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ABSTRACT 55 

Objective: Screening for genital infection (GI), bacterial vaginosis (BV), sexually transmitted 56 

infection (STI) and asymptomatic carriage of group B streptococcus (GBS) in pregnant 57 

women is a common reason for medical appointments. Objectives were first to determine 58 

the non-inferiority of vaginal self-sampling compared with vaginal/cervical classical sampling 59 

to screen for GIs, bacterial vaginosis (BV), STIs, and GBS asymptomatic carriage in pregnant 60 

women; second to determine the feasibility of vaginal self-sampling. 61 

Methods: Vaginal self-sampling (VSS) and vaginal/cervical classical sampling (VCS) of 1027 62 

women were collected by health care professionals and simultaneously carried out on each 63 

patient. Bacterial infection, yeast infection, Chlamydia trachomatis, Neisseria gonorrhoea, 64 

Mycoplasma genitalium, Trichomonas vaginalis and Herpes simplex virus types were 65 

systematically screened in both paired VSS and VCS samples. 66 

Results: Statistical tests supported the non-inferiority of VSS compared with VCS. 67 

Agreements between VCS and VSS remained high regardless of the type of studied infection. 68 

VSS had successful diagnostic performances, especially for Predictive negative value (PNV) 69 

(over 90%) for all studied infections. Most participants (84%) recommended the use of VSS. 70 

Conclusions: This study remains the most exhaustive in screening for GI, BV, STI agents and 71 

asymptomatic GBS carriage. Given its efficacy and acceptability, VSS seems to be a viable 72 

alternative to classic physician sampling among women in the general population. This study 73 

provides evidence that vaginal self-sampling can be used as a universal specimen for 74 

detection of lower genital tract infections in women. 75 

Study Identification number: ID-RCB 2014-A01250-4 76 

Key words: Vaginal self-sampling; STI; genital infection; Group B streptococcus; 77 
gynaecological monitoring 78 

79 
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INTRODUCTION 80 
Screening for genital infection (GI), bacterial vaginosis (BV), sexually transmitted infection 81 

(STI) and asymptomatic carriage of group B streptococcus (GBS) in pregnant women is a 82 

common reason for medical appointments. GI including bacterial vaginosis and yeast 83 

colonization are the most common lower genital tract disorders among women of 84 

reproductive age 1,2. STIs are a major public health concern, with Chlamydia trachomatis 85 

(CT), Neisseria gonorrhoeae (GC) and genital herpes (Human simplex virus, HSV) the most 86 

prevalent STI and Mycoplasma genitalium (MG) an emerging sexually transmitted pathogen 87 

3,4. The diagnosis and control of GIs, BVs, and STIs are important issues, given their long-term 88 

consequences for fertility and overall well-being of affected women 1,4. In the same way, 89 

intrapartum screening for GBS colonisation is recommended in France at 35 to 37 weeks of 90 

gestation to initiate antibiotic prophylaxis and prevent early-onset infection in neonates 5,6. 91 

 92 

In current medical practice, vaginal and/or cervical sampling is indicated in cases of suspicion 93 

of (symptomatic) or screening for (asymptomatic) GIs, STIs or cases of asymptomatic 94 

carriage in pregnant women in the eighth month of pregnancy. Conventional testing is 95 

performed by using vaginal and/or cervical classic sampling (VCS). This procedure requires a 96 

pelvic examination, speculum use and vaginal or endocervix sampling by health care 97 

professionals such as gynaecologists, general practitioners, medical biologists and midwives. 98 

Concerns related to cultural and religious norms, as well as economic issues, are often cited 99 

as barriers to screenings performed with this method 7–10. Moreover, specimen collection is 100 

often complicated by in-clinic difficulties, such as delayed waiting time to obtain a medical 101 

appointment and the lack of practitioners 11. 102 

Vaginal self-sampling (VSS) has progressively emerged as an alternative to VCS, primarily for 103 

human papillomavirus (HPV)–associated cervical cancer screening. Previous studies have 104 

already been conducted by several teams, including us, and shown the efficacy and 105 
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acceptability of VSS in this indication 12–16. More recently, VSS was used for STI agent 106 

screening, and was recommended by participants of workshop conducted by the National 107 

Institutes of Health (NIH) for CT and NG screening 8,17. Indeed, the ease and acceptability of 108 

vaginal self-sampling could facilitate follow-ups and potentially help in the prevention of 109 

gynaecological disorders.  110 

By performing a large, randomised, cross-sectional study, our objectives were to: 111 

1. Determine the non-inferiority of VSS compared with VCS for the detection of GI, BV, STI 112 

infections and GBS asymptomatic carriage in pregnant women. 113 

2. Determine the feasibility of self-collection by women requiring vaginal and/or cervical 114 

sampling for their gynaecological monitoring.  115 
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MATERIALS & METHODS 116 

Sample size calculations 117 

Sample size was calculated to demonstrate non-inferiority of VSS compared with VCS for the 118 

detection of each infections separately: GI, BV, STI, and GBS asymptomatic carriage in 119 

pregnant women. The worst-case scenario was calculated for CT infection: considering a 120 

prevalence of 4.4% [95% Confidence Interval (95% CI) 2.1-8.0%] for VCS (PVCS) (results 121 

observed in routine laboratory analysis from 225 patients in 2014), and a non-inferiority 122 

margin (M) of 2.3% (defined as the difference between PVCS and 95% CI lower bound of PVCS). 123 

Under these conditions, if there is no difference between PVCS and PVSS, then at least 984 124 

patients were required to be sure that the upper limit of a one-sided 95% CI excluded a 125 

difference in favour of VCS of more than 2.3% (alpha level of 5%, and statistical power of 126 

80%) 18. 127 

 128 

Study population  129 

From October 2015 to March 2018, 1027 participants, including 224 pregnant women 130 

(21.8%), were recruited from 11 clinical centres in Marseille, France. Recruitment was 131 

conducted by 26 clinical practitioners including gynaecologists and midwives.  132 

Women were eligible to participate if they were 18–65 years of age and if they presented 133 

vaginal/cervical sampling indications (e.g., suspicion or screening for GI and/or STI and/or 134 

asymptomatic carriage of GBS, especially for pregnant women). At recruitment, clinical 135 

practitioners filled out a Clinical information form where sampling indications were 136 

mentioned. In addition, participants were asked to complete a questionnaire to collect their 137 

feedback toward self-sampling and classic sampling (Supplementary File 1).  138 

Written informed consents were obtained from the participants at recruitment. The study 139 

was sponsored by the Hôpital Européen Marseille Clinical Research Department in 140 

collaboration with the Clinical Research and R&D Department of the Laboratoire Européen 141 
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Alphabio. This biomedical clinical study was authorised by the French competent authority 142 

(ANSM, www.ansm.sante.fr) and received the agreement of an ethics committee (CPP Sud 143 

Méditerranée I). The French national identification number of the study is ID-RCB 2014-144 

A01250-47. 145 

 146 

Sample collection  147 

Participants were asked to provide two types of genital samples:  148 

1) Self-collected vaginal swabs (named “vaginal self-sampling” or VSS). 149 

2) Vaginal/cervical swabs collected by a medical practitioner during a pelvic examination 150 

(named “vaginal classic sampling” or VCS).  151 

Randomised sampling technique was performed as follows: Half of the women were asked 152 

to perform VSS before VCS, and the other half were asked to perform VSS after VCS. 153 

Sampling order was specified on the clinical information form. A VSS paired sampling 154 

(randomised order) and a VSS acceptability survey were prospectively collected. 155 

Performing their VSS, participants were instructed to push the swab gently into their vagina, 156 

turn it two times while wiping the vaginal wall and slowly remove the swab. The swab was 157 

then inserted and released into the collection tube prior to capping with the lid. VCSs were 158 

collected following the same procedure under speculum examination.  159 

Two swabs were collected for both VSS and VCS: Copan ESwab (Biomérieux, Marcy l’Etoile, 160 

France) and Cobas PCR media (Roche Diagnostics, Meylan, France). Microbiological analysis 161 

and HSV molecular biology analysis were performed using Copan ESwab, and TV, CT, NG and 162 

MG molecular biology analysis were performed using Cobas PCR media. 163 

 164 

Microbiological analysis 165 

The VSS and VCS tubes were shipped at ambient temperature to Alphabio laboratories in 166 

Marseille for microbiological analysis and STI testing. Both VSS and VCS were treated within 167 
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24 h of sample collection. For each of the paired samples, routine microbiology analysis was 168 

performed : BV was defined by a Nugent score equal or superior to 7, and yeast colonization 169 

was defined by yeast growth on nutrient agar media19. In addition, a large panel of nucleic 170 

acid amplification tests (NAAT), targeting STI agents, were performed: CT, NG (Cobas, Roche 171 

Diagnostic), MG, TV (Roche Diagnostic, TIBMolBiol) and HSV types 1 and/or 2 (Cobas 4800 172 

Roche Diagnostic). GI referred to bacterial and/or yeast infection, and STI infection referred 173 

to CT and/or NG and/or MG and/or TV and/or HSV. 174 

 175 

Statistical analysis 176 

Data were reported using frequencies and proportions. Non-inferiority of VSS compared 177 

with VCS was assessed using z statistic for binomial proportions. The null hypothesis for the 178 

non-inferiority test is H0: PVSS – PVCS ≤-M versus the alternative H1: PVSS – PVCS >-M, where PVSS 179 

stands for the prevalence observed for VSS, PVCS stands for the prevalence observed for VCS 180 

and M stands for the non-inferiority margin defined as the 95% confidence interval [CI95] 181 

lower bound of PVCS. Exact Clopper–Pearson CI95s were reported. Overall agreement 182 

between VCS and VSS was reported, calculating the rate of concordant cases, kappa statistic, 183 

positive predictive value (PPV), negative predictive value (NPV), sensitivity (Se) and 184 

specificity (Sp) (all with their 95% CI)20; the McNemar test for matched paired data was 185 

computed to test the marginal homogeneity between VCS and VSS. Sampling randomisation 186 

sequences were compared using the Breslow-Day test (VCS before VSS vs. VSS before VCS) 187 

assuming equality of odds ratios (null hypothesis). Statistical tests were assessed using a 188 

significance criterion of α = 0.05. Statistical computations were performed using SAS v. 9.4 189 

software (SAS Institute, Inc., Cary, NC). 190 

 191 

RESULTS 192 

Sampling indications 193 
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Mean age was 35.2 (standard deviation 11.5) years old. Indications of genital sampling 194 

comprised suspicion of GI in 380 participants, suspicion of STI in 62 participants, suspicion of 195 

or screening for GI plus STI in 419 participants, and GBS asymptomatic carriage in 166 196 

pregnant women (Table 1).  197 

 198 

Detected infections using vaginal self-sampling and concordance with vaginal classical 199 

sampling 200 

Concordance between VSS and VCS was assessed among 1026 samples as one VCS failed for 201 

molecular biology analysis. The prevalence of overall STI was 8.5% using VSS, and 8.1% using 202 

VCS (Table 2). Prevalence of specific infections were respectively 1.9% (VSS) versus 1.8 % 203 

(VCS) for TV, 3.3% (VSS) versus 3.2% (VCS) for CT, 1.0% (VSS) versus 0.9% (VCS) for NG, 1.4% 204 

(VSS) versus 1.4% (VCS) for MG and 1.9% (VSS) versus 1.7% (VCS) for HSV showing non-205 

inferiority of VSS compared with VCS; and kappa values computed for STI were all superior 206 

or equal to 0.95, which indicates excellent agreement between self-collected and physician-207 

collected samples. NcNemar test for marginal homogeneity was not significant, showing that 208 

marginal frequencies are not statistically different. 209 

Prevalence of GIs including BV and yeast colonization were respectively 39.7% (VSS) versus 210 

38.1% (VCS), 10.6% (VSS) versus 10.7% (VCS) and 31.3% (VSS) versus 29.6% (VCS); showing 211 

no inferiority of VSS to VCS (Table 2). Prevalence of GBS asymptomatic carriage was 8.9% 212 

(VSS) versus 8% (VCS) in pregnant women. Agreements between VCS and VSS remained high 213 

ranging from 90.3% for GI up to 98.3% for GBS asymptomatic carriage in pregnant women, 214 

and kappa statistics showed substantial agreement between VCS and VSS (ranging from 0.77 215 

for BV to 0.89 for SGB asymptomatic carriage in pregnant women). McNemar test for 216 

marginal homogeneity was not significant except for yeast colonization and GBS (p = 0.0442 217 

and p = 0.0004, respectively).  218 
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With VCS as the standard reference, VSS had successful diagnostic performances, especially 219 

the NPVs over 90% for all studied infections (table 3). 220 

 221 

Attitude toward self-sampling and clinical collection 222 

Most women expressed a preference for VSS compared with VCS: 322 (31%) vs. 268 (26%) 223 

respectively, p = 0.045 (437 (43%) women did not express a preference between VSS and 224 

VCS) (Table 1). The primary reason women gave for preferring VSS was its ease of use: 96% 225 

(309/322). Other reasons to prefer VSS were as follows: 40% (138/322) of them estimated 226 

that VSS facilitated monitoring of GI, 21% considered VCS in accordance with their cultural 227 

norms and 6% considered VSS a cheaper alternative to VCS. The main reason women 228 

preferred VCS was because they preferred to be sampled by a practitioner: 91% (244/268). 229 

Other reasons to prefer VSS were as follows: 24% reported embarrassment, 11% reported 230 

physical discomfort performing VSS and 13% reported that it was difficult to perform VSS.  231 

Of the 1027 surveyed participants, 84% (867) would recommend the use of VSS, and 56% 232 

(579) asserted that VSS instead of VCS would encourage them to be monitored more 233 

regularly. In contrast, only 27% (278) of participants considered the need to have a medical 234 

appointment to perform vaginal sampling as an obstacle to gynaecological monitoring.  235 
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Discussion 236 

Principal Findings 237 

The principal findings and interpretations of the study are as follows : 1) VSS has proved its 238 

efficacy for all tested infections, including GI, BV, STI and GBS asymptomatic carriage; 2) 239 

Statistical tests supported the non-inferiority of VSS compared with VCS; 3) Agreements 240 

between VCS and VSS remained high regardless of the type of studied infection; 4) 241 

Acceptability of VSS was satisfactory among women from the general population in a global 242 

setting; 5) VSS should be proposed to women from the general population in a clinical 243 

setting; 6) The use of VSS should enhance gynaecological monitoring. This provide evidence 244 

that VSS would be an effective alternative to VCS. 245 

 246 

Efficacy of VSS in screening infectious agents 247 

Efficacy of VSS was evaluated for a large panel of infectious agents. Vaginal self-sampling 248 

was comparable with vaginal classic sampling for CT, NG, MG and TV detection by NAAT, 249 

consistent with findings in other cohorts 10,17,21–25. CT, NG, MG and TV detection rates were 250 

lower than those previously reported in under-screened low-income women4,26 and might 251 

be influenced by recruitment. In fact, women participating in this study were recruited by 252 

clinicians during their course of care and STIs were suspected in only 6% of participants, as 253 

has been mentioned before. HSV detection rates were also very low, consistent with 254 

intermittent viral shedding in the mucosa of infected populations 27. The close agreement 255 

(99.6%; [99-99.9]) between VSS and VCS detection rates encourages the use of VSS to detect 256 

any HSV active infection.  257 

GI and GBS asymptomatic carriage were screened by microbiological analysis. The 258 

microbiological analysis implies another issue compared to NAAT: it should be rapidly 259 

performed to maintain bacterial viability and avoid false negative results. In this study, both 260 

VSS and VCS were processed within a maximum of 24 hours, thus ensuring good analytical 261 
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conditions. Prevalence of bacterial vaginosis and yeast colonization were similar to 262 

previously reported 28–36, and self-collection was comparable to clinician-based collection. 263 

These results showed that self-collected vaginal swabs are an effective method for the 264 

diagnosis of both bacterial vaginosis and yeast infection. Some papers support the existing 265 

knowledge regarding GBS screening by vaginal self-sampling. Several authors showed the 266 

non-inferiority of VSS compared to VCS 1,37–40. One study reported contradictory results, 267 

demonstrating that self-collection was less sensitive to detect GBS carriage 41. In this study 268 

good kappa values were reported, eg. 0.86 and 0.89 in pregnant women, establishing the 269 

good reliability of self-collected vaginal swabs to screen GBS asymptomatic carriage. In 270 

addition, sensitivity was 94.4% in pregnant women, allowing the use of VSS in this indication. 271 

Given its excellent diagnostic performance, especially for high NPV, health care practitioners 272 

can be confident in the use of VSS to detect any symptomatic or asymptomatic infection. 273 

 274 

Overall acceptability of VSS among women  275 

The principal indication was suspicion of GI (bacterial and yeast infection), which 276 

represented 77.8% (800) of the study’s participants. GI screening was combined with STI 277 

screening in 420 women (52%). In fact, GI, particularly BV, have been found to be associated 278 

with sexually transmitted agents such as NG, CT and MV 1,42. The second indication was GBS 279 

screening in pregnant women. It represented 166 (16.2%) of analysed samples, which 280 

represented 74% of pregnant women included in the study. Finally, STI screening was 281 

requested only in 6% of participants.  282 

Because recruitment was conducted directly by health care practitioners, it was not 283 

surprising to find good adhesion to clinician examination among the surveyed women. In 284 

fact, only a minority (27%) considered the consultation an obstacle to seeking care. However 285 

self-collection was well accepted and 84% of participants would recommend the use of VSS. 286 

Moreover, 56% of surveyed women stated that VCS substitution by VSS would ensure better 287 
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follow-up. Only 26% of participants preferred VCS to VSS, mostly because they were not 288 

confident with the self-collection process (91%). A recent longitudinal study showed that VSS 289 

acceptability improved over time as women became more familiar with the test. We can 290 

therefore assume that the proportion of women who prefer VSS will increase. As previously 291 

reported, acceptability of VSS was satisfactory among sexually active women surveyed in 292 

this study 43–47.  293 

Strenghts and limitations 294 

Conversely to most studies including small subsets of participants, our study benefited from 295 

a large cohort (more than a 1000) of women, hence providing an accurate assessment of the 296 

added value of VSS for future clinical standard-of-care.  This large cohort provided robust 297 

assessment of diagnostic performance. In addition, all self-collection results were paired 298 

with vaginal classical co-testing. Both samples were collected with the same procedure, 299 

treated with the same analytical methodology and within the same delay.  300 

Our recruitment approach excluded infrequently screened women, although previous 301 

studies have already reported a similar VSS efficacy and acceptability among within that 302 

population 8,17. The novelty of our study focuses on the utility of VSS to improve 303 

gynaecologic monitoring regarding the challenge of pelvic examination. 304 

The study could have been strengthened by assessing VSS adequacy (ie β-globing testing), 305 

although high agreements between VCS and VSS comforted its validity. 306 

Another limitation of our study is that α-risk was not corrected for multiplicity. However, this 307 

limitation should be relativized according to the design of the study (non-inferiority of VSS 308 

vs. VCS), the fact that observed absolute prevalence’s of VSS are higher than VCS il all cases 309 

(except for BV), and that all p-value are less than 0.05 (among which only few are between 310 

0.01 and 0.05)48,49 311 

Implication for practice 312 
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Since 2014, in the United States, the NIH and the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 313 

(CDC) recommend the use of VSS for screening of CT and NG by nucleic acid amplification 314 

techniques 8,50. In addition, they encourage the research community to initiate clinical trials 315 

and obtain evidence needed to use VSS for GI screening in a wide variety of settings. Given 316 

its efficacity and acceptability, VSS may be considered as an effective alternative to alleviate 317 

gynaecological consultation among women needing vaginal sampling for clinical reasons, 318 

antenatal screening, and sexual health examinations. Moreover, VSS may enhance 319 

acceptability among under-screened low-income women and thereby improve detection 320 

and treatment of GIs and STIs. Another interesting application of VSS would be the reliability 321 

to repeat a positive test to ensure clearance of the infection following treatment. 322 

 323 

Conclusion 324 

To date, this is the first large-scale cross-sectional study conducted to evaluate the 325 

efficacy of VSS, with more than 1000 participants in a global clinical setting, which also 326 

included pregnant women.  327 

This study remains the most exhaustive in screening bacterial and yeast infections, multiple 328 

STI agents and asymptomatic GBS carriage. Throughout constant efforts to improve medical 329 

care, VSS seems to be a viable alternative to the classic physician sampling. It may be a good 330 

option to enhance gynaecological monitoring while also alleviating the need for patient 331 

intimacy. This study provides evidence that VSS can be used as a universal specimen for 332 

detection of lower genital tract infections in women 8.  333 

 334 
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TABLES LEGEND 

Table 1. Characteristics of surveyed women  

Table 2. Detection rates of GI, STI infection and GBS asymptomatic carriage, and non-

inferiority test  

Vaginosis detection rates were determined among patients with bacterial vaginosis and/or 

yeast colonization. STI detection rates were determined among patients with TV, and/or CT, 

and/or NG, and/or MG, and/or HSV infection. 

Table 3. Agreement between VSS and VCS for the detection of GI agents 

*Agreement between VSS and VCS were determined among 1026 patients (one VCS failed 

and was excluded from statistical analysis). 
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Table 1.  

Characteristics Value 

Age – Mean (Sd) (years) 35.2 (11.5) 

Pregnancy – N (%) 224 (22%) 

Sampling indication – N (%)  

Suspicion of GI  380 (37%) 

Suspicion of STI  62 (6%) 

Suspicion of GI + screening of STI  419 (41%) 

Screening of asymptomatic carriage of group B streptococci  166 (16%) 

Type of preferred sampling method – N (%)  

Self-sampling 322 (31%) 

Classical sampling 268 (26%) 

Both 437 (43%) 

Reasons to prefer self-sampling – N (%)  

Easy to use 309/322 (96%) 

In accordance with religious and cultural norms 69/322 (21%) 

Promote the monitoring of GI 128/322 (40%) 

Cheaper alternative 20/322 (6%) 

Other reasons 22/322 (7%) 
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Reasons to prefer classical-sampling – N (%)  

Medical assistance  244/268 (91%) 

Embarrassment  64/268 (24%) 

Hard to process self-sampling 35/268 (13%) 

Physical discomfort  29/268 (11%) 

Considering that medical appointment hinders gynaecologic monitoring – N (%)  

Yes 278 (27%) 

No 749 (73%) 

Considering that VSS enhances gynaecologic monitoring – N (%)  

Yes 579 (56%) 

No 448 (44%) 

Recommend the use of self-sampling – N (%)  

Yes 867 (84%) 

No 160 (16%) 
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Table 2.  

Sample type Vaginal classic-sampling   Vaginal self-sampling P-value (for non-inferiority 

of vaginal self-sampling) Positive 

N 
% (95% CI) 

  

Positive 

N 
% (95% CI) 

GI 392 38.1 (35.2-41.1)   408 39.7 (36.7-42.7) 0.0016 

          Bacterial vaginosis 105 10.7 (8.8-12.7) 
 

104 10.6 (8.7-12.5) 0.0348 

          Yeast colonization 304 29.6 (26.8-32.4) 
 

322 31.3 (28.5-34.2) 0.0009 

STI  83 8.1 (6.4-9.7) 
 

87 8.5 (6.8-10.2) 0.0087 

          Trichomonas vaginalis  18 1.8 (1.0-2.6) 
 

19 1.9 (1.0-2.7) 0.0217 

          Chlamydia trachomatis  33 3.2 (2.1-4.3) 
 

34 3.3 (2.2-4.4) 0.0354 

          Neisseria gonorrhoeae 9 0.9 (0.3-1.4) 
 

10 1.0 (0.4-1.6) 0.0140 

          Mycoplasma genitalium 14 1.4 (0.7-2.1) 
 

14 1.4 (0.7-2.1) 0.0336 

          Herpes simplex virus 17 1.7 (0.9-2.4) 
 

19 1.9 (1.0-2.7) 0.0120 

Group B streptococcus  

Group B streptococcus in pregnant women 

118 

18 

11.5 (9.5-13.2) 

8.0 (4.5-11.6)   

138 

20 

13.4 (11.3-15.5) 

8.9 (5.2-12.7) 

0.0001 

0.0010 
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Table 3. 

Sample Result 

 

 

VCS 

  VSS   

Overall Agreement –  

% (95% CI) 

Kappa 

(95% CI) 

PPV** 

% (95% CI) 

NPV** 

% (95% CI) 

Se** 

% (95% CI) 

Sp** 

% (95% CI) 

P-value 

(McNemar) 

   +  -        

GI  +   350 42    90.3% 

(88.3–92.0) 

0.80 

(0.76–0.83) 

85.8% 

(82.4–89.2) 

93.2% 

(91.2–95.2) 

89.3% 

(86.2–92.4) 

90.9% 

(88.7–93.1) 
0.1096 

 
 - 

 
58 578  

 

     
 

 
       

Bacterial vaginosis  + 
 

83 22  
 

95.7%  

(94.2–96.9) 

0,77  

(0,71–0,84) 

89.2% 

(82.9–95.5) 

97.5% 

(96.5–98.5) 

79.0% 

(71.2–86.8) 

97.7% 

(96.7–98.7) 
0.7576 

 
 - 

 
20 849 

  

       
       

Yeast colonization  + 
 

273 31 
  

92.2% 

(90.4–93.8) 

0.82 

(0.78–0.85) 

84.8% 

(80.9–88.7) 

95.6% 

(94.1–97.1) 

89.8% 

(86.4–93.2) 

93.2% 

(91.4–95.0) 
0.0442 

 
 - 

 
49 675 

  

       
       

Overall STI  + 
 

82 1 
  

99.4% 

(98.7–99.8) 

0.96 

(0.93–0.99) 

94.3% 

(89.4–99.2) 

99.9% 

(99.7–100) 

98.8% 

(96.5–100) 

99.5% 

(99.1–99.9) 
0.1025 

 
 - 

 
5 940 

  

       
       

TV  + 
 

9 0 
 

 
99.8% 0.97 81.8% 100% 100% 99.8% 0.3173 
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 - 

 
2 1017 

  
(99.3–100) (0.92–1.00) (59.0–100) (NA) (NA) (99.5–100) 

       
       

CT  + 
 

33 0 
  

99.9% 

(99.5–100) 

0.98 

(0.95–1.00) 

97.1% 

(91.5–100) 

100% 

(NA) 

100% 

(NA) 

99.9% 

(99.7–100) 
0.3173 

 
 - 

 
1 994 

  

       
       

NG  + 
 

6 1 
  

99.9% 

(99.5–100) 

0.95 

(0.84–1.00) 

100% 

(NA) 

99.9% 

(99.7–100) 

85.7% 

(59.8–100) 

100% 

(NA) 
0.3173 

 
 - 

 
0 1021 

  

       
       

MG  + 
 

14 0 
  

100% 

(N/A) 
1.00 

100% 

(NA) 

100% 

(NA) 

100% 

(NA) 

100% 

(NA) 
NA 

 
 - 

 
0 1014 

  

       
       

HSV  + 
 

16 1 
  

99.6% 

(99.0–99.9) 

0.89 

(0,78–1,00)* 

84.2% 

(67.8–100) 

99.9% 

(99.7–100) 

94.1% 

(82.9–100) 

99.7% 

(99.4–100) 
0.3173 

 
 - 

 
3 1006 

  

       
       

GBS  + 
 

112 6 
  

96.7% 

(95.6–97.9) 

0.86 

(0.81–0.91) 

81.2 % 

(74.7–87.7) 

99.3% 

(98.8–99.9) 

94.9% 

(90.9–98.9) 

97.1% 

(96.0–98.2) 
0.0004 

   -   26 884 
 

  

              

GBS in pregnant women +  17 1   98.2% 

(95.5-99.5%) 

0.89 

(0.77-1.00) 

85.0% 

(62.1-96.8) 

99.5% 

(97.3-100) 

94.4% 

(72.7-99.9) 

98.5% 

(95.8-99.7) 

0.3173 

 -  3 203    
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