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Abstract 

Objectives: To detennine how high-resolution transrectal ultrasound (HiTRUS) compares with conventional TRUS (LoTRUS) for the 
visualization of prostate cancer. 

Methods and materials: Twenty-five men with known prostate cancer scheduled for radical prostatectomy were preoperatively imaged 
with both LoTRUS (5 MHz) and HiTRUS (21 MHz). Dynamic cine loops and still images for each modality were saved and subjected to 
blinded review by a radiologist looking for hypoechoic foci ~5 mm in each sextant of the prostate. Following prostatectomy, areas of 
prostate cancer ~ 5 mm on pathologic review were anatomically correlated to LoTRUS and HiTRUS findings. The accuracy of LoTRUS 
and HiTRUS to visualize prostate cancer in each sextant of the prostate and to identify high-grade and locally advanced disease was 
assessed. The McNemar test was used to compare sensitivity and specificity and paired dichotomous outcomes between imaging modalities. 

Results: Among 69 sextants with pathologically identified cancerous foci at radical prostatecomy, HiTRUS visualized 45 and missed 24, 
whereas LoTRUS visualized 26 and missed 43. Compared with LoTRUS, HiTRUS demonstrated improved sensitivity (65.2% vs. 37.7%) 
and specificity (71.6% vs. 65.4%). HiTRUS's agreement with pathologic findings was twice as high as LoTRUS (P = 0.006). HiTRUS 
provided a nonsignificant increase in visualization of high-grade lesions (84% vs. 60%, P = 0.11). 

Conclusions: HiTRUS appears promising for prostate cancer imaging. Our initial experience suggests superiority to LoTRUS for the 
visualization of cancerous foci, and supports proceeding with a clinical trial in the biopsy setting. © 2014 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved. 
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1. Introduction 

Imaging modalities have fallen short of expectations for 
the detection of clinically localized prostate cancer. Despite 
advances in transrectal ultrasound (TRUS), computed 
tomography, and magnetic resonance imaging (MRI), the 
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majority of prostate cancers are detected through prostate
specific antigen (PSA) screening or by digital rectal 
examination (DRE) or both. Dedicated prostate imaging is 
typically performed during prostate biopsy primarily as a 
guide to localizing the prostate for accurate needle place
ment. Even in the face of known prostate cancer (active 
surveillance cohorts), it is often difficult to identify small, 
non-palpable lesions [1,2]. Enhanced ultrasound tech
niques including color and power Doppler have been used 
in an attempt to enhance prostate cancer detection 



over conventional TRUS (LoTRUS). However, despite
modest improvements over LoTRUS these modalities
are not in widespread clinical use despite availability
[3–6].

Endorectal coil MRI and 3-T MRI are more recent
advances that are used primarily to localize and stage
known disease for the purposes of guiding therapy [7–9].
However, despite promising reports on their use in cancer
detection in at-risk populations [10,11], MRIs are not
routinely used to diagnose prostate cancer in the United
States. The radiologist expertise required for a precise
interpretation of multiparametric prostate MRI and stand-
ardization of the technique are among issues affecting
widespread adoption of this technology. There is clearly
room for urologist-performed, office-based prostate imag-
ing to better identify men with an elevated PSA or
abnormal DRE who should undergo a prostate biopsy,
and to perhaps target this biopsy more accurately. Ulti-
mately, enhanced urologist-performed prostate imaging in
conjunction with MRI may improve anatomic character-
ization of cancerous foci enough to decrease the number of
biopsies performed in both screening and surveillance
settings.

Given that TRUS is a standard part of the clinical
practice of every urologist that performs prostate biopsy
in the United States, where over 1 million prostate
biopsies are performed annually, it is of potentially great
benefit to improve upon this technology [12]. Conven-
tional prostate TRUS is typically performed at 5 to
9 MHz, frequencies that allow for adequate depth of
penetration and fair contrast between the prostate and
adjacent structures (bladder and seminal vesicles).
Although these low frequencies allow for adequate imag-
ing of the prostate in contrast to adjacent structures, they
are suboptimal in delineating intraprostatic architecture.
High-resolution (16–21 MHz) ultrasound probes have
been available for cutaneous and small animal imaging
for some time [13,14], but a high-resolution TRUS
(HiTRUS) probe for prostatic imaging was developed
only recently. This higher resolution equipment may
represent a needed advance in prostate cancer visual-
ization at the clinically localized stage, particularly in the
peripheral zone.

The present study was designed to determine how
HiTRUS compares with LoTRUS for visualizing prostate
cancer. Men who had known clinically localized prostate
cancer that were scheduled for radical prostatectomy were
recruited and offered LoTRUS as well as HiTRUS
preoperatively. Correlations were made between foci of
prostate cancer Z5 mm on pathologic analysis and the
locations of lesions Z5 mm in maximal diameter on
imaging. Pathologists were blinded to any imaging data,
and the interpreting radiologist was blinded to all patho-
logic data. The goal of the study was to define how
accurate either imaging modality was for identifying
prostate cancer foci Z5 mm.

2. Methods and materials

2.1. Study design

From 2010 to 2011, men with biopsy-proven prostate
cancer scheduled for robot-assisted radical prostatectomy
(RARP) who had a TRUS-determined volume o60 cc were
prospectively recruited into an institutional review board
and cancer committee-approved study. Patient recruitment
ended after the accrual goal of 25 patients was reached. All
patients scheduled for RARP during the study period were
offered participation in the study. Volume determination for
study inclusion was calculated at the time of diagnostic
prostate biopsy by a LoTRUS probe. No further inclusion
or exclusion criteria were applied.

After obtaining written informed consent, participating
men underwent LoTRUS and HiTRUS imaging in a single
setting prior to RARP. Dynamic cine loops and still images
were saved during each TRUS examination. All images and
cine loops were subsequently reviewed by a radiologist with
expertise in diagnostic ultrasonography (J.F.) to identify
areas of hypoechogenicity Z5 mm in any diameter within
each prostate sextant. The radiologist was aware that each
patient had prostate cancer but was blinded to clinical and
pathologic data, including cancer location, volume, grade,
and stage.

After RARP, actual areas of prostate cancer Z5 mm
were identified and localized within a prostate sextant(s).
Correlations between pathologic and ultrasound findings
were made sextant by sextant such that 6 specific areas of
each prostate were assessed for sonographic-pathologic
concordance—the right and left apex, mid, and base,
respectively, with the sextant areas extending up to the
anterior aspect of the prostate (Fig. 1). Ultrasound and
pathologic concordance was determined by consensus
opinion of reviewing physicians. Sensitivity and specificity
analysis for the identification of pathologically confirmed
cancerous foci was performed for each imaging modality.
The performance of HiTRUS in identifying these cancerous
foci was compared with LoTRUS.

Postprostatectomy pathologic data including prostate
size, Gleason score, and local tumor extent were recorded
for each patient. The ability of each imaging modality to
estimate prostate volume, identify high-grade disease (Glea-
son sum Z7), and identify locally advanced lesions (extrap-
rostatic extension) was assessed.

2.2. TRUS evaluation

LoTRUS and HiTRUS examinations were performed by
a single urologist (C.P.P.) with 410 years of experience
performing TRUS. All patients underwent DRE followed
by TRUS imaging that alternated in order—some under-
went HiTRUS first, others LoTRUS first. LoTRUS images
were obtained with a conventional 5-MHz end-fire trans-
ducer (Hitachi Aloka Medical, Ltd., Tokyo, Japan) and
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HiTRUS images were obtained with a 512 element,
21-MHz center-frequency side-fire transducer (Imagistx,
Inc., Las Vegas, NV). Dynamic cine loops and still images
were saved for both modalities in a standardized fashion
(1 right-to-left approximately 15-s entire prostate loop and
approximately 7 sagittal images for LoTRUS, and 3 to 5

approximately 5-s cine loops, an approximately 45-s entire
prostate loop, and approximately 7 sagittal images for
HiTRUS). Prostate volume was calculated using the for-
mula for an ellipsoid using 3 axes for LoTRUS (height,
width, and length, formula V ¼ [W � L � H] � p/6), and
using 2 axes (height and length and estimating the third for
HiTRUS [formula V ¼ {L � L � H} � p � 1.108 �
1.108/{6 � 1.025}]) for HiTRUS as this technique is, at
present, sagittal only.

2.3. Pathologic analysis

After RARP, men had their prostates sagittally sectioned
and then further sectioned into quadrants as per the
pathology department’s routine. All specimens were proc-
essed by a single histopathologic assistant (R.L.) and the
cases were initially evaluated for diagnosis by a single
pathologist (F.A.) who was blinded to imaging data.

Resulting glass slides were digitized using an iScan
Coreo Au (Ventana Medical System, Inc., Tucson, AZ)
slide scanner. An expert anatomic pathologist (T.C.C.)
annotated digital images with freehand drawing tools in
ImageJ (National Institutes of Health, Bethesda, MD) using
a Cintiq 21UX LCD graphics tablet (Wacom Co., Ltd.,
Vancouver, WA). All foci of prostate cancer were included
in the annotation process, and a leading expert reviewed
foci in which the diagnosis was uncertain (J.I.E.). The
annotated digital images of the sagittal quadrants were then
fitted together manually to create seamless (mosaic), digi-
tally reconstructed whole-mount sections.

2.4. Statistical analysis

The McNemar test was used to compare sensitivity and
specificity between LoTRUS and HiTRUS for detection of
cancers Z5 mm using the excised prostate specimen sec-
tions as the reference. Additionally, the McNemar test was
used to compare paired dichotomous outcomes between
LoTRUS and HiTRUS. The standards for the reporting of
diagnostic accuracy (STARD) guidelines were observed
when reporting results. Analyses were performed using
STATA version 11.0 (Stata Corp LP, College Station, TX)
and R 2.14.1 (The R Foundation for Statistical Computing,
Vienna, Austria).

3. Results

3.1. Patients

A total of 25 men underwent LoTRUS and HiTRUS
followed by RARP. Demographic, clinical, and pathologic
data are listed in Table 1. No complications or adverse
events occurred during preoperative imaging or RARP.
Average estimated prostate volume was 27.3 cc with
LoTRUS and 26.6 cc with HiTRUS. Average pathologic

Fig. 1. (A) Reconstructed sagittal prostate section with Gleason 3 þ 4 ¼ 7
tumor at left apex outlined in green ink. This corresponds to a hypoechoic
lesion most accurately identified on high-resolution transrectal ultrasound
(B). The lesion is less clearly defined on low-resolution transrectal
ultrasound and could be missed (C). (Color version of figure is available
online.)
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specimen weight was 44.9 g. The mean discrepancy
between estimated prostate volume and actual pathologic
volume was 17.6 cc (0.7–33.8) for LoTRUS and 18.3 cc
(5.8–34.8) for HiTRUS (P ¼ 0.80), largely due to seminal
vesicle weight.

3.2. Identification of prostate cancer

Cancerous foci Z5 mm were identified within 69 pros-
tate sextants. LoTRUS identified 26 and missed 43 sextants
with cancer foci (38% correct). HiTRUS identified 45 and
missed 24 sextants with cancerous foci (65% correct).
Benign tissue was incorrectly identified as a cancerous
focus within 28 and 23 sextants using LoTRUS and
HiTRUS, respectively. Compared with LoTRUS, HiTRUS
had higher sensitivity, specificity, positive predictive value,
and negative predictive value (Table 2).

In 37.3% of sextants both LoTRUS and HiTRUS were
concordant with pathology, and in 16% neither was con-
cordant with pathology. In the 46.7% of sextants where
LoTRUS and HiTRUS were not in agreement, LoTRUS
and HiTRUS were concordant with pathology in 32.9% and

67.1%, respectively. HiTRUS’s agreement with pathologic
findings was twice as high as that of LoTRUS (P ¼ 0.006).

3.3. Identification of high-grade and locally advanced
disease

Pathologic review of the reconstructed digital whole-
mount radical prostatectomy specimens demonstrated 43
discrete cancerous lesions Z5 mm. There were fewer dis-
crete cancerous lesions compared with the number of prostate
sextants harboring cancer given that several lesions invol-
ved Z1 sextant. Final pathologic grade was Gleason 3þ 3 ¼
6, 3 þ 4 ¼ 7, and 4 þ 3 ¼ 7 in 18, 17, and 8 lesions,
respectively. Extraprostatic extension was identified in 6
patients. In total, HiTRUS identified significantly more of
the cancerous lesions than LoTRUS (79.1% vs. 51.2%,
P o 0.008). Furthermore, HiTRUS identified more high-
grade (primary or secondary Gleason pattern Z4) lesions
than LoTRUS, though this did not reach statistical signifi-
cance (84% vs. 60%, P ¼ 0.11). HiTRUS and LoTRUS
each identified 66.7% of lesions with extraprostatic exten-
sion, though seminal vesicle invasion was not specifically
evaluated (Table 3).

4. Discussion

Despite numerous advances in prostate cancer imaging
over the past 35 years, the ability to reliably image cancer-
ous foci within the prostate remains limited. Hindered by
suboptimal sensitivity, few advances in imaging technology
have achieved widespread acceptance by the urologic
community. Thus, LoTRUS-guided, systematic prostate
biopsy remains the predominant means for identifying
prostate cancer in men with an elevated PSA or abnormal
DRE or both in the United States.

In the present study, we present the first clinical applica-
tion of a novel 512 element, 21-MHz center-frequency
sagittal transducer probe to human prostate cancer. The trans-
ducer probe and technology were easy to use for the clinician
and well tolerated by patients. Enhanced visualization of
intraprostatic architecture resulted in improved detection of
significant cancerous foci compared with LoTRUS in a blin-
ded, randomized comparison. As expected, despite improved

Table 1
Demographic, clinical, and pathologic data of 25 men with clinically
localized prostate cancer undergoing high-resolution and low-resolution
(conventional) transrectal ultrasound followed by robot-assisted radical
prostatectomy

Variable Median (range) or % (n)

Clinical and demographic data
Age 59 (50–70)

Race
Caucasian 84% (21)
African American 12% (3)
Other 4% (1)

PSA, ng/dL 5.5 (2.5–9.9)

Clinical stage
T1c 84% (21)
T2a 8% (2)
T2b 8% (2)

Biopsy Gleason score
3 þ 3 ¼ 6 12% (3)
3 þ 4 ¼ 7 64% (16)
4 þ 3 ¼ 7 16% (4)
8–10 8% (2)

Pathologic data
Prostate and seminal vesicles weight, g 44.4 (23.5–66)

Pathologic Gleason score
3 þ 3 ¼ 6 28% (7)
3 þ 4 ¼ 7 48% (12)
4 þ 3 ¼ 7 24% (6)

Pathologic Stage
T2 76% (19)
T3a 12% (3)
T3b 12% (3)

Table 2
Comparison of low-resolution (conventional) transrectal ultrasound
(LoTRUS) and high-resolution transrectal ultrasound (HiTRUS) in the
identification of pathologic cancerous foci Z5 mm detected upon review of
complete radical prostatectomy specimens

Sensitivity, % Specificity, % PPV, %a NPV, %b

LoTRUS 37.7 65.4 48.1 55.2
HiTRUS 65.2 71.6 66.2 70.7

aPositive predictive value.
bNegative predictive value.
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cancer detection, there were false-negative and false-positive
results with HiTRUS. This was expected given the novelty of
HiTRUS to both the radiologist and urologist involved in the
study, the first-generation nature of the probe and imaging
station, the lack of any image enhancement techniques such
as Doppler flow, and perhaps limitations inherent to ultra-
sound imaging of prostate cancer. These data should not be
interpreted to suggest that HiTRUS replace biopsy for
prostate cancer detection, but rather that HiTRUS may be
superior to LoTRUS and warrants further investigation, such
as for targeting prostate biopsies or cancer monitoring or both
in active surveillance populations.

Since its introduction in the 1970s, TRUS-guided prostate
biopsy has become the gold standard in the diagnosis of
prostate cancer [15]. Unfortunately, at standard low reso-
lutions, the similarly echogenic properties of cancerous foci
and noncancerous prostate tissue have limited the ability of
TRUS to be used as a singular modality in cancer diagnosis.
In fact, up to 40% of cancerous foci are isoechoic to
surrounding benign tissue on LoTRUS [16–18]. Therefore,
since Hodge’s comparison study in 1989, systematic rather
than targeted biopsies have remained the standard in prostate
cancer detection [19–21].

Discovery of capillary neovascularization and increased
microvessel density within prostate cancer lesions has led
to new modalities of ultrasonography [22]. Color and
power Doppler were introduced to detect increased vascu-
larity within the prostate that may correlate with prostate
cancer [3,4,23,24]. More recently, microbubble-enhanced
Doppler TRUS has shown improvement over unenhanced
LoTRUS in identifying prostate cancer foci [25–28].
However, mixed reports on the utility of such technolo-
gies, and modest improvements demonstrated in cancer
detection over unenhanced LoTRUS have limited their
widespread adoption. Furthermore, increased costs of
technology, prolonged examination times, and variability
in interpretation of ultrasound results have further hindered
dissemination of these advances into routine urologic
practice. HiTRUS represents a readily adoptable technol-
ogy that was well tolerated by patients, and shows
significant promise in visualizing cancerous foci in real
time without exposing patients to prolonged examinations
or injectable agents.

This pilot study was specifically designed to provide an
initial assessment of the potential utility of a new technol-
ogy to image prostate cancer in the clinically localized
setting. As such, it was subject to many limitations. Prostate
imaging by HiTRUS had not previously been performed by
any study investigator, hence the preliminary nature of the
data collected. Additionally, ultrasound images and
dynamic cine loops for both HiTRUS and LoTRUS were
reviewed after TRUS and not in real time by the blinded
study radiologist. Although real-time evaluation is acknowl-
edged to be optimal for ultrasonic evaluations in general,
this would be unlikely to have introduced bias into the
study given that it affected both modalities equally. This
study was performed on only 25 patients because of cost
and manpower limitations, given how exhaustive the digital
reconstruction and pathologic analysis of whole-mount
prostates was for purposes of direct comparison with
sagittal ultrasound examinations, and preliminary nature
of the imaging technology. This pilot study was specifically
designed to assess for the presence of small lesions in men
with known prostate cancer. The lesion target size threshold
decided upon (0.5 cm diameter) was well below an accepted
threshold for clinically significant prostate cancer (1 cm
diameter, 0.5 cc volume) so as to garner as much informa-
tion as possible pertaining to this new technology. How-
ever, because of post–pathologic processing volume loss
some lesions meeting the size criteria may have been
overlooked. No conclusions can be made regarding the
utility of HiTRUS in the screening/biopsy setting at this
time; however, HiTRUS has demonstrated significant
promise in terms of identifying small hypoechogenic foci
that proved cancerous at radical prostatectomy. The utility
of this technology, which trades more limited depth of
penetration in exchange for better resolution in the
peripheral zone, to identify anterior tumors in larger
glands or seminal vesicle invasion still needs to be
determined—to date only glands o60 g were imaged
[29]. In fact, of the 8 anterior tumors present in our pilot
study, HiTRUS identified 1 and LoTRUS did not visual-
ize any of these lesions. Finally, only echogenicity was
used to assess the ultrasound images. It is anticipated that
additional image features such as Doppler might inform
future studies.

Table 3
Comparative analysis of low-resolution (conventional) transrectal ultrasound (LoTRUS)and high-resolution transrectal ultrasound (HiTRUS) in identifying
high-grade (any Gleason pattern Z4), low-grade (Gleason 3 þ 3 ¼ 6), and locally advanced (presence of extraprostatic extension) prostate cancer. Lesions
characterized upon pathologic analysis of complete radical prostatectomy specimens

Variable Pathologic lesions LoTRUS HiTRUS P-value

Total lesions 43 22 (51.2%) 34 (79.1%) 0.008
Dominant lesiona 25 15 (60%) 20 (80%) 0.23
High-grade lesion 25 15 (60%) 21 (84%) 0.11
Low-grade lesion 18 7 (38.9%) 13 (72.2%) 0.15
Lesions with extraprostatic extension 6 4 (66.7%) 4 (66.7%) –

aThe largest lesion identified upon analysis of radical prostatectomy specimen.
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Imaging the prostate with sufficient accuracy to identify
prostate cancer has long been an elusive goal. HiTRUS
provides better resolution of the prostatic peripheral zone
and significantly improves the visualization of prostate
cancer foci, at the expense of more limited penetration.
These promising results justify the refinement and study of
HiTRUS, and its assessment on a larger scale in the
screening/biopsy setting.

References

[1] Fradet V, Kurhanewicz J, Cowan JE, et al. Prostate cancer managed
with active surveillance: role of anatomic MR imaging and MR
spectroscopic imaging. Radiology 2010;256:176–83.

[2] Margel D, Yap SA, Lawrentschuk N, et al. Impact of multiparametric
endorectal coil prostate magnetic resonance imaging on disease
reclassification among active surveillance candidates: a prospective
cohort study. J Urol 2012;187(4):1247–52.

[3] Rifkin MD, Sudakoff GS, Alexander AA. Prostate: techniques,
results, and potential applications of color Doppler US scanning.
Radiology 1993;186:509–13.

[4] Halpern EJ, Frauscher F, Strup SE, Nazarian LN, O’Kane P, Gomella
LG. Prostate: high-frequency Doppler US imaging for cancer
detection. Radiology 2002;225:71–7.

[5] Guo YF, Li FH, Xie SW, Xia JG, Fang H, Li HL. Value of contrast-
enhanced sonographic micro flow imaging for prostate cancer detection
with t-PSA level of 4–10 ng/mL. Eur J Radiol 2012;81(11):3067–71.

[6] Morelli G, Pagni R, Mariani C, et al. Results of vardenafil mediated
power Doppler ultrasound, contrast enhanced ultrasound and system-
atic random biopsies to detect prostate cancer J Urol 2011;185:
2126–31.

[7] Choi S. The role of magnetic resonance imaging in the detection of
prostate cancer. J Urol 2011;186:1181–2.

[8] Hambrock T, Hoeks C, Hulsbergen-van de Kaa C, et al. Prospective
assessment of prostate cancer aggressiveness using 3-T diffusion-
weighted magnetic resonance imaging-guided biopsies versus a
systematic 10-core transrectal ultrasound prostate biopsy cohort.
Eur Urol 2012;61(1):177–84.

[9] Trivedi H, Turkbey B, Rastinehad AR, et al. Use of patient-specific
MRI-based prostate mold for validation of multiparametric MRI in
localization of prostate cancer. Urology 2012;79:233–9.

[10] Dickinson L, Ahmed HU, Allen C, et al. Magnetic resonance imaging
for the detection, localisation, and characterisation of prostate cancer:
recommendations from a European consensus meeting. Eur Urol
2011;59:477–94.

[11] Puech P, Potiron E, Lemaitre L, et al. Dynamic contrast-enhanced-magnetic
resonance imaging evaluation of intraprostatic prostate cancer: correlation
with radical prostatectomy specimens. Urology 2009;74:1094–9.

[12] Loeb S, Carter HB, Berndt SI, Ricker W, Schaeffer EM. Complica-
tions after prostate biopsy: data from SEER-Medicare. J Urol
2011;186:1830–4.

[13] Stokvis A, Van Neck JW, Van Dijke CF, Van Wamel A, Coert JH.
High-resolution ultrasonography of the cutaneous nerve branches in
the hand and wrist. J Hand Surg Eur 2009;34:766–71.

[14] Kiguchi K, Ruffino L, Kawamoto T, et al. Therapeutic effect of CS-
706, a specific cyclooxygenase-2 inhibitor, on gallbladder carcinoma
in BK5.ErbB-2 mice. Mol Cancer Ther 2007;6:1709–17.

[15] Watanabe H. History and applications of transrectal sonography of
the prostate. Urol Clin North Am 1989;16:617–22.

[16] Shinohara K, Wheeler TM, Scardino PT. The appearance of prostate
cancer on transrectal ultrasonography: correlation of imaging and
pathological examinations. J Urol 1989;142:76–82.

[17] Dahnert WF, Hamper UM, Eggleston JC, Walsh PC, Sanders RC.
Prostatic evaluation by transrectal sonography with histopathologic
correlation: the echopenic appearance of early carcinoma. Radiology
1986;158:97–102.

[18] Salo JO, Rannikko S, Makinen J, Lehtonen T. Echogenic structure of
prostatic cancer imaged on radical prostatectomy specimens. Prostate
1987;10:1–9.

[19] Hodge KK, McNeal JE, Terris MK, Stamey TA. Random systematic
versus directed ultrasound guided transrectal core biopsies of the
prostate. J Urol 1989;142:71–4. [discussion 4–5].

[20] Eichler K, Hempel S, Wilby J, Myers L, Bachmann LM, Kleijnen J.
Diagnostic value of systematic biopsy methods in the investigation of
prostate cancer: a systematic review. J Urol 2006;175:1605–12.

[21] Chun FK, Epstein JI, Ficarra V, et al. Optimizing performance and
interpretation of prostate biopsy: a critical analysis of the literature.
Eur Urol 2010;58:851–64.

[22] Bigler SA, Deering RE, Brawer MK. Comparison of microscopic
vascularity in benign and malignant prostate tissue. Hum Pathol
1993;24:220–6.

[23] Newman JS, Bree RL, Rubin JM. Prostate cancer: diagnosis with
color Doppler sonography with histologic correlation of each biopsy
site. Radiology 1995;195:86–90.

[24] van Moerkerk H, Heijmink SW, Kaa CA, Barentsz JO, Witjes JA.
Computerized three-dimensional localization of prostate cancer using
contrast-enhanced power Doppler and clustering analysis. Eur Urol
2006;50:762–8 [discussion 8–9].

[25] Bogers HA, Sedelaar JP, Beerlage HP, et al. Contrast-enhanced three-
dimensional power Doppler angiography of the human prostate:
correlation with biopsy outcome. Urology 1999;54:97–104.

[26] Frauscher F, Klauser A, Halpern EJ, Horninger W, Bartsch G.
Detection of prostate cancer with a microbubble ultrasound contrast
agent. Lancet 2001;357:1849–50.

[27] Taverna G, Morandi G, Seveso M, et al. Colour Doppler and
microbubble contrast agent ultrasonography do not improve cancer
detection rate in transrectal systematic prostate biopsy sampling. BJU
Int 2011;108:1723–7.

[28] Sedelaar JP, van Leenders GJ, Hulsbergen-van de Kaa CA, et al.
Microvessel density: correlation between contrast ultrasonography
and histology of prostate cancer. Eur Urol 2001;40:285–93.

[29] Shung K, Cannata J, Qifa Zhou M, Lee J. High frequency ultrasound:
a new frontier for ultrasound. Conf Proc IEEE Eng Med Biol Soc
2009;2009:1953–5.

C.P. Pavlovich et al. / Urologic Oncology: Seminars and Original Investigations 32 (2014) 34.e27–34.e3234.e32

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref24
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref27
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1078-1439(13)00029-X/sbref29

	University of Nebraska - Lincoln
	DigitalCommons@University of Nebraska - Lincoln
	2014

	High-resolution transrectal ultrasound: Pilot study of a novel technique for imaging clinically localized prostate cancer
	Christian P. Pavlovich M.D.
	Toby C. Cornish M.D., Ph.D.
	Jeffrey K. Mullins M.D.
	Joel Fradin M.D.
	Lynda Z. Mettee P.A.-C.
	See next page for additional authors
	Authors



	Text6:     This article is a U.S. government work, and is not subject to copyright in the United States.


