Appendix 3 Meta-analysis results for secondary outcomes

Comparison ES (95% CI) Treatmentl Treatment2 Studies

Transob MUS vs retro MUS

<12 months —t— 1.37 (0.55, 3.46) 21/585 14/641 7

12 to 60 months ——> 2457 (4.67, 129.35) 32/175 1/180 2

>60 months  — 4.06 (0.80, 20.74)  40/422 7/438 5

Open colpo vs retro MUS

Follow-up unknown —_—— 1.47 (0.39, 5.59) 5/146 4/170 1

Lapa colpo vs retro MUS

Follow-up unknown —_— 1.11 (0.25, 4.87) 4/65 4/71 2

Trad sling vs retro MUS

12 months ———> 12.64(0.72, 220.64) 9/113 0/69 1

120 months —_— T 1.62 (0.31, 8.63) 5/99 2/63 1

Single incision vs retro MUS

6 months ———> 22.33(1.24, 400.78) 9/37 0/33 1

36 months [——-——> 18.67 (1.03, 337.33) 8/38 0/33 1

Single incision vs transob MUS

6 months —_—r— 1.60 (0.50, 5.18) 8/161 5/161 3

12 months T 1.57 (0.83, 2.95) 35/685 18/614 10

24 months s . e 1.71 (0.33, 8.74) 19/317 4/241 4

36 months -1 1.36 (0.66, 2.79) 20/387 14/373 5

>36 months -1 1.42 (0.68, 2.97) 19/185 14/185 3

Anterior repair vs open colpo

Follow-up unknown ——e—— 13.95 (4.22,46.09) 22/74 3/129 2
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Figure 1 Meta-analysis for repeat surgery

(Effect estimate [ES] = Odds ratio)



Comparison ES (95% CI) Treatment1 Treatment2 Studies

Single incision vs transob MUS 0,74 (0.05,11.41) 1/138 2/138 2

Single incision vs trad sling 0.32 (0.01, 8.23) 0135 1/35 1
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Figure 2 Meta-analysis for haemorrhage

(Effect estimate [ES] = Odds ratio)

Compatisen ES (95% CI Treatment! Treatment2 Studies
Haematoma

Transob MUS vs retro MUS + 0.20(0.02,1.80) 0M148 41146 2
Single incision vs transob MUS D ————— 0.55(0.09, 3.48) 1/84 365 3
Single incision vs trad sling + 0.10(0.01, Q.84 1435 8ras 1
Major vascular complications

Transob MUS vz retro MUS —_— 0.36 (0,21, 0,64y 10/2008 4711066 22
Lap colpo vs retro MUS ) 3.09 (012, ¥8.70) 133 033 1
Single incision vs retro MUS + 0.18 (0.01,3.83) 0/34 2132 1
Single incision vs transob MUS —_— 1.01 (021, 4.94) 3256 27234 4
Mycocardial infarction en posteperative day 1

Single incision vs retro MUS + 3> 3.06 (0,12, 77.02) 1449 0/49 1
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Figure 3 Meta-analysis for haematoma, major vascular complications, and myocardial

infarction

(Effect estimate [ES] = Odds ratio)



Comparison ES (85% CI) Treatmentl Treatment? Studies
Transob MUS vs refre MUS
=200 mi + 0.15{(0.01, 3.04) 0/94 3105 1
Single incision vs retro MUS
100 to 200 mi 1.02 {0.06, 16.63) 1/61 1462 1
2200 mil 020¢0.01, 7.56) 0/37 1/34 1
Single incision vs transob MUS
Inraoperative bleeding 1.07 {3.11,10.38) 1153 1164 2
=100 mi e s 0.55(0.11, 288y 2119 41118 2
=200 mi + y 259 (0.10, 64.79) 1/66 0556 1
=500 mi 200018, 22.43) 297 1496 1
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Figure 4 Meta-analysis for bleeding

(Effect estimate [ES] = Odds ratio)
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Comparison ES (95% Cl) Treatment1 Treatment2 Studies

Transob MUS vs retro MUS

Follow-up unknown —_—— 1.42 (0.58, 3.45) 12113 10/144 2

<12 months -+ 0.93 (0.74,1.17) 172/2264 183/2321 28

12 to 60 months 0.94 (0.49, 1.79) 22/267 23/268 5

>60 months —_— 0.80 (0.18, 3.65) 3122 4131 1

Open colpo vs retro MUS

Follow-up unknown - 1.49 (0.81, 2.75) 28/249 22/287 6

Lap colpo vs retro MUS

Follow-up unknown | e ] 3.24 (0.90, 11.68) 11/86 3/83 2

Trad sling MUS vs retro MUS

Follow-up unknown —— 359 (1.57,8.23) 271149 8/148

120 months —— 0.95 (0.30, 3.04) 6/131 7/100 2

Single incision vs retro MUS

Follow-up unknown S— — 2.95 (0.90, 9.64) 12134 5/32 1

Open colpo vs transob MUS

Follow-up unknown & 3.00 (0.30, 29.87) 3/51 1/49 1

Single incision vs transob MUS

Unknown —— 2.73 (0.89, 8.39) 12134 6/36 1

1 month o e S 1.58 (0.54, 4.61) 14/164 5/95 2

6 months —— 3.33 (1.08,10.23) 14/118 4117 3

12 months —— 0.98 (0.66, 1.46) 63/665 55/597 13

24 months —— 0.67 (0.35, 1.27) 22/284 21/214 4

36 months —_—— 1.22 (0.35, 4.32) 6/105 5107 2

>36 months ——r— 065 (0.29, 1.45) 12/169 15/154 2

Anterior vaginal vs transob MUS

Follow-up unknown + 0.19 (0.01, 4.06) 0/30 2/30 1

Lap colpo vs open colpo

Follow-up unknown —_——r 0.65 (0.10, 4.09) 2/46 3/46 1

Trad sling vs open colpo

Follow-up unknown ————— 1.01 (0.17,6.15) 8/260 9/265 2

Bladder neck needle vs open colpo

Follow-up unknown ——— 1.84 (0.61, 5.52) 13/160 6/137 4

Anterior repair vs open colpo

Follow-up unknown e — 2.18 (0.84, 5.70) 13/91 10/150 3
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Figure 5 Meta-analysis for de novo symptoms of urgency or urgency incontinence

(Effect estimate [ES] = Odds ratio)



Comparison ES (95% Cl) Experimental ~ Control  Studies

Transob MUS vs retro MUS —— 1.24 (0.53,2.87) 131196 11206 3
Open colpo vs retro MUS —— 1.25(0.64, 2.44) 211214 18/237 3
Lap colpo vs retro MUS ——— 0.71 (0.17, 2.86) 81162 10163 4
Trad sling vs retro MUS ) 3.49 (0.14, 89.63) 125 028 1
Single incision vs retro MUS —_— 0.89 (0.12, 6.67) 2/37 2/33 1
Trad sling vs transob MUS ——— 1.00 (0.13, 7.47) 2/40 2/40 1
Lap colpo vs open colpo —— 1.24 (0.68, 2.26) 28278 23/288 6
Trad sling vs open colpo ————— 1.13 (0.14, 8.02) 5162 5/69 3
Bladder neck needle vs open colpo . 3.32 (0.71, 15.41) 6/45 2/56 2
Anterior repair vs open colpe —_— 0.77 (0.28, 2.10) 674 14129 2
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Figure 6 Meta-analysis for detrusor instability (detrusor overactivity)

(Effect estimate [ES] = Odds ratio)



Comparison ES (95% CI) Treatmentl Treatment2 Studies
Transob MUS vs retro MUS

Follow-up unknown - 0.51 (0.40,0.64)  116/3110 234/3109 36
Postoperative —_—— 0.26 (0.05,1.32)  2/70 7170 1

95 months —— 0.49 (0.18,1.34)  7/62 12/58 1

bpen colpo vs retro MUS

Follow-up unknown —_—

Lap colpo vs retro MUS

0.87 (0.41, 1.82)

29/374 31/413 7

Follow-up unknown —t— 1.34(0.54,3.34) 12/161 9/177 4
Trad sling vs retro MUS
Follow-up unknown T 1.46 (0.84, 2.53)  40/259 26/255 6
120 months —_— 1.05(0.41,2.67) 11/131 10/100 2
Single incision vs retro MUS
Follow-up unknown —_— 0.39 (0.09, 1.69) 2/133 71128 3
bpen colpo vs transob MUS
Follow-up unknown —_— 1.96 (0.33, 11.73)  4/82 2/80 2
Trad sling vs transob MUS
Early complications \g 0.33 (0.01, 8.22) 0/40 1/40 1
Late complications -_— 1.54 (0.24, 9.75) 3/40 2/40 1
Single incision vs transob MUS
Follow-up unknown * 0.34(0.01,8.71) 0/34 1/36 1
Peri-complications — 0.60 (0.33, 1.08) 23/835 31/689 9
1 month 0.93 (0.27, 3.19) 14/261 11/191 3
6 months —_—— 0.61 (0.09, 4.25)  7/234 21/219 4
12 months — 0.74 (0.45, 1.21) 43/899 45/802 13
24 months — e 0.92 (0.18,4.65)  3/105 3/98 2
36 months —_— 0.88(0.25,3.15)  9/173 10/178 3
>36 months * 0.42 (0.05,3.34)  1/167 3/144 2
i_ap colpo vs open colpo
Follow-up unknown — 0.86 (0.48, 1.55) 271293 30/309 6
Trad sling vs open colpo
Follow-up unknown —_—— 4.73 (1.12, 20.05) 10/79 2/85 3
24 months —& 44.08 (2.65, 731.90) 20/326 0/329 1
> 60 months +——> 7.35(0.90, 60.27) 7/224 1/229 1
Bladder neck needle vs open colpo
Follow-up unknown — 1.06 (0.19, 5.78) 9/75 977 3
Anterior repair vs open colpo
Follow-up unknown * 0.34 (0.04, 3.18) 0/40 3/56 2
Single incision vs trad sling
Follow-up unknown * 0.14 (0.02, 1.25) 1/35 6/35 1
Bladder neck needle vs trad sling

— e 0.38 (0.05, 2.77)  2/10 4/10 1

Follow-up unknown
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Figure 71 Meta-analysis for voiding difficulty

(Effect estimate [ES] = Odds ratio)



Comparison ES (95% CI) Experimental Control Studies

Transob MUS vs retro MUS —_— 0.15 (0.09, 0.24) 5/3161 157/3171 38
Open colpo vs retro MUS —_—— 0.23 (0.10, 0.55) 5/338 28/362 6
Lap colpo vs retro MUS E e 0.37 (0.11, 1.25) 3/179 11/187 4
Trad sling vs retro MUS — 0.50 (0.26, 0.98) 16/305 28/276 6
Single incision vs retro MUS —_—— 0.62 (0.13, 2.89) 2/169 4/161 4
Trad sling vs trans MUS ) 3.31 (0.13, 86.06) 1/20 0/21 1
Single incision vs transob MUS —_—— 1.00 (0.34, 3.00) 6/712 4/549 8
Lap colpo vs open colpo —_— 4.65 (1.15, 18.75) 10/267 2/284 3
Trad sling vs open colpo —_— 0.20 (0.04, 0.91) 2/326 10/329 1
Single incision vs trad sling 0.32(0.01, 8.23) 0/35 1/35 1
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Figure 8 Meta-analysis for bladder or urethral perforation

(Effect estimate [ES] = Odds ratio)



Comparison ES (95% CI) Treatment1 Treatment2 Studies

Transob MUS vs retro MUS
Follow-up unknown —_— 1.10(0.71, 1.70) 53/2225 48/2298 27

Open colpo vs retro MUS
Follow-up unknown —_— 0.20(0.03, 1.19) 0/230 9/273 3

Lap colpo vs retro MUS
Follow-up unknown + 0.32(0.01,8.23) 0/33 1/33 1

Trad sling vs retro MUS
Follow-up unknown + 0.15(0.01, 3.05) 0/32 3/37 1

Single incision vs retro MUS
Follow-up unknown —_—t 2.78(0.43,17.93) 3/135 0/125 3

Single incision vs transcb MUS

1 month + 0.32(0.01,8.26) 0/21 1121 1
12 months —_—t— 1.23(0.57,2.68) 19/399 13/354 7
24 months e 5,02 (0.62, 40.53) 9/129 1/68 1
60 months —_— 2.43(0.54, 10.98) 13/260 3176 2
perioperative + 0.14(0.01,2.74) 0/184 3/184 1
Single incision vs trad sling

Follow-up unknown 2.06 (0.18, 23.83) 2/35 1135 1
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Figure 9 Meta-analysis for tape/mesh erosion or extrusion

(Effect estimate [ES] = Odds ratio)



Comparison ES (95% CI) Treatment1 Treatment2 Studies
Transob MUS vs retro MUS
Follow-up unknown F—— 3.25(1.02,10.36) 12/140 4/145 2
Trad sling vs retro MUS
Follow-up unknown 021(0.01,522) 0/99 1163 1
Single incision vs retro MUS
Follow-up unknown —_— 1.67 (0.27,10.41)  3/55 2160 1
Trad sling vs transob MUS
Follow-up unknown + 0.33 (0.01, 8.67) 0/20 1/21 1
Single incision vs transob MUS
6 months —_— 1.63(0.27,965)  5/53 2/39 2
12 months —_— 1.74(0.59,5.07)  25/494 11/463 7
24 months —_— 0.87 (0.21,3.61)  6/138 6/125 2
36 months —t— 1.36 (0.50, 3.67) 10171 7163 3
>36 months 0.32 (0.01, 8.23) 0/36 1/36 1
perioperative _—r 0.49 (0.04, 5.48) 1/69 2/68 1
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Figure 102 Meta-analysis for tape/ mesh/implant exposure
(Effect estimate [ES] = Odds ratio)
Comparison ES (95% ClI) Treatment! Treatment2 Studies
Groin
Transob MUS vs retro MUS —_—— 3.80 (2.45, 5.89) 116/1833  24/1798 21
Open colpo vs retro MUS * ) 10.43 (0.54, 201.32) 4/35 0/36 1
Single incision vs transob MUS + 0.08 (0.00, 1.56) 0/34 5/36 1
Groin & upper thigh
Trad sling vs transob MUS + 0.08 (0.00, 1.49) 0/40 5/40 1
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Figure 11 Meta-analysis for groin pain

(Effect estimate [ES] = Odds ratio)



Comparison

Transob MUS vs retro MUS

Unknown

60 months

Trad sling vs open colpo

12 months

ES (95% Cl)
R 0.37 (0.17, 0.84)
| 0.45 (0.20, 1.06)

) 3.18 (0.12, 83.76)

Treatment1

8/687

10/78

M7

Treatment2

27/681

21/87

017

Studies

T T T —T
003 01 03 09 2
Favours 1% Treatment

| L T 1
51 2 5 10 2550

Favours 2™ Treatment

Figure 12 Meta-analysis for suprapubic pain

(Effect estimate [ES] = Odds ratio)



Comparison ES (85% CI) Treatment! Treatment2 Studies

Transob MUS vs retro MUS

Follow-up unknown — 419 (1.10, 16.00)  10/198 2159 3

Single incision vs transob MUS

6 months ( + 0.04 (0.00, 0.87) 0/29 415 1
<12 months * ) 15.12 (0.81, 282.27) 6/30 0/28 1
12 months —— 0.24 (0.06, 0.92) 4/412 17/328 6
24 months —_— 0.16 (0.04, 0.62) 2/138 131125 2
36 months + 0.28 (0.01, 6.97) 0/66 1156 1
>36 months + 0.32 (0.01, 8.23) 0/36 1136 1

Single incision vs retro MUS
Follow-up unknown (post-operative) 0.21 (0.12, 0.39) 64/946 176/916 14

——
Follow-up unknown (pain) ——— 0.58 (0.12, 2.85) 2192 4/94 2
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Figure 13 Meta-analysis for pain

(Effect estimate [ES] = Odds ratio)



Comparison ES (95% CI) Treatmentl Treatment2 Studies

Transob MUS vs retro MUS
follow-up unknown e  a—— 1.70(0.48,6.00) 7/116 4/110 2

Trad sling vs retro MUS
follow-up unknown e 0.66 (0.15,3.02)  3/32 5/37 1

Single incision vs retro MUS
follow-up unknown —_—t 1.67 (0.27,10.41) 3/55 2/60 1

Single incision vs transob MUS

3 months > > 3.06 (0.12, 76.95) 1/50 0/50 1
12 months _— 1.12(0.19, 6.40) 6/140 6/131 3
24 months 1.08 (0.08, 14.68) 3/89 3/90 2
Anterior repair vs transob MUS

1 month * 4.46 (0.47, 42.51) 4/30 1/30 1
4 months . > 7.76 (0.38, 157.14) 3/30 0/30

Anterior repair vs open colpo

follow-up unknown —— 5.20 (0.90, 30.08) 13/23 2/10 1
Single incision vs trad sling

follow-up unknown —_—1 1.38 (0.28,6.66) 4/35 3/35 1
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Figure 14 Meta-analysis for dyspareunia

(Effect estimate [ES] = Odds ratio)



Comparison ES (95% CI) Treatment! Treatment2 Studies

Transob MUS vs retro MUS
follow-up unknown * 0.08 (0.00, 1.44) 0/62 5/58 1

Single incision vs retro MUS
2 months —_—— 1.62(0.54,4.85)  9/61 6/62 1
12 months —_—— 1.23 (0.50, 3.02) 13/60 11/60 1

Single incision vs transob MUS

operative —_— 1.45 (0.23, 9.01) 3/220 2/206 2
peri-operative * 0.08 (0.00, 1.52) 0/50 5/50 1
early postoperative + 0.17 (0.01, 3.78) 0/30 2/28 1
72 hours + > 9.11(0.52, 160.23) 8/139 0770 1
late postoperative + 0.17 (0.01, 3.78) 0/30 2/28 1
1 month —_— 0.75(0.27, 2.11) 797 9/96 1
12 months —— 1.11 (0.63, 1.95) 36/544 26/447 7
24 months —— 0.92 (0.49, 1.74) 271138 27125 2
36 months —— 0.97 (0.44, 2.16) 15/68 16/71 1
>36 months —— 0.78 (0.27, 2.23) 7/169 10/154 2

Trad sling vs open colpo
follow-up unknown - 1.98 (1.44, 2.72) 157/326 105/329 1
>60 months —— 1.02(0.54, 1.93) 211224 21/229 1
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Figure 15 Meta-analysis for urinary tract infection

(Effect estimate [ES] = Odds ratio)

Comparison ES (95% ClI) Treatment1 Treatment2 Studies

Wound infection

Transob MUS vs retro MUS - 0.73 (0.05, 10.86) 1/152 21152 2

Single incision vs transob MUS + } 2.56 (0.12,54.13) 2139 /70 1

Infection related to use of synthetic mesh

Single incision vs retro MUS 0.60 (0.03, 11.88) 1/208 3/204 2
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Figure 163 Meta-analysis for wound infection and infection related to use of synthetic mesh

(Effect estimate [ES] = Odds ratio)



Comparison ES (95% CI) Treatmentl Treatment2 Studies

Perioperative
Transob MUS vs retro MUS — 0.81 (0.55, 1.19) 127/1084 150/1153 15
Open colpo vs retro MUS —_—— 1.19 (0.68, 2.08) 97/338 88/363 6
Lap colpo vs retro MUS —_—— 1.18(0.63, 2.22) 28/269 28/299 7
Trad sling vs retro MUS —_— 1.29 (0.52,3.17) 14/103 12/99 2
Single incision vs retro MUS B CE— 1.41(0.22,9.01) 3/37 2/34 1
Open colpo vs transob MUS —_—— 2.35(0.63, 8.81) 8/31 4/31 1
Trad sling vs transob MUS ——— 0.00(1.98, 40.93) 12/20 3/21 1
Lap colpo vs open colpo — 0.83(0.40, 1.70) 16/133 20/146 4
Trad sling vs open colpo —— 1.81 (1.34, 2.45) 211/394 162/398 4
Bladder neck needle vs open colpo * 2.65(0.42, 16.56) 36/75 23177 3
Anterior repair vs open colpo — 3.54 (0.85, 14.72) 14/40 8/56 2
Bladder neck needle vs trad sling € * 0.03 (0.00, 0.37) 2/10 9/10 1
Anterior repair vs bladder neck needle * 0.17 (0.01, 4.43) 0/52 1/28 1
Other inherent to procedure
Transob MUS vs retro MUS —_—— 0.18 (0.06, 0.58) 3/181 20/206 2
Single incision vs retro MUS ,g 0.12 (0.01, 2.41) 0/37 3/34 1
Open colpo vs transob MUS g 0.60 (0.07, 5.01) 1/82 2/80 2
Trad sling vs open colpo *> > 6.74(0.29, 154.26) 2/13 0/15 1
Bladder neck needle vs open colpo * > 8.24(0.40, 168.26)  3/25 0/26 1
Anterior repair vs open colpo * 0.13(0.01, 2.69) 0/25 3/26 1
Abdominal wound problem
Single incision vs retro MUS ——————e—> 21.18 (1.18, 380.90) 8/40 0/40 1
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Figure 17 Meta-analysis for complications

(Effect estimate [ES] = Odds ratio)



Comparison ES (95% CI) Studies
Hospital stay (days)
Transob MUS vs retro MUS -~ -0.38 (-0.70, -0.06) 17
Open colpo vs retro MUS - 2.26 (1.98, 2.55) 4
Trad sling vs retro MUS — 0.00 (-0.58, 0.58) 1
Open colpo vs transob MUS — 1.83 (1.36, 2.30) 2
Trad sling vs transob MUS —— 1.71 (1.25, 2.17) 2
Single incision vs transob MUS A -0.12 (-0.28,0.05) 2
Lap colpo vs open colpo — -1.64 (-2.45,-0.84) 7
Trad sling vs open colpo —_ 1.20 (-0.72, 3.12) 3
Anterior repair vs open colpo —— 0.90 (0.37, 1.43) 1
Single incision vs trad sling — -2.82 (-3.49,-2.15) 1
Bladder neck needle vs trad sling — -1.42 (-2.42,-043) 1
Operation time (minutes)
Transob MUS vs retro MUS - -1.02 (-1.29, -0.74) 32
Open colpo vs retro MUS - 0.78 (0.54, 1.02) 3
Trad sling vs retro MUS * > 4.46 (0.42, 8.50) 3
Single incision vs retro MUS * -2.47 (-5.78,0.85) 2
Trad sling vs transob MUS ——> 5.40 (2.75, 8.05) 3
Single incision vs transob MUS - -0.53 (-0.86,-0.19) 18
Anterior repair vs transob MUS - 3.03 (2.69, 3.37) 1
Lap colpo vs open colpo —_— 1.15 (0.31, 1.98) 5
Trad sling vs open colpo T 0.67 (-0.09, 1.43) 1
Anterior repair vs open colpo — -0.89 (-1.46,-0.32) 1
Single incision vs trad sling —_— -2.95 (-3.63,-2.27) 1
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(Effect estimate [ES] = Standardised Mean Difference)

Figure 18 Meta-analysis for resource utilisation (hospital stay and operation time)



