Table (1):  Comparison between the two studied groups according to different parameters
	
	Group (A) 
(n = 51)
	Group (B)
(n = 50)
	P Value

	Age (years)
	
	
	

	Median (IQR)
	1.8 (0.7-6.0)
	2.0 (0.8-5.6)
	

	Meatal site
	
	
	

	Glanular
	4 (7.8%)
	4 (8.0%)
	0.907MC

	Coronal
	20 (39.2%)
	17 (34.0%)
	

	Sub-coronal 
	27 (52.9%)
	29 (58.0%)
	

	Urethral plate width
	
	
	

	Median (IQR)
	9.0 (8.0 – 10)
	8.0 (7.0-11.0)
	

	Glanular width
	
	
	

	Median (IQR)
	11.10(10.40 –12.35)
	11.0 (10.20 – 12.0)
	

	Site of spongiosal
	
	
	

	Sub-coronal (distal penile)
	21 (41.2%)
	22 (44.0%)
	
0.773MC

	Mid penile
	28 (54.9%)
	25 (50.0%)
	

	proximal penile
	2 (3.9%)
	3 (6.0%)
	

	Operative time (min.)
	
	
	

	Min. – Max.
	35.0 – 65.0
	45.0 – 65.0
	<0.001*

	Mean ± SD.
	57  ± 6.18
	79  ± 5.4
	


IQR: Inter quartile range		SD: Standard deviation		U: Mann Whitney test
2: Chi square test 		MC: Monte Carlo Exact p-value
p: p value for comparing between the two studied groups
*: Statistically significant at p ≤ 0.05

Table (2):	Comparison between the two studied groups according to follow up and complications
	
	Group (A) 
(n = 51)
	Group (B)
(n = 50)
	Test of Sig.
	P

	Follow up 3 months
	
	
	
	

	Healthy
	42 (82.4%)
	45 (90%)
	2=
 0.853
	0.356

	Complications present
	9 (17.6%)
	5 (10%)
	
	

	Follow up 12 months
	
	
	
	

	Healthy
	46 (90.2%)
	47 (94.0%)
	2=
0.501
	FEp=
0.715

	Complications present
	5 (9.8%)
	3 (6.0%)
	
	

	HOSE at 3 months
	
	
	
	

	Mean ± SD.
	13.68  2.36
	14.62 ± 1.14
	
	

	HOSE at 12 months
	
	
	
	

	Mean ± SD.
	14.22 ± 0.69
	14.98 ± 0.77
	
	

	Complications
	
	
	
	

	No
	44 (82.4%)
	45 (90%)
	2=
0.853
	0.356

	Yes
	9 (17.6%)
	5 (10%)
	
	

	Fistula
	4 (7.8%)
	3 (6.0%)
	
	

	Fistula + stenosis
	1 (2.0%)
	0 (0.0%)
	
	

	Glanular dehiscence
	3 (5.9%)
	0 (0.0%)
	
	

	Meatal stenosis
	1 (2.0%)
	2 (4.0%)
	
	

	Outcome
	
	
	
	

	Healthy
	51 (90.2%)
	48 (96.0%)
	–
	FEp=0.29

	Revision surgery done
	4 (7.8%)
	4 (8.0%)
	-
	-

	Complications present at end of study period
	5 (9.8%)
	2(4.0%)
	2.000
	FEp=0.05


IQR: Inter quartile range		SD: Standard deviation		U: Mann Whitney test
2: Chi square test 		FE: Fisher Exact test              	MC: Monte Carlo Exact p-value
p: p value for comparing between the two studied groups
*: Statistically significant at p ≤ 0.05




Table (3):	Relation between urethral plate width and complications in Group (A)  (n = 51) 
	
	Urethral plate width
	FEp

	
	<8
(n = 11)
	≥8
(n = 40)
	

	Complications
	
	
	

	No
	7 (63.6%)
	35 (87.5%)
	0.04

	Yes
	4 (36.4%)
	5 (12.5%)
	


2: Chi square test 		FE: Fisher Exact test
p: p value for comparing between the two studied groups

Table (4):	Relation between urethral plate width and complications in Group (B)  (n = 50) 
	
	Urethral plate width
	FEp

	
	<8
(n = 8)
	≥8
(n = 42)
	

	Complications
	
	
	

	No
	5 (62.5%)
	40 (95.2%)
	0.03

	Yes
	3 (37.5%)
	2 (4.8%)
	


2: Chi square test 		FE: Fisher Exact test
p: p value for comparing between the two studied groups
*: Statistically significant at p ≤ 0.05







Table (5):	Comparison between STAR and TIP according to complications
	
	Urethral plate width (<8 mm)
	Urethral plate width (≥8 mm)

	
	Group (A) 
(n = 11)
	Group (B)
(n = 8)
	Group (A) 
(n = 40)
	Group (B)
(n = 42)

	Complications
	
	
	
	

	No
	7 (63.6%)
	5 (62.5%)
	35 (87.5%)
	40 (95.2%)

	Yes
	4 (36.4%)
	3 (37.5%)
	5 (12.5%)
	2 (4.8%)


2: Chi square test 		FE: Fisher Exact test
p: p value for comparing between the two studied groups



