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13 Abstract

14 Objectives: To determine whether the outcomes of ultrasound-guided percutaneous 
15 nephrolithotomy (UG-PCNL), an alternative to traditional fluoroscopy-guided percutaneous 
16 nephrolithotomy (FG-PCNL), are comparable.

17 Methods: A systematic search of PubMed, Embase, and the Cochrane Library was carried out to 
18 discover investigations comparing UG-PCNL to FG-PCNL, and accordingly, a meta-analysis of 
19 those studies was performed. The primary outcomes included the stone-free rate (SFR), overall 
20 complications based on Clavien-Dindo classification, duration of surgery, duration of patients’ 
21 hospitalization, and hemoglobin (Hb) drop during the surgery. All statistical analyses and 
22 visualizations were implemented utilizing R software.

23 Results: Nineteen studies, including eight randomized clinical trials (RCTs) and eleven 
24 observational cohorts, comprising 3016 patients (1521 UG-PCNL patients) and comparing UG-
25 PCNL with FG-PCNL met the inclusion criteria of the current study. Considering SFR, overall 
26 complications, duration of surgery, duration of hospitalization, and Hb drop, our meta-analysis 
27 revealed no statistically significant difference between UG-PCNL and FG-PCNL patients, with p-
28 values of 0.29, 0.47, 0.98, 0.28, and 0.42, respectively. Significant differences were discovered 
29 between UG-PCNL and FG-PCNL patients in terms of the length of time they were exposed to 
30 radiation (p-value< 0.0001). Moreover, FG-PCNL had shorter access time than UG-PCNL (p-
31 value= 0.04).

32 Conclusion: UG-PCNL provides the advantage of requiring less radiation exposure while being 
33 just as efficient as FG-PCNL; thus, this study suggests prioritizing the use of UG-PCNL.
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4 Introduction

5 Urolithiasis is a common urological disease with increasing prevalence (1). Percutaneous 

6 nephrolithotomy (PCNL) is a minimally invasive procedure for removing complex or large kidney 

7 stones (2, 3) and is conventionally performed under fluoroscopic guidance. A major concern 

8 related to fluoroscopy-guided percutaneous nephrolithotomy (FG-PCNL) is the effect of exposure 

9 to ionizing radiation by patients, surgeons, and operating room personnel (4, 5). Thus, an 

10 alternative imaging technique for PCNL would be advantageous (6). To avoid radiation exposure, 

11 some surgeons prefer ultrasound-guided percutaneous nephrolithotomy (UG-PCNL) (7). Given 

12 the higher rate of availability of ultrasound (US) devices in most peripheral hospitals, the use of 

13 UG-PCNL also increases the number of PCNL procedures. Also, the total cost of UG-PCNL is 

14 30% less than that of FG-PCNL in every case (8). PCNL is performed in prone, supine, or flank 

15 positions. The prone position is the preferred modality for creating percutaneous access and 

16 localizing stones during FG-PCNL (9) although, in obese patients, it is not an ideal position(10). 

17 UG-PCNL can also be performed in the flank or supine position with a lower risk of complications 

18 during anesthesia(11). There have been various studies, including observational studies or clinical 

19 trials, comparing the feasibility, safety, and efficacy of ultrasound-guided and fluoroscopy-guided 

20 PCNL, but the conclusion has scarce available data and the choice between these modalities is 

21 based on the preference of the urologist. Therefore, updating this data is mandatory. In addition, 

22 there has not been a comprehensive assessment of randomized clinical trials (RCTs) and 

23 observational cohort studies comparing UG-PCNL and FG-PCNL. Therefore, we aimed to 

24 systematically review and conduct a meta-analysis to compare the efficacy of UG-PCNL with FG-

25 PCNL in different outcomes for the treatment of urolithiasis.

26 Methods and materials

27 This study was conducted based on Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-

28 Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines. The protocol of this study is registered in PROSPERO 

29 (CRD42022327222)
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1

2 Search strategy

3 A comprehensive search was conducted in international databases, including Cochrane library, 

4 PubMed, and Embase, for relevant studies published from the inception to March 19th, 2022. The 

5 search was conducted again for the determination of newly published and relevant studies one 

6 week before the submission of the manuscript. The search keywords were categorized into three 

7 groups: Ultrasound, fluoroscopy, and nephrolithotomy. In the ultrasound group, we used any 

8 possible keywords such as ultrasound, US, ultrasound-guided, ultrasonography, and 

9 ultrasonographic. In the fluoroscopy group, we used all possible keywords, including fluoroscopy, 

10 X-ray, and fluoroscopic. In the nephrolithotomy group, the keywords used in the search strategy 

11 were percutaneous nephrolithotomy, minimally invasive percutaneous nephrolithotomy, and 

12 PCNL. The keywords were combined with “AND” between the groups, and with “OR” in each 

13 group. 

14

15 Eligibility criteria

16 The inclusion criteria for study selection were as follows: (a) patients with urolithiasis condition; 

17 (b) comparison of ultrasound-guided PCNL and fluoroscopy-guided PCNL; (c) reporting of at 

18 least SFR and complication rate, and (d) studies in the English language. The exclusion criteria for 

19 study selection were as follows: (a) non-randomized studies, (b) Meta-analysis studies, and (c) 

20 review studies. No limitation was imposed in this study for study sample sizes and patient 

21 characteristics.

22 Data extraction and quality assessment

23 The initial screening of studies was carried out by two reviewers independently based on titles and 

24 abstracts to exclude non-related studies. The full text of related studies was then reviewed for 

25 confirmation of eligibility criteria meeting and data extraction. The data extraction of each study 

26 using an Excel-based sheet were checked and discussed by two reviewers independently. The data 

27 sheet included the first author names, type of studies, year of publications, number of patients in 

28 ultrasound and fluoroscopy group, patients’ characteristics, SFRs, PCNL techniques, multiple 

29 stone status, stone burden, hydronephrosis degree, ultrasound probe, sheath size, dilator, 
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1 complication rate, surgery time and Hb decrease after the surgery. The methodological quality of 

2 the included studies was independently assessed by two reviewers using the national institute of 

3 health (NIH) quality assessment tool for cohort studies and the risk of bias (RoB2) method of the 

4 Cochrane Collaboration for RCTs.

5 Outcomes

6 Five primary outcomes and five secondary outcomes were evaluated and analyzed. The primary 

7 outcomes included the SFRs, overall complications based on Clavien-Dindo classification, 

8 duration of surgery, duration of patients’ hospitalization, and hemoglobin (Hb) drop during the 

9 surgery. The secondary outcomes included need for blood transfusion, fever after the surgery, 

10 radiation exposure of the patients, time to access the stone, and the number of attempts by the 

11 surgeon for the procedure. 

12 Statistical analysis

13 The risk ratio (RR) was used to summarize the pooled effect size of dichotomous outcomes, and 

14 the standardized mean difference (SMD) was used for reporting the results of continuous 

15 outcomes. Study heterogeneity was assessed using the Chi-square test and I2 statistic, with I2 

16 values of <25% indicating a low amount of heterogeneity. A fixed effect meta-analysis was 

17 performed in the case of low heterogeneity; otherwise, a random effect model was used. In order 

18 to investigate any potential effects of the type of study, sub-group analysis was carried out based 

19 on their design (whether a randomized controlled trial (RCT) or an observational cohort). 

20 Publication bias was assessed using funnel plots and Egger’s regression test for funnel plot 

21 asymmetry. We did not report publication bias for outcomes with less than ten studies included. A 

22 meta-regression was performed to investigate the possible association between the publication year 

23 as a measure of clinicians’ experience in performing US-guided PCNL and the effect size. Meta-

24 regression analyses were only done on primary outcomes. All statistical analyses and graphics 

25 were carried out using R (version 4.1.3) (R Core Team, 2020) and the meta package.

26

27 Results

28 Study Characteristics
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1 Nineteen studies, including eight RCTs and eleven observational cohorts comparing UG-PCNL 

2 with FG-PCNL, were included in our study (Fig1). The characteristics of the included studies are 

3 presented in Table1. The first study was published in 2008 and the majority of the studies have 

4 been published in recent years (2016-2021). The sample size of the articles ranged from 45 to 906. 

5 A total of 3016 patients were evaluated in the included studies (of which 1521 patients underwent 

6 UG-PCNL)

7 Primary outcomes

8 SFR

9 Eighteen studies comprising 2815 patients (of which 1411 underwent UG-PCNL) were included 

10 in our analysis (12-29). No significant differences were observed in the case of SFR between 

11 ultrasound and fluoroscopy-guided patients (RR: 1.02; 95% CI: 0.98 to 1.06; p = 0.29; I2 = 46%) 

12 (Fig. 2-A). Furthermore, no significant between-group differences were observed based on the 

13 study design (p = 0.75). Our meta-regression analysis revealed no significant association between 

14 publication year (as a measure of clinicians’ experience) and risk of SFR (p= 0.81) (Fig. 5). Visual 

15 inspection of the funnel plot revealed no possible source of small study effects (Fig. 3-A). This 

16 was further confirmed by using the Eggers regression test for funnel plot asymmetry (p= 0.40).

17 Overall complication

18 For comparing the rate of complications between groups, studies reporting the outcome of the 

19 Clavien-Dindo classification system were included in this analysis. Sixteen studies reported 

20 compared complications based on this classification (13-24, 26-29). These studies included 1346 

21 and 1339 patients treated with ultrasound and fluoroscopy-guided PCNL, respectively. Meta-

22 analysis of these studies revealed no significant difference in overall complication (RR: 0.88; 95% 

23 CI: 0.62 to 1.25; p = 0.47; I2 = 62%) (Fig. 2-B). However, the results of our subgroup analysis 

24 showed a significant reduction in the overall complication rate in the ultrasound-guided group 

25 when pooling the results of RCTs independently (RR: 0.73; 95% CI: 0.59 to 0.90; I2 = 6%). No 

26 significant association between publication year and complication was observed (p= 0.80) (Fig. 

27 5). Visual inspection of the funnel plot revealed no possible source of small study effects (Fig. 3-

28 B). This was further confirmed by using the Eggers regression test for funnel plot asymmetry (p= 

29 0.62).
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1 Duration of surgery

2 Sixteen studies, including 2521 patients (of which 1264 underwent ultrasound-guided PCNL), 

3 were included in our analysis (12, 14-24, 26-29). No significant differences were observed in 

4 operation time between ultrasound and fluoroscopy-guided patients (SMD: 0.00; 95% CI: -0.39 to 

5 0.39; p = 0.98; I2 = 89%) (Fig. 2-C). No significant between-group differences were observed 

6 based on the study design (p = 0.35). Our meta-regression revealed a reduced SMD by increasing 

7 publication year (as a measure of clinicians’ experience) (Fig. 5). Although this interpretation was 

8 made based on a non-significant result (p= 0.37). Visual inspection of the funnel plot revealed no 

9 possible source of small study effects (Fig. 3-C). This was further confirmed by using the Eggers 

10 regression test for funnel plot asymmetry (p= 0.58).

11 Duration of hospitalization

12 Sixteen studies comprising 2345 patients (of which 1126 underwent ultrasound-guided PCNL) 

13 were included in our analysis (12, 14-24, 27-29). No significant differences were observed in 

14 duration of hospitalization between ultrasound and fluoroscopy-guided patients (SMD: -0.09; 95% 

15 CI: -0.27 to 0.08; p = 0.28; I2 = 81%) (Fig. 2-D). The pooled effect size from observational studies 

16 showed a favorable outcome in ultrasound-guided patients (SMD: -0.17; 95% CI: -0.31 to -0.03; 

17 I2 = 0%). Our meta-regression revealed a non-significant association between publication year and 

18 duration of hospitalization (p= 0.88) (Fig. 5). Visual inspection of the funnel plot revealed the 

19 presence of small study effects as an indication of publication bias (Fig. 3-D). This was further 

20 confirmed by using the Eggers regression test for funnel plot asymmetry (p= 0.001).

21 Hb drop

22 Twelve studies comprising 2079 patients (of which 998 underwent ultrasound-guided PCNL) were 

23 included (12, 14, 16-18, 20-22, 24, 27-29). Overall, no significant differences were observed in 

24 Hb drop between ultrasound and fluoroscopy-guided patients after their operation (SMD: -0.07; 

25 95% CI: -0.24 to 0.10; p = 0.42; I2 = 57%) (Fig. 2-E). The pooled results of RCTs showed a 

26 favorable outcome in ultrasound-guided patients (SMD: -0.12; 95% CI: -0.22 to -0.01; I2 = 0%). 

27 Our meta-regression revealed a non-significant association between publication year and duration 

28 of hospitalization (p= 0.41) (Fig. 5). Visual inspection of the funnel plot revealed no possible 
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1 source of small study effects (Fig. 3-E). This was further confirmed by using the Eggers regression 

2 test for funnel plot asymmetry (p= 0.65).

3 Secondary outcomes

4 Need for blood transfusion 

5 Thirteen studies with 2238 patients (of which 998 underwent UG-PCNL) were included (12, 14, 

6 15, 19-22, 24, 25, 27-30). Overall, no significant differences were observed in blood transfusion 

7 rate between ultrasound and fluoroscopy-guided patients (RR: 0.77; 95% CI: 0.44 to 1.36; p = 

8 0.37; I2 = 51%) (Fig. 4-A). The pooled results of RCTs showed a reduced need for blood 

9 transfusion in ultrasound-guided patients (RR: 0.42; 95% CI: 0.27 to 0.64; I2 = 10%). Visual 

10 inspection of the funnel plot revealed no possible source of small study effects (Fig. 3-F). This was 

11 further confirmed by using the Eggers regression test for funnel plot asymmetry (p= 0.55).

12 Fever

13 Twelve studies with 2103 patients (of which 1010 underwent UG- PCNL) were included (12, 14, 

14 15, 18, 21-25, 27-29). No significant differences were observed between ultrasound and 

15 fluoroscopy-guided patients (RR: 0.97; 95% CI: 0.67 to 1.40; p = 0.87; I2 = 39%) (Fig. 4-B). Our 

16 subgroup analysis showed no significant differences between the results of RCTs and 

17 observational studies (Between groups p= 0.36). Visual inspection of the funnel plot revealed no 

18 possible source of small study effects (Fig. 3-G). This was further confirmed by using the Eggers 

19 regression test for funnel plot asymmetry (p= 0.17).

20 Radiation exposure 

21 Seven studies comprising 811 patients (of which 386 underwent UG- PCNL) were included (13, 

22 15-17, 20, 28, 30). When comparing the duration for which patients were exposed to radiation, 

23 significant differences between ultrasound-guided patients and fluoroscopy-guided patients were 

24 found. (SMD: -1.54; 95% CI: -2.29 to -0.79; p < 0.0001; I2 = 94%) (Fig. 4-C). 

25 Access time

26 Six studies, including 664 patients (of which 330 underwent UG-PCNL), were included (12, 18, 

27 19, 24, 29, 30). Our analysis revealed a shorter time needed for having access through the 

28 fluoroscopy-guided technique. (SMD: 0.85; 95% CI: 0.04 to 1.66; p= 0.04; I2 = 95%) (Fig. 4-D). 
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1 Number of attempts

2 Three studies, including 368 patients (of which 184 underwent UG-PCNL), were included (13, 16, 

3 27). No significant differences were observed between ultrasound and fluoroscopy-guided patients 

4 (SMD: -0.51; 95% CI: -2.18 to 1.16; p= 0.54; I2 = 98%) (Fig. 4-E). 

5 Discussion

6 To remove the renal stones, PCNL is offered with the highest SFR alongside high 

7 complication(31). SFR is defined as the absence of residual stones, or the presence of residual 

8 stone fragments less than 4 mm in size in follow-up studies such as kidney ultrasound and non-

9 contrast computed tomography (CT) (32). 

10 The indications for PCNL are stones larger than 20 mm, staghorn, and partial staghorn calculi(33). 

11 The contraindications for PCNL include pregnancy, bleeding disorders, and uncontrolled urinary 

12 tract infections(34).

13 PCNL is an efficient technique for removing large and complex stones with high success and low 

14 morbidity rates(35). PCNL is performed by making a small incision in the flank area under 

15 fluoroscopy or ultrasound guidance(36). PCNL under ultrasound guidance has some advantages, 

16 including the absence of ionizing radiation, shorter time of the procedure, less puncture, and no 

17 more use of contrast agents(37-39).To decrease complications like blood loss, postoperative pain, 

18 and renal damage due to larger instruments, a modification of the standard procedure was 

19 propounded (41). In fluoroscopy-guided PCNL, contrast is injected through a urethral catheter. 

20 Puncture failure and re-do FG-PCNL can be mentioned as a disadvantage of this procedure(40, 

21 41). Some studies mention that UG-PCNL in the flank or the prone position has a higher success 

22 rate and fewer complications compared with FG-PCNL(7, 42). In addition, mini-PCNL is a 

23 standard technique in the treatment of renal and upper ureteric stones using a 28–30 F 

24 ureteroscope(43).

25 In 2018, Yu‑Hsiang and his colleagues published a meta-analysis comparing UG-PCNL with FG-

26 PCNL(44). It had eight included articles, and based on their analysis, they reported that UG-PCNL 

27 had a significantly lower complication rate and also fewer intraoperative complications than FG-

28 PCNL(45, 46). Accordingly, UG-PCNL was also associated with reduced inadvertent organ injury 

29 risks. Therefore, it can be concluded that ultrasound provides information about the surrounding 
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1 viscera, determines the depth of needle penetration, and identifies the area posterior to the anterior 

2 calyces when comparing the different complication rates(47). Due to its analysis, UG-PCNL in the 

3 supine position had a higher SFR and significantly lower complication rate than FG-PCNL in the 

4 supine position. According to its results, it did not imply statistically significant differences in 

5 SFR. however, it mentioned if a patient is an appropriate case for a supine position PCNL, like 

6 patients with cardiovascular disease or spinal deformities, UG-PCNL can be a better choice than 

7 FG-PCNL(11, 48). In mini-PNCL, they perform with a smaller percutaneous tract by using a 

8 miniature endoscope. Accordingly, mini-PCNL was associated with less bleeding and 

9 postoperative pain during the procedure(49, 50).

10 We conducted a systematic review and meta-analysis of efficacy and safety in UG-PCNL versus 

11 FG-PCNL with 19 articles included. This study was the first meta-analysis to evaluate ultrasound 

12 versus fluoroscopy as imaging guidance for percutaneous nephrolithotomy, including RCTs and 

13 observational Cohort studies. The sample size of the articles ranged from 45 to 906. A total of 

14 3016 patients were evaluated in the included studies (of which 1521 patients underwent UG-

15 PCNL). A regression analysis was done based on publication year and approaching recent years, 

16 with increasing experience in performing UG-PCNL. A better result was seen than FG-PCNL. 

17 Outcomes were considered in this meta-analysis in two groups. Each group had five sub-groups. 

18 Primary outcomes included SFR, overall complications, duration of surgery, duration of 

19 hospitalization, and Hb drop. Secondary outcomes considered the need for blood transfusion, 

20 fever, radiation exposure, access time, and the number of attempts. In most outcomes except 

21 radiation exposure and access time, no significant differences were observed between ultrasound 

22 and fluoroscopy-guided studies. Based on our analysis, RCT studies presented fewer complication 

23 rates compared to Cohort studies. In summary, comparing the results of this study to the systematic 

24 review and meta-analysis published in 2018, most outcomes did not display significant differences. 

25 Generally, between these two methods considered in this study, the results were in favor of UG-

26 PCNL.

27 Limitations

28 There are multiple reasons for the heterogeneity of the included studies and also the conflicting 

29 results. On the one hand, the patients had different baseline characteristics, including body mass 

30 index and hydronephrosis degree. On the other hand, the procedure was conducted in various 
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1 positions. In addition, ultrasound is operator-dependent, and its practicality is based on machine 

2 properties and operator expertise.

3 Conclusion 

4 According to the less radiation exposure when using the UG-PCNL technique, we suggest 

5 prioritizing the utilization of UG-PCNL in treating renal stones. Regarding the fact that the 

6 experience and level of expertise of the ultrasound performer may affect the findings, it is 

7 recommended to prepare a program to train people who perform the procedure. This could reduce 

8 the errors, which are mainly due to the lack of organized training programs and sufficient skills.
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