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Various ways to approach prostate:

1 = Transurethral (TURP)

2 = Retropubically (RPP)

3 = Through the bladder (Transcervical, TVP)
4 = From the perineum

Bladder

Enlarged prostate

Laser

Enlarged prostate tissue
removed on this side

Urethra

Laser resectoscope




Aim of Study

oy

Compare the Efficacy and Safety of

Transurethral Enucleation
and
/ Resection of Prostate

for Treatment of Benign Prostatic
Hyperplasia (BPH)




METHODOLOGY

O|. Data Sources

Note: Quality assessment of “Prostate”

included studies in the “Resection”

meta-analysis was measured by Men,,

using the Cochrane System! “Enucleation” Ctry
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RESULTS
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e Quantitative Data Synthesis

e Safety Outcomes




2 Types of outcome

Efficacy outcome

e |IPSS
e Qmax
e Quality of life (QoL)

Safety outcomes

e Perioperative outcomes
o  Hemoglobin loss
o  Operative time
o  Hospital stay
o  Blood transfusion
e International Index of Erectile Function-5 (IIEF-5)
e Clavien classification of surgical complications
e Early and late complication




Over the past month, how often have you had a sensation of not emptying your bladder completely after you finished urinating?,

O Not at all (0 points)

O Less than 1 time in 5 (1 point)
O Less than half the time (2 points)
° ° O About half the time (3 points)
O More than half the time (4 points)
Quantitative data -
Over the past month, how often have you had to urinate again less than 2 hours after you finished urinating?
O Not at all (0 points)
° O Less than 1 time in 5 (1 point)
iICacv ou 'I'CO me e
O About half the time (3 points)
O More than half the time (4 points)

O Almost always (5 points)

Over the past month, how often have you found you stopped and started again several times when you urinated?

. .
The international Prostate Symptom Score SENTARE
(1 point)
I PS S O Less than half the time (2 points)
( ) O About half the time (3 points)
O More than half the time (4 points)

e Measures the severity of lower urinary tract e

Over the past month, how often have you found it difficult to postpone urination?

symptoms. S
e |tis used to assess disease severity and O Lessthan 1 time 5 poitd

O Less than half the time (2 points)

response to therapy. O Aboutalfhe ime 3 pons

. . g O More than half the time (4 points)
e Made up of 7 questions related to voiding 5 Blesi o
Over the past month, how often have you had a weak urinary stream?

O Not atall 0 points)
O Lessthan 1 time in 5 (1 point)

Sco ri n g O Less than half the time (2 points)
O About half the time (3 points)
O More than half the time (4 points)

O Almost always (5 points)

.
Over the past month, how often have you had to push or strain to begin urination?
0-7 Mild symptom
las oms O Notat a0 poins)

O Less than 1 time in 5 (1 point)
O Less than half the time (2 points)
O About half the time (3 points)
-19 Moderate symptom
oderate s oms o Mo st
O Almost always (5 points)
Over the past month, how many times did you most typically get up to urinate from the time you went to bed at night until the time you got up in the morning?

20-35 Severe symptoms oty
O 1time (1 point)
O 2times (2 points)
O 3 times (3 points)
O 4 times (4 points)

O 5 or more times (5 points)



Quantitative data - Efficacy outcome

The international Prostate Symptom Score
(IPSS) was measured at 1, 3, 6 ,12 and 24
months post-operation

Outcome: Mean difference of IPSS score
between enucleation and resection of prostate

Method Mean Difference c p-value GRADE
1m HoLEPvsB-TURP -1.04 (-1.75,-0.33)  0.004 high
PKEPvsB-TURP RIS ~S— 0.00 (-0.51,0.52) 0.99 high
ThuLEPvsB-TURP -0.50 (-0.94,0.06)  0.03 high . . .
HoLEPvsTURP -0.32 (-1.66,1.02)  0.64 derats
SLETURE = = el W e 1 month No significant difference
ThuLEPvsTURP -0.06 (-1.79, 1.67) 0.95 moderate
overall effect o -0.28 (-0.93,0.37)  0.40 high
3m PKEPvsB-TURP PR — -0.45 (-1.04,0.14) 014 high . . gn .
Thul EPvsB-TURP = 0% poom om 3 months No significant difference
HoLEPvsTURP - -0.83 (-2.18,0.52) 0.23 moderate
PKEPvsTURP | o 020 (-1.03,1.43) 0.75 moderate
ThuLEPvsTURP -0.47 (-1.94,1.00) 0.53 moderate
overall effect ———— -0.26 (-0.90,0.37)  0.42 high
6m HoLEPvsB-TURP e 053 (-1.06,000)  0.05 moderate i ifi H
s ~— 58 fmem ok pl 6 months No significant difference
ThuLEPvsB-TURP P -0.80 (-1.27,-0.33)  0.0008 high
HoLEPvsTURP —.—_ -0.39 (-1.38,0.60) 044 moderate
PKEPvsTURP JR——— -0.20 (-1.27,087) 071 lo
overalsl effect — -0.31 (-0.89,0.28)  0.30 m:derate - .
42 HOLEPvSB- TURP E— o (amoay on modete 12 months Lower IPSS score in enucleation
PKEPvsB-TURP - -0.10 (-0.59,0.38) 0.68 high .
Tl PvsB-T1 0.60 (-0.03,1.23) 0.06 derat - - -
T BT - ' il taon pae e Mean diff. — -0.84 [-1.32,-0.35]
TPus -1.70 (-2.67,-0.73) 0.0006 derat
P&Eﬁ;]ﬁl IcUrfRPccl @ 0.84 (-1.32,-0.35)  0.0007 :Zd::tz
24m HoLEPvsB-TURP | -0.01 (-0.42, 0.40) 0.96 moderate - - gn -
PKEPysB-TURP . o osmos) os e 24 months No significant difference
HoLEPvsTURP - -0.43 (-2.09, 1.24) 0.62 low
PKEPvsTURP — o -2.20 (-2.89,-1.51) <20.00001 moderate
overall effect ‘Q, -0.48 (-1.33,037) 027 moderate
T r
-2 0 2

Favours EP Favours RP



Quantitative data - Efficacy outcome

Outcome: Mean difference of maximum
Maximum urinary flow rate (Qmax) urinary flow rate between Enucleation and
resection of prostate

Method Mean Difference Cl p-value GRADE
1m HoLEPvsB-TURP I 0.08 (-0.14,0.30)  0.49 moderate
PKEPvsB-TURP [ 0.78 (0.05,1.52) 0.04 high
ThuLEPvsB-TURP — % -0.50 -4.183.18) 0.79 moderate
HoLEPvsTURP |- 0.99 (-0.67,2.66) 0.24 moderate
ThPKEvaTURP S -0.90 (-2.89,1.09) 0.38 moderate
ULEPvsTURP =~ ——— =1 2,05 (5.37,127) 023 moderate 1 3 & 6 m th .
overall effect - 058 (0.22,137) 015 moderate ’ onths:
3m PKEPvsB-TURP —-— 099 015 high N i f tI d ff
ThuLEPvsB-TURP —_— 0.89 0.59 moderate O S I g n I ICa n y I e re n Ce
HoLEPvsTURP - 1.42 0.46 low
PKEPvSTURP —a—— -0.90 0.38 high
ThuLEPvsTURP ——&——F -3.04 0.06 moderate
overall effect . 0.62 0.48 moderate 1 2 mo nth .
6m HoLEPvsB-TURP I 0.12 (-1.02,1.26) 0.84 moderate "
PKEPvsB-TURP T 0.40 (-0.42,1.22) 034 high H H
HoLEPwTURP = 0%  (ossas) o  high Qmax was greater in enucleation
PKEPvSTURP ——— 470 (2.71,6.69) <0.00001  high . .
overall effect -- 1.25 (-0.04,2.55) 0.06 high g ro u p th a n I n resectlo n g rou p
12m HoLEPvsB-TURP = 0.42 (0.04,0.80) 0.03 moderate
PKEPvsB-TURP i 0.29 (-0.56,1.13)  0.51 high 0 8 3 I / 0 26 1 40
ThuLEPvsB-TURP -0.70 (-5.07,3.67) 0.75 low > . mi/s . y 1
HoLEPvsTURP —— 1.09 (0.13,2.06) 0.03 high
PKEPvsTURP —t— 1.40 (-0.95,3.75)  0.24 moderate
overall effect g 0.83 (0.26,1.40) 0.004 high
| — T \/ T -1
-10 -5 0 5 10

Favours RP Favours EP




Quantitative data - Efficacy outcome

Quality of life (QoL)

Method Mean Difference cl
1m HoLEPvsB-TURP -0.14 (-0.31.0.03)
PKEPvsB-TURP 0.10 (-0.12,0.32)
ThuLEPvsB-TURP - 0.10 (0.04,0.16)
HoLEPvsTURP -0.06 (-0.88,0.77)
PKEPvsTURP -0.40 (-0.93,0.13)
Thul.EPvsTURP 0.30 (-0.12,0.72)
overall effect 0.04 (-0.27,0.36)
3m PKEPvsB-TURP - 2022 (-0.42,-0.03)
ThuLEPvsB-TURP 0.00 (-0.13,0.13)
HoLEPvsTURP — -0.13 (-0.39,0.13)
PKEPvsTURP —_—— -0.20 (-0.67,0.27)
ThuLEPvsTURP —_— 0.20 (-0.18, 0.58)
overall effect -0.07 (-0.16, 0.03)
6m HoLEPvsB-TURP —— .0.28 (-0.44,-0.12)
PKEPvsB-TURP — -0.10 (-0.30, 0.10)
ThuLEPvsB-TURP —— 0.00 (-0.17,0.17)
HoLEPvsTURP — 0.18 (-0.17,0.54)
PKEPvsTURP—&— -1.00 (-1.38,-0.62)
overall effect < -0.14 (-0.40,0.12)
12m HoLEPvsB-TURP —— 0.24 (-0.39,-0.09)
PKEPvsB-TURP — 0.00 (-0.22,0.22)
ThuLEPvsB-TURP — - 0.10 (-0.17,0.37)
HoLEPvsTURP —a— -0.19 (-0.72,0.34)
PKEPvsTURP —_— -0.60 (-0.95,-0.25)
overall effect i -0.14 (-0.37, 0.09)

T T
-1 0 1
Favours EP Favours RP

p-value

0.11
0.38
0.002
0.89
0.14
0.17
0.78

0.02
1.00
0.33
0.40
0.30
0.18

0.0006
0.33

1.00

0.30
<0.00001
0.28

0.001
1.00
0.47
0.49
0.0007
0.24

GRADE

moderate
high
high
moderate
moderate
high
moderate

high
high
high
moderate
high
high

moderate
high
high
high
high
high

moderate
high
high
moderate
high
high

Outcome: Mean difference of quality of life
(QolL) between Enucleation and resection of

prostate

No significant difference between QoL
at1, 3, 6, and 12 months




Quantitative data - Safety outcome

Perioperative data

Outcome

Results

Operative time

Enucleation (Longer)
— 11.14min [5.51,16.78]

Hospital stay

Enucleation (Shorter)
— -22.11h [-28.87, -15.36]

Hemoglobin loss

Enucleation (Lesser)
— -0.62g/dl [-0.81, -0.43]

Serum sodium
decrease

Enucleation (Lesser)
— -0.68mmol/L [-1.15, -0.22]

Table 3 Perioperative data

Studies No. of patients  Pooled estimate P P (%)  GRADE
Operative time HoLEP vs. TURP 450/455 15.51 [9.29, 21.72] <0.00001 83 High
HoLEP vs. B-TURP 230230 24.13 [14.11, 34.10] <0.00001 78 High
PKEP vs. B-TURP 3327334 —4.11 [-10.73, 252] 0.22 89 High
ThuLEP vs. B-TURP 1817185 5.08 [ 20.37, 30.53] 0.70 97 High
DiLEP vs. TURP 74/52 5.20 [ 8.41. 18.81] 045 NA Moderate
PKEP vs. TURP 107102 12.60 [8.70, 16.50] <0.00001 NA High
ThuLEP vs. TURP 54/52 27.70 [15.66, 39.74] <000001  NA High
— Overall effect 143271410 11.14 [5.51. 16.78] 0.0001 94 High
Hospital stay HOLEP vs. TURP 426/442 — 2434 [ 3581, — 12.86]  <0.0001 99 High
HoLEP vs. B-TURP 170170 —9.02 [—29.34, 11.30] 0.38 9% Moderate
PKEP vs. B-TURP 2007290 —16.22 [-29.53, —2.91] 0.02 95 High
ThuLEP vs. B-TURP 1817185 —65.72 [~ 98.52, — 32.92] <0.0001 86 High
DIiLEP vs. TURP 74/52 —16.80 [ 27.01, — 6.59] 0.001 NA Moderate
PKEP vs. TURP 1027102 — 35.80 [ 43.08, — 28.52] <0.00001 NA Moderate
ThuLEP vs. TURP 83/82 202 [-5.11, 9.16] 0.58 0 Moderate
— Overall effect 1326/1303 —22.11 [ 28.87. — 15.36] <0.00001 98 Moderate
Hemoglobin loss HoLEP vs. TURP 4460442 — 046 [-0.76, - 0.17] 0.002 71 High
HoLEP vs. B-TURP 210210 — 046 [ 0.85, - 0.07] 0.02 84 high
PKEP vs. B-TURP 177179 —0.59 [— 0.80, — 0.39] <0.00001 71 High
ThuLEP vs. B-TURP 1817185 —1.25 [~ 3.44, 093] 0.26 9 Moderate
PKEP vs. TURP 1027102 — 114 [- 1.36, — 0.92] <0.00001 NA High
ThuLEP vs. TURP 83/82 — 047 [- 1.31,037] 0.27 83 Moderate
— Overall effect 1199/1200 —0.62 [ 0.81, — 043] < 0.00001 94 Moderate
Scrum sodium decrease HoLEP vs. TURP 304/304 — 145 [-2.37, - 054] 0.002 70 High
HoLEP vs. B-TURP 2301230 —0.16 [- 0.50, 0.17] 0.34 0 High
PKEP vs. B-TURP 95195 —0.08 [— 2.82, 2.66] 0.95 o4 Low
ThuLEP vs. B-TURP 107106 —0.01 [-0.12, 0.10] 0.86 NA High
PKEP vs. TURP 107102 —0.31 [— 0.56, — 0.06] 0.02 NA Moderate
ThuLEP vs. TURP 29730 —1.30 [- 243, - 0.17] 0.02 NA High
—o\‘znll effect 862/867 —0.68 [ 1.15, —0.22] 0.004 92 Moderate
B-TURP b-polar transurcthral resection of the prostate, DILEP diode laser enucleation of the prostate, GRADE grading of recommendation
and cvaluation system, HoLEP holmium laser enucleation of the prostate. NA not available. PKEP plasma kinetic

enucleation of prostate. ThulEP thulium laser enucleation of the prostate, TURP transurcthral resection of the prostate




Quantitative data - Safety outcome

International Index of Erectile Function-5 (IIEF-5)
Self-report instrument for the evaluation of male sexual dysfunction.

Over the past six months:

1 How do you rate your Very low Low Moderate High Very high
confidence that you could get
and keep an erection?

1 2 3 4 5
2 When you had erections with ~ Almost never/never A few times Sometimes Most times Almost always/always
sexual stimulation, how (much less than  (about half  (much more than
often were your erections half the time) the time) half the time)
hard enough for penetration?
1 2 3 4 5
3 During sexual intercourse, Almost never/never A few times Sometimes Most time Almost always/always
how often were you able to (much less than  (about half  (much more than
maintain your erection after half the time) the time) half the time)
you had penetrated (entered)
your partner?
1 2 3 4 5
4 During sexual intercourse, Extremely difficult Very difficult Difficult Slightly difficult Not difficult
how difficult was it to
maintain your erection to
completion of intercourse?
1 2 3 4 5
5 When you attempted sexual ~ Almost never/never A few times Sometimes Most times Almost always/always
intercourse, how often was (much less than  (about half  (much more than
it satisfactory for you? half the time) the time) half the time)

1 2 3 4 5




Quantitative data -
Safety outcome

Efficacy and safety of enucleation vs. resection of p for of benign p ic... 501
L] .o
International Index of Erectile bl 2 TS 6, 12 s il ) coslcabion chsscion

Fu n ction (I I E F-s) Studies No. of patients Pooled estimate P I (%) GRADE

IIEF-5 6m HOLEP vs. BTURP 50744 —0.11 [~ 1.23, 1.01] 085 NA Low
PKEP vs. B-TURP 40/40 0.60 [— 0.66, 1.86] 035 NA Moderate
HoLEP vs. TURP 124/120 0.12 [- 0.47. 0.72] 0.68 0 Moderate

PKEP vs. TURP 102102 0.20 [ 1.43, 1.83] 081 NA Low

o —Ovcmll cffect 316/300 0.16 [— 0.31, 0.62] 0.51 0 Low
Outcome: Mean difference of [IEF-5 ——— PXCEmRTRE  so aptinc i 67 NA e

g HOLEP vs. TURP 198/197 0.08 [— 0.47, 0.63] 078 0 High
score between en UCleat|On d nd PKEP vs. TURP 102102 — 1.60 [ 3.44, 0.24] 0.00 NA Moderate
resect | on Of p rostate —) Overall cffcct 3400338 —0.02 [- 0.50, 0.47] 0.94 0 Moderate
IIEF-5 24m HOLEP vs. B-TURP 5044 0.02 [ 0.05. 0.09] 0.56 NA Moderate

PKEP vs. B-TURP 3037 —0.15 [ 159, 1.29] 0.84 NA Low

HOLEP vs. TURP 132132 0.07 [~ 0.50, 0.64] 0.82 0 High

PKEP vs. TURP 91/39 0.10 [ 1.35, 1.55] 0.89 NA Low

— OVerall cffcct 312/302 0.02 [ 0.05, 0.09] 0.54 0 Low

No significant difference between
enucleation and resection of prostate
at 6, 12 and 24 months



Quantitative data - Safety outcome

1 Any deviation from the normal postoperative course without the
need for pharmacological treatment or surgical, endoscopic and
radiological interventions.

Acceptable therapeuticregimens are: drugs as antiemetics,
antipyretics, analgetics, diuretics and electrolytes and
physiotherapy.

Clavien-Dindo classification

(cDC)
. This grade also includes wound infections opened at the bedside.
~ Sta l.’]d a rq ized Sy ste m for the Requiring pharmacological treatment with drugs other than such
reg istration of su rgica | allowed for grade | complications. Blood transfusions, antibiotics
comp lications and total parenteral nutrition are also included.
Requiring surgical, endoscopic or radiological intervention

e The severity of a complication is
graded based on the type of
therapy required to treat the
complication

Intervention under regional/local anesthesia
Intervention under general anesthesia

Life-threatening complication requiring intensive care/intensive
care unit management
Single organ dysfunction

m Multi-organ dysfunction
- Patient demise




Quantitative data -
Safety outcome

Complications of grade Il and lli
occured less in enucleation group
Grade Il — 0.61 [0.38, 0.97]; 1.64 times
Grade Il — 0.54 [0.35, 0.83]; 1.85 times

Overall frequencies of grade | and IV
complications did not significantly differ
between enucleation and resection
groups

Efficacy and safety of enucleation vs. resection of prostate for treatment of benign prostatic....

Table 2 1EF-5 at 6. 12, and 24 months ively and lication classifi
Studies No. of patients  Pooled estimate P F (%)  GRADE
HEF-5 6m HoLEP vs. B-TURP 5044 —0.11 [- 1.23, 1.01] 0.85 NA Low
PKEP vs. B-TURP 20/40 0.60 [ 0.66. 1.86] 035 NA Moderate
HoLEP vs. TURP 124/120 0.12 [- 047, 0.72] 0.68 0 Moderate
PKEP vs. TURP 1027102 0.20 [ 1.43, 1.83] 0.81 NA Low
Overall effect 316/306 0.16 [~ 0.31, 0.62] 051 0 Low
HEF-5 12m PKEP vs. B-TURP 40739 0.22 [ 1.04, 1.48] 073 NA Moderate
HoLEP vs. TURP 198/197 0.08 [ 0.47, 0.63] 078 0 High
PKEP vs. TURP 102102 — 160 [ 3.44, 0.24] 0.00 NA Moderate
Overall effect 3400338 — 0.02 [ 0.50, 0.47) 0.04 0 Moderate
HEF-5 24m HOLEP vs. BTURP  50/44 0.02 [~ 0.05, 0.09] 0.56 NA Moderate
PKEP vs. B-TURP 30737 —0.15 [~ 1.59, 1.29] 0.84 NA Low
HoLEP vs. TURP 1327132 0.07 [~ 0.50, 0.64] 0.82 0 High
PKEP vs. TURP 91/89 0.10 [ 1.35, 1.55] 0.89 NA Low
Overall effect 312302 0.02 [ 0.05, 0.09] 0.54 0 Low
Grade 1 HoLEP vs. B-TURP 2300230 2,63 [1.17.587) 0.02 78 Moderate
PKEP vs. B-TURP 237/239 0.54 [0.26.1.14] 0.1 59 High
ThuLEP vs. BTURP  181/185 0.62 [0.28.1.37] 024 0 Moderate
DIiLEP vs. TURP 74752 2.64 [0.93, 7.49] 0.07 NA Moderate
HoLEP vs. TURP 397/393 091 [0.74.1.13] 041 59 Moderate
PKEP vs. TURP 1027102 0.78 [0.50. 1.22] 0.28 NA Low
ThuLEP vs. TURP 83/82 0.88 [0.63.1.22] Moderate
Overall effect 1304/1283 0.94 [0.80.1.10] Moderate
Grade 11 HoLEP vs. B-TURP 2000200 0.52 [0.01. 24.32] Low
PKEP vs. B-TURP 302304 0.71 [0 9] Moderate
ThuLEP vs. BTURP 102106 091 [0.34, 2.42] High
DILEP vs. TURP 74/52 0.40 [0.12, 1.30] High
HoLEP vs. TURP 4917487 049 [0.21. 1.17] High
PKEP vs. TURP 102102 0.40 [0.08. 2.01] Low
ThuLEP vs. TURP 83/82 0.51 [0.20. 1.26] Moderate
- Overall effect 1354/1333 0.61 [0.38, 0.97] High
Grade 11 HoLEP vs. B-TURP 2000200 0.29 [0.07. 1.19] High
PKEP vs. B-TURP 302/304 0.50 [0.18.1.45] High
ThuLEP vs. B-TURP 107106 0,52 [0.13, 2.02] Moderate
HOLEP vs. TURP 461/457 0.58 [0.31. 1.07) High
PKEP vs. TURP 1027102 020 [0.02. 1.68] Moderate
ThuLEP vs. TURP 54/52 6.75 [0.36.127.48] Low
Overall effect 122171221 0.54 [0.35. 0.83] Moderate
Grade IV HoLEP vs. TURP 52/48 031 [0.01. 7.39] 047 NA Low
PKEP vs. TURP 102102 020 [0.01. 4.11] 0.30 NA Low
Overall effect 154/150 0.24 [0.03. 2.15] 0.20 0 Low

B-TURP bApolnr Imnsumhml r:seumn of the prostate, DILEP diode laser cnucleation of the prostate, GRADE grading of recommendation

I ion system, HoLEP holmium laser enucleation of the prostate, /JEF-5 intemational index of erectile function-
5. NA not available, PKEP plmmn kinetic enucleation of prostate, ThuLEP thulium laser enucleation of the prostate, TURP transurcthral resection
of the prostate




Quantitative data -
Safety outcome

Urinary retention

RR = 0.68 (1.47 times less likely)
95% ClI (0.48, 0.97)

Hematuria

RR = 0.37 (2.70 times less likely)
95% CI (0.17, 0.82)

Blood transfusion

RR = 0.26 (3.85 times less likely)
95% CI (0.15, 0.46)

Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
Study or Subgrou log[Risk Ratio SE_Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
11.1.1 Urinary retention
DIiLEPysTURP 0.207 06006  25% 1.23[0.38,3.99] moderate i
HolLEPvsB-TURP 0.3467 7.4% 058([0.29,1.14] low I
HoLEPvsTURP 03025 9.8% 0.80([0.44,1.44] moderate ==
PKEPvsB-TURP 1.0274  08% 0.13[0.02,1.01] moderate
ThuLEPvsB-TURP 04231  50% 0.55([0.24,1.26) high T
ThuLEPvsTURP -0.0202 06502 2.1% 0.88([0.27, 3.50] low
Subtotal (95% CI) 27.7% 0.68[0.48,0.97] moderate L 4
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 4.50, df= 5 (P = 0.48), F= 0%
Test for overall effect Z= 2.11 (P = 0.03)
11.1.2 Hematuria
DIiLEPvsTURP -1.7148 1.0835 0.7% 0.18([0.02,1.53] moderate T
HoLEPvsB-TURP -2.8134 14354 04% 0.06(0.00,1.00] low
HoLEPvsTURP -1.204 06328 22% 0.30[0.09,1.04] high
PKEPvsTURP -1.6094 15423  0.4% 0.20([0.01,4.11] d
ThuLEPvsTURP 0.2469 0.7402 1.6% 1.28(0.30,5.46] moderate =
Subtotal (95% CI) 5.4% 0.37][0.17,0.82] moderate -
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 5.12, df= 4 (P = 0.28); F= 22%
Testfor overall effect Z= 2.45 (P = 0.01)
11.1.3 Blood transfusion
DIiLEP¥sTURP -0.755 0.8933  1.1% O047[0.08,271] moderate —
HoLEPvsB-TURP -1.3863 11119 07% 0.25[0.03,2.21] d
HolLEPYsTURP 7148 04892 37% 0.18[0.07,0.47] high -
PKEPvsB-TURP 8326 08756 1.2% 0.16[0.03,0.89] high
PKEPvSTURP 9661 15165 0.4% 014[0.01,273]  moderate —
ThuLEPvsB-TURP -1.8971 1.5005 0.4% 015[0.01,2.84] moderate I
ThuLEPysTURP -0.821 05203 33% 0.44[016,1.22] moderate T
Subtotal (95% CI) 10.8% 0.26 [0.15, 0.46] high >
! ity Chiz= 2 @4 df=f (P =0 85) 2= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z= 4.70 (P =< 0.00001)
11.1.4 Urge incontience
DIiLEPysTURP -1.0498 08495 1.2% 0.35[0.07,1.85 moderate —
HoLEPvsB-TURP 03507 04161 52% 1.42[063,3.21] low N
HoLEPvsTURFP 00718 02114 200% 1.07[0.71,1.63] moderate & o)
PKEPvsB-TURP 04847 0.2429 152% 1.64[1.02, 264] moderate s
PKEPysTURP 0 09899 0.9% 1.00[0.14,6.96 moderate ——
ThuLEPvsTURP -0.0408 0.9828 0.8% 0.96(0.14,6.59) moderate &
Subtotal (95% CI) 435% 1.24[0.94,1.65] moderate »
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 4.22, df=5 (P=052); F=0%
Test for overall effect Z=1.51 (P=0.13)
11.1.5 Urinary tract infection
HoLEPvsB-TURP -1.2379 07771 1.5% 0.29[0.06,1.33] moderate I
HoLEPvsTURP -1.8871  0.644 22% 0.15[0.04,053] high
PKEPvsB-TURP 01133 0.4471  45% 1.12([0.47, 2.69) high -
PKEPvsTURP -0.4005 09 11% 067[0.11,391] moderate - =
ThuLEPvsTURP -0.734 0.8461 1.3% 0.48([0.09,2.52] low —
Subtotal (95% CI) 10.5% 0.52[0.30,0.93] moderate
Heterogeneity: Chi*=7.32, df=4 (P=012); F= 45%
Testfor overall effect Z= 2.22 (P = 0.03)
11.1.6 Dysuria
HolLEPvsTURP -0.2231 09818 0.9% 0.80[012 548 moderate R R
PKEPvsB-TURP -0.9163 1.0497 0.8% 040[0.05313] high I
PKEPvsTURP -1.6094 1.5423 0.4% 0.20([0.01,4.11] low |
Subtotal (95% CI) 2.1% 0.48[0.13,1.71] moderate -
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.62, df=2 (P=0.73), F=0%
Test for overall effect Z=1.13 (P = 0.26)
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 0.74 [0.62, 0.90] L
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 55.72, df = 31 (P= 0.004); *= 44% o 5005 051 +

Testfor overall effect Z= 3.11 (P =0.002)

Testfor subaroun differences: Chi*=31.29. df= 5 (P < 0.00001). F = 84.0%
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Urinary tract
infection

RR = 0.52 (1.92 times less likely)
95% ClI (0.30, 0.93)




Quantitative data - Safety outcome

Risk Ratio GRADE Risk Ratio
Study or Subgroup _log[Risk Ratio] SE_Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
11.2.1 Bladder neck contracture
HoLEPysB-TURP -0.6931 1.2188 05% 0.50(0.05,5.45] moderate —
HoLEPysTURP -0.0619  0.799 1.1% 0.94 [0.20, 4.50] low - 1
PKEPvsB-TURP -0.5798 07774 1.2% 056012, 2.57] high .
PKEPysTURP 1.0986 1.6269 0.3% 3.00([0.12,72.77] moderate
ThuLEPvysB-TURP 0.0392 099 07% 1.04[0.15,7.24] moderate
Subtotal (95% CI) 3.8%  0.82[0.35 1.92] moderate -
Heterogeneity, Chi*=1.13, df= 4 (P=0.89); *=0%
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.46 (P = 0.64)
11.2.2 Stress incontience
HoLEPvsB-TURP 21972 1.4797 0.3% 9.00[0.50,163.59] moderate ]
HoLEPysTURP -01393 04916 3.0% 0.87[0.33,2.28] high
ThuLEPwsTURP -1.4271 11018 0.6% 0.24 [0.03,2.08] moderate
Subtotal (95% CI) 3.9% 0.87[0.38,2.02] moderate
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 3.86, df=2(P=0.15), = 48%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.32 (P=0.75)
11.2.3 Retrograde ejaculation
HoLEPvsB-TURP -0.3425 0577 22% 0.71[0.23,2.20] low I
HoLEPysTURP 0.0583 01272 449% 1.06[0.83,1.36] high "
PKEPysTURP -0.0619 01771 23.2% 0.94 [0.66,1.33] moderate —
ThuLEPvsTURP 0.076 0.2709 9.9% 1.08[0.63,1.83] moderate
Subtotal (95% CI) 80.1% 1.01[0.84, 1.22] moderate
Heterogeneity: Chi®= 0.74, df= 3 (P = 0.86); F= 0%
Test for overall effect: 7= 0.16 (P = 0.88)
11.2.4 Urethral stricture
HoLEPvsB-TURP -1.4697  0.903 0.9% 0.23[0.04,1.35] moderate I
HoLEPvsTURP -0.6349 0339 63% 053[0.27,1.03]  high I
PKEPvsB-TURP -0.5621 0617 1.9% 0.57[0.17,1.91] moderate I
PKEPvsTURP -1.9661 1.5155 0.3% 014[0.01,273]  high I
ThuLEPvsB-TURP -1.3471 11 0.6% 0.26[0.03, 2.29] moderate I
ThuLEPYsTURP 19095 1.4992 03% 675[0.36,127.47] low _—
Subtotal (95% Cl) 10.3%  0.50[0.30, 0.84] moderate
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 4.88, df= 5 (P = 0.43); = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z= 2.62 (P = 0.009)
11.2.5 Reoperation
HoLEPysTURP -0.41585 09206 0.9% 066[0.11,4.01] moderate —
PKEPvsB-TURP -1.6607 1109  06% 0.18[0.02,1.67) moderate —
ThuLEPwsTURP 1.6094 1.5615 0.3% 5.00[0.23,106.69] moderate —
Subtotal (95% CI) 1.7%  0.61[0.17,2.17] moderate

Heterogeneity. Chi*= 2.93, df= 2 (P=0.23); "= 32%
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.76 (P = 0.45)

Total (95% CI) 100.0%
Heterogeneity: Chi*= 2042, df=20 (P =043),F=2%
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.96 (P = 0.34)

Test for subaroun diffierences: Chi®=6.89. df= 4 (P=0.1

0.92 [0.78, 1.09]

4).7=41.9%
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Late complications

No statistically significant
difference for others

Urethral stricture occurred less
in the enucleation group
— 0.50 [0.30, 0.84] (2 times!)



)] .
Authors Conclusions

Enucleation had greater efficacy and safety compared with resection for

treatment of BPH.
e Enucleation was more preferable: [Statistically significant]
& ¢ /:( o IPSS (at 12 months post-operatively)
det 4 o Qmax (at 12 months post-operatively)
¢ V=4

m Although the operative time favored the
resection group (no morcellation)!

Additionally,
% Less severity of early complications
%* Less adverse events
%  Shorter hospital stay




THANK YOU!




