Supplementary material
Direct pairwise meta-analysis results for adverse events and resource
utilisation

1.1 Repeat surgery

Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control  Weight

i
Riva 2006 : 5.24 (0.25, 111.20) 2/65 0/66 8.10
Andonian 2007 —-i—o— 2.96 (0.26, 33.23) 2/77 1/112 12.10
Laurikainen 2007 _‘—i— 0.51 (0.05, 5.67) 1/131 2/134 12.15
Barber 2008 —0—-;— 0.27 (0.03, 2.50) 1/75 4/85 13.98
Schierlitz 2008 % 15.99 (0.90, 284.88)  7/82 0/80 8.99
Ross 2009 ——L— 1.59 (0.49, 5.23) 7/86 5/95 32.63
Deffieux 2010 —0—-é— 0.49 (0.04, 5.56) 1/69 2/69 12.06
Overall (I-squared = 20.2%, p = 0.275) <§> 1.37 (0.55, 3.46) 21/585 14/641  100.00
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Figure 1 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, repeat surgery < 12 months



StudyName

Araco 2008

Schierlitz 2008

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.591)

Events,

OR (95% CI) Experimental
j >45.4s (2.70, 767.26)  17/100
—_— 17.75 (2.28, 138.32)  15/75
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Events, %
Control  Weight
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Figure 2 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, repeat surgery 12 to 60 months

StudyName

OR (95% Cl)
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Experimental
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2/131

1/40

0/108
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3/87

7/438

%

Weight

22.93

19.96

16.30

21.19

19.62

100.00

Laurikainen 2007 ——0—5— 1.63 (0.27, 9.90) 3/122

Porena 2007 E 3.63(0.39,33.87)  4/47

Araco 2008 ; > 45.48 (2.70, 767.26) 17/100

Schierlitz 2008 —:—0— 17.75 (2.28, 138.32) 15/75

Ross 2009 : 0.36 (0.04, 3.57) 1/78

Overall (I-squared = 63.4%, p = 0.027) <<> 4.06 (0.80, 20.74)  40/422
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Figure 3 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, repeat surgery > 60 months



StudyName

Ward 2002 e e m—

Overall <
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Figure 4 Open colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, repeat surgery, follow-up time unknown
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Figure 5 Laparoscopic colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, repeat surgery, follow-up time

unknown



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Guerrero 2008 ¢ 12.64 (0.72, 220.64) 9/113 0/69 100.00
Overall < , 12.64 (0.72, 220.64) 9/113 0/69 100.00
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Figure 6 Traditional sling vs retropubic MUS, repeat surgery, 12 months follow-up

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental ~ Control ~ Weight
Guerrero 2008 ——+— 1.62 (0.31, 8.63) 5/99 2/63 100.00
Overall < 1.62(0.31,8.63)  5/99 2/63 100.00
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Figure 7 Traditional sling vs retropubic MUS, repeat surgery, 120 months follow-up



Events, Events,

%

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control ~ Weight
Basu 2010 : > 22.33 (1.24, 400.78) 9/37 0/33 100.00
Overall 0 22.33 (1.24,400.78)  9/37 0/33 100.00
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Figure 8 Single incision vs retropubic MUS, repeat surgery, 6 months follow-up
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control ~ Weight
Basu 2010 : 18.67 (1.03, 337.33) 8/38 0/33 100.00
Overall 0 18.67 (1.03, 337.33) 8/38 0/33 100.00

T T LI — T T T T T T
01 03 09 .2 51 2 5 10 2550100 400
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 9 Single incision vs retropubic MUS, repeat surgery, 36 months follow-up



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Smith 2011 B . — 1.00 (0.13, 7.75) 2/24 2/24 32.80
Lee 2012 ——0:— 1.51 (0.25, 9.24) 3/112 2/112 42.01
Foote 2014 T 3.27(0.32,33.84)  3/25 1/25 25.19
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.753) <:> 1.60 (0.50, 5.18) 8/161 5/161 100.00
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Figure 10 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, repeat surgery, 6 months follow-up
Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control  Weight
Djehdian 2010 . 4.66 (0.53, 41.16) 5/64 1/56 8.43

1
Smith 2011 — 1.27 (0.35, 4.53) 6/41 5/42 24.65
Bianchi 2012 - 0.85 (0.05, 13.84) 1/66 1/56 5.12
Hota 2012 : 21.93 (1.22,393.21) 8/42 0/44 4.80

1
Lee 2012 —_—— 1.51 (0.25, 9.24) 3/113 2/113 12.22
Mostafa 2012 —_— 1.69 (0.39, 7.38) 5/69 3/68 18.44
Schweitzer 2012 : 1.10 (0.10, 12.42) 2/93 1/51 6.80
Masata 2013 r 0.31 (0.01, 7.88) 0/49 1/47 3.84

1

1
Schellart 2013 : 0.32 (0.03, 3.16) 1/97 3/96 7.68

1

1
Van Rensburg 2015 " 3.40 (0.37,31.71) 4/51 1/41 8.03
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.527) <<i> 1.57 (0.83, 2.95) 35/685 18/614  100.00
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Figure 11 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, repeat surgery, 12 months follow-up
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Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental  Control ~ Weight

Bianchi 2012

0.85 (0.05, 13.84) 1/66 1/56 22.63

Masata 2012 18.55 (1.09, 314.91)  15/129 0/68 22.24

Masata 2013

0.31(0.01, 7.89) 0/50 1/48 18.56

Schellart 2013 — 1.46 (0.24, 8.99) 3/72 2/69 36.57

Lo
overall (I-squared = 37.3%, p = 0.188) <:> 1.71 (0.33, 8.74) 19/317 4241 100.00
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Figure 12 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, repeat surgery, 24 months follow-up

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% Cl) Experimental Control Weight
Djehdian 2010 ' 4.66 (0.53, 41.16) 5/64 1/56 10.99
Tommaselli 2010 — 1.54 (0.42, 5.70) 6/77 4177 30.55
Bianchi 2012 T 0.85 (0.05, 13.84) 1/66 1/56 6.68
Lee 2012 —>—E— 1.01 (0.25, 4.14) 4/112 4/113  26.19
Schellart 2013 —>—E— 1.05 (0.25, 4.36) 4/68 4/71 25.59
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.792) <:> 1.36 (0.66, 2.79) 20/387 14/373 100.00
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Figure 13 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, repeat surgery, 36 months follow-up



StudyName
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Figure 14 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, repeat surgery, > 36 months follow-up
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Figure 15 Anterior vaginal repair vs open colposuspension, repeat surgery, follow-up unknown
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1.2 Haemorrhage, major vascular complications including haematoma

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental  Control ~ Weight
Smith 2011 > 3.15(0.12,79.54) 1/41 0/42 48.11
Schellart 2013 < 0.19 (0.01, 4.09) 0/97 2/96 51.89

overall <> 0.74(0.05,11.41) 1/138 2/138  100.00
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Figure 16 Single incision vs transob MUS, haemorrhage

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Sharifiaghdas 2015 0.32 (0.01, 8.23) 0/35 1/35 100.00

Overall <:> 0.32(0.01,8.23)  0/35 1/35 100.00
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Figure 17 Single incision vs traditional sling, haemorrhage



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental ~ Control ~ Weight
0
Zhang 2014 0.33(0.01,821) 0/70 170 46.17
i
Aniuliene 2015 < L 0.13(0.01,2.63) 0/78 3/76 53.83
i
I
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.686) | — 0.20(0.02,1.80) 0/148 4/146 100.00
I
I
I
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Figure 18 Transobturator MUS vs Retropubic MUS, haematoma
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% Cl) Experimental Control Weight
I
i
Enzelsberger 2011 T 0.32 (0.01, 8.25) 0/25 1/25 32.00
|
Campos 2013 - > 2.90 (0.11, 74.13) 1/30 0/28 32.13
i
Tang 2014 < T 0.21 (0.01, 4.41) 0/39 2/42 35.87
i
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.469) <:> 0.55 (0.09, 3.48) 1/94 3/95 100.00
I
I
I
I
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Figure 19 Single incision vs Transobturator MUS, haematoma



Events, Events,

%

StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Sharifiaghdas 2015 ¢ 0.10 (0.01, 0.84) 1/35 8/35 100.00
Overall 0.10 (0.01, 0.84) 1/35 8/35 100.00
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Figure 20 Single incision vs traditional sling, haematoma



StudyName

Liapis 2006

OR (95% Cl)

0.34 (0.03, 3.41)

<
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4
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Zullo 2007
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L

N
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Alkady 2009
Aniuliene 2009
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<

Kamel 2009

0.25 (0.01, 6.23)

0.19 (0.0, 4.11)

Karateke 2009 g 0.48 (0.09, 2.70)
Rechberger 2009 g 0.11 (0.01, 2.05)
Wang 2009 I * 1.06 (0.15, 7.59)
Chen 2010 * 0.23 (0.01, 5.74)

El-Hefnawy 2010

0.13 (0.01, 2.71)

Krofta 2010 * 0.33 (0.01, 8.08)
Mehdiyev 2010 . 0.28 (0.01, 7.31)
Teo 2011 + > 1.08 (0.07, 17.71)
Wang 2011 : * 0.43 (0.04, 4.96)
Diab 2012 -— 0.19 (0.01, 4.20)
Jakimiuk 2012 —1 0.21 (0.01, 4.76)
Scheiner 2012 - 0.30 (0.01, 7.51)
Aigmuller 2014 : + 1.06 (0.21, 5.30)

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.998)

<> 0.36 (0.21, 0.64)
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Figure 21 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, major vascular complications



StudyName
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Figure 22 Laparoscopic colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, major vascular complications
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Figure 23 Single incision vs retropubic MUS, major vascular complications



Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Tommaselli 2010 > 3.16 (0.12, 80.19) 1/37 0/38 24.19
Hinoul 2011 < 0.32 (0.01, 7.86) 0/96 1/92 24.48
Wang 2011 < 0.34 (0.01,8.71) 0/34 1/36 24.16
Masata 2012 > 2.69 (0.13,56.75) 2/129 0/68 27.17

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.614) <> 1.01(0.21,4.94) 3/296 2/234  100.00
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Figure 24 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, major vascular complications

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
i
i
|
Smith 2011 ¢ 3.06 (0.12, 77.02) 1/49 0/49 100.00
Overall 3.06 (0.12, 77.02) 1/49 0/49 100.00
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Figure 25 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, Myocardial infarction on postoperative day 1



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Ross 2009 < : 0.15 (0.01, 3.04) 0/94 3/105 100.00
Overall C> 0.15(0.01,3.04)  0/94 3/105 100.00
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Figure 26 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, blood loss >200 ml
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Andrada Hamer 2012 1.02 (0.06, 16.63) 1/61 1/62 100.00
Overall 1.02 (0.06, 16.63) 1/61 1/62 100.00

—
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Figure 27 Single incision vs retropubic MUS, blood loss 100 to 200 ml



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Ross 2014 0.30 (0.01,7.56)  0/37 1/34 100.00
Overall ; > 0.30 (0.01,7.56)  0/37 1/34 100.00
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Figure 28 Single incision vs retropubic MUS, blood loss >200 ml
Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control ~ Weight
Tommaselli 2010 > 3.14 (0.13, 78.56) 1/64 0/66 49.91
Fernandez 2015 0.36 (0.01, 9.03) 0/89 1/98 50.09

1.07 (0.11,10.36) 1/153 1/164 100.00

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.352) <>
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Figure 29 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, intraoperative bleeding



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control ~ Weight
Mostafa 2012 0.65 (0.10, 4.00) 2/69 3/68 75.81
Masata 2013 0.33(0.01, 8.21) 0/50 1/50 24.19
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.717) 0.55 (0.11, 2.68) 2/119 4/118 100.00
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Figure 30 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, blood loss >100 ml
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Bianchi 2012 2.59 (0.10, 64.79) 1/66 0/56 100.00
Overall < 2.59 (0.10, 64.79) 1/66 0/56 100.00
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Figure 31 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, blood loss >200 ml



Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% Cl) Experimental Control Weight

Schellart 2013 > 2.00 (0.18, 22.43) 2/97 1/96 100.00

Overall </\> 2.00 (0.18, 22.43) 2/97 1/96 100.00
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Figure 32 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, blood loss >500 ml



1.3 De novo symptom of urgency and urgency urinary incontinence

Events,
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental
Andonian 2007 — 1.81 (0.53, 6.15) 6/77

Wang 2011 —_—

Overall <

1.08 (0.30,3.95)  6/36

1.42 (0.58, 3.45) 12/113
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Figure 33 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, de novo urgency or urge incontinence
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Figure 34 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, de novo urgency or urgency incontinence

(< 12 months)



Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control ~ Weight
David-Montefiore 2006 —:r—+— 1.43(0.47,4.31)  10/37 7134 34.00
Laurikainen 2007 —*:— 0.90 (0.32, 2.57) 7/126 8/131 37.89
Zullo 2007 : > 1.93(0.17,22.51) 2/31 1/29 6.86
Tarcan 2011 E 0.48 (0.04, 5.64) 1/27 2127 6.83
Nyyssonen 2014 i 0.38 (0.07, 2.08) 2/46 5/47 14.43
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.688) <§> 0.94 (0.49,1.79)  22/267 23/268  100.00
o

T T T T T T T T T
.01 02 05 1 .2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 35 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MSU, de novo urgency or urgency incontinence
(12 to 60 months)

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Laurikainen 2007 _ 0.80(0.18,3.65)  3/122 4/131  100.00
Overall 0.80 (0.18, 3.65) 3/122 4/131 100.00
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Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 36 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, de novo urgency or urgency incontinence
(> 60 months)



Events, Events,

%

Weight

19.60

32.66

10.64

20.07

10.74

100.00

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental  Control
Liapis 2002 0.50 (0.04,5.78)  1/35 2/36
Ward 2002 ——§—+— 3.08(0.77,12.32) 7/79 3/98
Drahoradova 2004 ——i—*— 2.43(0.83,7.12) 10/60 6/79
El Barky 2005 ' 1.57 (0.24,10.30) 3/25 2/25
Tellez Martinez-Fornes 2009 _— 0.69 (0.18,2.73)  5/23 6/21
Trabuco 2014 T 0.67 (0.10, 4.34)  2/27 3/28
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.477) <<> 1.49 (0.81,2.75)  28/249 22/287
— T T T T | —

.01 .02 .05 1

2

Favours Experimental

5 1 2 5 10 20

Favours Control

Figure 37 Open colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, de novo urgency or urge incontinence

StudyName

Maher 2004

Foote 2006

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.421)

Events, Events,

OR (95% CI) Experimental ~ Control
: > .47 (0.49, 181.77)  4/42 0/40
e e TEE— 2.52 (0.61, 10.48) 7144 3/43
9 3.24 (0.90, 11.68) 11/86 3/83

Q

%

Weight

18.86

81.14

100.00

T T T T T
.01 02 05 .1 2
Favours Experimental

.5

1

T T T T
2 5 10 20
Favours Control

Figure 38 Laparoscopic colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, de novo urgency or urge

incontinence



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Wadie 2005 : > 3.49 (0.14, 89.63) 1/25 0/28 6.52
Kondo 2006 : 1.75(0.26, 11.66) 3/21 2/23 19.11
Basok 2008 — 3.87 (1.32,11.33) 15/67 5/72 59.49
Sharifiaghdas 2008 - > 6.86 (0.80, 58.82) 8/36 1/25 14.88
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.819) <> 3.50 (1.57,8.23) 27/149 8/148  100.00

— T T T | B m—
01 02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 39 Traditional sling vs retropubic MUS, de novo urgency or urge incontinence

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Guerrero 2008 < 0.21 (0.01,5.22) 0/99 1/63 13.05
Sharifiaghdas 2008 — 1.19 (0.34,4.14) 6/32 6/37 86.95
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.322) > 0.95 (0.30, 3.04) 6/131 7/100 100.00

T T T T T
01 02 05 1 .2
Favours Experimental

5

1

T T T T
2 5 10 20
Favours Control

Figure 40 Traditional sling vs retropubic MUS, de novo urgency or urge symptoms (120

months)



Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight

Wang 2011 T 2.95 (0.90, 9.64) 12/34 5/32 100.00

Overall 2.95 (0.90, 9.64) 12/34 5/32 100.00

T T T T T T T T T T
01 .02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 41 Single incision vs retropubic MUS, de novo urgency or urge symptoms unknown

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Sivaslioglu 2007 : 3.00 (0.30, 29.87) 3/51 1/49 100.00
Overall i 3.00 (0.30, 29.87) 3/51 1/49 100.00

T T T T T T T T T
.01 .02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 2030
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 42 Open colposuspension vs transobturator MUS, de novo urgency or urge incontinence



Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental  Control ~ Weight

Wang 2011 T— 2.73(0.89,8.39) 12/34 6/36 100.00

Overall 2.73(0.89,8.39) 12/34 6/36 100.00

T T T T T T T T T T
.01 02 05 1 .2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 43 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, de novo urgency or urge incontinence

unknown
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental  Control ~ Weight
Foote 2014 1.00 (0.06, 16.93) 1/25 1/25 14.38
Gaber 2016 — 1.70 (0.53, 5.43) 13/139 4/70 85.62

| o
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.733) <i> 1.58 (0.54, 4.61) 14/164 5/95 100.00

T T T T T T T T T T
01 .02 .05 1 .2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 44 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, de novo urgency or urge incontinence (1

month)



Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental ~ Control  Weight
Smith 2011 T > 7.98 (0.39, 163.33)  3/24 0/24 13.82
Mostafa 2012 —+— 3.67 (0.96, 13.99) 10/69 3/68 70.43
Foote 2014 - 1.00 (0.06, 16.93) 1/25 1/25 15.74

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.593) <> 3.33(1.08,10.23)  14/118 4/117  100.00

T T T T T T T T T T
01 02 05 .1 .2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 45 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, de novo urgency or urge incontinence (6

months)



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control  Weight
Friedman 2009 —— 4.61(1.18,17.99) 11/42 3/42 8.57
Djehdian 2010 _— 0.87 (0.21, 3.64) 4/64 4/56 7.71
Tommaselli 2010 > 211 (0.18,24.37) 2/37 1/38 2.66
Amat 2011 —_— 0.54 (0.19, 1.51) 7172 10/60 14.85
Oliveira 2011 —_—T 0.56 (0.15, 1.99) 6/60 5/30 9.72
Smith 2011 0.67 (0.11, 4.21) 2/41 3/42 4.67
Bianchi 2012 0.42 (0.04, 4.71) 1/66 2/56 2.69
Merali 2012 € * 0.19 (0.01,4.22)  0/18 2/19 1.65
Mostafa 2012 —_—t 1.38 (0.37, 5.14) 6/69 4/62 9.18
Schweitzer 2012 R I G E— 1.25 (0.31, 5.05) 7128 4/19 8.15
Campos 2013 > 3.00(0.29, 30.69)  3/30 1/28 2.94
Masata 2013 1.22 (0.31, 4.86) 5/49 4/47 8.33
Fernandez 2015 —_— 0.81 (0.32, 2.02) 9/89 12/98 18.90
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.553) <> 0.98 (0.66, 1.46) 63/665 55/597  100.00
[ | T T LI
.01 02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20

Favours Experimental

Favours Control

Figure 46 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, de novo urgency or urge incontinence (12

months)



StudyName

Bianchi 2012

Masata 2012

Masata 2013

Tang 2014

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.487)

OR (95% Cl)

0.42 (0.04, 4.71)

0.47 (0.21, 1.09)

1.50 (0.40, 5.69)

1.08 (0.14, 8.07)

0.67 (0.35, 1.27)

Events,

Experimental

1/66

13/129

6/50

2/39

22/284

Events,

Control

2/56

13/68

4/48

2/42

21/214

%

Weight

7.01

59.51

23.26

10.22

100.00
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Figure 47 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, de novo urgency or urge incontinence (24

months)

StudyName

Djehdian 2010

Tommaselli 2010

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.357)

<

OR (95% Cl)

0.65 (0.10, 4.11)

2.13 (0.38, 12.08)

1.22(0.35, 4.32)

Events,

Experimental

2/41

4/64

6/105

Events,

Control

3/41

2/66

5/107

%

Weight

46.91

53.09

100.00
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Figure 48 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, de novo urgency or urge incontinence (36

months)



StudyName

Events,

OR (95% Cl)

Tommaselli 2010

Amat 2011

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.648)

> 1.22 (0.07,20.12) 1/38
— 062 (0.27,1.42) 11/131
> 0.65 (0.29, 1.45)  12/169

Experimental

Events,

Control

1/46

14/108

15/154

%

Weight

8.13

91.87

100.00

T T T T T
01 02 05 1 .2
Favours Experimental

T T T T
5 1 2 5 10 20
| Favours Control

Figure 49 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, de novo urgency or urge incontinence (>36

months)
Events,
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental
Salari 2010 < 0.19 (0.01, 4.06) 0/30
overall ! > 0.19 (0.01, 4.06) 0/30

Events,

Control

2/30

2/30

%

Weight

100.00

100.00

Favours Experimental

.01 .02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20

Favours Control

Figure 50 Anterior vaginal repair vs transobturator MUS, de novo urgency or urge

incontinence



StudyName

Su 1997

Overall

=

OR (95% Cl)

0.65 (0.10, 4.09)

0.65 (0.10, 4.09)

Events, Events,

Experimental Control
2/46 3/46
2/46 3/46

%

Weight

100.00

100.00
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Figure 51 Laparoscopic colposuspension vs open colposuspension, de novo urgency or urge

incontinence

StudyName

Enzelsberger 1996

Albo 2007 —_——

Overall (I-squared = 63.6%, p = 0.097) <

OR (95% CI)

—

Events,

Experimental

2.74(0.50,15.17) 5/36

0.43(0.11,1.69)  3/224

1.01 (0.17, 6.15) 8/260

Events,

Control

2/36

7/229

9/265

%

Weight

45.97

54.03

100.00
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Favours Control

Figure 52 Traditional sling vs open colposuspension, de novo urgency or urge incontinence



StudyName

Palma 1985

German 1994

Athanassopoulos 1996

Gilja 1998

Overall (I-squared = 1.

OR (95% Cl)

) 8.24 (0.37, 181.31)

) 1.92 (0.16, 22.61)

9%, p = 0.383)

0.35 (0.03, 3.59)

2.63 (0.54, 12.88)

1.84 (0.61, 5.52)
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Experimental

2/20

2/26

1/24

8/90

13/160

Events,
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0/30

1/24
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6/137

%
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21.79

46.16

100.00
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Figure 53 Bladder neck needle suspension vs open colposuspension, de novo urgency or urge

incontinence

StudyName

Holmes 1985

Liapis 1996

OR (95% ClI)

> 2.17 (0.18, 25.61)

_—t 1.28 (0.29, 5.57)

Kammerer-Doak 1999

Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.598)

= 375(0.86, 16.40)

2.18 (0.84, 5.70)

Events,

Experimental

2/25

3/50

8/16

13/91

Events,

Control

1/26

5/105

4/19

10/150

%

Weight

15.15

42.50

42.35

100.00
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.01 02 05 1 .2
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Figure 54 Anterior vaginal repair vs open colposuspension, de novo urgency or urge

incontinence

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control ~ Weight
Enzelsberger 2005 —_— 1.20 (0.34, 4.20) 6/53 5/52 44.95
Liapis 2006 —_—— 1.08 (0.25, 4.60) 4/43 4/46 33.48
Araco 2008 T 1.64 (0.27, 10.02) 3/100 2/108 21.56
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.937) <:> 1.24 (0.53, 2.87) 13/196 11/206  100.00
T T T T T T T T T T
.01 .02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 55 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, de novo detrusor instability
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control  Weight
Liapis 2002 —_—t 0.83(0.23, 3.03) 5/35 6/36 27.22
Ward 2002 e e 1.29 (0.57, 2.92) 13/146 12/170 67.76
Bai 2005 T > 7.23 (0.36, 145.90) 3/33 0/31 5.02
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.423) <:> 1.25 (0.64, 2.44) 21/214 18/237  100.00
T T T T T T T T T T
.01 .02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20

Favours Experimental

Favours Control



Figure 56 Open colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, de novo detrusor instability

Events, Events,
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental ~ Control
Adile 2003 0.67 (0.11, 4.12) 2/66 3/67
Ustun 2003 0.32 (0.01, 8.25) 0/23 1/23
Maher 2004 > 9.99 (0.52, 191.90)  4/40 0/40
Paraiso 2004 0.29 (0.05, 1.56) 2/33 6/33

Overall (I-squared = 34.3%, p = 0.206) <> 0.71 (0.17, 2.86) 8/162 10/163

%

Weight

32.61

14.74

17.12

35.54

100.00

T T T T T T T T T T
01 02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 57 Laparoscopic colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, de novo detrusor instability

Events, Events,
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control
i
i
I
Wadie 2005 ‘ 3.49 (0.14, 89.63) 1/25 0/28
Overall 3.49 (0.14, 89.63) 1/25 0/28

%

Weight

100.00

100.00

T T 1 T T T T T T
01 02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20 40 90
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 58 Traditional sling vs retropubic MUS, de novo detrusor instability



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Basu 2010 ¢ 0.89 (0.12, 6.67) 2137 2/33 100.00
Overall I > 0.89 (0.12, 6.67) 237 233 100.00

T T T T T — T T T T
.01 .02 .05 .1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 59 Single incision vs retropubic MUS, de novo detrusor instability

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Al-Azzawi 2014 1.00 (0.13, 7.47) 2/40 2/40 100.00
Overall 2/40 2/40 100.00

~

> 1.00 (0.13, 7.47)

.01 .02 05 1 2 .5 1 2 5 10 20

Favours Experimental

Favours Control

Figure 60 Traditional sling vs transobturator MUS, de novo detrusor instability



Events,

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental
'
|

Su 1997 ; 0.65 (0.10, 4.09) 2/46
i
|

Carey 2000 s 1.28 (0.42, 3.97) 7/96
i

Mak 2000 ——— 2.61(0.83, 8.15) 12/47
1
i

Fatthy 2001 T 0.80 (0.12, 5.07) 2/33
|
'

Morris 2001 ; 0.96 (0.18, 5.21) 3/30
\
'

Ustun 2005 ; 0.64 (0.10, 4.18) 2126
X
)

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.717) <:> 1.24 (0.68, 2.26) 28/278
1
|
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|
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T | — T T | —
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Figure 61 Laparoscopic colposuspension vs open colposuspension, de novo detrusor instability

StudyName

OR (95% CI)

\

Sand 2000

2 554 (0.55, 55.49)

Demirci 2001

1.00 (0.06, 17.41)

i ya
Bai 2005 \

Overall (I-squared = 43.5%, p = 0.171) <

0.15 (0.01, 3.09)

1.13 (0.14, 9.02)

Events,
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4/17
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0/28
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1/19

1/17

3/33

5/69

%

Weight

39.38

31.24

29.37

100.00

T T T T T T
.01 02 05 1 2 5 1
Favours Experimental

T T
2 5 10 20
Favours Control

Figure 62 Traditional sling vs open colposuspension, de novo detrusor instability



Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental ~ Control ~ Weight
Mundy 1983 3.00 (0.52, 17.16) 5/25 2/26 77.65
Palma 1985 > 4.69 (0.18,121.10)  1/20 0/30 22.35

Overall (I-squared =0.0%, p =0.812) <<> 3.32(0.71, 15.41) 6/45 2/56 100.00

T T T T T T LI— T T
01 02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 63 Bladder neck needle suspension vs open colposuspension, de novo detrusor instability

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Holmes 1985 : 0.30 (0.03, 3.16) 1/24 3/24 18.52
|
i
Liapis 1996 —_—l 0.95 (0.31, 2.90) 5/50 11/105 81.48

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.389)

> 0.77 (0.28, 2.10) 6/74 14/129 100.00

T T T T T T T T T
.01 .02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 64 Anterior vaginal repair vs open colposuspension, de novo detrusor instability






1.4 Voiding difficulties including urinary retention

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Mansoor 2003 : 0.21 (0.02, 1.85) 1/48 5/54 1.21
de Tayrac 2004 ————— 0.76 (0.25, 2.31) 8/30 10/31 4.74
Enzelsberger 2005 : —— 0.72 (0.15, 3.39) 3/53 4/52 241
Kim 2005 —— 0.79 (0.20, 3.07) 4/65 5/65 3.12
Riva 2006 : 0.33(0.01, 8.33) 0/65 1/66 0.56
Wang 2006 —— 0.24 (0.08, 0.72) 7/31 16/29 4.65
de Oliveira 2006 —— 0.57 (0.13, 2.55) 3/42 5/42 2.57
Laurikainen 2007 . - 3> 2.09 (0.19, 23.36) 2/131 1/136 0.99
Meschia 2007 —— 0.56 (0.20, 1.58) 6/99 11/107 5.40
Porena 2007 ————— 0.78 (0.25, 2.45) 6/75 7170 4.43
Zullo 2007 : 0.31 (0.01, 7.78) 0/37 1/35 0.55
Araco 2008 € T 0.04 (0.00, 0.66) 0/100 12/108 0.72
Barber 2008 ¢J| 0.41 (0.08, 2.20) 2/82 5/88 2.08
Barry 2008 ey pa— 1.24 (0.39, 3.89) 6/58 7182 4.40
Schierlitz 2008 ————— 0.40 (0.12, 1.37) 4/82 9/80 3.88
Alkady 2009 - 0.46 (0.04, 5.75) 1/15 2/15 0.91
Aniuliene 2009 —_—— 0.18 (0.07, 0.51) 5/150 18/114 5.52
Karateke 2009 —:+— 0.72 (0.24, 2.18) 6/84 8/83 4.74
Nerli 2009 == 0.63 (0.09, 4.28) 2/18 3/18 157
Rechberger 2009 T o 0.69 (0.26, 1.85) 7/268 10/269 6.01
Ross 2009 ———— 0.73 (0.20, 2.69) 478 6/87 3.40
Wang 2009 R E— 0.69 (0.19, 2.51) 4/146 6/154 3.50
Chen 2010 —_—— 0.48 (0.15, 1.56) 5/110 nr7 4.11
Deffieux 2010 - : 0.32 (0.06, 1.66) 2/65 6/67 2.16
Richter 2010 —_— 0.30 (0.11, 0.83) 5/299 16/298 5.59
Tanuri 2010 € : 0.15 (0.01, 4.15) 0/20 1/10 0.53
Wang 2010 —— 0.73 (0.24, 2.21) 6/70 8/70 4.66
Freeman 2011 —:—+— 0.95 (0.27, 3.38) 5/100 5/95 3.57
Teo 2011 > 0.35 (0.04, 3.46) 1/61 3/66 1.10
Wang 2011 0.28 (0.03, 2.80) 1/36 3/32 1.08
Chen 2012 : gl 0.99 (0.14, 7.17) 2/103 2/102 1.48
Jakimiuk 2012 € 0.21 (0.01, 4.76) 0/16 2/19 0.60
Scheiner 2012 :¢ 0.66 (0.11, 4.05) 2/80 3/80 1.75
Aigmuller 2014 y 0.26 (0.03, 2.36) 1/269 4/285 1.20
Nyyssonen 2014 —_—— 0.54 (0.15, 2.00) 4/46 7147 3.41
Aniuliene 2015 € 1 0.05 (0.01, 0.41) 1/78 15/76 1.37
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.852) <> 0.51 (0.40, 0.64) 116/3110 234/3109  100.00
:
[ [ [ [ | [ [ [
.01 .05 1 .2 5 1 2 5 10

Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 65 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, voiding difficulty



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental  Control ~ Weight
Zhang 2014 : 0.26 (0.05,1.32)  2/70 7170 100.00
Overall 0.26 (0.05,1.32) 2/70 7170 100.00
T T T L — T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 66 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, voiding difficulty, postoperative
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% Cl) Experimental  Control ~ Weight
Zhang 2014 _— 0.49 (0.18,1.34)  7/62 12/58 100.00
Overall > 0.49 (0.18,1.34)  7/62 12/58 100.00
T T T T T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 67 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, voiding difficulty, 95 months



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Liapis 2002 t > 7.86 (0.39, 158.01) 3/35 0/36 5.46
Ward 2002 —_—— 1.17 (0.37,3.71)  6/146 6/170  23.52
Drahoradova 2004 0 0.65 (0.06, 7.37) 1/60 2179 7.95
Bai 2005 : 0.21 (0.02,2.00) 1/33 4/31 9.02
El Barky 2005 ; 0.55(0.12,2.58) 3/25 5/25 16.03
Tellez Martinez-Fornes 2009 : 0.16 (0.02,1.46) 1/24 5/23 9.13
Trabuco 2014 i 1.68 (0.65, 4.35) 14/51 9/49 28.87
Overall (I-squared = 27.1%, p = 0.222) <> 0.87(0.41,1.82) 29/374 31/413 100.00
T T T — T T T
.01 05 1 .2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 68 Open colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, voiding difficulty
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control  Weight
Persson 2002 1.46 (0.23, 9.27) 3/38 2/36 24.39
Maher 2004 : > 5.26 (0.24, 113.11) 2/40 0/40 8.87
Paraiso 2004 —*—i— 0.96 (0.25, 3.72) 5/32 5/31 45.73
Valpas 2004 1.39 (0.19,10.19)  2/51 2/70 21.01
Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.798) <j> 1.34 (0.54, 3.34) 12/161 9/177 100.00
T T — T T | —

.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 69 Laparoscopic colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, voiding difficulty



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Arunkalaivanan 2003 —*— 1.25(0.41, 3.82) 8/74 6/68 24.46
Bai 2005 : 0.52 (0.09, 3.08) 2/28 4/31 9.57
Wadie 2005 T T 3.24 (0.74, 14.26) 7125 3/28 13.82
Kondo 2006 : > 11.12 (0.57, 216.28) 4/29 0/31 3.45
Basok 2008 —_— 1.08 (0.38, 3.07) 8/67 8/72 27.96
Sharifiaghdas 2008 _— 1.76 (0.53, 5.90) 11/36 5/25 20.74
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.451) <<> 1.46 (0.84, 2.53) 40/259 26/255  100.00
T T T T T T T
.01 .05 .1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 70 Traditional sling colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, voiding difficulty

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental  Control ~ Weight
Guerrero 2008 E—— 0.84 (0.18,3.89)  4/99 3/63 37.03
Sharifiaghdas 2008 — 1.20(0.37,3.88) 7/32 7137 62.97
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.719) 1.05(0.41,2.67) 11/131 10/100 100.00

oV

Figure 71 Traditional sling vs retropubic MUS, voiding difficulty (120 months)
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Events, Events,

%

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control  Weight
Basu 2010 - 0.89 (0.12, 6.67) 2/37 2/33 52.97
Wang 2011 ( - 0.12 (0.01, 2.46) 0/34 3/32 23.93
Andrada Hamer 2012 < T 0.20 (0.01, 4.18) 0/62 2/63 23.10
overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.487) <>> 0.39 (0.09, 1.69) 2/133 7/128  100.00
T L— — T — T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 72 Single incision vs retropubic MUS, voiding difficulty
Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control ~ Weight
Sivaslioglu 2007 0.96 (0.06,15.79)  1/51 1/49 40.73
Bandarian 2011 " > 3.21(0.32, 32.74) 3/31 1/31 59.27
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.514) <:;> 1.96 (0.33, 11.73) 4/82 2/80 100.00
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Figure 73 Open colposuspension vs transobturator MUS, voiding difficulty



StudyName

Al-Azzawi 2014

Overall

e

Events,

OR (95% Cl) Experimental
0.33(0.01, 8.22) 0/40
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Figure 74 Traditional sling vs transobturator MUS, voiding difficulty (early complications)

StudyName

Al-Azzawi 2014

Overall

Events,
OR (95% CI) Experimental
1.54 (0.24, 9.75) 3/40
1.54 (0.24, 9.75) 3/40

Events,

Control
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Figure 75 Traditional sling vs transobturator MUS, voiding difficulty (late complications)



Figure 77 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, voiding difficulty (pericomplication)

Favours Experimental

Favours Control

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental  Control ~ Weight
Wang 2011 : 0.34 (0.01,8.71) 0/34 1/36 100.00
overall : > 0.34 (0.01,8.71) 0/34 1/36 100.00
T T T | T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 76 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, voiding difficulty (unknown)
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental  Control ~ Weight
Mackintosh 2010 > 3.44(0.13,91.79) 1/14 0/15 3.22
Amat 2011 _— 0.50(0.16,1.56)  5/131 8/108  26.35
Masata 2012 - 0.26 (0.02,2.90)  1/129 2/68 5.93
Mostafa 2012 —_— 0.34(0.09,1.34)  3/69 8/68 18.44
Campos 2013 : > 2.90(0.11, 74.13)  1/30 0/28 3.30
Masata 2013 : > 2.04(0.18,23.27)  2/50 1/50 5.86
Fernandez 2015 ; 1.10(0.07,17.89)  1/89 1/98 4.47
Gaber 2016 ; > 2.57(0.29,22.47)  5/139 1/70 7.40
Xin 2016 —_—— 0.39(0.12,1.26)  4/184 10/184  25.02
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.573) <> 0.60 (0.33,1.08)  23/835 31/689  100.00
T L — T T T T
01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control  Weight
Schellart 2013 e 0.82 (0.24,2.77)  5/97 6/96 48.53
Foote 2014 < 0.13 (0.01,2.58) 0/25 3/25 14.15
Gaber 2016 T 2.35(0.49, 11.20) 9/139 2/70 37.32
Overall (I-squared = 35.2%, p = 0.214) <> 0.93(0.27,3.19)  14/261 11/191  100.00
T T T T | E— T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 78 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, voiding difficulty (1 months)
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental  Control ~ Weight
Djehdian 2010 ) 4.09 (0.20, 84.63)  3/29 0/15 20.91
Smith 2011 . > 3.13(0.12,80.68) 1/24 0/24 19.41
Lee 2012 —_— E 0.09 (0.02, 0.39) 2/112 19/112  34.10
Mostafa 2012 T 0.49 (0.04, 5.48) 1/69 2/68 25.59
Overall (I-squared = 60.5%, p = 0.055) <> 0.61 (0.09, 4.25) 71234 21/219  100.00

.01 05 1 .2 5 1 2 5 10 20

Favours Experimental

Favours Control

Figure 79 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, voiding difficulty (6 months)



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental ~ Control ~ Weight
1
Friedman 2009 " > 9.94 (0.52,190.60) 4/42 0/42 2.82
1
Djehdian 2010 L > 6.43(0.32,127.26) 3/64 0/56 2.76
1
Tommaselli 2010 < * . 0.19 (0.01, 4.20) 0/37 2/38 2.61
1
Amat 2011 : 0.27 (0.01, 6.84) 0/72 1/60 2.37
Hinoul 2011 —_— 0.71 (0.15, 3.26) 3/96 492 10.58
1
Oliveira 2011 : 0.48 (0.06, 3.61) 2/60 2/30 6.08
Smith 2011 —_— 0.61 (0.27, 1.36) 19/49 25/49 38.20
1
Bianchi 2012 1 0.84 (0.11, 6.19) 2/66 2/56 6.19
1
Lee 2012 " 1.00 (0.06, 16.19) 1/113 1/113 3.17
1
Schweitzer 2012 —_— 0.87 (0.27, 2.80) 8/93 5/51 17.86
1
Schellart 2013 * ; 0.33(0.01, 8.11) 0/97 1/96 2.38
1
Fernandez 2015 r 0.22 (0.01, 4.55) 0/89 2/98 2.64
1
Pastore 2016 ' > 3.15(0.12,81.74)  1/21 0/21 2.32
1
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.756) <: 0.74 (0.45, 1.21) 43/899 45/802  100.00
1
|
T | — T T | —
.01 05 1 2 5 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 80 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, voiding difficulty (12 months)
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental  Control ~ Weight
Bianchi 2012 0.84 (0.11, 6.19) 2/66 2/56 66.48
Tang 2014 1.08 (0.07,17.86) 1/39 1/42 33.52
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.889) > 0.92 (0.18,4.65)  3/105 3/98 100.00
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Figure 81 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, voiding difficulty (24 months)

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Djehdian 2010 > 7.55 (0.38, 150.87) 3/41 0/41 15.81
Tommaselli 2010 0.51 (0.04, 5.74) 1/64 2/66 22.65
Schellart 2013 — 0.63 (0.19, 2.02) 5/68 8/71 61.54

Overall (I-squared = 21.8%, p = 0.278)

> 0.88(0.25,3.15)  9/173 10/178  100.00

T T T T T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 82 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, voiding difficulty (36 months)

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental  Control ~ Weight
i
Amat 2011 : 0.82(0.05, 13.31)  1/131 1/108 54.91
i
Sivaslioglu 2012 < L 0.19 (0.01, 4.08) 0/36 2/36 45.09
|

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.483) <;> 0.42 (0.05,3.34)  1/167 3/144 100.00

T T T T T T T T T
.01 .05 .1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 83 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, voiding difficulty (>36 months)






Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Su 1997 i 1.00(0.13,7.42) 2/46 2/46 8.48
Carey 2000 —i—*— 1.09 (0.37,3.23)  7/96 7/104 28.86
Mak 2000 —*—é—— 0.65 (0.27,1.57)  13/47 16/43 43.07
Ustun 2005 E 1.00(0.13,7.69) 2/26 2/26 8.18
Tuygun 2006 : > 2.56 (0.22,29.87) 2/27 1/33 5.64
Stangel-Wojcikiewicz 2008 0.55(0.05, 6.25)  1/51 2/57 5.76
Overall (I-squared =0.0%, p = 0.912) <> 0.86 (0.48, 1.55)  27/293 30/309  100.00
T T T T T : T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20

Figure 84

StudyName

Enzelsberger
Sand 2000

Bai 2005

Favours Experimental Favours Control

Laparoscopic colposuspension vs open colposuspension, voiding difficulty

Events, Events, %
OR (95% CI) Experimental Control  Weight
1996 ; > 5.65 (0.63, 50.99) 5/36 1/36 43.05
E > 9.24 (0.44, 195.69) 3/15 0/16 22.37
E > 2.46 (0.21, 28.69) 2/28 1/33 34.58

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.784) @ 4.73 (1.12, 20.05) 10/79 2/85 100.00

T T T T T T T T T
.01 05 1 .2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 85 Traditional sling vs open colposuspension, voiding difficulty



Events, Events,

%

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control ~ Weight
Albo 2007 44.08 (2.65,731.90)  20/326 0/329 100.00
Overall ‘ 44.08 (2.65, 731.90)  20/326 0/329 100.00

T T T T T T T T T II T T T

01 051 .2 51 2 510 2550100 400800
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 86 Traditional sling vs open colposuspension, voiding difficulty (24 months)
Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental ~ Control ~ Weight
Albo 2007 7.35(0.90, 60.27)  7/224 1/229 100.00
Overall 1 7.35(0.90, 60.27)  7/224 1/229 100.00

T T T T T T T T T T T
.01 051 .2 5 1 2 5 10 20 40 80
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 87 Traditional sling vs open colposuspension, voiding difficulty (60 months)



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control  Weight
Mundy 1983 —_— 2.42 (0.53,11.00)  6/25 3/26 42.49
German 1994 < - 0.09 (0.00, 1.69) 0/26 4/24 21.61
Athanassopoulos 1996 r 1.79 (0.27,11.71) 3/24 227 35.91
Overall (I-squared =52.6%, p = 0.121) <> 1.06 (0.19, 5.78) 9/75 977 100.00
T | — T T | —
.01 05 1 .2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 88 Bladder neck needle suspension vs open colposuspension, voiding difficulty
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental ~ Control ~ Weight
Holmes 1985 < 0.19 (0.01, 4.21) 0/25 2/26 52.72
Berglund 1996 0.63 (0.02, 16.51) 0/15 1/30 47.28
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.601) 3/56 100.00

<:> 0.34(0.04,318)  0/40

T T T T T T T T
05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 89 Anterior vaginal repair vs open colposuspension, voiding difficulty



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Sharifiaghdas 2015 ¢ 0.14 (0.02, 1.25) 1/35 6/35 100.00
Overall i 0.14 (0.02, 1.25) 1/35 6/35 100.00
T T — T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 90 Single incision vs traditional sling, voiding difficulty
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Hilton 1989 0.38 (0.05, 2.77) 2/10 4/10 100.00
Overall 0.38 (0.05, 2.77) 2/10 4/10 100.00

T T I T LN . E—
.01 .05 2 5 1 2 5 10 20 40
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 91 Bladder neck needle suspension vs traditional sling, voiding difficulty



1.5 Bladder or urethral perforation

StudyName

*Mansoor 2003 _4:__

de Tayrac 2004 —_—
Enzelsberger 2005 —0:——
Kim 2005 —_—
David-Montefiore 2006 —_——
Liapis 2006 _+—_
Riva 2006 —

Wang 2006 : <

de Oliveira 2006 —_——
Andonian 2007 —0—:—
Laurikainen 2007 —_——
Lee 2007 —
Meschia 2007 _0:__
Porena 2007 e

Zullo 2007 —Io—_
Araco 2008 —_—
Barber 2008 —o—l—
Barry 2008 —_—
Schierlitz 2008 —_—
Alkady 2009 : ye
Aniuliene 2009 o

Kamel 2009 _+:—_
Nerli 2009 —
Rechberger 2009 — e

Ross 2009 _+—_
Chen 2010 [ N
Deffieux 2010 _=_+__
El-Hefnawy 2010 —_———
Mehdiyev 2010 : <

Richter 2010 —_—

Wang 2010 B — e —
Freeman 2011 _.’__
Wang 2011 —e-

Chen 2012 —_——

Jakimiuk 2012
Scheiner 2012
Aigmuller 2014
Aniuliene 2015

Overall (I-squared =

0.0%, p = 1.000)
1

OR (95% ClI)

0.08 (0.00, 1.40)
0.13 (0.01, 2.70)
0.10 (0.01, 1.92)
0.10 (0.01, 1.98)
0.09 (0.00, 1.76)
0.14 (0.01, 2.85)
0.33 (0.01, 8.33)
0.30 (0.01, 7.70)
0.13 (0.01, 2.65)
0.06 (0.00, 0.98)
0.34 (0.01, 8.51)
0.19 (0.01, 4.11)
0.08 (0.00, 1.55)
0.46 (0.04, 5.18)
0.18 (0.01, 3.86)
0.14 (0.01, 2.73)
0.07 (0.00, 1.17)
0.19 (0.02, 1.57)
0.07 (0.00, 1.25)
0.31 (0.01, 8.28)
0.25 (0.01, 6.23)
0.08 (0.00, 1.54)
0.32 (0.01, 8.27)
0.04 (0.00, 0.60)
0.15 (0.01, 3.04)
0.07 (0.00, 1.39)
0.39 (0.07, 2.07)
0.14 (0.01, 2.85)
0.28 (0.01, 7.31)
0.03 (0.00, 0.48)
0.32(0.03, 3.19)
0.18 (0.01, 3.80)
0.29 (0.01, 7.32)
0.09 (0.00, 1.57)
0.14 (0.01, 2.99)
0.14 (0.01, 2.71)
0.04 (0.00, 0.76)
0.32 (0.01, 7.99)
0.15 (0.09, 0.24)

Events,
Experimental

0/48
0/30
0/53
0/65
0/46
0/43
0/65
0/31
0/42
/77
0/131
0/60
0/117
1/75
0/37
0/120
0/82
1/58
0/82
0/15
0/150
0/60
0/18
0/268
0/94
0/110
2/74
0/42
0/17
0/299
1/70
0/100
0/36
0/103
0/16
0/80
0/269
0/78
5/3161

Events,
Control

6/54
3/31
4/52
4/65
4/42
3/46
1/66
1/29
3/42
11/112
1/136
2/60
5/114
2/70
2/35
3/120
7/88
7182
6/80
1/15
1/114
5/60
1/18
13/269
3/105
4177
5/75
3/45
1/15
16/298
3/70
2/92
1/32
5/102
3/19
3/80
11/285
1/76
157/3171

%
Weight

2.53
2.36
2.46
2.47
2.45
2.38
2.06
2.03
2.38
2.63
2.07
2.28
2.53
3.64
2.26
241
2.58
4.74
2.55
1.98
2.07
2,51
2.00
2.67
241
2.48
7.63
2.38
1.99
2.69
4.08
2.30
2.04
2.52
231
2.40
2.65
2.06
100.00

Figure 92 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, bladder or urethral perforation
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StudyName

OR (95% Cl)

Han 2001

Koelbl 2002

Liapis 2002

Ward 2002 —_—

El Barky 2005

Events,

0.32(0.01,8.25) 0/25

0.49 (0.04, 5.55) 1/83

0.10 (0.01,1.96) 0/35

0.22 (0.06, 0.76) 3/146

0.18 (0.01,4.04) 0/25

Tellez Martinez-Fornes 2009 —_— T 0.21 (0.02, 2.01) 1/24

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.980) <>

0.23 (0.10, 0.55) 5/338

Experimental

Events, %

Control  Weight

1/25 7.25
2/83 13.06
4/36 8.73

15/170 48.15

2/25 8.02

4/23 14.79

28/362 100.00
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1 2 5 10 2550100
Favours Control

Figure 93 Open colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, bladder or urethral perforation

StudyName

Persson 2002

OR (95% Cl)

0.38 (0.02, 9.77)

Adile 2003 0.14 (0.01, 2.74)

Paraiso 2004 —_— 1.00 (0.13, 7.55)
|

Foote 2006 _— 0.19 (0.02, 1.67)

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.626) <>>

0.37 (0.11, 1.25)

Events,

Experimental

0/32

0/66

2/33

1/48

3/179

Events,

Control

1/38

3/67

2/33

5/49

11/187

%

Weight

14.44

16.98

36.95

31.62

100.00
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Figure 94 Laparoscopic colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, bladder or urethral perforation



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control ~ Weight
Song 2004 0.81(0.03,20.81)  0/19 1/48 4.19
Wadie 2005 0.54 (0.05, 6.36) 1/25 2/28 7.27
Kondo 2006 —-—+— 1.09 (0.33, 3.61) 7129 7/31 30.80
Basok 2008 —_— 0.38 (0.10, 1.48) 3/67 8/72 23.45
Guerrero 2008 —_— 0.40 (0.09, 1.86) 3/129 472 18.95
Sharifiaghdas 2008 —— 0.19 (0.03, 1.02) 2/36 6/25 15.34
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.659) <> 0.50 (0.26, 0.98) 16/305 28/276  100.00
i
T T T T T T T i T T T T T T
.001 .003 .01.02 .05.1 .2 51 2 5 10 2550100
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 95 Traditional sling vs retropubic MUS, bladder or urethral perforation
Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control ~ Weight
Basu 2010 2.75(0.11, 69.94) 1/37 0/33 22.52
Wang 2011 0.94 (0.06, 15.68) 1/34 1/32 29.74
Andrada Hamer 2012 0.20(0.01, 4.18)  0/61 2/62 25.21
Ross 2014 : 0.30(0.01,7.56)  0/37 1/34 22.53
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.650) <:> 0.62(0.13,2.89)  2/169 4/161 100.00

T T T T T 1T
.001 .003 .01.02 .05.1 .2
Favours Experimental
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T T T T 1
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Figure 96 Single incision vs retropubic MUS, bladder or urethral perforation



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental  Control ~ Weight
Tcherniakovsky 2009 3.31(0.13,86.06) 1/20 0/21 100.00
Overall < 3.31(0.13,86.06) 1/20 0/21 100.00

T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
.001 .003 .01.02 051 .2 51 2 5 10 2550100
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 97 Traditional sling vs transobturator MUS, bladder or urethral perforation

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental  Control ~ Weight
Djehdian 2010 0.20 (0.01, 5.12) 0/45 1/28 11.43
Amat 2011 0.82 (0.05, 13.31) 1/131 1/108 15.45
Hinoul 2011 2.91(0.12,72.24)  1/96 0/92 11.59
Smith 2011 0.33 (0.01, 8.22) 0/49 1/49 1151
Wang 2011 3.27 (0.13, 83.03) 1/34 0/36 11.44
Masata 2012 1.60 (0.06, 39.79)  1/129 0/68 11.59
Fernandez 2015 3.34(0.13,83.02) 1/89 0/98 11.59
Gaber 2016 0.50 (0.03, 8.11) 1/139 1/70 15.41
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.864) <> 1.00(0.34,3.00) /712 4/549  100.00

T T T T 1 1 1
.001 .003 .01.02 .05.1 .2 5
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T T 1 T 1
5 10 2550100
Favours Control

Figure 98 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, bladder or urethral perforation



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Carey 2000 ———*———— 566 (0.65, 49.34) 5/96 1/104 41.46
Kitchener 2006 o 4.17 (0.46, 37.78) 4/144 1/147 40.04
Tuygun 2006 T 3.79 (0.15, 96.92) 1/27 0/33 18.51
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.972) <> 4.65(L15,18.75)  10/267 2/284 100.00
T T T T T T T T T II T T T T
001 .003 01.02 05.1 2 5 1 2 5 10 2550100
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 99 Laparoscopic colposuspension vs open colposuspension, bladder or urethral
perforation
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Albo 2007 _— 0.20 (0.04, 0.91) 2/326 10/329 100.00
0.20 (0.04, 0.91) 2/326 10/329 100.00

Overall 0

T T T T T T
.001 .003 .01.02 .05 .1 .
Favours Experimental

T
5

i
f
2
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Figure 100 Traditional sling vs open colposuspension, bladder or urethral perforation
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StudyName OR (95% ClI)

Sharifiaghdas 2015 0.32 (0.01, 8.23)

> 0.32 (0.01, 8.23)

Overall

Events,

Experimental

0/35

0/35

Events,

Control

1/35

1/35

%

Weight

100.00

100.00

T T T 1 LI — T T T LI
.001 .003 .01.02 05.1 2 5 1 2 5 10 2550100
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 101 Single incision vs traditional sling, bladder or urethral perforation



1.6  Tape/mesh extrusion or exposure

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental ~ Control ~ Weight
de Tayrac 2004 + : 0.33(0.01, 8.51) 0/30 1/31 1.79
Enzelsberger 2005 . 0.98 (0.06, 16.11) 1/53 1/52 2.40
Liapis 2006 * : 0.35(0.01, 8.79) 0/43 1/46 1.80
Riva 2006 ; * 2.06 (0.18, 23.33) 2/65 1/66 3.19
de Oliveira 2006 *> . 0.49 (0.04, 5.59) 1/42 2/42 3.16
Andonian 2007 : g > 7.45(0.35, 157.37) 2177 0/112 2.02
Laurikainen 2007 : ¢ > 2.98(0.12, 73.75) 1/136 0/134 1.82
Porena 2007 : *> > 6.81(0.35, 134.18) 3/75 0/70 211
Zullo 2007 * : 0.45 (0.04, 5.25) 1/31 2/29 3.11
Araco 2008 : - 3.31(0.34, 32.35) 3/100 1/108 3.61
Barber 2008 *> . 0.22 (0.02, 1.89) 1/75 5/85 3.99
Barry 2008 T * > 4.42(0.45, 43.58) 3/58 1/82 3.59
Alkady 2009 * : 0.31 (0.01, 8.28) 0/15 1/15 1.75
Karateke 2009 * . 0.48 (0.08, 2.67) 2/83 4/81 6.31
Rechberger 2009 —_—— 1.28 (0.34, 4.85) 5/197 4/201 10.62
Ross 2009 i: * > 12.37(0.67,227.14) 5/85 0/90 2.22
Wang 2009 -_— 1.06 (0.21, 5.32) 3/146 3/154 7.19
Deffieux 2010 L + > 3.14(0.13, 78.48) 1/65 0/67 1.81
Krofta 2010 - 0.96 (0.13, 6.90) 2/147 2/141 4.82
Richter 2010 _— : 0.19 (0.04, 0.88) 2/285 10/280  8.05
Wang 2010 — 2.03(0.18, 22.91) 2/70 1/70 3.20
Freeman 2011 : 1.35(0.22, 8.30) 3/95 2/85 5.71
Teo 2011 * : 0.45 (0.04, 4.58) 1/29 3/41 3.50
Diab 2012 :I 1.03(0.14, 7.84) 2/31 2/32 4.58
Scheiner 2012 * 3.82(0.42, 35.11) 4/71 1/65 3.82
Nyyssonen 2014 : * > 5.24(0.24, 112.45) 2/43 0/43 2.00
Aniuliene 2015 : * > 2.96 (0.12, 73.83) 1/78 0/76 1.82
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.626) <> 1.10 (0.71, 1.70) 53/2225 48/2298  100.00
!
1
I I I I I I I I I I
.01 05 1 .2 5 1 2 5 10 20 40

Favours Experimental

Favours Control

Figure 102 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, tape/mesh erosion or extrusion



Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Ward 2002 T 0.39 (0.02, 9.54) 0/146 1/170 31.13

|

|

i
Drahoradova 2004 < . 0.08 (0.00, 1.43) 0/60 7179 38.55

i
Tellez Martinez-Fornes 2009 T 0.32 (0.01, 8.25) 0/24 1/24 30.33

|
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.713) <>> 0.20 (0.03, 1.19) 0/230 9/273 100.00

|

|

i

T T T f T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 103 Open colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, tape/mesh erosion or extrusion
Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Paraiso 2004 ¢ 0.32(0.01, 8.23) 0/33 1/33 100.00
Overall > 0.32 (0.01, 8.23) 0/33 1/33 100.00

T T L — T T
.05 .1 2 5 1 2 5
Favours Experimental

10 20
Favours Control

Figure 104 Laparoscopic colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, Tape/mesh erosion or extrusion



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Sharifiaghdas 2008 < ¢ 0.15 (0.01, 3.05) 0/32 3/37 100.00
Overall ¢> 0.15 (0.01, 3.05) 0/32 3/37 100.00
T T — T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 105 Traditional sling vs retropubic MUS, tape/mesh erosion or extrusion
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Basu 2010 ' 2.75(0.11, 69.94) 1/37 0/33 33.24
Andrada Hamer 2012 n 3.10 (0.12, 77.57) 1/61 0/62 33.55
Ross 2014 - 2.51(0.10, 63.79) 1/37 0/30 33.21
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.996) <i§> 2.78 (0.43, 17.93) 3/135 0/125 100.00

Figure 106 Single incision vs retropubic MUS, tape/mesh erosion or extrusion

T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5
Favours Experimental

[y

T T T
5 10 20 40 80
Favours Control

N






Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental  Control ~ Weight

Pastore 2016 0.32 (0.01, 8.26) 0/21 1/21 100.00

> 0.32(0.01,8.26) 0/21 121 100.00

Overall

T T T T T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 107 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, tape/mesh erosion or extrusion (1 month)

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control ~ Weight
Djehdian 2010 —-é—‘— 2.70 (0.51, 14.23) 6/46 2/38 2191
Tommaselli 2010 i ) 3.16 (0.12, 80.19) 1/37 0/38 5.79
Schweitzer 2012 i > 5.18 (0.27, 98.14) 4/93 0/51 7.00
Maslow 2014 E ) 3.21(0.13,80.84) 1/44 0/46 5.81
Tang 2014 0.34 (0.03,3.44)  1/39 3/42 11.38
Fernandez 2015 —0—-E— 0.61 (0.17,2.16)  4/89 7/98 37.92
Van Rensburg 2015 i 1.63 (0.14, 18.67) 2/51 1/41 10.20
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.560) <:> 1.23 (0.57,2.68)  19/399 13/354  100.00
T T 1 T : T T T 1

.01 05 1 .2 5 1 2 5 10 20 42
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 108 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, tape/mesh erosion or extrusion (12 months)



Events,

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental

\

] 503(062,4053)  9/129

Masata 2012

Overall < 5.03 (0.62, 40.53) 9/129

Events,

Control

1/68

1/68

%

Weight

100.00

100.00

T LI T T T T
.01 .05 1 2 S5 1 2 5 10 20 40
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 109 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, tape/mesh erosion or extrusion (24 months)

Events,

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental

Amat 2011 1.24 (0.20,7.57) 3/131

Masata 2012 E > 5.63 (0.71, 44.95) 10/129

Overall (I-squared = 17.8%, p = 0.270) <i> 2.43 (0.54,10.98) 13/260

Events,

Control

2/108

1/68

3/176

%

Weight

55.68

44.32

100.00

T T T T T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 110 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, tape/mesh erosion or extrusion (60 months)



Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight

Xin 2016

0.14 (0.01, 2.74) 0/184 3/184 100.00

Overall 0.14 (0.01, 2.74) 0/184 3/184 100.00

T T T T T T T T T T
.005 .01 .05 1 .2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 111 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, tape/mesh erosion or extrusion

(perioperative)
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Sharifiaghdas 2015 ‘ > 2.06 (0.18, 23.83) 2/35 1/35 100.00
Overall </:\> 2.06 (0.18, 23.83) 2/35 1/35 100.00
T T T T T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 .5 1 2 5 10 20

Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 112 single incision vs traditional sling, tape/mesh erosion or extrusion



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Ross 2009 : > 4.19 (0.84, 20.81) 7178 2/87 52.37
Zhang 2014 2.46 (0.46, 13.19) 5/62 2/58 47.63
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.652) 3.25 (1.02, 10.36) 12/140 4]145 100.00
T T T T T T T T T
.01 .02 .05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 113 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, tape/mesh/implant exposure
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Guerrero 2008 < : 0.21 (0.01, 5.22) 0/99 1/63 100.00
/\> 0.21 (0.01, 5.22) 0/99 1/63 100.00

01 .02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20

Favours Experimental

Figure 114 Traditional sling vs retropubic MUS, tape/mesh/implant exposure

Favours Control



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Andrada Hamer 2012 : 1.67 (0.27, 10.41) 3/55 2/60 100.00
Overall | 1.67 (0.27, 10.41) 3/55 2/60 100.00
T T T T T T T T T T
.01 .02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 115 Single incision vs retropubic MUS, tape/mesh/implant exposure
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Tcherniakovsky 2009 * 0.33(0.01, 8.67) 0/20 121 100.00
Overall , > 0.33(0.01,8.67)  0/20 1/21 100.00

T T T T | E— T T T T
.01 .02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 116 Traditional sling vs transobturator MUS, tape/mesh/implant exposure



Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Djehdian 2010 > 2.24 (0.23, 22.05) 4/29 1/15 60.52
Smith 2011 1.00 (0.06, 16.97) 1/24 1/24 39.48

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.663) <:> 1.63 (0.27, 9.65) 5/53 2/39 100.00

T T T T T T T T T T
.01 .02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 117 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, tape/mesh/implant exposure (6 months)

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control ~ Weight
Djehdian 2010 —0—:— 1.06 (0.30, 3.66) 6/64 5/56 27.59
Amat 2011 E 0.27 (0.01, 6.84) 0/72 1/60 8.85
Hinoul 2011 ' ) 7.16 (0.86, 59.36) 7/96 1/92 16.20
Smith 2011 E 0.32 (0.03, 3.26) 1/41 3/42 14.48
|
Bianchi 2012 : 1.72 (0.15, 19.47) 2/66 1/56 13.50
Hota 2012 —é% 21.93(1.22,393.21) 8/42 0/44 10.49
Lee 2012 i > 3.03 (0.12, 75.09) 1/113 0/113 8.88
Overall (I-squared = 33.8%, p = 0.170) <:§> 1.74 (0.59, 5.07) 25/494 11/463  100.00
T T T T T T : T T T T

01 02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 118 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, tape/mesh/implant exposure (12 months)



StudyName

Bianchi 2012

Schellart 2013

Overall (I-squared = 19.1%, p = 0.266)

>

OR (95% Cl)

1.45 (0.33, 6.35)

0.31 (0.03, 3.05)

0.87 (0.21, 3.61)

Events,

Experimental

5/66

172

6/138

Events,

Control

3/56

3/69

6/125

%

Weight

66.62

33.38

100.00

T T T T T
01 .02 05 1 2 5
Favours Experimental

T T T
1 2 5 10
Favours Control

T
20

Figure 119 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, tape/mesh/implant exposure (24 months)

StudyName

Djehdian 2010

Tommaselli 2010

Bianchi 2012

Overall (I-squared =

0.0%, p = 0.941) <

OR (95% Cl)

1.00 (0.13, 7.46)

1.57 (0.25, 9.74)

1.45 (0.33, 6.35)

1.36 (0.50, 3.67)

Events,

Experimental

2/41

3/64

5/66

10/171

Events,

Control

2/41

2/66

3/56

7/163

%

Weight

24.61

29.89

45.50

100.00

T T T T T T
01 02 05 1 2 5 1
Favours Experimental

T T T T
2 5 10 20
Favours Control

Figure 120 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, tape/mesh/implant exposure (36 months)



Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control ~ Weight

Sivaslioglu 2012 ¢ 0.32 (0.01,8.23) 0/36 1/36 100.00

> 0.32 (0.01,8.23) 0/36 1/36 100.00

Overall

T T T T | E— T T T T
01 02 05 1 .2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 121 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, tape/mesh/implant exposure (>36 months)

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental ~ Control ~ Weight
Mostafa 2012 0.49 (0.04,5.48)  1/69 2/68 100.00

Overall

> 0.49 (0.04,5.48)  1/69 2/68 100.00

T T T T T T T T T T
01 02 .05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 122 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, tape/mesh/implant exposure (perioperative)



1.7 Pain

StudyName

Enzelsberger 2005 -

Riva 2006
Wang 2006 ]
de Oliveira 2006
Laurikainen 2007
Lee 2007 -
Meschia 2007 1
Schierlitz 2008
Ross 2009
Wang 2009
Deffieux 2010
Krofta 2010
Richter 2010
Tanuri 2010
Freeman 2011
Teo 2011
Wang 2011 -1
Chen 2012 —
Scheiner 2012 —
Zhang 2014 —

Aniuliene 2015
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.855)

il ik

OR (95% CI)

11.91 (0.64, 221.05)
5.24 (0.25, 111.20)
9.65 (0.50, 187.73)
8.20 (0.96, 69.93)
3.02 (0.12, 74.89)
1.69 (0.52, 5.51)
13.35 (0.74, 239.78)
3.08 (0.31, 30.20)
3.00 (1.02, 8.84)
3.36 (1.06, 10.66)
3.14 (0.13, 78.48)
17.24 (0.99, 301.63)
0.65 (0.11, 3.94)
1.54 (0.06, 41.55)
7.72 (0.95, 63.10)
19.36 (2.46, 152.39)
11.35 (0.60, 213.87)
7.14(0.36, 139.99)
3.82 (0.42, 35.11)
3.93 (0.43, 36.25)
5.14 (0.59, 45.04)
3.80 (2.45, 5.89)

Events,

Experimental

5/53
2/65
4/31
7142
1/131
8/60
6/117
3/82
13/84
12/146
1/65
8/147
2/285
1/19
8/95
14/61
5/36
3/103
4/71
4/62
5/78
116/1833

Events,

Control

0/52
0/66
0/29
1/42
0/131
5/60
0/114
1/82
5/87
4/154
0/67
0/141
3/280
0/9
1/85
1/66
0/32
0/102
1/65
1/58
1/76
24/1798

%
Weight

2.25
2.05
2.18
4.17
1.86
13.76
2.30
3.67
16.45
14.35
1.85
2.34
5.93
1.76
4.34
4.50
2.22
2.16
3.89
3.88
4.06
100.00

.001003.0102.05.1.2 .51 2 510255000300

Favours Experimental

Favours Control

Figure 123 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, groin pain



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control ~ Weight
Liapis 2002 ' 10.43 (0.54, 201.32) 4/35 0/36 100.00
Overall 10.43 (0.54, 201.32) 4/35 0/36 100.00
T T T T LI T T T T LI T
.001.003 .01.02.05.1 .2 51 2 5 10 2550100 300
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 124 Open colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, groin pain
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Wang 2011 0.08 (0.00, 1.56) 0/34 5/36 100.00
Overall > 0.08 (0.00, 1.56) 0/34 5/36 100.00

T T T T T T 1
.001 .003 .01.02 .05.1 .2
Favours Experimental

T T
51 2

T T T T 1 T
5 10 2550100 300
Favours Control

Figure 125 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, groin pain



StudyName

Al-Azzawi 2014

OR (95% Cl)

Overall

0.08 (0.00, 1.49)

0.08 (0.00, 1.49)

Events,

Experimental

0/40

0/40

Events,

Control

5/40

5/40

%

Weight

100.00

100.00

.001  .003 .01 .05 2

Favours Experimental

Favours Control

Figure 126 Traditional sling vs transobturator MUS, groin and upper thigh pain (early

complications)

StudyName

OR (95% Cl)

N

Lee 2007

0.08 (0.00, 1.54)

Ross 2009

0.35 (0.07, 1.79)

Deffieux 2010

N

0.51 (0.04, 5.74)

N

Krofta 2010

0.07 (0.00, 1.27)

Richter 2010

0.98 (0.20, 4.91)

Zhang 2014

0.35 (0.07, 1.90)

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.555) <> 0.37 (0.17, 0.84)

Events,

Experimental

0/60

2/68

1/65

0/147

3/285

2/62

8/687

Events,

Control

5/60

6/75

2167

6/141

3/280

5/58

27/681

%

Weight

24.57

11.17

25.39

23.26

100.00

T T T T
.01 05 1 2
Favours Experimental

T T
1 2 5
Favours Control



Figure 127 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, suprapubic pain

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental  Control ~ Weight
Ross 2009 —0— 0.46 (0.20,1.06) 10/78 21/87 100.00

Overall <> 0.46 (0.20, 1.06)  10/78 21/87  100.00

T T T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 128 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, substantial groin and/or suprapubic pain
(defined as >4 on a 10-point scale) experienced during the pelvic exam (60 months)

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control  Weight
Demirci 2001 3.18 (0.12, 83.76) 117 0/17 100.00

Overall <> 3.18(0.12,83.76)  1/17 0117 100.00

T T T | I— T T LI —
1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20 4060090
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 129 Traditional sling vs open colposuspension, suprapubic pain (12 months)



Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control ~ Weight
Arunkalaivanan 2003 T > 2.80 (0.11, 69.80) 1/74 0/68 17.34
Wadie 2005 e 5.06 (0.94,27.19)  7/25 2/28 63.40
Guerrero 2008 T > 3.26 (0.15, 68.95)  2/99 0/63 19.26

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.935) <> 419 (1.10,16.00)  10/198 2/159 100.00

T T 1 T T T T T 11
.01 1 .2 5 1 2 5 10 20 4060
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 130 Traditional sling vs retropubic MUS, long-term pain or discomfort

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental ~ Control ~ Weight
Djehdian 2010 , 0.04 (0.00,0.87)  0/29 4/15 100.00

Overall 0 0.04 (0.00,0.87)  0/29 415 100.00

T T T T T T T T T T T T
.001 .003 .01 051 .2 51 2 51020 60
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 131 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, long-term or persistent pain or discomfort
(6 months)



StudyName

Campos 2013

Overall

OR (95% CI)

15.

15.

12 (0.81, 282.27)

12 (0.81, 282.27)

Events,

Experimental

6/30

6/30

Events,

Control

0/28

0/28

%

Weight

100.00

100.00

.01

T T T T T
05 1 2 5 1 2

Favours Experimental

T
5 10 20 50 100 300

Favours Control

Figure 132 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, long-term or persistent pain or discomfort

(<12 months)

Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental ~ Control ~ Weight
Djehdian 2010 ( ' 0.09 (0.00, 1.72) 0/64 4/56 16.20
Oliveira 2011 ' 0.24 (0.02, 2.73) 1/60 2/30 21.45
Lee 2012 < E 0.06 (0.00, 1.11) 0/113 7/113 16.82
Schweitzer 2012 ( i 0.18 (0.01, 4.50) 0/93 1/51 14.05
Campos 2013 ; > 7.25(0.36, 147.05)  3/30 0/28 15.66
Maslow 2014 ( E 0.13(0.01, 2.57) 0/52 3/50 15.82
Overall <> 0.24 (0.06, 0.92) 4/412 17/328  100.00

T

i

T L B E— T | E—
.01 .05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20

Favours Experimental

Favours Control



Figure 133 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, long-term or persistent pain or discomfort
(12 months)



Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental  Control ~ Weight
i

Bianchi 2012 . 0.28 (0.01, 6.97) 0/66 1/56 18.56
i

Schellart 2013 _— 0.14 (0.03, 0.63) 2/72 12/69 81.44

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.693) 0.16 (0.04,0.62) 2/138 13/125  100.00

T T T T T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 134 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, long-term or persistent pain or discomfort
(24 months)

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
i
Bianchi 2012 ¢ 0.28 (0.01, 6.97) 0/66 1/56 100.00
I
|
Overall , > 0.28 (0.01, 6.97) 0/66 1/56 100.00

T T T T T T T T T L
.01 .05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20 4060
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 135 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, long-term or persistent pain or discomfort
(36 months)



StudyName

Sivaslioglu 2012

Overall

e

OR (95% Cl)

0.32 (0.01, 8.23)

0.32 (0.01, 8.23)

Events,

Experimental

0/36

0/36

Events,

Control

1/36

1/36

%

Weight

100.00

100.00

Figure 136 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, long-term or persistent pain or discomfort

(>36 months)

.01 12 5 1 2 5

Favours Experimental

T T T T T T
10 20 4060
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Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control ~ Weight

1
Friedman 2009 —_— 0.37 (0.13, 1.10) 6/42 13/42 11.26

1
Mackintosh 2010 -— 0.12(0.01,2.62) 0/14 3/15 3.09

1
Tommaselli 2010 — 0.14 (0.01, 2.71) 0/37 3/38 3.19

1
Amat 2011 . 0.11(0.01,0.92)  1/131 7/108 5.46

1
Seo 2011 —_—— 0.25(0.10,0.65)  10/41 22/39 1233

1
Bianchi 2012 N 0.04 (0.01, 0.33) 1/66 15/56 5.64
Lee 2012 —_— 0.21 (0.09, 0.51) 7/1112 27/112 12.95

1
Mostafa 2012 . 0.38 (0.07, 2.01) 2/69 5/68 7.37
Sivaslioglu 2012 L 0.03(0.00,0.47)  0/36 12/36  3.42

1
Campos 2013 H 2.00 (0.34,11.89) 4/30 2/28 6.83
Maslow 2014 — 0.04 (0.01,0.18)  27/56 48/50 8.30

1
Tang 2014 : 0.11 (0.01, 0.94) 1/39 8/42 5.39

1
Fernandez 2015 H 1.67 (0.27,10.26) 3/89 2/98 6.69

1
Xin 2016 —_—— 0.21 (0.05, 1.00) 2/184 9/184 8.08
Overall (I-squared = 44.1%, p = 0.039) <> 0.21(0.12,0.39)  64/946 176/916 100.00

1

1

T T T 71 T T T 1
.01 .05 1 3 5 1 23 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 137 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, post-operative pain
Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Andrada Hamer 2012 0.72 (0.12, 4.46) 2/55 3/60 75.79
Ross 2014 < 0.30 (0.01, 7.56) 0/37 1/34 24.21

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.642)

'
'
:
'
<-':> 058 (0.12,2.85)  2/92 4/94 100.00
.
'
'

T T T T T T T T
.05 A 2 5 1 2 3 5 10

Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 138 Single incision vs retropubic MUS, pain



1.8 Dyspareunia

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Scheiner 2012 > 1.96 (0.17, 22.31) 2/54 1/52 27.00
Zhang 2014 e e c—— 1.61(0.37, 7.05) 5/62 3/58 73.00
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.891) <:> 1.70 (0.48, 6.00) 71116 4/110 100.00
T T T T T ml T T T
.01 .05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 139 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, dyspareunia
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
— 0.66 (0.15, 3.02) 3/32 5/37 100.00
Overall 0.66 (0.15, 3.02) 3/32 5/37 100.00

Sharifiaghdas 2008 —+—

.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20

Favours Experimental

Favours Control



Figure 140 Traditional sling vs retropubic MUS, dyspareunia

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Andrada Hamer 2012 1.67 (0.27, 10.41) 3/55 2/60 100.00
Overall 1.67 (0.27, 10.41) 3/55 2/60 100.00
T T T T T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 141 Single incision vs retropubic MUS, dyspareunia
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Masata 2013 3.06 (0.12, 76.95) 1/50 0/50 100.00
Overall 3.06 (0.12, 76.95) 1/50 0/50 100.00

T LI T T T T T T 1T
.01 05 .1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20 40 80
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 142 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, dyspareunia (3 months)



Events, Events,

%

StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Smith 2011 - > 3.15 (0.12, 79.54) 1/41 0/42 21.90
Masata 2013 n > 5.00 (0.23, 106.95) 2/49 0/47 23.69
Maslow 2014 _— 0.38 (0.09, 1.64) 3/50 6/42 54.41
Overall (I-squared = 35.4%, p = 0.212) <> 1.12 (0.19, 6.40) 6/140 6/131 100.00
T T T T T T T T T
.01 .05 .1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 143 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, dyspareunia (12 months)
Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental ~ Control ~ Weight
Masata 2013 > 5.00 (0.23, 106.89)  2/50 0/48 42.73
Tang 2014 0.34 (0.03, 3.44) 1/39 3/42 57.27
Overall (I-squared = 47.3%, p = 0.168) < 100.00

.
!
!
!
.
> 1.08(0.08,14.68)  3/89 3/90
.
!
!
!

.01 05 1 .2 5 1 2 5 10 20

Favours Experimental

Favours Control

Figure 144 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, dyspareunia (24 months)



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
i
Salari 2010 . > 4.46 (0.47, 42.51) 4/30 1/30 100.00
Overall | 4.46 (0.47, 42.51) 4/30 1/30 100.00
I
i
T T T T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20 40
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 145 Anterior vaginal repair vs transobturator MUS, dyspareunia 1 month
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
i
Salari 2010 ¢ 7.76 (0.38, 157.14) 3/30 0/30 100.00
I
Overall 7.76 (0.38, 157.14) 3/30 0/30 100.00

T L — T T T L —
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 50 100 200
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 146 Anterior vaginal repair vs transobturator MUS, dyspareunia (4 months)



Events, Events,

%

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control ~ Weight
Colombo 2000 I > 5.20 (0.90, 30.08) 13/23 2/10 100.00
Overall . 5.20 (0.90, 30.08) 13/23 2/10 100.00
T T T T T — T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 2030
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 147 Anterior vaginal repair vs open colposuspension, dyspareunia
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Sharifiaghdas 2015 1.38 (0.28, 6.66) 4/35 3/35 100.00
Overall 1.38 (0.28, 6.66) 4/35 3/35 100.00

T T T T T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 148 Single incision vs traditional sling, dyspareunia






1.9 Infection (including urinary infection, wound infection, infection related to mesh)
and other complications

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Zhang 2014 0.08 (0.00, 1.44) 0/62 5/58 100.00

Overall ©> 0.08 (0.00,1.44)  0/62 5/58 100.00

T T T I — T T T T T
004 01 02 .05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 149 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, urinary tract infection

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Andrada Hamer 2012 — 1.62 (0.54, 4.85) 9/61 6/62 100.00
Overall < 1.62 (0.54, 4.85) 9/61 6/62 100.00

T T T T T T T
.01 .05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 150 Single incision vs retropubic MUS, urinary tract infection (2 months)



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Andrada Hamer 2012 1.23(0.50, 3.02) 13/60 11/60 100.00
Overall 1.23 (0.50, 3.02) 13/60 11/60 100.00

T T T T T T T T
.01 .05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 151 Single incision vs retropubic MUS, urinary tract infection (12 months)

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Amat 2011 : > 0.82 (0.05, 13.31) 1/131 1/108 43.00
Fernandez 2015 t > 2.23(0.20, 25.02) 2/89 1/98 57.00
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.596) <> 1.45 (0.23, 9.01) 3/220 2/206 100.00

T T T T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 152 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, urinary tract infection (operative)



Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight

Masata 2013 0.08 (0.00, 1.52) 0/50 5/50 100.00

Overall 0.08 (0.00, 1.52) 0/50 5/50 100.00

T T T T T T T T T
.004 .01 05 1 .2 5 1 2 5 10
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 153 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, urinary tract infection (perioperative)

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
/ 0.17 (0.01, 3.78) 0/30 2/28 100.00

Campos 2013 \

Overall C> 0.17 (0.01, 3.78) 0/30 2128 100.00
T
|
|

T T — T T T T
.01 .05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 154 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, urinary tract infection (early postoperative)



Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control ~ Weight

Gaber 2016 > 9.11 (0.52, 160.23) 8/139 0/70 100.00

Overall <<> 9.11 (0.52,160.23)  8/139 0/70 100.00

T T 1 T T L T T
.01 051 2 51 2 5 10 50 150
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 155 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, urinary tract infection (at 72h)

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental  Control ~ Weight
Campos 2013 < , 0.17 (0.01, 3.78)  0/30 2/28 100.00
Overall ' > 0.17 (0.01, 3.78)  0/30 2/28 100.00

T T T T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 156 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, urinary tract infection (late postoperative)



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental ~ Control ~ Weight
Schellart 2013 —0—— 0.75(0.27,2.11)  7/97 9/96 100.00
Overall . 0.75(0.27,2.11)  7/97 9/96 100.00
T T T T - T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 157 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, urinary tract infection (1 months)
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control  Weight
Djehdian 2010 —_—— 1.43(0.62,3.32) 18/64 12/56 45.49
Amat 2011 : ) 0.83 (0.05, 13.57) 1/72 1/60 411
Oliveira 2011 T 0.48 (0.06, 3.61)  2/60 2/30 7.92
Bianchi 2012 : 0.62 (0.13,2.89) 3/66 4/56 13.49
Schweitzer 2012 7 ) 2.23(0.45,10.90) 8/96 2/51 12.70
Schellart 2013 . 0.48 (0.09, 2.71)  2/97 4/96 10.81
Fernandez 2015 - ) 2.23(0.20,25.02) 2/89 1/98 5.48
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.736) <> 1.11 (0.63,1.95)  36/544 26/447  100.00
T T T T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 158 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, urinary tract infection (12 months)



StudyName

OR (95% Cl)

Bianchi 2012

Schellart 2013

Overall (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.579)

R —

0.62 (0.13, 2.89)

1.00 (0.50, 2.01)

0.92 (0.49, 1.74)

Events,

Experimental

3/66

24172

27/138

Events,

Control

4/56

23/69

27/125

%

Weight

17.12

82.88

100.00

T T T T
05 1 2
Favours Experimental

Figure 159 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, urinary tract infection (24 months)

StudyName

Schellart 2013

Overall

5

T T T
1 2 5 10
Favours Control

OR (95% CI)

0.97 (0.44, 2.16)

0.97 (0.44, 2.16)

Events,

Experimental

15/68

15/68

Events,

Control

16/71

16/71

%

Weight

100.00

100.00

T T T T T
05 1 2 5
Favours Experimental

Figure 160 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, urinary tract infection (36 months)
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Events, Events,

%

StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental ~ Control ~ Weight
Tommaselli 2010 —_— 0.77(0.25,2.40)  6/38 9/46 85.72
Amat 2011 : > 0.82 (0.05, 13.31) 1/131 1/108 14.28
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.966) <;:> 0.78 (0.27, 2.23) 7/169 10/154 100.00
T T T T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 161 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, urinary tract infection (>36 months)
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Albo 2007 —+— 1.98 (1.44, 2.72) 157/326 105/329 100.00
Overall 0 1.98 (1.44, 2.72) 157/326 105/329 100.00

T T T T T T T
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 162 Traditional sling vs open colposuspension, urinary tract infection



StudyName

Albo 2007

Overall

Events,

OR (95% ClI) Experimental
1.02 (0.54, 1.93) 21/224
1.02 (0.54, 1.93) 21/224

Events,

Control

21/229

21/229

Weight

100.00

100.00

T T T
.01 .05 1
Favours Experimental

T T T
.2 .5 1 2

T T
5 10
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Figure 163 Traditional sling vs open colposuspension, urinary tract infection (>60 months)

StudyName

Schierlitz 2008

Events,

OR (95% Cl)

Zhang 2014 S

Overall (I-squared = 32.5%, p = 0.224)

<

> 3.04(0.12, 75.64)  1/82
0.19 (0.01,4.12)  0/70
> 073 (0.05,10.86) 1152

Experimental

Events,

Control

0/82

2/70

2/152

%

Weight

48.27

51.73

100.00

.05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10

Favours Experimental

Favours Control

Figure 164 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, wound infection



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Gaber 2016 > 2.56 (0.12, 54.13) 2/139 0/70 100.00
Overall < i 2.56 (0.12, 54.13) 2/139 0/70 100.00
T T T T | — I
.01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 25 50
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 165 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, wound infection
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental ~ Control ~ Weight
Hinoul 2011 > 2.91(0.12,72.24)  1/96 0/92 47.94
Lee 2012 < 0.14 (0.01, 2.72) 0/112 3/112 52.06
Overall (I-squared = 46.5%, p = 0.172) \ 1/208 3/204 100.00

. 0.60 (0.03, 11.88)

.05 1 3 5 1 2 3 5 10

Favours Experimental

Favours Control

Figure 166 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, Infection related to use of synthetic mesh






Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight

T
Enzelsberger 2005 _— 0.54 (0.18, 1.60) 6/53 10/52 7.31

1
Kim 2005 - 0.50 (0.04, 5.97) 1/21 222 2.12
David-Montefiore 2006 —_— 0.45 (0.14, 1.46) 5/46 9/42 6.63

1
Liapis 2006 H 0.16 (0.03, 0.75) 2/43 11/46 4.48

1
Riva 2006 —_—l 1.02 (0.24, 4.25) 4165 4166 5.15

1
Wang 2006 * + 2.00 (0.34, 11.85) 4/31 2/29 3.70
Andonian 2007 —_—t 1.08 (0.47, 2.49) 11/77 15/112 9.68

1
Laurikainen 2007 | —— 1.67 (0.91, 3.07) 32/131 22/136 12.41

1
Meschia 2007 _‘I_ 0.92 (0.30, 2.84) 6/99 71107 7.06

1
Porena 2007 —_— 1.01 (0.44, 2.32) 14/75 13/70 9.70

1
Zullo 2007 : 0.34 (0.06, 1.90) 2/37 5/35 3.94

1
Araco 2008 —_— : 0.25 (0.10, 0.64) 6/120 21/120 8.59

1
Barry 2008 X 0.28 (0.01, 5.84) 0/58 2/82 1.45
Schierlitz 2008 —_t 2.40 (0.60, 9.61) 7182 3/80 5.36

1
Wang 2009 — 1.23 (0.67, 2.25) 27/146 24/154 12.44

1
Overall (I-squared = 42.3%, p = 0.043) <;> 0.81 (0.55, 1.19) 127/1084 150/1153 100.00

1

|

1

T T T T T T T T T T
01 02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 167 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, perioperative complications
Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Han 2001 : 1.00 (0.06, 16.93)  1/25 1/25 3.74
Koelbl 2002 E % 31.98 (1.87, 547.57) 13/83 0/83 3.71
Liapis 2002 —*——:— 0.80 (0.20, 3.26) 4/35 5/36 13.03
Ward 2002 —_—— 1.23(0.79, 1.93) 65/146 67/170 48.52
El-Barky 2005 T 1.00 (0.25, 4.00) 5/25 5/25 13.34
Tellez Martinez-Fornes 2009 — 0.84 (0.26, 2.67) 9/24 10/24  17.65
Overall (I-squared = 22.9%, p = 0.262) < 1.19 (0.68,2.08)  97/338 88/363 100.00

.01 .02

T T T
05 1 2
Favours Experimental

.5

Favours Control
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Figure 168 Open colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, perioperative complications

StudyName

OR (95% Cl)

Events,

Experimental

0/32

2/66

5/23

12/35

7/51

1/14

1/48

28/269

Events,

Control

2/38

3/67

5/23

7136

5/70

1/16

5/49

28/299

%

Weight

4.10

11.28

18.46

29.42

24.10

4.69

7.96

100.00

i

Persson 2002 . 0.22 (0.01, 4.85)
i

Adile 2003 X 0.67 (0.11, 4.12)

Ustun 2003 _— 1.00 (0.25, 4.06)
i

Paraiso 2004 T 2.16 (0.73, 6.37)

Valpas 2004 —_———— 2.07 (0.62, 6.93)

Mirosh 2005 . > 1.15(0.07, 20.34)
i

Foote 2006 r 0.19 (0.02, 1.67)

Overall (I-squared = 5.9%, p = 0.382) < i 1.18 (0.63, 2.22)
i

— L — T T L —
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Figure 169 Laparoscopic colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, perioperative complications

StudyName

OR (95% Cl)

Arunkalaivanan 2003

Kondo 2006

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.624)

0.92 (0.18, 4.70)

1.49 (0.51, 4.39)

1.29 (0.52, 3.17)

Events,

Experimental

3/74

11/29

14/103

Events,

Control

3/68

9/31

12/99
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Weight
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100.00

T T T T T T
.01 .02 .05 1 2 5 1
Favours Experimental

T T T
2 5 10 20
Favours Control



Figure 170 Traditional sling vs retropubic MUS, perioperative complications

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Ross 2014 1.41(0.22, 9.01) 3/37 2/34 100.00
Overall < 1.41(0.22, 9.01) 3/37 2/34 100.00

T T T T T T T T T T
.01 .02 05 1 .2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 171 Single incision vs retropubic MUS, perioperative complications

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Bandarian 2011 2.35(0.63, 8.81) 8/31 4/31 100.00
Overall 2.35(0.63, 8.81) 8/31 4/31 100.00

T T T T T T T T T T
.01 .02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control



Figure 172 Open colposuspension vs transobturator MUS, perioperative complications

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Tcherniakovsky 2009 _°H 9.00 (1.98, 40.93) 12120 321 100.00
Overall 0 9.00 (1.98, 40.93) 12/20 3/21 100.00
T T T T T T T T T
0102 051 .2 5 1 2 5 10 20 40
Favours Experimental ~ Favours Control
Figure 173 Traditional vs transobturator MUS, perioperative complications
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Su 1997 —o—-—— 0.58 (0.17, 1.93) 5/46 8/46 36.41
Summitt 2000 : 1.92 (0.30, 12.38) 3/28 2/34 15.12
Fatthy 2001 T 0.58 (0.10, 3.39) 2/33 4140 16.89
Ustun 2005 —_— 1.00 (0.28, 3.63) 6/26 6/26 31.57
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.715) <> 0.83 (0.40, 1.70) 16/133 20/146 100.00
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.05 1 2 5
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Figure 174 Laparoscopic colposuspension vs open colposuspension, perioperative complications
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Events, Events,

%

StudyName OR (95% Cl) Experimental Control Weight
i
i
I
Enzelsberger 1996 " 0.73 (0.15, 3.51) 3/36 4/36 3.70
Sand 2000 . 0.35 (0.01, 9.24) 0/17 1/19 0.86
|
i
I
Demirci 2001 - > 2.00 (0.16, 24.87) 2/15 1/14 1.44
|
Albo 2007 — 1.90 (1.39, 2.60) 206/326 156/329 94.00
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.501) @ 1.81 (1.34, 2.45) 211/394 162/398 100.00
I
I
i
T T T T T al T —
.01 .02 .05 .1 .2 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 175 Traditional sling vs open colposuspension, perioperative complications
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
i
Mundy 1983 —:H 35.90 (1.96, 656.07) 10/25 0/26 22.19
German 1994 —_—T 2.26 (0.57,9.02) 22/26 17/24 39.06
I
i
Athanassopoulos 1996 B E— 0.70 (0.17, 2.85) 4124 6/27 38.76
Overall (I-squared = 69.3%, p = 0.039) 2.65 (0.42, 16.56) 36/75 23/77 100.00
I
I
I
T T — T U T T
.01 .02 .05 1 2 1 2 5 10 20

Favours Experimental

Favours Control

Figure 176 Bladder neck needle suspension vs open colposuspension, perioperative

complications



StudyName OR (95% CI)

Holmes 1985 E—

1.74 (0.43, 7.09)

Berglund 1996

7.43 (1.72, 32.05)

Overall (I-squared = 49.3%, p = 0.160) < 3.54 (0.85, 14.72)

1
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Weight
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Figure 177 Anterior vaginal repair vs open colposuspension, perioperative complications

StudyName OR (95% ClI)

Hilton 1989

0.03 (0.00, 0.37)

overall 0 0.03 (0.00, 0.37)

Events,

Experimental

2/10

2/10

Events,

Control

9/10

9/10

%

Weight

100.00

100.00

T T T T T T T T L —
.001 .005.01 .02 .05 .1 .2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 178 Bladder neck needle suspension vs traditional sling, perioperative complications



Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight
Di Palumbo 2003 ¢ 0.17 (0.01, 4.43) 0/52 1/28 100.00
Overall ! > 0.17 (0.01, 4.43) 0152 1/28 100.00
LI — L — T T L —
.005 .01 .02 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 179 Anterior vaginal repair vs Bladder neck needle suspension, perioperative
complications
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control ~ Weight
Liapis 2002 < * 0.10 (0.01, 1.96) 0/35 4/36 15.21
Ward 2002 _— 0.20 (0.06, 0.71) 3/146 16/170 84.79
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.675) 0.18 (0.06,0.58)  3/181 20/206  100.00
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Figure 180 Open colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, other complication inherent to

procedure



Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control Weight

Ross 2014

0.12 (0.01, 2.41) 0/37 3/34 100.00

Overall — 0.12 (0.01,2.41)  0/37 3/34 100.00
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Figure 181 Single incision vs retropubic MUS, other complication inherent to procedure

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control ~ Weight
i
Sivaslioglu 2007 * 0.96 (0.06, 15.79) 1/51 1/49 57.23
Bandarian 2011 < L 0.32 (0.01,8.23) 0/31 1/31 42.77

Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.617) <> 0.60 (0.07,5.01)  1/82 2/80 100.00
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.05 1 3 5 1 2 3 5 10 20 30
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Figure 182 Open colposuspension vs transobturator MUS, other complication inherent to

procedure



Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental Control ~ Weight

Sand 2000 6.74 (0.29, 154.26) 2/13 0/15 100.00

Overall 6.74 (0.29, 154.26) 2/13 0/15 100.00
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Figure 183 Traditional sling vs open colposuspension, other complication inherent to procedure

Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
1
i
Mundy 1983 ¢ 8.24 (0.40, 168.26) 3/25 0/26 100.00
Overall 8.24 (0.40, 168.26) 3/25 0/26 100.00

T T T T LI — T T
05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10 20 50 100 200
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 184 Bladder neck needle suspension vs open colposuspension, other complication

inherent to procedure



Events, Events, %

StudyName OR (95% CI) Experimental  Control  Weight

Holmes 1985 0.13(0.01, 2.69)  0/25 3/26 100.00

Overall — 0.13(0.01,2.69) 0/25 3126 100.00

T T T T T T T T
.005 .01 05 1 2 5 1 2 5 10
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 185 Anterior vaginal repair vs open colposuspension, other complication inherent to

procedure
Events, Events, %
StudyName OR (95% ClI) Experimental Control Weight
Al-Azzawi 2014 : 21.18 (1.18, 380.90) 8/40 0/40 100.00

Overall 21.18 (1.18,380.90)  8/40 0/40 100.00

T T T T T T T T T
1 5 1 23 5 10 25 50 100 200 400
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 186 Traditional sling vs transobturator MUS, Abdominal wound problem (pain, ooze,

haematoma, infection)






1.10 Hospital stay

StudyName

de Tayrac 2004
David-Montefiore 2006
Liapis 2006

Wang 2006
Laurikainen 2007
Meschia 2007

Zullo 2007

Alkady 2009
Aniuliene 2009
Karateke 2009

Wang 2009

Chen 2010

Chen 2012

Darabi Mahboub 2012
Jakimiuk 2012
Scheiner 2012
Aniuliene 2015

Overall (I-squared = 93.0%, p = 0.000)

SMD (95% CI)

0.10 (-0.39, 0.60)

-0.32 (-0.75, 0.11)
-0.23 (-0.64, 0.18)
-0.33 (-0.85, 0.19)
0.26 (0.02, 0.50)

-0.22 (-0.48, 0.04)
-0.12 (-0.59, 0.34)
0.11 (-0.61, 0.82)

-2.11 (-2.43, -1.78)
-0.15 (-0.46, 0.15)
0.11 (-0.12, 0.33)

-0.78 (-1.10, -0.45)
-0.15 (-0.43, 0.12)
-0.08 (-0.52, 0.36)
-0.42 (-1.07, 0.22)
-0.28 (-0.59, 0.04)
-1.79 (-2.17, -1.41)
-0.38 (-0.70, -0.06)

N, mean

(SD); Experimental

31,1.2 (1.3)
42,1.4(5)
46, 1.04 (.21)
29, 3.44 (1.48)
136, .71 (.58)
114, 1.6 (.8)
35,1.1(:3)
15,1.2 (.9)
114, 1.5 (.5)
83, 1.25 (.66)
154, 3.9 (2.8)
77,3.3 (1.95)
102, 3.1 (1.8)
40, 2.52 (.47)
19, 2 (.0001)
80, 3.25 (.665)
76, 1.5 (.5)
2513

N, mean

(SD); Control

31, 1.1 (4)
42,1.8 (1.7)
46, 1.26 (1.34)
29,3.92 (1.4)
136, .58 (.42)
114, 1.8 (1)
35,1.2 (1.1)
15, 1.1 (1)
114, 4 (1.6)
83, 1.36 (.76)
154, 3.6 (2.9)
77,5 (2.4)
102, 3.4 (2.1)
40, 2.56 (.51)
19, 2.41 (1.37)
80, 3.5 (1.1)
76, 3.5 (1.5)
2513

%

Weight

5.63
5.83
5.88
5.56
6.28
6.24
5.72
4.92
6.10
6.15
6.31
6.10
6.21
5.80
5.16
6.13
5.97

100.00

T T T T 1
-3-25-2-15-1 -5 0
Favours Experimental

5 115 2 25 3

Favours Control

Figure 187 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, hospital stay (days)



N, mean

N, mean

%

StudyName SMD (95% ClI) (SD); Experimental (SD); Control Weight
Koelbl 2002 —5—0— 2.50(2.09,2.91) 83,8.53(2.59) 83,3.27 (1.46) 29.63
Liapis 2002 —.-.— 2.07 (1.49,2.65) 36,57 (2.2) 36, 2.1 (1.1) 18.46
Ward 2002 —*—  238(2.04,271) 117, 6.67 (1.78) 117,2.29 (1.9) 36.84
El Barky 2005 —_— 1.75(1.09, 2.41) 25,6.2(2.2) 25,3.1(1.2) 15.06
Overall (I-squared = 33.1%, p = 0.214) @ 2.26 (1.98,2.55) 2513 2513 100.00
T T T T T T T T T T
3 25 -2 15 -1 -5 0 5 1 15 2 25 3
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 188 Open colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, hospital stay (days)
N,
mean (SD); N, mean %
StudyName SMD (95% ClI) Experimental (SD); Control Weight
Kondo 2006 e 0.00 (-0.58, 0.58) 23,9.2 (.9) 23,9.2 (.6) 100.00
Overall <> 0.00 (-0.58, 0.58) 2513 2513 100.00

T T T T T T
-3 25 -2 15 -1 -5 0
Favours Experimental

5 1 15 2 25 3

Favours Control

Figure 189 Traditional sling vs retropubic MUS, hospital stay (days)



N, mean N, mean

StudyName SMD (95% ClI) (SD); Experimental (SD); Control Weight
Sivaslioglu 2007 —+—-— 1.63(1.18,2.09) 49,4.3(1.8) 49,1.8 (1.2) 59.93
Bandarian 2011 —L%—— 212(1.50,275) 31,8.23(3.98) 31,2.06 (1.03) 40.07
Overall (I-squared = 34.2%, p = 0.218) 1.83(1.36,2.30) 2513 2513 100.00

T T T T 1 T T T T 1

3 25 -2 -15 -1 -5 0 5 1 15 2 25 3

Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 190 Open colposuspension vs transobturator MUS, hospital stay (days)
N, mean N, mean %

StudyName SMD (95% Cl) (SD); Experimental ~ (SD); Control ~ Weight
Silva-Filho 2006 —E—H 2.17 (1.04,3.29) 10, 1.85 (.24) 10, 1.2 (.35) 16.80
Al-Azzawi 2014 1.62(1.11,2.12) 40,2.8 (1.33) 40,12 (44) 8320
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.382) 1.71 (1.25,2.17) 2513 2513 100.00

T
-3

25 -2 -15 -1

Favours Experimental

-5

0

5 1 15 2 25 3

Favours Control

Figure 191 Traditional sling vs transobturator MUS, hospital stay (days)



N, mean

N, mean

%

StudyName SMD (95% CI) (SD); Experimental (SD); Control Weight
Hinoul 2011 -0.09 (-0.38,0.20)  92,.96 (.7) 92, 1.04 (1) 33.36
Xin 2016 -0.13 (-0.33, 0.08) 184, 2.25 (.74) 184, 2.34 (.65) 66.64
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.840) -0.12(-0.28,0.05) 2513 2513 100.00
T T T T T T T T T T T T
-3 25 -2 -15 -1 -5 0 5 1 15 2 25 3
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 192 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, hospital stay (days)
N, mean N, mean %
StudyName SMD (95% CI) (SD); Experimental (SD); Control Weight
i
Su 1997 —— -1.51 (-1.98, -1.05) 46, 4.1 (2) 46,7.2(2.1) 14.40
i
|
Mak 2000 ' — 0.02 (-0.40,0.45)  43,9.7 (5) 43,96 (3.9) 14.52
|
Ankardal 2001 | —— -1.21 (-1.49,-0.94) 120, 2.2 (1.3) 120,3.9 (1.5) 14.86
|
|
Fatthy 2001 {o— ' -4.70 (-5.56, -3.84) 40, 1.5 (.26) 40,3.17 (43) 1291
|
Kitchener 2006 | - -0.29 (-0.52,-0.06) 147,5.7 (2.5) 147,6.4 (2.3) 14.94
i
I
Tuygun 2006 —— -2.06 (-2.66, -1.46) 33, 1.7 (1.1) 33,36(7) 13.95
|
Stangel-Wojcikiewicz 2008 —— -2.16 (-2.62, -1.70) 57, 1.54 (.38) 57,2.69 (.65) 14.41
,
Overall (I-squared = 96.5%, p = 0.000) @ -1.64 (-2.45,-0.84) 2513 2513 100.00
|
|
I
'
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
5-45-4-35-3-25-2-15-1-50 5 115 2 25 3

Favours Experimental

Favours Control



Figure 193 Laparoscopic colposuspension vs open colposuspension, hospital stay (days)

N, mean N, mean %

StudyName SMD (95% ClI) (SD); Experimental (SD); Control ~ Weight

Enzelsberger 1996

—o% 3.14 (2.44,3.83) 36, 16 (3) 36, 8 (2) 33.33

Sand 2000 —_— 0.08 (-0.56, 0.71) 19, 5.1 (1.2) 19, 5 (1.4) 33.57

Demirci 2001 e 0.38 (-0.36, 1.13) 14, 5.93 (1.38) 14,5.42 (1.28) 33.10

Overall (I-squared = 95.7%, p = 0.000) <<> 1.20 (-0.72,3.12) 2513 2513 100.00

T 1 1 T T T T 1 T
-3 -25-2-15-1 -5 0 5 1 15 2 25 3 35
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 194 Traditional sling vs open colposuspension, hospital stay (days)

N, mean N, mean %
StudyName SMD (95% CI) (SD); Experimental (SD); Control Weight
Berglund 1996 — 0.90 (0.37,1.43) 30,11.5(3.2) 30,8.3(3.9) 100.00

Overall 0.90 (0.37, 1.43) 2513 2513 100.00

T T T T T T T T T T T T
-3 -25-2-15-1 -5 0 5 1 15 2 25 3
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 195 Anterior vaginal repair vs open colposuspension, hospital stay (days)



N, mean N, mean

%

StudyName SMD (95% ClI) (SD); Experimental ~ (SD); Control Weight
Sharifiaghdas 2015 —*— -2.82 (-3.49, -2.15)  35,7.8 (1.1) 35,36.6 (14.4) 100.00
Overall ‘ -2.82 (-3.49, -2.15) 2513 2513 100.00
T II T T T T T T T T T T T
35 -3 25 2 <15 1 -5 0 5 1 15 2 25 3
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 196 Single incision vs traditional sling, hospital stay (days)
N,
mean (SD); N, mean %
StudyName SMD (95% CI) Experimental (SD); Control ~ Weight
Hilton 1989 _— -1.42 (-2.42,-0.43) 10,7 (.3) 10,20 (12.9)  100.00
-1.42 (-2.42,-0.43) 2513 2513 100.00

overal

-3 -25 -2 -15 -1

T
-5 0

Favours Experimental

T T T T 1
5 1 15 2 25 3
Favours Control

Figure 197 Bladder neck needle suspension vs traditional sling, hospital stay (days)






1.11 Operation time

N, mean N, mean %
StudyName SMD (95% Cl) (SD); Experimental  (SD); Control Weight
de Tayrac 2004 — -1.88 (-2.48,-1.28) 31, 14.8 (4.3) 31, 26.5(7.7) 2.93
Enzelsberger 2005 —- -1.27 (-1.70, -0.85) 52, 15 (7) 52, 26 (10) 3.15
Kim 2005 |- -0.45 (-0.79,-0.10) 65, 26.8 (11.8) 65, 31.6 (9.6) 3.23
David-Montefiore 2006 = -0.49 (-0.92, -0.05) 42, 17 (6.6) 42,21 (9.5) 3.14
Liapis 2006 - -1.19 (-1.64, -0.75) 46, 17.4 (6.9) 46, 26.7 (8.6) 3.13
Wang 2006 :—0— -0.56 (-1.09, -0.04) 29, 33.8 (8.4) 29,39.7 (12.2) 3.03
Kilic 2007 —_——r -0.78 (-1.69, 0.13) 10, 26 (9.5) 10, 32 (5.3) 2.47
Laurikainen 2007 : - 0.00 (-0.24, 0.24) 136, 29 (8) 136, 29 (16) 3.32
Lee 2007 = -2.29 (-2.76, -1.83) 60, 11.5 (1.4) 60, 15.2 (1.8) 3.11
Meschia 2007 - -1.12 (-1.40, -0.84) 114,17 (7) 114, 26 (9) 3.29
Zullo 2007 —— -1.39 (-1.91,-0.87) 35,16.9 (6.2) 35, 28.3 (9.8) 3.03
Araco 2008 - -1.52 (-1.81,-1.23) 120, 34 (11) 120, 48 (7) 3.29
Barber 2008 : - -0.12 (-0.42,0.19) 82,28 (7) 82, 29 (10) 3.27
Barry 2008 = -0.62 (-0.94,-0.31) 82, 14.6 (6) 82, 18.5 (6.5) 3.26
Aniuliene 2009 -t -1.25 (-1.54,-0.97) 114, 19 (5.6) 114, 27 (7.1) 3.29
Karateke 2009 —— : -3.36 (-3.83,-2.88) 83, 18.6 (2.47) 83,31.3(4.73)  3.09
Nerli 2009 —0-:— -1.28 (-2.00, -0.56) 18, 18.4 (1.85) 18,21.4 (2.75) 2.76
Rechberger 2009 - 1 -2.43 (-2.69, -2.17) 201, 12 (4) 201, 23 (5) 3.31
Chen 2010 - -1.26 (-1.61, -0.92) 77, 24.1 (15.8) 77,482 (21.9) 3.23
Deffieux 2010 1 . -0.19 (-0.51,0.13) 75, 18.7 (8) 75, 20.3 (9) 3.26
El-Hefnawy 2010 — -0.84 (-1.50, -0.18) 19, 19.6 (5) 19, 23.8 (5) 2.84
Krofta 2010 ha -0.82 (-1.06,-0.59) 149, 23.8 (12) 149,32.6(9.3) 3.33
Freeman 2011 1 - -0.14 (-0.43,0.16) 88, 28 (15) 88, 30 (14.2) 3.28
Tarcan 2011 :—0—- -0.36 (-0.90, 0.18) 27, 33.4 (13.9) 27,39.1(17.7) 3.01
Wang 2011 «— : -4.00 (-4.85, -3.14) 32,16.2 (1.5) 32,345 (6.3) 2.56
Chen 2012 T -0.82 (-1.10, -0.53) 102, 18.5 (7.4) 102,27.3(13.3) 3.29
Darabi Mahboub 2012 |- -0.05 (-0.49, 0.38) 40, 64 (9.48) 40,64.5(9.04) 3.14
Jakimiuk 2012 — -1.16 (-1.85, -0.47) 19, 12.4 (3.52) 19,47.8 (42.9) 2.80
Rudnicki 2012 - -1.10 (-1.43,-0.78) 83, 14.3 (5.25) 83,244 (11.9) 3.25
Scheiner 2012 : - -0.01 (-0.32,0.30) 80, 26.6 (9.82) 80, 26.7 (11.5)  3.27
Aigmuller 2014 |- -0.39 (-0.56, -0.23) 285, 16.8 (8.8) 285,21 (12.2)  3.37
Aniuliene 2015 g -0.26 (-0.58,0.06) 76,19 (5.7) 76,21 (9.1) 3.26
Overall (I-squared = 94.9%, p = 0.000) Q -1.02 (-1.29, -0.74) 4524 4524 100.00
I
I I I I I I I

I
4 3 -2 1 0 1 2 3 4

Favours Experimental ~ Favours Control

Figure 198 Transobturator MUS vs retropubic MUS, operating time (minutes)



StudyName

Koelbl 2002

Ward 2002

Tellez Martinez-Fornes 2009

N, mean N, mean %

SMD (95% CI)  (SD); Experimental (SD); Control ~ Weight

0.89 (0.57,1.21) 83,39.1 (17.8)  83,27.2(6.3) 38.07

0.61(0.35,0.87) 117,51.7 (22.6)  117,39.9 (15.4) 48.39

1.06 (0.44, 1.68) 23,57.1 (18.3)  23,41.1(10.9) 13.54

Overall (I-squared = 29.0%, p = 0.244) 0.78 (0.54, 1.02) 4524 4524 100.00
T T T T T T T
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 2 3 4
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 199 Open colposuspension vs retropubic MUS, operating time (minutes)

N, mean N, mean %

StudyName SMD (95% CI) (SD); Experimental  (SD); Control ~ Weight
I
Song 2004 , —0% 9.95(8.47,11.43) 48,125 (13) 48, 27 (5) 32,57
|
i
Wadie 2005 - ! 0.83(0.29,1.38) 28, 68 (23) 28, 48 (25) 33.85
Kondo 2006 — 2.80(1.98,3.62) 23,87.1(13.3) 23,439 (17.3) 3358
I
|
Overall (I-squared = 98.5%, p = 0.000) <> 4.46 (0.42,8.50) 4524 4524 100.00
|
I
T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 200 Traditional sling vs retropubic MUS, operating time (minutes)



N, mean N, mean %
StudyName SMD (95% ClI) (SD); Experimental  (SD); Control ~ Weight
Wang 2011 —_— -4.19 (-5.07,-3.30) 32,15.4(1.4) 32,345(6.3) 49.22

Rudnicki 2012

Overall (I-squared = 98.0%, p = 0.000) <>> -2.47 (-5.78,0.85) 4524 4524 100.00

- -0.80 (-1.12,-0.49) 83, 16.6 (6.9) 83,24.4 (11.9) 50.78

T 1 T T T T T T T
6 5 4 3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 201 Single incision vs retropubic MUS, operating time (minutes)

N, mean N, mean %
StudyName SMD (95% CI) (SD); Experimental (SD); Control Weight
Silva-Filho 2006 —— 2.85(1.57,4.13) 10, 69.5 (23.7) 10, 21.1 (3.8) 33.54
Tcherniakovsky 2009 — 6.27 (4.77,7.77) 21,59.7 (10.3) 21,12.8 (2.4) 32.58
Al-Azzawi 2014 | —— 7.09 (5.90, 8.29) 40, 80 (11.1) 40, 20 (4.44) 33.87

Overall (I-squared = 91.7%, p = 0.000) <> 5.40 (2.75,8.05) 4524 4524 100.00

T T T 1 T T T T T T T T 1
4-3-2-1012345¢6738910
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 202 Traditional sling vs transobturator MUS, operating time (minutes)



N, mean N, mean %
StudyName SMD (95% Cl) (SD); Experimental  (SD); Control Weight
i
Djehdian 2010 —_ : -1.73 (-2.16, -1.29) 56, 19.8 (3.24) 56,249 (2.63) 5.48
Enzelsberger 2010 — -0.62 (-1.04,-0.19) 45, 10 (9) 45, 18 (16) 551
Tommaselli 2010 —_— E -1.66 (-2.18,-1.14) 38,7.1(2.1) 38,11.3(2.9) 5.27
Hinoul 2011 I 0.31(0.02,0.60) 92,18 (7) 92, 16 (6) 5.77
Smith 2011 —ol— -0.60 (-1.04,-0.16) 42, 7.8 (4.9) 42,107 (48) 548
Wang 2011 —— -0.55 (-1.02, -0.08) 36, 15.4 (1.4) 36,16.2(1.5)  5.40
Yoon 2011 E Ho— 0.26 (-0.13, 0.65) 51, 29.3 (6.16) 51,257 (185) 558
Lee 2012 = -0.40 (-0.67,-0.14) 112, 8.82 (5.16) 112,10.9 (5.37) 5.82
Masata 2012 E —— 0.63(0.28,0.97) 68, 10.8 (4.4) 68, 8.3 (3.5) 5.67
Mostafa 2012 ot -0.18 (-0.52,0.16) 68, 32.2 (9) 68,33.8(9.1)  5.69
Rudnicki 2012 E [—— 0.38 (0.03, 0.73) 65, 16.6 (6.9) 65,14.3 (5.25) 5.67
Schweitzer 2012 — -0.44 (-0.84,-0.05) 51,9.6 (4) 51,11.1(26) 557
Masata 2013 E—o— -0.09 (-0.49,0.30) 50, 6.4 (2.1) 50, 6.6 (2.2) 5.58
Foote 2014 —— -0.64 (-1.21, -0.07) 25, 18.8 (5.5) 25,224 (58)  5.15
Tang 2014 —_— E -1.96 (-2.48, -1.44) 42,9.3 (5.2) 42,18.4 (4) 5.27
Gaber 2016 —— -0.86 (-1.20, -0.51) 70, 13.3 (4.84) 70,164 (1.8)  5.67
Jurakova 2016 4:—0-- -0.22 (-0.62,0.18) 48, 20.1 (5.9) 48, 21.4 (6) 5.56
Xin 2016 = -1.32 (-1.54, -1.09) 184, 14.4 (7.8) 184,252 (8.6) 587
Overall (I-squared = 93.3%, p = 0.000) <> -0.53 (-0.86,-0.19) 4524 4524 100.00
1
|
T T T T T T T T
-4 -3 -2 -1 1 2 3 4
Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 203 Single incision vs transobturator MUS, operating time (minutes)
N, mean N, mean %
StudyName SMD (95% ClI) (SD); Experimental (SD); Control Weight
|
Salari 2010 —+— 3.03(2.28,3.78) 30,44.7 (6.1) 30,22.8(8.2) 100.00
|
I
Overall 3.03(2.28,3.78) 4524 4524 100.00
I
T T T T T T I: T
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4

Favours Experimental

Favours Control



Figure 204 Anterior vaginal repair vs transobturator MUS, operating time (minutes)

StudyName SMD (95% CI)

Su 1997 — : -0.32 (-0.73, 0.09)
Ankardal 2001 - i 0.69 (0.43, 0.95)
Fatthy 2001 —:*— 1.26 (0.77, 1.74)
Tuygun 2006 E — 1.97 (1.38, 2.56)
Stangel-Wojcikiewicz 2008 i — 2.20(1.73, 2.67)

Overall (I-squared = 95.0%, p = 0.000) <> 1.15 (0.31, 1.98)

N, mean

(SD); Experimental

46, 66.5 (15.5)

120, 75 (24)

40, 70.2 (16.5)

33,87 (17.8)

57,53.1(6.2)

4524

N, mean

(SD); Control

46,72.8 (23.5)

120, 60 (19)

40, 53 (10.1)

33, 60 (7.7)

57, 38.7 (6.89)

4524

%

Weight

20.20

20.81

19.85

19.21

19.92

100.00

T T T T — T T
4 3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 205 Laparoscopic colposuspension vs open colposuspension, operating time (minutes)



N, mean

N, mean

%

StudyName SMD (95% Cl) (SD); Experimental (SD); Control Weight
Demirci 2001 0.67 (-0.09, 1.43) 14, 60.7 (8.63) 14, 54.6 (9.29) 100.00
Overall 0.67 (-0.09, 1.43) 4524 4524 100.00

T T T B T T T

-3 2 -1 0 1 2 3 4

Favours Experimental Favours Control
Figure 206 Traditional sling vs open colposuspension, operating time (minutes)
N, mean N, mean %

StudyName SMD (95% ClI) (SD); Experimental (SD); Control Weight
Holmes 1985 —*— -0.89 (-1.46,-0.32) 26, 32.6 (15.9) 26,47.1(16.8)  100.00
Overall 0 -0.89 (-1.46,-0.32) 4524 4524 100.00

Figure 207 Anterior vaginal repair vs open colposuspension, operating time (minutes)

T T T T T T T T
4 3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4
Favours Experimental Favours Control



N, mean N, mean %

StudyName SMD (95% ClI) (SD); Experimental ~ (SD); Control Weight

Sharifiaghdas 2015 ~ ——&—— 2.95(-3.63,-2.27)  35,12.9 (11.3) 35, 65.6 (22.6)  100.00

overall 0 -2.95 (-3.63,-2.27) 4524 4524 100.00

T T T T T T T T
-4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4
Favours Experimental Favours Control

Figure 208 Single incision vs traditional sling, operating time (minutes)






