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Quality Improvement Methods in Cervico-vaginal Cytology:
Cytologic/Histologic Correlation vs. 10% Random Rescreening

Ghil Suk Yoon, M.D., Jooryung Huh, M.D., Kyung Hee Son, C.T,,
On Ja Kim, M.D., and Gyungyub Gong, M.D.

Department of Pathology, Asan Medical Center,
University of Ulsan College of Medicine

Although the success of the Papanicolaou test as a screening tool of cervical
cancer is evideni, there still exists 2~5% of discrepancy rate by both human and
machine. To improve the quality of cervico-vaginal cytology, the authors compared
cervicovaginal smear with cervical biopsy diagnoses, and analysed the causes of
discrepancies. Among 30,922 cervicovaginal smears from June 1996 to April 1997 at
our hospital, there were 271 cases of cervicovaginal smear with subsequent cervical
punch or LEEP cone biopsies within several months. The biopsies and smears from
a total of 98 discordant cases were reviewed. The discrepancy was attributed to
sampling errors in 43 cases(43.9%), and to cytologic diagnosis in 49 cases(50.0%).
Among these, 43 cases were interpretative errors(categories A;19, B;16 and C:8),
whereas six cases were screening errors{categories B;2 and C:4). Among cervical
biopsy cases, errors were present in four. As for 10% random rescreening, cytote—
chnologists reviewed 3,196 of 30,922 smears during the same period. There were 43
cases of screening error(categories A;27, B;16). Cytologic/histologic correlation was
superior to 10% random rescreening of negative cases. The most effective method
for quality improvement in cervicovaginal cytology was to implement both quality
control(rescreening) and quality assurance(cytologic/histologic correlation) programs.

Key words: Cervicovagian! cytology, Cytologic/histologic correlation, Quality improve-
ment, 10% random rescreening
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Table 1. Sources of error in cytologic misdiagnosis
of 51 cases

Interpretation Screening

Category error error Total
A 21* 0 21
B 16 2 18
C 8 4 12
Total 45 6 51

*Two cases of cytology and biopsy errors were included.
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Table 2. Original and revised diagnoses of 51 discrepant cervicovaginal smears

- Revised Dx WNL - BCC ASCUS LSIL HSIL SCC AGUS ADENO
Original Dx CA

WNL 1(B) 1(B) 4(C)

BCC 2(B) 1(C)

ASCUS 6(A) 317(A) 7(C) 1(B)

LSIL 2(B) 7(B)

HSIL 1(B) 1B 3t 17A)

scc 6(A)

AGUS 1(A) 1" 1(B) 2(B)

ADENOCA

WNL; Within normal limits, BCC, Benign cellular changes, ASCUS; Atypical squamous cells of undetermined significance,
LSIL; Low grade squamous intraepithelial lesion, HSIL; High grade squamous intraepithelial lesion, SCC; Squamous cell
carcinoma, AGUS; Atypical glandular cells of undetermined significance, ADENOCA; Adenocarcinoma, A; category A, B;

category B, C; category C, Dx; Diagnosis
' Two cases of cytology and biopsy errors were included.

* The revised diagnoses were squamous cell carcinoma and adenocarcinoma, but the original diagnosis was HSIL.
¥ The revised diagnosis was HSIL; the original diagnosis was HSIL with AGUS.
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Table 3.
ding to guality control methods

Detection rate of screening errors accor-

Category 10% random Cytologic/histologic
rescreening correlation
(n=3,196) (n=271)
A 27 0
B 16 2
C 0 4
Total 43(1.3%) 6(2.2%)
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