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Materials & Methods

350 serial sections from an FFPE tissue microarray consisting of
normal skin, normal colon, colorectal carcinoma, normal liver,
oncocytoma and normal spleen were stained with H&E using one
staining system solution including a Tissue-Tek Prisma Plus Stainer
and a Tissue-Tek Prisma H&E Stain Kit #1 (Sakura Finetek USA).
66 were randomly selected where 33 slides were coverslipped with
a Tissue-Tek Film Coverslipper and Tissue-Tek Coverslipping Film
(Film), and 33 slides were coverslipped with a Tissue-Tek Glas g2
Coverslipper. All 66 slides were scanned using an Olympus
SLIDEVIEW VS200 research scanner (Evident) at 40x with a
UPLXAPO40X objective (NA 0.95: 0.137 um/pixel). The two distinct
sets of 33 slides each were analyzed using the imageDx ColorQC
and Focus QC modules (Reveal Biosciences) first by identifying
tissue (foreground) and background regions in the slides, and then
by extracting a total of 9916 and 8949 foreground tiles from the
film-coverslipped and glass-coverslipped slides, respectively. From
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e Alternative Chi? distance (Chi?=0.92) showed very low brightness distribution differences
e Two sample t-test (P-Value = 1.0) showed no statistically significant difference in
brightness between the two groups (Film vs glass)
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e Alternative Chi? distance (Chi® =0.03) showed very low contrast distribution differences
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histograms of brightness, contrast, and sharpness. Also, every tile's
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e Alternative Chi2 distance (Chi2 =0.08) showed very low sharpness distribution differences
e Two sample t-test (P-Value = 1.0) showed no statistically significant difference in sharpness
between the two groups (Film vs glass)
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