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Transperitoneal Approach Versus Retroperitoneal Approach: A Meta — analysis of Laparoscopic Ureterolithotomy. Zhao Danfeng, Ren
Minghua, Ma Li, et al. The First Affiliated Hospital of Harbin Medical University, Heilongjiang 150001, China

Abstract Objective To compare the efficacy and safety through of transperitoneal laparoscopic ureterolithotomy (TPLU) and ret-
roperitoneal laparoscopic ureterolithotomy( RPLU). Methods A systematic computer search of PubMed, CNKI, Wanfang database, VIP
database and the Cochrane Library was executed to identify retrospective observational and prospective randomized controlled trial studies
that compared the outcomes of the two surgical approaches. Two reviewers independently screened, extracted and evaluated the included
studies and executed statistical analysis by using Stata 12. 0 software. Results A total of 10 literatures were fulfilled in this meta — analy-
sis and 5RCTs included. The time of retroperitoneal laparoscopic ureterolithotomy ( RPLU) was statistically significant longer than opera-
tion in transperitoneal laparoscopic ureterolithotomy ( TPLU) , but the visual pain analog score ( VPAS) , the occur of paralytic ileus, the
length of stay in hospital and postoperative complications were lower in statistically. Conclusion This meta — analysis indicates that both
of ways in laparoscopic ureterolithotomy in the treatment of patients with ureteral calculi were safe, effective and less trauma. But RPLU
has a shorter length of hospitalization and less postoperative complications rate. Therefore, RPLU has a good prospect in the clinical set-
ting.
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