysplastic change being identified at colonoscopy in the next 12
months is reduced to 3/62 (~5%).

Importantly, the proportion of patients identified at higher risk is less than 1 in 3
(191/715). The majority, 73% have more than halved their risk of manifesting
dysplasia in the following 12 months. For patients with repeated positive methylation

signatures, their risk of neoplasia being identified within 12 months is over 20%.
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It would not be appropriate, and we would not recommend using methylation testing
in isolation, to guide clinical decision making. However in combination with high
quality endoscopic examination, better risk stratification could be achievable. These
two high risk subgroups could be prioritised for surveillance and may benefit from
more frequent colonoscopies. Informed decision making is helpful to both clinicians

and patients and may benefit adherence to surveillance colonoscopy.

Clinical stratification is currently rather crude. It does not use ‘normal’ endoscopic
findings to modify an individual’s risk. Molecular stratification can complement/inform
the surveillance programme to increase frequency of examination for high risk
patients and help reassure the patient and endoscopist of low risk status.
Stratification might also differentiate between multifocal and localised disease. 40%
of dysplasia showed no background changes. These may define a group more
suitable for local excision.

Methylation testing can improved risk stratification. This might help compliance which
is currently low in this patient population by reassuring endoscopists and

encouraging patients to undergo repeated examinations.
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James Yiu Hon Chan, Miles Parkes,* Konstantina Strongili and Merry Jay Jimenez-

Smith.
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Sarah Clark, Anjan Dhar,* Gillian Horner and Sree Mussunoor.
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Figure 1: The Standards for Reporting of Diagnostic Accuracy (STARD) flow diagram.
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Table 1: Baseline data of ENDCAP-C trial participants:

Baseline data UC only (N=607) UC and PSC (N= Total (N = 805)
198)

Diagnosis age

Mean (SD) 55.1 (14) 46.1 (17.2) 52.9 (15.4)

Min.—max. 18-88 16-78 16-88

Sex,? n (%)

Female 239 (39.4) 66 (33.3) 305 (37.9)

Male 368 (60.6) 132 (66.7) 500 (62.1)

Smoker, n (%)

No 569 (93.7) 190 (96) 759 (94.3)

Yes 36 (5.9) 8(4) 44 (5.5)

Missing 2(0.3) 0(0) 2(0.2)

Cigarettes per day

Mean (SD) 9.8(8) 10.1 (5.5) 9.9 (7.6)

Median (IQR) 8(5-15) 10 (10-10) 10 (5-15)

Min.—max. 1-30 1-20 1-30

Family history of IBD, n (%)

No 493 (81.2) 160 (80.8) 653 (81.1)

Yes 111 (18.3) 35 (17.7) 146 (18.1)

Missing 3(0.5) 3(1.5) 6(0.7)

Number of colonoscopies prior to first ENDCaP-C colonoscopy,” n (%)

1 100 (16.5) 31 (15.7) 131 (16.3)

2-5 242 (39.9) 73 (36.9) 315 (39.1)

6-10 71 (11.7) 46 (23.2) 117 (14.5)

>10 32(5.3) 14 (7.1) 46 (5.7)

Other 33(5.4) 17 (8.6) 50 (6.2)

Unknown 6(1) 1(0.5) 7(0.9)

Missing 2(0.3) 0(0) 2(0.2)

Routine surveillance schedule at time of first ENDCaP-C colonoscopy,b n (%)

1 yearly 66 (10.9) 144 (72.7) 210 (26.1)

2 yearly 8(1.3) 1(0.5) 9(1.1)

3 yearly 170 (28) 5(2.5) 175 (21.7)

4 yearly 2(0.3) 1(0.5) 3(0.4)

5 yearly 105 (17.3) 4(2) 109 (13.5)

Other 39 (6.4) 18(9.1) 57 (7.1)

Unknown 58 (9.6) 5(2.5) 63 (7.8)

Missing 38(6.3) 4(2) 42 (5.2)

Number of outpatient visits within the last 12 months,” n (%)

0-3 412 (67.9) 138 (69.7) 550 (68.3)
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4-6 70 (11.5) 31 (15.7) 101 (12.5)
=7 3(0.5) 12 (6.1) 15 (1.9)
Unknown 1(0.2) 0(0) 1(0.2)
Missing 0(0) 1(0.5) 1(0.2)

Number of inpatient visits within the last 12 months,”n (%)

0 412 (67.9) 138 (69.7) 550 (68.3)
1-2 70 (11.5) 31 (15.7) 101 (12.5)
=3 3(0.5) 12 (6.1) 15 (1.9)
Unknown 1(0.2) 0(0) 1(0.2)
Missing 0(0) 1(0.5) 1(0.2)

Length of time of baseline colonoscopy (minutes), n (%)

Mean (SD) 38.1(14.9) 40.2 (13.3) 38.6 (14.6)
Median (IQR) 36 (30-45) 40 (30-47) 38 (30-45)
Min.—max. 8-210 15-80 8-210
Missing 25(4.1) 12 (6.1) 37 (4.6)
Montreal class, n (%)

Distal (recto-sigmoid) 70 (11.5) 10 (5.1) 80(9.9)
Left sided (to splenic flexure) 74 (12.2) 10 (5.1) 84 (10.4)
Extensive (beyond splenic flexure) 364 (60) 141 (71.2) 505 (62.7)
PSC patient (N/A) 0(0) 11 (5.6) 11 (1.4)
Other® 99 (16.3) 26 (13.1) 125 (15.5)
Missing 0(0) 0(0) 0(0)

Number of patients taking the following medications in the 12 months prior to their baseline colonoscopy, n (%)
Steroid medication®

No 419 (69) 152 (76.8) 571 (70.9)
Yes 57 (9.4) 24 (12.1) 81 (10.1)
Unknown 10 (1.6) 5(2.5) 15(1.9)
Missing 0(0) 1(0.5) 1(0.1)

Regular aspirin”

No 311 (51.2) 113 (57.1) 424 (52.7)
Yes 20(3.3) 14 (7.1) 34(4.2)
Unknown 155 (25.5) 54 (27.3) 209 (26)
Missing 0(0) 1(0.5) 1(0.1)
Statins”

No 296 (48.8) 118 (59.6) 414 (51.4)
Yes 46 (7.6) 8(4) 54 (6.7)
Unknown 144 (23.7) 55 (27.8) 199 (24.7)
Missing 0(0) 1(0.5) 1(0.1)

Dysplasia and/or adenoma at baseline colonoscopy, n (%)

Negative 536 (88.3) 179 (90.4) 715 (88.8)
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Positive 71(11.7) 19 (9.6) 90 (11.2)

IQR, interquartile range; max., maximum; min., minimum; SD, standard deviation.

a. Patient sex has not yet been provided for 137 patients and sex has been imputed based on the patient’s name.

b. The forms providing these data were not received; UC only =121 (19.9%), UC and PSC =16 (8.1%), total = 137 (17%).
c¢. Other subclassifications: 121 =no active disease, 4 =unknown.
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