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Surgical hand hygiene and febrile 
urinary tract infections 
in endourological surgery: 
a single‑centre prospective cohort 
study
Rei Unno1,2, Kazumi Taguchi1,2*, Yasuhiro Fujii2, Naoko Unno1, Shuzo Hamamoto1, 
Ryosuke Ando1, Akihiro Nakane1, Atsushi Okada1, Hiroyuki Kamiya2 & Takahiro Yasui1

Surgical hand hygiene reduces the risk of surgical site infections (SSIs). SSIs are not considered 
an issue in endourological surgery, whereas febrile urinary tract infections (f-UTIs) and urological 
sepsis are becoming problematic. We wondered whether surgical hand hygiene is necessary for 
endourological surgery. Therefore, we aimed to evaluate the influence of surgical hand hygiene on 
f-UTI onset in endourological surgery by comparing procedures in which surgical hand hygiene with 
double gloving was used with those in which regular hand hygiene with double gloving was used 
between April 2016 and July 2020. In this prospective cohort study of 477 patients who underwent 
endourological surgeries, surgeons in the surgical hand hygiene and regular hygiene groups 
performed surgery on 259 and 218 patients, respectively. There was no significant difference in patient 
background, and multivariate analyses revealed no significant differences in f-UTI onset (odds ratio, 
0.87; p = 0.74) between the two groups. In conclusion, regular hand hygiene with double gloving may 
be considered an alternative to surgical hand hygiene to prevent endourological f-UTIs, which could 
alter operational protocols for endourological surgery. Further studies are needed to validate our 
findings.

Surgical hand hygiene, one of the most important factors affecting the risk of surgical site infections (SSIs), sig-
nificantly reduces the bacterial count on the hands through mechanical removal of bacteria and involves the use 
of a sterilising solution. The traditional method of hand washing before surgery is a 3–5-min hand wash using a 
brush and an antimicrobial solution1,2. However, there is concern about skin damage from cleaning with a brush 
or disinfectant3,4; damaged skin can cause the further spread of infection. Recently, surgical hand disinfection 
with alcohol-based scrub solutions that do not require a brush or the like has become widespread5. In addition, 
there are several reports showing that these methods are more effective and more bactericidal than traditional 
hand scrubs6,7. Moreover, some reports have indicated that this method is preferred by staff engaged in surgery 
and that hand-rubbing is more effective5,6,8,9. Although an alcohol-based scrub has obvious advantages, many 
healthcare workers, including operative room nurses and surgeons, have been reported to have developed sig-
nificant skin damage and allergies10.

In urological surgery in recent years, open surgery has decreased and endoscopic surgery has become main-
stream. Compared to other open surgical procedures, endourological surgery does not directly involve touch-
ing the surgical site when using endoscopic devices, and appropriate perfusion during surgery has been shown 
to reduce the rate of infection (although an increase in perfusion pressure may increase the risk of infection). 
Therefore, SSIs are not considered an issue in endourological surgery, whereas febrile urinary tract infections 
(f-UTIs) and urological sepsis are becoming problematic. This situation raises the question whether hand sani-
tisation similar to that used in other surgical procedures is necessary. Urologists perform various endoscopic 
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examinations and treatments such as placement of ureteral stents and nephrostomy, and some surgeons perform 
these procedures wearing single clean gloves or double gloves without involving hand hygiene. Although an ear-
lier study described how careful hand washing and wearing sterile gloves are essential in urological endoscopic 
surgery11, there is no description of the exact method or incidence of infection.

Therefore, we aimed to evaluate the influence of surgical hand hygiene on f-UTI onset in endourological 
surgery through comparing procedures in which surgical hand hygiene had been used with those in which 
regular hand hygiene had been used. This is the first study to analyse and report whether omitting surgical hand 
hygiene may increase SSI in endourological surgery.

Results
A total of 477 patients were enrolled during this study period, comprising 194 patients who underwent transure-
thral resection of a bladder tumour (TURBT), 189 who underwent ureteroscopy for a stone (URS), and 93 who 
underwent endoscopic combined intrarenal surgery (ECIRS). Surgeons in the surgical hand hygiene group and 
in the regular hygiene group performed surgery on 259 and 218 patients, respectively. There were no significant 
differences regarding patient history, such as the prevalence of organ infection, diabetes, history of smoking, 
steroid therapy, obesity, age, and malnutrition between the two groups (Table 1). Furthermore, no difference was 
found between the two groups in terms of patient history and operative and perioperative information details 
(Table 2). No differences were observed between the two groups in terms of postoperative fever, f-UTIs, inflam-
matory parameters of serum and urine, bacteriuria, duration of hospitalisation, and onset of sepsis.

Multivariate analyses demonstrated that there was no significant association between surgical hand hygiene 
and the incidences of f-UTIs, sepsis, and inflammatory markers (serum CRP and blood WBC) (Tables 3 and 4). 
A preoperative rise in inflammatory markers, the presence of pyuria, having ureter stent, and long-term surgery 
were significantly associated with f-UTI-related factors. The length of hospitalisation significantly increased 
for elderly patients, for long-term surgery patients, and for patients with postoperative nephrostomy, whereas 
patients with a postoperative ureter stent had significantly shorter hospitalisation durations. Similarly, for patients 
who underwent urinary stone surgery, performing or not performing surgical hand hygiene showed no signifi-
cant association with the onset of f-UTIs. In contrast, in patients who underwent URS with a preoperative ureter 
stent, the incidences of f-UTIs and sepsis increased significantly, whereas in patients who underwent URS with a 
postoperative ureter stent, the onset of f-UTIs, an inflammatory marker and the period of postoperative hospi-
talisation decreased significantly. No patients in either group developed an SSI by skin incision following ECIRS.

Discussion
Our study findings showed that omitting surgical hand hygiene before endourological surgery had no significant 
association with an increase in the onset of f-UTIs and the period of hospitalisation. The onset of f-UTIs and a 
longer hospitalisation period post-endourological surgery were mainly dependent on the presence of preoperative 
inflammatory markers and pyuria; these results were the same even when limited to surgery for urinary stones.

Disinfection may be the single most important development that contributes to successful surgical outcomes 
in modern times. Disinfection technology is a standard approach that all surgeons and surgical assistants are 
familiar with; Silvia et al. indicated that health care workers cleaned their hands, on an average, 5–42 times per 
shift and 1.7–15.2 times per hour12. Joseph Lister recognised that surgical outcomes could be improved through 
hand antisepsis13. Over the ensuing decades, additional reductions in infection came about with the develop-
ment of sterile sutures, gloves, gowns, drapes, and surgical hats, increased cleanliness of operating rooms, and 
improvement in sterilisation techniques for surgical instruments14–16. Even with such progress, hand washing, 
which has been a key component of this technology for more than 100 years, remains integral to preventing 
infection at the surgical site and is cost effective.

Many comparative studies using various types of disinfectant and waterless hand rubs instead of disin-
fectants have been undertaken to evaluate SSI prevention. Some reports showed the superiority of waterless 
hand rub products over traditional hand-scrubbing products17,18. Ho et al. showed that waterless hand rubs 
showed stronger microbiocidal effects than the povidone iodine (PI) scrub, although there was no significant 
difference between the waterless hand rubs and the chlorhexidine scrub regard to antibacterial effect19. Weight 

Table 1.   Patient background. Obesity: BMI > 25 kg/m2. Data (age and malnutrition) are expressed as 
mean ± SD. Student’s t-tests, Mann–Whitney-U tests, and chi-squared tests were used to determine statistical 
significance. A p value < 0.05 was considered statistically significant. BMI body mass index, SD standard 
deviation.

Surgical hand hygiene group Regular hand hygiene group

p valuen = 259 n = 218

Diabetes (%) 14.3 16.5 0.52

Smoking (%) 18.5 15.6 0.46

Steroid (%) 1.5 1.4 1.00

Obesity (%) 41.3 44.5 0.51

Age (years) 62.8 ± 17.1 62.0 ± 16.5 0.64

Malnutrition (serum albumin: mg/dL) 3.97 ± 0.49 4.07 ± 0.42 0.14
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et al. reported that Avagard hand antisepsis was more effective than a traditional scrub in paediatric urological 
surgery20.

However, in endourological surgery where SSI is not considered an issue but f-UTIs are a surgery-related 
infection issue, few reports have considered the need for preoperative surgical hand hygiene11. Furthermore, 
many reports have shown that an extended operative time may increase the risk of infection21, which means that 
the incidence of infection is likely to be reduced during surgery of short duration. Given that the time required 
for endourological surgery tends to be short, this raises the question whether preoperative surgical hand hygiene 
needs to be performed, as in other surgical procedures. Recently, double gloving has been recommended to pre-
vent occupational infection22. In our study, the use of double gloves after regular hand hygiene did not result in 
the onset of f-UTIs or an increase in the hospitalisation period. As in previous reports, our results demonstrated 
that the preoperative rise in inflammatory markers and the presence of pyuria were significantly associated with 
f-UTI-related factors and longer hospitalisations.

Although not considered in our study, some reports have shown the time efficacy and cost-effectiveness of 
not applying surgical hand hygiene. Most traditional scrub methods require at least 3–5 min. If this procedure is 
omitted, surgical hand preparation takes less time and it reduces the time required for performing hand hygiene 
practices23. Weight et al. indicated that excluding the cost of dry towels and water after scrubbing, using Avagard 
for hand disinfection is half the cost of disinfecting using a hand brush20. Furthermore, brushless disinfection 
does not generate waste such as brushes and dry towels. Another report found that the cost of a waterless hand 

Table 2.   Operative and perioperative information. Student’s t-test, Mann–Whitney-U test, and chi-squared 
test were performed. A p value < 0.05 was considered statistically significant. ASA PS American Society of 
Anesthesiologists’ physical status, Cre creatinine, CRP C-reactive protein, TURBT transurethral resection of a 
bladder tumour, WBC white blood cell, f-UTIs: febrile urinary tract infections.

Surgical hand hygiene group Regular hand hygiene group

p valuen = 259 n = 218

ASA.PS (%)

 1 117 (45.2) 91 (41.7)

0.30 2 125 (48.3) 118 (54.1)

 3 17 (6.6) 9 (4.1)

Sex: male (%) 186 (71.8) 153 (70.2) 0.76

Preoperative Cre (mg/dL) 0.86 (0.28, 9.54) 0.87 (0.08, 8.41) 0.19

Preoperative CRP (mg/dL) 0.10 (0.00, 14.80) 0.10 (0.00, 9.44) 0.47

Preoperative WBC (× 103/µL) 6.00 (2.90, 21.10) 6.10 (2.60, 13.40) 0.48

Preoperative bacteriuria (%) 58 (22.4) 41 (22.3) 0.64

Preoperative fever (%) 17 (6.7) 9 (4.1) 0.31

Preoperative pyuria (%) 111 (43.7) 89 (41.4) 0.64

Preoperative symptom (%) 110 (42.5) 86 (39.4) 0.51

Preoperative ureter stent (%) 24 (9.3) 15 (6.9) 0.40

Operation type (%)

 TURBT 108 (41.7) 87 (39.9)

0.82 URS 103 (39.8) 86 (39.4)

 ECIRS 48 (18.5) 45 (20.6)

Operation time (min) 55.0 (3.0, 248.0) 47.0 (3.0, 216.0) 0.14

Total stone size (mm2) 50.6 (0.0, 34,213.9) 43.9 (0.0, 4,127.3) 0.91

Tumour size (mm) 8.8 (2.0, 50.0) 13.0 (2.0, 40.0) 0.23

Tumour number (%)

 1 61 (56.5) 53 (60.9)

0.83 2 15 (13.9) 11 (12.6)

 ≧3 32 (29.6) 23 (26.4)

Postoperative Cre (mg/dL) 0.85 (0.08, 7.57) 0.88 (0.37, 9.81) 0.19

Postoperative CRP (mg/dL) 0.60 (0.00, 16.87) 0.57 (0.00, 19.43) 0.33

Postoperative WBC (× 103/µL) 7.90 (2.60, 30.30) 7.60 (1.50, 22.70) 0.31

Postoperative bacteriuria (%) 32 (12.3) 26 (11.9) 0.89

Postoperative fever (%) 21 (8.3) 19 (8.8) 0.87

Postoperative f-UTIs (%) 16 (6.2) 14 (6.4) 1.00

Postoperative sepsis (%) 5 (1.9) 7 (3.2) 0.39

Postoperative hospitalisation (days) 4.0 (1.0, 22.0) 3.0 (1.0, 16.0) 0.30

Postoperative ureter stent (%) 139 (53.9) 121 (55.5) 0.78

Postoperative nephrostomy (%) 18 (6.9) 17 (7.8) 0.72
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scrub is one-third that of traditional hand washing (USD 20 vs. USD 60)3. Considering these reports, it seems 
that regular hand hygiene can be performed in a shorter time and at a lower cost.

There are several limitations to our study. First, although the results of the perioperative analysis divided 
by each surgeon showed almost no significant difference between the surgeons (Supplemental Table S1), this 
single-centre, non-randomised study might have a selection bias owing to facility specific cases and surgeon’s 
preference of the type of hand hygiene methods. Second, we could not measure the colony-forming unit count 
with respect to the hands and endoscopic apparatus, which enables a more accurate assessment of hand hygiene 
and may have revealed any potential micro-punctures of the gloves associated with SSI onset. Third, ECIRS 
differed from other procedures in that this procedure required at least two working surgeons and a small skin 
incision. Fourth, in this study, we utilised axillary temperature, which is 0.5–1.0 °C lower than core temperature, 
as standard practice in our institutional protocol. Finally, the meaning difference proportion set when calculating 
the sample size might have been large, in which case, the examination would be underpowered.

We found that general hand hygiene with double gloving may be considered as an alternative to surgical hand 
hygiene to prevent endourological f-UTIs. These results, involving real-world data reflecting our daily practice, 
need further validation but could change the operational protocol for endourological surgery, especially surgery 
of relatively short duration, with an improvement to the operating room environment. While patient numbers 
were not sufficiently large to reach a definitive conclusion, this is the first report indicating that using general 
hand hygiene as an alternative to surgical hand hygiene may save time and be cost-effective for endourological 
surgical staff.

Methods
Study design.  This was a single-centre prospective cohort study, comparing f-UTIs onset involving 
endourological surgeries undertaken from April 2016 to July 2020. Patients who underwent TURBT, URS, and 
ECIRS were enrolled. To avoid potential bias, each procedure was performed by 4 certified attending surgeons. 
We analysed data concerning patient history, using the American Society of Anesthesiologists—physical status 
(ASA PS) scores in relation to the following: sex, body mass index (BMI), parameters related to SSI (infec-

Table 3.   Risk for f-UTIs development (postoperative fever, sepsis, and bacteriuria). With respect to 
postoperative f-UTIs and sepsis, multivariable analyses were performed for patient age, BMI, surgical hand 
hygiene, preoperative CRP, pyuria, WBC count, operation time, postoperative indwelling ureter stent, and 
nephrostomy using logistic regression analysis. Regarding URS and ECIRS, multivariable analyses were 
performed to compare above perioperative f-UTIs and sepsis in surgical hand hygiene, operation time, 
total stone size, and the preoperative and/or postoperative indwelling of ureter stent and nephrostomy. A p 
value < 0.05 was considered statistically significant. f-UTIs febrile urinary tract infections, BMI body mass 
index, CI confidence interval, CRP C-reactive protein, ECIRS endoscopic combined intrarenal surgery, f-UTIs 
febrile urinary tract infections, SE standard error, URS ureteroscopy for a stone, WBC white blood cell.

Postoperative f-UTIs Postoperative sepsis

Odds ratio (95% CI) p value Odds ratio (95% CI) p value

Total

Age 1.01 (0.98–1.04) 0.48 1.00 (0.95–1.05) 0.95

BMI 1.00 (0.92–1.08) 0.99 1.02 (0.94–1.10) 0.65

Surgical hand hygiene 0.87 (0.38–2.01) 0.74 0.74 (0.20–2.74) 0.66

Preoperative CRP 1.26 (1.03–1.56) 0.02 1.57 (1.21–2.04) < 0.01

Preoperative WBC 1.11 (0.92–1.34) 0.29 1.02 (0.76–1.38) 0.88

Preoperative pyuria 3.83 (1.44–10.20) < 0.01 8.53 (1.30–55.80) 0.02

Preoperative ureteral stent 3.73 (1.34–10.40) 0.01 3.14 (0.73–13.60) 0.13

Operation time 1.02 (1.01–1.03) < 0.01 1.01 (0.99–1.02) 0.3

Postoperative ureteral stent 1.02 (0.34–3.05) 0.97 4.76 (0.43–53.50) 0.21

Postoperative nephrostomy 1.64 (0.49–5.46) 0.42 3.37 (0.58–19.70) 0.18

URS

Surgical hand hygiene 1.48 (0.37–5.89) 0.57 1.65 (0.13–20.40) 0.7

Operation time 1.02 (1.00–1.05) 0.03 0.98 (0.91–1.05) 0.57

Total stone size 1.00 (0.99–1.00) 0.45 0.99 (0.94–1.03) 0.06

Preoperative ureteral stent 19.30 (4.04–92.00) < 0.01 10.70 (1.16–133.00) < 0.01

Postoperative ureteral stent 0.07 (0.01–0.89) 0.04 2.13 (0.00–4.12) 0.49

ECIRS

Surgical hand hygiene 0.52 (0.15–1.75) 0.29 0.32 (0.06–1.73) 0.18

Operation time 1.00 (0.99–1.02) 0.68 1.00 (0.98–1.02) 0.82

Total stone size 1.00 (1.00–1.00) 0.52 1.00 (1.00–1.00) 0.80

Postoperative ureteral stent 1.19 (0.21–6.74) 0.84 1.72 (0.16–18.40) 0.65

Postoperative nephrostomy 1.79 (0.52–6.18) 0.36 2.43 (0.51–11.60) 0.26
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tion site: surgical site or non-surgical site). Data on diabetes, smoking, steroid use, obesity (BMI > 25), age, 
malnutrition (serum albumin levels), and operation details (operation time, total stone size, tumour size, and 
tumour number) were also analysed. Perioperative information, such as preoperative serum creatinine (Cre) 
levels, serum C-reactive protein (CRP) levels, white blood cell (WBC) count, bacteriuria, fever (axillary tem-
perature > 37 °C), pyuria, symptoms, and ureter stent, were obtained. Postoperative data such as postoperative 
bacteriuria, fever (axillary temperature > 38  °C), sepsis, hospitalisation, serum Cre levels, serum CRP levels, 
WBC count, indwelling of ureter stent, and nephrostomy were also obtained. Sepsis was diagnosed according to 
international consensus definitions24. To evaluate a complication following endourological surgery, f-UTI was 
set as a primary endpoint and postoperative hospitalisation was set as a secondary endpoint. We investigated 
the association between surgical hand hygiene or regular hand hygiene and postoperative f-UTIs, sepsis, and 
increase of serum CRP and WBC count as perioperative parameters related to f-UTI onset. Patients who had a 
long-term indwelling catheter were excluded from the analysis. All procedures used in this study were approved 
by the Ethical Committee of Daido Hospital (ECD2019019), and informed consent for treatment was obtained 
from all patients. All methods/experiments were carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines and regula-
tions (Declaration of Helsinki).

Table 4.   Risk for f-UTI development (postoperative increase in CRP, WBC, and hospitalisation). With respect 
to postoperative increase in CRP, WBC count, and the period of hospitalisation, multivariate analyses were 
performed for patient age, BMI, surgical hand hygiene, preoperative CRP, pyuria, WBC count, indwelling 
Foley catheter and ureter stent, operation time, postoperative indwelling ureter stent, and nephrostomy using 
liner regression analysis. Regarding URS and ECIRS, multivariate analyses were performed to compare the 
above perioperative parameters related to f-UTIs in surgical hand hygiene, operation time, total stone size, 
and the preoperative and/or postoperative indwelling of ureter stent and nephrostomy. A p value < 0.05 was 
considered statistically significant. BMI body mass index, CI confidence interval, CRP C-reactive protein, 
ECIRS endoscopic combined intrarenal surgery, f-UTIs febrile urinary tract infections, SE standard error, URS 
ureteroscopy for a stone, WBC white blood cell.

Postoperative CRP increase Postoperative WBC increase Postoperative hospitalisation

coefficient (95% 
CI) SE p value

Coefficient (95% 
CI) SE p value

Coefficient (95% 
CI) SE p value

Total

Age 0.01 (− 0.01–0.02) 0.01 0.48 − 0.01 (− 0.03–0.01) 0.01 0.27 0.02 (0.01–0.03) 0.01 < 0.01

BMI 0.00 (− 0.02–0.02) 0.01 0.87 0.01 (− 0.02–0.04) 0.02 0.67 0.00 (− 0.02–0.02) 0.01 0.69

Surgical hand 
hygiene − 0.13 (− 0.58–0.31) 0.22 0.55 0.32 (− 0.27–0.9) 0.3 0.29 0.18 (− 0.19–0.56) 0.19 0.33

Preoperative CRP 0.47 (0.29–0.66) 0.09 < 0.01 0.04 (− 0.2–0.28) 0.12 0.73 0.07 (− 0.1–0.23) 0.08 0.42

Preoperative WBC 0.09 (− 0.03–0.21) 0.06 0.15 0.53 (0.37–0.69) 0.08 < 0.01 − 0.07 (− 0.18–0.03) 0.05 0.17

Preoperative pyuria 0.12 (− 0.34–0.57) 0.23 0.61 0.02 (− 0.59–0.62) 0.31 0.95 − 0.01 (− 0.4–0.39) 0.2 0.97

Preoperative ure-
teral stent 1.13 (0.31–1.95) 0.42 < 0.01 0.04 (− 1.05–1.13) 0.55 0.95 0.42 (− 0.29 to 

− 1.13) 0.36 0.25

Operation time 0.01 (0–0.01) 0 0.02 0.02 (0.01–0.03) 0 < 0.01 0.02 (0.01–0.02) 0 < 0.01

Postoperative 
ureteral stent 0.53 (− 0.02–1.09) 0.28 0.06 − 0.34 (− 1.08–0.41) 0.38 0.37 − 0.49 (− 0.95–0.02) 0.24 0.04

Postoperative 
nephrostomy 0.60 (− 0.24–1.44) 0.43 0.16 − 0.54 (− 1.66–0.57) 0.57 0.34 1.67 (0.89–2.44) 0.4 < 0.01

URS

Surgical hand 
hygiene 0.62 (− 0.33–1.57) 0.48 0.20 0.66 (− 0.83–2.15) 0.75 0.38 0.58 (− 0.12–1.28) 0.35 0.10

Operation time 0.00 (− 0.01–0.01) 0.01 0.97 0.01 (− 0.01–0.03) 0.01 0.29 0.01 (0–0.03) 0.01 0.04

Total stone size 0.00 (0–0.01) 0 0.42 0.00 (0–0.02) 0 0.15 0.00 (0–0.02) 0 0.39

Preoperative ure-
teral stent 1.95 (0.9–3) 0.53 < 0.01 − 0.77 (− 2.46–0.92) 0.85 0.37 1.03 (0.04–2.03) 0.5 0.04

Postoperative 
ureteral stent − 2.10 (− 4.34–0.13) 1.13 0.06 − 5.65 (− 9.26 to 

− 2.04) 1.82 < 0.01 − 3.65 (− 5.62 to 
− 1.69) 1 < 0.01

ECIRS

Surgical hand 
hygiene − 0.46 (− 1.97–1.06) 0.76 0.55 0.08 (− 1.3–1.46) 0.69 0.91 − 0.15 (− 0.98–0.68) 0.42 0.73

Operation time − 0.01 (− 0.03–0.01) 0.01 0.37 0.00 (− 0.01–0.02) 0.01 0.57 0.01 (0–0.02) 0.01 0.07

Total stone size 0.00 (0–0.01) 0 0.19 0.00 (0–0.01) 0 0.49 0.00 (0–0.01) 0 0.11

Postoperative 
ureteral stent 1.96 (− 0.23–4.15) 1.1 0.07 − 0.38 (− 2.38–1.61) 1 0.71 − 0.15 (− 1.35–1.04) 0.6 0.80

Postoperative 
nephrostomy 0.88 (− 0.82–2.58) 0.86 0.31 − 1.47 (− 3.02–0.08) 0.78 0.06 1.43 (0.5–2.37) 0.47 < 0.01
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Clinical paths.  In the pre- and peri-operative period of TURBT, URS, and ECIRS, clinical paths (Supple-
mental Table S2) were used to examine and treat according to the protocol, regardless of the operator.

Surgical methods.  In advance, every certified attending surgeon made a decision whether or not surgical 
or regular hand hygiene was to be undertaken, and two groups were formed accordingly. In the surgical hand 
hygiene group, either hand-scrubbing or hand-rubbing methods were used in addition to wearing double gloves 
(donning one pair of gloves then, after gowning, donning a second pair of gloves). The surgeons undertaking 
hand-scrubbing were required to adhere to the following protocol: (1) run warm water and wash hands and 
arms with medicated soap (e.g., chlorhexidine- or povidone iodine-containing soaps) using hand brushes; (2) 
rinse both hands and arms with running warm water, and; (3) wipe hands and arms with sterile towels and/or 
sterile paper. The hand-rubbing (waterless) method was as follows: (1) wash hands using non-medicated soap 
and warm water, (2) wipe hands and arms with non-sterilised towels/paper (3) use alcohol-based hand rubs for 
both the hands and the arms, and (4) wait until the hands dry. The surgeons in the regular hygiene group were 
required to adhere to the following protocol: (1) wash hands using non-medicated soap and warm water; (2) 
wipe hands and arms with non-sterilised towels/paper, and; (3) wear double gloves. In each method, we used 
double gloves to prevent contamination owing to micro-rupture.

Calculation of sample size.  Previous studies have reported that the rate of f-UTIs in endourological sur-
gery was < 5%25, but we included ECIRS cases in this study. In ECIRS cases, f-UTIs onset is reported up to 
10–20%26,27; based on that and considering that the ratio of ECIRS in endourological surgery at our facility was 
approximately 10%, we set the incidence of f-UTIs to 5% in the surgical hand hygiene group, and to 7.5% in the 
regular hand hygiene group because of increased risk of infection owing to omission of conventional disinfec-
tion practices. The difference in the incidence of f-UTI due to the presence or absence of surgical hand washing 
was within a permissible range of up to 4%, the detection power was 80%, the significance level was 5% on two 
side, and we calculated the sample size for comparison of the ratio of two groups (non-inferiority) according to a 
statistician’s consultation. Consequently, the minimum required number of samples for each group was 218, and 
the appropriate number of participants were determined accordingly.

Statistical methods.  All data are expressed as mean ± standard deviation (SD). Student’s t-test, Mann–
Whitney-U test, and chi-square test were performed. Concerning postoperative fever, sepsis, bacteriuria, 
increases in CRP and WBC count, and the period of hospitalisation, multivariate analyses were performed in 
relation to patient age, BMI, surgical hand hygiene, preoperative CRP, WBC count, pyuria, the use of an indwell-
ing Foley catheter and ureter stent, operation time, and postoperative indwelling of ureter stent and nephros-
tomy, using logistic regression analysis and linear regression analysis. Regarding URS and ECIRS, multivariate 
analyses were performed to compare the above perioperative parameters related to f-UTIs and the period of 
hospitalisation, in relation to surgical hand hygiene, operation time, total stone size, and the preoperative and/or 
postoperative indwelling ureter stent and nephrostomy. A p value < 0.05 was considered statistically significant. 
All statistical analyses were performed with EZR (Saitama Medical Center, Jichi Medical University, Saitama, 
Japan), which is a graphical user interface for R (The R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria)28.

Received: 7 February 2020; Accepted: 18 August 2020

References
	 1.	 Kampf, G., Löffler, H. & Gastmeier, P. Hand hygiene for the prevention of nosocomial infections. Dtsch. Arztebl. Int. 106, 649–655 

(2009).
	 2.	 World Health Organization. WHO guidelines on hand hygiene in health care. First global patient safety challenged clean care is safer 

care (WHO, Geneva, 2009).
	 3.	 Larson, E. L. et al. Comparison of different regimens for surgical hand preparation. AORN J. 73, 412–414 (2001).
	 4.	 Gruendemann, B. J. & Bjerke, N. B. Is it time for brushless scrubbing with an alcohol-based agent?. AORN J. 74, 859–873 (2001).
	 5.	 Gupta, C., Czubatyj, A. M., Briski, L. E. & Malani, A. K. Comparison of two alcohol-based surgical scrub solutions with an iodine-

based scrub brush for presurgical antiseptic effectiveness in a community hospital. J. Hosp. Infect. 65, 65–71 (2007).
	 6.	 Larson, E. L., Butz, A. M., Gulette, D. L. & Laughon, B. A. Alcohol for surgical scrubbing?. Infect. Control Hosp. Epidemiol. 11, 

139–143 (1990).
	 7.	 Hobson, D. W., Woller, W., Anderson, L. & Guthery, E. Development and evaluation of a new alcohol-based surgical hand scrub 

formulation with persistent antimicrobial characteristics and brushless application. Am. J. Infect. Control 26, 507–512 (1998).
	 8.	 Parienti, J. J. et al. Hand-rubbing with an aqueous alcoholic solution vs traditional surgical hand-scrubbing and 30-day surgical 

site infection rates: a randomized equivalence study. JAMA 288, 722–727 (2002).
	 9.	 Pietsch, H. Hand antiseptics: rubs versus scrubs, alcoholic solutions versus alcoholic gels. J. Hosp. Infect. 48, S33–S36 (2001).
	10.	 Berman, M. One hospital’s clinical evaluation of brushless scrubbing. AORN J. 79, 349–354 (2004).
	11.	 Cooke, R. P. et al. Decontamination of urological equipment: interim report of a working group of the standing committee on 

urological instruments of the British Association of Urological Surgeons. BJU 1, 5–9 (1993).
	12.	 Munoz-Price, L. S. & Birnbach, D. J. Hand hygiene and anesthesiology. Int. Anesthesiol. Clin. 51, 79–92 (2013).
	13.	 Rutkow, I. M. Antisepsis, asepsis, and understanding the nature of infection. In Sabiston Textbook of Surgery (eds Townsend, C. 

M. & Saunders, W. B.) 6–12 (Elsevier, Amsterdam, 2008).
	14.	 World Health Organization. Global Guidelines for the Prevention of Surgical Site Infection (The WHO Guidelines Development 

Group, Geneva, 2016).
	15.	 National Institute for Health and Care Excellence. Surgical Site Infections: Prevention and Treatment. NICE Clinical Guideline CG74 

(RCOG Press, Cambridge, 2017).



7

Vol.:(0123456789)

Scientific Reports |        (2020) 10:14520  | https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-71556-z

www.nature.com/scientificreports/

	16.	 Wenzel, R. P. The Lowbury lecture. The economics of nosocomial infections. J. Hosp. Infect. 31, 79–87 (1995).
	17.	 Shen, N. J. et al. Comparative antimicrobial efficacy of alcohol-based hand rub and conventional surgical scrub in a medical center. 

J. Microbiol. Immunol. Infect. 48, 322–328 (2015).
	18.	 Rotter, M. et al. Methods to evaluate the microbicidal activities of hand-rub and hand-wash agents. J. Hosp. Infect. 73, 191–199 

(2009).
	19.	 Ho, Y. H., Wang, Y. C., Loh, E. W. & Tam, K. W. Antiseptic efficacies of waterless hand rub, chlorhexidine scrub, and povidone-

iodine scrub in surgical settings: a meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials. J. Hosp. Infect. 101, 370–379 (2019).
	20.	 Weight, C. J., Lee, M. C. & Palmer, J. S. Avagard hand antisepsis vs. traditional scrub in 3600 pediatric urologic procedures. Urology 

76, 15–17 (2010).
	21.	 Cheng, H. et al. Prolonged operative duration increases risk of surgical site infections: a systematic review. Surg. Infect. (Larchmt) 

18, 722–735 (2017).
	22.	 Tanner, J., Dumville, J. C., Norman, G. & Fortnam, M. Surgical hand antisepsis to reduce surgical site infection. Cochrane Database 

Syst. Rev. https​://doi.org/10.1002/14651​858.CD004​288.pub3 (2016).
	23.	 Parienti, J. J. et al. Hand-rubbing with an aqueous alcoholic solution vs traditional surgical hand-scrubbing and 30-day surgical 

site infection rates: a randomized equivalence study. J. Am. Med. Assoc. 288, 722–727 (2002).
	24.	 Singer, M. et al. The third international consensus definitions for sepsis and septic shock (Sepsis-3). JAMA 315, 801–810 (2016).
	25.	 Martov, A. et al. Postoperative infection rates in patients with a negative baseline urine culture undergoing ureteroscopic stone 

removal: a matched case-control analysis on antibiotic prophylaxis from the CROES URS global study. J. Endourol. 29, 171–180 
(2015).

	26.	 Scoffone, C. M. et al. Endoscopic combined intrarenal surgery in Galdakao-modified supine Valdivia position: a new standard for 
percutaneous nephrolithotomy?. Eur. Urol. 54, 1393–1403 (2008).

	27.	 Usui, K. et al. Minimally invasive versus standard endoscopic combined intrarenal surgery for renal stones: a retrospective pilot 
study analysis. Int. Urol. Nephrol. https​://doi.org/10.1007/s1125​5-020-02433​-x (2020).

	28.	 Kanda, Y. Investigation of the freely-available easy-to-use software “EZR” (Easy R) for medical statistics. Bone Marrow Transplant. 
48, 452–458. https​://doi.org/10.1038/bmt.2012.244 (2013).

Author contributions
R.U. and K.T. conceived and designed the experiments; R.U., K.T., Y.F, and H.K. conducted the experiments and 
analysed the data; N.U., S.H., R.A., A.N., and A.O. interpreted the results of the experiments; T.Y. supervised all 
experiments and edited the final manuscript. All authors reviewed the manuscript and approved the final draft.

Competing interests 
The authors declare no competing interests.

Additional information
Supplementary information is available for this paper at https​://doi.org/10.1038/s4159​8-020-71556​-z.

Correspondence and requests for materials should be addressed to K.T.

Reprints and permissions information is available at www.nature.com/reprints.

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

Open Access   This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International 
License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or 

format, as long as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the 
Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes were made. The images or other third party material in this 
article are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the 
material. If material is not included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from 
the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creat​iveco​mmons​.org/licen​ses/by/4.0/.

© The Author(s) 2020

https://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD004288.pub3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11255-020-02433-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/bmt.2012.244
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-71556-z
www.nature.com/reprints
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

	Surgical hand hygiene and febrile urinary tract infections in endourological surgery: a single-centre prospective cohort study
	Anchor 2
	Anchor 3
	Results
	Discussion
	Methods
	Study design. 
	Clinical paths. 
	Surgical methods. 
	Calculation of sample size. 
	Statistical methods. 

	References


