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Table 1. Surgical outcomes of repeat vasectomy reversal series

References Patency rate (%) Pregnancy rate (%)
Belker et al’ 75.1 (148/197) 43.3 (52/120)
Fox* 63.6 (14/20) 27.3(6122)
Donovan et al’ 77.8 (14/18) 44.4 (8/18)
Matthews et al® 67.2 (43/64) 26.6 (17/64)
Hernandez & Sabanegh’ 78.8 (26/33) 30.8 (8/26)

Our series® 91.9(57/62) 57.1 (24/42)
Overall 76.6 (302/394) 39.4 (115/292)

F& AHEL B HF NEEL 766% (63.6~91.9), A Y& 394% (26.6~57.1)
15150 It} (Table 1)2*° B2 o] ¢ AAEL AEU&9] P B Aolg 1
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Table 2. Surgical outcomes of repeat vasectomy reversal series

Requiring Patencyin Patencyin  Overall Pregnancy Pregnancy  Overall

References at Least | Group I Group 1 Patency inGroupl inGroupll Pregnancy
EV (%) (%) (%) Rate (%) (%) Rate
Belker et al® 33.0 82.9 43.6 75.1 51.6 14.8 433
(65/197)  (131/158)  (17/39)  (148/197)  (48/93) (4/27) (52/120)
Fox* 0 63.6 _ 63.6 273 B 273
(0/22) (14/20) (14/20) (6/22) (6/22)
Donovan et al’® 55.6 84.6 60.0 77.8 46.2 40.0 444
(10/18) (11/13) (3/5) (14/18) (6/13) (2/5) (8/18)
Matthews et al® 56.3 86.5 40.7 67.2 35.1 14.8 26.6
(36/64) (32/37) {1127 (43/64) (13/37) (4/27) (17/64)
Hernandez & Sabanegh’ 732 88 69 78.8 46 15 30.8
(30/41) @) @ (26/33) @) ) (8/26)
Our series® 0 91.9 _ 91.9 57.1 _ 57.1
(0/62) (57/62) (57/62) (24/42) (24/42)

*: Epididymovasostomy, T; Vasovasostomy on minimal 1 side, ¥; Epididymovasostomy only
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