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Urology apps: overview of current types and use
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Introduction In recent years numerous applications have been developed with different purposes, aimed 
both at simplifying the lives of doctors and patients also within the urological field. 
Material and methods In January 2020 we conducted a search in the Apple App Store and Google Play 
Store.
Results A total of 521 apps were reviewed, an increase of 8 times as compared to the last complete  
available review of eight years ago. Most of the urological apps are geared towards the patient and pro-
vide information and services to improve the understanding and treatment of different diseases. Some  
of these apps also get the patient directly in touch with healthcare staff allowing for an improvement  
in doctor-patient communication.
Conclusions Although the usefulness of many of these tools is undoubted, the problem of scientific vali-
dation, content control and privacy are not yet solved. 
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logical field, and they date back to many years ago 
[4, 5]. Since this area is constantly evolving, with 
numerous different innovations on a monthly basis, 
the goal of this mini-review is to attempt to provide 
an updated overview of the urological apps currently 
available on the market.

MATERIAL AND METHODS 

In 01/2020 we conducted a search with the keyword 
‘urology’, ‘kidney’, ‘bladder’, ‘prostate’, ‘testicular’ 
and ‘andrology’ using the search tab in the Apple 
App Store and Google Play Store. We included in the 
analysis all apps regarding urological diseases and 
providing a service to healthcare providers and/or 
patients. Apps not specifically focused on urological  

INTRODUCTION

The current century is characterized by the global 
diffusion of technology [1]. Tablets and smartphones 
are now an integral part not only of our lives but 
also of our work as doctors. Their use allows us to 
quickly reach information, to update ourselves, ex-
change experiences and to plan our clinical practice 
in a more precise and detailed way. In particular, in 
recent years numerous applications have been de-
veloped with different purposes, aimed at simplify-
ing the lives of doctors, nurses and patients [2, 3]. 
Urology has also been affected by this spread of apps 
and there is reason to predict that it will be further 
advanced in the years to come. To date, only two re-
views are available regarding useful apps in the uro-
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pathologies, meetings/congresses/societies apps and  
those not available in English were excluded. The 
PRISMA guidelines [6] could not been applied since 
they are focused on reviews based on scientific pa-
pers. However, we aimed to follow their scheme  
to provide a precise and detailed data extraction.
The working method of Google Play and App Store 
is mainly based on finding keywords in the title, app 
descriptions and tags. For this reason, we decided to 
conduct a search strategy with a wide array of  key-
words, since it’s unlikely that words such as the field 
(urology/andrology) or the involved organs were not 
included at least in one of the three.
The research was performed independently by two 
urologists (GM and RM) and any further discordance 
would be resolved by a third urologist (FD). When 
possible, the variables recorded were field/disease, 
customers, service provided, rating/feedbacks from 
the users, cost. 

RESULTS 

A total of 521 apps were reviewed, of which 172 were 
eligible for the final evaluation (Figure 1). The apps 
were divided into five different categories regard-
ing their main aim (Table 1): education (42.4%), 
practice tools (31.5%), diaries/diets (13.9%), pelvic/
physio-exercises (8.7%), communities (3.5%). Most  
of the apps were related to the urological field 
(87.2%) while about a third (32%) to andrology. Can-
cer was the focus in 70 apps (40.7%) while functional 
status in 116 (67.4%). Most of the apps were planned 
to be used by patients (58.7%) and doctors (52.3%). 
One hundred forty-four (83.7%) were free, while the 
remaining 28 had a very heterogeneous cost, from  
€ 0.99 to € 64.49. The median rating given by the us-
ers was 4.4 (3.8–4.8).

Education

These applications can be divided by being addressed 
to healthcare providers or patients. The former are 
mainly apps for anatomical atlases or quizzes in 

preparation for professional exams. The second are 
mainly informational tools that provide basic infor-
mation to patients to understand their pathology 
and any therapeutic management. The areas and 
topics of interest of this type of app are quite bal-
anced between different fields. 

Practice tools 

Health professional involvement was evident  
in 70.4% of these apps. Most of these professional 
apps were score calculators or medical values (i.e. 
Nephrometry scores). Others were more practical 
apps, useful in clinical visits and able to provide ba-
sic uroflowmetry services, or as an app to plan the 
agendas of patients who need to perform periodic 
outpatient maneuvers (e.g. replacement of ureteral 
stents). Most of the tools for patients were aimed 
at self-checking (i.e. testicular self-examination)  
or at the easy finding of public toilets for patients 
with lower urinary tract symptoms (LUTS).

Table 1. Classification of the urological apps

Type of app N° Urology Andrology Cancer Functional For patients For doctors For nurses Rating Cost

Education 73 56 43 43 49 36 41 14 4.2 (3.9–5) free – 19.9

Practice tools 54 50 7 21 33 22 37 1 4.5 (3.8–5) free – 64.49

Diary / Diet 24 24 1 1 23 23 1 1 3.9 (2.4–4.3) free – 5.99

Pelvic / Physio excercises 15 15 0 0 15 15 0 0 4.5 (4.1–4.9) free – 15.99

Community 6 5 4 5 1 5 1 1 4.4 free

172 150 55 70 116 101 90 17 4.4 (3.8–4.8) free – 64.49

Figure 1. Flowchart.
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Diaries/diets

Almost all of the applications had been designed  
to be at the service of the patient. Bladder diaries 
were very common, helping the patient control in-
take and output as well as urination frequency. Other 
applications were developed as diet diaries, provid-
ing real personalized diets for different pathologies 
(interstitial cystitis, prostatitis, urinary stones).

Pelvic/Physio-exercises

Most of these apps facilitated the execution of Ke-
gel exercises or any type of rehabilitation exercises 
of the pelvic floor for both male and female inconti-
nence.

Communities

The goal of these tools was to put patients with simi-
lar diagnoses in communication so that they could 
exchange information, knowledge but also sim-
ply provide emotional support. Some of these apps 
also allowed contact with health providers in order 
to clarify some doubts about the pathologies them-
selves and their management.

DISCUSSION

In 2012 Makanjuola et al. [5] provided the first com-
plete review of apps used in the urological field. They 
identified a total of 69 apps using our keyword search 
and similar inclusion criteria. Eight years later, the 
results we achieved in our search were almost 8 times 
greater. At that time 65% of the apps found were 
aimed at physicians, 33% at patients and 2% at urol-
ogy nurses. On the contrary, most of the present apps 
are mainly used by patients (58.7%). Similarly, there 
is an increase in the number of practical tools rather 
than educational apps [4]. Although they can certain-
ly be helpful for patients and healthcare providers, 
the main issue concerns the regulation of their use, 
which is not yet well defined in many countries. 

The Food and Drug Administration (FDA), updated 
in 2019, is the most recent and comprehensive legis-
lation in this field [7]. In this way, the FDA has pub-
lished a list of categories of health apps that do not 
qualify as medical devices and regulated the others. 
A similar comprehensive guidance has not been de-
veloped at an EU-level but it has been expected to be 
issued in 2020.
Another issue is that few apps are scientifically vali-
dated for effective and correct use by urologists and 
patients [8, 9, 10]. The current ratings are based  
on a user feedback rating system, unreliable and 
above all not scientifically valid. 
This study has some limitations. The first is the 
absence of a specific set of guidelines for perform-
ing systematic reviews of this kind. However, to try  
to be as rigorous as possible, we have tried to adopt 
some of the principles of the PRISMA guidelines for 
data search. The second is given by the continuous 
and ever faster proliferation of these devices and 
applications, which in such a short time makes the 
evidences shown already dated. The third is about 
the working method of Google Play and App Store 
which takes multiple factors into account, such as 
app titles, developer names, and app descriptions. 
Furthermore, app visibility can depend on the device 
used for searching and the country where the search 
is performed. These factors make the search results 
possibly not perfectly reproducible by different users. 

CONCLUSIONS

Smartphones are now an integral part of not only 
of our lives but also of clinical practice. From year 
to year, the number of apps that provide services  
of various kinds to urologists and patients is con-
stantly increasing. Although the usefulness of many 
of these devices is undoubted, the problems of scien-
tific validation, content control and privacy are not 
yet solved.
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