STUDY DESIGN

To compare performance, a sample of 111 individuals
(pathologists=152, cytotechnologists=59) from participating in-
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OBJECTIVE
To compare proficiency festing in gynecologic cytology using glass slides and virtual slides®

Comparison of Individual (N=111) Performance
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The slides were evaluated by comparing the performance average
tor each glass slide to the matching virtual slides. All data analysis
was performed at the 95% confidence interval.

RESULTS

The mean score of the individuals (n=111) on MCPTP was 99.2%
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00%). The mean score of the individuals
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100%). No individual scored less than 90% on the glass slide test
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Comparison of Individual Scores Grouped by Test Type
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*Definition of a virtual slide — for our purposes we refer to a tiled collection of 8,000+ digitally captured images, representing a 0.5 X 1.0 cm area of a glass slide,
that have been stitched together to create a single image that can be scrolled along the x, v, and z axes at 10X and 40X magnification.
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