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Purpose of review

Guidelines have been developed to assist physicians in the diagnosis and management of patients with
lower urinary tract symptoms. These guidelines vary in the level of evidence used and the strength of
their recommendations. With variations in guidelines, multiple variations in clinical practice may also
been seen.

Recent findings

Although examinations of physician compliance with benign prostatic hyperplasia (BPH) guidelines date
back to the 1980s, researchers have become more interested in closer examination of guideline
compliance. Furthermore, guidelines themselves are becoming more robust documents, with the American
Urological Association and European Association of Urology guidelines updated in 2014 and 2015,
respectively. This review examines both the evidence base behind these BPH guidelines and the variations
in clinical care related to the guidelines.

Summary

Despite over 40 years of study, variations continue to occur in the work up and treatment of men with BPH.
With the proliferation of medications and surgical procedures available for symptomatic lower urinary tract
symptoms (LUTS) due to BPH, we will continue to see this variation in care. Our current guidelines can help
mitigate this variation by providing a baseline set of assessments and algorithms for routine patients.
However, only through continued refinement will the guidelines meet their full potential. The prior review
shows how the evidence base is limited for the diagnostic work up for LUTS, provides limited information
on comparative effectiveness of therapies in LUTS and BPH, and has not led to consistency between
guidelines.
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INTRODUCTION

Guidelines have been developed to assist physi-
cians in the diagnosis and management of patients
with lower urinary tract symptoms. These guide-
lines vary in the level of evidence used and the
strength of their recommendations. The guidelines
also change over time. Sometimes, these changes
reflect new medical knowledge and break-
throughs, whereas other changes result from poor
evidence base and differences of opinion among
guideline members. In this review, we compare the
evidence base of current and past guidelines on
lower urinary tract symptoms (LUTS) secondary
to benign prostatic hyperplasia (BPH), and exam-
ine the variations in BPH care related to these
guidelines.
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CURRENT GUIDELINES

American Urological Association

The American Urological Association (AUA) guide-
lines on BPH were revised in 2010 [1]. The content
was reapproved in 2014, and a new revision is in
progress at the time of this review. The 2010 update
made extensive updates to the 2003 diagnostic sec-
tion [2]. The panel used a 2009 article by Abrams
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KEY POINTS

� The two main BPH guidelines have significant
difference in methodology, emphasis and scope.

� Justification for most BPH practice styles can be found
within the guidelines.

� The evidence base for the guidelines does not lead to
consolidation of practice to a single best practice.

� Variations in care can be seen even within group
practices.

Evidence-based management of LUTS

Cop
et al. [3] as the basis for its diagnostic recommenda-
tions. Although the 2003 guidelines separated care
in recommend, not recommend and optional, the
2010 guidelines followed a simpler metric. There
were standards, recommendations and options. A
guideline statement was considered a standard
when,

’(1) the health outcomes of the alternative inter-
ventions are sufficiently well known to permit
meaningful decisions and (2) there is virtual una-
nimity about which intervention is preferred.’

The recommendation level applied when,

’(1) the health outcomes of the alternative inter-
vention are sufficiently well known to permit
meaningful decisions, and (2) an appreciable
but not unanimous majority agrees on which
intervention is preferred.’

The guidelines panel considered care at the
option level when,

’(1) the health outcomes of the interventions are
not sufficiently well known to permit meaningful
decisions, or (2) preferences are unknown or
equivocal. Options can exist because of insuffi-
cient evidence or because patient preferences are
divided and may/should influence choices made.’

Almost all care in the guidelines fell into the
option category for the purposes of the AUA guide-
lines. Exceptions included the use of validated ques-
tionnaires and frequency volume charts, considered
recommendations in Figure 1.2 of the guidelines. A
further recommendation from the figure on detailed
management of LUTS was to check the flow rate
prior to surgical or minimally invasive surgical ther-
apy. If the flow rate was more than 10 ml/s, then
pressure flow studies should be performed. Simi-
larly, prostate specific antigen (PSA) testing and post
2 www.co-urology.com
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void residual (PVR) urine measurement tests were
not explicitly endorsed in the guidelines. However,
both tests were used in Figure 1.2 to help guide
therapy choices. Other aspects of management that
rose to the level of recommendations included
checking a frequency volume chart for at least 2 days
in patients with nocturia, treating nocturia first with
fluid restriction and following patients for symp-
tomatic improvement after starting pharmacologic
intervention (specifically 2–4 weeks for a blocker
therapy and 3 months for 5-alpha reductase inhibi-
tor (5-ARIs)).

When considering treatments of LUTS, the
guidelines have two standards: benefits and harms
of therapy should be explained to patients and
patients with mild LUTS or moderate or severe LUTS
who are not bothered should be offered watchful
waiting. The guidelines use the American Urological
Association Symptom Index (AUA-SI) to define the
severity of the LUTS. Other treatment choices fell
into the option category, with exceptions for rec-
ommendations related to specific instances. A rec-
ommendation to avoid the use of pazosin and
phenoxybenzamine was continued from the 2003
guidelines. a Blocker use should be avoided in men
who have planned cataract surgery. However, the
presence of a cataract is not a contraindication to
starting a blocker medication. 5-ARI use should be
limited to men who have prostatic enlargement.
Finally, no complementary or alternative medica-
tions, including saw palmetto and Urtic dioica, have
evidence to support their use. All of the recommen-
dations were based on panel consensus, and levels of
evidence were not provided.

Overall, the current AUA guidelines provide a
framework for the evaluation and treatment of
LUTS. Using the figures, primary care doctors or
urologists can evaluate and treat most men with
BPH. Following these algorithms would allow for
standardization of care. However, few of the guide-
line statements rise to the level of standards, and
there are no guidelines on best approaches to medi-
cal or surgical therapy. The current medical evi-
dence does not support statements that can reach
the level of standards.
European Association for Urology

The European Association of Urology (EAU) guide-
lines from 2015 approach the recommendations
provided differently from the 2014 AUA guidelines.
The EAU guidelines state the level of evidence and
grade for each of the statements in the guideline.
These guidelines do not explicitly make statements
regarding if tests, medications or procedures should
be used. The level of evidence and grade for each
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statement can be used to infer the strength of
the recommendation.

There were very few instances where the guide-
lines provided for the diagnostic evaluation of LUTS
are informed by randomized trial evidence. Only the
recommendation regarding using PSA where the
diagnosis of prostate cancer impacts care or the
PSA can assist in the determination of risk of pro-
gression of BPE received a level of evidence of 1b
[4–8]. Otherwise, the list of diagnostic procedures is
supported by limited evidence, but all are listed as
options for care.

In regards to disease management, there is a
stronger set of evidence. Per the guidelines, behav-
ioral and dietary interventions have randomized
data to support their use [9]. Furthermore, the guide-
lines reference 16 randomized controlled studies
supporting the use of a blockers in the treatment
of LUTS. Similarly, the guidelines reference 10 stud-
ies supporting the use of 5-a reductase inhibitors in
the treatment of moderate-to-severe LUTS. Use of
antimuscarinic medications is supported in the
guidelines by seven randomized studies. Phospho-
diesterase type 5 inhibitors can also reduce symp-
tomatic LUTS, and the guidelines reference 8
randomized trials and one meta-analysis for this
recommendation. Vasopressin for the specific indi-
cation of nocturia due to nocturnal polyuria was
supported by 12 randomized studies. b-3 agonist
therapy was supported by four randomized studies.
Combination of a blocker and 5ARI was supported
by six randomized studies. Combination of a block-
ers with antimuscarinic therapy was supported by
nine clinical trials.

The guidelines also have excellent support for
surgical intervention in LUTS. Eight studies support
monoplolar or biplolar transurethral resection of
the prostate (TURP) in the treatment of LUTS using
short-term follow up (up to 12 months). Six studies
support TURP with follow up beyond 12 months.

The EAU guidelines also provide a template for
the work up and treatment of men with LUTS.
Again, the evidence base for diagnostic and evalua-
tive testing is weak. Although there is robust evi-
dence for surgical and medical management of
LUTS, there is limited comparative effectiveness
literature to help guide therapeutic choices.
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE GUIDELINES

The major difference between the guidelines comes
in the use of diagnostic testing for the work up of
LUTS. Comparing the diagnostic testing algorithm
in the EAU guideline to diagnostic testing algorithm
in the AUA guideline, more testing is explicitly
recommend in the EAU guidelines. For example,
0963-0643 Copyright � 2018 Wolters Kluwer Health, Inc. All rights rese
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measurement of PVR is recommended, with a follow
up renal bladder ultrasound for men with an ele-
vated PVR. If a man has bothersome symptoms,
ultrasound of the prostate is recommended in the
EAU algorithm, but not mentioned in the AUA
algorithm. Overall, the EAU guidelines provide rec-
ommendations for a higher volume of diagnostic
evaluation testing for men with LUTS while
acknowledging a low evidence base for this testing.
Differences in the methodology of the guidelines
may contribute to differences in the uptake of the
guidelines [10].
VARIATIONS IN CARE

Variations in care occur between urologists and
primary care doctors in the diagnosis and treatment
of men with LUTS. These variations also occur
among urologists. Given the gaps in the evidence
base outlined in our review of the AUA and EAU
guidelines, it is not surprising that individual pro-
viders have differing practice styles in their care of
men with LUTS. However, these differences in care
can be associated with measurable consequences in
outcomes of men with LUTS.
Primary care versus urology management

Urologists have a more intensive approach to LUTS
evaluation and management compared to primary
care doctors. From a review of claims from a Mich-
igan HMO, Hollingsworth et al. [11] found that most
patients with LUTS (more than two thirds) received
initial care from a primary care doctor. Urinalysis
and transrectal ultrasound were performed more
frequently by urologists during the initial patient
work up. In an analysis from a large observational,
longitudinal cohort of patients, Wei et al. [12] found
that urologists performed urinalysis, PSA, postvoid
residual urine measurement, uroflowmetry, prostate
ultrasound, biopsy, renal ultrasound and cystoscopy
significantly more often than primary care doctors.
Similar to Hollingsworth study, urologists were
more likely to prescribe medical therapy for LUTS.
In an analysis based on Medicare data, Rensing et al.
[13] found that nearly 75% of men who were started
on LUTS-related medications were under the care of
a primary care physician. Although the most com-
mon change in medical therapy among all men was
discontinuation of medications, men who started
care with a primary care doctor were more likely to
discontinue care compared to men who started care
with a urologist.

The differences in management between pri-
mary care providers and urologists have impacts
in both costs of care and outcomes for treatment.
rved. www.co-urology.com 3
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In data presented at the AUA meeting in 2016, men
with initial medical treatment by urologists had
40% higher expenditures on medication, 5.1%
higher expenditures on surgery and 178% higher
expenditures on evaluative work up compared to
men initially treated by primary care doctors [14].
The overall premium for men who saw a urologist
for first-line therapy was 10.1% in direct medical
expenditures and 10.6% for nonpatient expendi-
tures at 1 year. However, the long-term impact of
this care is unknown as urologists were more likely
to use 5-ARIs, in isolation and combination therapy,
which are associated with decreased progression of
BPH and long-term surgical interventions.
Variations among urologists

Individual practice styles exist in all types of medical
care, with BPH care being no exception. BPH surgery
was one of the initial procedures investigated when
variations among surgical procedure rates were first
reported [15]. Rates of TURP varied considerably
from community to community, reflecting differ-
ences of opinions on indications for surgical inter-
vention [16]. Early epidemiological studies showed
declining rates of TURP over time [17]. Further work
on these variations in care found poor adherence to
joint AUA and Healthcare Cost and Utilization Proj-
ect guidelines for BPH care [18]. Interestingly, the
guidelines at that time recommended documenta-
tion of a Digital Rectal Exam, creatinine level and
urinalysis prior to surgery. These were documented
in only 26% of cases. Altogether, by the late 1990s,
BPH care had been shown to be variable based on the
urologist seen, changing because of unclear reasons
and not consistent with the established guidelines.

This variability in care was further explored
through the Urologic Diseases in America Project.
This National Institute of Diabetes and Digestive
and Kidney Diseases-funded initiative, based at Uni-
versity of California Los Angeles and the RAND
corporation, examined the epidemiology of benign
urologic disease. The initial compendium expanded
earlier studies to show the scope of urologic prob-
lems, both financially and for patient morbidity. As
the project continued, additional work sought to
explore the quality and outcomes of care. One study
showed a decreasing use of upper tract imaging for
BPH patients [19]. A subsequent BPH study from this
collaborative examined the practice styles of urolo-
gists in the initial evaluation of men with BPH [20].
This work was based on a 5% sample of Medicare
patients from 1999 through 2007. The median urol-
ogist per-patient expenditure on diagnostic evalua-
tions was $92 per month, with a range from $35 to
$527 per month. Both patient and provider factors
4 www.co-urology.com
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explained the variation in expenditure, and the
practice style differences were related to care the
guidelines (2003 AUA guidelines) considered
optional or not-recommended testing. Finally, hav-
ing lower expenditures was also associated with
lower guideline compliance, suggesting that the
lower intensity of practice style was providing less
diagnostic testing overall and not necessarily better
care.

The companion piece to this report examined
how urologists varied in their compliance with the
guidelines. Over 748 urologists were included based
on Medicare claims from 1999 to 2007 [21]. A mea-
sure of compliance with guidelines was created
based on concordance with the urologist’s average
use of tests considered recommended, optional and
not recommended in the 2003 AUA guidelines.
With a range of –1 (no compliance) toþ1 (complete
compliance), actual levels of urologist compliance
varied from�0.53 to 0.91. Only certain types of care
varied between guideline concordant and noncon-
cordant urologists. The differing levels of compli-
ance reflected use of PSA testing and urinalysis
(recommended), uroflow and PVR urine checks
(optional) and cystoscopy and ultrasound studies
(not recommended).

A final article from this collaborative examined
how the intensity and quality of the evaluative care
work up for BPH influenced subsequent surgical
therapy [22]. The overall surgery rate within 1 year
of an initial visit to a urologist for BPH was 6.7%.
However, this varied by guideline compliance
(10.9% surgery in lowest compliance urologists to
2.4% for highest compliance urologists). After con-
trolling for patient and physician factors, there was a
91% decrease in the adjusted odds of receiving
surgery for high guideline compliance surgeons
(odds ratio 0.09; 95% confidence interval 0.05,
0.15). Overall, these results suggested that discre-
tionary use of diagnostic testing was related to use of
surgical procedures.

Subsequent to the Urologic Diseases in America
studies, groups have examined individual provider
adherence to AUA guidelines. Using review of an
electronic medical record (EMR), a group from
Northwestern University found that baseline adher-
ence rates for the nine recommended measures in
the 2003 guidelines ranged from 53 to 92.8% [23].
Optional care, PVR and uroflow were performed
in 68.1 and 4.6% of new visits. Of the five not
recommended care procedures, the greatest use
was 10.2% of encounters. Overall, baseline adher-
ence to AUA guidelines could be assessed through
EMR extraction.

A similar review of individual practice was per-
formed in unpublished data from Washington
Volume 28 � Number 00 � Month 2018
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University in Saint Louis. Using the 2010 revision of
the AUA guidelines as the reference, our group
examined the individual compliance of eight sur-
geons with the updated guidelines. Documented
AUA-SI scores were found in 62–100% of the urol-
ogists’ patients charts prior to surgery. The 2010
guidelines recommended a urinary flow rate study
prior to surgical intervention. We found this study
documented in 3.7–89.7% of patients charts in the
preoperative period. Finally, pressure-flow urody-
namics are an option, and encouraged in the guide-
lines when the urine flow rate is greater than 10 ml/
s. Individual surgeons in the series used this inter-
vention inconsistently, ranging from 7.4 to 93.1%
of patients prior to surgical intervention for LUTS
due to BPH. We then assessed the impact of these
and other factors on success of surgery in data
presented at the AUA meeting in 2017 [24]. We
examined two outcomes: achieving an AUA-SI of
less than 8 or no use of BPH-related medications at
4 months after surgery. In multivariable logistic
regression for each outcome, the individual surgeon
was the significant factor in successful outcome
from surgery. For diagnostic testing, only perfor-
mance of PVR urine had an independent impact
on the success of surgery achieving an AUA-SI less
than 8 by 4 months after surgery. These results
suggest the diagnostic work up plays a limited role
in success of BPH-related surgery.
CONCLUSION

Despite over 40 years of study, variations continue
to occur in the work up and treatment of men with
BPH. With the proliferation of medications and
surgical procedures available for symptomatic LUTS
due to BPH, we will continue to see this variation in
care. Our current guidelines can help mitigate this
variation by providing a baseline set of assessments
and algorithms for routine patients. However, only
through continued refinement will the guidelines
meet their full potential. The prior review shows
how the evidence base is limited for the diagnostic
work up for LUTS, provides limited information on
comparative effectiveness of therapies in LUTS and
BPH and has not led to consistency between guide-
lines. These limitations lead to an array of choices in
care, with justification for multiple practice styles
from high-intensity to low-intensity care. These
variations in practice can occur even within group
practices, with significant impacts on patient
outcomes.

Acknowledgements

None.
0963-0643 Copyright � 2018 Wolters Kluwer Health, Inc. All rights rese

opyright © 2018 Wolters Kluwer Health, Inc. Una
Financial support and sponsorship

None.

Conflicts of interest

There are no conflicts of interest.
REFERENCES
1. McVary KT, Roehrborn CG, Avins AL, et al. Update on AUA guideline on

the management of benign prostatic hyperplasia. J Urol 2011; 185:
1793–1803.

2. AUA guideline on management of benign prostatic hyperplasia. Chapter 1:
Diagnosis and treatment recommendations. AUA Practice Guidelines Com-
mittee. J Urol 2003; 170(2 Pt 1):530–547.

3. Abrams P, Chapple C, Khoury S, et al. Evaluation and treatment of lower
urinary tract symptoms in older men. J Urol 2009; 181:1779.

4. McConnell JD, et al. The long-term effect of doxazosin, finasteride, and
combination therapy on the clinical progression of benign prostatic hyper-
plasia. N Engl J Med 2003; 349:2387–2398.

5. Roehrborn CG. Alfuzosin 10 mg once daily prevents overall clinical progres-
sion of benign prostatic hyperplasia but not acute urinary retention: results of a
2-year placebo-controlled study. BJU Int 2006; 97:734–741.

6. Jacobsen SJ, Jacobson DJ, Girman CJ, et al. Treatment for benign prostatic
hyperplasia among community dwelling men: the Olmsted County study of
urinary symptoms and health status. J Urol 1999; 162:1301–1306.

7. Lim KB, Ho H, Foo KT, et al. Comparison of intravesical prostatic protrusion,
prostate volume and serum prostaticspecific antigen in the evaluation of
bladder outlet obstruction. Int J Urol 2006; 13:1509–1513.

8. Meigs JB, Mohr B, Barry MJ, et al. Risk factors for clinical benign prostatic
hyperplasia in a community-based population of healthy aging men. J Clin
Epidemiol 2001; 54:935–944.

9. Brown CT, et al. Self management for men with lower urinary tract symptoms:
randomised controlled trial. Bmj 2007; 334:25.

10. Dahm P, Chapple CR, Konety BR, et al. The future of clinical practice
guidelines in urology. Eur Urol 2011; 60:72–74.

11. Hollingsworth JM, Hollenbeck BK, Daignault S, et al. Differences in initial
benign prostatic hyperplasia management between primary care physicians
and urologists. J Urol 2009; 182:2410–2414.

12. Wei JT, Miner MM, Steers WD, et al., BPH Registry Steering Committee.
Benign prostatic hyperplasia evaluation and management by urologists and
primary care physicians: practice patterns from the observational BPH
registry. J Urol 2011; 186:971–976.

13. Rensing AJ, Kuxhausen A, Vetter J, Strope SA. Differences in the treatment of
benign prostatic hyperplasia: comparing the primary care physician and the
urologist. Urol Pract 2017; 4:193–199.

14. Strope SA, Vetter J, Olsen M. MP46-05 Urologist versus primary care
provider expenditures on initial BPH related care. J Urol 2016; 195:e618.

15. McPherson K, Wennberg JE, Hovind OB, Clifford P. Small-area variations
in the use of common surgical procedures: an international comparison
of New England, England, and Norway. N Engl J Med 1982; 307:
1310–1314.

16. Wennberg JE, Mulley AG Jr, Hanley D, et al. An assessment of prostatectomy
for benign urinary tract obstruction. Geographic variations and the evaluation
of medical care outcomes. JAMA 1988; 259:3027–3030.

17. Lu-Yao GL, Barry MJ, Chang CH, et al. Transurethral resection of the prostate
among Medicare beneficiaries in the United States: time trends and out-
comes. Prostate Patient Outcomes Research Team (PORT). Urology 1994;
44:692–698; discussion 698–9.

18. Hood HM, Burgess PA, Holtgrewe HL, et al. Adherence to Agency for
Healthcare Policy and Research guidelines for benign prostatic hyperplasia.
J Urol 1997; 158:1417–1421.

19. Wei JT, Calhoun E, Jacobsen SJ. Urologic diseases in America Project:
benign prostatic hyperplasia. J Urol 2008; 179:S75–S80.

20. Strope SA, Elliott SP, Smith A, et al. Urologist practice styles in the initial
evaluation of elderly men with benign prostatic hyperplasia. Urologic Diseases
in America Project. Urology 2011; 77:535–540.

21. Strope SA, Elliott SP, Saigal CS, et al. Urologist compliance with AUA best
practice guidelines for benign prostatic hyperplasia in Medicare population.
Urologic Diseases in America Project. Urology 2011; 78:3–9.

22. Strope SA, Wei JT, Smith A, et al. Evaluative care guideline compliance is
associated with provision of benign prostatic hyperplasia surgery. Urologic
Diseases in America Project. Urology 2012; 80:84–89.

23. Auffenberg GB, Gonzalez CM, Wolf JS Jr, et al. An observational analysis of
provider adherence to AUA guidelines on the management of benign prostatic
hyperplasia. J Urol 2014; 192:1483–1488.

24. Weaver J, Kim E, Vetter J, et al. MP27-16 Surgeon-specific variation
for outcomes after benign prostatic hyperplasia surgery. J Urol 2017;
197:e335.
rved. www.co-urology.com 5

uthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.


