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m BE xpZUSetol M EXHEEE Aldsof st Th
Patient / Problem (CHAf-2X)) AaLiarete 2 Rkl 2K}
Intervention (& X{-&Ah POLEEMMR:p53 & Zgtot #AtEF
Comparison (H| 1) e 9l =R H=
Outcome (Z1}) o= A=/ ME o=/ X[= S[AHEE

23
X

(M x-* - A )

21

24 /N s

TCGA / Kandoth E3t Q™A FEKN|- ALY EHE Y| S22 A O 2 ECE 47 (POLE ultramutated / MSI hypermutated / copy-number low / high) 2 £ X & 7.

Nature 2( ASE Al
rhoucd TCGA(2013)EH ZU ZIZEQR025)7HK LI A, AfFLeAO| 47 EXES

“1 (POLEmut:MMRA:NSMP-p53abn)E 7|& AA-HE| leQxtel SEMoz o5 53

Kommosy o -

oronl St X2 (p53abnol SHRAHARN B8, POLEmute] HZE KB S5)2 oS5t

wncol 2023 FIGO £AHEY W7l Zes) A2 2¢ 27| WIlOIME oS o= ok |

2009 — 2023 FIGO(ZAt2F 23 EF Al 205% H7| 0|5 (17.8% A&F2.7% otEh.
S 7| AZE 42 TR FI| I-IE, p53abn(iCmp53abn 8.0%)-3 A8 ZAY(IC 5.3%)-& 2| LVSI(3.4%)7F & 2l, 5t&E2 POLEMut(IAmPOLEmut).
6792 2023 FIGO+=AtZ R/ 0 A OS-DFSEFS 0| = B2t7t 7H 2= IAmPOLEmut2 =4, ICIC(SEH
(=L 270 7]2h 2022 ESMO {&=t2 o|0| A& He| QIXHE gHEStD U0 FIGO 7H7d Fek 0|0](2.5%C HE)
- A3 J 27| ECOIME BAHERIL 0= X 2270 S8 H 7[0].

Lee-Yoon et al.
Lab Invest 2025
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m X2 M HA o WA HNOME BXIREE AjHY & QT

Patient / Problem (CH&H2 X)) 2% ™ aspiration/curettage Z |
Intervention (ZX{-ZAAH ZICH AANO| Mo EAMEF
Comparison (H| 1) a2 H dH oMl EXtERF
Outcome (Z1}) AN 7 LR E(k)-Lat ME[ =

Kommoss et al

i

Kobayashi Katq __ - - -
Gynecol Oncol %IEHQ!J; _E_%_(_?F_&l%l 60~69%%ﬁ 54~78%)EE|' _C')é'l%ol 3'11;0'., Tlf_xl'_:f_‘lgrjl' ?:-II

smoneel 201 X|Ch MA_KFZEM AN 7H YK Ee EXHEEIF 88~100%(k 0.88~1.000)2
_I

oea | M| ZF FYEAO| R4340 ZTH AHO mI| K BAFO AT & Q= 2HY
Cancer Med 20] o O|== C

= =0
Vrede et al. = BSOL 2ROl AThY 2
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m POLE H10] S A{0f KXI3t ZA} HHHS Bgi0l7}

Patient / Problem (Cil &2 A|) POLE AA}l CHal XL BA|

Intervention (&5 XH-&4Ah NGS / Sanger / ddPCR-E™ PCR

Comparison (H| 1) AN &= Hlw

Outcome (Z1}) Ol ZT = (LOD)-dZ He-H|2-TAT

M 2 23
JdDCD POIF 578 hotenat(P2RAR-S297E-\V/A11] . AARAP.SAROEYS A4PCRE Z4== . POIF B 0| 10 8%0A/AM- V411l 61 5% 2 XICL P22AR 23 1%
Kim(2022, ddPCRZ 57l hotspot ZZ, POLEmut 10.8%-Sanger CHH| L X|& 96.7%),
b.4%.

Joe(2023, ddPCRZ POLEmut 15.9% A Z=-2At+L1CAMO| RFS-0S =& 01| < OIX}), Devereaux(2022,

SNaPshot £0|=-BIZtE 100%LOD ~10%=Z XMVAFO|A SangerZ Lt £), Hu(2025, PCR/CE 4.4%
vs Sanger 1.5%%Z XVAF HO| 7} A%) 41l HEC=Z ddPCR 3 NGS I{¥, Sanger |7

sequencing AAMH 25 POLE HO| 240f AtE 7ts3IC

ogt

mut2 =X NSMPE S7IA|Z.

Sanger(=20% VAF ZAhZ POLE AZ Al 9.1% vs NGS 11.4% — Sanger= 25 POLE
GS I =0l A

Chen et al. NGS + IHC
Sanger= ¥ X POLE ZE0f AH8 7tSStLt, POLETPS3 H(2)AE + MSIE Z&st 34 N

Chin J Pathol 2023 2548



m POLE H10] SA{0 KXI3t ZA} HHHS Bgiol7}

HIE

POLE A= RE A3 2HX1E 22 Ajdg 4S5 ATt}
CHEE AAF Zapot X2 SE = o= oo S-S 0[X|X| 2= B¢
Ol= dAIE dekol= AS ne{ed = QUL

POLE Z A= NGS, Sanger sequencing, ddPCR == 7|El S E BH
ZXEAIHS 0| 8910 Alde 5= UCt.

cHTFE N
#18s B




m POLE 0] SM0o|A HEE= HA} MO o} 814 7|2 2oi0l7}

Patient / Problem (CH&H2 X)) POLE HO|7} =5l Xt LHEHS
Intervention (ZX{-ZA A HlMH EE + POLE-score 7|8t 8| Ad
Comparison (H| 1) HO| ZXPS 2 POLEMut 25
Outcome (Z 1 POLEmut 2L &&F HX|-0|= ==

Ledn-Castillo(2020, TCGA WES 82z2{+=¢g 3,3612])= POLE-score 7|&
(C>A>20%T>G>4%-C>G<0.6%-indel<5%TMB>100 mut/Mb)2 &2 HAZ =l HLAH EDM
(5% RFS 923%)= 2UEHIUL, =E 55 2 F7F HO|= 7/1839%)EF BRHL=2 Z&.
EDM 2| B10|= 96%(22/23)7} H|H A H0|AS.

Exonuclease domain (EDM) 50|83 (VUS) HO|E POLEmutl 2 QLE5FotH EM A
HAEXZE Z4ZES 2 &= A non-hotspot HO|= TMB 2 Q- 2XBZ A 3| AI2 &
O 2F £ 5 oF &= A|A|BHCE.




m POLE t10] 2A0|AM AXE|= ZHAF 9} $1A] 7|=2 Saiol7)

H1

Mo

POLE ZAl= NGS, Sanger sequencing, ddPCR == 7|E}f HZE #H
=XEAIEE 0| 8510 Al = UL} O] U POLE 0| E&'.'S

exonuclease domain, £5| exon 9, 11, 13, 145 HtE A| 86| OF S},

POLE Ho|= AFE E&E HO| FF0| =5t sliMsta, 1 2| Ho|
= iAol F=2|stof EHEhetrt,
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MMR ZE "@7tof

Patient / Problem (CH&H-2AH))

Intervention (ZXH-ZA A

4% MMR IHC (MLH1-PMS2-MSH2-MSH®6)

Comparison (H| 1)

2% I & (PMS2+MSH6) = MSI EHE

Outcome (Z1}) a4 IfEH HAE Llynch MY RIZE

Ha" et d 2 == Yl Ll haciin AALO Dl ldpnacanaciioy AN HEC Ll HEod e RAaACo daciac o2 pldal a4 Cuul 24 ) v od o Dl gL E'Ol
Patholod

.| Tk MMR ZHE AZE2 PMS2+MSH6 2F TdUte = JIZ . 50| 100%MSI LX| |
o (=0854)8 TR 4 YOLE A4 A EHo| 2IH5E

cron] 45 IHC ME9| Lynch AE&(2.3%)0| A& 7|F(0.9%)ECt 2512 HE2WH0|EZ, |*
anderss] THHE E- I} Llynch M E0|= 43 MMR IHC EH ME0| HHESIC} y
Hered C




m MMR ZE 70| ME st Mo =XSISHAAHIHC) HEe 2oiol7)

H1

Mo

B E XpZLjetoA MMR 2= "®WI71E 2o MLH1, PMS2, MSH2 &SI

MSH62| 45 HH XX 3|stAAL (IHC)E Al A= ALt

cHTFE N
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m MMR ZE B0 A MsI ZAHPCR/NGS)S] S 201017}

Patient / Problem (CHAf-2X))

At LHEFRF A

Intervention (ZX{-&AH

MSI A AHPCR/NGS)

Comparison (H| 1)

MMR IHC Bt

Outcome (Z1H

MMR 28 4= 2A| = 2d:

NN I s ol BT [T

e~ Al o o o o

Rafani

dMMR/MSS (MSI7t Z2E = &

J Clin § E_$_ _JI\_L—_I_|_0|E|_

Kang ¢

I/

ECOlA MSI HAAFE MMR-IHC2t 90.6~98.2%(k=0.91) YX|5tL}, =LK = &
)JO|E 2 |HC/t 28 X} A0
MSI BAHE S| MSI-NGS)= IHC E 2t 8! POLE-TP531te| £ NGS &

E 3+ MSI-P

Pathol Res Pract 2024

(NGS 52 - &2 24 Al MSI-NG
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Patient / Problem (CHAH-2 X)) INEE S RS ECIDN

Intervention (5 X{- A A XML HABE p53 IHC LAF HAL

Comparison (H| 1)

Outcome (Z1h)
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;o] O|A 3THEIO| HO|E ZSHA 0=t subclonal O|AH(EYMZE >10%-abrupt transition)7}HX|
BE 20 Ad=02 8EEE, BESE 401 E p53 IHC7F LA HALZ HESHH,

=

p53 IHC= TP53 BO|E Z=T 0.94~097( N EXl& <
E

O
| & 95%)= Hig[stdl, 471 IjE(ES/2HH LAe/MEA/MEE) S
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p53 L= 7|F A subclonal abnormal expression(ZZM|ZE >10%, abrupt transition) 21 &= 7



m 053 O|AF (abnormal) H710 HE S HOIxK|FISIHA e

A1

Ho

AL Ao M p53 O] &= Bote mofl= 43 E gH EE(0l: DO-7)
= AH8SI0] AAMY XA S S A HAZZ| et HALS A|WoHH, Hi
Ao HIZYMZ@IEME, o M=, =)} wild-type THES HE
ol HEtLHESF 24 THES B8ola, 2= S of|M L& =2 2

#12 =QIst T wild-type, overexpression, complete absence,

cytoplasmicl| #& ©= 7|F0f e} g5 A3 Aacict ZF HAE
4 e

=
= REEde Z2O3U0 FI|He 2 oY AS Huastrt,
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m p53 0| (abnormal) E7}0f|A TP53 HO| E2Ao] Agh

Patient / Problem (CH&H2A)) p53 7t & Xp=Lfatet
Intervention (ZXH- A A TP53 NGS (IHC E2h
Comparison (H| 1) p53 IHC Ct=

Outcome (Z1}) IHC-NGS €X| .21 &

28 (MXL™ME.HE) MA /N

-1

s p53 IHCE TP53 H 0|2} 88~92.3%(POLE-MMRd M2 Al 92~95.1%, &+ 100%) LA|st
7|2k 2k X240 S==5tLt HO| R - X|7F IHCRF & &F LX|SHK| = Re sz,

o IHCE LAt HAAR ME| BSSHALE 2K & O F @Y 0| bevacizumab 0|5 0%,

| PFS HR 0.46)0] Rt B2 TP53 NGSE E2toh= IHC/NGS S8 0| {ESICY.

Jcm—. Z 1o PS5 1T = @ Y1 bevaciZariao T = Pl TS TR U.A0) — TG/ NGS & & =] NaT o= 21T .




m p53 O| 4 (abnormal) 70| A TP53 0| 2Mo| g2 R al0l7}?

Ang

At Latete| p53 0|4 (abnormal) 7= p53 HEXZSISIAHAL (IHC) | 2AHSE IV
= TP53 HO|2M S 0| 8310] Ajg 5= QICt. o|mf, p53 IHC Zat7t

BS8tALE sjM0] oj2{2 ZAS0l= NGS 7|8t TP53 HO|ZME HetH

OS2 Agsts g nafE 5 Urt. di1s=E B




CtS 2§ X (multiple classifier) S%2| 27 2Ma2le faQl7p?

Patient / Problem (CH&H-Z ) CHE /7 A0l s g ot= Ahs U 2HAF (M| 3-5%)
Intervention (5 X{-Z Af) POLEmut > MMRd > p53abn AlE 2F&F

Comparison (H| 1) M= 08 E

Outcome (&1} =t o2 2F7

AA /N

| MK 3~5%Q CtZ 22Xt ZLL HAMN POLE+MMRd(n=13, 53 RFS 92.3%)7} POLEmutX &,
{ H|H POLE+MMRd(n=14, 76.2%)7t MMRdAM & HS35t2Z POLEmut > MMRd > p53abn 7
| S22 2F76}{0f 5tH

| (POLEmut+p53abn—POLEmut, POLEmut+MMRd—POLEmut, MMRd+p53abn—MMRd),

{ 2023 FIGO F7|x O] M +=%|F HrHotCt, "
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TCGA 828 WES + 45

Ledn-Castillo, J Pathol 2020

POLE 0|

/absence/overexpression/cytoplasmic), TP53 CHA|Z At

Klo

-

Kbbel, Int J Gynecol Pathol 2019; Singh, J Pathol 2020

p53 IHC

Cf 2! subclonal loss E11

4359 MMR

IHC-MSI €X| = + subclonal 1258

Watkins, AJSP 2016; Stelloo, Ann Oncol 2017
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1. MMR IHC 2. p53IHC
MMR 82 &7 o o=
MLH1 [ ] Intact [] Loss [ ] Wild-type pattern
PMS2 [ ] Intact [ ] Loss [ ] Overexpression (abnormal pattern)
MSH2 [ ] Intact [] Loss [ ] Complete absence (null pattern-abnormal pattern)
MSHG6 L] Intact [ ] Loss [ ] Cytoplasmic expression (abnormal pattern)
[] Subclonal expression




XF2 L2t A MMR S Al 5} = B

| -

MMR ECHEHO| HEEI(H 4 2 (Intact expression) = LIS CHE *ﬂiTi
(At L E 7| M=, B22AM, B[S Sd JOMx, dSME)F 5S0FALE

of 2o Y= LEILEE s o2 HolsErt

— /|10

SIS T MMR CHEH O] B35 A A (Loss of expression) 2 S MO HAM HIYE
e oofs, LR o= M Z7F Y oy BF = 0S| OF SO

H‘I:o"ss oi"'ll\‘/I‘SI'-I‘(.Siexpr;éssion‘ '

e

A e hes

MMR EHE 20| Of 2 24 A (subclonal loss)O| 2, 20| EEE S LM =0
OISO &l Ui 0| S| AME FEESH ZF AH0| LIEILIE AS 2|0|$tC},

Subclonal loss of MLH1

CAP Gynecologic Biomarker Reporting Template, v1.3.0.0, 2025
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Cytoplasmic expression Subclonal expression

N s ",

Wild-type pattern

‘Co‘mplete absence (null)

p53 L3 0| wild-typeOfl A

ChOESt 2tz o] SHOA Z=QUMIZO| 80% O At _Ij_ﬂf‘lEclc)Dt% CHZ=7} ’j;é*fl %%Zﬂszﬂ 80% xcl’|§01| abnormal expression £ 9
9' %l:)g Hl_l-%ol %)g O‘" A-I |:|| |:|I_|_)\O-|2§ %”ﬂ % |O_ I_-'-|.| ODEI'H O'”Ai,ITC'?tCI:i-AO-” ﬁ]l.--ro—l OI_o|k” %Hip)gscé gé)gliﬁt lr?)nSItIOOI’]EO Eolizl
susRE Nl uetibs dgy Do G X AED ES SHS 28 (RESS Soilws 10% plei

MOl QS| AAlE Sutst7| = gh abnormal expressionO| L}

EfLHE 32

J Pathol 2020; 336-345
CAP Gynecologic Biomarker Reporting Template, v1.3.0.0, 2025
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