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Introduction
In response to Requests for Applications (RFA) for newly funded training positions, the ACVP/STP Coalition for Veterinary Pathology Fellows has received data on diagnostic case loads and numbers of full time equivalent (FTE) pathologists assigned to the diagnostic services.  This information, although not rigidly proscribed, has been collected in a relatively standardized fashion from a sub-set of North American veterinary pathology training programs.  To our knowledge these data are unique, and if appropriately compiled and analyzed could aid in answering questions such as; “How does the FTE diagnostic veterinary pathologist staff size of our program compare with that of others based on diagnostic case load?”  The answer to this question could aid the individual programs as well as the Coalition as it seeks to select those programs most deserving of support.
Process
1.
Applications submitted to the Coalition in the summer and fall of 2006 and the summer of 2007 in response to RFAs for anatomical (both summers) and clinical (Fall 2006) pathology residency positions were examined.  There were 40 applications from 22 different programs, the majority of which were from veterinary schools, but also included non-veterinary school training programs.  There were 19 applications for anatomical pathology residencies, 17 of which yielded useable data.  There were 13 applications for clinical pathology residencies, 12 of which had useable data.  Data that could not be used were reported in formats that were not compatible with the type of analyses performed.  Some programs did not report all data (as noted in the tables).  
2.
Only data from applications for anatomical pathology residencies or for clinical pathology residencies were analyzed for the corresponding type of diagnostic specimens and faculty FTE (Tables 1 and 2, respectively).   In some cases, the same training program submitted different applications for anatomical pathology and clinical pathology residencies (reflected by the same Program Code in the tables).  If more than one application for the same type of position was received from the same program, the most recent data were used and all the applications from that program were reviewed for glaring inconsistencies; none were found.
3.
The data were compiled in as much detail as possible consistent with the available information.  Where data ranges were given, the data were averaged.  All faculty efforts are reported as FTE assigned for the applicable diagnostic service as stated in the proposals.  Pathologists assigned to one service were not included in the other service, unless specifically identified as having dual responsibilities.  Not all data were suitable for use, and not all desired data were available from every program (as noted in the tables).
4.
There was no attempt to verify or otherwise evaluate the validity of the data.  The data provided in the applications were used without modification except as noted above.  Simple mathematical calculations (e.g. average, median and standard deviations) were performed using formulae provided as part of MSExcel, but further statistical analyses were not performed.
Results, Conclusions and Limitations

The results are shown in Tables 1 (anatomical pathology) and 2 (clinical pathology).  The ranges and standard deviations are large, reflecting the wide variation in data between programs.  These variations indicate that the results should be used with caution and a full understanding of their limitations.  It would be a serious misinterpretation to conclude that a program is over- or under-staffed based solely on a comparison of an individual program’s average case load per FTE.  Rather, it might realistically be noted that the program’s FTE was different from the average, but careful investigation and analysis of other factors should be undertaken before making staffing conclusions.  Nevertheless, these data have not been available heretofore and thus may aid programs engaging in self-evaluation and to help the Coalition further understand the strengths and limitations of future applications.

Several additional analyses were performed, the results of which are not shown, but that need to be mentioned for completeness:
· An attempt was made to analyze the species distribution of the diagnostic case material, but the data were not suitable for a number of reasons, including a lack of consistent reporting of species distribution among programs and incomplete reporting within some programs.  It was concluded that summarizing such highly disparate data was likely to be unproductive and potentially misleading.

· Since non-veterinary school training programs differ in a number of aspects from more “traditional” programs, a separate analysis excluding data from these training programs was also performed.  The results for all calculations of FTE/1,000 cases changed minimally, indicating that the wide variability in the data was not unduly influenced by non-veterinary school programs.
· The data were also analyzed to compare applications that were funded to those that were not.  Funded programs spanned almost the entire range of FTE/1,000 cases, indicating there was not a single “correct” ratio.
Finally, it is important to reiterate several important limitations to this report:

· Only a sub-set of North American veterinary pathology training programs, namely those that submitted applications for Coalition residency positions during 2006-2007, were analyzed.
· All data were self-reported by the programs and independent verification was not performed.

· A number of factors can have profound effects on the number of FTE pathologists needed to staff diagnostic services, including but not limited to:

· Availability and type of automated analytical equipment.

· Number, level of training and experience of technical and other personnel.

· The presence of veterinary students who must receive instruction from the same pathologists who provide diagnostic services.

· Distribution of species within the case load (see above).

· Extent and completeness of necropsy and other diagnostic protocols.
TABLE 1.   ANATOMICAL PATHOLOGY – Diagnostic Case Accessions and Faculty

(Data from 17 programs in North America provided in 2006 -07)
	Program Code
	Anatomical Pathology Accessions
	FTE Faculty on service - anatomical
	Anat. Path. Faculty

	
	Necropsies
	Biopsies
	Total
	DACVP
	non-DACVP
	Total
	FTE/1000 cases

	A
	875
	2597
	3472
	3.2
	2.1
	5.3
	1.52

	C
	9416
	5373
	14789
	2.35
	0.7
	3.05
	0.21

	E
	860
	869
	1729
	2.05
	0.5
	2.55
	1.47

	F
	2868
	10444
	13312
	3.8
	4.4
	8.2
	0.62

	G
	1000
	1375
	2375
	3.65
	0.1
	3.75
	1.57

	H
	1000
	1500
	2500
	1.9
	1.35
	3.25
	1.3

	I
	2000
	7750
	9750
	2.4
	1
	3.4
	0.35

	J
	520
	4629
	5149
	2.05
	0
	2.05
	0.4

	K
	709
	902
	1611
	0.8
	0.7
	1.5
	0.93

	L
	655
	751
	1406
	0.7
	1.4
	2.1
	1.49

	M
	1000
	6500
	7500
	1.65
	2.4
	4.05
	0.54

	O
	875
	4118
	4993
	5.15
	0
	5.15
	1.03

	Q
	1500
	2000
	3500
	4.8
	0.6
	5.4
	1.54

	R
	1100
	6276
	7376
	2.4
	2.9
	5.3
	0.72

	S
	3500
	9000
	12500
	4.55
	2
	6.55
	0.52

	U
	688
	14994
	15682
	6.86
	3
	9.86
	0.63

	V
	600
	2600
	3200
	2.45
	0
	2.45
	0.77

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ave.*
	1716
	4805
	6520
	2.99
	1.36
	4.35
	0.92

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Range*
	520-9416
	751-14994
	1406-15682
	0.7-6.86
	0-4.4
	1.5-9.86
	0.21-1.57

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Median*
	1000
	4118
	4993
	2.4
	1
	3.75
	0.77

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Std. dev.*
	±2149
	±3994
	±4915
	±1.63
	±1.27
	±2.28
	±0.47


*
All calculations are based on data shown in the corresponding column. 
Table 2. CLINCAL PATHOLOGY – Diagnostic Case Accessions and Faculty

(Data from 12 programs in North America provided in 2006 -07)
	Program Code
	Clinical Pathology Accessions
	FTE Faculty on service – clinical pathology
	Clinical Path        Faculty

	
	Hematol.
	Chem.
	Cytol.
	Other
	Total
	DACVP
	non-DACVP
	Total
	FTE/1000 accessions

	C
	11124
	3360
	no data*
	45753
	60237
	0.85
	0.15
	1.00
	0.02

	D
	7597
	6174
	4431
	2957
	21159
	0.90
	0.02
	0.97
	0.05

	E
	8287
	11367
	1927
	4596
	26177
	1.25
	0.00
	1.25
	0.05

	F
	12000
	22000
	6500
	1500
	42000
	0.73
	0.00
	0.73
	0.02

	G
	8750
	10000
	3000
	no data
	21750
	1.60
	0.00
	1.60
	0.07

	M
	5000
	4500
	2000
	1800
	13300
	1.40
	0.00
	1.40
	0.11

	N
	11336
	8588
	6262
	8363
	34549
	2.75
	0.40
	3.15
	0.09

	P
	no data
	12000
	2.30
	0.00
	2.30
	0.19

	Q
	10000
	9500
	2500
	3500
	25500
	1.95
	0.00
	1.95
	0.13

	R
	7279
	15513
	4905
	9717
	37414
	1.15
	0.75
	1.90
	0.05

	S
	no data
	no data
	4000
	no data
	41000
	2.00
	0.00
	2.00
	0.05

	T
	6400
	6700
	2400
	2200
	17700
	1.15
	0.30
	1.45
	0.08

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ave.**
	8777
	9770
	3793
	8932
	29399
	1.50
	0.14
	1.64
	0.07

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	n** 
	10
	10
	10
	9
	12
	12
	12
	12
	12

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Range**
	5000-12000
	3360-22000
	1927-6500
	1500-45753
	12,000-60237
	0.4-2.75
	0-0.75
	0.73-3.15
	0.02-0.19

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Median**
	8519
	9044
	3500
	3500
	25838
	1.33
	0.00
	1.53
	0.06

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Std. dev.**
	±2303
	±5556
	±1701
	±14107
	±14097
	±0.63
	±0.24
	±0.67
	±0.05


*
Data not provided
**
All calculations are based on data shown in the corresponding column.
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