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Abstract  
 
Objective: Lower urinary tract symptoms (LUTS), such as urinary urgency, frequency, and 
incontinence, affect the majority of the population, causing substantial morbidity, yet few receive 
effective care. Sizeable symptomatic overlap between LUTS categories leads to high rates of 
misdiagnosis. To improve diagnostic accuracy, we sought to employ machine learning 
approaches to LUTS categorization to generate diagnostic groupings based on patient-reported 
clinical data, creating a novel tool for diagnosis of patients with voiding complaints.  
 
Methods: Questionnaire responses in a Development Dataset of 514 female subjects were used 
for model development, identifying 4 major clusters and 9 specific phenotypes of LUTS using 
agglomerative hierarchical clustering. Each cluster and phenotype was assigned a clinical 
identity consistent with recognized causes of voiding dysfunction by the consensus of two 
urologic specialists. Then, a random forest classifier was trained to assign unseen patients into 
these phenotypes. That model was then applied to a Validation Dataset of 571 additional 
subjects to confirm the diagnostic algorithm.  
 
Results: This data-driven, hierarchical clustering approach captured overlapping symptoms 
inherent in typical patients, recognizing common uncomplicated diagnoses (i.e., overactive 
bladder) as well as several underrecognized diagnostic categories (i.e., myofascial pelvic pain). 
A diagnostic algorithm derived by supervised machine learning to assign unseen subjects into 
these phenotypes demonstrated good reproducibillty of the phenotypes and their symptomatic 
patterns in an independent Validation Dataset. 
 
Conclusions: We describe the generation of a machine learning algorithm relying only on 
validated, patient-reported symptoms for diagnostic classification. Given a growing physician 
shortage and increasing challenges for patients accessing specialist care, this type of digital 
technology holds great potential to improve the recognition and diagnosis of functional urologic 
conditions.  
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Introduction: 

 

Half of adult women are incontinent; more than 75% of women at some point in the lifespan 

report disruptions in daily activities by at least one lower urinary tract symptom (LUTS), such as 

urinary urgency, frequency, nocturia, painful urination, bladder pain or discomfort, or 

incontinence.1,2 When severe, these urinary symptoms degrade health-related quality of life to 

levels worse than chronic dialysis.3 Incontinence and urinary complaints are one of the most 

common causes for the long-term institutionalization of older adults.4 Further, these disorders 

represent substantial economic burden, with annual costs estimated to approach 100 billion 

dollars.5 Yet despite this large burden of illness, most women do not seek care, due to 

embarrassment, resignation, or misconceptions that these symptoms are normal or cannot be 

treated.6 

 

Even for those who do seek care, many will not receive an accurate diagnosis.7 While patients 

presenting with urinary symptoms are categorized into several unique conditions, appropriate 

diagnosis and treatment is complicated by subjectivity of language used to describe symptoms 

and sizeable symptomatic overlap.8 While classified as separate conditions, diagnoses such as 

overactive bladder (OAB) and interstitial cystitis/painful bladder syndrome (IC/BPS) are not 

diseases, but symptom complexes without a known pathophysiology that share many 

overlapping symptoms. Clinicians typically assign a diagnosis according to patients’ most 

bothersome complaints, but as there are currently no definitive tests or biomarkers available, 

diagnosis and treatment assignment are subjective, based entirely on clinician judgement.9,10 

Due to poor efficacy and treatment side effects, more than 90% of patients will abandon medical 

therapies within a year.11  
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A data-driven approach may address many of the current obstacles to LUTS care. Virtual 

screening approaches would allow anonymized recognition of symptoms without requiring in-

person or specialist visits. Given the high degree of overlapping symptoms, but distinctive 

patterns of combined symptoms, algorithms identifying more specific phenotypes of LUTS may 

recognize subtle distinctions indicative of unique causes of convergent symptomatologies that 

clinicians may have difficulty recognizing. While symptoms of LUTS diagnoses may be similar, 

the underlying etiologies of these symptoms may be quite different and require different 

approaches to treatment. To this end, multiple studies have attempted to utilize a range of 

unsupervised machine learning (ML) methods to improve phenotypic classification of lower 

urinary tract disorders. However, most have examined only a subset of symptoms, typically 

excluding patients with complex symptoms or confounding factors such as pelvic organ 

prolapse (POP). However, “as often patients present with multiple urinary symptoms that do not 

perfectly fit the pre-established diagnoses,”12 the intentional exclusion in these studies of 

patients with complex or overlapping symptoms or co-existing pelvic organ prolapse may 

underlie the lack of practical progress in improving current diagnostic schema. 

 

For most ML methods, data objects are divided into non-overlapping, mutually-exclusive 

clusters of a fixed number. In contrast, hierarchical clustering generates a set of nested clusters 

that are arranged as a tree/dendrogram. Hierarchical clustering is best used when the number 

of classes is not known; once the structure of the data is defined, one can stop at any number of 

clusters. A strength of hierarchical clustering is the ability for the resulting dendrogram to 

provide insights as to the structure of the data, which in turn informs about the number of logical 

clusters. Given the nature of functional urologic symptoms, we believe that hierarchical 

clustering presents a more complete picture of the underlying patterns of lower urinary tract 

symptoms than other methods of machine learning. In addition, It may provide a more useful 

framework to determine what level of phenotypic classification is useful in clinical practice.  
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Given the known obstacles and clinical dilemmas in diagnosing LUTS, we aimed to create an 

unsupervised ML algorithm encompassing all patients presenting with LUTS. This novel tool for 

the diagnosis of patients with voiding complaints utilized agglomerative hierarchical clustering to 

generate diagnostic groupings based on patient-reported clinical data.   
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Methods: 

 

Study Cohorts 

After Institutional Review Board (IRB#00040261) approval, the Development Dataset of 514 

female subjects with a wide range of symptoms, seen consecutively for evaluation in a tertiary 

urogynecology practice between January and December 2018, was used for model 

development. A second Validation Dataset of 571 subjects recruited from the same practice 

consequtively between January 2019 and March 2020 was used to validate the diagnostic ML 

algorithm. For each cohort, subjects were administered four, validated questionnaires at initial 

evaluation: the female Genitourinary Pain Index (fGUPI)13, Overactive Bladder Questionnaire 

(OABq)14, Pelvic Floor Distress Inventory (PFDI-20)15 and O’Leary-Sant Indices, including the 

Interstitial Cystitis Symptom and Problem Indices (ICSI/ICPI).16 The fGUPI measures the nature 

and severity of genitourinary pain, and contains subscales assessing pain, urinary symptoms, 

and quality of life.13 The OABq measures continent and incontinent OAB symptoms, symptom 

bother, coping behaviors, concern/worry, social interaction, sleep, and health-related quality of 

life.14 Only the symptom-based questions (1-8) were utilized in this analysis. The PFDI-20 

measures urinary, defecatory, and prolapse symptoms commonly associated with pelvic floor 

disorders such as POP.15 The ICSI/ICPI are used together to measure the severity and bother 

of urinary frequency, urgency, nocturia, and bladder pain.16 Patients with active urinary tract 

infection (UTI), prior pelvic reconstructive surgeries (such as prolapse repairs, bladder 

augmentation, incontinence procedures), current pregnancy, or neurogenic bladder were 

excluded from the study. Patients with cyclic pain at menses were excluded, however, patients 

with prior history of UTI or comorbid functional pain syndromes, such as irritable bowel 

syndrome or fibromyalgia, were allowed to participate. Patients with asymptomatic complaints 

(e.g., microscopic hematuria) were included in both datasets.  
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Hierarchical Clustering 

Agglomerative hierarchical clustering was applied to the Development Dataset to identify patient 

groups on the basis of patient age and questionnaire responses. This unsupervised approach 

recursively builds a hierarchical representation from the “bottom up” by grouping pairs of 

samples according to a distance metric and linkage criterion. This algorithm was applied using 

the Ward linkage criterion, which aims to create groupings which have minimum intra-group 

variance.17 Similarity between samples was calculated using the Euclidean (i.e., squared) 

distance between symptoms. After the hierarchical representation was constructed using the 

agglomerative algorithm, clusters were created by truncating the depth of the hierarchical 

representation, thereby grouping patients into a fixed number of clusters (e.g., Fig. 1). Mean 

silhouette scores18 were computed to measure cluster assignment performance to select the 

optimal cluster assignment between 2 and 15 clusters. Using this criterion, four and nine cluster 

solutions were selected.  

 

Phenotypic group descriptive assignments 

Age and survey response scores were scaled to a set range before plotting as a heat map. 

ANOVA assessed significant differences between cluster groups in intragroup means for each 

variable. The dominant features for each cluster and phenotype were examined independently 

by two urogynecologists, who each assigned a clinical identity based on their expert opinion. 

For any disagreement, discussion between the two evaluators and a third moderating 

urogynecologist allowed for refinement of the group clinical identity until consensus was 

reached.  

 

Generation of the diagnostic algorithm  

Unsupervised algorithms, such as agglomerative clustering, are not reliably applicable to new 

data as they require the entire hierarchical representation to be re-generated each time the 
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algorithm is run. After manually validating cluster assignments and assigning phenotypic group 

descriptions, a supervised machine learning model was trained to assign unseen patients into 

existing clusters. Using the Development Dataset, random forest models were trained to predict 

the machine-generated cluster assignment on the same symptoms used for clustering. Random 

forests are generally robust to overfitting and outliers, and outperform other methods when 

representing tabular data.19 Two models were generated which assigned patients into the four 

and nine cluster labels, respectively. These models were assessed using the validation dataset 

with balanced accuracy20 (defined as the average sensitivity score for each class) – which has 

been used to deal with imbalanced data.  

 

Uniform manifold approximation and projection (UMAP) visualization 

UMAP is a nonlinear dimension reduction technique used to visualize high-dimensionality data 

for qualitative inspection.21 Using the development dataset, the algorithm was applied to 

represent patients in two data-generated axes. As in the clustering analysis, the projection axes 

were optimized with respect to the Euclidean distance between patient responses. Then, 

Validation Dataset patients were transformed into the same space and all patients visualized 

together. Each patient was colored according to the phenotype assigned by the nine-cluster 

model. 

 

Statistical analysis 

Cluster fitting and optimization, machine learning model development and evaluation, and 

UMAP were performed with Python using the scikit-learn and UMAP-learn packages. All other 

analyses and visualization were performed in R version 4.2.1. Differences in demographic and 

clinical characteristics were compared by using Wilcoxon signed rank tests for paired data and 

the Pearson chi square, Fisher exact, or Mann-Whitney U-tests for independent data as 
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appropriate (2-tailed). Differences in proportions were compared using the two-sample z-test. 

Results were considered significant at an alpha level <0.05. 
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Results 

 

Unsupervised clustering of subjects presenting with LUTS.  

The Development Dataset of 514 female patients with a mean age of 58.7 years completed a 

panel of validated symptomatic questionnaires assessing genitourinary symptoms between 

June 2017 and December 2018. Using only age and patient-reported symptoms, subjects were 

classified into symptomatic clusters according to an agglomerative hierarchical clustering 

algorithm (Fig. 1). Examination of the resulting dendrogram (Fig. 1, blue line) revealed four 

clear branches, confirmed as the optimal number of clusters using the silhouette method (global 

maximum, Fig. 2).  

 

Data-driven hierarchical clustering reveals the global patterns in phenotypes.  

The symptom patterns associated with each cluster (Table 1) reflected the overall categories of 

subjects seeking urogynecologic care: 1) subjects with mild symptoms who are only moderately 

bothered (Mild symptoms/controls), 2) subjects with predominantly lower urinary tract 

symptoms, such as urinary frequency, urgency, and incontinence (LUTS), 3) subjects with pain 

as their predominant complaint (Pain), and 4) subjects with pelvic floor complaints (pelvic 

pressure, vaginal bulge) who also exhibit urinary symptoms and discomfort (pelvic floor 

disorders [PFD]). These patterns are more clearly visualized in a heat map (Fig. 3) 

demonstrating which features are prominent in each group. The PFD group had globally 

elevated symptom scores across all symptomatic domains, with unique complaints attributable 

to the pelvic floor, such as defecatory dysfunction (PFDI20 q7-8), vaginal bulge (PFDI20 q3), 

pelvic pressure (PFDI20 q2), and a need to splint to defecate or void (PFDI20 q4, PFDI20 q6). 

The Pain group was the youngest group overall and displayed similarly high scores to the PFD 

group only on questions assessing pelvic and genitourinary pain (fGUPI q1-4, PFDI20 q20, ICSI 

q4, ICPI q4). The LUTS group was generally older than the other groups and exhibited elevated 
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urinary incontinence related to both urgency (PFDI20 q16, OABq q8) and stress (activities that 

increase intraabdominal pressure) (OABq q4, PFDI20 q17). While these subjects commonly 

exhibited urinary urgency (OABq q3, ICPI q3, ICSI q1), frequency (ICSI q2, ICPI q1, GUPI q6), 

and nocturia (ICPI q2, OABq q5) at levels greater than the controls, symptom severities of the 

LUTS group only surpassed the PFD group in the domain of fecal incontinence (PFDI20 q9-11).  

 

Discrimination of symptomatic phenotypes. 

While the four-cluster classification provides a general categorization of women presenting for 

urogynecologic care, the resulting groups encapsulate only the most basic symptomatic 

categorization, failing to distinguish patients for whom different treatments are typically selected, 

such as stress and urgency incontinence, vestibulodynia and interstitial cystitis/bladder pain 

syndrome, or pelvic organ prolapse and myofascial pelvic pain. We therefore examined the next 

most optimal range of clusters. The silhouette score reached a local maximum in the range of 9-

11 clusters (Fig. 2, local maximum); in the dendrogram, the nine-cluster division best captured 

the major subdivisions in the data (Fig. 1, gold line). Again visualized as a heat map, patterns of 

dominant symptoms provide characterization of each cluster phenotype (Table 2), each of 

which was assigned a phenotypic designation by specialist consensus (Fig. 4).  

 

The LUTS cluster was subdivided into three phenotypes: 1) urgency urinary incontinence (UUI), 

who lacked other bothersome sypmtoms, 2) mixed urinary incontinence (MUI), who exhibited 

both UUI and SUI, and 3) fecal incontinence/mixed urinary incontinence (FI/MUI), who were 

profoundly impacted by both fecal urgency and incontinence in addition to their urinary 

symptoms. The Pain cluster was subdivided into an IC/BPS phenotype, who were bothered by 

classic bladder pain with bladder filling, relieved by bladder emptying, and a second phenotype 

whose symptoms were described more as bladder pressure and discomfort. The co-existence 

of these symptoms with a strong sensation of incomplete bladder emptying identified this group 
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as myofascial frequency syndrome (MFS), a condition in which urinary symptoms are caused by 

pelvic floor myofascial dysfunction. The PFD cluster was further divided into subjects with clear 

pelvic organ prolapse (POP), who described both a bothersome vaginal bulge and needing to 

reduce the prolapse to urinate or defecate, and a myofascial pelvic pain (MPP) group, who have 

both genitourinary pain and global urinary, defecatory, and sexual dysfunction, similar to the 

POP group, but who lack any evidence of vaginal bulge. The last cluster (Mild 

symptoms/controls) included two phenotypes of subjects: those with stress urinary incontinence 

(Controls/SUI) who were often only minimally bothered, and those with focal genital pain 

unrelated to bladder filling or voiding, known as non-urologic pelvic pain (NUPP).  

 

Development of a classification algorithm 

We next sought to create a diagnostic tool for the phenotypic classification of new patients. We 

trained a random forest classifier using the phenotypic assignments of the Development Dataset 

to create a classification algorithm, which we then applied to the independent Validation Dataset 

of 571 individuals with urologic complaints. Phenotypic assignment using the random forest 

classifier resulted in groups that were highly similar to the development dataset phenotypes, 

exhibiting the same patterns of distinctive symptoms. We plotted the similarity of the 

development and validation phenotypes graphically using a uniform manifold approximation and 

projection (UMAP) method (Fig. 5). Proximity in UMAP space signifies similarity between 

groups, in this case capturing the overlap in symptom profiles between phenotypes from the 

validation and development cohorts as well as the relationships between groups. For example, 

the mixed urinary incontinence (MUI) group, which exhibits incontinence elicited by urgency and 

stress, exists at the interface between the urgency urinary incontinence (UUI) and stress urinary 

incontinence (SUI) groups, sharing features of both while still occupying a unique space.  
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Discussion 

 

We successfully applied machine learning algorithms to the diagnostic classification of women 

with a wide range of symptoms presenting for urologic care. This classification generated 

logical, phenotypic groups based on validated, patient-reported symptoms alone. Symptomatic 

patterns could be grouped into four general clusters: minimal/mild symptoms, urogenital pain, 

urinary complaints, and pelvic floor disorders. Validation of these clusters revealed high 

reproducibility in an independent cohort. These groups are analogous to the general clinical 

categories currently used; most patients presenting for urologic care will be diagnosed with 

either incontinence, genitourinary pain, or pelvic organ prolapse. As unsupervised machine 

learning brings no assumptions to cluster derivation, agreement of the overall diagnostic 

categories with well-accepted clinical categorization validates the ability of data-driven methods 

to derive clinically meaningful diagnostic categories. 

 

Several groups have tried to subclassify urologic phenotypes, but have typically examined only 

one symptom cluster in isolation (e.g., overactive bladder12,22-24 or genitourinary pain25-28). 

Substantial work, however, documents that these divisions are artificial; many patients carrying 

an OAB diagnosis suffer from significant bladder pain (35%) while more than 30% of IC/BPS 

patients have urge incontinence.29,30 In addition, OAB symptoms are common in patients 

desiring surgical repairs for POP.31 Given the high prevalence of prolapse in the population (24-

49%),32-34 it is unclear how co-existing POP should influence our clinical management of 

patients presenting primarily with urinary complaints.  

 

To overcome this obstacle, broad inclusion of all patients consecutively presenting for 

urogynecologic care combined with unsupervised clustering using patient complaints alone 

allowed us to derive nine unique phenotypes encompassing the range of overlapping symptoms 
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without bias. Distinction between groups was based on unique combinations of symptoms 

rather than individual, pathognomonic features.23 These nine phenotypic diagnoses included the 

range of common urologic diagnoses (SUI, UUI, MUI, IC/BPS), but also incorporated several 

less common, emerging pathologies that have only recently been suspected in the etiology of 

LUTS (MFS, MPP, NUPP).28,35-37 The classifier also distinguished between subjects with mixed 

urinary incontinence in whom a correctable, anatomic cause (POP) to their symptoms should be 

suspected, which may influence treatment choices. Lastly, the classifier was capable of 

recognizing highly impactful symptoms like FI, which are frequently unaddressed as patients are 

often too embarrassed to express them. Thus, these resulting groups captured the ranges of 

coexisting symptoms while still accounting for the complicated symptomatic overlap of real-

world patients, something no other ML categorization system has done thus far.  

 

Our findings here are novel and timely, with the potential to improve diagnosis and treatment and 

overcome the significant burden these conditions place on patients and the healthcare system. 

While various approaches to subclassifying urinary symptoms and genitourinary pain exist,12,22-27 

most require detailed information (patient demographics, physical exam findings, imaging, genetic 

or biochemical markers, or other diagnostic testing results) unavailable or unfamiliar to most 

practioners outside of specialized clinical settings. In addition, most of these categorization 

schema evaluated narrow populations without overlapping symptoms, which ignores a large 

subset of real-world patients. Here, we generate a diagnostic algorithm based on our novel ML-

based phenotypic classification that can be used for treatment assignment of a broad care-

seeking population with a wide range of urinary and pelvic complaints. By relying only on patient-

reported symptoms, this algorithm can be applied by any type of practitioner in any care delivery 

setting, including telemedicine. 
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Providing adequate care for the enormous population of women affected by urinary complaints 

faces numerous obstacles, both at the health system and individual levels. First is the lack of 

recognition of these symptoms. Patients, even when highly bothered, may not seek care for 

urinary complaints due to shame, embarrassment, or a feeling that symptoms are unavoidable. 

Doctors may not ask about these issues, and even if they do, may not be able to address them 

due to time constraints or knowledge gaps. The prevalence of urinary symptoms recognized in 

the primary care setting increases dramatically when validated questionnaires are routinely 

administered,38 stressing the need for better, more pervasive, and perhaps more anonymized 

screening. As a result of these numerous barriers, however, few women seek or receive care.39 

The development of a digital resource providing diagnostic assistance has the potential to 

dramatically improve the quality of life of the population, not only through more accurate 

diagnostics but by allowing rapid implementation of first-line, low-risk treatments and earlier 

access to specialty care.  

 

Although our results are promising, our algorithm is based on data from a single center; thus, 

our findings may not be scalable to the population at large. Further, accurate classification of 

patients is only of clinical value if the treatment based on these diagnostic groupings correlates 

with clinical improvement, which will need to be addressed in future prospective studies. Also, 

the current modeling requires patients to answer nearly 50 questions, which may not be 

achievable in most clinical scenarios. Finally, our approach to classifying patients may not be 

generalizable to populations in different clinical scenarios, such as those not presenting for 

urologic care. 

 

Despite these limitations, this study examined a large number of patients (over 500 in each 

cohort, totaling over 1,000 subjects) who were consecutively included regardless of referral 

diagnosis or presenting complaints. This means that our cohort not only included a control 
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group, but is likely representative of the true patient population referred for urologic care. 

Furthermore, this algorithm relies only on validated questionnaire responses. Thus, this novel 

LUTS classification algorithm can be utilized to assign diagnoses without the need for either 

sub-specialist evaluation, to which access can be limited, or physical examination, which can be 

challenging for patients in underserved areas. Given a growing physician shortage and 

increasing challenges for patients accessing specialist care, digital technology holds great 

potential to improve the early recognition, diagnosis, and early treatment of functional urologic 

conditions. Future prospective work with a larger, multi-institutional cohort is needed to improve 

these algorithms and to allow accurate diagnosis and treatment assignment based on the 

machine learning-suggested phenotypes. In addition, reduction of the number of questions to 

the minimum subset possible is needed to make this feasible to perform in a clinical setting. 

With refinement, however, this approach to care delivery is capable of increasing both the equity 

and rapidity of access to effective urologic care.   
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Conclusions  

 

A data-driven approach to the phenotyping of lower urinary tract syptoms using unsupervised 

and supervised machine learning approaches is capable of recognizing both simple and highly 

complex phenotypic patterns in patients seeking care for urinary complaints. The development 

in this report of a digital tool trained to classify a broad range of subjects with urologic symptoms 

that can be administered virtually shows promise to improve the recognition and accurate 

diagnosis of such disorders.  
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Figures 
 

 
 
Figure 1. Dendrogram indicating the hierarchical relationships between clusters. The 
different lines indicate different possible cut-off points used to subclassify subjects with LUTS, 
with the blue line indicating the major symptomatic divisions in subjects presenting for care in a 
urogynecology clinic (LUTS: lower urinary tract symptoms; PFD: pelvic floor disorders; Pain: 
pelvic pain complaints; Mild symptoms/controls: patients with mild or minimal complaints). The 
yellow line indiciates the location in the dendrogram at which subjects are separated into 9 
unique clusters, with each of the major categories further divided into 2-3 subclusters (UUI: 
urgency urinary incontinence; MUI: mixed urinary incontinence; FI/MUI: fecal incontinence/UUI;  
MFS: myofascial frequency syndrome; POP: pelvic organ prolapse; MPP: myofascial pelvic 
pain; IC/BPS: interstitial cystitis/bladder pain syndrome; NUPP: non-urologic pelvic pain; 
Control/SUI: Asymptomatic subject/stress urinary incontinence).  
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Figure 2: Optimal number of clusters for the hierarchical clustering by the silhouette 
method. The Silhouette score serves as a measure of the goodness of a clustering technique, 
encompassing both how similar each individual is to others in the same cluster (cohesion) 
compared to others in other distinct clusters (separation). Higher value scores indicate that each 
individual is well matched to their own cluster and poorly matched to neighboring clusters.  
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Figure 3. Heatmap of survey responses and patient characteristics for each of the 
machine learning generated clusters for the 4 major clusters. Specific symptomatic 
patterns for the 4 clusters (blue in Figure A), with deepening blues indicating scores increasingly 
elevated over the population mean and deeper shades of red indicating scores increasingly 
lower than the population mean. (LUTS: lower urinary tract symptoms; PFD: pelvic floor 
disorders; Pain: pelvic pain complaints; Mild symptoms/controls: patients with mild or minimal 
complaints). 
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Figure 4: Heatmap of survey responses and patient characteristics for each of the 
machine learning generated clusters. Specific symptomatic patterns for the nine clusters 
shown in Figure A, with deepening blues indicating scores increasingly elevated over the 
population mean and deeper shades of red indicating scores increasingly lower than the 
population mean. (UUI: urgency urinary incontinence; FI/UUI: fecal incontinence/UUI; MUI: 
mixes urinary incontinence;’ HT PFD: high-tone pelvic floor dysfuction; POP: pelvic organ 
prolapse; MPP: myofascial pelvic pain; IC/BPS: interstitial cystitis/bladder pain syndrome; 
NUPP: non-urologic pelvic pain; Control/SUI: Asymptomatic subject/stress urinary 
incontinence).   
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Figure 5: Uniform Manifold Approximation and Projection (UMAP) plot visualizing the 
overlap in clusters with respect to the symptomatic features between the development 
and validation populations. Good overlap was seen between the clusters in the development  
(larger diamonds) and validation (smaller circles) cohorts. 
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Mean (SD) 
Pain 

n = 173 
PFD 

n = 46 
LUTS 

n = 152 

Mild 
Symptoms/ 

Controls 
n = 143 p SMD 

Age  54.38 (16.41) 57.10 (14.98) 65.37 (14.61) 57.47 (15.70) <0.001  0.363 
ICSI1   1.68 (1.44)  4.03 (1.27)  2.23 (1.64)  0.49 (0.69) <0.001  1.537 
ICSI2   3.02 (1.50)  4.43 (0.96)  3.09 (1.42)  1.50 (1.34) <0.001  1.168 
ICSI3   1.61 (1.19)  3.33 (1.19)  2.05 (1.35)  1.32 (1.19) <0.001  0.885 
ICSI4   2.04 (1.61)  2.55 (1.66)  0.44 (0.79)  0.27 (0.61) <0.001  1.120 
ICPI1   2.24 (1.25)  3.75 (0.51)  2.44 (1.22)  0.75 (0.99) <0.001  1.627 
ICPI2   1.78 (1.25)  3.46 (0.93)  2.23 (1.41)  0.88 (1.02) <0.001  1.236 
ICPI3   1.24 (1.14)  3.39 (0.69)  2.18 (1.33)  0.38 (0.69) <0.001  1.862 
ICPI4   2.67 (1.35)  3.41 (0.95)  0.90 (1.14)  0.28 (0.65) <0.001  1.867 
OABq2   3.51 (1.44)  5.35 (0.94)  3.37 (1.60)  1.54 (0.87) <0.001  1.736 
OABq3   2.37 (1.33)  5.11 (1.10)  3.40 (1.63)  1.35 (0.66) <0.001  1.825 
OABq4   1.85 (1.19)  3.96 (1.93)  3.27 (1.62)  1.81 (1.12) <0.001  0.856 
OABq5   2.85 (1.54)  4.86 (1.34)  3.61 (1.68)  1.91 (1.15) <0.001  1.156 
OABq6   3.11 (1.52)  4.90 (1.37)  3.85 (1.69)  2.06 (1.31) <0.001  1.070 
OABq8   1.73 (1.16)  4.25 (1.84)  3.16 (1.67)  1.31 (0.65) <0.001  1.214 
PFDI20 1   1.93 (1.19)  2.35 (1.26)  0.97 (1.10)  0.45 (0.54) <0.001  1.083 
PFDI20 2   1.49 (1.25)  1.90 (1.31)  0.82 (1.06)  0.38 (0.47) <0.001  0.844 
PFDI20 3   0.23 (0.45)  0.63 (0.94)  0.56 (1.06)  0.30 (0.37) <0.001  0.327 
PFDI20 4   0.41 (0.72)  0.82 (1.02)  0.69 (1.03)  0.52 (0.70)  0.003  0.270 
PFDI20 5   1.37 (1.21)  2.18 (1.34)  1.44 (1.17)  0.70 (0.69) <0.001  0.691 
PFDI20 6   0.05 (0.12)  0.58 (1.18)  0.09 (0.26)  0.07 (0.17) <0.001  0.368 
PFDI20 7   0.73 (0.94)  1.28 (1.12)  1.01 (1.16)  0.50 (0.61) <0.001  0.454 
PFDI20 8   1.06 (1.04)  1.43 (1.22)  0.98 (1.05)  0.72 (0.70) <0.001  0.364 
PFDI20 9   0.09 (0.29)  0.20 (0.60)  0.31 (0.85)  0.20 (0.28)  0.007  0.208 
PFDI20 10   0.30 (0.55)  0.56 (0.91)  0.66 (1.11)  0.30 (0.45) <0.001  0.270 
PFDI20 11   0.46 (0.75)  0.87 (1.00)  0.95 (1.19)  0.53 (0.55) <0.001  0.333 
PFDI20 12   0.35 (0.71)  0.51 (0.88)  0.29 (0.68)  0.13 (0.22)  0.001  0.311 
PFDI20 13   0.61 (0.87)  1.09 (1.09)  0.86 (1.10)  0.49 (0.57) <0.001  0.375 
PFDI20 14   0.17 (0.51)  0.81 (1.70)  0.23 (0.61)  0.24 (0.47) <0.001  0.281 
PFDI20 15   1.93 (1.15)  2.86 (0.94)  2.32 (1.30)  1.27 (0.95) <0.001  0.824 
PFDI20 16   0.76 (0.89)  2.02 (1.43)  1.84 (1.28)  0.73 (0.68) <0.001  0.740 
PFDI20 17   0.97 (0.92)  1.55 (1.27)  1.48 (1.31)  1.29 (1.04) <0.001  0.290 
PFDI20 18   0.68 (0.78)  2.01 (1.39)  1.50 (1.36)  1.04 (0.94) <0.001  0.651 
PFDI20 19   1.02 (1.16)  1.51 (1.31)  0.67 (0.95)  0.44 (0.54) <0.001  0.578 
PFDI20 20   1.95 (1.33)  2.32 (1.19)  0.65 (0.96)  0.33 (0.39) <0.001  1.214 
fGUPI1a   0.47 (0.48)  0.50 (0.46)  0.14 (0.32)  0.06 (0.22) <0.001  0.730 
fGUPI1b   0.52 (0.48)  0.51 (0.47)  0.12 (0.28)  0.03 (0.13) <0.001  0.874 
fGUPI1c   0.57 (0.47)  0.44 (0.44)  0.09 (0.23)  0.03 (0.13) <0.001  0.960 
fGUPI1d   0.77 (0.40)  0.85 (0.31)  0.23 (0.39)  0.06 (0.21) <0.001  1.505 
fGUPI2a   0.55 (0.48)  0.72 (0.42)  0.16 (0.35)  0.02 (0.10) <0.001  1.189 
fGUPI2b   0.52 (0.46)  0.43 (0.41)  0.12 (0.29)  0.09 (0.27) <0.001  0.717 
fGUPI2c   0.55 (0.48)  0.67 (0.44)  0.13 (0.32)  0.02 (0.12) <0.001  1.109 
fGUPI2d   0.51 (0.47)  0.68 (0.44)  0.16 (0.34)  0.06 (0.22) <0.001  0.984 
fGUPI3   3.13 (1.27)  3.94 (1.14)  1.25 (1.32)  0.44 (0.70) <0.001  1.904 
fGUPI4   5.08 (2.38)  6.57 (1.97)  2.18 (2.50)  0.56 (1.14) <0.001  1.802 
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fGUPI5   2.34 (1.72)  3.59 (1.70)  1.90 (1.50)  0.55 (0.81) <0.001  1.134 
fGUPI6   2.88 (1.48)  4.11 (1.03)  2.85 (1.43)  1.22 (1.14) <0.001  1.197 
fGUPI7   1.30 (1.08)  2.26 (0.80)  1.18 (1.14)  0.18 (0.49) <0.001  1.305 
fGUPI8   2.41 (0.75)  2.67 (0.55)  2.05 (0.98)  0.55 (0.77) <0.001  1.486 
fGUPI9   4.69 (1.21)  5.34 (0.90)  4.33 (1.25)  2.01 (1.58) <0.001  1.327 

 
Table 1. Patient survey scores for subjects seeking care in a urogynecology clinic by 4-
cluster machine learning diagnostic groups. Means and standard deviations are reported for 
each group. LUTS: lower urinary tract symptoms; PFD: pelvic floor disorders; Pain: pelvic pain 
complaints; Mild symptoms/controls: patients with mild or minimal complaints. SMD: standard 
mean difference.  
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Mean (SD) 
Pain 

n = 173 
PFD 

n = 46 
LUTS 

n = 152 

Mild 
Symptoms/ 

Controls 
n = 143 p SMD 

Age  54.38 (16.41) 57.10 (14.98) 65.37 (14.61) 57.47 (15.70) <0.001  0.363 
ICSI1   1.68 (1.44)  4.03 (1.27)  2.23 (1.64)  0.49 (0.69) <0.001  1.537 
ICSI2   3.02 (1.50)  4.43 (0.96)  3.09 (1.42)  1.50 (1.34) <0.001  1.168 
ICSI3   1.61 (1.19)  3.33 (1.19)  2.05 (1.35)  1.32 (1.19) <0.001  0.885 
ICSI4   2.04 (1.61)  2.55 (1.66)  0.44 (0.79)  0.27 (0.61) <0.001  1.120 
ICPI1   2.24 (1.25)  3.75 (0.51)  2.44 (1.22)  0.75 (0.99) <0.001  1.627 
ICPI2   1.78 (1.25)  3.46 (0.93)  2.23 (1.41)  0.88 (1.02) <0.001  1.236 
ICPI3   1.24 (1.14)  3.39 (0.69)  2.18 (1.33)  0.38 (0.69) <0.001  1.862 
ICPI4   2.67 (1.35)  3.41 (0.95)  0.90 (1.14)  0.28 (0.65) <0.001  1.867 
OABq2   3.51 (1.44)  5.35 (0.94)  3.37 (1.60)  1.54 (0.87) <0.001  1.736 
OABq3   2.37 (1.33)  5.11 (1.10)  3.40 (1.63)  1.35 (0.66) <0.001  1.825 
OABq4   1.85 (1.19)  3.96 (1.93)  3.27 (1.62)  1.81 (1.12) <0.001  0.856 
OABq5   2.85 (1.54)  4.86 (1.34)  3.61 (1.68)  1.91 (1.15) <0.001  1.156 
OABq6   3.11 (1.52)  4.90 (1.37)  3.85 (1.69)  2.06 (1.31) <0.001  1.070 
OABq8   1.73 (1.16)  4.25 (1.84)  3.16 (1.67)  1.31 (0.65) <0.001  1.214 
PFDI20 1   1.93 (1.19)  2.35 (1.26)  0.97 (1.10)  0.45 (0.54) <0.001  1.083 
PFDI20 2   1.49 (1.25)  1.90 (1.31)  0.82 (1.06)  0.38 (0.47) <0.001  0.844 
PFDI20 3   0.23 (0.45)  0.63 (0.94)  0.56 (1.06)  0.30 (0.37) <0.001  0.327 
PFDI20 4   0.41 (0.72)  0.82 (1.02)  0.69 (1.03)  0.52 (0.70)  0.003  0.270 
PFDI20 5   1.37 (1.21)  2.18 (1.34)  1.44 (1.17)  0.70 (0.69) <0.001  0.691 
PFDI20 6   0.05 (0.12)  0.58 (1.18)  0.09 (0.26)  0.07 (0.17) <0.001  0.368 
PFDI20 7   0.73 (0.94)  1.28 (1.12)  1.01 (1.16)  0.50 (0.61) <0.001  0.454 
PFDI20 8   1.06 (1.04)  1.43 (1.22)  0.98 (1.05)  0.72 (0.70) <0.001  0.364 
PFDI20 9   0.09 (0.29)  0.20 (0.60)  0.31 (0.85)  0.20 (0.28)  0.007  0.208 
PFDI20 10   0.30 (0.55)  0.56 (0.91)  0.66 (1.11)  0.30 (0.45) <0.001  0.270 
PFDI20 11   0.46 (0.75)  0.87 (1.00)  0.95 (1.19)  0.53 (0.55) <0.001  0.333 
PFDI20 12   0.35 (0.71)  0.51 (0.88)  0.29 (0.68)  0.13 (0.22)  0.001  0.311 
PFDI20 13   0.61 (0.87)  1.09 (1.09)  0.86 (1.10)  0.49 (0.57) <0.001  0.375 
PFDI20 14   0.17 (0.51)  0.81 (1.70)  0.23 (0.61)  0.24 (0.47) <0.001  0.281 
PFDI20 15   1.93 (1.15)  2.86 (0.94)  2.32 (1.30)  1.27 (0.95) <0.001  0.824 
PFDI20 16   0.76 (0.89)  2.02 (1.43)  1.84 (1.28)  0.73 (0.68) <0.001  0.740 
PFDI20 17   0.97 (0.92)  1.55 (1.27)  1.48 (1.31)  1.29 (1.04) <0.001  0.290 
PFDI20 18   0.68 (0.78)  2.01 (1.39)  1.50 (1.36)  1.04 (0.94) <0.001  0.651 
PFDI20 19   1.02 (1.16)  1.51 (1.31)  0.67 (0.95)  0.44 (0.54) <0.001  0.578 
PFDI20 20   1.95 (1.33)  2.32 (1.19)  0.65 (0.96)  0.33 (0.39) <0.001  1.214 
fGUPI1a   0.47 (0.48)  0.50 (0.46)  0.14 (0.32)  0.06 (0.22) <0.001  0.730 
fGUPI1b   0.52 (0.48)  0.51 (0.47)  0.12 (0.28)  0.03 (0.13) <0.001  0.874 
fGUPI1c   0.57 (0.47)  0.44 (0.44)  0.09 (0.23)  0.03 (0.13) <0.001  0.960 
fGUPI1d   0.77 (0.40)  0.85 (0.31)  0.23 (0.39)  0.06 (0.21) <0.001  1.505 
fGUPI2a   0.55 (0.48)  0.72 (0.42)  0.16 (0.35)  0.02 (0.10) <0.001  1.189 
fGUPI2b   0.52 (0.46)  0.43 (0.41)  0.12 (0.29)  0.09 (0.27) <0.001  0.717 
fGUPI2c   0.55 (0.48)  0.67 (0.44)  0.13 (0.32)  0.02 (0.12) <0.001  1.109 
fGUPI2d   0.51 (0.47)  0.68 (0.44)  0.16 (0.34)  0.06 (0.22) <0.001  0.984 
fGUPI3   3.13 (1.27)  3.94 (1.14)  1.25 (1.32)  0.44 (0.70) <0.001  1.904 
fGUPI4   5.08 (2.38)  6.57 (1.97)  2.18 (2.50)  0.56 (1.14) <0.001  1.802 
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fGUPI5   2.34 (1.72)  3.59 (1.70)  1.90 (1.50)  0.55 (0.81) <0.001  1.134 
fGUPI6   2.88 (1.48)  4.11 (1.03)  2.85 (1.43)  1.22 (1.14) <0.001  1.197 
fGUPI7   1.30 (1.08)  2.26 (0.80)  1.18 (1.14)  0.18 (0.49) <0.001  1.305 
fGUPI8   2.41 (0.75)  2.67 (0.55)  2.05 (0.98)  0.55 (0.77) <0.001  1.486 
fGUPI9   4.69 (1.21)  5.34 (0.90)  4.33 (1.25)  2.01 (1.58) <0.001  1.327 
 
Table 1. Patient survey scores for subjects seeking care in a urogynecology clinic by 4-
cluster machine learning diagnostic groups. Means and standard deviations are reported for 
each group. LUTS: lower urinary tract symptoms; PFD: pelvic floor disorders; Pain: pelvic pain 
complaints; Mild symptoms/controls: patients with mild or minimal complaints. SMD: standard 
mean difference.  
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Mean 
(SD) 

MUI 
n = 100 

SUI/Control 
n = 143 

IC/BPS 
n = 91 

POP 
n = 6 

NUPP 
n = 60 

MPP 
n = 40 

FI/MUI 
n = 7 

UUI 
n = 45 

MFS 
n = 22 p SMD 

Age  65.8 (15.1) 57.5 (15.7) 50.1 (15.5) 55.8 (15.8) 59.2 (16.1) 57.3 (15.1) 57.9 (11.4) 65.5 (13.9) 59.0 (17.0) <0.001  0.361 

ICSI1   1.77 (1.30)  0.49 (0.69)  1.97 (1.48)  3.18 (0.74)  1.05 (1.17)  4.16 (1.29)  1.43 (1.90)  3.38 (1.72)  2.21 (1.42) <0.001  1.152 

ICSI2   2.65 (1.34)  1.50 (1.34)  3.50 (1.28)  4.00 (0.89)  1.95 (1.37)  4.50 (0.96)  2.22 (0.91)  4.21 (0.99)  3.99 (0.99) <0.001  1.163 

ICSI3   1.76 (1.26)  1.32 (1.19)  1.96 (1.23)  2.75 (0.42)  0.91 (0.76)  3.41 (1.24)  2.29 (1.11)  2.66 (1.40)  2.02 (1.18) <0.001  0.864 

ICSI4   0.48 (0.86)  0.27 (0.61)  2.52 (1.76)  0.89 (0.45)  1.64 (1.18)  2.80 (1.64)  0.43 (0.79)  0.33 (0.60)  1.14 (1.34) <0.001  0.961 

ICPI1   2.07 (1.14)  0.75 (0.99)  2.57 (1.01)  3.05 (0.83)  1.45 (1.29)  3.85 (0.36)  1.47 (1.39)  3.40 (0.72)  3.05 (0.90) <0.001  1.307 

ICPI2   1.86 (1.39)  0.88 (1.02)  2.18 (1.12)  3.02 (0.87)  0.88 (0.84)  3.52 (0.93)  3.00 (1.15)  2.92 (1.19)  2.59 (1.30) <0.001  1.053 

ICPI3   1.74 (1.16)  0.38 (0.69)  1.48 (1.15)  2.96 (0.95)  0.69 (0.87)  3.45 (0.64)  1.97 (1.32)  3.18 (1.15)  1.71 (1.20) <0.001  1.338 

ICPI4   0.77 (1.04)  0.28 (0.65)  3.15 (1.13)  2.44 (0.89)  2.11 (1.28)  3.55 (0.88)  1.81 (1.51)  1.05 (1.24)  2.23 (1.68) <0.001  1.218 

OABq2   2.91 (1.45)  1.54 (0.87)  3.87 (1.27)  5.00 (0.89)  2.74 (1.45)  5.40 (0.94)  2.14 (1.57)  4.58 (1.21)  4.15 (1.23) <0.001  1.373 

OABq3   2.96 (1.48)  1.35 (0.66)  2.44 (1.40)  4.33 (1.63)  1.99 (1.07)  5.22 (0.97)  3.00 (1.91)  4.44 (1.44)  3.09 (1.41) <0.001  1.198 

OABq4   2.85 (1.46)  1.81 (1.12)  1.91 (1.30)  3.83 (2.14)  1.75 (1.00)  3.98 (1.93)  4.00 (1.83)  4.08 (1.61)  1.84 (1.27) <0.001  0.798 

OABq5   3.25 (1.68)  1.91 (1.15)  3.08 (1.50)  4.33 (1.86)  1.99 (1.13)  4.94 (1.25)  4.71 (1.25)  4.25 (1.50)  4.23 (1.38) <0.001  0.972 

OABq6   3.48 (1.73)  2.06 (1.31)  3.44 (1.41)  4.33 (1.37)  2.14 (1.12)  4.99 (1.37)  3.57 (1.81)  4.71 (1.24)  4.36 (1.43) <0.001  0.892 

OABq8   2.70 (1.54)  1.31 (0.65)  1.88 (1.33)  3.33 (2.25)  1.43 (0.66)  4.38 (1.76)  2.68 (1.48)  4.26 (1.49)  1.96 (1.35) <0.001  0.967 

PFDI20 1   0.94 (1.04)  0.45 (0.54)  2.31 (1.03)  2.50 (1.64)  1.42 (1.13)  2.33 (1.21)  1.14 (1.57)  1.00 (1.19)  1.73 (1.45) <0.001  0.741 

PFDI20 2   0.82 (0.97)  0.38 (0.47)  2.01 (1.13)  1.67 (1.97)  0.85 (1.05)  1.93 (1.21)  1.57 (1.62)  0.71 (1.15)  1.05 (1.25) <0.001  0.602 

PFDI20 3   0.68 (1.20)  0.30 (0.37)  0.34 (0.55)  1.92 (1.63)  0.16 (0.26)  0.43 (0.62)  0.71 (0.95)  0.29 (0.58)  0.02 (0.10) <0.001  0.652 

PFDI20 4   0.66 (0.99)  0.52 (0.70)  0.57 (0.85)  2.17 (1.83)  0.23 (0.41)  0.62 (0.66)  1.43 (1.51)  0.65 (1.04)  0.18 (0.66) <0.001  0.579 

PFDI20 5   1.35 (1.07)  0.70 (0.69)  1.32 (0.99)  2.83 (0.98)  0.72 (0.84)  2.09 (1.37)  2.14 (1.21)  1.53 (1.34)  3.29 (0.84) <0.001  1.070 

PFDI20 6   0.07 (0.20)  0.07 (0.17)  0.06 (0.12)  3.33 (0.82)  0.05 (0.14)  0.17 (0.44)  0.14 (0.38)  0.12 (0.36)  0.00 (0.00) <0.001  1.410 

PFDI20 7   0.96 (1.11)  0.50 (0.61)  0.87 (0.92)  1.86 (1.71)  0.49 (0.73)  1.19 (1.01)  2.00 (1.73)  0.96 (1.13)  0.82 (1.33) <0.001  0.498 

PFDI20 8   0.91 (1.04)  0.72 (0.70)  1.33 (1.01)  1.67 (1.63)  0.71 (0.82)  1.40 (1.17)  1.19 (1.68)  1.09 (0.99)  0.91 (1.38) <0.001  0.333 

PFDI20 9   0.05 (0.20)  0.20 (0.28)  0.14 (0.39)  0.73 (1.61)  0.06 (0.11)  0.12 (0.18)  3.57 (0.79)  0.35 (0.68)  0.00 (0.00) <0.001  1.560 

PFDI20 10  0.25 (0.59)  0.30 (0.45)  0.37 (0.57)  1.25 (1.94)  0.28 (0.54)  0.46 (0.63)  3.71 (0.76)  1.10 (1.16)  0.11 (0.43) <0.001  1.366 

PFDI20 11  0.80 (1.09)  0.53 (0.55)  0.49 (0.73)  1.00 (1.67)  0.46 (0.72)  0.85 (0.90)  2.38 (1.57)  1.07 (1.21)  0.38 (0.97) <0.001  0.532 

PFDI20 12  0.34 (0.78)  0.13 (0.22)  0.56 (0.89)  0.77 (1.60)  0.17 (0.37)  0.47 (0.74)  0.14 (0.38)  0.18 (0.44)  0.00 (0.00) <0.001  0.427 

PFDI20 13  0.75 (1.00)  0.49 (0.57)  0.80 (0.90)  1.42 (1.86)  0.37 (0.62)  1.04 (0.96)  2.57 (1.81)  0.83 (0.98)  0.50 (1.10) <0.001  0.569 

PFDI20 14  0.14 (0.39)  0.24 (0.47)  0.16 (0.34)  0.97 (1.07)  0.12 (0.28)  0.79 (1.79)  1.43 (1.62)  0.26 (0.58)  0.36 (1.18) <0.001  0.492 

PFDI20 15  2.01 (1.22)  1.27 (0.95)  2.21 (0.84)  3.25 (0.88)  1.15 (1.05)  2.81 (0.95)  1.43 (1.81)  3.16 (0.97)  2.86 (1.32) <0.001  0.906 

PFDI20 16  1.52 (1.16)  0.73 (0.68)  0.91 (0.91)  1.58 (1.86)  0.57 (0.66)  2.08 (1.37)  1.74 (1.37)  2.58 (1.27)  0.70 (1.26) <0.001  0.711 
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PFDI20 17  1.30 (1.28)  1.29 (1.04)  1.21 (0.93)  0.42 (1.02)  0.72 (0.79)  1.72 (1.23)  2.00 (1.91)  1.80 (1.21)  0.64 (0.95) <0.001  0.567 

PFDI20 18  1.20 (1.15)  1.04 (0.94)  0.79 (0.77)  2.25 (0.99)  0.61 (0.74)  1.97 (1.45)  2.89 (1.64)  1.95 (1.51)  0.45 (0.86) <0.001  0.870 

PFDI20 19  0.65 (0.90)  0.44 (0.54)  0.95 (0.92)  2.75 (0.76)  0.42 (0.62)  1.33 (1.28)  1.00 (1.41)  0.68 (1.00)  2.95 (1.17) <0.001  1.106 

PFDI20 20  0.69 (0.96)  0.33 (0.39)  2.34 (1.13)  1.92 (1.56)  1.40 (1.27)  2.38 (1.13)  1.00 (1.53)  0.50 (0.85)  1.84 (1.70) <0.001  0.836 

fGUPI1a   0.21 (0.37)  0.06 (0.22)  0.52 (0.48)  0.61 (0.44)  0.51 (0.48)  0.48 (0.47)  0.03 (0.07)  0.01 (0.06)  0.16 (0.35) <0.001  0.810 

fGUPI1b   0.15 (0.31)  0.03 (0.13)  0.58 (0.47)  0.61 (0.44)  0.55 (0.48)  0.49 (0.48)  0.17 (0.37)  0.04 (0.16)  0.16 (0.35) <0.001  0.774 

fGUPI1c   0.11 (0.26)  0.03 (0.13)  0.72 (0.43)  0.44 (0.46)  0.50 (0.47)  0.44 (0.45)  0.07 (0.11)  0.04 (0.16)  0.14 (0.30) <0.001  0.857 

fGUPI1d   0.28 (0.42)  0.06 (0.21)  0.92 (0.25)  0.66 (0.41)  0.70 (0.42)  0.87 (0.29)  0.14 (0.38)  0.12 (0.30)  0.30 (0.45) <0.001  1.207 

fGUPI2a   0.18 (0.36)  0.02 (0.10)  0.71 (0.44)  0.57 (0.50)  0.43 (0.48)  0.75 (0.41)  0.29 (0.49)  0.10 (0.29)  0.18 (0.35) <0.001  0.842 

fGUPI2b   0.15 (0.31)  0.09 (0.27)  0.65 (0.44)  0.32 (0.40)  0.43 (0.46)  0.45 (0.41)  0.14 (0.38)  0.06 (0.21)  0.24 (0.38) <0.001  0.619 

fGUPI2c   0.08 (0.24)  0.02 (0.12)  0.76 (0.42)  0.55 (0.50)  0.25 (0.41)  0.68 (0.43)  0.14 (0.38)  0.23 (0.42)  0.52 (0.49) <0.001  0.854 

fGUPI2d   0.14 (0.31)  0.06 (0.22)  0.64 (0.46)  0.73 (0.44)  0.37 (0.45)  0.67 (0.44)  0.43 (0.53)  0.17 (0.37)  0.37 (0.45) <0.001  0.731 

fGUPI3   1.34 (1.33)  0.44 (0.70)  3.39 (1.16)  2.79 (0.98)  2.91 (1.25)  4.11 (1.07)  1.49 (1.80)  1.01 (1.21)  2.69 (1.53) <0.001  1.250 

fGUPI4   2.47 (2.67)  0.56 (1.14)  5.80 (1.93)  4.52 (2.07)  4.56 (2.54)  6.88 (1.79)  2.14 (2.85)  1.55 (1.93)  3.48 (2.55) <0.001  1.220 

fGUPI5   1.95 (1.46)  0.55 (0.81)  2.64 (1.66)  3.41 (1.57)  1.33 (1.36)  3.62 (1.74)  2.00 (1.63)  1.77 (1.59)  3.82 (1.26) <0.001  0.950 

fGUPI6   2.40 (1.25)  1.22 (1.14)  3.48 (1.18)  3.01 (1.21)  1.62 (1.23)  4.28 (0.91)  1.71 (1.38)  4.04 (1.04)  3.79 (0.94) <0.001  1.208 

fGUPI7   0.83 (0.91)  0.18 (0.49)  1.45 (1.05)  2.02 (1.25)  1.11 (1.13)  2.29 (0.72)  2.14 (1.46)  1.82 (1.19)  1.24 (0.97) <0.001  0.860 

fGUPI8   1.88 (0.94)  0.55 (0.77)  2.49 (0.67)  2.55 (0.50)  2.25 (0.84)  2.69 (0.56)  2.43 (1.13)  2.35 (0.98)  2.47 (0.77) <0.001  0.793 

fGUPI9   3.99 (1.20)  2.01 (1.58)  4.91 (1.07)  4.93 (1.11)  4.35 (1.43)  5.40 (0.86)  4.43 (1.62)  5.06 (0.96)  4.68 (0.88) <0.001 0.812 

 
Table 2. Group symptom means and differences for 9 symptom subclusters of subjects seeking care in a urogynecology clinic. Groups 
means and standard deviations are reported for each group. MUI: mixes urinary incontinence; Control/SUI: Asymptomatic subject/stress urinary 
incontinence; IC/BPS: interstitial cystitis/bladder pain syndrome; POP: pelvic organ prolapse; NUPP: non-urologic pelvic pain; MPP: myofascial 
pelvic pain; FI/MUI: fecal incontinence/mixed urinary incontinence; UUI: urgency urinary incontinence; MFS: myofascial frequency syndrome. SMD: 
Standard mean difference.  
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