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ABSTRACT 18 

Objective: The fight against cervical cancer requires effective screening together with optimal 19 

and on-time treatment along the care continuum. We aimed to examine the impact of cervical 20 

cancer screening and treatment guidelines on screening, and follow-up adherence to guidelines.  21 

Methods: Data from electronic health records and healthcare provision claims for 50 702 22 

women was used. The annual rates of PAP tests, HPV tests and colposcopies during two 23 

guideline periods (2nd version 2012–2014 vs 3rd version 2016–2019) were compared. To 24 

assess the adherence to guidelines, the subjects were classified as adherent, over- or undertested 25 

based on the timing of the appropriate follow-up test.  26 

Results: The number of PAP tests decreased and HPV tests increased during the 3rd guideline 27 

period (p < 0.01). During the 3rd guideline period, among 21–29-year-old women, the 28 

adherence to guidelines ranged from 38.7% (44.4…50.1) for ASC-US to 73.4% (62.6…84.3) 29 

for HSIL, and among 30–59-year-old from 49.0% (45.9…52.2) for ASC-US to 65.7% 30 

(58.8…72.7) for ASC-H. The highest rate of undertested women was for ASC-US (21–29y: 31 

25.7%; 30–59y: 21.9%). The rates of over-tested women remained below 12% for all cervical 32 

pathologies observed. There were 55.2% (95% CI 49.7…60.8) of 21–24-year-old and 57.1% 33 

(95% CI 53.6…60.6) of 25–29-year-old women who received an HPV test not adherent to the 34 

guidelines.  35 

Conclusions: Our findings highlighted some shortcomings in the adherence to guidelines, 36 

especially among women under 30. The insights gained from this study helps to improve the 37 

quality of care and thus, reduce cervical cancer incidence and mortality. 38 

 39 
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INTRODUCTION 43 

Cervical cancer, one of the most common malignant neoplasms among women [1], is 44 

preventable with the timely discovery of pre-cancerous lesions and appropriate treatment [2]. 45 

Moreover, World Health Organisation has set a target to eliminate cervical cancer as a public 46 

health problem [2]. To fulfil this goal, countries have developed their own national guidelines 47 

for screening and management of cervical abnormalities, while others adhere to only 48 

international ones [8,9]. These guidelines have changed over time together with the evolution 49 

of scientific knowledge [3] and try to offer the best protection against cervical cancer while 50 

balancing the benefits and harms of the testing and ensuring the effective use of healthcare 51 

resources. Therefore, it is crucial that these guidelines are followed and effectively 52 

implemented in the practice. Despite this, both underscreening and over-screening has been 53 

reported [4–8]. For example, underscreening has remained a challenge in several countries as 54 

the adherence to screening guidelines in developed countries is on average 63% [4], ranging 55 

from 37% to 82% in Europe [5]. At the same time, a considerable amount of women are tested 56 

more often than recommended [6,7,9]. Too frequent testing is not only a financial burden to 57 

the healthcare system but can lead to overtreatment and have a negative impact on the 58 

reproductive health [10]. While several studies have found difficulties in adopting new 59 

guidelines in the US and thus, causing the increase in over-testing [6,7,9], there is a lack of 60 

similar studies in Europe. 61 

To assure screening benefits, it is crucial to involve and maintain women from screening to 62 

treatment and to follow-up along a care continuum. It has been estimated that 12% of invasive 63 

cervical cancer cases are attributable to poor follow-up after abnormal PAP test [11]. To date, 64 

the data about treatment and follow-up patterns is limited and the need for additional studies 65 

has been stressed [12,13]. There are some studies describing the follow-up of abnormal 66 

screening results, however, in most cases, the focus is on the timing of the follow-up test 67 
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[12,14–16], while less attention has been paid to the additional tests [13]. More detailed 68 

information about the treatment pathways help to provide better treatment and care for women 69 

and reduce the incidence of cervical cancer.  70 

Previously, it has been highlighted that there is a considerable amount of research that fails to 71 

improve practice as it does not address questions that are important to practitioners, it is not 72 

applicable to real-life, patient-centred or available to policy makers [17–20]. To increase the 73 

practicability of current study and to ensure that the results are disseminated and implemented 74 

into the practice, it has been conducted in close co-operation with Estonian Gynaecologists 75 

Society and several practitioners. Moreover, to get better overview of the real situation we 76 

incorporated diverse types of real-world data. Thus, in the current study, we utilized nationwide 77 

and population-based electronic health record (EHR) and healthcare provision claims data with 78 

the aim to investigate the influence of cervical cancer screening guidelines on testing practices, 79 

and the adherence to guidelines in the case of follow-up tests. 80 

 81 

MATERIAL AND METHODS 82 

Setting  83 

In Estonia, the evidence-based guideline for diagnosing, monitoring, and treatment of 84 

precancerous cervical, vaginal, and vulvar conditions is developed and disseminated by the 85 

Estonian Gynaecologists Society. In the current cross-sectional study, we focus on the 2nd 86 

(2007–2014) and 3rd (2014–2021) versions of the guidelines. During the 2nd version the primary 87 

screening test was the PAP test with a one-year interval between the first two tests, which in 88 

case of no abnormalities, was followed by a two-year testing interval. The 3rd version of the 89 

guideline recommended a three-year testing interval with a PAP test or a five-year interval 90 

when HPV or co-testing was applied.  91 

 92 
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Data 93 

In this cross-sectional study we combined data from two health databases with national 94 

coverage – EHR and healthcare service provision claims from 01.01.2012 to 31.12.2019. The 95 

databases were linked using a unique personal code given to all persons living in Estonia. The 96 

data was transferred to Observational Medical Outcomes Partnership (OMOP) common data 97 

model (CDM) version 5.3 [22] described in more detail by Oja et al [23]. The study sample 98 

consisted of randomly selected 10% of the Estonian female population aged 16–65 years (N = 99 

50 702) and followed the age distribution of the whole female population [23]. The study was 100 

approved by the Research Ethics Committee of the University of Tartu (300/T-23) and the 101 

Estonian Committee on Bioethics and Human Research (1.1-12/653) and the requirement for 102 

informed consent was waived. 103 

The episodes of cervical cytology together with diagnoses, HPV tests and colposcopies were 104 

identified from EHR and claims databases. When one PAP test had multiple diagnoses (eg 105 

NILM and LSIL), the most severe pathology was used. Cervical cytology results were 106 

categorised according to the Bethesda system criteria:[24] negative for intraepithelial lesion or 107 

malignancy (NILM); atypical squamous cells of undetermined significance (ASC-US); low-108 

grade squamous intraepithelial lesions (LSIL); atypical squamous cells cannot exclude high-109 

grade squamous intraepithelial lesions (ASC-H); high-grade squamous intraepithelial lesions 110 

(HSIL). The corresponding Standard Nomenclature of Medicine (SNOMED) codes are 111 

presented in Table S1.  112 

 113 

Assessing the effect of guidelines on the testing practices  114 

The data about all PAP tests, HPV tests and colposcopies during 2012–2014 (2nd version) were 115 

compared with data from 2016–2019 (3rd version). The year 2015 was considered a transition 116 

period and was left out from the comparison. In this analysis, we present the annual testing 117 
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rates for the target group of the guidelines (21–65-year-old women) and the younger age group 118 

(16–20-year-old) who should not receive any testing.   119 

 120 

Assessing the adherence to cervical cancer prevention and care continuum 121 

Follow-up of PAP tests 122 

We described the follow-up during the 3rd guideline version (2015–2019) when the PAP result 123 

was NILM, ASC-US, LSIL, ASC-H, or HSIL. For each PAP test result under observation a 124 

separate cohort was created with similar inclusion criteria: 1) the first corresponding PAP test 125 

result was recorded after 01.01.2015 (index event), 2) there was no occurrence of more serious 126 

cervical pathology 30 days before and after the index date, 3) no previous diagnosis of the same 127 

cervical pathology within three years before the index event was present (not applicable to 128 

NILM), 4) a follow-up period after the index date was at least 15 months for cervical 129 

pathologies and 3.5 years for NILM. Women with a history of HIV, cervical cancer or 130 

hysterectomy were excluded from the analysis. When describing the follow-up of NILM we 131 

also excluded women whose PAP test was accompanied by an HPV test, as in the case of co-132 

testing, the recommended testing interval was longer (five years). In this analysis we focused 133 

on two age groups: 21–29 and 30–59-year-olds.  134 

In Table 1 we present the follow-up tests after NILM and cervical pathologies according to the 135 

guidelines together with the adherence and undertested criteria deployed in the analysis. The 136 

adherence to guidelines was assessed in terms of timing and appropriate follow-up test. When 137 

the appropriate follow-up test was performed in a time interval specified in the guidelines and 138 

no additional test was present, the woman was considered as adherent. To provide some 139 

flexibility and account for possible shifts caused by appointment scheduling, we allowed a time 140 

lag when classifying the test as adherent. For example, according to the guidelines in the case 141 

of NILM the follow-up PAP test should be done after three years, however, when the next PAP 142 
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test was done two years and seven months or three years and four months after the index date, 143 

it was considered adherent. Those women who had a follow-up test according to the guidelines 144 

but in addition had some PAP or HPV test(s) between the index test and an adherent follow-up 145 

test, were classified as over-tested, while women who did not receive any test after the PAP 146 

test, were classified as undertested. Women who did not belong to adherent, over- or 147 

undertested group were left out from current analysis (n = 2997, 32.5%).   148 

 149 

Table 1. The follow-up tests of NILM and cervical abnormalities according to the guidelines 150 

and the adherence definition in the analysis. 151 

 Age Guidelines Adherent in the analysis* Undertested in the 

analysis 

NILM 21–59 New PAP test after 3 years New PAP test between 2.5 to 3.5 

years  

No test within 3.5 years 

ASC-US 21–59 New PAP test after 12 months 

OR 

Immediate HPV test 

New PAP test between 9–15 months 

OR 

HPV test in 3 months 

No test within 15 months 

LSIL 

21–24 New PAP test after 12 months New PAP test between 9–15 months 

No test within 15 months 
25–59 New PAP test after 12 months 

OR 

Immediate colposcopy 

Co-test between 9–15 months  

OR 

Colposcopy in 3 months 

ASC-H 21–59 Colposcopy Colposcopy in 3 months No test within 12 months 

HSIL 21–59 Colposcopy Colposcopy in 3 months No test within 12 months 

* no additional test between index and follow-up test 152 

 153 

HPV testing among women aged 21–29 years 154 

The HPV test was not recommended as a screening test in this age group. However, in the case 155 

of cervical pathology ASC-US among 21–24-year-old women and ASC-US or LSIL among 156 

25–29-year-old women, HPV test was allowed. Thus, these age groups were analysed 157 

separately. The index date was the first HPV test between 01.01.2016–31.12.2019. Next, the 158 

preceding PAP test together with its result was identified. The period for the preceding PAP 159 

test was set 12 months before or 30 days after the index date.  160 
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 161 

Data analysis 162 

To describe the overall sample, we calculated the annual rates of PAP tests, HPV tests and 163 

colposcopies per 100 000 women together with 95% confidence intervals (95% CI) using the 164 

midyear population counts for the denominator. Repeated testing within 30 days was 165 

considered duplicates and only the first record was included in the analysis. The threshold of 166 

30 days was chosen to account for different testing and laboratory analysis pathways. The 167 

differences in the number of tests between the two guideline periods were described using 168 

absolute and relative change of rates. The p-values were calculated using a z-test of 169 

proportions, and the statistical significance level was set at p < 0.05. When describing the 170 

adherence, under- and over-testing during the 3rd guideline period, ratios together with 95% CI 171 

are presented. The analysis was performed using R v4.1.2. 172 

 173 

RESULTS 174 

The study cohort 175 

During the study period, 72.6% of 21–65-year-old and 23.7% of 16–20-year-old women had 176 

received at least one PAP test (Table 2). 177 

Table 2. PAP tests, HPV tests, and colposcopies in 2012–2019 for 21–65-year-old (n = 47 570) 178 

and 16–20-year-old (n = 7 404) women, in Estonia. The number of tests, women who received 179 

at least one test and their proportion.  180 

 Procedures (n) Women received at least one procedure (n (%)) 

Age: 16–20y 21–65y 16–20y 21–65y 

PAP test 2 567 103 213 1 755 (23.7%) 34 530 (72.6%) 

HPV test 236 10 177 206 (2.8%) 7 060 (14.8%) 

Colposcopy 178  6 830 135 (1.8%) 3 972 (8.3%)  

 181 

 182 
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The effect of guidelines on the testing practices 183 

During the 3rd guideline period (2016–2019) there was a statistically significant decline in the 184 

number of PAP tests and an increase in HPV tests in both age groups compared with the 2nd 185 

guideline version (P < 0.001) (Table S2). The decline in colposcopies during the 3rd period was 186 

present only among 16–20 years-old women (P < 0.01) (Table S2). The annual PAP testing, 187 

HPV testing and colposcopy rates per 100 000 women is presented in Figure 1.  188 

 189 

Figure 1. The rate of women per 100 000 who received PAP tests, HPV tests or colposcopies 190 

during 2nd and 3rd guideline versions (2012–2014 vs 2016–2019) in the age groups 16–20 years 191 

(A) and 21–65 years (B). 192 

 193 

Adherence to cervical cancer prevention and care continuum in 2015–2019 194 

The adherence to guidelines after NILM was 22.7% (95% CI 20.4 - 24.8) among 21–29-year-195 

old and 20.5% (95% CI 19.4 - 21.5) among 30–59-year-old women (Table 3). 196 

  197 
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Table 3. The proportion of adherent, under- and over-tested women based on the PAP test 198 

outcome among age groups 21–29 and 30–59 years. 199 

 N Adherent 

% (95% CI) 

Undertested 

% (95% CI) 

Over-tested 

% (95% CI) 

21–29 years     

NILM 1373 22.7 (20.4…24.8) 25.1 (22.8…27.4) 17.6 (15.5…19.6) 

ASC-US 295 38.7 (44.4…50.1) 25.7 (20.8…30.8) 11.9 (8.2…15.6) 

LSIL 142 39.4 (31.4…47.8) 19.0 (12.6…25.5) 12.0 (6.6…17.3) 

ASC-H 50 68.0 (55.1…80.1) 8.0 (0.5…15.5) 2.0 (-1.9…5.9) 

HSIL 64 73.4 (62.6…84.3) 4.7 (-0.5…9.9) - 

30–59 years     

NILM 5768 20.5 (19.4…21.5) 27.0 (25.8…28.1) 17.1 (16.1…18.1) 

ASC-US 975 49.0 (45.9…52.2) 21.9 (19.4…24.5) 9.5 (7.7…11.4) 

LSIL 214 51.9 (45.2…58.6) 13.1 (8.6…17.6) 5.6 (2.5…8.7) 

ASC-H 178 65.7 (58.8…72.7)   6.7 (3.1…10.4) 0.6 (-0.5…1.7) 

HSIL 176 64.2 (57.1…71.3) 11.9 (7.1…16.7) 0.6 (-0.5…1.7) 

 200 

Among 21–29-year-old women, 68.0% (95% CI 55.1 - 80.1) of women with ASC-H and 73.4% 201 

(95% CI 62.6 - 84.3) with HSIL were adherent with the guidelines (Table 3). When looking at 202 

a one-year period, the proportion of 30–59-year-old women receiving colposcopy was 80.0% 203 

(95% CI 68.9 - 91.1) for ASC-H and 87.5% (95% CI 79.4 - 95.6) for HSIL (Figure 2). The 204 

proportion of women with no follow-up activity after ASC-H and HSIL was below 10% (Table 205 

3). In the case of milder pathologies (ASC-US, LSIL) less than half of 21–29-year-old women 206 

were adherent with the guidelines, while 25.7% (95% CI 20.8 - 30.8) of women with ASC-US 207 

and 19.0% (95% CI 12.6 - 25.5) of women with LSIL did not receive any tests within 15 months 208 

after the first corresponding pathology.  209 
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 210 

Figure 2. The time of colposcopy after ASC-H (A) and HSIL (B) by age group. 211 

 212 

As for 30–59-year-old women, in the case of cervical pathology the adherence to guidelines 213 

ranged from 49.0% (95% CI 45.9 - 52.2) for ASC-US to 65.7% (95% CI 58.8 - 72.7) for ASC-214 

H (Table 3). The highest rate of undertested women with a cervical pathology was observed 215 

for ASC-US (21.9%, 95% CI 19.4 - 24.5) and lowest for ASC-H (6.7%, 95% CI 3.1 - 10.4). 216 

When looking at a one-year period, 76.4% (95% CI 70.2 - 82.6) of women with ASC-H and 217 

72.2% (95% CI 65.5 - 78.8) with HSIL received a colposcopy (Figure 2). 218 

As for the HPV testing among women aged 21–29 years there were 55.2% (95% CI 49.7 - 219 

60.8) of 21–24-year-old and 57.1% (95% CI 53.6 - 60.6) 25–29-year-old women who received 220 

an HPV test without a preceding PAP test or the result of the preceding PAP test did not require 221 

additional HPV test (Figure 3). The proportion of women whose HPV test was performed 222 

according to the guidelines was 18.0% (95 CI 13.7 - 22.3) among 21–24-year-old and 26.6% 223 

(95% CI 23.5 - 29.7) among 25–29-year-old women. 224 
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 225 

Figure 3. The distribution of 21–24 (A) and 25–29 (B) year-old women who had their first 226 

HPV test between 2016–2019 based on the preceding PAP test. 227 

 228 

DISCUSSION 229 

The study extends the current literature on the adherence to cervical cancer screening 230 

guidelines. Our findings indicate that the guidelines have an influence on the practice, and that 231 

overall, the new guideline has been adopted by the practitioners. Still, there are some 232 

shortcomings that need to be addressed. For example, the adherence rates of follow-up ranged 233 

from 40–73% depending on the cervical pathology and age, while better follow-up care was 234 

provided for women with high-grade pathology. A considerable proportion of women were 235 

undertested and thus, did not receive an optimal protection against cervical cancer, while 236 

overtesting was more prevalent among young women under 30. Our results give a good insight 237 

into the quality of care and highlight aspects that need to be addressed to reduce the incidence 238 

and mortality of cervical cancer. 239 

After implementing the 3rd version of the cervical cancer screening guidelines, the number of 240 

PAP tests reduced and HPV tests increased. These trends in PAP tests in both age groups and 241 

HPV tests among 21–65-year-old women are consistent with previous studies [8,24,25]. 242 

Although some studies have suggested that increasing the testing interval can be a barrier to 243 
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implementing the guidelines [6,9], this seems not to be the case in our study. It could be 244 

hypothesised that the relatively successful adoption of the new guideline can, at least partly, be 245 

attributable to the fact that the national gynaecologists society led the whole guideline 246 

development and dissemination process. 247 

However, our study documented considerable over-testing. First, there was a significant 248 

increase in HPV testing among 16–20-year-old women during the 3rd guideline version 249 

compared to the previous guideline. As HPV test is not recommended in this age group, this 250 

trend can be classified as over-testing. This increase contradicts earlier studies conducted in 251 

the US where the number of HPV tests remained steady [25] or had a slight decline [25]. 252 

Secondly, we observed a substantial over-testing among 21–29-year-old women where more 253 

than half of HPV tests did not have a preceding PAP test result as recommended by the 254 

guidelines. Thirdly, 12% of young women with ASC-US and LSIL and a fifth with NILM 255 

received additional tests before the follow-up test recommended by the guidelines. Therefore, 256 

the over-testing tends to be more prevalent among women under 30. Such surplus tests are not 257 

only an inefficient use of healthcare resources, but they can cause stress and anxiety for women 258 

[27] and negatively impact the reproductive health [10]. Moreover, as the low-grade cytologic 259 

findings of young women tend to experience regression without any intervention [10,28], 260 

caution is recommended in treating them [29]. It could be hypothesised that the increase in 261 

HPV testing among young women is due to the guideline change as HPV test became the 262 

primary screening test in the 3rd guideline and the recommended age range was just unnoticed 263 

by the practitioners. Our findings suggests that more effort should be made to raise the 264 

awareness of clinicians about the recommended testing and treatment pathways among young 265 

women. 266 

In accordance with the previous findings [12], our study indicates that women with high-grade 267 

cervical pathology had better follow-up care than low-grade pathology. This is reflected both 268 
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in the adherence rates as well as in the proportion of undertested women. The adherence rates 269 

for high-grade cervical pathologies (ASC-H and HSIL) ranged in our study from 64% among 270 

30–59-year-old with HSIL to 73% among 21–29-year-old with HSIL, which were lower than 271 

previously reported in Canada [16] and higher than in the USA [29]. Whereas the adherence 272 

rates for low-grade cervical pathologies in our study remained around 39% to 52%. However, 273 

it should be highlighted, that despite having a better follow-up care in the case of high-grade 274 

cervical pathology, almost a fifth of women with ASC-H and HSIL did not receive a 275 

colposcopy within one year. When looking at the proportion of undertested women, the rates 276 

of women without any follow-up test were a higher for women with low-grade cervical 277 

pathology. Somewhat surprisingly, the lowest proportion of adherent women was in the case 278 

of NILM, where only a fifth of women received their next PAP test as recommended in the 279 

guidelines, while a quarter of women did not receive any additional testing within three and 280 

half years. The proportion of adherent women with NILM in the current study is significantly 281 

lower, and the proportion of undertested women higher compared to previously reported 282 

[31,32]. Although irregular testing is better than no testing [33,34], the best protection against 283 

cervical cancer is provided with regular testing and appropriate follow-up of cervical 284 

pathologies [35,36]. Previously it has been shown that the main reason for under-screening is 285 

the lack of knowledge of the guidelines among women [37]. Our results highlight the need to 286 

improve the overall knowledge about cervical cancer and also an overall health literacy of 287 

women. It has been pointed out that difficulty in understanding health information, lower 288 

knowledge and worry about cervical cancer contribute to nonadherence to cervical cancer 289 

screening [37,38]. In contrast, according to a meta-analysis, better health literacy is associated 290 

with higher cervical cancer screening participation [40]. In addition, there are several 291 

organizational factors that can support the participation in screening, such as receiving personal 292 

reminders via different channels [41,42], or making the participation as convenient as possible. 293 
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It has been shown that long waiting lists, inappropriate appointment times, and distance from 294 

the clinic are some reasons for nonadherence [43]. Therefore, a multidisciplinary approach is 295 

needed where both the individual as well as healthcare system are addressed. 296 

When interpreting our study results some limitations should be considered. First, there are some 297 

completeness issues as 45% of the PAP test had no result reported in the EHR which hinders 298 

the long-term analysis of testing patterns. Therefore, our study focused only on the first follow-299 

up test rather than the whole treatment pathway. Second, the short timespan under observation 300 

set some restrictions on evaluating the over- and undertesting, which could give a better 301 

understanding of implementing the guidelines. Third, the study is also limited by the lack of 302 

information on socio-demographic variables. At the same time, the strength of current study is 303 

the close co-operation with Estonian Gynaecologists Society and clinical practitioners which 304 

helped to identify several knowledge gaps in the implementation of cervical cancer prevention 305 

guidelines. We addressed these gaps using real-world data by combining EHR and claims 306 

database which store healthcare data for almost all Estonians, both insured and uninsured [23]. 307 

The results of the study will be used to improve the implementation of the guidelines, plan 308 

targeted interventions and nudge the policy makers and other stakeholders to support the 309 

effective implementation of the guidelines to provide optimal treatment and care for the women 310 

which in long-term should also result in the reduced incidence and mortality of cervical cancer. 311 

 312 

CONCLUSION 313 

The study gave an important insight of the actual clinical practice and helped to identify several 314 

shortcomings in the implementation of cervical cancer prevention guidelines that need to be 315 

addressed. The practical input of the study will be used to provide better optimal treatment and 316 

better care for the women on national level. For some pathologies and age groups the 317 

adherence, overtesting or undertesting patterns seem to be similar internationally, indicating 318 
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universal trends to be present. However, there is a lack of studies monitoring the guideline 319 

adherence for follow-up testing. Thus, more research is needed to reveal both unnecessary and 320 

insufficient testing practices and take action against them. 321 
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