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Online supplement 1 

A Discussion 

A.1. Inter-annotator agreement (IAA) 
 

The low agreement in UPMC radiology reports is due to the fact that A1 missed a number of 

pairs that involve markables of type anatomy. For example, as Table Supplement 1 (a) shows, 

A1 failed to identify the relations among all 13 anatomy pairs that are related to the spine. These 

pairs were, however, captured by A3, and reflected subsequently in the gold standard. 

The complementary nature of the annotations is further supported by our error analysis. 

Examining the IAA scores for the files in the set with the lowest score (p6) (Table Supplement 1 

(b)) shows that a Mayo Clinic pathology report doc210 had an IAA of 0.16, with only one 

overlapping annotation (true positive). The full set of annotations in this report is in Table 

Supplement (c). There was only one overlapping annotation before the consensus stage. After the 

consensus stage, all but three of the original annotations were included in the gold standard. 

Figures 2, 3 and 4 show the contributions of each annotator in the UPMC and Mayo reports. 

Overall in UMPC reports, A1 and A3 individually contributed 41% and 42% to the gold 

standard, respectively, and only 18% were from both annotators. In the Mayo reports, the 

contributions are 10%, 12%, 24% for A1, A2, and A3 respectively, and 54% from two 

annotators. In general, A3, who had more domain and linguistic knowledge than the other 

annotators, contributed more pairs than any other annotator. 

IAA Examples 
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(a) Annotations for UPMC report 101 

 

 

(b) IAA results per document from p6 set (Mayo pathology notes set 6) 

 

(c) Annotations for Mayo clinical note doc210. All but the grey shaded annotations were 

included in the gold standard after the consensus 

Table Supplement 1: IAA Examples 

 


