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A Meta-analysis on the efficacy and safety of amphotericin B bladder irrigation in

the treatment of urinary fungal infection
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versity , Beijing 10053 , China)

[Abstract | Objective
tract fungal infection . Methods Cross-sectional or controlled studies of amphotericin B bladder irrigation in the treatment of u-
rinary tract fungal infection were collected by the search of Pubmed , Embase, WEB OF SCIENCE , Cochrane Library , Wan-
fang Database , ViP Database and SinoMed . Results 12 studies with 853 patients were included . Amphotericin B bladder irri-
gation had fungal clearance rate RR=0.81 [0.75, 0.87] after 24 hours and 0.71 [0.63, 0.79 ] after = 5 days . Clearance of
candiduria in 24 hours with amphotericin B continuous irrigation was 0.83 [0.75,0.91], while the intermittent bladder irriga-
tion was 0.78 [0.68,0.887. Clearance of candiduria =5 days for those two groups was 0.74[0.65,0.84 ] and 0.60[0 .44,
0.76 ]. In the comparative studies with amphotericin B bladder irrigation vs fluconazole , clearance of candiduria in 24 hours and
> 5 days was 1.27[1.07,1.50 ] and 0.92[0.78,1.10 ]. There was a report of hematuria with amphotericin B bladder irriga -

tion . Conclusion Amphotericin B bladder irrigation showed similar efficacy in candiduria clearance as the systemic treatment

Systematic evaluation of effectiveness and safety of amphotericin B bladder irrigation in urinary

with fluconazole . The continuous bladder irrigation with amphotericin B is more effective than intermittent irrigation . Due to
the limited literatures available , the large scale double blinded clinical trials are needed to verify the efficacy .

[Key words ] bladder irrigation ; amphotericin B , candiduria , Meta-analysis , systematic review
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Glibert (1982) —e— 0.93(0.85,1.01) 11. 56
Glibert (1973) o— 0.70(0. 42, 0. 98) 3.68
Jacobs (1996) —fe—  0.85(0.74,0.96) 9.78
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Fan-havard (1995b) — 0.79(0. 58, 1. 00) 7.61
Zhu (2015a) . 0.56 (0. 39, 0. 72) 9.65
Zhu (2015b) F—e—  0.82(0.69,0.94) 11.28
Sullivan KA (2016) —e— 0.60 (0.49,0.70) 12.43
Overall (1-squared=63. 4%, p=0. 002) 0.71(0.63,0.79)  100. 00
NOTE:Weights are from random effects analysis |
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Study %
1D ES (95%CI) weight
Continuous
Gilbert (1982) —e— 0.93(0.85,1.01) 11.56
Gilbert (1973) *— 0.70(0. 42, 0. 98) 3.68
Jacobs (1996) —e—  0.85(0.74,0.96) 9.78
Hsu (1990) —s 0.72(0.61,0.83) 9.94
Fan—havard (1995a) — 0. 82(0. 64, 1. 00) 6. 50
Fan—havard (1995b) —e— (.94(0.83,1.05) 9.91
Nesbit SA (1999) . — 0. 62 (0. 36, 0. 88) 4.10
Subtotal (1-squared=62. 4%, p=0. 014) <> 0.83(0.75,0.91)  55.46
intermittent
Fong (1995) —B— 0.81(0.71,0.91)  10.18
Trinh (1995a) e—— 0.80(0.55, 1.05) 4. 47
Trinh (1995b) o 0.30(0. 02, 0. 58) 3.68
Leu (1995a) e—  0.82(0.68,0.96) 8.24
Leu (1995b) —fe— 0.87(0.75,0.99)  9.35
Leu (1995¢) —e*—  0.83(0.70,0.96) 8.63
Subtotal (1-squared=62.8%, p=0. 020) <> 0.78(0.68,0.88)  44.54
Overall (l-squared=61. 4%, p=0. 020) 0.81(0.75,0.87) 100. 00
NOTE:Weights are from random effects analysis . )
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Study %
1D ES (95%C1) weight
continuous
Gilbert (1982) +—e—>  .86(0.68, 1.04) 8.82
Jacobs (1994) —e— 0.85(0. 74, 0. 96) 11. 96
Jacobs (1996) — 0. 76 (0. 56, 0. 96) 7.99
Fan-havard (1995a) —te 0.75(0. 51, 0.99) 6. 56
Fan—havard (1995b) —te 0. 79(0. 58, 1. 00) 7.61
Zhu (2015a) o—t 0.56(0. 39, 0. 72) 9.65
Zhu (2015b) T—e— 0.82(0. 69, 0. 94) 11.28
Sullivan KA(2016) —e— 0.60(0. 49, 0. 70) 12. 43
Subtotal (l-squared=62. 4%, p=0. 007) <> 0. 74(0. 65, 0. 84) 76. 30
intermittent
Leu (1995a) . 0.43 (0.22,0.64) 7.67
Leu (1995b) — 0. 68 (0.47,0.89) 7.74
Leu (1995¢) - 0. 68 (0.49,0.87) 8.30
Subtotal (1-squared=45. 7%, p=0. 159) > 0.60 (0.44,0.76)  23.70
Overall (l-squared=63. 4%, p=0.002) <> 0.71 (0.63,0.79) 100.00
NOTE:Weights are from random effects analysis ) )
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Study Events, Events, %

1D RR (95%CI) Treatment Control  Weight
Fan-Havard (1995) 1.10(0. 87, 1. 38) 32/35 15/18  30.17
Leu (1995) 1. 45 (1. 05, 2. 00) 51/60 17/29 34.90
Jzcobs (1996) 1.23(0.93, 1. 62) 33/39 20/29 34.93
Overall (1-squared=9. 3%, p=0.332) 1.27(1.07,1.50)  116/134 52/76  100. 00
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Study Events, Events, %

1D RR (95%CI) Treatment Control  Weight

Fan-Havard (1995) 0.97(0.68,1.38)  13/17 15/19 26. 22

Leu (1995) 0.88(0.65,1.20)  28/41 17/22  40.96

Jacobs (1996) — 0.92(0.69,1.24)  20/26 15/18 32.82

Overall (1-squared=0.0%, p=0.928) 0.92(0.76,1.10) 61/84 47/59 100. 00
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Funnel plot with pseudo 95% confidence limits
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