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Supplementary Information 1
Search strategies

PubMed

(ablative OR “minimally invasive”[tw] OR plasmakinetic* OR plasmasect* OR PKRP OR gyrus OR
bipolar) AND (TURP[tw] OR Transurethral prostatectom*[tw] OR Transurethral prostate
resection*[tw] OR “Transurethral Resection of Prostate”[Mesh] OR transurethral resection of the
prostate[tw]) AND (((((C(C(C(((((((((volunteer*[tw]) OR ((prospectiv*[tw]))) OR ((control*[tw]))) OR
((prospective studies[mh]))) OR ((follow-up studies[mh]))) OR ((evaluation studies[pt]))) OR
((comparative study[pt]))) OR ((research design[mh:noexp]))) OR ((random*[tw]))) OR (((singl* OR
doubl* OR trebl* OR tripl*) AND (blind* OR mask*)))) OR ((clinical trial[tw]))) OR ((clinical
trials[mh]))) OR ((clinical trial[pt]))) OR ((single-blind method[mh]))) OR ((double blind
method[mh]))) OR ((random allocation[mh]))) OR ((randomized clinical trials[mh]))) OR
((controlled clinical trial[pt]))) OR ((randomized controlled trial[pt])))

Embase

(ablative OR minimally invasive OR plasmakinetic* OR plasmasect* OR PKRP OR gyrus OR
bipolar) AND (‘transurethral resection'/exp OR 'transurethral resection of the prostate' OR
‘transurethral prostate resection' OR TURP OR transurethral prostatectom$) AND ('Clinical Trial'/exp
OR ‘controlled clinical trial'/exp OR random$ OR trial*)

Science Citation Index

TS=(ablative OR minimally invasive OR plasmakinetic* OR plasmasect* OR PKRP OR gyrus OR
bipolar) AND TS=(TURP OR Transurethral prostatectom* OR Transurethral prostate resection OR
Transurethral Resection of Prostate OR transurethral resection of the prostate) AND TS=(Trial OR
trials OR random*)

Cochrane Library

(ablative OR 'minimally invasive' OR plasmakinetic* OR plasmasect* OR PKRP OR gyrus OR
bipolar):ti,ab,kw AND (TURP OR Transurethral prostatectom* OR Transurethral prostate resection*
OR 'transurethral resection of the prostate'):ti,ab,kw



Supplementary Information 2

Fig S1 Forest plots for International Prostate Symtom Score (IPSS) at 3, 6, 12, 24, 36 months of
follow up. WMD=weight mean difference; Cl=confidence interval. Random effects model used

Fig S2 Trial sequential analysis of maxium flow rate (Qmax) at 12 months. The required information
size for Qmax at 12 months was calculated based on a two side 0=5%, p=20% (power 80%), a
minimal relevant difference of 0.5 ml/s, a stadard deviation of 28.39 ml/s, and D?=61% as estimated
in a random effects modle

Fig S3 Forest plots for quality of life (QoL) at 3, 6, 12, 24, 36 months of follow up. WMD=weight
mean difference; Cl=confidence interval. Random effects model used

Fig S4 Forest plots for post-void residual volume urine (PVR) at 3, 6, 12, 24, 36 months of follow up.
WMD=weight mean difference; Cl=confidence interval. Random effects model used

Fig S5 Forest plot of operative time. WMD=weight mean difference; Cl=confidence interval.
Random effects model used

Fig S6 Forest plot of hemoglobin decrease. WMD=weight mean difference; Cl=confidence interval.
Random effects model used

Fig S7 Trial sequential analysis of hemoglobin decrease. The required information size for
hemoglobin decrease was calculated based on a two side 0=5%, p=20% (power 80%), a minimal
relevant difference of 0.5 g/dl, a stadard deviation of 0.92 g/dl, and D?*=98% as estimated in a random
effects modle

Fig S8 Forest plot of serum sodium decrease. WMD=weight mean difference; Cl=confidence interval.
Random effects model used

Fig S9 Trial sequential analysis of serum sodium decrease. The required information size for serum
sodium decrease was calculated based on a two side 0=5%, =20% (power 80%), a minimal relevant
difference of 1.0 mmol/L, a stadard deviation of 1.57 mmol/L, and D?*=98% as estimated in a random
effects modle

Fig S10 Forest plot of time catheter removal. WMD=weight mean difference; Cl=confidence interval.
Random effects model used

Fig S11 Trial sequential analysis of time catheter removal. The required information size for serum
sodium decrease was calculated based on a two side 0=5%, =20% (power 80%), a minimal relevant

difference of 5 h, a stadard deviation of 15.23 h, and D?>=97% as estimated in a random effects modle

Fig S12 Forest plot of hospital stay. WMD=weight mean difference; Cl=confidence interval. Random
effects model used

Fig S13 Trial sequential analysis of hospital stay. The required information size for serum sodium
decrease was calculated based on a two side 0=5%, B=20% (power 80%), a minimal relevant
difference of 0.5 d, a stadard deviation of 0.53 d, and D?=99% as estimated in a random effects modle

Fig S14 Forest plots of long-term postoperative complications. RR=relative risk; Cl=confidence
interval. Fixed effects model used



Study %
ID WMD (95% CI) Weight
3 months

Kumar et al (2013) -0.10 (-0.52, 0.32) 66.16
Seckiner et al (2006) -1.30 (-4.26, 1.66) 1.31
Singhania et al (2010) 0.17 (-0.43,0.77) 32.53
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.536) -0.03 (-0.37, 0.31)  100.00
6 months

Kim et al (2006) 040 (-0.27,1.07) 14.33
Kumar et al (2013) -0.10 (-0.54, 0.34) 3355
Seckiner et al (2006) + 140 (-1.42,422) 0.82
Singhania et al (2010) -0.10 (-0.46, 0.26) 51.30
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.426) -0.02 (-0.27, 0.24)  100.00
12 months

Erturhan et al (2007) 0.00 (-0.51,0.51) 16.35
lori et al (2008) 030(-1.37,197) 151
Kong et al (2009) -0.40 (-0.94, 0.14) 14.15
Kumar et al (2013) _‘-— -0.20 (-0.65, 0.25) 20.59
Nuhoglu et al (2006) 0.20(-1.61,2.01) 1.29
Seckiner et al (2006) 040(-1.68,2.48) 096
Singhania et al (2010) -0.10 (-0.45, 0.25) 33.59
Xie et al (2012) -0.29 (-0.89,0.31) 11.56
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.950) -0.15 (-0.36, 0.05) 100.00
24 months

Xie etal (2012) . -1.31 (-1.87,-0.75) 100.00
Subtotal (I-squared = %, p = .) -1.31 (-1.87,-0.75) 100.00
36 months

Xie etal (2012) -1.65 (-2.18, -1.12) 100.00
Subtotal (l-squared = %, p =.) -1.65 (-2.18, -1.12) 100.00

-4.26 0 4.26
Favours PKRP Favours TURP

Fig S1 Forest plots for IPSS at 3, 6, 12, 24, 36 mo of follow-up
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Fig S2 Trial sequential analysis of Qmax at 12 moths




Study Qol %
ID WMD (95% CI) Weight
3 months
Seckiner et al (2006) - -0.30 (-0.92,0.32) 1247
Kumar et al (2013) — -0.10 (-0.34, 0.14) 8753
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.557) [ -0.12 (-0.35, 0.10)  100.00
6 months
Seckiner et al (2006) 0.00(-059,059) 1405
Kumar et al (2013) 0.00(-0.24,0.24) 8595
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 1.000) 0.00(-0.22, 0.22)  100.00
12 months
Seckiner et al (2006) --- -0.20 (-067,027) 11.52
Erturhan et al (2007) —:— 0.00 (-0.25,0.25) 18.64
lori et al (2008) 0.00 (-0.54,0.54) 995
Kong et al (2009) I 0.18 (-0.01,037) 20.77
Xie etal (2012) _— -0.41 (-0.62,-0.20) 20.15
Kumar et al (2013) —_— 0.10(-0.14,0.34) 1896
Subtotal (I-squared = 73.1%, p = 0.002) -=:::>- -0.05 (-0.27,0.17)  100.00
24 months
Xie et al (2012) -0.44 (-0.62, -0.26) 100.00
Subtotal (I-squared = %, p =) -0.44 (-0.62, -0.26) 100.00
36 months
Xie et al (2012) -0.33 (-0.48, -0.18) 100.00
Subtotal (l-squared = %, p=.) -0.33 (-0.48, -0.18) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
I T
-.925 0 925
Favours PKRP Favours TURP

Fig S3 Forest plots for QOL at 3,

6, 12, 24, 36 mo of follow-up



Study PVR %

ID WMD (95% CI) Weight
3 months

Kumar et al (2013) - 3.25(-1.38,7.88) 100.00
Subtotal (l-squared = %, p =) b 3.25 (-1.38, 7.88) 100.00
6 months

Kumar et al (2013) - 4.27 (-1.04, 9.58) 100.00
Subtotal (I-squared = %, p =) < 427 (-1.04, 9.58) 100.00
12 months

Nuhoglu et al (2006) —_— -2.00 (-10.95, 6.95) 15.43
Erturhan et al (2007) - -10.00 (-12.00, -8.00)  20.08
lori et al (2008) - -7.00 (-30.32, 16.32)  6.40
Kong et al (2009) - -20.16 (-22.57, -17.75) 19.94
Xie et al (2012) - -4.18 (-6.64, -1.72) 19.92
Kumar et al (2013) —t—— 3.38(-2.07, 8.83) 18.23
Subtotal (I-squared = 95.7%, p = 0.000) el -7.00 (-14.12, 0.12) 100.00
24 months

Xie et al (2012)
Subtotal (I-squared = %, p=.)

373(532,2.14)  100.00
-373(532,-2.14)  100.00

36 months

Xie et al (2012) a -1.10 (-1.95, -0.25) 100.00

Subtotal (I-squared = %, p =) -1.10 (-1.95, -0.25) 100.00

48 months
Xie et al (2012)
Subtotal (I-squared = %, p=.)

-2.20 (-3.48, -0.92) 100.00
-2.20 (-3.48, -0.92) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

I |
-30.3 0 30.3
Favours PKRP Favours TURP

Fig S4 Forest plots for PVR (ml) at 3, 6, 12, 24, 36 mo of follow-up



Study %

D WMD (95% CI) Weight

Akcayoz et al (2006) i + 1.00 (-9.44, 11.44) 7.96
Kim et al (2006) —;—— -3.00 (-11.05, 5.05) 9.28
Nuhoglu et al (2006) %——-— 3.00 (-2.97, 8.97) 10.43
Patankar et al (2006) —-—i— -7.89 (-14.08, -1.70) 10.31
Seckiner et al (2006) —;—I_ 0.00 (-8.29, 8.29) 915
Erturhan et al (2007) —_— i -21.00 (-26.48, -15.52) 10.68
Xie et al (2012) —l—i— -5.07 (-9.90, -0.24) 11.00
Huang et al (2012) i——l— 4.55 (-2.59, 11.69) 979
Giulianelli et al (2013) —E—I-— -1.00 (-6.08, 4.08) 10.88
Kumar et al (2013) —;—l— 0.30 (-5.51,6.11) 10.51
Overall (l-squared = 83.6%, p = 0.000) <:> -3.13 (-8.10, 1.84) 100.00
|
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis i
-2:15.5 0 2&‘{.5

Favours PKRP Favours TURP

Fig S5 Forest plot of operative time (mins)



Study %
ID WMD (95% CI) Weight
i
Kim et al (2006) -—-—i— -1.20 (-1.81,-0.59)  10.88
Seckiner et al (2006) i —_—— 0.90 (0.31, 1.49) 10.93
Kong et al (2009) —l—;l -1.20 (-1.76,-064)  11.02
Autorino et al (2009) —E—'—— -0.20 (-1.21, 0.81) 9.57
Singhania et al (2010) —%—I—— -0.40 (-1.04, 0.24) 10.81
Xie et al (2012) i - -0.36 (-0.52,-0.20) 11.75
Huang et al (2012) E-n- -0.44 (-060,-028) 1175
i
Giulianeli et al (2013) —— i -2.84 (-3.07,-261) 1167
Kumar et al (2013) i —— -0.06 (-0.35, 0.23) 11.60
Overall (I-squared = 98.0%, p = 0.000) <>' -0.66 (-1.38, 0.06) 100.00
i
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis i
-3.IOT 0 3.'0?
Favours PKRP Favours TURP

Fig S6 Forest plot of hemoglobin decrease
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Study %

D WMD (95% CI) Weight
|

Kim et al (2006) —_— -3.10 (-4.66, -1.54) 15.63
1
I
1

Kong et al (2009) —— H -3.98 (4.79, -3.17) 18.56
i
1

Autorino et al (2009) ! -0.10 (-0.48, 0.28) 1961
i

Singhania et al (2010) -~ -2.80 (-6.98, 1.38) 6.72
1
|

Xie et al (2012) ] - -0.41 (-0.76, -0.06) 19.65
i

Huang et al (2012) = | -2.55(-2.76, -2.34) 19.83
1

Overall (l-squared = 97.7%, p = 0.000) @ -2.02 (-3.35, -0.69) 100.00
i
|
1

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis '
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Fig S8 Forest plot of serum sodium decrease

Favours TURP
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Fig S9 Trial sequential analysis of serum sodium decrease
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Study %

ID WMD (95% Cl) Weight
i

Kim et al (2006) . —— -33.60 (-51.67,-1553) 6.02
1

Nuhoglu et al (2006) —— -28.70(-33.65,-23.75) 9.76
1

Patankar et al (2006) —] 2396 (-28.17,-19.75) 989
)

Seckiner et al (2006) E I S— 0.00(-14.63, 14.63) 7.02
)

Erturhan et al (2007) —— H -36.00 (-42.68,-29.32) 937
1

lori et al (2008) H -8.90 (-11.05, -6.75) 1017
1

Kong et al (2009) —I:— -20.50 (-26.79,-14.21) 946
1

Bhansali et al (2009) —— -20.20 (-23.83,-16.57)  9.99
1

Xie et al (2012) —r -21.84 (-25.49,-18.19) 9.99
1

Giulianelli et al (2013) —I—E— -24.00 (-34.84,-13.16) 819
1

Kumar et al (2013) H -0.86 (-3.38, 1.66) 10.13

Overall (I-squared = 96.3%, p = 0.000) ¢ -19.66 (-26.56,-12.77)  100.00
1
1

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis .

T T
517 0 51.7
Favours PKRP Favours TURP

Fig S10 Forest plot of time catheter removal (hours)
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Fig S11 Trial sequential analysis of time catheter removal




Study %

D WMD (95% Cl) Weight
1
1

Kim et al (2006) —_—— -0.70 (-1.37,-0.03) 1265
1
1

Erturhan et al (2007) —_— ' -2.00 (-2.30, -1.70) 14.57
i
1

lori et al (2008) ' - -0.11 (-0.16, -0.06) 15.15
1
1

Kong et al (2009) — -1.10 (-1.45, -0.75) 1438
1
1

Bhansali et al (2009) H —] -0.08 (-0.37,0.21) 1462
1
1
1

Xie et al (2012) —— -1.01 (-1.28, -0.74) 1467
1
1
1

Giulianelii et al (2013) —_— -1.00 (-1.44, -0.56) 13.95
1

Overall (l-squared = 97 3%, p = 0.000) <> -0.85 (-1.44, 0.27) 100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

1
-23

Favours PKRP

Fig S12 Forest plot of Hospital stay (days)

Favours TURP
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Fig S13 Trial sequential analysis of hospital stay
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Study %

ID RR (95% CI) Weight
Secondary treatment
Erturhan et al (2007) = 0.09 (0.01, 1.63) 28.21
Autorino et al (2009) 0.67 (0.12, 3.75) 15.38
Xie et al (2012) 0.64 (0.26, 1.58) 56.41
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.415) 0.49 (0.23, 1.03) 100.00
Urethral stricture
Kim et al (2006) = 0.50 (0.05, 5.17) 15.46
Nuhoglu et al (2006) - 3.32(0.14, 78.25) 3.67
Seckiner et al (2006) == 2.00(0.19, 20.61) 7.73
Erturhan et al (2007) = 1.00 (0.14, 6.98) 15.46
Autorino et al (2009) 0.50 (0.05, 5.27) 15.46
Xie et al (2012) 1.00 (0.26, 3.90) 30.92
Kumar et al (2013) = 0.35(0.01, 8.43) 11.30
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.924) 0.93(0.43, 2.02) 100.00
Bladder neck stenosis
Nuhoglu et al (2006) 1.11 (0.02, 53.96) 2.09
Erturhan et al (2007) - 0.33 (0.01, 8.10) 6.60
lori et al (2008) i 0.96 (0.06, 14.60) 4.48
Autorino et al (2009) 1.00 (0.07, 15.36) 4.40
Xie et al (2012) —=—— 0.50(0.16, 1.61) 35.18
Kumar et al (2013) e - 3.16 (0.13, 75.90) 2.14
Giulianelli et al (2013) 0.19(0.04, 0.84) 45.12
Subtotal (l-squared = 0.0%, p=0.72 0.46 (0.23, 0.94) 100.00
T I
00508 Favours PKRP ! Favours TURP L

Fig S14 Forest plots of long-term postoperative complications



