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The Relationship of Pressure-Flow Parameters and
Urethral Pressure in Female Patients with Lower
Urinary Tract Symptoms

Jong Hyun Woo, Sung Joo Hong, Jong Bouk Lee
From the Department of Urology, National Medical Center, Seoul, Korea

Purpose: This study aimed to evaluate the relationship between pressure-
flow parameters and urethral pressure in women with lower urinary tract
symptoms (LUTS).

Materials and Methods: Urodynamic traces of women with stress urinary
incontinence (SUI), mixed urinary incontinence (MUI), and detrusor
overactivity (DO) were retrospectively studied. The urodynamic para-
meters such as detrusor opening pressure (DOP), detrusor pressure at
maximum flow rate (PdetQmax), maximum flow rate (Qmax), detrusor
closing pressure (DCP), and maximal urethral closing pressure (MUCP)
were measured and compared. The relationship between pressure-flow
parameters and MUCP were evaluated as well as the differences between
each urodynamic group.

Results: One hundred fifty-one women were investigated between June
2004 and May 2008. One hundred twenty-one (80%) women had good-
quality urodynamic studies and were included in the present study. The
mean age was 56 years (range, 32-77). Women with DO had higher DOP,
PdetOmax, and MUCP than did women with SUI (p<0.05). Qmax was
significantly greater in women with SUI than in women who had DO
(p<0.05). Women with MUI had DOP, PdetQmax, and Qmax that were
intermediate between women with SUI and those with DO. There was
a significant positive correlation between DOP, PdetQmax, DCP, and
MUCP measurements and a significant negative correlation between Qmax
and MUCP measurements (p<0.01).

Conclusions: Pressure-flow parameters are reliable surrogates of urethral
pressure. Therefore, an accurate evaluation of the pressure-flow para-
meters might give important information in the assessment of urethral
and detrusor function in women with LUTS. Further study is needed to
confirm our results. (Korean J Urol 2009;50:567-572)
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Table 2. Pressure-flow parameters and MUCP (Mean*SD, 95% CI)
DOP PdetQmax Qmax DCP MUCP
SUI 20£11 (17-23) 21+10 (18-24) 20+8 (18-22) 19+13 (16-22) 54+18 (50-59)
MUI 28+12 (23-33) 28+12 (24-33) 19+10 (15-23) 30+17 (23-37) 51425 (41-61)
DO 35+19 (28-42) 35+21 (27-42) 1447 (11-16) 26+19 (19-33) 69+24 (61-78)

MUCP: maximum urethral closing pressure, SD: standard deviation, CI: confidence interval, DOP: detrusor opening pressure, PdetQmax:
detrusor pressure at maximum flow rate, Qmax: maximum flow rate, DCP: detrusor closing pressure, SUI: stress urinary incontinence,
MUIL mixed urinary incontinence, DO: detrusor overactivity
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Fig. 1. Graph showing mean and confidence intervals for pressure-flow parameters and MUCP for each urodynamic diagnosis. DOP:
detrusor opening pressure, SUIL: stress urinary incontinence, MUI: mixed urinary incontinence, DO: detrusor overactivity, PdetQmax:
detrusor pressure at maximum flow rate, DCP: detrusor closing pressure, MUCP: maximum urethral closing pressure.

Table 3. Correlation between pressure-flow parameters and MUCP

DOP PdetQmax Qmax DCP MUCP
DOP Pearson correlation 1 0.844" —0.342° 0.490° 0.569"
p-value 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
PdetQmax Pearson correlation 0.844° 1 —0.299* 0.546" 0.548"
p-value 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000
Qmax Pearson correlation —0.342" —0.299" 1 —0.146 —0.261"
p-value 0.000 0.001 0.110 0.004
DCP Pearson correlation 0.490" 0.546" —0.146 1 0.390°
p-value 0.000 0.000 0.110 0.000
MUCP Pearson correlation 0.569" 0.548" -0.261" 0.390" 1
p-value 0.000 0.000 0.004 0.000

MUCP: maximum urethral closing pressure, DOP: detrusor opening pressure, PdetQmax: detrusor pressure at maximum flow rate, Qmax:
maximum flow rate, DCP: detrusor closing pressure, *: correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)
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