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Abstract: Urinary incontinence (UI) is a major problem in health care and more than 400 million

people worldwide suffer from involuntary loss of urine. With an increase in the aging population,

UI is likely to become even more prominent over the next decades and the economic burden is

substantial. Among the different subtypes of UI, stress urinary incontinence (SUI) is the most

prevalent and focus of this review. The main underlying causes for SUI are pregnancy and childbirth,

accidents with direct trauma to the pelvis or medical treatments that affect the pelvic floor, such as

surgery or irradiation. Conservative approaches for the treatment of SUI are pelvic physiotherapy,

behavioral and lifestyle changes, and the use of pessaries. Current surgical treatment options include

slings, colposuspensions, bulking agents and artificial urinary sphincters. These treatments have

limitations with effectiveness and bear the risk of long-term side effects. Furthermore, surgical

options do not treat the underlying pathophysiological causes of SUI. Thus, there is an urgent need

for alternative treatments, which are effective, minimally invasive and have only a limited risk for

adverse effects. Regenerative medicine is an emerging field, focusing on the repair, replacement

or regeneration of human tissues and organs using precursor cells and their components. This

article critically reviews recent advances in the therapeutic strategies for the management of SUI and

outlines future possibilities and challenges.
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1. Introduction

The involuntary loss of urine remains a major medical issue with approximately 20%
of people affected at some point during their lifetime [1,2] and a three-to-one ratio between
women and men [3,4]. Patients suffering from urinary incontinence (UI) experience a
severely reduced quality of life (QoL) [5,6] and there is an unmet medical need including
continuously rising healthcare costs [7–10]. Among different types of UI, this article focuses
on stress urinary incontinence (SUI), the most prevalent subtype [1,11]. The International
Continence Society (ICS) defines SUI as “complaint of involuntary loss of urine on effort
or physical exertion including sporting activities, or on sneezing or coughing” [12]. The
etiology of this symptom is manifold but often caused by previous injury to the pelvic
floor. Damage can occur during childbirth or surgical treatments, radiotherapy of tumors,
as consequence of trauma to the pelvic floor or as an effect of aging [11,13]. Contributing
risk factors include obesity, smoking, the number of pregnancies and vaginal deliveries,
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menopause, polypharmacy and the presence of lung diseases causing chronic cough [14].
Current treatment options enable the recovery of continence with various outcomes [15].
However, until today, a definite solution for the correction of the underlying etiology is
lacking. Furthermore, the actual treatments only offer short-term relief, and the overall
success of these therapies is mostly limited due to complications and their sequelae [16].
The search for new solutions and different treatments has been ongoing for decades, but
without any great success. However, tissue engineering (TE) utilizing stem cells has
emerged as a promising regenerative and minimal-invasive solution for this multifaceted
disease [17].

2. Stress Urinary Incontinence

SUI is a major medical issue. Approximately 50% of the female population over 45 years
is affected and around 20% of men after 70 years of age [3,7,18]. There are several triggers
for urine leakage in SUI including coughing, laughing, sneezing, exercising and other
movements that increase the intra-abdominal pressure on the bladder that provoke loss of
urine in patients. Importantly for this type of UI, the leakage happens in the absence of
detrusor contraction.

The QoL in patients with SUI can be severely reduced due to limited daily activities
and the exposure to unpleasant sensation and odor caused by wet diapers, which often
leads to recurrent urinary tract infections [19]. SUI further affects sexuality and the personal
well-being, which provokes shame, depression, impaired productivity at work, reduced
employment and a higher possibility to be admitted to a nursing home at higher age [6,11].

The worldwide healthcare expenditures for the treatment of this condition are con-
stantly increasing. In the USA, it is estimated that the direct cost of caring for patients with
UI adds up to around $20 billion dollars per year [9,20,21].

2.1. Pathophysiology

Continence and micturition are achieved by a complex interplay of anatomical struc-
tures such as the urethral sphincter, detrusor, bladder neck, urethral smooth muscle,
nerves, vascular plexus and the surrounding tissue support [22]. There is an active and
passive component contributing to intraurethral pressure. This pressure is mainly gen-
erated by the rhabdosphincter (external urethral sphincter, striated muscles, intentional)
and the lissosphincter (internal urethral sphincter or “Hessian loop”, smooth muscles,
unintentional)–both belonging to the active component [23,24]. Normally, the urethral
pressure exceeds bladder pressure, resulting in continence. The proximal urethra and
bladder are both within the pelvis and an increased intra-abdominal pressure is transmit-
ted to both urethra and bladder equally. In case of an intact pelvic floor, this leaves the
pressure differential unchanged and therefore results in urine remaining within the bladder
(passive component). Normal voiding is initiated by the parasympathetic nervous system
through the pelvic nerve. As a result, urethral pressure falls (relaxation of sphincter) and
bladder pressure rises (detrusor contraction) [22]. During the filling phase, sympathetic
nervous activity inhibits the detrusor and activates the smooth urethral muscles (unin-
tentional), increasing the outlet resistance through hypogastric nerves and stimulation of
alpha-adrenoreceptors [24]. In addition, efferent pudendal nerve activity increases the
tonicity of the striated urethral sphincter (intentional). The sphincter complex prevents
UI by providing both resting urethral tone via slow-twitch fibers and rapid reflexive con-
traction, if the abdominal pressure rises quickly. However, the external urethral sphincter
(EUS) is, for the most part, responsible for preventing involuntary urine leakage. Therefore,
any damage to the EUS, pelvic floor, nerves or surrounding tissue may lead to SUI.

A further important term is intrinsic sphincter deficiency (ISD), which tries to subsume
muscular sphincter dysfunction. However, experts often disagree on the meaning and
implications of ISD. Clinically, it is mostly defined as a combination of severe SUI due to
low maximal urethral closure pressure (MUCP) and a low Valsalva leak point pressure
(VLPP) [25–27]. ISD can occur with or without the presence of a hypermobile urethra [15].
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Irrespective of pathophysiology, SUI is the result of high intra-abdominal pressure that
exceeds the urethral and pelvic floor pressure in the setting of a sudden increase of intra-
abdominal forces [28,29].

2.2. Etiology and Diagnostics

The etiology of SUI differs between men and women. In women, the cause of poor
urethral sphincter function is neither fully known, nor entirely understood. Nevertheless,
several important risk factors have been identified such as body mass index (BMI) and
advancing age. With increasing age, the loss of muscle fibers—turning into scar tissue—
goes along with the denervation of relevant structures of the pelvic floor. The number of
pregnancies with subsequent vaginal deliveries relevantly influences this development.
Therefore, nulliparous women or those having delivered by Cesarean section experience a
much lower risk for SUI. Further, hormonal changes during menopause, smoking, chronic
obstipation, cognitive impairment, irradiation or post-surgical complications all potentially
contribute to the development of SUI [14]. In addition, anatomical alteration, such as a
hypermobile urethra or pelvic organ prolapse, can also predispose for SUI. Interestingly,
symptoms usually worsen before menstruation. These facts imply that the estrogen and
progesterone level may have a relevant impact on urethral and sphincter function. As
pathophysiological explanation, lowered estrogen levels lead to reduced muscular pressure
around the urethra and therefore increasing the chances of involuntary leakage [30,31].
In men, the main causes for SUI are the adverse effects of radical prostatectomy. Despite
improved surgical techniques, persistent SUI rates have shown to vary between 10 and
30% [32].

According to the classification of Stamey, there are three grades of clinical SUI: Urine
leakage while coughing, sneezing or laughing (grade 1), while walking, climbing the
stairs or standing up (grade 2) or while lying horizontally (grade 3) [33]. The severity
of SUI can be easily quantified with bladder diaries, pad-tests and questionnaires. In
complex cases with suspicion of mixed UI or in order to clearly differentiate between the
subtypes of UI, a urodynamic investigation should be performed [34]. With urodynamics,
the urologist wants to rule out potential concomitant diseases from the urinary tract, which
would hamper the operative result [35]. Before planning a specific therapy, a sonographic
examination of the whole urinary tract (including uroflowmetry with post void residual
volume testing) and the exclusion of a lower urinary tract infection is needed [36].

2.3. Treatment

Various treatment options are available for patients suffering from SUI. Most im-
portantly, the choice of a specific therapeutic pathway depends on the clinical severity
and objective psychological burden and must be well discussed and selected together
with the particular patient adapted to her/his individual needs. Importantly, a stepwise
approach with initial conservative and later minimal invasive to invasive treatment is
strongly recommended to minimize the risk of therapy-associated morbidity [37–39].

Current treatment options can be divided into three different categories: conservative,
pharmacological and surgical [37,38]. The conservative options include pad usage, catheters
or urinals, weight loss, smoking cessation, reducing unnecessary medication, behavioral
therapy (i.e., bladder training, fluid/dietary modification, reducing caffeine intake) and
physiotherapy as well as electrophysiological stimulation of the pelvic floor [11,19]. The
key problems of pelvic-floor muscle training are lack of motivation, missing continuity
and inconsistency in execution, all negatively affecting the training benefits of patients.
An alternative to conservative treatment forms are the usage of vaginal pessaries or the
insertion of urethral plugs.

From the Food and Drug Administration (FDA), there are no approved pharmaco-
logical treatments for SUI. Anticholinergic agents and/or beta-3 receptor agonists are
most often used for clinical pictures of mixed urinary incontinence (SUI combined with
overactive bladder). Additionally, the use of selective serotonin noradrenaline inhibitors
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(SSNRI), estrogens and desmopressin may be supportive. The available surgical options
are manifold: paraurethral injection therapy (“bulking agents”), tension free vaginal tapes
(TVTs), pubovaginal or mid-urethral urethral slings (retropubic vs. transobturatorial vs.
autologous fascia), Burch colposuspension (open or laparoscopic) and artificial urinary
sphincter and compression systems [11,40–43]. These interventions render a significant
amelioration of the clinical symptoms and enable the recovery of continence with around
80% cure rates [44]. However, these options offer short-term relief only and they tend to
cause complications in the short- and long-term perspective such as bladder or vaginal per-
foration, voiding or storage dysfunction (urinary retention or new onset urge UI), chronic
pelvic pain, urethral and vaginal erosions or material infections [45]. In addition, around
10% of patients undergoing surgery for SUI will have worsening symptomatology due to
new onset of detrusor overactivity (DOA) causing urgency incontinence [45,46]. This may
lead to further operations or the need for explanation of the foreign materials.

3. The Regenerative Approach

To date, a definitive correction of the underlying etiology of SUI has not been accom-
plished. Therefore, the search for alternative solutions and regenerative treatment options
are of paramount importance. TE is a field of regenerative medicine and includes the
principles of cell transplantation, material science and bioengineering for the development
of biological substitutes that may be used as autologous transplants to restore or main-
tain organ function. Precursor cells are isolated from living human tissue biopsies and
thereafter multiplied in vitro. Later, these explanted cells are mixed with or seeded onto
biodegradable polymers, and are replanted to repair or replace the injured or diseased
tissue. The overall goal is the integration of the bioengineered cells into the surrounding
tissue to rebuild a functional organ. Cell-based therapies are proposed as a method to
achieve restoration of numerous tissues and organs. A huge advantage of autologous
TE approaches over conventional organ transplantation is the fact that immunosuppres-
sion can be omitted, because the patient’s own cells are not rejected by the recipient’s
immune system. Furthermore, patients are not dependent on the limited availability of
transplantable organs. However, this approach is technically demanding, expensive and
needs a broad combination of knowledge from different basic and clinical research fields.

A particular option is the implantation of autologous muscle stem cells into the
sphincter area to strengthen and restore EUS function [47]. Figure 1. The implanted stem
cells would then increase MUCP to resist higher intra-abdominal strain [17]. Nevertheless,
the process of cell isolation, expansion, harvesting and implantation is a complex, expensive
and a critical endeavor, which is dependent on the effects of culture on cell biology at the
molecular level.

Embryonal, umbilical cord and adult stem cells are most commonly used for such
a treatment. Due to immunological, oncological and ethical considerations, research has
focused on the latter for quite some time. Adult stem cells are mainly isolated from either
adipose tissue, bone marrow or skeletal muscle [48]. Recent advances in cell-based ther-
apies have provided a variety of opportunities to seek alternative solutions in restoring
damaged sphincter function in patients with UI [49]. Functional restoration of the dam-
aged EUS using the patient’s own cells would be an ideal treatment option that could
reverse the underlying pathologic condition. The application of such treatments belongs
to the category of advanced therapy medicinal products (ATMP), which underlie strict
control mechanisms and various regulations from ethical, pharmacological and medical
supervisory authorities. The stringent supervision serves as quality control and assures
the transfer of relevant information within the involved study teams and between good
clinical (GCP) and manufacturing practice (GMP). This is critical for translating a promising
achievement from the laboratory bench to the patient’s bedside, and later into a specific
treatment of clinical daily routine [50]. Many studies have explored the preclinical and
clinical application of stem cells isolated from various origins that have promising results
for the treatment of SUI [51–65] and were summoned up as part of the several reviews
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articles. Hart and colleagues summarized the mainly preclinical published literature on
cell therapy models for the regeneration of smooth and striated urethral sphincter muscles,
but also the regeneration of nerves and neuromuscular synapses [47]. Earlier, Lin et al.
analyzed the literature in a review on different cell injection routes (transurethral, peri-
urethral and intravenous), cell labeling, functional and histological assessment from mainly
animal models of preclinical trials [66]. In 2016, Williams et al., mainly focusing on animal
models, summarized the current state of knowledge on cell therapy for SUI introducing
regenerative pharmacology as an adjunct or replacement [67]. A Chinese and American
collaboration wrote a review with new aspects on the preclinical usage of tissue-engineered
suburethral slings, that combine mechanical and regenerative aspects of stem cell therapy
in SUI [48]. They also pointed out nicely the six biggest challenges to success in stem cell
treatment. These are optimal dose and delivery route, proliferation and differentiation,
distribution, abnormal differentiation or neoplastic transformation, nerve regeneration
and adequate animal models to mirror chronic condition. Lastly, Vinarov and colleagues
published a thorough literature review, putting together all the available evidence on
preclinical and clinical studies using different stem cell types [68]. Nevertheless, the risk of
aberrant cell populations is always present, which may lead to non-functional scar tissue
(i.e., fibroblasts) or even tumor growth (i.e., teratoma). Hence, the main challenges are to
avoid deviations of precursor cell lines and to lead them into the right branch of differenti-
ation [50]. Further, the microenvironments of the tissue surroundings change significantly
and paracrine effects such as those exerted by chemokines, secretomes, cytokines, growth
and angiogenic factors become important determinants of cell fate [69].

3.1. Muscle Progenitor Cells (MPCs)

Regeneration of skeletal muscles is a highly orchestrated process that involves tight
regulation of multiple cellular and molecular responses. Satellite cells can be found in
the sublaminar layer of every skeletal muscle and are normally in a resting state. Upon
certain stimuli (i.e., trauma or strain), they re-enter the cell cycle and differentiate into
muscle progenitor cells (MPCs). The majority of MPCs are committed to the myogenic
lineage and are therefore most suitable for muscle engineering. Extensive studies have
examined this process in detail and have shown that MPCs are an ideal cellular model
to study muscle tissue regeneration in the preclinical and clinical setting (see following
paragraphs). Interestingly, MPC-based therapies have been proposed not only as a novel
treatment option for SUI, but also in various other muscle diseases (genetic and acquired
muscle disorders) [70,71].

3.1.1. Preclinical Data

The use of injectable cultured MPCs for the treatment of SUI was analyzed in various
animal studies, such as rodent, porcine, canine and primate models. Chancellor et al.
introduced the general strategy of using adult stem cells for the treatment of UI in the
early millennial years. These researchers injected muscle-derived stem cells (MDSCs) into
rats and were able to show that the cells persisted longer in situ than bovine collagen
as comparison [72,73]. Further, the injected MDSCs led to the formation of myotubes
and myofibers in the histological analysis. Even more important was that the cells were
not rejected, providing support that the injection of autologous cells was feasible and
safe in such a model. Another early study demonstrated that MPCs harvested from limb
skeletal muscles in mice may enhance the regeneration process of striated urinary sphincter
muscle after 1 month [74]. A further study reported that the periurethral injection of
allogenic MDSCs improved the leak point pressure (LPP) in sciatic nerve-transected female
rats compared to sham treatment [75]. Highly promising results in dogs indicated that
autologous MPCs were able to restore otherwise irreversibly damaged urinary sphincter
function with up to 80% of the initial closure pressure values in urodynamic analysis [28].
The injected cells were histomorphologically analyzed after 6 months and were able to
survive and form mature, functional tissue within the damaged region. The long-term
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effect on urinary sphincter deficiency after autologous MPC injection was also examined in
a nonhuman primate model with a previously transected pudendal innervation [76]. The
promising results showed sustained structural and functional restoration of the maximal
urethral pressure after 12 months. However, multiple factors (such as age, stress and body
weight) may negatively affect the efficacy of MPC treatment in chronic urinary sphincter
deficiency [77]. A recent study from Zhou and colleagues was able to demonstrate the
presence and location of tissue-resident progenitor cells in the EUS through label-retaining
cells at 1, 2, 3, 4 and 8 weeks after intraperitoneal injection of 5-ethynyl-2-deoxyuridine [78].
The thickness of the striated muscle layer in the EUS developed faster than the smooth
muscle layer after injection, whereas stem cells were located densely adherent to muscle
fibers directly under the basal membrane of laminin. Overall, these animal studies indicate
the feasibility of using autologous cells of muscle origin for functional restoration of urinary
sphincter muscle in animal models with sphincter deficiency.

 

Figure 1. Schematic visualisation of an intrasphincteric injection of muscle precursor cells (MPCs) to

regenerate the muscle tissue of the EUS. Adapted from © Jasmin Hegetschweiler and Nina Schwarz.
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3.1.2. Clinical Data

The translation of preclinical studies and their results to clinical application is highly
demanding. Unfortunately, the treatment of urinary incontinence with MDSCs has fallen
into disrepute in 2008 due to ethical concerns about research work, in which excellent short
time results were presented [79,80]. The researchers added up to 50% of pure fibroblasts
to the cell injections and used the same collagen concentration as chosen for conventional
bulking interventions, a strategy known to show acceptable short-term results only. Their
work was retracted due to irregularities in conduct of work, documentation of source data
and obtainment of patient consent. Nonetheless, the same group continued their research
with convincing results in female as well as male patients with SUI, followed-up until
1 year after the intervention [61,81,82].

Nevertheless, the general approach of using adult cells for the treatment of SUI was
further pursued by Sèbe et al., who reported results from 12 female patients who received
intrasphincteric injections of autologous MPCs isolated from a biopsy of deltoid muscle [83].
Ten out of 12 patients were either dry or improved on pad tests, while QoL improved in
half of the patients after 1 year of follow-up. In 2012 and 2013, Blaganje and Lukanovic
published two articles of ultrasound-guided myoblast injections into the EUS followed by
electrical stimulation (to enhance cell integration) as 2-step treatment in SUI of 38 female
patients [84,85]. At follow-up 6 months after the intervention, the results showed a well-
tolerated procedure, no reported adverse effects and that more than 75% of patients were
either cured or had an improved SUI. Gerullis et al. investigated the safety, efficacy and
effect of transurethral injection of autologous MDSCs in the damaged urethral sphincter of
222 male patients with postprostatectomy incontinence [86]. The therapy was effective in
only half of the patients, where the treatment led to either continence (12%) or improvement
(42%) of clinical symptoms. Chancellor and his group published a clinical trial in 2013,
where they injected 38 women with low or high doses of autologous MDSCs from biopsies
of the quadriceps muscle [87]. Patients were able to choose a second injection of the same
dose after 3 months and the follow-up ended 12 months after the last treatment. No
serious adverse events or major complications were reported and the majority of patients
experienced a 50% or greater reduction in pad weight (89% vs. 62%) and in reported stress
leaks (78% vs. 53%), favoring the group with the higher dose of injected cells. In 2014,
Chancellor et al. reported a study using pooled data from 80 female patients with different
doses of autologous MDSCs injected (range: 10–200 million cells) [88]. The higher dose
groups also tended to have a more favorable effect on continence, measured using pad
weight, stress leaks and questionnaires. Yiou et al. tried to avoid the complex and costly
process of stem cell isolation and expansion [89]. Therefore, the injected freshly isolated
myofibers from the gracilis muscle carrying MPCs in five males and five females with ISD.
Continence improved during the 12 months follow-up in four out of five women and their
MUCP increased twofold. In men, the effect on continence was moderate, while MUCP
recordings showed similar improvement. Gras et al. chose a similar approach with the
implantation of freshly harvested and minced skeletal muscle [90]. In a cohort of 35 women
with uncomplicated and complicated SUI, significant reductions in the mean number
of leakages and amelioration of patient reported outcomes (PROs) through scores from
questionnaires (ICIQ-SF = International Consultation on Incontinence Questionnaire–Short
Form) were witnessed. Stangel-Wojcikiewicz et al. presented data on functional results with
complete or partial improvement in 75% and a significantly improved QoL after two and
four years of follow-up in 16 female patients treated for SUI with MPCs [91,92]. The longest
follow-up of 36 months after treatment with injections of autologous MDSCs was presented
by Sharifiaghdas et al. [93]. Seven out of 10 female patients with SUI due to trauma were
either cured or experienced improved results on MUCP measured by urodynamics or in
cough stress and 1 h pad tests. In 2018, Jankowski and colleagues performed a double-blind,
randomized and placebo-controlled trial evaluating the safety and efficacy of autologous
MDSCs and placebo in 50 female patients with SUI and 93 controls [94]. The enrollment of
patients was halted at 60% of planned subjects due to an unexpectedly high placebo rate
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(90%). They concluded that primary efficacy endpoints need to be clinically meaningful
and selection criteria well defined to lower placebo response rate and to reveal a possible
treatment effect. A summary of the clinical data is presented as Supplementary Table S1.

3.2. Routes of Application

The route and precision of an injection therapy in SUI is of veritable importance
to achieve an accurate effect of a regenerative or other minimal-invasive therapy form.
Therefore, not only for the regenerative approach using MPCs, but also for bulking agents
a precise injection into EUS is an indispensable premise. Several approaches using needle
injection were described in the literature: (a) transurethral by either endoscopic or ultra-
sonographic guidance, (b) periurethral and (c) transperineal. Just recently, the feasibility
and accuracy of a new transurethral injection technique for the purpose of MPC implan-
tation was published [95]. Only a few studies have compared the outcomes of different
injection routes among each other [96–98]. Studies including urethral injection therapies
for the treatment of female SUI were analyzed in a recent Cochrane review, demonstrating
no evidence for a clear superiority regarding a particular application form [99]. A novel
technique described by Jaeger et al. used a needle-free method with waterjet technology to
deliver mesenchymal stromal cells (MSCs) into the EUS [56]. The homogenous distribution
of stem cells within the urinary sphincter through a “spray effect” may advance to the
predominant method of injection in the future. A recently published manuscript by the
same group has demonstrated superiority of the waterjet technology over endoscopic nee-
dle injections regarding on-site precision [100]. Additionally, the implantation of porcine
adipose tissue-derived stromal cells (pADSCs) was faster and more homogenous with
waterjet technology and showed morphologically intact and viable cells after histology of
cryosections of the EUS.

3.3. Neuromuscular Electromagnetic Stimulation (NMES)

Implanted MPCs can be treated with external neuromuscular electromagnetic stim-
ulation (NMES) to enhance cell proliferation and the differentiation into the myogenic
lineage to ameliorate functionality through optimal embedding into the surrounding tissue.
NMES has the ability to induce muscle contraction and has been proposed as a therapeutic
modality for skeletal muscle diseases [101]. Magnetic stimulation also supports nerve and
muscle regeneration by activating muscle-nerve cross-talk and inducing the maturation
of neuro-muscular junctions in mice [102]. Further, NMES improves muscle regeneration
by minimizing the presence of inflammatory infiltrate and the formation of scars after
trauma [102]. It inhibits posttraumatic atrophy, induces hypertrophy and increases the
metabolism and turnover of the muscle.

A therapeutic chair, inducing pulsed magnetic stimulation for the exercise of pelvic
floor muscles in 120 females with SUI, has been shown to significantly improve ICIQ-scores
in up to 75% of participants after 16-32 sessions and one year of follow-up [103]. A Japanese
research team investigated the effect of magnetic stimulation on SUI in female patients
being refractory to pelvic floor physiotherapy [104]. Patients were randomized 2:1 to either
NMES or sham treatment: 30 individuals completed the trial with 24h pad tests, ICIQ-
scores and QoL questionnaires that were significantly better compared to before NMES
treatment as well as compared to the sham treatment group. An observational study from
Vadala et al. reproduced similar findings in 10 female and 10 male patients suffering from
SUI [105], where MUCP and urethral functional length increased significantly compared to
baseline values.

3.4. Imaging Technologies for MPC Tracking

The fate of MPCs after implantation demands to be further investigated with non-
or minimal-invasive methods. Therefore, novel imaging technologies are needed. The
possibility of using positron emission tomography (PET) in CT imaging to non-invasively
monitor implanted MPCs, that have been genetically modified to express dopamine 2 recep-
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tors (D2R), has been investigated [106]. 18F-Fallypride PET radioligands were successfully
used to visualize the MPCs by fluorescent microscopy and confirmed sustained survival of
the transplanted cells at different time-points with formulation of muscle tissue at the site
of injection. Another approach utilized superparamagnetic iron oxide (SPIO) nanoparticles
for the tracking of MPCs using magnetic resonance imaging and X-ray micro-computed
tomography (µCT) in rat hearts [107]. Histological and imaging analysis revealed that
iron-oxide particles were confined to viable, skeletal muscle-derived cells in the implant at
the expected location based on magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) and µCT. No evidence
of phagocytosis of labelled cells by macrophages was documented after 1 year. Others
have used unified fusion reporter genes, whose expression can be monitored with biolumi-
nescence imaging, for the localization of viable MPCs following implantation into a mouse
model [108]. An advantage of this approach is the possibility to merge multiple imaging
modalities. Recently published research presented the use of polymer-entrapped perflu-
orocarbons to label human cells, which can be visualized with photoacoustic imaging,
Fluorine-19 (19F) MRI, US or fluorescence [109]. These nanoparticles enable the mea-
surement of pharmacokinetics and biodistribution or the tracking of injected precursor
cells [110–112]. However, all these techniques require the preparation of stem cells with
radioligands, SPIOs, nanoparticles or antibodies for bioluminescence imaging and may
even need imaging modalities using emission of radiation. A promising, non-invasive
and non-radiogenic imaging method for the evaluation and the functional assessment of
(pelvic) muscle structures are MR diffusion tensor imaging (DTI) [113–117] or magnetiza-
tion transfer (MT) for the analysis of muscle tissue formation [118,119]. DTI and MT are
able to provide a quantitative and qualitative measurement of the muscular microstructure
and its physiological processes as well as of the fiber formation after in vivo myogenic
differentiation of human MPCs [120,121].

3.5. Chemokine Therapy

Regenerative Pharmacology is a field of Regenerative Medicine that seeks to use small
molecules (or combination of molecules) to stimulate the body to self-heal in situ [122].
It is distinct from standard pharmacotherapy, which is often limited to the amelioration
of symptoms. This approach has the potential of bypassing the lengthy, expensive and
complicated cell isolation and implant pre-conditioning protocols of conventional regener-
ative medicine. It is also one of the few remaining unexplored approaches for regenerating
the lower urinary tract. Current efforts are underway to identify the cell secretions and
determine their individual or combined regenerative efficacy. Lavoie et al. and Deng et al.
found that the sum of secretions from progenitor cells stimulate structural and functional
regeneration of the urethra [123,124]. Williams et al. have published that local sphinc-
ter administration of CXCL12 (also known as stromal cell-derived factor 1), without cell
therapy, restores short-term urinary sphincter structure in NHPs with chronic sphincter
deficiency [125]. An effect related to the ability of CXCL12, but not cells, to mobilize bone
marrow cells and restore vascularization and innervation [125]. A cautionary note for this
approach is that molecules do not function in a vacuum and interact with other molecules.
As such, a thorough knowledge of their mechanisms of action are required. For instance,
studies using recombinant CXCL12 injections have shown positive effects on tissue regener-
ation [125,126]. However, there are published studies that seem to contradict these results
and dispute the beneficial effects of CXCL12 on urological tissues [127,128]. Nevertheless,
these studies focused on the secretion of physiologic CXCL12 that Ray et al. showed
to form dimers in physiologic conditions. High concentrations, which more efficiently
activate pathways may lead to pathology and malignancy and inhibit chemotaxis [129].
Veldkamp et al. also suggested low concentrations of monomeric CXCL12, which stimu-
lates and is the active form for chemotaxis [130,131]. Monomeric CXCL12 is secreted by
both mammalian cells and bacteria and is commercially available in recombinant, purified
form and used for current treatment injections. Thus, how the molecule is tested, the dose
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of the molecule and its interaction with other pathways are critical for the translation to
human use.

4. Discussion and Future Prospects

SUI is not a deadly disease compared to cancer or cardiovascular entities and there-
fore treatment never of imminent character. Nevertheless, it is with no doubt a chronic
condition that is associated with low QoL, many potential sequelae and high cumulative
healthcare costs. A solution for SUI with its ever-increasing patient numbers and a patho-
physiologically complex etiology is yet to be found. Despite the immense progress towards
a successful implementation of cell-mediated therapies to treat SUI, several key aspects
still need further investigation and improvement.

It will be necessary to enhance the survival and metabolism of the injected cells, in
order to improve the quality and functionality of the bioengineered tissues. The tracking of
long-term viability and function of implanted cells is critical–finding a tool to precisely and
non-invasively monitor cell fate would be a major breakthrough. Herewith, an accurate
implantation is an indispensable premise for MPCs to differentiate into striated EUS,
which is the fundament to a reasonable subjective and objective clinical outcome at a
later time point. Promising future techniques include direct visual control through an
endoscopic approach, additional to the ultrasound guidance. Further, the use of innovative
technologies such as waterjet injections demonstrated a homogeneous distribution of
stem cells in the periurethral target region of the EUS. Some published articles have
shown an impressive precision and excellent repeatability of such procedures in preclinical
animal studies [56,100]. This groundbreaking technique will most probably receive the
permission to be applied as future method of cell implantation in regenerative clinical trials
treating SUI.

Long-term results can be monitored with either urodynamic studies or non-invasive
and non-radiogenic imaging modalities. The advantage of functional MR imaging is
the combination of cell-tracking and the assessment of EUS function at the same time,
whereas urodynamic studies provide a functional evaluation only. An interesting future
alternative for non-invasive in vivo imaging of MPCs after injection would be tracking
with the help of nanoparticles (polymer-entrapped perfluorocarbons) in 19F MRI or US.
Apart from imaging, the direct effect of NMES remains unclear to date. This needs to
be further elucidated in prospective research trials, where muscle stem cells are used to
treat SUI, in order to analyze the treatment effect of NMES as in subjective and objective
functional results.

On the regenerative therapy side, there is potential for alternative strategies in the field
of regenerative pharmacology, which already showed promising early results and need to
be further developed. Chemokine treatment seeks to use small molecules (or a combination
of molecules) to stimulate the body to self-heal in situ [122]. Current efforts are underway
to identify the cell secretions and to determine their individual or combined regenerative
efficacy. Surely, the dose of the molecule and its interaction with other pathways are
critical for the translation to human use. To ameliorate the effect of chemokines, the use
of stable and biocompatible drug-delivery systems could be a promising modification.
Cubosomes are an example of lipid-based nanoparticles for the protected delivery of any
biomacromolecule to the target region in order to enhance the in vivo efficiency of the
carried drug [132]. Since therapeutics tend to be susceptible to degradation by enzymes,
cubosomes would improve bioavailability and cellular uptake of specific pharmacological
therapies in a correct dosage. However, upon cellular uptake the efficient release at its
target location is the first challenge to consider when designing nanocarriers. Another
possible strategy to ameliorate the regenerative treatment outcome in patients with SUI
could be the repeated injections of autologous MPCs in the same patient. If we manage to
establish freezing-thawing cycles without a relevant loss of cell count and viability, patients
will not need additional muscle biopsies and the dosage of the applied MPCs could be
adjusted. In combination with the stimulation of injected adult muscle stem cells through
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the application of NMES and/or ongoing pelvic floor physiotherapy, the ideal result would
be a long-lasting functional effect.

5. Conclusions

Despite the immense progress towards the successful implementation of cell-mediated
therapies to treat SUI, several key aspects still need further investigation and improvement.
It will be necessary to enhance the survival and metabolism of the injected cells, in order to
improve the quality of the bioengineered tissues. The non-invasive tracking of long-term
viability and functionality of implanted cells is critical–finding a tool to monitor cell fate
would be a major breakthrough. Finally, alternative approaches (e.g., regenerative pharma-
cology) need to be further developed as stand-alone or combined treatment strategies for
patients with SUI. Overall, there is a huge potential for stem cell therapies in combination
with regenerative pharmacology for the treatment of patients with SUI in the near future.

Supplementary Materials: Supplementary materials can be found at https://www.mdpi.com/

article/10.3390/ijms22083981/s1. Table S1. Summary of clinical data for the regenerative treatment

of patients with SUI (Section 3.1.2.).

Author Contributions: Conceptualization F.A.S., J.K.W., T.M.K., A.S., W.K.A., K.-E.A., D.E.; method-

ology F.A.S., J.K.W., K.-E.A., D.E.; formal analysis, F.A.S., J.K.W., T.M.K., K.-E.A.; writing—original

draft preparation F.A.S., J.K.W., K.-E.A.; writing—review & editing T.M.K., A.S., W.K.A., D.E.; visu-

alization F.A.S., T.M.K., A.S., W.K.A. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of

the manuscript.

Funding: This review article received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Data sharing not applicable.

Acknowledgments: The authors would like to thank Jasmin Hegetschweiler and Nina Schwarz

for creating Figure 1 in scope of the “Scientific Visualization” course organized by the “Zürcher

Hochschule der Künste” for their BA design program.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Abbreviations

19F Fluorine-19

ATMP advanced therapy medicinal product

BMI body-mass index

CXCL12 C-X-C Motif Chemokine Ligand 12

D2R dopamine 2 receptors

DOA detrusor overactivity

DTI diffusion tensor imaging

EUS external urethral sphincter

FDA Food and Drug Administration

GCP good clinical practice

GMP good manufacturing practice

ICIQ International Consultation on Incontinence Questionnaire

ICIQ-SF International Consultation on Incontinence Questionnaire–Short Form

ICS International Continence Society

ISD intrinsic sphincter deficiency

LPP leak point pressure

MDSC muscle-derived stem cell

MPC muscle progenitor cell

MRI magnetic resonance imaging

MSC mesenchymal stromal cell

MT magnetization transfer
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MUCP maximal urethral closure pressure

NMES neuromuscular electromagnetic stimulation

pADSC porcine adipose tissue-derived stromal cell

PET positron emission tomography

PRO patient reported outcome

QoL quality of life

SPIO superparamagnetic iron oxide

SSNRI selective serotonin noradrenaline inhibitors

SUI stress urinary incontinence

TE tissue engineering

TVT tension free vaginal tape

UI urinary incontinence

VLPP Valsalva leak point pressure

µCT micro-computed tomography

References

1. Norton, P.; Brubaker, L. Urinary incontinence in women. Lancet 2006, 367, 57–67. [CrossRef]

2. Irwin, D.E.; Kopp, Z.S.; Agatep, B.; Milsom, I.; Abrams, P. Worldwide prevalence estimates of lower urinary tract symptoms,

overactive bladder, urinary incontinence and bladder outlet obstruction. BJU Int. 2011, 108, 1132–1138. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

3. Hunskaar, S.; Lose, G.; Sykes, D.; Voss, S. The prevalence of urinary incontinence in women in four European countries. BJU Int.

2004, 93, 324–330. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Minassian, V.A.; Stewart, W.F.; Wood, G.C. Urinary incontinence in women: Variation in prevalence estimates and risk factors.

Obstet. Gynecol. 2008, 111, 324–331. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Asoglu, M.R.; Selcuk, S.; Cam, C.; Cogendez, E.; Karateke, A. Effects of urinary incontinence subtypes on women′s quality of life

(including sexual life) and psychosocial state. Eur. J. Obstet. Gynecol. Reprod. Biol. 2014, 176, 187–190. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

6. Mota, R.L. Female urinary incontinence and sexuality. Int. Braz. J. Urol. 2017, 43, 20–28. [CrossRef]

7. Hannestad, Y.S.; Rortveit, G.; Sandvik, H.; Hunskaar, S. A community-based epidemiological survey of female urinary inconti-

nence: The Norwegian EPINCONT study. Epidemiology of Incontinence in the County of Nord-Trondelag. J. Clin. Epidemiol.

2000, 53, 1150–1157. [CrossRef]

8. Corcos, J.; Beaulieu, S.; Donovan, J.; Naughton, M.; Gotoh, M. Symptom Quality of Life Assesment Committee of the First

International Consultation on, I., Quality of life assessment in men and women with urinary incontinence. J. Urol. 2002, 168,

896–905. [CrossRef]

9. Wilson, L.; Brown, J.S.; Shin, G.P.; Luc, K.O.; Subak, L.L. Annual direct cost of urinary incontinence. Obstet. Gynecol. 2001, 98,

398–406. [PubMed]

10. Morrison, A.; Levy, R. Fraction of nursing home admissions attributable to urinary incontinence. Value Health 2006, 9, 272–274.

[CrossRef]

11. Lukacz, E.S.; Santiago-Lastra, Y.; Albo, M.E.; Brubaker, L. Urinary Incontinence in Women: A Review. JAMA 2017, 318, 1592–1604.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. D′Ancona, C.; Haylen, B.; Oelke, M.; Abranches-Monteiro, L.; Arnold, E.; Goldman, H.; Hamid, R.; Homma, Y.; Marcelissen, T.;

Rademakers, K.; et al. The International Continence Society (ICS) report on the terminology for adult male lower urinary tract

and pelvic floor symptoms and dysfunction. Neurourol. Urodyn. 2019, 38, 433–477. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Foldspang, A.; Mommsen, S.; Djurhuus, J.C. Prevalent urinary incontinence as a correlate of pregnancy, vaginal childbirth,

and obstetric techniques. Am. J. Public Health 1999, 89, 209–212. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Danforth, K.N.; Townsend, M.K.; Lifford, K.; Curhan, G.C.; Resnick, N.M.; Grodstein, F. Risk factors for urinary incontinence

among middle-aged women. Am. J. Obstet. Gynecol. 2006, 194, 339–345. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Shah, S.M.; Gaunay, G.S. Treatment options for intrinsic sphincter deficiency. Nat. Rev. Urol. 2012, 9, 638–651. [CrossRef]

16. Morling, J.R.; McAllister, D.A.; Agur, W.; Fischbacher, C.M.; Glazener, C.M.; Guerrero, K.; Hopkins, L.; Wood, R. Adverse events

after first, single, mesh and non-mesh surgical procedures for stress urinary incontinence and pelvic organ prolapse in Scotland,

1997–2016: A population-based cohort study. Lancet 2017, 389, 629–640. [CrossRef]

17. Garriboli, M.; Radford, A.; Southgate, J. Regenerative medicine in urology. Eur. J. Pediatr. Surg. 2014, 24, 227–236.

18. Linde, J.M.; Nijman, R.J.M.; Trzpis, M.; Broens, P.M.A. Urinary incontinence in the Netherlands: Prevalence and associated risk

factors in adults. Neurourol. Urodyn. 2017, 36, 1519–1528. [CrossRef]

19. Ptak, M.; Brodowska, A.; Ciecwiez, S.; Rotter, I. Quality of Life in Women with Stage 1 Stress Urinary Incontinence after

Application of Conservative Treatment-A Randomized Trial. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2017, 14, 577. [CrossRef]

20. Levy, R.; Muller, N. Urinary incontinence: Economic burden and new choices in pharmaceutical treatment. Adv. Ther. 2006, 23,

556–573. [CrossRef]

21. Hu, T.W.; Wagner, T.H.; Bentkover, J.D.; Leblanc, K.; Zhou, S.Z.; Hunt, T. Costs of urinary incontinence and overactive bladder in

the United States: A comparative study. Urology 2004, 63, 461–465. [CrossRef] [PubMed]



Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2021, 22, 3981 13 of 17

22. Jung, J.; Ahn, H.K.; Huh, Y. Clinical and functional anatomy of the urethral sphincter. Int. Neurourol. J. 2012, 16, 102–106.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Ashton-Miller, J.A.; DeLancey, J.O. Functional anatomy of the female pelvic floor. Ann. N. Y. Acad. Sci. USA 2007, 1101, 266–296.

[CrossRef]

24. Hillary, C.J.; Roman, S.; MacNeil, S.; Aicher, W.K.; Stenzl, A.; Chapple, C.R. Regenerative medicine and injection therapies in

stress urinary incontinence. Nat. Rev. Urol. 2020, 17, 151–161. [CrossRef]

25. Haab, F.; Zimmern, P.E.; Leach, G.E. Female stress urinary incontinence due to intrinsic sphincteric deficiency: Recognition and

management. J. Urol. 1996, 156, 3–17. [CrossRef]

26. Hosker, G. Is it possible to diagnose intrinsic sphincter deficiency in women? Curr. Opin. Urol. 2009, 19, 342–346. [CrossRef]

27. Parrillo, L.M.; Ramchandani, P.; Smith, A.L. Can intrinsic sphincter deficiency be diagnosed by urodynamics? Urol. Clin. 2014, 41,

375–381. [CrossRef]

28. Eberli, D.; Aboushwareb, T.; Soker, S.; Yoo, J.J.; Atala, A. Muscle precursor cells for the restoration of irreversibly damaged

sphincter function. Cell Transpl. 2012, 21, 2089–2098. [CrossRef]

29. Padmanabhan, P.; Dmochowski, R. Urinary incontinence in women: A comprehensive review of the pathophysiology, diagnosis

and treatment. Minerva Ginecol. 2014, 66, 469–478.

30. Edwall, L.; Carlstrom, K.; Jonasson, A.F. Different estrogen sensitivity of urogenital tissue from women with and without stress

urinary incontinence. Neurourol. Urodyn. 2009, 28, 516–520. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Hextall, A.; Cardozo, L. The role of estrogen supplementation in lower urinary tract dysfunction. Int. Urogynecol. J. 2001, 12,

258–261. [CrossRef]

32. Ficarra, V.; Novara, G.; Rosen, R.C.; Artibani, W.; Carroll, P.R.; Costello, A.; Menon, M.; Montorsi, F.; Patel, V.R.;

Stolzenburg, J.U.; et al. Systematic review and meta-analysis of studies reporting urinary continence recovery after robot-assisted

radical prostatectomy. Eur. Urol. 2012, 62, 405–417. [CrossRef]

33. Stamey, T.A. Endoscopic suspension of the vesical neck for urinary incontinence. Surg. Gynecol. Obstet. 1973, 136, 547–554.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Henderson, J.W.; Kane, S.M.; Mangel, J.M.; Kikano, E.G.; Garibay, J.A.; Pollard, R.R.; Mahajan, S.T.; Debanne, S.M.; Hijaz, A.K.

A Randomized Comparative Study Evaluating Various Cough Stress Tests and 24-Hour Pad Test with Urodynamics in the

Diagnosis of Stress Urinary Incontinence. J. Urol. 2018, 199, 1557–1564. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Serati, M.; Tarcan, T.; Finazzi-Agro, E.; Soligo, M.; Braga, A.; Athanasiou, S.; Balzarro, M. The bladder is an unreliable witness:

The case for urodynamic investigations in female stress urinary incontinence. Eur. J. Obstet. Gynecol. Reprod. Biol. 2019, 244, 35–37.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]

36. Nygaard, I.E.; Heit, M. Stress urinary incontinence. Obstet. Gynecol. 2004, 104, 607–620. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Nambiar, A.K.; Bosch, R.; Cruz, F.; Lemack, G.E.; Thiruchelvam, N.; Tubaro, A.; Bedretdinova, D.A.; Ambuhl, D.; Farag, F.;

Lombardo, R.; et al. EAU Guidelines on Assessment and Nonsurgical Management of Urinary Incontinence. Eur. Urol. 2018, 73,

596–609. [CrossRef]

38. Kobashi, K.C.; Albo, M.E.; Dmochowski, R.R.; Ginsberg, D.A.; Goldman, H.B.; Gomelsky, A.; Kraus, S.R.; Sandhu, J.S.; Shepler, T.;

Treadwell, J.R.; et al. Surgical Treatment of Female Stress Urinary Incontinence: AUA/SUFU Guideline. J. Urol. 2017, 198, 875–883.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]

39. Mischinger, J.; Amend, B.; Reisenauer, C.; Bedke, J.; Naumann, G.; Germann, M.; Kruck, S.; Arenas Desilva, L.F.; Wallwiener, H.;

Koelbl, H.; et al. Different surgical approaches for stress urinary incontinence in women. Minerva Ginecol. 2013, 65, 21–28.

40. Fusco, F.; Abdel-Fattah, M.; Chapple, C.R.; Creta, M.; La Falce, S.; Waltregny, D.; Novara, G. Updated Systematic Review

and Meta-analysis of the Comparative Data on Colposuspensions, Pubovaginal Slings, and Midurethral Tapes in the Surgical

Treatment of Female Stress Urinary Incontinence. Eur. Urol. 2017, 72, 567–591. [CrossRef]

41. Hoda, M.R.; Primus, G.; Fischereder, K.; Von Heyden, B.; Mohammed, N.; Schmid, N.; Moll, V.; Hamza, A.; Karsch, J.J.;

Brossner, C.; et al. Early results of a European multicentre experience with a new self-anchoring adjustable transobturator system

for treatment of stress urinary incontinence in men. BJU Int. 2013, 111, 296–303. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

42. Ha, Y.S.; Yoo, E.S. Artificial Urinary Sphincter for Postradical Prostatectomy Urinary Incontinence—Is It the Best Option?

Int. Neurourol. J. 2019, 23, 265–276. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

43. Lemack, G.E.; Xu, Y.; Brubaker, L.; Nager, C.; Chai, T.; Moalli, P.; Kraus, S.R.; Kerr, L.; Sirls, L.; Stoddard, A.; et al. Clinical and

demographic factors associated with valsalva leak point pressure among women undergoing burch bladder neck suspension or

autologous rectus fascial sling procedures. Neurourol. Urodyn. 2007, 26, 392–396. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Novara, G.; Artibani, W.; Barber, M.D.; Chapple, C.R.; Costantini, E.; Ficarra, V.; Hilton, P.; Nilsson, C.G.; Waltregny, D. Updated

systematic review and meta-analysis of the comparative data on colposuspensions, pubovaginal slings, and midurethral tapes in

the surgical treatment of female stress urinary incontinence. Eur. Urol. 2010, 58, 218–238. [CrossRef]

45. Ellington, D.R.; Erekson, E.A.; Richter, H.E. Outcomes of Surgery for Stress Urinary Incontinence in the Older Woman.

Clin. Geriatr. Med. 2015, 31, 487–505. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Marcelissen, T.; Van Kerrebroeck, P. Overactive bladder symptoms after midurethral sling surgery in women: Risk factors and

management. Neurourol. Urodyn. 2018, 37, 83–88. [CrossRef]

47. Hart, M.L.; Izeta, A.; Herrera-Imbroda, B.; Amend, B.; Brinchmann, J.E. Cell Therapy for Stress Urinary Incontinence. Tissue Eng.

Part B Rev. 2015, 21, 365–376. [CrossRef]



Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2021, 22, 3981 14 of 17

48. Zhou, S.; Zhang, K.; Atala, A.; Khoury, O.; Murphy, S.V.; Zhao, W.; Fu, Q. Stem Cell Therapy for Treatment of Stress Urinary

Incontinence: The Current Status and Challenges. Stem Cells Int. 2016, 2016. [CrossRef]

49. Aragon, I.M.; Imbroda, B.H.; Lara, M.F. Cell Therapy Clinical Trials for Stress Urinary Incontinence: Current Status and

Perspectives. Int. J. Med. Sci. 2018, 15, 195–204. [CrossRef]

50. Amend, B.; Vaegler, M.; Fuchs, K.; Mannheim, J.G.; Will, S.; Kramer, U.; Hart, M.L.; Feitz, W.; Chapple, C.; Stenzl, A.; et al.

Regeneration of degenerated urinary sphincter muscles: Improved stem cell-based therapies and novel imaging technologies.

Cell Transpl. 2015, 24, 2171–2183. [CrossRef]

51. Amend, B.; Kelp, A.; Vaegler, M.; Klunder, M.; Frajs, V.; Klein, G.; Sievert, K.D.; Sawodny, O.; Stenzl, A.; Aicher, W.K. Precise

injection of human mesenchymal stromal cells in the urethral sphincter complex of Gottingen minipigs without unspecific

bulking effects. Neurourol. Urodyn. 2017, 36, 1723–1733. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

52. Arjmand, B.; Safavi, M.; Heidari, R.; Aghayan, H.; S., T.B.; Dehghani, S.; Goodarzi, P.; Mohammadi-Jahani, F.; Heidari, F.;

Payab, M.; et al. Concomitant Transurethral and Transvaginal-Periurethral Injection of Autologous Adipose Derived Stem Cells

for Treatment of Female Stress Urinary Incontinence: A Phase One Clinical Trial. Acta Med. Iran. 2017, 55, 368–374. [PubMed]

53. Burdzinska, A.; Dybowski, B.; Zarychta-Wisniewska, W.; Kulesza, A.; Butrym, M.; Zagozdzon, R.; Graczyk-Jarzynka, A.;

Radziszewski, P.; Gajewski, Z.; Paczek, L. Intraurethral co-transplantation of bone marrow mesenchymal stem cells and muscle-

derived cells improves the urethral closure. Stem Cell Res. Ther. 2018, 9, 1–16. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

54. Du, X.W.; Wu, H.L.; Zhu, Y.F.; Hu, J.B.; Jin, F.; Lv, R.P.; Sun, S.; Wang, H.Y.; Xu, J.W. Experimental study of therapy of bone marrow

mesenchymal stem cells or muscle-like cells/calcium alginate composite gel for the treatment of stress urinary incontinence.

Neurourol. Urodyn. 2013, 32, 281–286. [CrossRef]

55. Furuta, A.; Jankowski, R.J.; Honda, M.; Pruchnic, R.; Yoshimura, N.; Chancellor, M.B. State of the art of where we are at using

stem cells for stress urinary incontinence. Neurourol. Urodyn. 2007, 26, 966–971. [CrossRef]

56. Jager, L.; Linzenbold, W.; Fech, A.; Enderle, M.; Abruzzese, T.; Stenzl, A.; Aicher, W.K. A novel waterjet technology for

transurethral cystoscopic injection of viable cells in the urethral sphincter complex. Neurourol. Urodyn. 2020, 39, 594–602.

[CrossRef]

57. Janssen, K.; Lin, D.L.; Hanzlicek, B.; Deng, K.; Balog, B.M.; van der Vaart, C.H.; Damaser, M.S. Multiple doses of stem cells

maintain urethral function in a model of neuromuscular injury resulting in stress urinary incontinence. Am. J. Physiol. Ren. Physiol.

2019, 317, F1047–F1057. [CrossRef]

58. Jin, M.; Chen, Y.; Zhou, Y.; Mei, Y.; Liu, W.; Pan, C.; Hua, X. Transplantation of bone marrow-derived mesenchymal stem cells

expressing elastin alleviates pelvic floor dysfunction. Stem Cell Res. Ther. 2016, 7, 1–10. [CrossRef]

59. Kuismanen, K.; Sartoneva, R.; Haimi, S.; Mannerstrom, B.; Tomas, E.; Miettinen, S.; Nieminen, K. Autologous adipose stem cells

in treatment of female stress urinary incontinence: Results of a pilot study. Stem Cells Transl. Med. 2014, 3, 936–941. [CrossRef]

60. Lee, C.N.; Jang, J.B.; Kim, J.Y.; Koh, C.; Baek, J.Y.; Lee, K.J. Human cord blood stem cell therapy for treatment of stress urinary

incontinence. J. Korean Med. Sci. 2010, 25, 813–816. [CrossRef]

61. Mitterberger, M.; Pinggera, G.M.; Marksteiner, R.; Margreiter, E.; Fussenegger, M.; Frauscher, F.; Ulmer, H.; Hering, S.; Bartsch, G.;

Strasser, H. Adult stem cell therapy of female stress urinary incontinence. Eur. Urol. 2008, 53, 169–175. [CrossRef]

62. Wu, S.; Wang, Z.; Bharadwaj, S.; Hodges, S.J.; Atala, A.; Zhang, Y. Implantation of autologous urine derived stem cells expressing

vascular endothelial growth factor for potential use in genitourinary reconstruction. J. Urol. 2011, 186, 640–647. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]

63. Yamamoto, T.; Gotoh, M.; Kato, M.; Majima, T.; Toriyama, K.; Kamei, Y.; Iwaguro, H.; Matsukawa, Y.; Funahashi, Y. Periurethral

injection of autologous adipose-derived regenerative cells for the treatment of male stress urinary incontinence: Report of three

initial cases. Int. J. Urol. 2012, 19, 652–659. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

64. Yu, A.; Campeau, L. Bone marrow mesenchymal stem cell therapy for voiding dysfunction. Curr. Urol. Rep. 2015, 16, 49.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]

65. Zhao, W.; Zhang, C.; Jin, C.; Zhang, Z.; Kong, D.; Xu, W.; Xiu, Y. Periurethral injection of autologous adipose-derived stem cells

with controlled-release nerve growth factor for the treatment of stress urinary incontinence in a rat model. Eur. Urol. 2011, 59,

155–163. [CrossRef]

66. Lin, C.S.; Lue, T.F. Stem cell therapy for stress urinary incontinence: A critical review. Stem Cells Dev. 2012, 21, 834–843. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]

67. Williams, J.K.; Dean, A.; Badlani, G.; Andersson, K.E. Regenerative Medicine Therapies for Stress Urinary Incontinence. J. Urol.

2016, 196, 1619–1626. [CrossRef]

68. Vinarov, A.; Atala, A.; Yoo, J.; Slusarenco, R.; Zhumataev, M.; Zhito, A.; Butnaru, D. Cell therapy for stress urinary incontinence:

Present-day frontiers. J. Tissue Eng. Regen. Med. 2018, 12, e1108–e1121. [CrossRef]

69. Bennington, J.; Williams, J.K.; Andersson, K.E. New concepts in regenerative medicine approaches to the treatment of female

stress urinary incontinence. Curr. Opin. Urol. 2019, 29, 380–384. [CrossRef]

70. Deasy, B.M.; Jankowski, R.J.; Huard, J. Muscle-derived stem cells: Characterization and potential for cell-mediated therapy.

Blood Cells Mol. Dis. 2001, 27, 924–933. [CrossRef]

71. Roca, I.; Requena, J.; Edel, M.J.; Alvarez-Palomo, A.B. Myogenic Precursors from iPS Cells for Skeletal Muscle Cell Replacement

Therapy. J. Clin. Med. 2015, 4, 243–259. [CrossRef] [PubMed]



Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2021, 22, 3981 15 of 17

72. Chancellor, M.B.; Yokoyama, T.; Tirney, S.; Mattes, C.E.; Ozawa, H.; Yoshimura, N.; de Groat, W.C.; Huard, J. Preliminary results

of myoblast injection into the urethra and bladder wall: A possible method for the treatment of stress urinary incontinence and

impaired detrusor contractility. Neurourol. Urodyn. 2000, 19, 279–287. [CrossRef]

73. Yokoyama, T.; Yoshimura, N.; Dhir, R.; Qu, Z.; Fraser, M.O.; Kumon, H.; de Groat, W.C.; Huard, J.; Chancellor, M.B. Persistence

and survival of autologous muscle derived cells versus bovine collagen as potential treatment of stress urinary incontinence.

J. Urol. 2001, 165, 271–276. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

74. Yiou, R.; Dreyfus, P.; Chopin, D.K.; Abbou, C.C.; Lefaucheur, J.P. Muscle precursor cell autografting in a murine model of urethral

sphincter injury. BJU Int. 2002, 89, 298–302. [CrossRef]

75. Lee, J.Y.; Cannon, T.W.; Pruchnic, R.; Fraser, M.O.; Huard, J.; Chancellor, M.B. The effects of periurethral muscle-derived stem cell

injection on leak point pressure in a rat model of stress urinary incontinence. Int. Urogynecol. J. 2003, 14, 31–37. [CrossRef]

76. Badra, S.; Andersson, K.E.; Dean, A.; Mourad, S.; Williams, J.K. Long-term structural and functional effects of autologous muscle

precursor cell therapy in a nonhuman primate model of urinary sphincter deficiency. J. Urol. 2013, 190, 1938–1945. [CrossRef]

77. Williams, J.K.; Dean, A.; Lankford, S.; Criswell, T.; Badlani, G.; Andersson, K.E. Determinates of muscle precursor cell therapy

efficacy in a nonhuman primate model of intrinsic urinary sphincter deficiency. Stem Cell Res. Ther. 2017, 8, 1–8. [CrossRef]

78. Zhou, F.; Reed-Maldonado, A.B.; Tan, Y.; Yuan, H.; Peng, D.; Banie, L.; Wang, G.; Hou, J.; Lin, G.; Lue, T.F. Development of Male

External Urethral Sphincter and Tissue-Resident Stem/Progenitor Cells in Rats. Stem Cells Dev. 2020, 29, 133–143. [CrossRef]

79. Strasser, H.; Marksteiner, R.; Margreiter, E.; Pinggera, G.M.; Mitterberger, M.; Frauscher, F.; Ulmer, H.; Fussenegger, M.; Kofler, K.;

Bartsch, G. Autologous myoblasts and fibroblasts versus collagen for treatment of stress urinary incontinence in women:

A randomised controlled trial. Lancet 2007, 369, 2179–2186. [CrossRef]

80. Strasser, H.; Marksteiner, R.; Margreiter, E.; Mitterberger, M.; Pinggera, G.M.; Frauscher, F.; Fussenegger, M.; Kofler, K.; Bartsch, G.

Transurethral ultrasonography-guided injection of adult autologous stem cells versus transurethral endoscopic injection of

collagen in treatment of urinary incontinence. World J. Urol. 2007, 25, 385–392. [CrossRef]

81. Mitterberger, M.; Marksteiner, R.; Margreiter, E.; Pinggera, G.M.; Colleselli, D.; Frauscher, F.; Ulmer, H.; Fussenegger, M.;

Bartsch, G.; Strasser, H. Autologous myoblasts and fibroblasts for female stress incontinence: A 1-year follow-up in 123 patients.

BJU Int. 2007, 100, 1081–1085. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

82. Mitterberger, M.; Marksteiner, R.; Margreiter, E.; Pinggera, G.M.; Frauscher, F.; Ulmer, H.; Fussenegger, M.; Bartsch, G.; Strasser, H.

Myoblast and fibroblast therapy for post-prostatectomy urinary incontinence: 1-year followup of 63 patients. J. Urol. 2008, 179,

226–231. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

83. Sebe, P.; Doucet, C.; Cornu, J.N.; Ciofu, C.; Costa, P.; de Medina, S.G.; Pinset, C.; Haab, F. Intrasphincteric injections of autologous

muscular cells in women with refractory stress urinary incontinence: A prospective study. Int. Urogynecol. J. 2011, 22, 183–189.

[CrossRef]

84. Blaganje, M.; Lukanovic, A. Intrasphincteric autologous myoblast injections with electrical stimulation for stress urinary

incontinence. Int. J. Gynaecol. Obstet. 2012, 117, 164–167. [CrossRef]

85. Blaganje, M.; Lukanovic, A. Ultrasound-guided autologous myoblast injections into the extrinsic urethral sphincter: Tissue

engineering for the treatment of stress urinary incontinence. Int. Urogynecol. J. 2013, 24, 533–535. [CrossRef]

86. Gerullis, H.; Eimer, C.; Georgas, E.; Homburger, M.; El-Baz, A.G.; Wishahi, M.; Boros, M.; Ecke, T.H.; Otto, T. Muscle-derived cells

for treatment of iatrogenic sphincter damage and urinary incontinence in men. Sci. World J. 2012, 2012. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

87. Carr, L.K.; Robert, M.; Kultgen, P.L.; Herschorn, S.; Birch, C.; Murphy, M.; Chancellor, M.B. Autologous muscle derived cell

therapy for stress urinary incontinence: A prospective, dose ranging study. J. Urol. 2013, 189, 595–601. [CrossRef]

88. Peters, K.M.; Dmochowski, R.R.; Carr, L.K.; Robert, M.; Kaufman, M.R.; Sirls, L.T.; Herschorn, S.; Birch, C.; Kultgen, P.L.;

Chancellor, M.B. Autologous muscle derived cells for treatment of stress urinary incontinence in women. J. Urol. 2014, 192,

469–476. [CrossRef]

89. Yiou, R.; Hogrel, J.Y.; Loche, C.M.; Authier, F.J.; Lecorvoisier, P.; Jouany, P.; Roudot-Thoraval, F.; Lefaucheur, J.P. Periurethral

skeletal myofibre implantation in patients with urinary incontinence and intrinsic sphincter deficiency: A phase I clinical trial.

BJU Int. 2013, 111, 1105–1116. [CrossRef]

90. Gras, S.; Klarskov, N.; Lose, G. Intraurethral injection of autologous minced skeletal muscle: A simple surgical treatment for

stress urinary incontinence. J. Urol. 2014, 192, 850–855. [CrossRef]

91. Stangel-Wojcikiewicz, K.; Jarocha, D.; Piwowar, M.; Jach, R.; Uhl, T.; Basta, A.; Majka, M. Autologous muscle-derived cells for

the treatment of female stress urinary incontinence: A 2-year follow-up of a Polish investigation. Neurourol. Urodyn. 2014, 33,

324–330. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

92. Stangel-Wojcikiewicz, K.; Piwowar, M.; Jach, R.; Majka, M.; Basta, A. Quality of life assessment in female patients 2 and 4 years

after muscle-derived cell transplants for stress urinary incontinence treatment. Ginekol. Pol. 2016, 87, 183–189. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

93. Sharifiaghdas, F.; Tajalli, F.; Taheri, M.; Naji, M.; Moghadasali, R.; Aghdami, N.; Baharvand, H.; Azimian, V.; Jaroughi, N. Effect of

autologous muscle-derived cells in the treatment of urinary incontinence in female patients with intrinsic sphincter deficiency

and epispadias: A prospective study. Int. J. Urol. 2016, 23, 581–586. [CrossRef]

94. Jankowski, R.J.; Tu, L.M.; Carlson, C.; Robert, M.; Carlson, K.; Quinlan, D.; Eisenhardt, A.; Chen, M.; Snyder, S.; Pruchnic, R.; et al.

A double-blind, randomized, placebo-controlled clinical trial evaluating the safety and efficacy of autologous muscle derived

cells in female subjects with stress urinary incontinence. Int. Urol. Nephrol. 2018, 50, 2153–2165. [CrossRef] [PubMed]



Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2021, 22, 3981 16 of 17

95. Schmid, F.A.; Gascho, D.; Zoelch, N.; Prange, J.A.; Colacicco, G.; Eberli, D. Feasibility, technique and accuracy of ultrasound-

guided transurethral injections into the urinary sphincter of female cadavers: Proof of concept. BMC Urol. 2020, 20, 167. [CrossRef]

[PubMed]

96. Burdzinska, A.; Dybowski, B.; Zarychta-Wisniewska, W.; Kulesza, A.; Hawryluk, J.; Graczyk-Jarzynka, A.; Kaupa, P.; Gajewski, Z.;

Paczek, L. Limited accuracy of transurethral and periurethral intrasphincteric injections of cellular suspension. Neurourol. Urodyn.

2018, 37, 1612–1622. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

97. Faerber, G.J.; Belville, W.D.; Ohl, D.A.; Plata, A. Comparison of transurethral versus periurethral collagen injection in women

with intrinsic sphincter deficiency. Tech. Urol. 1998, 4, 124–127. [PubMed]

98. Schulz, J.A.; Nager, C.W.; Stanton, S.L.; Baessler, K. Bulking agents for stress urinary incontinence: Short-term results and

complications in a randomized comparison of periurethral and transurethral injections. Int. Urogynecol. J. 2004, 15, 261–265.

[CrossRef]

99. Kirchin, V.; Page, T.; Keegan, P.E.; Atiemo, K.O.; Cody, J.D.; McClinton, S.; Aluko, P. Urethral injection therapy for urinary

incontinence in women. Cochrane Database Syst. Rev. 2017. [CrossRef]

100. Linzenbold, W.; Jager, L.; Stoll, H.; Abruzzese, T.; Harland, N.; Beziere, N.; Fech, A.; Enderle, M.; Amend, B.; Stenzl, A.; et al.

Rapid and precise delivery of cells in the urethral sphincter complex by a novel needle-free waterjet technology. BJU Int. 2020.

[CrossRef]

101. Hillen, B.K.; Abbas, J.J.; Jung, R. Accelerating locomotor recovery after incomplete spinal injury. Ann. N. Y. Acad Sci. USA 2013,

1279, 164–174. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

102. Stolting, M.N.; Arnold, A.S.; Haralampieva, D.; Handschin, C.; Sulser, T.; Eberli, D. Magnetic stimulation supports muscle and

nerve regeneration after trauma in mice. Muscle Nerve 2016, 53, 598–607. [CrossRef]

103. Lim, R.; Liong, M.L.; Leong, W.S.; Karim Khan, N.A.; Yuen, K.H. Pulsed Magnetic Stimulation for Stress Urinary Incontinence:

1-Year Followup Results. J. Urol. 2017, 197, 1302–1308. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

104. Yamanishi, T.; Suzuki, T.; Sato, R.; Kaga, K.; Kaga, M.; Fuse, M. Effects of magnetic stimulation on urodynamic stress incontinence

refractory to pelvic floor muscle training in a randomized sham-controlled study. LUTS Low. Urin. Tract Symptoms 2019, 11, 61–65.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]

105. Vadala, M.; Palmieri, B.; Malagoli, A.; Laurino, C. High-power Magnetotherapy: A New Weapon in Urinary Incontinence?

LUTS Low. Urin. Tract Symptoms 2018, 10, 266–270. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

106. Haralampieva, D.; Betzel, T.; Dinulovic, I.; Salemi, S.; Stoelting, M.; Kramer, S.D.; Schibli, R.; Sulser, T.; Handschin, C.;

Eberli, D.; et al. Noninvasive PET Imaging and Tracking of Engineered Human Muscle Precursor Cells for Skeletal Muscle Tissue

Engineering. J. Nucl. Med. 2016, 57, 1467–1473. [CrossRef]

107. Pacak, C.A.; Hammer, P.E.; MacKay, A.A.; Dowd, R.P.; Wang, K.R.; Masuzawa, A.; Sill, B.; McCully, J.D.; Cowan, D.B. Superpara-

magnetic iron oxide nanoparticles function as a long-term, multi-modal imaging label for non-invasive tracking of implanted

progenitor cells. PLoS ONE 2014, 9, e108695. [CrossRef]

108. Gutpell, K.; McGirr, R.; Hoffman, L. Molecular imaging to target transplanted muscle progenitor cells. J. Vis. Exp. JoVE 2013.

[CrossRef]

109. Swider, E.; Daoudi, K.; Staal, A.H.J.; Koshkina, O.; van Riessen, N.K.; van Dinther, E.; de Vries, I.J.M.; de Korte, C.L.; Srinivas, M.

Clinically-Applicable Perfluorocarbon-Loaded Nanoparticles For In vivo Photoacoustic, 19F Magnetic Resonance And Fluorescent

Imaging. Nanotheranostics 2018, 2, 258–268. [CrossRef]

110. Constantinides, C.; McNeill, E.; Carnicer, R.; Al Haj Zen, A.; Sainz-Urruela, R.; Shaw, A.; Patel, J.; Swider, E.; Alonaizan, R.;

Potamiti, L.; et al. Improved cellular uptake of perfluorocarbon nanoparticles for in vivo murine cardiac (19)F MRS/MRI and

temporal tracking of progenitor cells. Nanomedicine 2019, 18, 391–401. [CrossRef]

111. Koshkina, O.; Lajoinie, G.; Bombelli, F.B.; Swider, E.; Cruz, L.J.; White, P.B.; Schweins, R.; Dolen, Y.; van Dinther, E.A.W.;

van Riessen, N.K.; et al. Multicore Liquid Perfluorocarbon-Loaded Multimodal Nanoparticles for Stable Ultrasound and 19F

MRI Applied to In Vivo Cell Tracking. Adv. Funct. Mater. 2019, 29, 1806485. [CrossRef]

112. Koshkina, O.; White, P.B.; Staal, A.H.J.; Schweins, R.; Swider, E.; Tirotta, I.; Tinnemans, P.; Fokkink, R.; Veltien, A.;

van Riessen, N.K.; et al. Nanoparticles for “two color” 19F magnetic resonance imaging: Towards combined imaging of

biodistribution and degradation. J. Colloid Interface Sci. 2020, 565, 278–287. [CrossRef]

113. Rousset, P.; Delmas, V.; Buy, J.N.; Rahmouni, A.; Vadrot, D.; Deux, J.F. In vivo visualization of the levator ani muscle subdivisions

using MR fiber tractography with diffusion tensor imaging. J. Anat. 2012, 221, 221–228. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

114. Oudeman, J.; Nederveen, A.J.; Strijkers, G.J.; Maas, M.; Luijten, P.R.; Froeling, M. Techniques and applications of skeletal muscle

diffusion tensor imaging: A review. J. Magn. Reson. Imaging 2016, 43, 773–788. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

115. Sinha, S.; Sinha, U.; Malis, V.; Bhargava, V.; Sakamoto, K.; Rajasekaran, M. Exploration of male urethral sphincter complex using

diffusion tensor imaging (DTI)-based fiber-tracking. J. Magn. Reson. Imaging 2018, 48, 1002–1011. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

116. Zifan, A.; Reisert, M.; Sinha, S.; Ledgerwood-Lee, M.; Cory, E.; Sah, R.; Mittal, R.K. Connectivity of the Superficial Muscles of the

Human Perineum: A Diffusion Tensor Imaging-Based Global Tractography Study. Sci. Rep. 2018, 8, 1–10.

117. Zijta, F.M.; Froeling, M.; Nederveen, A.J.; Stoker, J. Diffusion tensor imaging and fiber tractography for the visualization of the

female pelvic floor. Clin. Anat. 2013, 26, 110–114. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

118. McDaniel, J.D.; Ulmer, J.L.; Prost, R.W.; Franczak, M.B.; Jaradeh, S.; Hamilton, C.A.; Mark, L.P. Magnetization transfer imaging of

skeletal muscle in autosomal recessive limb girdle muscular dystrophy. J. Comput. Assist. Tomogr. 1999, 23, 609–614. [CrossRef]



Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2021, 22, 3981 17 of 17

119. Boss, A.; Martirosian, P.; Kuper, K.; Fierlbeck, G.; Claussen, C.D.; Schick, F. Whole-body magnetization transfer contrast imaging.

J. Magn. Reson. Imaging 2006, 24, 1183–1187. [CrossRef]

120. Basser, P.J.; Pierpaoli, C. Microstructural and physiological features of tissues elucidated by quantitative-diffusion-tensor MRI.

J. Magn. Reson. 2011, 213, 560–570. [CrossRef]

121. Rottmar, M.; Haralampieva, D.; Salemi, S.; Eberhardt, C.; Wurnig, M.C.; Boss, A.; Eberli, D. Magnetization Transfer MR Imaging

to Monitor Muscle Tissue Formation during Myogenic in Vivo Differentiation of Muscle Precursor Cells. Radiology 2016, 281,

436–443. [CrossRef]

122. Christ, G.J.; Saul, J.M.; Furth, M.E.; Andersson, K.E. The pharmacology of regenerative medicine. Pharmacol. Rev. 2013, 65,

1091–1133. [CrossRef]

123. Lavoie, J.R.; Rosu-Myles, M. Uncovering the secretes of mesenchymal stem cells. Biochimie 2013, 95, 2212–2221. [CrossRef]

124. Deng, K.; Lin, D.L.; Hanzlicek, B.; Balog, B.; Penn, M.S.; Kiedrowski, M.J.; Hu, Z.; Ye, Z.; Zhu, H.; Damaser, M.S. Mesenchymal

stem cells and their secretome partially restore nerve and urethral function in a dual muscle and nerve injury stress urinary

incontinence model. Am. J. Physiol. Renal. Physiol. 2015, 308, F92–F100. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

125. Williams, J.K.; Dean, A.; Badra, S.; Lankford, S.; Poppante, K.; Badlani, G.; Andersson, K.E. Cell versus Chemokine Therapy in a

Nonhuman Primate Model of Chronic Intrinsic Urinary Sphincter Deficiency. J. Urol. 2016, 196, 1809–1815. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

126. Williams, J.K.; Mariya, S.; Suparto, I.; Lankford, S.S.; Andersson, K.E. Cell Versus Chemokine Therapy Effects on Cell Mobilization

to Chronically Dysfunctional Urinary Sphincters of Nonhuman Primates. Int. Neurourol. J. 2018, 22, 260–267. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

127. Liu, Y.; Feng, Q.; Miao, J.; Wu, Q.; Zhou, S.; Shen, W.; Feng, Y.; Hou, F.F.; Liu, Y.; Zhou, L. C-X-C motif chemokine receptor

4 aggravates renal fibrosis through activating JAK/STAT/GSK3beta/beta-catenin pathway. J. Cell. Mol. Med. 2020, 24, 3837–3855.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]

128. Macoska, J.A.; Wang, Z.; Virta, J.; Zacharias, N.; Bjorling, D.E. Inhibition of the CXCL12/CXCR4 axis prevents periurethral

collagen accumulation and lower urinary tract dysfunction in vivo. Prostate 2019, 79, 757–767. [CrossRef]

129. Ray, P.; Lewin, S.A.; Mihalko, L.A.; Lesher-Perez, S.C.; Takayama, S.; Luker, K.E.; Luker, G.D. Secreted CXCL12 (SDF-1) forms

dimers under physiological conditions. Biochem. J. 2012, 442, 433–442. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

130. Veldkamp, C.T.; Seibert, C.; Peterson, F.C.; De la Cruz, N.B.; Haugner, J.C., 3rd; Basnet, H.; Sakmar, T.P.; Volkman, B.F. Structural

basis of CXCR4 sulfotyrosine recognition by the chemokine SDF-1/CXCL12. Sci. Signal. 2008. [CrossRef]

131. Veldkamp, C.T.; Ziarek, J.J.; Su, J.; Basnet, H.; Lennertz, R.; Weiner, J.J.; Peterson, F.C.; Baker, J.E.; Volkman, B.F. Monomeric

structure of the cardioprotective chemokine SDF-1/CXCL12. Protein Sci. 2009, 18, 1359–1369. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

132. Prange, J.A.; Aleandri, S.; Komisarski, M.; Luciani, A.; Käch, A.; Schuh, C.-D.; Hall, A.M.; Mezzenga, R.; Devuyst, O.; Landau, E.M.

Overcoming Endocytosis Deficiency by Cubosome Nanocarriers. ACS Appl. Bio Mater. 2019, 2, 2490–2499. [CrossRef]


	Introduction 
	Stress Urinary Incontinence 
	Pathophysiology 
	Etiology and Diagnostics 
	Treatment 

	The Regenerative Approach 
	Muscle Progenitor Cells (MPCs) 
	Preclinical Data 
	Clinical Data 

	Routes of Application 
	Neuromuscular Electromagnetic Stimulation (NMES) 
	Imaging Technologies for MPC Tracking 
	Chemokine Therapy 

	Discussion and Future Prospects 
	Conclusions 
	References

