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Background
The general practitioner is often the first 
to assess couples with infertility. In up to 
half of all infertile couples, a male factor 
may be found as a contributing cause. 

Objective
The aim of this article is to provide a 
broad understanding of the options 
available for surgical management of 
male infertility to assist couples in 
navigating their treatment journey. 

Discussion
Treatments may be classified into four 
categories: surgery for diagnostic 
purposes, surgery to improve semen 
parameters, surgery to improve sperm 
delivery and surgery to retrieve sperm 
for in vitro fertilisation. Assessment 
and treatment of the male partner by 
urologists trained in male reproductive 
health, working collaboratively within a 
team, can maximise fertility outcomes.

INFERTILITY, defined as the inability to 
conceive within one year without using 
birth control methods,1 affects up to 
15% of couples.2 Couples may be further 
categorised into those with primary 
infertility, where clinical pregnancy 
has never been achieved, or secondary 
infertility, where couples have been able 
to achieve a clinical pregnancy at least 
once before with the same or different 
partner.1 A contributing male factor is 
responsible in up to 50% of cases, and the 
male partner should therefore undergo 
assessment by a doctor trained in male 
reproduction.3–5 Of concern, however, is 
that surveys suggest that the male was 
not evaluated in 18–27% of couples with 
infertility.6 With the aid of technological 
advances – especially in the fields of 
microsurgery, endoscopy, laparoscopy, 
assisted reproductive technology (ART) 
and now robotics – the surgical treatment 
of male infertility has expanded, with 
more tailored, safer and evidence-
based options available. This article will 
outline the role of surgery in treatment of 
male infertility, which can assist general 
practitioners (GPs) in counselling their 
patients regarding management options. 
The surgical treatment of male infertility 
can be divided into four broad categories: 
surgery for diagnostic purposes, surgery 
to improve semen parameters, surgery to 

improve sperm delivery and surgery to 
retrieve sperm for in vitro fertilisation (IVF). 

Surgery for diagnostic purposes
A goal of the workup of a patient with 
azoospermia is the diagnosis of either 
an obstructive or non-obstructive cause. 
Should the history, physical examination 
or biochemical testing or imaging 
remain inconclusive, the histological 
or cytological presence or absence of 
spermatozoa within the testis is currently 
the only way to differentiate between an 
obstructive cause (where ample sperm will 
be found in the testis as spermiogenesis 
is normal) or a non-obstructive cause 
(no sperm readily found because of a 
spermiogenesis problem).7 Although 
considered diagnostic, a biopsy is 
potentially therapeutic, whereby if mature 
spermatozoa are identified they may be 
used fresh or cryopreserved for use in 
ART. The disadvantages of this approach 
for sperm retrieval include the fact that in 
the setting of obstruction post vasectomy, 
reversal is more cost effective than ART, 
and in the setting of non-obstructive 
azoospermia, testicular heterogeneity may 
ultimately require multiple biopsies, which 
can lead to fibrosis and make subsequent 
interventions difficult. For these reasons, 
the role of diagnostic biopsies has now 

Surgical management 
of male infertility
An overview



Surgical management of male infertility: An overview Focus  |  Clinical

© The Royal Australian College of General Practitioners 2023 Reprinted from AJGP Vol. 52, No. 1–2, Jan–Feb 2023      25

greatly diminished, and they are no longer 
routinely recommended.8,9

If a biopsy is performed, however, three 
methods may be used to obtain testicular 
samples sufficient for diagnostic purposes: 
either an open testis biopsy, percutaneous 
needle biopsy with a core needle or 
fine-needle aspiration. Each method 
may be performed under local, regional 
or general anaesthesia, depending on 
surgeon and patient preference. 

Surgery to improve semen 
parameters
For patients with primary infertility, the 
presence of a varicocele is much more 
common, occurring in up to 40% of men 
in comparison to 15% of the general 
population; in men with secondary 
infertility, this may be up to 81%.10,11 
The specific semen parameter affected 
most by the presence of a varicocele is 
concentration, followed by motility and 
morphology, with further evidence to 
suggest that serum testosterone levels 
are also adversely affected.12 Numerous 
theories for the exact cause of impairment 
of spermatogenesis are postulated and, 
although incompletely understood, 
generally cite alteration in the testicular 
microenvironment by temperature insult, 
oxidative stress from reactive oxygen 
species, reflux of toxic metabolites or 
alteration in normal acid–base balance.11 
One measurable outcome of this altered 
microenvironment is sperm DNA 
fragmentation (the accumulation of single- 
and double-strand DNA breaks). Evidence 
suggests that varicocele repair improves 
DNA fragmentation and ultimately 
successful pregnancy rates in men with not 
only oligospermia, but even azoospermia, as 
well as couples where there has been failed 
implantation, embryogenesis or recurrent 
pregnancy loss using ART.13–15 Therefore, 
patients should be aware that removing a 
varicocele may improve ART outcomes.

Clinically, varicoceles can be usefully 
classified into:9,16

•	 subclinical – not palpable or visible at 
rest or during Valsalva manoeuvre, but 
shown on Doppler ultrasound imaging

•	 Grade 1 – palpable when standing and 
performing a Valsalva manoeuvre

•	 Grade 2 – palpable when standing 
without a Valsalva manoeuvre

•	 Grade 3 – visible and palpable 
when standing. 

Poorer semen parameters are associated 
with higher grades.17 Meta-analysis of 
varicocele repair in men with subclinical 
or non-palpable varicoceles concluded 
that varicocele repair is ineffective in 
increasing the chance of spontaneous 
pregnancy.18 In contrast, meta-analysis 
of surgical varicocele repair in men with 
clinical varicocele and impaired semen 
quality has concluded that varicocele 
repair is effective and results in higher 
spontaneous pregnancy rates (odds ratio 
4.15; 95% confidence interval: 2.31, 
7.45; P <0.001).19 Guidelines therefore 
recommend that varicocelectomy is 
indicated in infertile couples in which the 
male has a clinical or palpable varicocele, 
abnormal semen parameters and 
otherwise unexplained infertility while the 
female partner has good ovarian reserve.9 
In an adolescent, prophylactic treatment 
is indicated where there is a documented 
testicular size differential of >20% 
confirmed by serial clinical or Doppler 
ultrasound examination and/or abnormal 
semen analysis.20

Multiple options are available for 
varicocele repair and can be classified 
into radiographic (anterograde or 
retrograde sclerotherapy, retrograde 
embolisation), open (scrotal, inguinal, 
retroperitoneal, microsurgical inguinal 
or subinguinal) or laparoscopic or robot 
assisted.9 The principles of successful 
repair remain the same in all approaches, 
namely to ligate or occlude the veins 
contributing to varices while preserving 
adequate venous drainage as well as the 
arteries, vas and lymphatics. The most 
important complications are recurrence, 
hydrocele formation and testicular 
atrophy.21 While all options are able 
to be performed as a day procedure, 
microsurgical varicocelectomy is 
considered to be the most effective, 
with the lowest complication and 
recurrence rates based on case series, 
with no randomised controlled trials 
available for direct comparison.22,23 In 
the absence of microsurgical training, all 
options are still considered viable, albeit 

with higher recurrence and hydrocele 
rates, notwithstanding specific potential 
complications unique to each modality 
(Table 1). The clinician must evaluate 
patient factors (eg previous inguinal or 
intraperitoneal surgery, contrast allergy, 
anaesthetic comorbidities), clinician 
factors (availability of expertise) and 
external factors (eg cost) when selecting 
a method of repair. In the adolescent 
population, a majority of paediatric 
surgeons prefer a laparoscopic approach.24

Surgery to improve sperm delivery
Approximately 25,000–30,000 
vasectomies are performed annually 
in Australia (median 110 per 100,000 
population in 2017–21).25 The number 
of vasectomy reversals is only a fraction 
of this number, with a median of 811 
unilateral procedures performed annually 
from January 2017 to December 2021.26 
International literature suggests that 2–6% 
of men who have undergone a vasectomy 
will ultimately request a reversal.27,28 
A considered evaluation must be made 
should a man request restoration of 
fertility following vasectomy; that is, to 
either opt for vasectomy reversal or IVF 
and intracytoplasmic sperm injection 
(ICSI). Factors to be considered include 
the age of the female partner, the number 
of children desired, desire for natural 
conception, the interval since vasectomy 
and cost.29 Sperm commonly returns 
to the ejaculate within a few weeks but 
may take up to six months to two years.30 
These authors do not recommend routine 
antisperm antibodies prior to undergoing 
vasectomy reversal as there is no 
correlation between antisperm antibodies 
and post-reversal fertility.31

Successful vasovasostomy reversal 
rates decline the longer the interval 
time since vasectomy, especially after 
10 years, which may require a more 
technically difficult vasoepididymostomy 
to overcome the secondary epididymal 
obstruction – the incidence of which 
increases with increasing time since 
vasectomy.32 However, collated Australian 
data suggest that even with an interval of 
more than 10 years, approximately 82% 
of patients can have sperm restored to the 
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ejaculate.33 The advantages of vasectomy 
reversal include treatment of the affected 
man (avoiding the not insignificant risks 
of IVF in the female partner),34 natural 
conception, the ability to father more 
than one child and the need for only 
one procedure, which is generally more 
cost effective when compared with IVF/
ICSI.29,35,36 Microsurgical vasovasostomy 
(Figure 1) or vasoepididymostomy has 
long been considered the standard of 
care, with consistently superior results 
when compared with non-microsurgical 
techniques.9,28,37–39

Ejaculatory duct obstruction (EDO) 
accounts for 1–5% of male infertility.40 
Cardinal features of this condition are 
low ejaculate volume (<1.5 mL), semen 
pH <7.2 and absence of seminal fructose. 
Underlying aetiologies may be congenital 
(cysts, diverticulae, atresia), acquired 
(calculi, inflammatory, iatrogenic) or 
functional.40,41 The traditional treatment 
is transurethral resection of ejaculatory 
ducts (TURED) using a 24 Fr resectoscope 
and electrocautery loop.42 Novel 

treatment by way of transurethral seminal 
vesiculoscopy using 6 Fr ureteroscopes 
allows for simultaneous diagnosis and 
treatment and minimises the potential 
side effects of TURED, which are 
epididymitis, watery ejaculate, urinary 
incontinence and rectal injury.43–45

Transrectal ultrasonography and/or 
magnetic resonance imaging has now 
largely supplanted vasography as a means 
to diagnose EDO.46 An anteroposterior 
measurement of the seminal vesicle 
>15 mm is highly suggestive of EDO.46,47 
Vasography, being an open, invasive 
procedure, should only be performed 
at the time of planned reconstruction 
and is rarely used as a pure diagnostic 
procedure.48 It may be performed using a 
30-gauge lymphangiogram needle or via 
a hemivasotomy requiring microsurgery 
skills. The presence of sperm and the 
location of obstruction guides subsequent 
reconstruction.48

Men with spinal cord injuries 
comprise a special subset of patients with 
anejaculatory infertility, particularly as this 

population is typically between the ages of 
16 and 45 years.49 The first-line treatment 
is with penile vibratory stimulation, using 
an optimal vibration amplitude of 2.5 mm 
with an approved device applied to the 
glans penis.50 Men with injuries at the 

Table 1. Varicocele treatment modalities: Recurrence rates and complications9

Treatment
Recurrence/ 
persistence (%) Overall complications Specific complications

Anterograde 
sclerotherapy

5–9 Hydrocele (5.5%), haematoma, 
infection, scrotal pain, testicular 
atrophy, epididymitis

Technical failure (1–9%), left flank erythema

Retrograde 
sclerotherapy

6–9.8 Hydrocele (3.3%), wound infection, 
scrotal pain

Technical failure (6–7.5%), adverse reaction to contrast 
medium, flank pain, persistent thrombophlebitis, 
venous perforation

Retrograde  
embolisation

3–11 Hydrocele (10%), haematoma, 
wound infection

Technical failure (7–27%), thrombophlebitis, reaction to 
contrast medium, misplacement or migration of coils (to 
femoral vein or right atrium), retroperitoneal haemorrhage, 
fibrosis, ureteric obstruction, venous perforation

Inguinal approach 2.6–13 Hydrocele (7.3%), testicular 
atrophy, epididymo-orchitis, 
wound complications

Postoperative pain due to incision of external oblique 
fascia, genitofemoral nerve injury

Open retroperitoneal 
high ligation

15–29 Hydrocele (5–10%), testicular 
atrophy, scrotal oedema

External spermatic vein ligation failure

Microsurgical inguinal  
or subinguinal 

0.4 Hydrocele (0.44%), scrotal 
haematoma

Laparoscopy 3–6 Hydrocele (7–43%), epididymitis, 
wound infection, testicular atrophy 
due to injury to testicular artery, 
bleeding

External spermatic vein ligation failure; intestinal, 
vascular and nerve injury; pulmonary embolism; 
pneumoscrotum; peritonitis; postoperative pain 
to right shoulder due to diaphragmatic stretching 
during pneumoperitoneum

Figure 1. Microsurgical vasovasostomy. Under 
an operating microscope, here a modified 
two-layer anastomosis is performed using 
9-0 nylon. The cut edges have been stained 
with methylene blue and marked with ink 
microdots to aid precise apposition.
Intra-operative photograph supplied by  
Dr Darren J Katz
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level of the T10 vertebra or higher may 
achieve >80% successful ejaculation.48,51 
Electroejaculation, usually performed 
under general anaesthetic, is usually 
successful in achieving seminal emission 
in all causes of anejaculation.51 Treatment 
with penile vibratory stimulation or 
electroejaculation affords the couple 

the opportunity for pregnancy by home 
intravaginal insemination, intrauterine 
insemination or ART.51 

Surgery to retrieve sperm for IVF
The ability to achieve IVF using a single 
sperm with ICSI, even with sperm with 

limited fertilising capacity direct from 
the testis, enabled the development of 
methods to retrieve sperm in men who 
have azoospermia, a condition that affects 
1% of all men and 10–20% of males who 
present with infertility.7 Sperm may be 
retrieved from the vas, epididymis or 
testis either by a percutaneous approach 
(aspiration or biopsy) or using an open 
technique (with or without an operating
microscope). The choice of technique 
depends on the clinical presentation 
(especially if it is obstructive or 
non-obstructive azoospermia) and 
the skillset of the surgeon. From the 
testis, techniques include testicular 
sperm aspiration (TESA), conventional 
testicular sperm extraction (cTESE) 
and microdissection testicular sperm 
extraction (microTESE). From the 
epididymis, techniques include 
percutaneous epididymal sperm aspiration 
(PESA) and microsurgical epididymal 
sperm aspiration (MESA).

Obstructive azoospermia 
Obstructive azoospermia accounts 
for 40% of cases of azoospermia.7 
Spermatogenesis is generally not 
affected in obstructive azoospermia, 
and if reconstruction is not an option, or 
there are significant female factors that 
mean ART is indicated, sperm may be 
retrieved from the testis or epididymis 
using TESA, PESA or MESA. The best 
technique to select is not entirely clear: 
both the American Urological Association 
(AUA) 2021 and European Association 
of Urology (EAU) 2022 guidelines advise 
that regardless of the source of sperm 
retrieved, or the cause of obstruction, the 
outcome of IVF with ICSI in obstructive 
azoospermia is similar.8,9 The American 
Society for Reproductive Medicine 2019 
guidelines suggest that MESA (Figures 
2A and B) yields the best live birth rates 
in cases of obstructive azoospermia.52,53 
Each technique has its advantages and 
disadvantages. Ultimately the choice is 
dependent on local facility and surgeon 
experience (Table 2).52

Non-obstructive azoospermia
The majority of non-obstructive 
azoospermia cases remain idiopathic, 

Figure 2. Surgical sperm retrieval methods for in vitro fertilisation
a. Microsurgical epididymal sperm aspiration (MESA): dilated epididymal tubule about to be 
incised with a microknife; b. Epididymal fluid aspirated using a 24-gauge cannula for subsequent 
microscopic evaluation for motile sperm; c. Conventional testicular sperm extraction (cTESE): 
5-0 prolene stay sutures placed either side of the site marked for incision of the tunica albuginea; 
d. Extruded seminiferous tubules about to be cut for sampling and delivery. The stay sutures are 
used to close the defect; e. Microdissection testicular sperm extraction (microTESE): under 
15–20× magnification, a focus of dilated seminiferous tubules can be identified between the tips 
of the micro forceps that is likely to harbour sperm.
Intra-operative photographs supplied by Dr Darren J Katz
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with a subset attributable to an underlying 
cause, either genetic or acquired. 
Spermatogenic failure is the hallmark of 
non-obstructive azoospermia. Despite 
this, well over 50% of men will harbour 
sperm within the testes, which, if found 
and using ART, can lead to live births 
in up to 28% of couples.54 For example, 
sperm may still be found using microTESE 
in up to 47% of cases where a biopsy 
showed Sertoli-only cells, a condition 
formerly thought to be a strong negative 
predictor for successful sperm retrieval.55 
In non-obstructive azoospermia, retrieval 
of sperm from the testes is the only 
option. Both the AUA 2021 and EAU 
2022 guidelines recommend the use of 
microTESE over cTESE given the superior 
sperm retrieval rates, lower risk of causing 
iatrogenic hypogonadism, lower volume 
of testicular tissue removed and lower 
complication rates of haematoma and 
fibrosis (Table 3).8,9 The fundamental 
technique in microTESE is to find and 

harvest seminiferous tubules containing 
sperm, which are generally larger and 
more opaque (Figure 2E) when seen 
under an operating microscope with 
15–20× magnification.56 The technique of 
cTESE is essentially the same as testicular 
biopsy except that the testis is delivered 
through the scrotum and multiple sites 
are sampled, without using an operating 
microscope, with the aim of removing 
50 mg of tissue at each biopsy site 
(Figures 2C and D).

New technologies
The turn of the millennium saw the 
widespread adoption of the da Vinci 
robot in the field of urology.57,58 The 
first proof of concept of robot-assisted 
human vasectomy reversal was in 
2004,59 varicocele repair in 200860 
and microTESE in 2013.61 Theoretical 
advantages include elimination 
of physiological tremor, increased 

ergonomics, stable magnification, reduced 
learning curve and removal of the need 
for a skilled microsurgery assistant.62 
There is a clear, albeit rare, advantage 
in the setting of repair of intraperitoneal 
vasal obstruction.63,64 Urology trainees, 
who have an early exposure to robotics 
because of its widespread use, may 
have an advantage over other surgical 
specialties with the application of robotic 
technologies to surgical procedures. 
Disadvantages, however, include the lack 
of haptic feedback, the lack of a range 
of robotic microsurgical instruments, 
the fact that the robot was not primarily 
designed for microsurgery, inferior optics 
and significant cost.62 It remains to be 
seen whether robot-assisted devices will 
be routinely used in the fertility field, 
with effects on the outcomes, costs, 
training and surgeon benefits yet to be 
conclusively determined. As suturing 
is the most technically challenging and 
time-consuming step in vasectomy 

Table 2. Surgical techniques to obtain sperm for in vitro fertilisation for obstructive azoospermia

Site Procedure Technique Advantages Disadvantages

Epididymis Percutaneous 
epididymal sperm 
aspiration (PESA)

A 21-gauge needle attached 
to a 10 mL syringe containing 
nutrient medium is used to 
puncture the epididymis under 
local anaesthetic.

•	 Local anaesthetic

•	 Simple technique

•	 Epididymal sperm more 
mature and motile than 
testicular sperm

•	 No microsurgical 
training required

•	 Blind nature of procedure

•	 Higher risk of vessel injury, 
spermatocoele and fibrosis

•	 Sperm retrieval rate 80%

•	 Insufficient sperm numbers 
for cryopreservation

Microsurgical 
epididymal sperm 
aspiration (MESA)

Under general anaesthetic, the 
scrotum is opened and testis 
exposed. Enlarged epididymal 
tubules are selected under 
an operating microscope and 
overlying tunica excised. The 
tubule is punctured with a 
microknife and fluid aspirated 
with a 24-gauge angiocatheter 
or micropipette. Puncture sites 
are subsequently sealed with 
bipolar cautery.

•	 Sperm retrieval  
rate 90%73

•	 Large numbers of 
sperm obtained; allows 
for cryopreservation 
and flexibility with 
in vitro fertilisation 
timing

•	 General anaesthetic required

•	 Requires microsurgical training

Testis Testicular sperm 
aspiration (TESA)

An 18- to 21-gauge needle is 
used to puncture the testis, 
under local anaesthetic, and 
moved back and forth multiple 
times inside the testis with 
negative pressure exerted on 
a 20 mL syringe. The contents 
are then expelled into a tube 
containing nutrient medium.

•	 Local anaesthetic

•	 Simple, rapid technique

•	 No microsurgical 
training required

•	 Lowest sperm yield, numbers 
generally insufficient for 
cryopreservation (unless multiple 
passes of the needle made)
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reversal,29 evaluation of sutureless 
techniques such as laser welding,65,66 fibrin 
glues,67 biomechanical sealants68 and 
microclips69 is ongoing.

Adjuncts to aid identification of 
sperm-containing tubules during 
microTESE – such as Raman spectroscopy,70 
multiphoton tomography71 and probe-based 
laser confocal endomicroscopy72 – are 
in their infancy but have the promising 
advantage of reducing the not insignificant 
operative time and increasing sperm 
retrieval rates.

Conclusion
The armamentarium of techniques now 
available to the operating urological surgeon 
for the treatment of male infertility has 
expanded rapidly over the past decades 
and continues to evolve. Refinements in 
technique and a team approach with the GP, 
clinical and laboratory-based andrologists 
and embryologists have allowed couples to 
successfully conceive where formerly there 
was limited hope. Knowledge of current and 
evolving treatments in the management of 
male infertility can assist GPs in managing 
this important patient group. 

Key points
•	 A contributing male factor is 

responsible in up to 50% of couples with 
infertility; therefore, men need to be 
equally evaluated in the assessment of 
infertility.

•	 Surgical management to treat the 
various forms of male infertility is best 
undertaken by a urologist trained in 
microsurgery.

•	 Clinical varicocele is a common and 
reversible cause for male infertility.

•	 Microsurgical vasectomy reversal is a 
cost-effective treatment option when 
compared with ART.

•	 MicroTESE is the preferred technique 
for sperm retrieval in the setting of 
non-obstructive azoospermia.

Authors
Vincent A Chan BHB, MBChB, FRACS Urol, 
Andrology Fellow, Men’s Health Melbourne, Western 
Health, Melbourne, Vic
Glenn C Duns MDCM, MPH, FRACGP, General 
Practitioner, Men’s Health Melbourne, Melbourne, Vic; 
Senior Fellow, University of Melbourne, Department 
of General Practice, Melbourne, Vic; Chair, General 
Practice Advisory Group, Healthy Male, Melbourne, Vic
Darren J Katz MBBS, FRACS (Urology), Medical 
Director, Men’s Health, Melbourne, Vic; Leader, 
Urological Society Australia and New Zealand 

Andrology Special Advisory Group, Sydney, NSW; 
Clinical Senior Lecturer, Department of Surgery, 
Melbourne University, Melbourne, Vic; Director, 
Sexual Medicine, Male Infertility Microsurgery 
and Andrology Fellowship, Melbourne, Vic; Chair, 
Integrated Cancer Service MDM (Gippsland Region), 
Traralgon, Vic; Clinical Leader, Western Health 
Andrology, Melbourne, Vic
Competing interests: None.
Funding: None.
Provenance and peer review: Commissioned, 
externally peer reviewed.
Correspondence to: 
glennduns@gmail.com 

References
1.	 Zegers-Hochschild F, Adamson GD, Dyer S, et al. 

The international glossary on infertility and fertility 
care, 2017. Fertil Steril 2017;108(3):393–406. 
doi: 10.1016/j.fertnstert.2017.06.005.

2.	 Agarwal A, Mulgund A, Hamada A, Chyatte MR. 
A unique view on male infertility around the globe. 
Reprod Biol Endocrinol 2015;13:37. doi: 10.1186/
s12958-015-0032-1.

3.	 Nicopoullos JD, Gilling-Smith C, Ramsay JW. 
Male-factor infertility: Do we really need 
urologists? A gynaecological view. BJU Int 
2004;93(9):1188–90. doi: 10.1111/j.1464-
410x.2004.04804.x.

4.	 Marinaro J, Goldstein M. Microsurgical 
management of male infertility: Compelling 
evidence that collaboration with qualified male 
reproductive urologists enhances assisted 
reproductive technology (ART) outcomes. J Clin 
Med 2022;11(15):4593. doi: 10.3390/jcm11154593.

5.	 Cheng PJ, Tanrikut C. The role of the urologist 
in a reproductive endocrinology and infertility 
practice. Urol Clin North Am 2020;47(2):185–91. 
doi: 10.1016/j.ucl.2019.12.005.

Table 3. Surgical techniques to obtain sperm for in vitro fertilisation for non-obstructive azoospermia

Site Procedure Technique Advantages Disadvantages

Testis Conventional 
testicular sperm 
extraction (cTESE)

Under general anaesthetic the 
scrotum is opened in the midline 
and tunica albuginea of the testis 
exposed. Expressed seminiferous 
tubules are extracted through 
4–5 mm incisions made in the 
tunica albuginea, aiming for 
approximately 50 mg of tissue. 
Multiple incision sites may be 
required. Incisions are closed with 
absorbable or permanent sutures.

•	 No microsurgical training 
required

•	 Overall sperm retrieval rate 
16.7–45%74

•	 Superior sperm retrieval 
rates when compared with 
TESA (2× higher)75

•	 General anaesthetic required

•	 Multiple sites may be required 
to obtain sperm

•	 Higher risk of fibrosis, 
haematoma formation, 
hypogonadism when compared 
with microTESE

Microdissection 
testicular sperm 
extraction 
(microTESE)

Under general anaesthetic the 
testis is delivered and bivalved 
equatorially. Under an operating 
microscope, a systematic search 
for enlarged tubules, more likely 
to contain sperm, is performed; 
these are extracted with jeweller’s 
forceps. Tubules are then 
morcellated in nutrient medium 
and inspected under 400× 
magnification for the presence of 
sperm. The tunica is then closed 
with running 5-0 prolene suture.

•	 Overall sperm retrieval rate 
42.9–63%74

•	 Superior sperm retrieval 
rates when compared with 
cTESE (1.5× higher)75

•	 General anaesthetic required

•	 Requires microsurgical training

•	 Longer operating time



Surgical management of male infertility: An overviewFocus  |  Clinical

© The Royal Australian College of General Practitioners 202330      Reprinted from AJGP Vol. 52, No. 1–2, Jan–Feb 2023

6.	 Eisenberg ML, Lathi RB, Baker VL, Westphal LM, 
Milki AA, Nangia AK. Frequency of the male 
infertility evaluation: Data from the national survey 
of family growth. J Urol 2013;189(3):1030–34. 
doi: 10.1016/j.juro.2012.08.239.

7.	 Jarow JP, Espeland MA, Lipshultz LI. Evaluation of 
the azoospermic patient. J Urol 1989;142(1):62–65. 
doi: 10.1016/s0022-5347(17)38662-7.

8.	 Schlegel PN, Sigman M, Collura B, et al. Diagnosis 
and treatment of infertility in men: AUA/ASRM 
Guideline PART II. J Urol 2021;205(1):44–51. 
doi: 10.1097/JU.0000000000001520.

9.	 Minhas S, Bettocchi C, Boeri L, et al; EAU Working 
Group on Male Sexual and Reproductive Health. 
European Association of Urology guidelines on 
male sexual and reproductive health: 2021 update 
on male infertility. Eur Urol 2021;80(5):603–20. 
doi: 10.1016/j.eururo.2021.08.014.

10.	 Damsgaard J, Joensen UN, Carlsen E, et al. 
Varicocele is associated with impaired semen 
quality and reproductive hormone levels: 
A study of 7035 healthy young men from six 
European countries. Eur Urol 2016;70(6):1019–29. 
doi: 10.1016/j.eururo.2016.06.044.

11.	 Jensen CFS, Østergren P, Dupree JM, Ohl DA, 
Sønksen J, Fode M. Varicocele and male infertility. 
Nat Rev Urol 2017;14(9):523–33. doi: 10.1038/
nrurol.2017.98.

12.	 Chen X, Yang D, Lin G, Bao J, Wang J, Tan W. 
Efficacy of varicocelectomy in the treatment 
of hypogonadism in subfertile males with 
clinical varicocele: A meta-analysis. Andrologia 
2017;49(10). doi: 10.1111/and.12778.

13.	 Agarwal A, Majzoub A, Baskaran S, et al. 
Sperm DNA fragmentation: A new guideline for 
clinicians. World J Mens Health 2020;38(4):412–71. 
doi: 10.5534/wjmh.200128.

14.	 Kirby EW, Wiener LE, Rajanahally S, Crowell K, 
Coward RM. Undergoing varicocele repair 
before assisted reproduction improves 
pregnancy rate and live birth rate in azoospermic 
and oligospermic men with a varicocele: 
A systematic review and meta-analysis. Fertil 
Steril 2016;106(6):1338–43. doi: 10.1016/j.
fertnstert.2016.07.1093.

15.	 Yan S, Shabbir M, Yap T, et al. Should the 
current guidelines for the treatment of 
varicoceles in infertile men be re-evaluated? 
Hum Fertil (Camb) 2021;24(2):78–92. 
doi: 10.1080/14647273.2019.1582807.

16.	 Dubin L, Amelar RD. Varicocele size and results 
of varicocelectomy in selected subfertile men 
with varicocele. Fertil Steril 1970;21(8):606–09. 
doi: 10.1016/s0015-0282(16)37684-1.

17.	 Asafu-Adjei D, Judge C, Deibert CM, Li G, 
Stember D, Stahl PJ. Systematic review of 
the impact of varicocele grade on response to 
surgical management. J Urol 2020;203(1):48–56. 
doi: 10.1097/JU.0000000000000311.

18.	 Kim HJ, Seo JT, Kim KJ, et al. Clinical significance 
of subclinical varicocelectomy in male infertility: 
Systematic review and meta-analysis. Andrologia 
2016;48(6):654–61. doi: 10.1111/and.12495.

19.	 Kim KH, Lee JY, Kang DH, Lee H, Seo JT, 
Cho KS. Impact of surgical varicocele repair 
on pregnancy rate in subfertile men with 
clinical varicocele and impaired semen quality: 
A meta-analysis of randomized clinical trials. 
Korean J Urol 2013;54(10):703–09. doi: 10.4111/
kju.2013.54.10.703.

20.	Silay MS, Hoen L, Quadackaers J, et al. Treatment 
of varicocele in children and adolescents: 
A systematic review and meta-analysis from 
the European Association of Urology/European 
Society for Paediatric Urology Guidelines Panel. 
Eur Urol 2019;75(3):448–61. doi: 10.1016/j.
eururo.2018.09.042.

21.	 Cayan S, Shavakhabov S, Kadioğlu A. Treatment 
of palpable varicocele in infertile men: 
A meta-analysis to define the best technique. 
J Androl 2009;30(1):33–40. doi: 10.2164/
jandrol.108.005967.

22.	Wang H, Ji ZG. Microsurgery versus laparoscopic 
surgery for varicocele: A meta-analysis and 
systematic review of randomized controlled 
trials. J Invest Surg 2020;33(1):40–48. 
doi: 10.1080/08941939.2018.1474979.

23.	 Ding H, Tian J, Du W, Zhang L, Wang H, Wang Z. 
Open non-microsurgical, laparoscopic or open 
microsurgical varicocelectomy for male infertility: 
A meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials. 
BJU Int 2012;110(10):1536–42. doi: 10.1111/j.1464-
410X.2012.11093.x.

24.	Pastuszak AW, Kumar V, Shah A, Roth DR. 
Diagnostic and management approaches to 
pediatric and adolescent varicocele: A survey of 
pediatric urologists. Urology 2014;84(2):450–55. 
doi: 10.1016/j.urology.2014.04.022.

25.	Australian Government. Services Australia. 
Medicare Item Reports. Medicare Statistics. 
Requested Medicare items processed from 
January 2017 to December 2021. Item number 
37623. Canberra, ACT: Australian Government, 
2022. Available at http://medicarestatistics.
humanservices.gov.au/statistics/
do.jsp?_PROGRAM=%2Fstatistics%2Fmbs_
item_standard_-report&DRILL=ag&group=3762
3&VAR=services&STAT=count&RPT_=FMT=by
+time+period+and+state&PTYPE=calyear&ST
ART_DT=201701&END_DT=202112 [Accessed 25 
August 2022].

26.	Australian Government. Services Australia. 
Medicare Item Reports. Requested Medicare 
items processed from January 2017 to 
December 2021. Item number 37616. 
Canberra, ACT: Australian Government, 
2022. Available at http://medicarestatistics.
humanservices.gov.au/statistics/
do.jsp?_PROGRAM=%2Fstatistics%2Fmbs_
item_standard_report&DRILL=ag&group=3761
6&VAR=services&STAT=count&RPT__FMT=by
+time+period+and+state&PTYPE=calyear&ST
ART_DT=201701&END_DT=202112 [Accessed 25 
August 2022].

27.	 Potts JM, Pasqualotto FF, Nelson D, Thomas AJ Jr, 
Agarwal A. Patient characteristics associated with 
vasectomy reversal. J Urol 1999;161(6):1835–39.

28.	Dickey RM, Pastuszak AW, Hakky TS, 
Chandrashekar A, Ramasamy R, Lipshultz LI. 
The evolution of vasectomy reversal. Curr Urol Rep 
2015;16(6):40. doi: 10.1007/s11934-015-0511-0.

29.	Kim HH, Goldstein M. History of vasectomy 
reversal. Urol Clin North Am 2009;36(3):359–73. 
doi: 10.1016/j.ucl.2009.05.001.

30.	Matthews GJ, Schlegel PN, Goldstein M. Patency 
following microsurgical vasoepididymostomy and 
vasovasostomy: Temporal considerations. J Urol 
1995;154(6):2070–73.

31.	 Dubin JM, White J, Ory J, Ramasamy R. 
Vasectomy reversal vs. sperm retrieval with in vitro 
fertilization: A contemporary, comparative analysis. 
Fertil Steril 2021;115(6):1377–83. doi: 10.1016/j.
fertnstert.2021.03.050.

32.	Belker AM, Thomas AJ Jr, Fuchs EF, Konnak JW, 
Sharlip ID. Results of 1,469 microsurgical 
vasectomy reversals by the Vasovasostomy Study 
Group. J Urol 1991;145(3):505–11. doi: 10.1016/
s0022-5347(17)38381-7.

33.	Katz DJ. Is there a role for the urologist in the era 
of IVF. Urological Society of Australia and New 
Zealand (USANZ) Annual Scientific Meeting. 
Gold Coast, Qld: USANZ, 2022.

34.	Victorian Assisted Reproductive Treatment 
Authority. Possible health effects of IVF. Melbourne, 

Vic: The Victorian Assisted Reproductive Treatment 
Authority, 2016. Available at www.varta.org.au/sites/
default/files/2020-12/Possible%20health%20
effects%20of%20IVF.pdf [Accessed 24 October 
2022].

35.	Pavlovich CP, Schlegel PN. Fertility options after 
vasectomy: A cost-effectiveness analysis. Fertil 
Steril 1997;67(1):133–41. doi: 10.1016/s0015-
0282(97)81870-5.

36.	Kolettis PN, Thomas AJ Jr. Vasoepididymostomy 
for vasectomy reversal: A critical assessment 
in the era of intracytoplasmic sperm injection. 
J Urol 1997;158(2):467–70. doi: 10.1016/s0022-
5347(01)64504-x.

37.	 Jee SH, Hong YK. One-layer vasovasostomy: 
Microsurgical versus loupe-assisted. Fertil 
Steril 2010;94(6):2308–11. doi: 10.1016/j.
fertnstert.2009.12.013.

38.	Lee L, McLoughlin MG. Vasovasostomy: 
A comparison of macroscopic and microscopic 
techniques at one institution. Fertil Steril 
1980;33(1):54–55. doi: 10.1016/s0015-
0282(16)44478-x.

39.	Silber SJ. Perfect anatomical reconstruction of 
vas deferens with a new microscopic surgical 
technique. Fertil Steril 1977;28(1):72–77.

40.	Modgil V, Rai S, Ralph DJ, Muneer A. An update 
on the diagnosis and management of ejaculatory 
duct obstruction. Nat Rev Urol 2016;13(1):13–20. 
doi: 10.1038/nrurol.2015.276.

41.	 Smith JF, Walsh TJ, Turek PJ. Ejaculatory duct 
obstruction. Urol Clin North Am 2008;35(2):221–27, 
viii. doi: 10.1016/j.ucl.2008.01.011.

42.	Farley S, Barnes R. Stenosis of ejaculatory 
ducts treated by endoscopic resection. J Urol 
1973;109(4):664–66. doi: 10.1016/s0022-
5347(17)60510-x.

43.	Wang HB, Zhao LM, Hong K, et al. Transurethral 
seminal vesiculoscopy in treatment of 
oligoasthenozoospermia secondary incomplete 
ejaculatory duct obstruction: A report of 
8 cases. Beijing Da Xue Xue Bao Yi Xue Ban 
2020;52(4):642–45. doi: 10.19723/j.issn.1671-
167X.2020.04.008. [Chinese]

44.	Wang H, Ye H, Xu C, et al. Transurethral seminal 
vesiculoscopy using a 6F vesiculoscope for 
ejaculatory duct obstruction: Initial experience. 
J Androl 2012;33(4):637–43. doi: 10.2164/
jandrol.111.013912.

45.	Tang SX, Zhou HL, Ding YL. Effectiveness 
of transurethral seminal vesiculoscopy in the 
treatment of persistent hematospermia, and 
oligoasthenozoospermia and azoospermia from 
ejaculatory duct obstruction. Zhonghua Yi Xue 
Za Zhi. 2016;96(36):2872–75. doi: 10.3760/cma.j.i
ssn.0376-2491.2016.36.005. [Chinese]

46.	Chen X, Wang H, Wu RP, et al. The performance 
of transrectal ultrasound in the diagnosis 
of seminal vesicle defects: A comparison 
with magnetic resonance imaging. Asian 
J Androl 2014;16(6):907–11. doi: 10.4103/1008-
682X.142768.

47.	 Meacham RB, Hellerstein DK, Lipshultz LI. 
Evaluation and treatment of ejaculatory 
duct obstruction in the infertile male. Fertil 
Steril 1993;59(2):393–97. doi: 10.1016/s0015-
0282(16)55683-0.

48.	Goldstein MS, Schlegel PN, editors. Surgical 
and medical management of male infertility. 
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 
2013.

49.	O’Connor P. Incidence and patterns of spinal 
cord injury in Australia. Accid Anal Prev 
2002;34(4):405–15. doi: 10.1016/s0001-
4575(01)00036-7.

50.	Sønksen J, Biering-Sørensen F, Kristensen JK. 
Ejaculation induced by penile vibratory 



Surgical management of male infertility: An overview Focus  |  Clinical

© The Royal Australian College of General Practitioners 2023 Reprinted from AJGP Vol. 52, No. 1–2, Jan–Feb 2023      31

stimulation in men with spinal cord injuries. The 
importance of the vibratory amplitude. Paraplegia 
1994;32(10):651–60. doi: 10.1038/sc.1994.105.

51.	 Sønksen J, Ohl DA. Penile vibratory stimulation 
and electroejaculation in the treatment 
of ejaculatory dysfunction. Int J Androl 
2002;25(6):324–32. doi: 10.1046/j.1365-
2605.2002.00378.x.

52.	Practice Committee of the American Society 
for Reproductive Medicine in collaboration 
with the Society for Male Reproduction and 
Urology. The management of obstructive 
azoospermia: A committee opinion. Fertil 
Steril 2019;111(5):873–80. doi: 10.1016/j.
fertnstert.2019.02.013.

53.	van Wely M, Barbey N, Meissner A, Repping S, 
Silber SJ. Live birth rates after MESA or TESE 
in men with obstructive azoospermia: Is there 
a difference? Hum Reprod 2015;30(4):761–66. 
doi: 10.1093/humrep/dev032.

54.	Corona G, Minhas S, Giwercman A, et al. Sperm 
recovery and ICSI outcomes in men with non-
obstructive azoospermia: A systematic review 
and meta-analysis. Hum Reprod Update 
2019;25(6):733–57. doi: 10.1093/humupd/dmz028.

55.	Lantsberg D, Mizrachi Y, Katz DJ. Micro-testicular 
sperm extraction outcomes for non-obstructive 
azoospermia in a single large clinic in Victoria. 
Aust N Z J Obstet Gynaecol 2022;62(2):300–05. 
doi: 10.1111/ajo.13477.

56.	Schlegel PN, Li PS. Microdissection TESE: Sperm 
retrieval in non-obstructive azoospermia. Hum 
Reprod Update 1998;4(4):439. doi: 10.1093/
humupd/4.4.439.

57.	 Eswara JR, Ko DS. Minimally invasive techniques in 
urology. Surg Oncol Clin N Am 2019;28(2):327–32. 
doi: 10.1016/j.soc.2018.11.012.

58.	Koukourikis P, Rha KH. Robotic surgical systems in 
urology: What is currently available? Investig Clin 
Urol 2021;62(1):14–22. doi: 10.4111/icu.20200387.

59.	Fleming C. Robot-assisted vasovasostomy. Urol 
Clin North Am 2004;31(4):769–72. doi: 10.1016/j.
ucl.2004.07.001.

60.	Shu T, Taghechian S, Wang R. Initial experience 
with robot-assisted varicocelectomy. Asian J 
Androl 2008;10(1):146–48. doi: 10.1111/j.1745-
7262.2008.00354.x.

61.	 Parekattil SJ, Gudeloglu A. Robotic assisted 
andrological surgery. Asian J Androl 
2013;15(1):67–74. doi: 10.1038/aja.2012.131.

62.	Chan P, Parekattil SJ, Goldstein M, et al. Pros and 
cons of robotic microsurgery as an appropriate 
approach to male reproductive surgery for 
vasectomy reversal and varicocele repair. 
Fertil Steril 2018;110(5):816–23. doi: 10.1016/j.
fertnstert.2018.08.026.

63.	Barazani Y, Kaouk J, Sabanegh ES Jr. Robotic 
intra-abdominal vasectomy reversal: A new 
approach to a difficult problem. Can Urol Assoc 
J 2014;8(5–6):E439–41. doi: 10.5489/cuaj.1947.

64.	Trost L, Parekattil S, Wang J, Hellstrom WJ. 
Intracorporeal robot-assisted microsurgical 
vasovasostomy for the treatment of bilateral vasal 
obstruction occurring following bilateral inguinal 
hernia repairs with mesh placement. J Urol 
2014;191(4):1120–25. doi: 10.1016/j.juro.2013.11.107.

65.	Trickett RI, Wang D, Maitz P, Lanzetta M, Owen ER. 
Laser welding of vas deferens in rodents: Initial 
experience with fluid solders. Microsurgery 
1998;18(7):414–18. doi: 10.1002/(sici)1098-
2752(1998)18:7<414::aid-micr5>3.0.co;2-w.

66.	Rosemberg SK, Elson L, Nathan LE Jr. Carbon 
dioxide laser microsurgical vasovasostomy. 
Urology 1985;25(1):53–56. doi: 10.1016/0090-
4295(85)90564-3.

67.	 Silverstein JI, Mellinger BC. Fibrin glue vasal 
anastomosis compared to conventional sutured 
vasovasostomy in the rat. J Urol 1991;145(6):1288–91. 
doi: 10.1016/s0022-5347(17)38616-0.

68.	Schiff J, Li PS, Goldstein M. Toward a sutureless 
vasovasostomy: Use of biomaterials and surgical 
sealants in a rodent vasovasostomy model. 
J Urol 2004;172(3):1192–95. doi: 10.1097/01.
ju.0000134976.03994.bb.

69.	Gaskill DM, Stewart S, Kirsch WM, Zhu YH, 
Thompson K. Sutureless vasovasostomy: 
New technique using experimental microclip 
in rat model. Urology 1992;40(2):191–94. 
doi: 10.1016/0090-4295(92)90526-3.

70.	 Liu Y, Zhu Y, Di L, et al. Raman spectroscopy as 
an ex vivo noninvasive approach to distinguish 
complete and incomplete spermatogenesis 
within human seminiferous tubules. Fertil 

Steril 2014;102(1):54–60.e2. doi: 10.1016/j.
fertnstert.2014.03.035.

71.	 Najari BB, Ramasamy R, Sterling J, et al. 
Pilot study of the correlation of multiphoton 
tomography of ex vivo human testis with histology. 
J Urol 2012;188(2):538–43. doi: 10.1016/j.
juro.2012.03.124.

72.	 Trottmann M, Stepp H, Sroka R, et al. Probe-based 
confocal laser endomicroscopy (pCLE) – A new 
imaging technique for in situ localization of 
spermatozoa. J Biophotonics 2015;8(5):415–21. 
doi: 10.1002/jbio.201400053.

73.	 Results in the United States with sperm 
microaspiration retrieval techniques and 
assisted reproductive technologies. The Sperm 
Microaspiration Retrieval Techniques Study 
Group. J Urol 1994;151(5):1255–59. doi: 10.1016/
s0022-5347(17)35225-4.

74.	 Deruyver Y, Vanderschueren D, Van der Aa F. 
Outcome of microdissection TESE compared with 
conventional TESE in non-obstructive azoospermia: 
A systematic review. Andrology 2014;2(1):20–24. 
doi: 10.1111/j.2047-2927.2013.00148.x.

75.	 Punjani N, Kang C, Schlegel PN. Two decades 
from the introduction of microdissection testicular 
sperm extraction: How this surgical technique has 
improved the management of NOA. J Clin Med 
2021;10(7):1374. doi: 10.3390/jcm10071374.

correspondence ajgp@racgp.org.au


