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Introduction: Automated analysis of Ki67 expression is more and more commonly used in the daily routine diagnostics and prognostics of canine mast cell tumors. The purpose of this study was to compare

different methods within the same tumour cohort and to find a practicable approach for the daily diagnostic routine

Materials and Methods: FFPE tissue from 78 archived canine mast cell tumors served as material. Slides were reviewed and separated in two groups (cutaneous and subcutaneous), cutaneous were graded
according to Patnaik and Kiupel 12, Routinely Giemsa and Ki67 stained slides were scanned and aligned using Visiopharm® for selection of tumour tissue. Ki67 positive nuclei were counted on the whole slide

(output: % of total nuclei) using different methods followed by construction of a heat map. Positive cells were then counted in the hot spots according to published literature for manual and automated counting.

Table 1: Workflow of Ki67 counting
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Results:

Table 2 Comparison of percentage of Ki67 positive cells over the whole tumor
with/ without artefact exclusion (image a-f table 1)
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