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Since 1976, when percutaneous nephro-
lithotomy (PCNL) was first described (1), it has 
been an excellent choice of endourological treat-
ment for large renal stones. In fact, both Ameri-
can Urological Association (AUA) and European 
Association of Urology (EAU) guidelines currently 
consider PCNL the preferred surgical approach to 
stones larger than 2 cm (2, 3). However, recent 
technological advances in retrograde intrarenal 
surgery (RIRS) including development of digital 
ureteroscopes and high-power lithotripsy genera-
tors result in better stone free rates (SFR) while 
offering less morbidity to patients, hence broade-
ning the indications of this technique, including 
large and complex stones (4, 5). Better outcomes 
translate into an increasing number of RIRS worl-
dwide (6), but bring about the question: will RIRS, 
ultimately, extinguish PCNL as the main surgical 
treatment for large stones?

	The key gamechangers related to RIRS 
evolution include the development of disposable 
ureteroscopes and the new Thulium fiber laser 
(TFL). Single-use devices offer some advantages 
over the reusable flexible ureteroscopes: they are 
lighter (which may prevent fatigue in long las-
ting cases especially when treating large burden 
stones), offer a better deflection angle and provi-

de superior image quality (7). Other authors also 
observed single-use device was associated with 
shorter operative time and higher stone free rates 
with possibly less complications (8-10). Moreover, 
the use of disposable material may reduce total 
costs to the health care system, which is vital wi-
thin developing countries perspectives, including 
Brazil (7). Current literature on TFL provides com-
pelling results when compared to Holmium laser, 
indicating it is a milestone in RIRS: higher stone 
ablation rate (2 to 4 times faster), less calculi re-
tropulsion and more efficient fragmentation gene-
rating smaller fragments. The possibility of using 
laser fibers as thin as 150 micrometers can provide 
better scope deflection (11) and could allow for fu-
ture further instruments miniaturization (12-14).

	Nevertheless, complications associated 
with RIRS cannot be underestimated – not only 
because of its continuously increasing use but also 
because of their potential severity (15). Ureteral 
access sheath (UAS) facilitates fragment basketing 
if the surgeon opts for stone fragmentation and 
provides a better irrigating flow – which is es-
sential for better visualization and maintenance 
of pelvicalyceal temperature and low pressure and 
therefore might play an active role in the procedu-
re success (16-18). However, Traxer et al. reported 
on an overall incidence of UAS related ureteral le-
sions of 46.5%, of which 13.3% were classified as 
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severe (19). This can develop into both short (such 
as hematuria and the need of ureteral stent for 
an extensive period) and long-term complications 
(such as ureteral stenosis) and should be avoided.

Furthermore, a recent publication showed 
that UAS increased the odds of a post-operative 
emergency department visit and re-hospitaliza-
tion, without better SFR (18). Unusual but drama-
tic complications related to the UAS have been 
described, such as the entrapment of a flexible 
ureteroscope (fURS) inside the sheath due to a bre-
akage of the outer surface of the scope caused by 
excessive manipulation (20).

Rise in intra-renal temperature during sto-
ne fragmentation is another concern in RIRS, and 
it is related to high laser power (21), prolonged 
time of pedal activation and irrigation pressure. 
They may implicate in fluid heating and thermal 
dose exposition (22). An in vitro model with UAS 
and common Holmium laser settings verified high 
temperatures can result after as little as 1 second 
of laser activation especially at power settings 
over 10 W (23).

Another key aspect of RIRS procedure is 
the use of ureteral double J stents before or follo-
wing the procedure. A meta-analysis from Chang 
et al. concluded that pre-stenting may improve 
stone free rates in fURS for large kidney stones, 
with no difference in complication rate (24).

A study that analyzed almost 10,000 ure-
teroscopies, observed 73% of ureteral stenting 
following surgery. Pre-stented status, age, stone 
size and location were associated with stent use 
after surgery. Stent usage significantly increased 
the odds of an unplanned emergency hospital visit 
after surgery (25).

Also, “forgotten stent” can develop into 
severe encrustation (26) and its removal may re-
quire refined management planning and advanced 
surgical techniques (27, 28). Strategies to prevent 
such problem include stent judicious use and the 
implementation of modern technology to keep 
track of stented patients (29, 30).

There are potentially life-threatening com-
plications in RIRS even in experienced endouro-
logists hands (31). A systematic review showed an 
incidence of 0.45% of post RIRS perirenal hemato-
ma with a mean stone size of 1.7 cm, and in which 

17.5% of the patients needed surgical intervention 
– resulting eventually in nephrectomy and even 
death (4).

Furthermore, longer surgical time had a 
significant association with systemic inflamma-
tory response syndrome (SIRS) and urosepsis after 
fURS, which occurred in 6.9% and 5.0%, respecti-
vely, among over 8.000 studied patients (32, 33). 
Other reports reported on a rise in RIRS-related 
deaths over the past decade, associating high sto-
ne burden as predictive factor for worse results, 
requiring an effort to reduce operative time with 
staged procedures if needed in order to decrease 
morbidity, rehospitalization, and mortality follo-
wing ureteroscopies (15, 34).

Residual fragments after RIRS also merits 
attention.  Sur et al. reported on 20-43% of resi-
dual fragments are associated with stone events 
including pain and emergency department visits, 
reinterventions, and even calculi regrowth (35). A 
series of fURS comprising more than 400 patients 
with stones larger than 2 cm revealed a cumula-
tive SFR of 85% (36). However, in nearly all ca-
ses, plain abdominal radiograph and/or renal ul-
trasound were used to assess residual fragments, 
possibly leading to an over-estimation of the cle-
arance result. Indeed, when using computerized 
tomography (CT) to determine SFR, results are less 
than satisfying. Studies which performed abdo-
minal CT scan up to 3 months after initial RIRS 
showed visible residual fragments varying from 
38 to 50% of the procedures (37, 38). Portis et al. 
prospectively evaluated patients with renal calculi 
up to 15 mm, and even after a special effort to 
clear all stones in fURS (by using ureteral sheaths, 
breaking the stones in upper pole and actively re-
trieving all fragments), achieved a complete remo-
val status by CT criteria in only 54% of cases (39).

One could argue that residual fragments 
smaller than 4 mm are less likely to experience 
post-operative stone growth, complications or re-
quire reintervention (5). Rebuck et al. reported a 
19.5% chance of experiencing a calculus related 
event (such as emergency visit, hospitalization or 
surgery) after RIRS in patients with post-operatory 
fragments up to 4 mm by CT measurement (40). 
In fact, according to a review about the natural 
history of asymptomatic residual stone after this 
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procedure, there was a 44% chance of a stone re-
lated event: re-intervention was predictable based 
on fragment size (p=0.017), calculi < 4 mm led to 
18% re-operation (vs. 38% in > 4 mm), and even 
residual stones > 2 mm were significantly likely 
to grow (41).

On the other hand, not only RIRS has 
evolved, but PCNL has also been fighting its way 
to remain an attractive option for treating large 
stones. In fact, when analyzing stone procedures, 
while the proportion of PCNLs has remained fairly 
stable over the last years, the number of urolo-
gists performing their own percutaneous access 
instead of delegating it to an interventional radio-
logist has increased substantially (42). Moreover, 
there are accumulating publications on the deve-
lopment and advantages of ultrasound-guided re-
nal puncture which reinforces the interest of the 
scientific community on this (43). Ultrasound may 
offer significant clinical gains for PCNL execution. 
Lin et al. described identification of a fused renal 
pyramid by US and doppler use to identify ecto-
pic blood vessels in order to reduce bleeding du-
ring calycinal access in percutaneous surgery (44). 
Moreover, US guidance provides visualization of 
adjacent viscera, delineation of anterior and pos-
terior calyces, reduction of radiation exposure, 
real-time imaging of renal parenchyma and de-
tection of radiolucent stones (45).

But perhaps, the most notorious evolution 
in standard PCNL was the significant shift to mi-
niaturized PCNL (mini-PCNL) allowing reduced 
parenchymal renal injury. This technique offers a 
midway option between conventional PCNL and 
less invasive endoscopic procedures such as RIRS 
and implicates in using a tract smaller than 22F 
(46). The reusable equipment and the vacuum cle-
aner “vortex” effect make mini PCNL more affor-
dable than standard PCNL. Dilation can be per-
formed either in one-shot or with a progressive 
technique; and the possibility to enlarge from a 
small to a thicker tract if needed (Matrioska te-
chnique) presents mini-PCNL as a very versatile 
strategy, suitable for the treatment of almost any 
stone, including those larger than 2 cm (47). When 
comparing bleeding, a prospective randomized 
controlled trial reported that mini-PCNL had a 
significantly lower drop in hematocrit level versus 

standard PCNL (p=0.02) and less pain at 6 and 24 
hours after surgery (48).

Research in new technologies aiming to 
improve PCNL outcomes continue to blossom. 
While the high-power lasers can also be used in 
percutaneous procedures, other lithotripters spe-
cific for this surgery have been created. A pros-
pective comparative study of mini-PCNL using 
Trilogy lithotripter versus TFL in renal stones with 
a mean size > 2 cm showed that Trilogy achieved 
significantly better stone fragmentation rate (49). 
Regarding better learning of renal anatomy and 
PCNL technique, Parkhomenko et al. described the 
use of an immersive virtual reality renal model 
(50). Likewise, Keyu et al. developed a “3D prin-
ting personalized percutaneous nephrolithotomy 
guide plate for PCNL” which allowed for reduced 
intra-operative blood loss and bleeding related 
complications (51).

Less aggressive percutaneous procedures 
led to the proposal of day-hospital discharge. A 
systematic review from the European Society ob-
served that, for selected patients, standard PCNL is 
safe and efficient with a low rate of complications 
or readmissions (52). A propensity score-matching 
study evaluating day-cases versus inpatient mi-
ni-PCNL concluded that the same day discharge 
PCNL was more cost-effective, with no significant 
difference in complications along with very low 
unplanned readmission during the postoperative 
period of 14 days (53). And a multi-institutional 
experience compared micro-PCNL in a group of 
patients who also had same-day discharge versus 
an inpatient group and reported on equivalent 
SFR and complication rate (54).

Finally, it is known that RIRS by itself does 
not offer full access to reach all renal calculi, es-
pecially those in lower calyx with long and nar-
row infundibulum (55). Karim et al. published a 
systematic review where they concluded that steep 
infundibular pelvic angle (IPA) (< 30°) seems to 
be the most important predictor for failure in the 
treatment of lower pole stones using RIRS, follo-
wed by operative time duration and large calculi 
burden (56). Inoue et al. also showed that an IPA 
<30° was the only negative risk factor for stone 
clearance after flexible ureteroscopy for large re-
nal stones (>15 mm) according to their multiva-
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riate analysis (57). Tastemur et al. observed that 
stone size and IPA (< 42.6°) were independent risk 
factors for success of RIRS procedure (58). 

Ozimek et al. analyzed almost 400 RIRS 
and reported on that steep IPA could be conside-
red the first risk factor predictor for both flexible 
ureteroscope damage and significant unfavorable 
postoperative course – occurrence of complica-
tions Clavien-Dindo 2 as well as prolonged hos-
pital stay (59). A meta-analysis comparing mini-
-PCNL and RIRS for the treatment of lower pole 
stones up to 2 cm reported similar operative and 
fluoroscopy times, complication rates and length 
of hospital stay, although mini-PCNL was signifi-
cantly superior in terms of success rate (60). A re-
cent publication proposed a scoring system based 
on pre-operative exams and SFR for better selec-
tion of endoscopic treatment for lower pole renal 
stones. A score was given after analyzing the IPA 
and stone number and diameter, and infundibular 
length and width, ultimately providing guidance 
for urologists to decide upon retrograde or percu-
taneous access (61). 

Overall, systematic reviews and meta-
-analysis comparing directly RIRS and PCNL for 
renal stones > 2 cm suggest balancing risks and 
benefits and tailor an individual treatment strategy 
in a patient-doctor sharing decision (62, 63). Also, 
previous standard percutaneous nephrolithotomy 
might impair retrograde intrarenal surgery outco-
mes (64). However, not only the RIRS and PCNL 
are not to be seen as competitors, but possibly as 
complementary - so that endoscopically combined 
intrarenal surgery (ECIRS) has opportunistically 
emerged and set its place as another gamechanger. 
PCNL (and its miniaturizations) will definitely not 
be extinguished, as both retrograde and percuta-
neous accesses keep evolving and safer and more 
efficient procedures develop.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

None declared.

REFERENCES

1.	 Fernström I, Johansson B. Percutaneous pyelolithotomy. 
A new extraction technique. Scand J Urol Nephrol. 
1976;10:257-9.

2.	 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 II. [On line]. J Urol 2016; 196: 1161. Available at. 
<https://www.auanet.org/guidelines-and-quality/guidelines/
kidney-stones-surgical-management-guideline>

3.	 [No authors]. Urolithiasis. EAU Guidelines. Edn. presented 
at the EAU Annual Congress Amsterdam. [On line]. 2022. 
Available at: <https://uroweb.org/guidelines/urolithiasis>

4.	 Whitehurst LA, Somani BK. Perirenal Hematoma 
After Ureteroscopy: A Systematic Review. J Endourol. 
2017;31:438-45.

5.	 Pearle MS. Is Ureteroscopy as Good as We Think? J Urol. 
2016;195(4 Pt 1):823-4.

6.	 Vicentini FC. Difference of opinion--In the era of flexible 
ureteroscopy is there still a place for Shock-wave 
lithotripsy? Opinion: NO. Int Braz J Urol. 2015;41:203-6.

7.	 Mazzucchi E, Marchini GS, Berto FCG, Denstedt J, Danilovic 
A, Vicentini FC, et al. Single-use flexible ureteroscopes: 
update and perspective in developing countries. A narrative 
review. Int Braz J Urol. 2022;48:456-67.

8.	 Li Y, Chen J, Zhu Z, Zeng H, Zeng F, Chen Z, et al. Comparison 
of single-use and reusable flexible ureteroscope for renal 
stone management: a pooled analysis of 772 patients. 
Transl Androl Urol. 2021;10:483-93.

9.	 Meng C, Peng L, Li J, Li Y, Li J, Wu J. Comparison Between 
Single-Use Flexible Ureteroscope and Reusable Flexible 
Ureteroscope for Upper Urinary Calculi: A Systematic 
Review and Meta-Analysis. Front Surg. 2021;8:691170.

10.	 Mourmouris P, Tzelves L, Raptidis G, Berdempes M, 
Markopoulos T, Dellis G, et al. Comparison of a single-
use, digital flexible ureteroscope with a reusable, fiberoptic 
ureteroscope for management of patients with urolithiasis. 
Arch Ital Urol Androl. 2021;93:326-9.

11.	 Jones P, Beisland C, Ulvik Ø. Current status of thulium 
fibre laser lithotripsy: an up-to-date review. BJU Int. 
2021;128:531-8.

12.	 Traxer O, Corrales M. Managing Urolithiasis with Thulium 
Fiber Laser: Updated Real-Life Results-A Systematic 
Review. J Clin Med. 2021;10:3390.

13.	 Kronenberg P, Hameed BZ, Somani B. Outcomes of thulium 
fibre laser for treatment of urinary tract stones: results of a 
systematic review. Curr Opin Urol. 2021;31:80-6.

14.	 Hardy LA, Vinnichenko V, Fried NM. High power 
holmium:YAG versus thulium fiber laser treatment of kidney 
stones in dusting mode: ablation rate and fragment size 
studies. Lasers Surg Med. 2019;51:522-30.



147147

IBJU | EXPERT OPINION

15.	 Bhanot R, Pietropaolo A, Tokas T, Kallidonis P, Skolarikos A, 
Keller EX, et al. Predictors and Strategies to Avoid Mortality 
Following Ureteroscopy for Stone Disease: A Systematic 
Review from European Association of Urologists Sections 
of Urolithiasis (EULIS) and Uro-technology (ESUT). Eur 
Urol Focus. 2022;8:598-607.

16.	 Rezakahn Khajeh N, Hall TL, Ghani KR, Roberts WW. 
Pelvicaliceal Volume and Fluid Temperature Elevation 
During Laser Lithotripsy. J Endourol. 2022;36:22-8.

17.	 Cooper JL, François N, Sourial MW, Miyagi H, Rose JR, 
Shields J, et al. The Impact of Ureteral Access Sheath Use 
on the Development of Abnormal Postoperative Upper Tract 
Imaging after Ureteroscopy. J Urol. 2020;204:976-81.

18.	 Meier K, Hiller S, Dauw C, Hollingsworth J, Kim T, Qi J, 
et al. Understanding Ureteral Access Sheath Use Within 
a Statewide Collaborative and Its Effect on Surgical and 
Clinical Outcomes. J Endourol. 2021;35:1340-7.

19.	 Traxer O, Thomas A. Prospective evaluation and classification 
of ureteral wall injuries resulting from insertion of a ureteral 
access sheath during retrograde intrarenal surgery. J Urol. 
2013;189:580-4.

20.	 Thakur A, Devana SK, Sharma AP, Mavuduru RS, Bora 
GS, Parmar K. Trapped Flexible Ureteroscope in Ureteral 
Access Sheath During Retrograde Intrarenal Surgery: An 
Unexpected Problem. J Endourol Case Rep. 2020;6:235-7.

21.	 Vassar GJ, Chan KF, Teichman JM, Glickman RD, Weintraub 
ST, Pfefer TJ, et al. Holmium: YAG lithotripsy: photothermal 
mechanism. J Endourol. 1999;13:181-90.

22.	 Aldoukhi AH, Dau JJ, Majdalany SE, Hall TL, Ghani KR, 
Hollingsworth JM, et al. Patterns of Laser Activation During 
Ureteroscopic Lithotripsy: Effects on Caliceal Fluid Temperature 
and Thermal Dose. J Endourol. 2021;35:1217-22.

23.	 Winship B, Wollin D, Carlos E, Peters C, Li J, Terry R, 
et al. The Rise and Fall of High Temperatures During 
Ureteroscopic Holmium Laser Lithotripsy. J Endourol. 
2019;33:794-9. 

24.	 Chang X, Wang Y, Li J, Han Z. Prestenting Versus 
Nonprestenting on the Outcomes of Flexible Ureteroscopy 
for Large Upper Urinary Stones: A Systematic Review and 
Meta-Analysis. Urol Int. 2021;105:560-7.

25.	 Hiller SC, Daignault-Newton S, Pimentel H, Ambani SN, 
Ludlow J, Hollingsworth JM, et al. Ureteral Stent Placement 
following Ureteroscopy Increases Emergency Department 
Visits in a Statewide Surgical Collaborative. J Urol. 
2021;205:1710-7

26.	 Manzo BO, Alarcon P, Lozada E, Ojeda J, Morales C, Gökce 
MI, et al. A Novel Visual Grading for Ureteral Encrusted Stent 
Classification to Help Decide the Endourologic Treatment. J 
Endourol. 2021;35:1314-9.

27.	 Lopes RI, Perrella R, Watanabe CH, Beltrame F, Danilovic 
A, Murta CB, et al. Patients with encrusted ureteral stents 
can be treated by a single session combined endourological 
approach. Int Braz J Urol. 2021;47:574-83.

28.	 Agarwal DK. A Novel Telescopic Access Sheath Method to 
Manage Encrusted or Knotted Retained Ureteral Stents. J 
Endourol. 2022;36:989-95.

29.	 Hiller SC, Daignault-Newton S, Rakic I, Linsell S, Conrado 
B, Jafri SM,et al. Appropriateness Criteria for Ureteral 
Stent Omission following Ureteroscopy for Urinary Stone 
Disease. Urol Pract. 2022;9:253-63.

30.	 Krishna S, Abello A, Steinberg P. Forget Forgotten Stents: 
Review of Ureteral Stent Tracking Systems. Urology 
Practice. 2021;8:645-648. 

31.	 Cindolo L, Castellan P, Primiceri G, Hoznek A, Cracco CM, 
Scoffone CM, et al. Life-threatening complications after 
ureteroscopy for urinary stones: survey and systematic 
literature review. Minerva Urol Nefrol. 2017;69:421-31.

32.	 Bhojani N, Miller LE, Bhattacharyya S, Cutone B, Chew 
BH. Risk Factors for Urosepsis After Ureteroscopy for 
Stone Disease: A Systematic Review with Meta-Analysis. J 
Endourol. 2021;35:991-1000.

33.	 Southern JB, Higgins AM, Young AJ, Kost KA, Schreiter 
BR, Clifton M, et al. Risk Factors for Postoperative Fever 
and Systemic Inflammatory Response Syndrome After 
Ureteroscopy for Stone Disease. J Endourol. 2019;33:516-22.

34.	 Dogan C, Yazici CM, Akgul HM, Ozman O, Basatac C, Cinar O, et 
al. The Predictive Factors for Readmission and Rehospitalization 
After Retrograde Intrarenal Surgery: The Results of RIRSearch 
Study Group. J Endourol. 2022;36:56-64.

35.	 Sur RL, Agrawal S, Eisner BH, Haleblian GE, Ganpule AP, 
Sabnis RB, et al. Initial Safety and Feasibility of Steerable 
Ureteroscopic Renal Evacuation: A Novel Approach for the 
Treatment of Urolithiasis. J Endourol. 2022;36:1161-7.

36.	 Cohen J, Cohen S, Grasso M. Ureteropyeloscopic treatment 
of large, complex intrarenal and proximal ureteral calculi. 
BJU Int. 2013;111(3 Pt B):E127-31.

37.	 Macejko A, Okotie OT, Zhao LC, Liu J, Perry K, Nadler 
RB. Computed tomography-determined stone-free rates 
for ureteroscopy of upper-tract stones. J Endourol. 
2009;23:379-82.

38.	 Rippel CA, Nikkel L, Lin YK, Danawala Z, Olorunnisomo V, 
Youssef RF, et al. Residual fragments following ureteroscopic 
lithotripsy: incidence and predictors on postoperative 
computerized tomography. J Urol. 2012;188:2246-51.

39.	 Portis AJ, Rygwall R, Holtz C, Pshon N, Laliberte M. 
Ureteroscopic laser lithotripsy for upper urinary tract 
calculi with active fragment extraction and computerized 
tomography followup. J Urol. 2006;175:2129-33; 
discussion 2133-4.



148148

IBJU | EXPERT OPINION

40.	 Rebuck DA, Macejko A, Bhalani V, Ramos P, Nadler RB. 
The natural history of renal stone fragments following 
ureteroscopy. Urology. 2011;77:564-8.

41.	 Chew BH, Brotherhood HL, Sur RL, Wang AQ, Knudsen 
BE, Yong C, et al. Natural History, Complications and 
Re-Intervention Rates of Asymptomatic Residual Stone 
Fragments after Ureteroscopy: a Report from the EDGE 
Research Consortium. J Urol. 2016;195(4 Pt 1):982-6.

42.	 Metzler IS, Holt S, Harper JD. Surgical Trends in 
Nephrolithiasis: Increasing De Novo Renal Access by 
Urologists for Percutaneous Nephrolithotomy. J Endourol. 
2021;35:769-74. 

43.	 Chu C, Masic S, Usawachintachit M, Hu W, Yang W, Stoller 
M, et al. Ultrasound-Guided Renal Access for Percutaneous 
Nephrolithotomy: A Description of Three Novel Ultrasound-
Guided Needle Techniques. J Endourol. 2016;30:153-8.

44.	 Lin F, Li B, Rao T, Ruan Y, Yu W, Cheng F, et al. Presence 
of a Novel Anatomical Structure May Cause Bleeding 
When Using the Calyx Access in Mini-Percutaneous 
Nephrolithotomy. Front Surg. 2022;9:942147.

45.	 Agarwal M, Agrawal MS, Jaiswal A, Kumar D, Yadav H, 
Lavania P. Safety and efficacy of ultrasonography as an 
adjunct to fluoroscopy for renal access in percutaneous 
nephrolithotomy (PCNL). BJU Int. 2011;108:1346-9.

46.	 Qin P, Zhang D, Huang T, Fang L, Cheng Y. Comparison 
of mini percutaneous nephrolithotomy and standard 
percutaneous nephrolithotomy for renal stones >2cm: 
a systematic review and meta-analysis. Int Braz J Urol. 
2022;48:637-48.

47.	 Zanetti SP, Boeri L, Gallioli A, Talso M, Montanari E. 
Minimally invasive PCNL-MIP. Arch Esp Urol. 2017;70:226-
34. English.

48.	 Thakur A, Sharma AP, Devana SK, Parmar KM, Mavuduru 
RS, Bora GS, et al. Does Miniaturization Actually Decrease 
Bleeding After Percutaneous Nephrolithotomy? A Single-
Center Randomized Trial. J Endourol. 2021;35:451-6.

49.	 Patil A, Sharma R, Shah D, Gupta A, Singh A, Ganpule A, 
et al. A prospective comparative study of mini-PCNL using 
Trilogy™ or thulium fibre laser with suction. World J Urol. 
2022;40:539-43.

50.	 Parkhomenko E, O’Leary M, Safiullah S, Walia S, Owyong 
M, Lin C, et al. Pilot Assessment of Immersive Virtual 
Reality Renal Models as an Educational and Preoperative 
Planning Tool for Percutaneous Nephrolithotomy. J 
Endourol. 2019;33:283-8.

51.	 Keyu G, Shuaishuai L, Raj A, Shuofeng L, Shuai L, Yuan 
Z, et al. A 3D printing personalized percutaneous puncture 
guide access plate for percutaneous nephrolithotomy: a 
pilot study. BMC Urol. 2021;21:184.

52.	 Jones P, Bennett G, Dosis A, Pietropaolo A, Geraghty R, 
Aboumarzouk O, et al. Safety and Efficacy of Day-case 
Percutaneous Nephrolithotomy: A Systematic Review 
from European Society of Uro-technology. Eur Urol Focus. 
2019;5:1127-34.

53.	 Zhao Z, Sun H, Wu X, Cai C, Liu Y, Zeng G. Evaluation of day-
care versus inpatient mini-percutaneous nephrolithotomy: 
a propensity score-matching study. Urolithiasis. 
2020;48:209-15.

54.	 Baboudjian M, Negre T, Van Hove A, McManus R, Lechevallier 
E, Gondran-Tellier B, et al. A multi-institutional experience 
of Micro-percutaneous Nephrolithotomy (MicroPERC) for 
renal stones: Results and feasibility of day case surgery. 
Prog Urol. 2022;32:435-41.

55.	 Alam R, Matlaga BR, Alam A, Winoker JS. Contemporary 
considerations in the management and treatment of lower 
pole stones. Int Braz J Urol. 2021;47:957-68.

56.	 Karim SS, Hanna L, Geraghty R, Somani BK. Role of 
pelvicalyceal anatomy in the outcomes of retrograde 
intrarenal surgery (RIRS) for lower pole stones: outcomes 
with a systematic review of literature. Urolithiasis. 
2020;48:263-70.

57.	 Inoue T, Murota T, Okada S, Hamamoto S, Muguruma K, 
Kinoshita H, et al. Influence of Pelvicaliceal Anatomy on 
Stone Clearance After Flexible Ureteroscopy and Holmium 
Laser Lithotripsy for Large Renal Stones. J Endourol. 
2015;29:998-1005.

58.	 Tastemur S, Senel S, Kizilkan Y, Ozden C. Evaluation of 
the anatomical factors affecting the success of retrograde 
intrarenal surgery for isolated lower pole kidney stones. 
Urolithiasis. 2022;50:65-70.

59.	 Ozimek T, Cordes J, Wiessmeyer JR, Schneider MH, 
Hupe MC, Gilbert N, et al. Steep Infundibulopelvic Angle 
as a New Risk Factor for Flexible Ureteroscope Damage 
and Complicated Postoperative Course. J Endourol. 
2018;32:597-602.

60.	 Cabrera JD, Manzo BO, Torres JE, Vicentini FC, Sánchez 
HM, Rojas EA, et al. Mini-percutaneous nephrolithotomy 
versus retrograde intrarenal surgery for the treatment of 
10-20 mm lower pole renal stones: a systematic review and 
meta-analysis. World J Urol. 2020;38:2621-8.

61.	 Huang Y, Li K, Yang W, Li Z, Liu C, Lai C, et al. A Scoring 
System for Optimal Selection of Endoscopic Treatment for 
1-2cm Lower Pole Renal Calculi. Urol J. 2022:7195.

62.	 Barone B, Crocetto F, Vitale R, Di Domenico D, Caputo V, 
Romano F, et al. Retrograde intra renal surgery versus 
percutaneous nephrolithotomy for renal stones >2 cm. A 
systematic review and meta-analysis. Minerva Urol Nefrol. 
2020;72:441-50.



149149

IBJU | EXPERT OPINION

_____________________
Submitted for publication:

October 23, 2022

_____________________
Accepted after revision:

October 26, 2022

_____________________
Published as Ahead of Print:

November 20, 2022

Leonardo Oliveira Reis, MD, MSc, PhD

Universidade Estadual de Campinas (Unicamp)
R. John Boyd Dunlop, s/n
Campinas, SP, 13060-904, Brasil
E-mail: reisleo.l@gmail.com

ARTICLE INFO 

 Reis LO
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2092-414X

Int Braz J Urol. 2023; 49: 143-9

63.	 Zewu Z, Cui Y, Feng Z, Yang L, Chen H. Comparison 
of retrograde flexible ureteroscopy and percutaneous 
nephrolithotomy in treating intermediatesize renal stones 
(2-3cm): a meta-analysis and systematic review. Int Braz J 
Urol. 2019;45:10-22.

64.	 Danilovic A, Torricelli FCM, Marchini GS, Batagello C, 
Vicentini FC, Traxer O, et al. Does previous standard 
percutaneous nephrolithotomy impair retrograde intrarenal 
surgery outcomes? Int Braz J Urol. 2021;47:1198-206.


