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Abstract

Background: Sufficient pain control and rapid mobilisation after VATS are important to enhance recovery and
prevent complications. Thoracic epidural analgesia (TEA) is the gold standard, but failure rates of 9–30% have been
described. In addition, TEA reduces patient mobilisation and bladder function. Subpleural continuous analgesia
(SCA) is a regional analgesic technique that is placed under direct thoracoscopic vision and is not associated with
the mentioned disadvantages of TEA. The objective of this study was to assess surgical feasibility, pain control and
patient satisfaction of SCA.

Methods: Observational pilot study in patients who underwent VATS pulmonary resection and received SCA (n =
23). Pain scores (numeric rating scale 0–10) and patient satisfaction (5-point Likert scale) were collected on
postoperative day (POD) 0–3. Secondary outcomes were the period of urinary catheter use and period to full
mobilisation.

Results: Placement of the subpleural catheter took an average of 11 min (SD 5) and was successful in all patients.
Pain scores on POD 0–3 were 1.2 (SD 1.2), 2.0 (SD 1.9), 1.7 (SD 1.5) and 1.2 (SD 1.1) respectively. On POD 0–3 at
least 79% of patients were satisfied or very satisfied on pain relief and mobilisation. The duration of subpleural
continuous analgesia was 4 days (IQR 3–5, range 2–11). Urinary catheters were used zero days (IQR 0–1, range 0–6)
and full mobilisation was achieved on POD 2 (IQR 1–2, range 1–6).

Conclusion: Subpleural continuous analgesia in VATS pulmonary resection is feasible and provides adequate pain
control and good patient satisfaction.

Trial registration: This pilot study was not registered in a trial register.
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Introduction
Sufficient pain control and rapid mobilisation after video-
assisted thoracoscopic surgery (VATS) are important to
improve recovery and prevent postoperative pulmonary
complications [1]. Thoracic epidural analgesia (TEA) is
the gold standard for postoperative pain management fol-
lowing thoracic surgery [2]. When placed correctly the

analgesic effect of TEA is clear, but failure rates of 9–30%
have been described and awake placement can be stressful
for patients [3–5]. In addition, when effective, TEA is
associated with disadvantages such as immobilisation,
bladder dysfunction and hypotension [6].
These disadvantages supported the development of

other regional techniques for pain management. Single-
shot thoracic paravertebral blockade, intercostal nerve
blockade and serratus anterior blocks have been shown
to be safe and effective for pain management after VATS
[2, 7–9]. Recently several case-reports on successful
single-shot and continuous infusion erector spinae block
for postoperative analgesia after VATS have been
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reported [10–12]. A meta-analysis on single-injection
versus continuous peripheral nerve blockade showed im-
proved pain control, decreased need for opioids and
greater patient satisfaction with the continuous infusion
technique [13].
Subpleural continuous analgesia (SCA) is a regional

multilevel intercostal analgesic technique to control
postoperative pain using a subpleural catheter placed
under general anaesthesia and direct thoracoscopic vi-
sion. It does not influence mobility, bladder function or
blood pressure. Jung et al. retrospectively compared
SCA with intravenous patient controlled analgesia for
pain management after VATS pulmonary resection and
found average pain scores (numeric intensity pain scale
0–10) higher than 3 on postoperative day (POD) 0–2
[14]. The effectiveness of SCA is hereby doubtful since
Ried et al. presented pain scores (numeric analog scale
0–10) of 2.0 with TEA and 2.1 with single level intercos-
tal continuous analgesia after thoracotomy for pulmon-
ary resection [15]. The objective of this pilot study was
to examine surgical feasibility, postoperative pain control
and patient satisfaction of SCA in patients who under-
went VATS pulmonary resection.

Materials and methods
Hypothesis
Subpleural continuous analgesia is feasible, provides ad-
equate pain control and has good patient satisfaction in
patients after VATS pulmonary resection.

Study design and population
We performed an observational pilot study in a Dutch
teaching hospital (Máxima MC, Veldhoven). 23 consecu-
tive patients who underwent VATS pulmonary resection
and had an indication for TEA (i.e. anatomical resection
or major wedge resection) between April and September
2018 were included and received SCA for pain manage-
ment instead of TEA. The pain scores and postoperative
outcomes of SCA patients were compared to a historical
group to benchmark our results. Since this was an obser-
vational pilot study we were not aiming to prove non-
inferiority or even superiority of either technique. The
historical group contained 23 consecutive patients who
underwent VATS pulmonary resection and received
TEA between April and September 2017.

Primary and secondary outcomes
Primary outcomes were surgical feasibility, pain control
and patient satisfaction on postoperative day (POD) 0–3.
Secondary outcomes were length of hospital stay, chest
tube drainage and urinary catheter use, incidence of
postoperative hypotension and degree of postoperative
mobilisation.

Data collection
To assess surgical feasibility the duration of placement
(minutes) and success of placement were collected. A
numeric rating scale (NRS 0–10) was used to assess the
level of pain in rest, while coughing and while moving.
In addition, the necessity for intravenous and oral anal-
gesics and the presence of postoperative nausea and
vomiting were registered. Patient satisfaction on pain re-
lief and mobilisation was measured on a 5-point Likert
scale (very unsatisfied – unsatisfied – neutral – satisfied
– very satisfied).
For secondary outcomes we collected length of postop-

erative hospital stay (days), length of chest tube drainage
(days), the length of urinary catheter use (days) and the
incidence of postoperative complications (hypotension,
pneumonia, atelectasis, deep venous thrombosis, urinary
tract infection, cardiovascular incidents and constipation).
To examine hypotension we collected the lowest reported
blood pressure in the morning, afternoon and evening on
POD 0–3. Postoperative mobility was scored as the max-
imum achieved score on a non-validated 6-point scale
(only in bed – sitting on the bedside – standing next to
the bed – transfer from bed to chair – transfer from bed
to bathroom – walking around the ward). Pain control,
patient satisfaction and mobility scores were assessed on
the recovery room (only pain scores), at the evening after
surgery and in the morning, afternoon and evening on
POD day 1 and 2 and in the morning and evening on
POD 3. In order to describe the use of SCA we collected
details on the SCA catheter placement (perforation of the
parietal pleura (yes/no)) and possible complications in the
postoperative period (leakage of fluid, SCA duration and
ropivacaine-related adverse effects such as confusion, tin-
gling sensation around the mouth, fasciculation, hallucin-
ation). Finally, we collected the following data from the
electronical medical records: age, gender, length, weight,
blood pressure at the pre-operative visit, American Society
of Anaesthesiologists (ASA)-classification, indication for
surgery (diagnostic, malignant lung or malignant meta-
static), surgical details (single or multi-port VATS, dur-
ation, resected part of the lung, number of chest tubes).
In the historical TEA group prospectively collected

pain scores on POD 1–3 were available. The baseline
characteristics and postoperative outcomes data were
collected retrospectively from the electronical medical
records.

Statistical analysis
Results were reported according to the Strengthening
the Reporting of Observational studies in Epidemiology
guidelines for observational studies [16]. The mean dur-
ation of placement of the catheter was calculated to
describe surgical feasibility. Pain control was calculated
as the mean pain scores in rest per day. To summarize
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the results and compare the groups we calculated mean
pain scores on POD 1–3. We converted all opioids to an
equivalent oral morphine dose in order to equally com-
pare opioid use in both groups [17]. Patient satisfaction
scores were reported as the proportion of patient who
were ‘satisfied’ (score 4 out of 5) or ‘very satisfied’ (score
5 out of 5). The mean arterial blood pressure (MAP)
was calculated by the following formula: ((diastole*2) +
systole)/3. The presence of hypotension was defined as a
systolic blood pressure below 90mmHg or a greater
than 30% decrease of the systolic blood pressure com-
pared to the pre-operative visit. The ability of postopera-
tive mobilisation was calculated as the day (median) that
patients were able to walk to the bathroom and the day
(median) that patients were able to walk around the
ward.
Perforation of the parietal pleura during the place-

ment of the subpleural catheter could have led to a
decreased analgesic dose around the intercostal nerves
due to leakage of analgesics into the pleural cavity.
Therefore, we divided the SCA patients in a perfor-
ation and no perforation group and compared base-
line characteristics, surgical details and pain scores
between these groups.
Descriptive data were presented as means (with stand-

ard deviation (SD) and/or range) or medians (with
interquartile range (IQR) and/or range) depending on
(normally or skewed) distribution of data. Categorical data
were presented as counts and percentages. Categorical
data were compared by the Chi-square test, whereas
numerical data were compared by the unpaired T-test or
Mann-Whitney U test depending on (normally or skewed)
distribution of data. We calculated 95% confidence inter-
vals (95%-CI) around proportions using the Wilson inter-
val [18]. All performed tests were two-sided and we set
the significance threshold at p = .05. All calculations and
statistical analysis were done using the Statistical Package
for Social Sciences, version 22.0 (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL,
USA).

General anaesthesia and postoperative additional
analgesia
All patients received general anaesthesia using propofol,
sufentanil and rocuronium for induction and either pro-
pofol or sevoflurane for maintenance of anaesthesia (at
the discretion of the anaesthesiologist). After surgery pa-
tients received additional analgesics according to the an-
algesic pain relief ladder; oral paracetamol (standard
dose of 4000mg per 24 h) with additional nonsteroidal
anti-inflammatory drugs (NSAIDs, Naproxen, when pa-
tients had no contra-indication 1000mg per 24 h) and if
necessary morphine or morphine equivalent (oral or
intravenous).

Subpleural pain catheter placement and protocol
The multi-orifice 25 cm length On-Q local anaesthetic
infiltrating catheter (On-Q: Avanos, Alpharetta, GA) was
placed intraoperatively under direct thoracoscopic vision
by one of two lung surgeons (FvdB, BG). After general
anaesthesia and endotracheal intubation the patient was
positioned in the lateral decubitus position with the af-
fected side up. Access to perform was achieved by either
uni- or multiportal incision(s). The pain catheter was
inserted dorsally and at least two costal levels caudally of
the most caudal placed incision which is generally made
in the 8th intercostal space. After skin incision we
searched for the subpleural space using blunt dissection
under direct thoracoscopic vision (Fig. 1, image 1). The
complete tunnelling device was moved cephalad using
hydro-dissection (using sterile saline solution 0.9%) by
which method the level above the most cephalad inci-
sion was always reached. The catheter was placed ap-
proximately 5 cm laterally from the vertebra and the
thoracic sympathetic chain covering the intercostal
nerves on multiple levels (Fig. 1, image 2). After ad-
equate placement of the tunnelling device the stylet is
retracted, the infiltrating catheter is inserted and then
the peel away sheath is removed (Fig. 1, image 3). Fi-
nally, we created an anterior subcutaneous tunnel of ap-
proximately 10–15 cm to prevent leakage of local
anaesthetic through the skin incision and have a more
convenient (anterior) insertion point for the patient. All
patients received a direct 40 ml (ml) bolus ropivacaine 2
mg/ml (Fig. 1, image 4). According to our local hospital
protocol the continuous ropivacaine 2 mg/ml infusion
was started after bolus in the operating room or on the
recovery room with an infusion rate of 10 ml/hour.

Results
A total of 23 patients (mean age 68 years (SD 6), 74%
males) were included for analysis. The primary surgical
technique was either uniportal (n = 4) or conventional
(n = 19) VATS. 18 Patients (78%) underwent an anatom-
ical resection (i.e. segmentectomy, lobectomy or bilo-
bectomy) and in the remaining five patients a large
wedge was resected. We did a lobe-specific mediastinal
lymph node dissection in 16 patients (70%). All patients
received one chest tube for postoperative drainage
(Table 1).

Primary outcomes
Placement of the subpleural catheter took on average 11
min (SD 5, range 4–24) and was successful in all pa-
tients. The mean pain score in rest on the recovery room
was 1.1 (SD 1.2) and on the evening after surgery it was
3.1 (SD 2.0). On POD 1–3 the mean pain scores in rest
were 2.0 (SD 1.9), 1.7 (SD 1.5) and 1.2 (SD 1.1) respect-
ively. The mean pain score in rest on POD 1–3 together
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was 1.6 (SD 1.3) (Table 2). Mean pain scores while mov-
ing were 4.2 (SD 1.9), 3.6 (SD 2.5), 3.1 (SD 1.9) and 3.1
(SD 2.3) on POD 0–3 respectively. Mean pain scores
while coughing were 4.4 (SD 2.1), 4.0 (SD 2.1), 3.3 (SD
2.2) and 3.2 (SD 2.1) on POD 0–3 respectively. Patient
controlled intravenous morphine was used in 15 patients
(65%), the remaining 8 patient received oral morphine
on request. The total morphine consumption was 23.4
mg (SD 30.0), 17.0 mg (SD 28.4) and 6.9 mg (SD 12.7)
on POD 1–3 respectively (Table 2). With SCA, 79% (15/
19; 95%-CI 57–92) of patients were satisfied or very sat-
isfied on the evening after surgery (due to prolonged
surgery and anaesthesia satisfaction scores on the even-
ing after surgery were missing in 4 patients), whereas
78% (18/23; 95%-CI 58–90), 83% (19/23; 95%-CI 63–93)
and 90% (18/20;95%-CI 69–97) of patients were satisfied
or very satisfied on POD 1–3 respectively.

Secondary outcomes
The length of postoperative hospital stay was 4 days
(IQR 3–8, range 2–18) with a period of chest tube drain-
age of 2 days (IQR 1–4, range 1–13). The period of urin-
ary catheter use was 0 days (IQR 0–1, range 0–6). At the
pre-operative visit none of the patients suffered from
hypotension with a mean MAP of 100 mmHg (SD 12).
Hypotension during the first three postoperative days

was seen in only one patient (5%). SCA patients were
able to walk to the bathroom without help on median
POD 1 (IQR 1–2, range 1–6). Walking around the ward
without help was median possible on POD 2 (IQR 1–2,
range 1–6). Postoperative complications occurred in
seven patients (30%) (Table 3).

Subpleural continuous analgesia
The duration of subpleural continuous analgesia was 4
days (IQR 3–5, range 2–11). One patient reported deaf-
ness of the skin around the location where the catheter
was inserted. Leakage of local anaesthetic from the skin
insertion place of the pain catheter occurred in 6 pa-
tients (23%). We saw no other SCA-catheter related
complications or ropivacaine related systemic side ef-
fects. Minor perforation of the parietal pleura during
placement of the catheter occurred in 12 patients (52%).
None of these patient had abundant drain production
and no additional interventions were required to repair
the perforations. We found no significant differences be-
tween the no pleural perforation group (n = 11) and the
pleural perforation group (n = 12) in left or right sided
surgery, duration of the placement of the pain catheter,
mobilisation and pain scores in rest, while coughing or
while moving on POD 0–3.

Fig. 1 Subpleural catheter placement. Subpleural catheter placement. 1: introduction of the tunnelling device in the subpleural space; 2: moving
the tunnelling device upwards; 3: removing the peel-away sheath; 4: multilevel subpleural catheter with 40 ml ropivacaine 2 mg/ml bolus
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Historical group: patients with TEA
Baseline and surgical characteristics of the historical
group were similar to the SCA patients, except for gen-
der (more females in the TEA group; p = 0.01) (Table 1).
The mean pain score in rest on POD 1–3 in TEA pa-
tients was 1.7 (SD 1.2), which was similar to the mean
pain score in SCA patients on POD 1–3 (1.6 (SD 1.3);
p = .78) (Table 2). Significant lower mean doses of
morphine were used in TEA patients on the first two
postoperative days, no significant differences were found
on day three (Table 2). Hypotension on POD 1–3 was
found in 26% (6/23) of TEA patients versus 5% (1/23) of

Table 1 Clinical characteristics of patients in the study

SCA patients
(n = 23)

TEA patients
(n = 23)

P Value

Age, mean (SD), y 68 (6) 63 (12) .07

Sex, No. (%)

Male 17 (74) 8 (35) .01

Female 6 (26) 15 (65)

ASA-classification, No. (%)

ASA-1 3 (13) 0 .19

ASA-2 14 (61) 17 (74)

ASA-3 6 (26) 6 (26)

Indication for surgery, No. (%)

Diagnostic 1 (4) 3 (13) .36

Malignant – Lung 16 (70) 17 (74)

Malignant – Metastasis 6 (26) 3 (13)

Tumour localization, No. (%)

Right upper lobe 9 (40) 7 (30) .83

Right middle lobe 3 (13) 2 (9)

Right lower lobe 3 (13) 5 (22)

Left upper lobe 4 (17) 6 (26)

Left lower lobe 4 (17) 3 (13)

Surgical technique, No. (%)

VATS single-port 4 (17) 6 (26) .48

VATS multi-port 19 (83) 17 (74)

Resection, No. (%)

Wedge 5 (22) 7 (30) .51

Segmentectomy 1 (4) 0

Lobectomy 16 (70) 16 (70)

Bilobectomy 1 (4) 0

Lymph node dissection, No. (%)

None 5 (22) 6 (26) .81

Ipsilateral hilair 2 (8) 3 (13)

Ipsilateral hilair + mediastinal 16 (70) 14 (61)

Surgery duration, mean (SD), min 153 (52) 130 (74) .23

SCA subpleural continuous analgesia, TEA thoracic epidural analgesia, SD
standard deviation, y years, No. number, ASA American Society of
Anaesthesiologists, VATS video-assisted thoracoscopic surgery, min minutes

Table 2 Postoperative pain scores in rest, mean (SD) and
additional opioid use (mg), mean (SD)

SCA (n = 23) TEA (n = 23) P value

Recovery room 1.2 (1.2) 0.6 (0.9) .43

Postoperative day 1

Morning 2.4 (2.0) 2.3 (2.3) .91

Noon 2.2 (1.8) 1.5 (1.8) .27

Evening 1.6 (1.9) 1.7 (2.2) .91

Mean 2.0 (1.9) 1.9 (1.6) .77

Additional opioids* 23.4 (30.0) 3.9 (10.5) <.01

Postoperative day 2

Morning 2.2 (1.9) 2.0 (2.2) .79

Noon 1.6 (1.6) 1.9 (1.9) .55

Evening 1.7 (1.7) 2.4 (2.1) .32

Mean 1.7 (1.5) 1.9 (1.6) .65

Additional opioids* 17.0 (28.4) 4.3 (8.2) .05

Postoperative day 3

Morning 1.4 (1.2) 1.5 (1.9) .73

Evening 1.1 (1.1) 1.6 (1.9) .44

Mean 1.2 (1.1) 1.6 (1.2) .39

Additional opioids* 6.9 (12.7) 5.0 (8.7) .60

Postoperative day 1–3

Mean 1.6 (1.3) 1.7 (1.2) .78

SCA subpleural continuous analgesia, TEA thoracic epidural analgesia, SD
standard deviation. mg milligram, POD postoperative day, *Sum of
intravenous morphine by patient controlled analgesia and oral Oxycodone. For
this sum intravenous morphine dosage is doubled based on the Opioid
Conversion Chart

Table 3 Postoperative complications

TEA (n = 23)

2 Pneumonia treated with antibiotics

1 Subcutaneous emphysema (no intervention)

1 Delirium requiring medication

1 Ulnar neuropathy

1 Atelectasis requiring bronchoscopy

SCA (n = 23)

1 Pneumonia treated with antibiotics

1 Subcutaneous emphysema requiring extra chest drain

1 Laryngeal nerve palsy

1 Ischemic stroke

1 Prolonged air leak (no intervention)

1 Prolonged air leak requiring surgical treatment

1 Constipation treated with laxatives

TEA thoracic epidural analgesia, SCA subpleural continuous analgesia
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SCA patients (p = .04), while the pre-operative MAP was
comparable between groups (TEA 95mmHg vs SCA
110mmHg, p = .20). The length of hospital stay (4 days,
IQR 3–5) and chest tube drainage (2 days, IQR 1–3)
were similar to SCA patients. The period of urinary
catheter use was 2 days (IQR 2–3, range 0–5) which was
significantly longer compared to patients with SCA (0
days, IQR 0–1; p < .01). Postoperative complications
occurred in seven patients (30%) with SCA and six pa-
tients (26%) with TEA (p = .74) (Table 3).

Discussion
Sufficient pain control after VATS enables adequate
breathing and early mobilisation hereby reducing post-
operative complications and enhance recovery. Our
results suggest that subpleural continuous analgesia in
VATS pulmonary resection is feasible and provides ad-
equate pain management and good patient satisfaction.
To the best of our knowledge no consensus on opti-

mal postoperative pain management after VATS is
achieved in current literature. A review of enhanced
recovery after thoracic surgery (ERATS) protocols
strengthened the lack of unambiguity. The five included
protocols all used different techniques for postoperative
pain management: oral, intravenous, intercostal, paraver-
tebral and epidural anaesthesia [19]. The use of continu-
ous analgesia in the subpleural space is previously
described after thoracic surgery. Hotta et al. provided a
randomized trial on extrapleural continuous analgesia
versus TEA in VATS patients in 2011. They found no
significant differences in visual analog scale pain scores
and the need for rescue analgesia [20]. Jung et al. com-
pared SCA to intravenous patient controlled analgesia
and found comparable average pain scores [14]. Surgical
feasibility, mobilisation and patient satisfaction were
however not included in these studies. Patient comfort
and satisfaction are important factors for enhanced re-
covery. Patient comfort appears to be a complex com-
bination of multiple elements, while pain and mobility
are measurable elements of it [21]. One of the most im-
portant advantages of local analgesia is the ability of
early mobilisation. Patients with adequately placed TEA
are often judged as ‘immobilized’ despite intact motor
function of the legs. According to our local protocol
TEA patients are allowed to mobilize under supervision
(doctor, nurse or physiotherapist) when the motor func-
tion and sensibility are intact. In daily practice intensive
supervision will not be available, resulting in
immobilization during TEA. Since SCA is not associated
with loss of motor function patients are allowed to
mobilize independently immediately after surgery. This
resulted in earlier mobilisation in SCA patients com-
pared to TEA patients.

Urinary catheters could be another cause of restricted
postoperative mobilisation. Its use combined with TEA
is however common practice in most hospitals. A pro-
spective study showed significant post-void residuals in
patients with thoracic epidural analgesia [22]. In a ran-
domized controlled trial significant more urinary prob-
lems (urinary catheter reinsertion, higher rate of bladder
scans and more in-and-out catheterization) were found
in patients with early urinary catheter removal (48 h
postoperative) compared to patients whose urinary cath-
eter is removed six hours after terminating TEA [23].
Therefore, urinary catheters appear mandatory in TEA
while in SCA patients bladder function remains normal.
Sufficient pain management allows patients to

mobilize. Insufficient pain control by epidural or local
analgesia could be compensated by additional oral or
intravenous analgesics. However, since opioids and
NSAIDs have certain disadvantages it is important to
minimalize the use of these drugs. SCA patients had a
higher opioid consumption on POD 1 and 2. These re-
sults are in concordance with current literature where
slightly higher additional analgesic use is described in
continuous local analgesia groups versus TEA-groups in
thoracic surgery [15, 24]. However, the mean total opi-
oid dose on the first and second POD (23.4 mg and 17.0
mg respectively) was in our opinion acceptable. The
mean dose on POD 3 already decreased to 6.9 mg re-
spectively and we saw only one patient with constipation
which was successfully treated with laxatives.
Placement of the SCA catheter was easy and safe.

Placement of the catheter took an average of 11 min
resulting in a non-significant prolonged operation time
in SCA patients. We noticed a very steep learning curve
since the placement of the first 12 catheters took an
average of 14 min versus 8 min in the last 11 catheters.
The main benefits of SCA compared to TEA and other

regional analgesic techniques (paravertebral block, inter-
costal block, erector spinae block) were fast placement
under direct thoracoscopic vision and no need of add-
itional equipment or specialized staff (beside the cath-
eter). In addition, patients benefit from the placement of
the analgesic catheter under general anaesthesia com-
pared to possible stressful awake placement of a thoracic
epidural catheter or awake percutaneous regional anal-
gesic techniques [25]. Lastly, SCA provides continued in-
stead of single shot analgesia and therefore has longer
duration of pain control.
The main limitations of our study were the observa-

tional character and the small sample size. This may
have led to an underestimation of differences among
TEA and SCA due to insufficient power. Since the pri-
mary objective was feasibility, pain control and patients
satisfaction of SCA the results of the comparison with
the historical group should be interpreted with care.
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The results and limitations of our study and the lack
of consensus in current literature strengthen the need
for prospective, randomised research on the most (cost-
)effective technique of postoperative pain management
after VATS pulmonary resection. Results of future re-
search may aide in optimizing patient care and improve
ERATS protocols.

Conclusion
Subpleural continuous analgesia in VATS pulmonary re-
section is feasible and provides adequate pain control
and good patient satisfaction.

Abbreviations
95%-CI: 95% confidence interval; ASA: American society of anaesthesiologists;
ERATS: Enhanced recovery after thoracic surgery; IQR: Interquartile range;
MAP: Mean arterial pressure; mg: milligram; min: minutes; ml: millilitre;
No.: Number; NRS: Numeric rating scale; NSAIDs: Nonsteroidal anti-
inflammatory drugs; POD: Postoperative day; SCA: Subpleural continuous
analgesia; SD: Standard deviation; TEA: Thoracic epidural analgesia;;
VATS: Video-assisted thoracoscopic surgery; y: years

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Trial registration
This pilot study was not registered in a trial register.

Authors’ contributions
JB, ED and FvdB have been involved in the design of the study. JB, SH, BG
and FvdB have been involved in in acquisition of data. JB and ED analysed
and interpreted the data and drafted the manuscript. SH, BG, PM and FvdB
critically revised the manuscript and gave approval for publication of the
final version.

Funding
This research did not receive any specific grant from funding agencies in the
public, commercial, or not-for-profit sectors.

Availability of data and materials
The dataset used during the current study is available from the
corresponding author on reasonable request.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
The Institutional Review Board of Máxima MC approved the study and
waived the need for informed consent for inclusion in the study.

Consent for publication
The intraoperative images of the subpleural catheter were used after written
informed consent from the concerning patient.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details
1Department of Surgery, Máxima Medical Centre, PO BOX 7777, Veldhoven,
MB 5500, the Netherlands. 2Department of Anaesthesiology, Máxima Medical
Centre, Veldhoven, the Netherlands.

Received: 24 July 2019 Accepted: 20 September 2019

References
1. Gebhardt R, Mehran RJ, Soliz J, Cata JP, Smallwood AK, Feeley TW. Epidural

versus ON-Q local anesthetic-infiltrating catheter for post-thoracotomy pain
control. J Cardiothorac Vasc Anesth. 2013;27(3):423–6.

2. Elmore B, Van N, Randall B, Kenan Y, Christine L. Pain management
following thoracic surgery. Thorac Surg Clin. 2015;25(4):393–409.

3. Hermanides J, Hollmann MW, Stevens MF, Lirk P. Failed epidural: causes and
management. Surv Anesthesiol. 2013;57(1):43.

4. Ventham NT, Hughes M, O'Neill S, Johns N, Brady RR, Wigmore SJ.
Systematic review and meta-analysis of continuous local anaesthetic wound
infiltration versus epidural analgesia for postoperative pain following
abdominal surgery. Br J Surg. 2013;100(10):1280–9.

5. Ganapathi S, Roberts G, Mogford S, Bahlmann B, Ateleanu B, Kumar N.
Epidural analgesia provides effective pain relief in patients undergoing
open liver surgery. Br J Pain. 2015;9(2):78–85.

6. Piccioni F, Ragazzi R. Anesthesia and analgesia: how does the role of
anesthetists changes in the ERAS program for VATS lobectomy. J Vis Surg.
2018;4:9.

7. Blanco R, Parras T, McDonnell JG, Prats-Galino A. Serratus plane block: a
novel ultrasound-guided thoracic wall nerve block. Anaesthesia. 2013;68(11):
1107–13.

8. Kaplowitz J, Papadakos PJ. Acute pain Management for Video-Assisted
thoracoscopic Surgery: an update. J Cardiothorac Vasc Anesth. 2012;26(2):
312–21.

9. Xu J, Yang X, Hu X, Chen X, Zhang J, Wang Y. Multilevel Thoracic
Paravertebral Block Using Ropivacaine With/Without Dexmedetornidine in
Video-Assisted Thoracoscopic Surgery. J Cadiothorac Vasc Anesth. 2018;
32(1):318.

10. Scimia P, Basso Ricci E, Droghetti A, Fusco P. The ultrasound-guided
continuous erector Spinae plane block for postoperative analgesia in
video-assisted thoracoscopic lobectomy. Reg Anesth Pain Med. 2017;
42(4):537.

11. Adhikary SD, Pruett A, Forero M, Thiruvenkatarajan V. Erector spinae plane
block as an alternative to epidural analgesia for post-operative analgesia
following video-assisted thoracoscopic surgery: a case study and a literature
review on the spread of local anaesthetic in the erector spinae plane. Indian
J Anaesth. 2018;62(1):75–8.

12. Luis-Navarro JC, Seda-Guzmán M, Luis-Moreno C, López-Romero JL. The
erector spinae plane block in 4 cases of video-assisted thoracic surgery. Rev
Esp Anestesiol Reanim. 2018;65(4):204.

13. Bingham AE, Fu R, Horn J, Abrahams MS. Continuous peripheral nerve block
compared with single-injection peripheral nerve block: a systematic review
and meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials. Reg Anesth Pain Med.
2012;37(6):583.

14. Jung J, Park SY, Haam S. Efficacy of subpleural continuous infusion of local
anesthetics after thoracoscopic pulmonary resection for primary lung cancer
compared to intravenous patient-controlled analgesia. J Thoracic Dis. 2016;
8(7):1814.

15. Ried M, Schilling C, Potzger T, Ittner K, Rupp A, Szöke T, et al. Prospective,
comparative study of the on-Q® PainBuster® postoperative pain relief
system and thoracic epidural analgesia after thoracic surgery. J Cardiothorac
Vasc Anesth. 2014;28(4):973–8.

16. von Erik E, Altman Douglas G, Matthias E, Pocock Stuart J, Gøtzsche Peter C,
Vandenbroucke Jan P. The strengthening the reporting of observational
studies in epidemiology (STROBE) statement: guidelines for reporting
observational studies. Int J Surg. 2014;12(12):1495–9.

17. Harold's Cross & Blackrock. Opioid Conversion Chart. 2018; Available at:
http://olh.ie/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/Opioid-Conversion-Chart-2016-1.
pdf. Accessed 17 Apr 2018.

18. Brown LD, Cai TT, DasGupta A. Interval Estimation for a Binomial Proportion.
Stat Sci. 2001;16(2):101–17.

19. Semenkovich TR, Hudson JL, Subramanian M, Kozower BD. Enhanced
recovery after surgery (ERAS) in thoracic surgery. Semin Thorac Cardiovasc
Surg. 2018;30(3):342-49.

20. Kunihisa H, Tetsuya E, Koki T, Naho S, Soichiro I, Mamoru T, Norimasa S,
Shunsuke E. Comparison of the analgesic effects of continuous Extrapleural
block and continuous epidural block after video-assisted thoracoscopic
surgery. J Cardiothorac Vasc Anesth. 2011;25(6):1009–13.

21. Comacchio GM, Monaci N, Verderi E, Schiavon M, Rea F. Enhanced recovery
after elective surgery for lung cancer patients: analysis of current pathways
and perspectives. J Thorac Dis. 2019;11(Suppl 4):S522.

22. Wuethrich Patrick Y, Burkhard Fiona C. Thoracic epidural analgesia: what
about the urinary bladder? Trends Anaesth Crit Care. 2012;2(3):138–44.

23. Allen Mark S, Blackmon Shanda H, Nichols Francis C, Cassivi Stephen D,
Harmsen William S, Bettie L, Karlyn P, Wigle Dennis A, Robert SK. Optimal
timing of urinary catheter removal after thoracic operations: a randomized
controlled study. Ann Thorac Surg. 2016;102(3):925–30.

Bousema et al. Journal of Cardiothoracic Surgery          (2019) 14:179 Page 7 of 8

http://olh.ie/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/Opioid-Conversion-Chart-2016-1.pdf
http://olh.ie/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/Opioid-Conversion-Chart-2016-1.pdf


24. Jaroszewski DE, Temkit M, Ewais MM, Luckritz TC, Stearns JD, Craner RC,
et al. Randomized trial of epidural vs. subcutaneous catheters for managing
pain after modified Nuss in adults. J Thorac Dis. 2016;8(8):2102–10.

25. Freise H, Van Aken HK. Risks and benefits of thoracic epidural anaesthesia.
Br J Anaesth. 2011;107(6):859–68.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Bousema et al. Journal of Cardiothoracic Surgery          (2019) 14:179 Page 8 of 8


	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusion
	Trial registration

	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Hypothesis
	Study design and population
	Primary and secondary outcomes
	Data collection
	Statistical analysis
	General anaesthesia and postoperative additional analgesia
	Subpleural pain catheter placement and protocol

	Results
	Primary outcomes
	Secondary outcomes
	Subpleural continuous analgesia
	Historical group: patients with TEA

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Abbreviations
	Acknowledgements
	Trial registration
	Authors’ contributions
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Author details
	References
	Publisher’s Note

