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Lumbar spine surgery is one of the most wide- Why carry out this study?
spread types of surgery for treating back and leg

pain. However, the postoperative period always Patients usually require high doses of
presents with severe pain due to the removal of opioids to relieve pain after lumbar spine
skin, subcutaneous tissues, bones, and liga- surgery, and experienced various drug-
ments. Patients usually require high doses of related complications.

opioids to relieve pain during the initial three
days after operation, as well as experience drug-
related complications and prolonged length of
stay in hospital. We found that Erector spinae
plane block significantly reduced postoperative
opioid consumption and pain scores. The pre-
sent systematic review revealed that ESPB was We conducted a systematic review and
effective and safe for postoperative analgesia. meta-analysis to explore the safety and
efficacy of ESPB in lumbar spine surgery.

Erector spinae plane block (ESPB) is a
novel regional block technique that has
been reported as effective for relieving
postoperative pain, but no systematic and
persuasive evidence has been presented.

What was learned from the study?
Keywords: Erector spinae plane block; Lumbar

spinal surgery; Meta-analysis This study showed that ESPB reduced
opioid consumption and provided
effective analgesia during the first 24
postoperative hours.

ESPB effectively improves postoperative
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DIGITAL FEATURES

This article is published with digital features,
including a summary slide, to facilitate under-
standing of the article. To view digital features
for this article go to https://doi.org/10.6084/
m9.figshare.14199329.

INTRODUCTION

Lumbar spine surgery is one of the most wide-
spread types of surgery for treating back and leg
pain. However, the postoperative period always
presents severe pain due to the removal of skin,
subcutaneous tissues, bones, and ligaments.
Patients usually require high doses of opioids to
relieve pain during the initial 3 days after
operation, and also experience drug-related
complications and prolonged length of hospital
stay [1]. In addition, severe postoperative pain
can lead to delayed out-of-bed activity, deep
venous thrombosis, postoperative delirium, and
chronic pain syndrome [2]. Unlike other types
of surgeries, such as thoracic and abdominal
surgery, lumbar spinal surgery lacks an effective
regional block technique to reduce the con-
sumption of opioids used to relieve postopera-
tive pain. Therefore, it is essential to find a safe
and effective way of relieving postoperative
pain associated with lumbar spinal surgery.

Erector spinae plane block (ESPB) is a novel
regional block technique, which was first
described by Forero in 2016 as the injection of
local anesthetic into the plane between the
deep fascia of the erector spinae muscle and the
vertebral transverse process under ultrasound
guidance [3]. Over the last few years, ESPB has
been demonstrated to be effective in various
type of surgeries, including breast surgery [4],
thoracic surgery [S5], and laparoscopic chole-
cystectomy [6], among others. Several random-
ized controlled trials (RCTs) have reported that
ESPB could be a factor influencing postoperative
analgesia after lumbar spinal surgery [7, 8];
however, no systematic and persuasive evidence
has been presented.

Therefore, we conducted a systematic review
and meta-analysis of RCTs to explore the safety
and efficacy of ESPB in lumbar spine surgery.

METHODS

The present systematic review and meta-analy-
sis was conducted according to the Preferred
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and
Meta Analyses (PRISMA) guidelines. This article
is based on previously conducted studies and
does not contain any new studies with human
participants or animals performed by any of the
authors.

Systematic Literature Search

PubMed, Embase, the Cochrane Library, and
Web of Science databases were independently
searched by two researchers to identify RCTs
available since the establishment of the data-
bases to January 31, 2021. No restrictions were
placed on language. The search strategy for the
PubMed database was as follows: ESPB [All
Fields] OR (erector [All Fields] AND (“spine”[-
MeSH Terms] OR “spine”[All Fields]) AND plane
block [All Fields])), OR erector spinae plane
block [All Fields]. In addition, we manually
searched for the references of included studies
to determine whether there were potential
related trials.

Selection Criteria and Data Extraction

Studies that satisfied the selection criteria were
included, and the inclusion criteria were as
follows: (1) studies with patients undergoing
lumbar spine surgery; (2) studies with inter-
ventions that clearly described single ESPB as an
auxiliary analgesia technique (timing, location,
concentration, and dose of local anesthetic)
after administration of general anesthesia; (3)
studies involving comparisons such as no
intervention or sham block; (4) studies with
postoperative opioid consumption as an out-
come; and (5) studies designed as RCTs. The
exclusion criteria were as follows: (1) ongoing
clinical trials; (2) trials on animals or cadaver
research; (3) continuous ESPB; and (4) duplicate
publications.

We used EndNote X9 to exclude duplicate
trials. Two authors scanned the titles and
abstracts of the articles to establish whether
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they were eligible. Subsequently, the full text of
the articles was carefully assessed to examine
whether they satisfied the inclusion criteria.
Differences of opinion were settled by a third
author. The data from eligible studies were
extracted and cross-checked independently by
two authors. Data extracted included the name
of the first author, age, year of publication,
number of participants, the American Society of
Anesthesiologists scale, ESPB technique, general
anesthesia technique, patient-controlled intra-
venous analgesia (PCIA), and outcomes. In the
case of incomplete data, the reviewers attemp-
ted to contact the authors of the original articles
via email to request additional and complete
data.

Quality and Risk Assessment

We evaluated the risk of bias in studies included
in the systematic review using Cochrane Review
Manager (Version 5.3; The Nordic Cochrane
Centre, The Cochrane Collaboration, Copen-
hagen, Denmark, 2014). The criteria used were
as follows: random sequence generation, allo-
cation concealment, double-blinding, blinding
of outcome assessment, incomplete outcome
data, selective reporting, and other biases. FEach
trial was assessed independently by two
reviewers and classified as low risk, unclear risk,
or high risk.

The quality of evidence was assessed using
the Grading of Recommendations Assessment,
Development, and Evaluation (GRADE) system
for outcomes based on the following criteria:
study design, risk of bias, rating inconsistency
in results, rating of indirectness of evidence,
and others. The quality of evidence was divided
into four levels: high, moderate, low, and very
low. Funnel plots were used to evaluate publi-
cation bias.

Primary and Secondary Outcomes

Consumption of opioids during the first 24
postoperative hours was the primary outcome.
Opioids required by patients that served as res-
cue analgesia after surgery and the use of a
patient-controlled analgesia device constituted

opioid consumption. The secondary outcomes
were postoperative pain scores at different time
points, the number of patients requiring rescue
analgesia, and the occurrence of adverse events.
Pain scores used included the visual analogue
and numerical rating scales. We included active
pain scores for trials that evaluated pain scores
at different states in the present study.

Statistical Analysis

The meta-analysis was conducted using Review
Manager (version 5.3; The Nordic Cochrane
Centre, The Cochrane Collaboration, Copen-
hagen, Denmark, 2014). A pooled risk ratio (RR)
and 95% confidence intervals (CIs) were calcu-
lated for dichotomous outcomes. A P value
of < 0.05 was considered statistically signifi-
cant. Mean difference (MD) and 95% CI were
calculated for continuous data using the same
units. Otherwise, a standardized mean differ-
ence (SMD) was applied. Continuous data
described in statistics as median (range) were
converted to means and standard deviations
according to a previously described method
[9, 10]. Heterogeneity of trials was assessed
using the I? statistic. High heterogeneity was
likely to be observed due to clinical and
methodological factors; therefore, a random
effects model was applied in the present meta-
analysis despite a low I? value.

RESULTS

Search Results

A total of 2103 relevant studies were obtained
from the databases after conducting an initial
search. Subsequently, we excluded 886 dupli-
cated studies and 1205 studies with irrelevant
abstracts and titles. We carefully evaluated the
remaining 12 studies by reading the full text to
determine whether they were eligible. Six stud-
ies were further excluded for the following rea-
sons: studies were reviews and case reports
(n = 2) [11, 12], retrospective study (n = 1) [13],
compared ESPB with other types of regional
blocks (n=2) [14, 15], and an ongoing trial
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(n = 1) [16]. Finally, six studies [8, 17-21] satis-
fied the inclusion criteria and were used for the
meta-analysis. The literature screening process
is illustrated in Fig. 1.

Study Characteristics

Six RCTs with 360 patients (180 patients in the
ESPB group and 180 patients in the control
group with no intervention or sham interven-
tion) were considered in the present meta-
analysis. The publication years of the eligible
studies ranged from 2019 to 2021. ESPB was
performed between T10 and L3. Four studies
[8, 19-21] used bupivacaine as a local anes-
thetic, while two studies used ropivacaine. The
concentration of the local anesthetics ranged
from 0.025 to 0.5%. PCIA was used to relieve
postoperative pain in five trials
[8, 17, 18, 20, 21]. Detailed information
regarding studies included in the meta-analysis
is presented in Table 1.

Risk of Bias

Four studies [8, 17, 19, 21] explicitly reported
the method of random sequence generation,
and three studies [17, 18, 20] described alloca-
tion concealment. None of the studies described
the blinding of participants and personnel. All
studies mentioned that the assessors were blin-
ded and attrition bias was evaluated. No selec-
tive reporting was observed. All studies
calculated the sample sizes, and the other bias
was classified as “low risk”. A summary of the
risk of bias is presented in Fig. 2.

Outcomes

All studies reported opioid consumption during
the first 24 postoperative hours. Synthesized
results revealed that patients who received ESPB
had a significantly lower opioid requirements
after surgery than patients in the control group
(SMD = —3.82, 95% CI [-5.70, —1.94]; P < 0.01,
I? = 97%, Fig. 3).

Postoperative pain scores were assessed at six
different time points: 2h, 4h, 6 h, 8h, 12 h,
and 24 h after surgery. Forest plots revealed that

ESPB reduced postoperative pain scores signifi-
cantly (2h: MD=-1.89, 95% CI [-2.64,
—1.14]; P <0.01, I*=87%; 4h: MD = —1.46,
95% CI [—2.45, —0.47]; P < 0.01, I = 92%; 6 h:
MD = -2.15, 95% CI [-2.60, —1.70]; P < 0.01,
PP=0%; 8h: MD=-1.64, 95% CI [-2.26,
—1.01]; P <0.01, I*=87%; 12h: MD = —1.09,
95% CI [-1.71, —0.47]; P < 0.01, I* = 81%; 24 h:
MD = —-0.68, 95% CI [-0.88, —0.49]; P < 0.01,
I? = 0%, Fig. 4).

Four studies recorded the numbers of
patients who required rescue analgesia. A forest
plot revealed that ESPB reduced the number of
patients requiring rescue analgesia significantly
(RR=0.36, 95% CI [0.24-0.54], P <0.01,
? = 33%, Fig. 5).

Five studies recorded the incidence of post-
operative nausea and vomiting. A forest plot
revealed that the incidence of postoperative
nausea and vomiting were considerably lower
in the ESPB group than in the control group (RR
0.25, 95% CI 0.14-0.47, P<0.01, I*=0%,
Fig. 6). Two studies recorded the incidence of
itching, and a forest plot revealed no significant
difference between the ESPB and control groups
(RR 0.63, 95% CI 0.06-6.68, P = 0.70, I* = 76%,
Fig. 7). No ESPB operation-related complica-
tions such as local anesthetic toxicity, bleeding,
neuraxial injury, or infection were reported in
the included studies.

Publication Bias

We did not evaluate publication bias because
the number of eligible studies was small [22].

Grade Assessment

All included studies were randomized trials. All
the assessors were blinded, there was no selec-
tive reporting and the other bias, the “risk of
bias” was graded as “not serious”; ? > 30%,
which indicated “inconsistency”, was graded as
“serious”. Three trials [17, 19, 21] reported opi-
oid consumption and pain scores as median
(interquartile range) or median (min-max),
which indicated “indirectness” was classified as
“serious”. The overall results of GRADE are
presented in Table 2.
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Fig. 1 Flow chart of study retrieval

DISCUSSION

To the best of our knowledge, this was the first
meta-analysis conducted on RCTs to evaluate
the efficacy of single ESPB in patients undergo-
ing lumbar spinal surgery. The results of the
comprehensive analyses revealed that ESPB sig-
nificantly reduced opioid consumption and

relieved postoperative pain; the quality of evi-
dence was rated as low and moderate.

The mechanism of action of ESPB remains
unclear. Forero et al. [3] demonstrated that local
anesthetics could block the ventral and dorsal
rami of the spinal nerve roots and produce an
extensive sensory block. A previous cadaveric
study revealed that anesthetics spread to the
epidural, paravertebral, and intercostal spaces,
in turn generating an effective blocking effect

I\ Adis



Pain Ther (2021) 10:333-347

338

uru o¢
Quwmn AJ
MOPOT 3y /8r 7) Trueausyrwor
Bw ¢ “(y/3y/31 ¢) [ojodoid
SN[Og  :9JUBUIUTEW BISOYISIUY apIs Yoed uo W (g
/By {8y sureseardng 94670 OMAYISIUE [€207]
sop /31 1) [Auraudy pue (S auI| uoIsUI
uorsnyuy /3w 9°() wniuoIdo1 Y3 JO J[PPIW JY3 UT BIGOIIdA
VIDd ‘(3y/8w 7) j030doid 91 031 eIOIE[ WD ¢ UOMEIOT uorssordwosap 0202
[opewrer], JUOTONPUT BISIYISIUY UONUIAIINUT ON] uoid :uonsog requny -1 08 08-81  ‘umysg
urar 0g
wmn
MO0
(o (unw/By/81 1°0-10°0)
/3 01) [ruBIURJIWAI
Tz QUBIN[JOAdS
SN0 :DUBUIUIEW BISIISOUY
uou {(8y/8w 970) sprwoiq oPpIs e Uo T 0T
1as0p wnruomoos pue sureseardng 94670 PMAYISIUE [€207]
vorsnyu] (/31 ¢'1-T) [Auraudy tssa301d snourds
VIDd ‘(3y/8w ¢'z—7) [0yodoid €T 9Y2 01 JeIdIe[ WD ¢ ‘UOMEIOT Awodurure[ruay 0202
[Aueauag JUOTDNPUT BISIYISIUY UONUIAIINUT ON] ‘ouoxd :uonisog ‘Awodadsip requn -] 09 S9-81 ‘DY
Jed’s az1s  (s1eaK)
VIDd BISIYISOUE [LIOUIN) dnoi3 jonuo) dnos8 ggsq Axa8ims yo od{y, vysy o[dwreg a8y

muﬂuzuw TUTBTCM ..wO mﬁmuuﬁu uﬂrﬁ 1 O—A.—Q,H

A\ Adis



339

Pain Ther (2021) 10:333-347

ura gp

o (urur/Sy/8n 1
MO0 -G7°0) [rurIURJIWaT
Suw g1 QUEIN[OAIS

"ms—om durudjurewr wﬁwuﬂuwuﬁ{w

“uou 3y
asop  /8r 7)[duraudy pue Sy
uorsnyuy /8w 9°) wnruomoox

VIDd ‘(3y/8w 7)[ojodoxd

[opewer], {UONINPUT BISIYISIUY
[Aueaudy + oueInpjos
:20UBUDIUTEWN BISOYISIUY

(3

/3w 1°0)wnruoImda

pue

‘(8/8w 1°0) ourydiow
‘(8y/8w ¢-g)1050dod

VIDd N {UOTIDNPUI BISIYISIUY

UOTIUIAINUT ON]

UOTIUDAINUT ON

apis yoea uo Jw (g dureseardng
%SGT0°0 P1IAYISIUE [eD0]
tssono1d snourds ¢ oya 01 Jerore]

un ¢ :uonedo  uoid :uonsog

9IS yo®d UO TW ()7
auredeardng 946 ©OTAYISIUE €20

tssa001d snourds (1 1, 92 031 [e103E]

WO ¢ TUOTIEdOT {[eIdIE[ I ‘UONISOJ

uorssardwooap

fequny - III-T

Kworoourure
IO ‘SISOUDIS
Tequmy YsIp

[eIqa31oA1a3UT

requmy pasdeforg  II[-I

610¢
09 $9-8T  hex

0207
0% <9-81  yduig

VIOd BISOYISIUE [LIOUIL)

dnoid jonuo)

dnoisS ggasq

IJeds

Axa8ms yo odLy, VSV

azis  (s¥eak)

o[dwreg By

penunuod | dqe],

I\ Adis



Pain Ther (2021) 10:333-347

340

ersad[eue pajjonuod-1usned snousaenur p7Hg Spo[q dued seurds 1010010 ggg7 ‘sasiSo[orsayasouy Jo A19100G ULdLIOWY FOF

i g
pwmn
MO0
qui g
ssnjog SUBIN[JOAdS
e
/Tw S0 (B31/8w €0-70)
:as0p wnpmoeneso pue 3y opIs YoEd U TW G
votsngu] /311 ¢'0—7°0) [rUEIUMS sureseardor g4¢7() PDIAYISIUE [207] £181ms
VIDd (83/8w z-1) [ojodoxd sssa001d as1aAsuen 711 oy uorssardwosap 0202
surydiopy :UOMINPUT BISIYISIUY UONU2AINUT ON  Jo dn :uonesoT {e1are] 3Jo :UONISOJ Tequm| Jom280J  [I[-] 09 08-81 ‘Sueyyz
urr O]
HDMEHUM Aﬂ:ﬂ\wx\w,l NOI#OV uﬂ:m Lu.mu
POT [rueruagrwo (Y uo (sure0py] o
B¢ /34/3w 9—%) 1oj0doxd Tuw 1) vonen[yur
SN[Og  :9JUBUIIUTEW BISIYISIUY snosuean>qns
©uou (8y/8w ¢1°0) D[IYASIUE (€20 9PIs e Uo T 0T
1as0p wnpmoenesyd pue {3y csoond smouds sureaeardor ogh-() DRIYISIUE [€207]
vosnyuy /3 ¢°0) rueausgns (3 ¢ oy o1 ?Hu.um_ tssaoo1d snourds
VIDd /8w 9'0—7°0) 2reprwond w> ¢-7 uonEIo] €T Y2 01 [eIDIE] WD ¢-7 UONELIOT uorsny 1702
[fueIuayNg UONONPUT BISIYISIUY {[eI01E] UOTIISOJ {[eI97€] UOTISO [euids requiny  [I-T 09 S/-07 ‘Sueyz
J[ess ozrs  (s¥eak)
VIOd BISIYISOUE [LIDUIN) dnoi8 [onuo) dnos8 gqsq £x38ms yo od{y ysy opdureg a8y

penunuod [ Jqel

A\ Adis



Pain Ther (2021) 10:333-347

341

Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias)

)
- X}
‘ . . ‘ ‘ ‘ Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias)

Allocation concealment (selection bias)

. Random sequence generation (selection bias)

. . . . . Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias)

g

e}

2

b=l

o

g

2

h=

2

2 4

(0] (]

2 5

z 2
Ciftci2020 ® e
Eskin2020 | 2 | @ | 2 ® e
singh2020 | @ | 2 | 2 ® e
Yayik2019 | @ | 2 | 2 ® e
Zhang2020 | 2 | @ | 2 ® e
Zhang2021 | @ | @ | 2 ® e

Fig. 2 Risk of bias of included studies

[23]. However, a recent cadaver study revealed
that local anesthetics did not spread to the
dorsal anterior branch in most cases [24].
Despite the uncertain mechanism of action,
ESPB has been widely used as postoperative
analgesic over the last few years, and it seems to
have achieved satisfactory results [25-27]. A
previous meta-analysis [28] demonstrated that
ESPB is an effective strategy to improve post-
surgical analgesia. However, as the authors
mentioned, various surgical procedures with

anatomical differences resulted in significant
heterogeneity in the study.

Posterior lumbar spine surgery is one of the
most painful surgical procedures [29]. Studies
have revealed that opioid-based intravenous
patient-controlled analgesia is most frequently
used to overcome pain after spinal decompres-
sion surgery [30]. However, patients could suffer
the side effects of opioid use ranging from rel-
atively mild disorders, such as nausea, vomit-
ing, and hypotension, to severe side effects such
as loss of consciousness and respiratory depres-
sion. Additionally, as traditional regional anes-
thesia techniques of epidural anesthesia,
paravertebral blocks are associated with risks
including inadvertent motor blockade, deep
vein thrombosis, hypotension, urinary reten-
tion, pneumothorax, vascular puncture, and
epidural hematoma [31]. Therefore, ESPB can
potentially serve as a safe and effective method
for regional analgesia.

Our meta-analysis revealed that postopera-
tive pain score and opioid consumption
decreased significantly in patients who under-
went ESPB, which demonstrated its effective-
ness. As an important part of enhanced recovery
after surgery (ERSA), effectively relief of post-
operative pain is a problem that needs to be
solved. Further, ESPB does not interfere with
respiratory functioning, which meets the
requirements of ERSA [32]. Furthermore, the
occurrence of postoperative nausea and vomit-
ing was significantly reduced compared with
the control group. This may be a benefit from
the decreased consumption of opioids during
the postoperative period.

There are currently few documented opera-
tion-related complications of ultrasound-guided

ESPB Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV. Random. 95% CI IV, Random. 95% CI
Ciftci2020 31.89 34.31 30 147.13 44.11 30 17.1% -2.88[-3.61, -2.14] i
Eskin2020 48 1 40 130.8 9.9 40 14.9% -11.65[-13.56, -9.75] -
Singh2020 14 1.5 20 7.2 2 20 16.8% -3.22[-4.18, -2.25] =
Yayik2019 268.33 71.44 30 370.33 70.27 30 17.3% -1.42[-1.99, -0.85] "
Zhang2020 245 23.82 30 36.56 34.09 30 17.3% -0.40[-0.92, 0.11] =
Zhang2021 9.1 2.1 30 218 34 30 16.8% -4.44 [-5.40, -3.47] -
Total (95% CI) 180 180 100.0% -3.82 [-5.70, -1.94] 2

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 5.25; Chi? = 176.20, df = 5 (P < 0.00001); I* = 97%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.98 (P < 0.0001)

-20 -10 0 10 20
Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Fig. 3 Forest plot of pooled analysis showing the postoperative opioid consumption

I\ Adis



342 Pain Ther (2021) 10:333-347
ESPB Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
__Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random. 95% CI
1.2.1 2 Hours
Ciftci2020 2 098 30 4 049 30 27.6%  -2.00[-2.39, -1.61] -
Eskin2020 16 05 40 41 17 40 25.7%  -2.50 [-3.05, -1.95]
Singh2020 2 16 20 2 16 20 19.6% 0.00 [-0.99, 0.99] A
Yayik2019 2 0.87 30 4.57 0.82 30 27.2%  -2.57[-3.00, -2.14] -
Subtotal (95% CI) 120 120 100.0%  -1.89 [-2.64, -1.14] <
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.49; Chi? = 23.86, df = 3 (P < 0.0001); I = 87%
Test for overall effect: Z = 4.96 (P < 0.00001)
1.2.2 4 Hours
Ciftci2020 2 0.98 30 3 048 30 27.4%  -1.00[-1.39,-0.61] .
Eskin2020 14 07 40 39 15 40 26.6%  -2.50[-3.01,-1.99] -
Singh2020 24 24 20 2 16 20 19.5% 0.40 [-0.86, 1.66] N
Yayik2019 1.97 0.89 30 4.23 094 20 26.5%  -2.26 [-2.78,-1.74] Eal)
Subtotal (95% CI) 120 110 100.0%  -1.46 [-2.45, -0.47] >
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.89; Chi? = 36.56, df = 3 (P < 0.00001); I> = 92%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.89 (P = 0.004)
1.2.3 6 Hours
Eskin2020 14 08 40 36 1.3 40 90.8%  -2.20[-2.67,-1.73] .
Singh2020 29 24 20 46 24 20 92%  -1.70[-3.19,-0.21] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 60 60 100.0% -2.15[-2.60, -1.70] *
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 0.39, df =1 (P = 0.53); I?= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 9.37 (P < 0.00001)
1.2.4 8 Hours
Ciftci2020 1.76 0.49 30 2.88 0.74 30 285%  -1.12[-1.44,-0.80] =
Eskin2020 1.8 07 40 3.7 1 40 27.6%  -1.90[-2.28,-1.52] -
Singh2020 2 16 20 3 16 20 17.4%  -1.00[-1.99, -0.01] /]
Yayik2019 23 06 30 463 1.1 30 26.5%  -2.33[-2.78,-1.88] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 120 120 100.0%  -1.64[-2.26, -1.01] L 4
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.34; Chi = 22.76, df = 3 (P < 0.0001); I = 87%
Test for overall effect: Z=5.10 (P < 0.00001)
1.2.5 12 Hours
Eskin2020 19 05 40 35 09 40 40.1%  -1.60[-1.92,-1.28] =
Singh2020 2 16 20 2 16 20 20.9% 0.00 [-0.99, 0.99] -
Yayik2019 2.63 0.56 30 3.77 0.82 30 39.1%  -1.14[-1.50, -0.78] =
Subtotal (95% Cl) 20 90 100.0%  -1.09 [-1.71, -0.47] L 4
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.22; Chi? = 10.75, df = 2 (P = 0.005); I = 81%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.44 (P = 0.0006)
1.2.6 24 Hours
Ciftci2020 0.36 0.74 40 1 049 40 49.2%  -0.64[-0.92, -0.36] u
Eskin2020 22 041 40 29 08 20 30.1%  -0.70[-1.05, -0.35] =
Singh2020 2 16 20 2 16 20 3.8% 0.00 [-0.99, 0.99] 1
Yayik2019 2.3 1.06 30 3.23 0.77 30 16.9%  -0.93[-1.40, -0.46] -
Subtotal (95% Cl) 130 110 100.0%  -0.68 [-0.88, -0.49] ¢
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.00; Chi? = 2.99, df = 3 (P = 0.39); 2= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 6.94 (P < 0.00001)
-10 -5 0 5 10

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Fig. 4 Forest plot of pooled analysis showing the pain score at different time points during postoperative period

ESPB in the literature. Ueshima [33] described
the first report of iatrogenic pneumothorax
following ESPB, and OSelvi et al. [34] first
reported motor weakness related to the ESPB in
a 29-year-old patient after a cesarean section
delivery. No ESPB operation-related complica-
tions were observed in our selected studies.
Notably, high-quality studies with large sample

sizes have demonstrated that the safety of ESPB
is essential.

The majority of quality of evidence in the
present systematic review was graded as low and
moderate, which could be attributed to the
following: First, most of the outcomes were
continuous data and the studies had high
heterogeneity. Second, opioid consumption
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ESPB Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
r r Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H. Random % Cl
Ciftci2020 9 30 21 30 28.8% 0.43[0.24, 0.78] -
Eskin2020 7 40 34 40 23.9% 0.21[0.10, 0.41] -
Singh2020 9 20 20 20 37.2% 0.46 [0.29, 0.75] =
Yayik2019 3 30 10 30 10.1% 0.30 [0.09, 0.98] -
Total (95% Cl) 120 120 100.0% 0.36 [0.24, 0.54] <
Total events 28 85
e 2 - . Chiz = = = - 12 = 339 ; t t {
:—_lettterfogenelty].l Trf:xfu : g?i g;n o j:gogzn 3 (P=0.22); I7=33% 0.005 01 1 10 200
estioroverall:effect:2:2:4.99( : ) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Fig. 5 Forest plot of pooled analysis showing the incidence of requiring rescue analgesia
ESPB Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
r r Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H. Random, 95% CI
Ciftci2020 5 30 20 30 53.4% 0.25[0.11, 0.58]
Eskin2020 1 40 7 40  9.0% 0.14[0.02, 1.11]
Singh2020 0 20 2 20 4.3% 0.20[0.01, 3.92]
Yayik2019 2 30 7 30 17.0% 0.29 [0.06, 1.26] - B
Zhang2021 2 30 6 30 16.3% 0.33[0.07, 1.52] - —
Total (95% CI) 150 150 100.0% 0.25[0.14, 0.47] N
Total events 10 42
it 2= . Chiz = = = S12=09 k t t i
:_ie’(?rfogeneltyl.l Tfafu : ;)(_)04 S(l;l . <O;gogf1 4 (P=0.98); 12=0% 0,005 01 1 10 200
estiorioverall effact:2/=4.40( : ) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]
Fig. 6 Forest plot of pooled analysis showing the incidence of postoperative nausea and vomiting
ESPB Control Risk Ratio Risk Ratio
r roi Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Ciftci2020 30 4 30 56.7% 1.75[0.57, 5.36] — i
Eskin2020 1 40 6 40 43.3% 0.17[0.02, 1.32] L B
Total (95% Cl) 70 70 100.0% 0.63 [0.06, 6.68]
Total events 8 10
e Tal? = . Chiz = - - 2= 780 ' t t } |
Heterogeneity: Tau? = 2.22; Chi? = 4.08, df = 1 (P = 0.04); I? = 76% 0.002 01 1 10 500

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.38 (P = 0.70)

Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Fig. 7 Forest plot of pooled analysis showing the incidence of itching

and pain scores were not normally distributed,
and had to be transformed into means and
standard deviations, which suggests that the
evidence was indirect. Third, the application of
double-blinding in the included studies was a
challenge because no intervention or sham
block was lacking in the control group. Fur-
thermore, clinical heterogeneity could have
existed because of the various general anes-
thetic drugs and different ESPB techniques used.
Consequently, we adopted a random effects
model for the meta-analysis.

Limitations

The present systematic review had certain lim-
itations. First, the sample size of eligible studies
was relatively small; therefore, further studies
should be conducted with larger sample sizes.
Second, the majority of trials did not report on
double-blinding and allocation concealment;
however, the assessors were blinded. Third, the
databases we searched are not of equal quality.
Fourth, we did not compare ESPB with other
types of blocks because there were no RCTs
relevant to the subject; therefore, we could not
determine the advantages and disadvantages of
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Table 2 The overall results of GRADE evaluation

Outcome MD/SMD/RR P Quality of Reasons
(95%CI) evidence
Opioid consumption —3.82 (—5.70, 97% ®30O0 Indirectness was “serious”; Inconsistency was
—1.94) LOW “serious”
Pain score at 2 h 1.89 (—2.64, —1.14) 87% OO Indirectness was “serious”; Inconsistency was
postoperatively LOW “serious’
Pain score at 4 h —1.46 (=245, 92% OO0 Indirectness was “serious”; Inconsistency was
postoperatively —0.47) LOW “serious’
“serious”“serious’
Pain score at 6 h —2.15 (—2.60, 0% ©Pd0O Indirectness was “serious”
postoperatively —1.70) MODERATE
Pain score at 8 h —1.64 (—2.26, 87% ®0O0 Indirectness was “serious”; Inconsistency was
postoperatively —1.01) LOW “serious”
Pain score at 12 h —1.09 (—1.71, 81% @O0 Indirectness was “serious”; Inconsistency was
postoperatively —0.47) LOW “serious’
Pain score at 24 h —0.68 (—0.88, 0% ddd0 Indirectness was “serious”
postoperatively —0.49) MODERATE
Incidence of rescue 0.36 (0.24, 0.54) 33% e300 Inconsistency was “serious”
analgesia MODERATE
Incidence of PONV 0.25 (0.14, 0.47) 0% BPPP None
HIGH
Incidence of itching 0.63 (0.06, 6.68) 76% ®®DO Inconsistency was “serious’
MODERATE

b hour, MD, mean difference, SMD standardized mean difference, RR risk ratio, ESPB erector spinae plane block, PONV

postoperative nausea vomiting

ESPB when compared with other types of blocks
after lumbar spinal surgery.

CONCLUSION

Overall, ESPB can serve as an effective and safe
postoperative analgesia after lumbar spinal sur-
gery. Nevertheless, future studies should be
conducted to validate our findings and to
compare ESPB with different types of regional

block analgesia, in addition to focusing on
postoperative quality of recovery.
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