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INTRODUCTION

For renal calculi larger than 2 cm, percutaneous 
nephrolithotomy (PCNL) is the preferred treatment. 
In 1954, radiologists managed to puncture the pelvis 
of  hydronephrotic kidneys to perform an anterograde 
pyelography, which is the 1st-time percutaneous access 
to the kidney was performed.1 PCNL was performed 
with the patient prone since its first description by 
Fernstrom and Johansson in 1976, with a very low 
morbidity and high success rate.2 Majority of  urologists 
prefer the usual prone position for PCNL due to 

familiarity with the surgery, a bigger surface area for 
puncture site selection, and potentially more direct 
access to the kidney.3,4

The prone position has a number of  anesthetic, surgical, 
and logistical drawbacks. As a result, several alternative 
positions, such as complete supine, modified supine, or 
flank positioning, are being used because they provide 
benefits such as reduced ventilation and circulation 
difficulties, reduced radiation exposure to the surgeon, 
more direct renal puncture, and avoidance of  repositioning 
patient during the procedure.5-10
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Case reports of  patients who had PCNL in the supine 
position have been described since 1980. Valdivia et al., 
reported safe percutaneous kidney access in a supine 
patient in 1987–1988, 10 years later, they reported their 
experience with 557 patients.7,11 Nevertheless, until 2007, 
when the Galdakao modified supine Valdivia posture was 
developed, supine position was not commonly employed.9 
The advantages of  PCNL conducted in this posture, 
according to supporters of  the supine position, include 
both anesthesiologic and urological.12

Aims and objectives
The aim of  the study was to compare the surgical outcomes 
of  PCNL performed using supine position with those 
performed in the standard prone position.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

This was a single, institutional, prospective, and 
observational study conducted in the Department of  
Urology at a tertiary care center from November 2019 
to October 2021. The study was pre-approved by the 
Institutional Ethics Committee for the final permission. 
All the patients with renal calculi of  size >2 cm in age 
groups more than 12 years presenting to the department 
of  urology were included in our study. Patients with age 
<12 years, bilateral stone disease, pregnancy, previously 
operated patients, and patients with uncontrolled 
coagulopathies and renal abnormalities (such as whole 
horseshoe kidney and ectopic kidney) were excluded 
from the study. After meeting the inclusion and exclusion 
criteria and getting informed written consent, 60 renal 
calculi patients were randomly assigned to two groups, 
each with 30 patients. The institutional ethics and scientific 
committee approved the study. The patient’s demographic 
data, clinical data, and pre- and post-treatment data 
were noted in a study proforma. Patients were evaluated 
by preoperative (ultrasonography) (kidney, ureter, 
and bladder) intravenous pyelography, and computed 
tomography (CT) urography. The patients were divided 
into two groups (supine and prone). The variables 
compared between two groups were sex, age, grade of  
hydronephrosis, comorbidities, baseline hemoglobin, 
and serum creatinine. The stone characteristics including 
number, location, stone-free rate (SFR), operative time, 
postoperative hemoglobin, length of  stay in hospital, and 
post-operative complications were also compared. Post-
operative complications were classified according to the 
modified Clavien-Dindo grading system.

Statistical analysis
The data were collected and compiled into Microsoft Excel. 
Continuous data such as age, stone location, operative time, 

SFR, hospital stay, and complications rate were expressed 
in mean±standard deviation and compared within the 
groups using paired t-test and between the groups using 
unpaired t-test. Statistical analysis was done using IBM 
SPSS version 24.0 software (SPSS Inc, Chicago, IL). P<0.05 
was considered statistically significant for all the results.

PCNL procedure-supine
Patient is placed in modified galdavako position (patient 
is placed in a supine lateral position with a 3 L bag placed 
to raise the flank. The ipsilateral leg is extended and 
the contralateral leg is abducted and flexed, achieving a 
modified lithotomy position), and ureteric catheterization 
is done, kidney is punctured using 18G PCN needle. Serial 
dilatation is done over the guidewire accordingly for mini 
PCNL and standard PCNL taking into consideration 
the age, stone burden, and PCS dilatation. 12 Fr Wolf  
nephroscope is used in mini PCNL and 18.5 Fr Wolf  
nephroscope is used in standard PCNL procedures. 
A pneumatic lithotripter is used in all cases for stone 
fragmentation. After stone fragments retrieval, thorough 
inspection is done for residual stones with direct 
visualization and fluoroguidance.

PCNL procedure-prone
All the patients are placed in lithotomy position initially 
and ureteric catheterization is done. Later, they are put on 
prone position and with the help of  fluoroscopy, kidney is 
punctured using 18G PCN needle. Serial dilatation is done 
over the guidewire accordingly for mini PCNL and standard 
PCNL taking into consideration the age, stone burden, and 
PCS dilatation. 12Fr Wolf  nephroscope is used in mini 
PCNL and 18.5Fr Wolf  nephroscope is used in standard 
PCNL procedures. A pneumatic lithotripter is used in 
all cases for stone fragmentation. After stone fragments 
retrieval, thorough inspection is done for residual stones 
with direct visualization and fluoroguidance.

RESULTS

A total of  60 patients were included in this study. In our 
study, out of  60 patients, 38 (63%) patients were male 
and 22 (37%) were female. The mean age in prone PCNL 
was 45.03±17 years while in supine, it was 51.7±15 years 
(Table 1).

Forty patients (67%) had mild, 12 (20%) had moderate, and 
8 (13%) had gross hydronephrosis (Figure 1).

Stone size ranged from 20 mm to 55 mm with a 
mean stone size of  22.5±8.8 mm in prone PCNL 
and 23.9±13.5 mm in supine PCNL. There were no 
significant differences in stone size between the two 
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groups. While 28 of  stones were located in renal pelvis, 10 
were located in lower calyx, four were located in middle 
calyx, two in upper calyx, and five in multiple calyxes. Six 
were partial staghorn and five were complete staghorn 
calculi. The mean operative time was 65.1±27.2 min 
in prone PCNL and 68.7±16 min in supine PCNL. 
There was no significant difference between the two 
groups (P=0.068). In prone PCNL, 26 (86%) patients 
had complete stone clearance and 4 (13%) had residual 
stone. In supine PCNL, 25 (83%) patients had complete 
clearance with 5 (16%) patients having residual stone. 
The difference between the two groups was statistically 
insignificant (Table 2). Post-operative complications were 
classified according to Clavien Dindo classification. In 
prone PCNL, five patients had complications (Grade I 
in three patients and Grade II in two patients). Five 
patients in supine PCNL had complications (Grade I in 
four patients and Grade II in one patient). Post-operative 
blood transfusion was required in one patient in prone 
PCNL and two patients in supine PCNL. There were no 
serious complications (Grade 3 and 4) in either group 
(Table 3).

The mean post-operative hospital stay was 3.53 days in 
prone PCNL versus 3.63 days in supine PCNL, (P=0.715). 
One patient required relook PCNL in prone group. ESWL 
was done for four patients in prone PCNL and five patients 
in supine PCNL (Table 2).

DISCUSSION

PCNL has been established the gold standard for the 
treatment of  kidney stones >20 mm in diameter or those 
with a complicated nature.13,14 Initially, the prone posture 
was used in PCNL, but over time, supine or modified 
supine approaches are gaining prominence.7,9,15-17

For a safe access to the kidney, PCNL is generally 
done in prone position. The prone posture provides a 
number of  advantages. For example, a large surgical field 
for puncture site selection, appropriate nephroscopic 
manipulation, and effective distention of  the collecting 
system; yet, prone position is generally linked with 
restricted breathing movements and the risk of  
anesthesia.18,19

One of  the key worries since the supine PCNL was 
proposed was if  PCNL in supine position may increase 

Table 1: Patient demographics
Prone 
(n=30)

Supine 
(n=30)

Total P-value

Mean age (years) 45.03±17 51.7±15 0.124
Sex
Male 20 18 38 (63%) 0.59
Female 10 12 22 (37)

Table 2: Perioperative characteristics
 Parameters Prone Supine P-value
Stone Size (mm) 22.5±8.8 23.9±13.5 0.636
Stone Location

Lower pole 7 3
Upper pole 1 1
Middle pole 1 3
Renal pelvis 13 15
Multiple Calyceal 2 3
Partial Staghorn 3 3
Complete staghorn 3 2

Puncture site
Lower pole 21 20
Upper pole 3 3
Middle pole 4 3
LP+UP 1 3
LP+MP 1 1

Number of tracts
Single 28 26
Multiple 2 4

Mean intraoperative 
period (in min)

65.1±27.2 68.7±16 0.068

Mean haemoglobin  
drop (g/dl)

0.5 0.54

Mean duration of hospital 
stay (post-operative in days)

3.53±1 3.63±1.09 0.715

Requirement of 
relook PCNL

1

Requirement of blood 
transfusion

1 2

Stone free rate 26/30 25/30
ESWL 4 5

Table 3: Complications
Position Complications  

(Clavian Dindo Grade)
Total P-value

Grade 1 Grade 2
Supine 3 2 5 (16%) 0.494
Prone 4 1 5 (16%)

Figure 1: Grades of hydronephrosis
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the chance of  colon damage, which was assumed to be 
the main cause for the supine position’s lack of  popularity. 
Tuttle et al., employed CT to show that in prone position, 
the colon is closer to the kidney than in supine position.20 
Desoky et al., also found that in the supine position, the 
mean perpendicular distance between the colon and the 
renal access appeared to be greater than in prone position.21 
Furthermore, according to another research by Hopper, the 
retrorenal colon was discovered by CT in 1.9% of  supine 
patients and 10% of  prone patients. According to these 
research, supine PCNL seems to have a decreased risk of  
colon damage.22

In this aspect, the modified supine posture has a number 
of  benefits. To begin with, because the patient is laying 
supine for the length of  the surgery, less pressure is 
imposed on their lungs than if  they were lying prone. 
This alleviates the challenges of  maintaining steady 
breathing in prone patients, especially obese individuals 
whose abdominal pressure might result in lower venous 
outflow.23 In the event that reintubation is required, the 
supine posture offers better and faster access to the 
airway.

Second, performing PCNL in the traditional prone 
position necessitated the patient being moved from a 
supine to a prone position partway through the procedure, 
necessitating repositioning and redraping, staff  also 
rescrubbing and regowning, which poses additional 
challenges in obese patients, which are avoided in supine 
position.24 In addition, the prone posture has been linked 
to an increased risk of  post-operative vision loss, direct 
pressure injuries, and peripheral nerve injury, especially in 
obese individuals.23,25 A study conducted in obese patients 
by Mazzucchi et al., discovered that the total supine 
posture gives considerably lower operative durations 
and post-operative duration of  stay in hospital.26 These 
considerations greatly favor doing PCNL in the supine 
position, particularly in obese patients and those who have 
cardiopulmonary comorbidities. Variations of  the supine 
posture have demonstrated improved outcomes in obese 
patients, patients with a solitary kidney, and patients with 
spinal abnormalities, some of  whom are unable to lie in 
the prone position totally.27-30

The risk of  fever is much lower in supine position, according 
to findings from a large multicentric investigation.3 Fever 
is thought to be linked to bacterial translocation through 
the lymphatic and circulatory systems.31 Because supine 
posture is linked with much poorer fluid absorption, this 
pathophysiological mechanism may explain disparities in 
fever rate.32 Fluid absorption and fever have also been 
linked to intrarenal pressure.31 Based on the finding of  
pyelocaliceal cavity collapse during supine PNCL, some 

authors believe that intrarenal pressure is lower in the 
supine position.

The supine posture also allows for easier access to the upper 
pole following a puncture of  the lower pole. When treating 
difficult stones, the upper pole access has been advocated, 
although it comes with a higher risk. In supine position, 
however, reaching the upper calyx through the lower calyx 
is possible, validating the lower pole access choice.33

However, while the supine position has several advantages 
in terms of  complication rate, the low compressed 
abdomen in this position allows the kidney to move more 
freely, making instrument navigation toward the kidney 
more difficult, and the risk of  unsuccessful access is 
higher.3,34,35

In our study, we have seen mean operative time of  
68.7±16 min in supine PCNL compared to 65.1±27.2 min 
in prone PCNL, with P=0.068 which is not statistically 
significant. Because we are new to this technique, we 
attribute the increased intraoperative time to difficulties 
with initial punctures.

However, a comparison of  positions by Valdivia et al.,3 
which comprised of  5803 patients from the Clinical 
Research Office of  the Endourological Society’s (CROES) 
prospective PCNL database found that SFRs (77% vs. 
70.2%) and operative time (82.7 min vs. 90.1 min) were 
significantly higher for the prone PCNL group as compared 
with supine PCNL group, though the vast majority of  these 
cases would have been in the complete supine position. 
In addition to the CROES study, there were other studies 
favoring the prone position.

Meta-analysis by Falahatkar et al.,36 showed that both 
positions had similar success rates, operation times, 
complication rates, urinary leaking, and hospital 
stays. Melo et al.,37 showed, mean overall operative 
time was 111.44 min. The mean operative time in 
supine=120.85 min and prone=123.48 min (P<0.001). 
Our findings showed a similar SFR of  (supine PCNL: 83% 
vs. prone PCNL: 86%, P=0.563), on 1st post-operative 
day. In meta-analysis by Li et al., the authors showed 
a similar SFR between both positions, that is 78.1% 
in supine PCNL group versus 80.0% in prone PCNL 
group with no significant difference (RR-0.97, 95% CI 
0.93–1.02, P=0.31).38

Our study shows that neither prone nor supine position 
has a significant advantage in terms of  SFR. However, 
our results are in contrast to that of  the CROES study, 
in which they concluded that prone PCNL leads to a 
better SFR. One major criticism of  the CROES study 
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is that cases were not randomized, and evaluation of  
success was not standardized, thus reducing its evidence 
level.8 Another meta-analysis by Birowo et al., which 
included 11 studies reported SFR was lower in supine 
PCNL group (OR:0.74; 95% CI:0.66–0.83; P<0.00001), 
which was statistically significant and with a low 
heterogeneity.39

Our study had an overall complication rate of  16.6%, for 
both supine and prone which was similar to the literature. 
Most of  the complications were Grades 1 and 2 (fever, 
blood transfusion, and change of  antibiotics). There were 
no serious complications (Grades 3 and 4).

The latest meta-analysis by Tendi showed that there is 
a statistically significant lower complication rate in the 
supine PCNL group (OR: 0.70; 95% CI: 0.51–0.96; 
P=0.03). The subgroup analysis of  complication 
parameters such as visceral injuries including pleural 
effusion and organ perforation, the need of  blood 
transfusion, and infection which lead to sepsis revealed 
that there is no significant difference between groups 
when analyzed separately (P=0.16; P=0.10; and P=0.35, 
respectively). However, the combined analysis of  these 
specific complications leads to a significant difference in 
which the risk is lower in the supine PCNL group (OR: 
0.81; 95% CI: 0.68 – 0.97; P=0.02).39

In our study, mean hospital stay was 3.53 days in prone 
and 3.63 days in supine PCNL, with P=0.715 which is 
not statistically significant, our study findings are similar 
to meta-analysis by Tendi39 where there is no difference 
in the length of  hospital stay between groups. A study 
by Giustiand and De Lisa,40 the mean hospital stay in 
the supine position was 3.244 days±0.484, while it was 
3.133±0.344 (P=0.2127) in prone position.

Limitations of the study
The main limitations of  the study were that it was a non-
randomized controlled study with less number of  patients. 
All the procedures were not done by the same surgeon, so 
possibility of  bias was there.

CONCLUSION

Supine PCNL is an effective and safe procedure with 
similar operative time, SFR, and complications. It also has 
advantages for high-risk patients (cardiac, respiratory, and 
obese patients) and allows for simultaneous antegrade 
and retrograde access for treating renal calculi. We believe 
that a surgeon should have familiarity with both prone 
and supine positions, which can be chosen according to 
patient’s characteristics.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

We extend our sincere thanks to all the patients who 
participated in the study.

REFERENCES

1. Weens HS and Florence TJ. The diagnosis of hydronephrosis by 
percutaneous renal puncture. J Urol. 1954;72(4):589-595.

 https://doi.org/10.1016/s0022-5347(17)67630-4
2. Fernström I and Johansson B. Percutaneous pyelolithotomy. 

A new extraction technique. Scand J Urol Nephrol. 
1976;10(3):257-259.

 https://doi.org/10.1080/21681805.1976.11882084
3. Valdivia JG, Scarpa RM, Duvdevani M, Gross AJ, Nadler RB, 

Nutahara K, et al. Supine versus prone position during 
percutaneous nephrolithotomy: A report from the clinical 
research office of the endourological society percutaneous 
nephrolithotomy global study. J Endourol. 2011;25(10): 
1619-1625.

 https://doi.org/10.1089/end.2011.0110
4. Miano R, Scoffone C, De Nunzio C, Germani S, Cracco C, Usai P, 

et al. Position: Prone or supine is the issue of percutaneous 
nephrolithotomy. J Endourol. 2010;24(6):931-938.

 https://doi.org/10.1089/end.2009.0571
5. Grasso M, Nord R and Bagley DH. Prone split leg and flank roll 

positioning: Simultaneous antegrade and retrograde access to 
the upper urinary tract. J Endourol. 1993;7(4):307-310.

 https://doi.org/10.1089/end.1993.7.307
6. Gofrit ON, Shapiro A, Donchin Y, Bloom AI, Shenfeld OZ, 

Landau EH, et al. Lateral decubitus position for percutaneous 
nephrolithotripsy in the morbidly obese or kyphotic patient. 
J Endourol. 2002;16(6):383-386.

 https://doi.org/10.1089/089277902760261437
7. Uría JG, Gerhold JV, López JA, Rodriguez SV, Navarro CA, 

Fabián MR, et al. Technique and complications of percutaneous 
nephroscopy: Experience with 557 patients in the supine 
position. J Urol. 1998;160(6 Pt 1):1975-1978.

 https://doi.org/10.1016/s0022-5347(01)62217-1
8. Steele D and Marshall V. Percutaneous nephrolithotomy 

in the supine position: A neglected approach? J Endourol. 
2007;21(12):1433-1437.

 https://doi.org/10.1089/end.2006.0375
9. Ibarluzea G, Scoffone CM, Cracco CM, Poggio M, Porpiglia F, 

Terrone C, et al. Supine Valdivia and modified lithotomy position 
for simultaneous anterograde and retrograde endourological 
access. BJU Int. 2007;100(1):233-236.

 https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-410X.2007.06960.x
10. Scoffone CM, Cracco CM, Cossu M, Grande S, Poggio M 

and Scarpa RM. Endoscopic combined intrarenal surgery in 
Galdakao-modified supine Valdivia position: A new standard 
for percutaneous nephrolithotomy? Eur Urol. 2008;54(6): 
1393-1403.

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eururo.2008.07.073
11. Valdivia JG, Valer J, Villarroya S, López JA, Bayo A, Lanchares E, 

et al. Why is percutaneous nephroscopy still performed with the 
patient prone? J Endourol. 1990;4(3):269-277.

 https://doi.org/10.1089/end.1990.4.269
12. Scoffone CM and Cracco CM. Percutaneous nephrolithotomy: 

Opinion-supine position. In: Knoll T and Pearle MS, editors. 
Clinical Management of Urolithiasis. Berlin, Heidelberg: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/s0022-5347(17)67630-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0022-5347(01)62217-1


Rahul, et al.: Supine versus prone PCNL

190 Asian Journal of Medical Sciences | Dec 2022 | Vol 13 | Issue 12

Springer; 2013. p. 117-121.
 https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3- 642-28732-9_12
13. Assimos D, Krambeck A, Miller NL, Monga M, Murad MH, 

Nelson CP, et al. Surgical management of stones: American 
urological association/endourological society guideline, PART I. 
J Urol. 2016;196(4):1153-1160.

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.juro.2016.05.090
14. Türk C, Petřík A, Sarica K, Seitz C, Skolarikos A, Straub M, et al. 

EAU guidelines on interventional treatment for urolithiasis. Eur 
Urol. 2016;69(3):475-482.

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eururo.2015.07.041
15. Bach C, Goyal A, Kumar P, Kachrilas S, Papatsoris AG, 

Buchholz N, et al. The barts “flank-free” modified supine position 
for percutaneous nephrolithotomy. Urol Int. 2012;89(3):365-368.

 https://doi.org/10.1159/000341430
16. Falahatkar S, Asli MM, Emadi SA, Enshaei A, Pourhadi H and 

Allahkhah A. Complete supine percutaneous nephrolithotomy 
[csPCNL] in patients with and without a history of stone 
surgery: Safety and effectiveness of csPCNL. Urol Res. 
2011;39(4):295-301.

 https://doi.org/10.1007/s00240-010-0341-y
17. Papatsoris AG, Zaman F, Panah A, Masood J, El-Husseiny T 

and Buchholz N. Simultaneous anterograde and retrograde 
endourologic access: “The barts technique.” J Endourol. 
2008;22(12):2665-2666.

 https://doi.org/10.1089/end.2008.0283
18. Cracco CM and Scoffone CM. ECIRS (endoscopic combined 

intrarenal surgery) in the Galdakao-modified supine Valdivia 
position: A new life for percutaneous surgery? World J Urol. 
2011;29(6):821-827.

 https://doi.org/10.1007/s00345-011-0790-0
19. Wang Y, Jiang F, Wang Y, Hou Y, Zhang H, Chen Q, 

et al. Post-percutaneous nephrolithotomy septic shock 
and severe hemorrhage: A study of risk factors. Urol Int. 
2012;88(3):307-310.

 https://doi.org/10.1159/000336164
20. Tuttle DN, Yeh BM, Meng MV, Breiman RS, Stoller ML and 

Coakley FV. Risk of injury to adjacent organs with lower-pole 
fluoroscopically guided percutaneous nephrostomy: Evaluation 
with prone, supine, and multiplanar reformatted CT. J Vasc 
Interv Radiol. 2005;16(11):1489-1492.

 https://doi.org/10.1097/01.RVI.0000175331.93499.44
21. Desoky EA, Eliwa AM, Fawzi AM, Sakr AM, Maarouf AM, 

Shahin AS, et al. Radiologic relation of the colon to the trajectory 
of percutaneous nephrolithotomy access in prone versus flank-
free modified supine position: A prospective study of intra and 
interindividual influencing factors. Urology. 2018;115:71-75.

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.urology.2018.02.021
22. Hopper KD, Sherman JL, Luethke JM and Ghaed N. The 

retrorenal colon in the supine and prone patient. Radiology. 
1987;162(2):443-446.

 https://doi.org/10.1148/radiology.162.2.3797658
23. Atkinson CJ, Turney BW, Noble JG, Reynard JM and 

Stoneham MD. Supine vs prone percutaneous nephrolithotomy: 
An anaesthetist’s view. BJU Int. 2011;108(3):306-308.

 https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1464-410X.2011.10488.x
24. McCahy P, Rzetelski-West K and Gleeson J. Complete stone 

clearance using a modified supine position: Initial experience 
and comparison with prone percutaneous nephrolithotomy. 
J Endourol. 2013;27(6):705-709.

 https://doi.org/10.1089/end.2012.0650

25. Agah M, Ghasemi M, Roodneshin F, Radpay B and Moradian S. 
Prone position in percutaneous nephrolithotomy and 
postoperative visual loss. Urol J. 2011;8(3):191-196.

26. Mazzucchi E, Vicentini FC, Marchini GS, Danilovic A, Brito AH 
and Srougi M. Percutaneous nephrolithotomy in obese patients: 
Comparison between the prone and total supine position. 
J Endourol. 2012;26(11):1437-1442.

 https://doi.org/10.1089/end.2012.0257
27. Fuller A, Razvi H, Denstedt JD, Nott L, Pearle M, Cauda F, 

et al. The CROES percutaneous nephrolithotomy global 
study: The influence of body mass index on outcome. J Urol. 
2012;188(1):138-144.

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.juro.2012.03.013
28. Wang Y, Hou Y, Jiang F, Wang Y and Wang C. Percutaneous 

nephrolithotomy for staghorn stones in patients with solitary 
kidney in prone position or in completely supine position: 
A single-center experience. Int Braz J Urol. 2012;38(6):788-794.

 https://doi.org/10.1590/1677-553820133806788
29. Goumas-Kartalas I and Montanari E. Percutaneous 

nephrolithotomy in patients with spinal deformities. J Endourol. 
2010;24(7):1081-1089.

 https://doi.org/10.1089/end.2010.0095
30. Rana AM, Bhojwani JP, Junejo NN and Bhagia SD. Tubeless 

PCNL with patient in supine position: Procedure for all seasons?-
-with comprehensive technique. Urology. 2008;71(4):581-585.

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.urology.2007.10.059
31. Tokas T, Herrmann TR, Skolarikos A, Nagele U and Training and 

Research in Urological Surgery and Technology [T.R.U.S.T.]-
Group. Pressure matters: Intrarenal pressures during normal 
and pathological conditions, and impact of increased values to 
renal physiology. World J Urol. 2019;37(1):125-131.

 https://doi.org/10.1007/s00345-018-2378-4
32. Khoshrang H, Falahatkar S, Ilat S, Akbar MH, Shakiba M, 

Farzan A, et al. Comparative study of hemodynamics 
electrolyte and metabolic changes during prone and complete 
supine percutaneous nephrolithotomy. Nephrourol Mon. 
2012;4(4):622-628.

 https://doi.org/10.5812/numonthly.4099
33. Sofer M, Giusti G, Proietti S, Mintz I, Kabha M, Matzkin H, et al. 

Upper calyx approachability through a lower calyx access for 
prone versus supine percutaneous nephrolithotomy. J Urol. 
2016;195(2):377-382.

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.juro.2015.07.101
34. Karaolides T, Moraitis K, Bach C, Masood J and Buchholz N. 

Positions for percutaneous nephrolithotomy: Thirty-five years of 
evolution. Arab J Urol. 2012;10(3):307-316.

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aju.2012.06.005
35. Wood GJ, Torricelli FC, Vicentini FC, Srougi M and Mazzucchi E. 

Supracostal punctures in supine percutaneous nephrolithotomy 
are safe. Can J Urol. 2017;24(2):8749-8753.

36. Falahatkar S, Mokhtari G and Teimoori M. An update on supine 
versus prone percutaneous nephrolithotomy: A meta-analysis. 
Urol J. 2016;13(5):2814-2822.

 https://doi.org/10.22037/uj.v13i5.3677
37. Melo PA, Vicentini FC, Perrella R, Murta CB and Claro JF. 

Comparative study of percutaneous nephrolithotomy performed 
in the traditional prone position and in three different supine 
positions. Int Braz J Urol. 2019;45(1):108-117.

 https://doi.org/10.1590/S1677-5538.IBJU.2018.0191
38. Li J, Gao L, Li Q, Zhang Y and Jiang Q. Supine versus prone 

position for percutaneous nephrolithotripsy: A meta-analysis of 
randomized controlled trials. Int J Surg. 2019;66(4):62-71.



Rahul, et al.: Supine versus prone PCNL

Asian Journal of Medical Sciences | Dec 2022 | Vol 13 | Issue 12 191

Authors’ Contributions:
NR- Conception, Design, Materials, Data collection, and Writing; SKR- Writing and Literature Review; IAQ- Writing, Analysis and Interpretation, and Literature 
Review; VRP- Supervision and Critical Review; VV- Literature Review; and KVT- Literature Review.

Work attributed to:
Narayana Medical College, Nellore - 524003, Andhra Pradesh, India.

ORCID ID:
Dr. Nekkanti Rahul-  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4333-3684
Dr. Sandeep Kumar Reddy-   https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4152-8410
Dr. Ifrah Ahmad Qazi-  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7729-923X
Dr. Vedamurthy Reddy Pogula-  https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7778-2950
Dr. Venkatesh Velivela-  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8040-4528
Dr. Kashinath V Thakre-  https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4851-724X

Source of Funding: None, Conflicting Interest: None.

 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijsu.2019.04.016
39. Birowo P, Tendi W, Widyahening IS, Rasyid N and Atmoko W. 

Supine versus prone position in percutaneous nephrolithotomy: 
A systematic review and meta-analysis. F1000Res. 2020;9:231.

 https://doi.org/10.12688/f1000research.22940.3
40. Giusti G and De Lisa A. Supine percutaneous nephrolithotripsy 

in double-s position. Adv Urol. 2018;2018(4):7193843.
 https://doi.org/10.1155/2018/7193843

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4333-3684
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4333-3684
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4152-8410
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4152-8410
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7729-923X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7729-923X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7778-2950
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7778-2950
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8040-4528
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8040-4528
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4851-724X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4851-724X
https://doi.org/10.1155/2018/7193843

