
International Continence Society ~ugust 22-26,1999 29th Annual Meeting Denver, Colorado USA 

Abstract Reproduction Form B-1 

Author(s): IJ Sullivau, P Lewis, S Howell, A Shepherd, P Abrams I 
I Double Sprcing I 

co;ntry I Double Specing 
\ 

h~ 
city 

Bristol Urnlogical I n s t i e  Southmead Hospital, Bristol, United Kingdom I 

Aims of Study: Different filling media are used in umdymmics (UDS) according to the preferences of the institution and the 

diagnostic information sought. The most commonly used media are saline and radiographic contrast. It is assumed that quantitative 

data obtained using contrast in video-urodynamics are equivalent to those obtained using saline in ordinaq filling cystomeq and 

pressure-flow studies. As contrast is more dense, more alkalhe, and more viscous than saline we felt that this assumption should be 

tested. We are aware of only one small study of the effect of contrast on ptessure-flow studies [l], which suggested no significant 

difference in the results using different filling media. However, only l l patients were included in the study, and the order of filling 

was not varied, which may well have biased the results. This study was therefore designed to carefully re-evaluate the effect oi 

contrast on urodynamic results using a larger group of patients. 
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Methods: Men r e f e d  for videMlrodynamics were invited to take part and gave written consent. UDS were performed twice. 

using saline for one fill and void, and Urngmfh 150 for the other, in a mdom order. The flow rate was automatically corrected u 
take account of the greater density of contrast. Repeated were separated by a mean interval of 12 minutes. Umdynamic traca 

were analysed for multiple variables during filling such as volume at W desire to void (FD'lV), and the presence of detnwr 

instability. They were also analysed for various parameters during voiding such as voided volume, maximum flow (Qmax), detnw~ 

pressure at maximuin flow @detQmax) and post-void residual volume (PVR). The differences between paired values of thes 

parameters k m  consecutive tests were analysed using the paired 't' test. 

DOES CONTRAST MEDIUM AFFECT THE RESULTS OF URODYNAMICS? I 

Results: Nineteen patients have been studied so f&. Ten were filled with radiographic contrast first, nine with saline first 

Fourteen patients (74%) showed detmor instability @l) with contrast, 8 patients (42%) showed D1 with saline. D1 was alsc 

commoner on the first fill (74%) than on the second (42%). There was m difference in volume at FDTV between contrast anc 

saline (186 m1 with contrast vs 190 with saline). Volume at FDTV was lower on the first fill than on the second fill (mean 176 m 

vs 200 ml) but this difference was not significant 
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:omparing pressure-flow studies with saline to those using contrast, voiding pressures tended to be slightly higher with contmst, bul 

aere were no statistically signiscant differences in any ofthe variables examined (values shown are means; p0.1 for all variables). 

hp : cystometric capacity. Vol : volume voided. PVR : post-void residual. 

'hree patients (16% changed class of obstruction on the Abrams-Griffiths nornogram between fills. 

:onclusions: These results support the assumption that using contrast rather than saline as the filling medium during urodynamin 

loes not significantly alter the results, despite the physical differences between these filling media. It is possible that a small bu 

igniticant effect will become apparent with a larger number of recruits. We are therefore continuing to recruit patients to confirn 

hese preliminary findings. 
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