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1.1.1 X|&5H LEMARIC

AAARE 7153802 B9t A4z HJH F5417 4 (Central Nervous System)2t 417472+ 55417
Al hof] AXZE A=A = g H A1 A(Peripheral Nervous System)® Ue 4 9}3} g Q=2r|&
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The Nervous System

Central Nervous
System

Cerebrum

Cerebellum

Cervical vertebrae

Thoraic vertebrae

(© 2011 Essential Oils Books

=X: © 2011 Essential Oils books

J& 1.1 MAA(Nervous system)

417 (Sciatic nerve)Z 2] FollA 7P & 470tk o] A17-& H4=417 13-S3 9] Akt o
7 }X] 7} %"ﬁ”é%(plrlformls muscle)2] Shol TojA] FAHTt HZAFL ZE L ol &of| A
T8-S ssle] 271791= Sotth 11 v2oll WA T o] RS wet YiE 7k oheet i A
of Eagir,
=473 (Femoral nerve):> L2-14 417394 Lew, E5]2]29] 71K HA =& v U} B Kiliacus
muscle)ofl #3511, Aargeldi(inguinal ligament)2] oFE AUt WA T 0] JEHE w1l
(flexor of hip)dt F&3dH X extensor of knee)o] EE3I}.

APt A174%(Brachial Plexus) 1A%} 47) BA17(C5-C8)TH T1 A149) 97HAIS o) A4 97
2R 02 F3helo] PARIT. B ThsRo) A4S AU ASONN ARsin, o] BESIE 70 417

TIE{(major nerve network)ZA] ZojA] AlZlslo] AE=o|z #of Qi

AJ&A BRAIFGAPEE TARFAE ARESIo] TRAIE S A&52 O 2 APhol= Algolth AJ&24] D24l
Ao ARSEE ul 5291 7|(CONTIPLEX®, B.Braun, Germany)= A3k FARY, L3-8
FAP|, A7 71 e 7HE B 3o 2 S E o] 9lon UG oltl(tietnFE-5-218ks], 2014).
HFBFY7 5 ARESto] ST 4173 nIIeh & A28 St 2AY oJokE FU7IE Ak, ook
FA7oll= FERETTE Qo] YRt =& FERE ORE 0 G FUT 5= 1 om ThAte] gtof wet
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27}21Q] o2 9le] 7Ks 3t 71 70]c). AlFhh okE FASE S} 37k U O, 2 ATkl 2
ch2A HalA e AR AR, 4101271487998, 2000).

.. I., . N 3 ‘ / N 'v /
ke ) | N N /) ¥
H CATHETGCK A NN /
ﬁ- 7 ¢ p S
: ¥, .
% 1.2 X|&5H MBS I8t H-X= J% 1.3 XA MBXIEHE st K=
7tEIE] A|AE Contiplex® Tuohy 7HE|E Alﬁﬂl Contiplex® Stim
(Non-stimulating catheter systemfor continuous nerve black) (Stimulating catheter system for continuous nerve block)

EX: H|E2k2 EH0|X|(https://www.bbraunusa.com/)

A WAV o 7l B304 AAAo] 1L 9253 HERE eh, ol RAHAo] ALt
PIEe S 1913} 754 3J50] 7Rs e, AU/ TEE BT 4 B HolA
A A7 b A E R B4 Takaolt), ol 2eutel ATV Bulele] kg Rt
K17 5:9) 71EE 2 w2 A7ho] AR A2 4 QL BRI 982 Zo)H okEgARAIe) ZAarA )
e B 1 51 90 A ) A ) 8T YA hele o e

B 1.1 2 KoM RIEHQI PR M3F

9|4t X&H MBxPE Fog
EETEEES SZHAOIZ it E5F-¢J2 0.6% Rova 20m|
(proximal hun)werus (interscalene block, ARIZZEAI)  XI&& 2=012F 0.2% Rova 5-10 mi/hr
fracture, 2
EECIETEE SRR Z5FE0J2 0.5% Rova 20mi
(distal humerus fracture) (spraclavicular block, AHZAXIC) X&EX Q128 0.2%, Rova 5-10ml
- t{ZH(radius fracture) SO RA AR
XHHZE(ulna fracture) (infraclavicular block, AHZSFXIH)
RQALX|QIAL HEZ A H(axillary block, HRURIE)
ZH|HEH SREMFARH Z3IFRU2E 0.5%, Rova 15ml per catheter
(rib fracture) (thoracic paravertebral block) KA 2012k 0.2%, Rova 5-10ml/hr per catheter
Hrl2 | X QEMAAT| X A3IFQ2E 0.2-0.5% Rova 20ml
[=] == T - — Ho-
(femur fracture) (lumbar plexus block) K™ =12k 0.2% Rova 5-10 mi/hr
Hr2 | EH HO2IMERIH %5512 0.2-0.5% Rova 20m
(femur fracture) (femoral nerve block, CHEWMZXIT) Il—'—E. Z012F 0.2% Rova 5-10 ml/hr
ESRAIUL: EEpS| Fres Ny e UHSSHRl ZEE=(dorsiflexion)2| HRIS0):
(tibia fracture) (sciatic nerve block, ZHEMZAIH) O 2-0.5% Rova 5-10ml
S0t |H=H K& =212k Rova 0.1-0.2% 5-10ml/hr

(fibular fracture)

TEEES

JOII

f2]. OIFISS2let H3E. tiZ2. 2014.
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i
rot



NEC XISX LRMZA U MAS ESRPPIEY - HEAIZ

AJ&HQ1 A7FAe] FAIA F oh-h= oA iP:W o G4 fIFo] F7KeIth= Aol ol2fgh 913 &
AHA| 9] ot AL E Z Ao} 51, ARl oFA| e T A EET EEC|
Hjj o]4} Z7Hstch= A& FA5fok it
A &A AR EF o 2= 7 B 7F @ IR i Dol SAnHA 9] S0} S22
2ol WA o= 2hgF EA|, FIH= 7}EﬂEi ols 4 &Y, AFEY, 7“3 501 9k <= Slrt. o]
AYoHA 71 Eli= SA] AlASHL, FAEAE Fofgiet. 21441 A3k S0 A73EAto] et A=
o9 SET} A2 ot H 7340174‘1‘ et (toureniquet) ATl YAYSH= Al
A1749] A7) So] Yslo] d &= et 9 JQRH BS540 ot X&2Q1 A1 w9 F- a8t
A|&@HPHo| 11t Rl A} o] o] 8E| %S wf QPHsta B3FE o] |4, 5] 7Rsdol tisiAl=
T4 Flotal JEdfjof SrH(He S-S 4‘—494, 2014).

[©)

1.1.2 X5 ExME R P SSEVDZEY - tE[ME

A&A T4 9 AFF S5HF7h 2EH-tEAA(0]st, A&54 e A3t (continuous

femoral nerve block, CFNB) £33 X8 9 AR A S A9 & & 55 T E

SJal] =4 F2lel 7HNE S A doto] 2144 08 tAuHAIE FUoke 710 [tHEAEA| R 4195
71&8719193], 2009, 2016). Al thaat Z2rHAEAHARE 7MY, 2011).

@ Sz Y AAE FM Bl e U2 F ARl Fatase AR,

@ AR tEEHES Zot BFEER O 2 1.5~2cm Aol Z43& vhFE

@ ABA=S717F ddd v ol HEAES 25 4174 A=71e A2l 1.0mA, 2Hz HET
@ 22 HEAG TR0 A7 ASste] diEARTS 7555 750 A5 24 U)S SATH.
® AA=719] RS 0.5mAZIA] W0l e F-52] A8t 2] o] TS vha2 Al7stal e
A&2 FAS 93 7HIEE AR AR,
© Ale7gv] B AROMAl = At AleoiAtuttt THE = 92 84 ropivacaine 0.2%F 71285
5Sml/hE A[&2 02 Fofsto] 4~5U [FA] & A ARIt.

i)Y

EX: MO|Z7 &I 1M, 2009 KRR



—
—

3 AQFH|

A4 DA Aol ALE SR 2@ ulo Ajetet A4S Blsh] 9
AR AR A =P E, JREAERYY |7} Blslglon
Fo gt gt

B 1.2 3 ME2AFATXN 517t

T= LHE

EZRREESIEY)  MAX2EMT|(Surgical nerve stimulator/locator) (Clavis 2 274)

ERHS(EE) A30060(2)

A8=H QIO MF A= 76t A1E E 259 /x| S8 AL =0Isk= Lo ALEdt= 717

EEZRYESIZY)  MAX=ZEMT|(Nerve locating system, battery—powered) (NIMACMO1Q| 574)

ERHS(ES) A30060.01(2)

MESH & 3 MG, Ux 25 AE 2 M, o NBH2IE 2ok 2E
2E-YZLZY XIS LOHLHAHLE ZRI5H | Yoh A== 717

EEERUESEEY) XSMYMTITEX|(Ultrasonic imaging system) (HDI 5000 Ultrasound System@| 574)

BEEHS(SE) A26380

AE=H SHR0| ZSMO|LIXIS TS BB E SAGH0 Y218 T QIBTAS AIZIC2 2 4
==

EEERUESEEY) HexsmYARIHAR|(Ultrasound imaging system, general-purpose) (SonoSite
M-Turbo Ultrasound System2| 25074)

ERUS(EE) A26380.01

AESH S0 =3} O|HXIE M, BiAL AMSE 241510 M2|aA LXE A= & 4= U
ot= 71+t

SEERIAESIRY) oHEXIHZ=QI7|Direct infusion device) (20049E7D2| 32274)

ERUS(ER) A79160.02

A E=H 7|Ef QRS FRot= HI0 ALZSt= 7|72 M QAR AH HELH= FUE 71T

ZEERY(ESYRY) DEYEQI=TsiE(Anesthesia kit) (I-Ject SQ 1974)

ERHS(E8) A79120.01(2)

AE=H SR QI LY =4 OFFE I3t =4 OIS X5 2 X YWY FUE W0l Aok
TS 7|+

S=EYHEEZ) AU3|20HEMAIE(Contiplex Tuohy Ultra 360, Contiplex C §)

=51 A53040.03

ANEEH USISOSHAIE o OFAUTUSIIFIE|S) Z§10I27|7|2A, CIAERUNIY],

7HH|E (28, HIE, ¢1Z RE S0= 4EM g4 E= H7ISE(0. LX) S
AMAE RN XX AF X 2 IA Uh—l St= 2=7(7|Y
9|oF

SUEN A= 7 7| HNLUEET - A/ HEYE



NEC XISE UEMZ U MHE SSEATHEEY - e
1.1.4 =L 0|83ig
HAo g H o8 /A ARE Boto] ST o=7]42] o] &d%E ERIsIth
A& G247 D AT SR DR A -tHEA1E2 20199 Adgo] 5502 L QE|o] AREo]
A&H o7 F7lslal glow, 2021 712G HEEAY T, QY o]F 23} F 46,0543], °F 169 33
SuiTH o] X Z 8|7} ARGE Ao & ERIE ]It
H 1.3 XS dxMY 2 MEE SSRPHIHH-HENZ 01831
25 FHEIEI A P FHEIE Mz 2] (LAST7I) e 0% (129) (LA374)
= 20194 20204 20214 201949 20204 20214
SRt (2 9,835 10,282 11,688 9714 10,004 11,573
ZA1224(3)) 13,518 13,997 15,834 26,118 26,563 30,220
- dEdudgd 1,340 1,881 1,998 3,241 4,121 4,529
- SEA 865 1,126 2,027 2,187 2,991 5,019
- EHg 10,613 10,408 11,288 19,299 18,302 19,661
- Qg 700 582 521 1,390 1,149 1,012
REESCta) 787,465 822,749 944,335 484458 583,165 694,019
EX|: B2 EIH(0[E7HYA A
A&EH YA 9 AAEF SSARPh2AH2 5 e 7l =, 7HIEAY B 47,2509, Y
°]%F 18,3109 2% SRIEJTHAZTEAMAIE 7MY, 2022).
B4 47188
33 HU7HX™ESs HIKQH) t7H(H2)
RSN LMY U MAS
=2 (D ERHDIE e T8l [EER Y 602.63 54,360 47,250
- F34Y
- THEIA A _ =
S SN oo 0|5(124Y) 233.51 21,060 18,310
SR HUESHAALIIY 297 | BRI
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o A|&A WAl 9 AAZ EZ2RFPRAY - 71 FZA174 Sciatic nerve
o A& UxAA 9 AHF 53RFH2EE - . HE417 Femoral nerve
o A|&A UzAl U AAZE ESRHZREAY - ot AR AFERAIEZE: Interscalene Brachial Plexus

7} 77 |&e2 E o] X977 er e Bl AlolgreR Qo vlgo] 502 SAE &, 20199
B oI AR AEFo] 80%E HG S ATHEASA R TA] A|2018-2815, 2018.12.24.).

E 153 S0HSH H HEAY

REN YENZ o MFE SSEPHETY

Continuous (Patient Controlled) analgesia of peripheral nerve or plexus

=R | Lt CHEIMZ | o A2z Ay

O

(2009.11.30.) M= 7 |&H7t
- dojR7|E oI
3% A= S TA] HP009-2125(2009,1.30)

(2010.8.1.) HIZ0{ SH

- 561 X&H HEME
SEAIEHH(ESHUEX EE
Continuous Femoral Nerve PCA
(Total Knee Arthroplasty)

(2012.2.14.) Mej27 |2}

(2012.10.12.) Mo27|=H7}t -Ao=7|= o1
- AFEHA 7 IEEE | X BZABX|E TA| H2012-215(2012.2.14.)

(2013.7.1.) HIZO{ SXY

- 562 K&K AJZE7H AN ZAE

O 10O
SSAIEEHOTH & = 5

(2015.7.7.) MoI27 | &T7HCHAL SiTH)
- MojR7|ss o1y
% BAEX|E TA| K|2015-1235(2015.7.7)

(2016.6.8.) Mo=7|&E7t (2016.12.1.) YAB HA
- HoIR7|E 91 — [ RI CHER S SS(Rp hIste
% B7SX|E DA H[2016-875(2016.6.8.) (STERX Bk, TR RIS

Continuous Femoral Nerve (Patient

Controlled) Analgesia
X BASX|E 1A X2016-2125(2016.11.18.)

(2019.1.2.) 203 E MM(MHHZFH 80%
A

- Bj27 X&H Y= A HFE SSEVHEEY
7t &S

Lt ChElME

O}, AIZEIZE AMEAAE % BZA= XIS TA| §2018-2815(2018.12.24.)
(2019.8.1.) 2071Z 27+
- 3 2 2071E K0 ME EFrE>A XEME 22) S BASXIS A H2019-1665(2019.7.29.)
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Z
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0
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12
ng
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OBk
ofm

H 1.6 21228 2% 0| HZ0| H|g 22 SX{ H2H(20224 2Y®)

—-O
=5HS Ic == M
H22 A9 20 55 - MUV IRIES 2 AEXE
M6 Orl=
I-”gx-l A|7 I.ErEE
Hf-27 K&E UxAMA L MASE ESEXPIHZEY Continuous (Patient
Controlled) analgesia of peripheral nerve or plexus
Z 1 0 XY L AA S0H| B 7R EH20| M2 QUBH HE
2. 7HHIEIE MRSt AME XEHOZ 510 sl A 4% RSt A0
AESIH, AL2SH 7= B AEBITE
3. B, M7 23, 1512(S0UE) X FUMR HENE S H2HIg2
S AME0| IS0 Qoo HE MHGIK| OFLSIC]

7t. k221 Sciatic nerve
LA371* (1) ZHE B S [FHEENYE 23] 602.63
LA372* (2) 92 0|z (1Y) 233.51

Lt. THE|XIA Femoral nerve
LA373* (1) 7HEIEMY S [FHEHENUZ X 602.63
LA374* (2) AL 0| (1¥Y) 233.51

C}. A2 27 7t MEEMAZ Interscalene Brachial Plexus
LA375% (1) 7HHEEY FY PIEIENUR 23l 602.63
| A376* (2) AL 0|5 (1Y) 233.51

EX AZEFHLAF0H|E(2022\H 22M)

R&s YN o MBS SSEPDEYY

= —_O X - o
TE 7t =EMZ Lt. CHEMA Ch A2 HUEs
Sciatic nerve Femoral nerve Interscalene Brachial Plexus
HAZRHS Ht-27
FIt13E LA371*, LA372*%* LA373*, LA374** LA375*, LA376**
HEUX 2019-01-01 (MEZ0 80%)
=4 g| =7 AA S A7 TSk O =] O AA S
AFELHAL TH I ZHE s 2k I.jtg)tzggiﬁﬁglg o Ol & &S = At
ZoYUZEd 45555 SuEiAEs g OV & 2T 5% RO
2x e XIS SHR}2| »= 2 5584
As S MHSES :l_}a|
MBEENZ) T 7IHESE MB(OENZ) T2 7IHIES AN SEAZ)F2
AlA|EHY o0 ZADFME ot i‘*ﬂfrllﬂe 7IHIEIE é.*%!ow
X&xo= =0 X&xo= =0 2ADZIHE XSHOR F)

B3 YLD 2[R RS
FIEEY 9 PIEIERYR E3
[e]

" 2j9l 0] (12g)

—~



= = HR27 K1) = LA373
HAZA HAZX|S TA| H| 2018-2595(2018.12.5.A18) HEUX} 2019-01-01
X&5 dxMg 3 MFE SSRIHERY L HEME
dAB(EE) (1) 7HEHENY FY FHHEMUE 2 HES0AE  80%
(2) A 0|2 (199)
) ) } . HE23CE
so|3 (= Contlnuous (Patient Controlled) analgesia of OH2F2. e
peripheral nerve or plexus L. Femoral nerve 12
(%)
o ¢ - SHEAX e ¥ MUUXRIUAS 2Rt 5 = X HT &5 &
X33 (Cheh)
- S EAR e ¥ MUNXRIU A 2R}
MAE  NZOENZ)FSI TIEES 4l BADEHS XISHOR
01 THEE0 X E HA S0l 2et 7|1FE B 20| OE 2250 &8
2. 7tHEHE ol AME XSEHO= FolK olF LIAS At 20 L76HH, Atget
FAr 71|l H APYSITt
3. B2, ME7IW AEFY, 1318(RUE) XN&EFUME HAHE & HEHIZ2 HIFA™ES0
SO0 QOB 2 HEE AFOEA| OHL]BtTt
BN HTEEAEVE Q27 YRR
1.2.2 =2

&4 YA BSRF7HREY - dEXE3 AE vl= YPEF F=(current procedural
terminology, CPT) 64448°] &RIE|3 0, XA AR dE(nerve block) F5(L105)0) A&
8

A FQA|(continuous injection)

(o]
=

H19=9 2

{0
o
=
ror
oot

= He

HI

27t

64416 brachial plexus, continuous infusion by catheter (including catheter placement)

64446 sciatic nerve, continuous infusion by catheter (including catheter placement)

64448 femoral nerve, continuous infusion by catheter (including catheter placement)

64449 lumbar plexus, posterior approach. continuous infusion by catheter (including
catheter placement)

64463 Paravertebral block (PVB) (paraspinous block). thoracic; continuous infusion by

Ol= CPT catheter (includes imaging guidance, when performed)

64487 Transversus abdominis plane (TAP) block (abdominal plane block, rectus
sheath block) unilateral; by continuous infusion(s) (includes imaging guidance,
when performed)

64489 Transversus abdominis plane (TAP) block (abdominal plane block, rectus
sheath block) bilateral; by continuous infusions (includes imaging guidance,
when performed)

L105 nerve block (per day) (excluding the day of tube insertion)
U= LlZH= Note: When precision continuous injection is performed, 80 points are specified per
day as the precision continuous injection addition.

CPT, current procedural terminology
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SRPZHEEY - HERME

STRANGEL AT A BEG BRI 5] Uelo] S Akl B ol He BEwe
AL Afelo] 2 o2 A 913 B2 B ol A S g
RIS AL o] AJ5He S0tk B B8 BOloA] Pl 4 44 5 F50] A AR

A=A Ut
B gH]o|g /A AE Foto] dE Q5719 1852 SR W HARIAFE
2 ke ) 3R} FRE SIS 20214 71E, SR EAATEL 101,8973], ARRIHAAFEES

12,1883] A8 A0 SHl=|glc.

B 110 SHEWARE  dMRIEE W At o
TE 20174 20184 20194 20204 20214

SUPX|EE(N2072, N2077)

Ext(F) 62,288 64,456 72,698 66.353 67,814
SAEH(E) 91,459 95,039 108,608 100,939 101,897
2UYFOHIESA(H) 59,780,667 69,853,464 65283485 65283485 68,045,912
HRRIEHE(F UY=L SH)

2Rt(3) 14,276 14,263 165,237 12,646 11,033
SAEH(E) 14,698 14,716 16,021 13,960 12,188
QUSOHIZSA(HE) 6,361,427 6,693,540 7,522,500 6,605,232 5,879,825

EX: B0 Z 8IH|0[BTHLAIAH

Oﬂ‘ﬂo}%l%— T& F UE= 1AL 447 43HRE0] o3t S5 Hcentral sensitization)&
F= U35k "ot} #14 ‘A9YAE(preemptive analgesia) 0|3 €0l F2 £ £A4|9]
é, Q4 o] E= o] F)of| tha]] 7]&skal QAT o= =310] o7 o, A H oA LAH
T2 1S o k. i AN = BFA 5] et A&AlTTo] Rofigh A= Aot
S FFAAE TN ‘% o= % Skt Oﬂ‘ﬂo}ﬁ%ol EJP‘LOE %—"I‘—ﬂﬂi

IEA Y E5 S ARAP)Y

=3
o} 9] A= SR B

’|—‘_4

10



SR A5 H(multimodal analgesia)

S ERAEH(multimodal analgesia)> A2 T2 {%11]74] = 5ol 23 UetHA A74A1E2
A= T2 FR)oA A5A-E-S S F 7HA oY ZEAIE Fojohs R o= FARE2 A 9| glowA
S8 258 UERdH: A& S0] AP HES2 A O}J%i-ror/\WH ROl H = BIAH|Z0|E
2AAG A APolERSAAY|0] A-2 A Q] B8R0l = & & oOFHRAMAY 875 A
o ARl e & M LA 72k

1.3.2.2 MLIH IS H|(systemic analgesics)

)
N

¢

1

oft

A= 3A| obH-3-AHA|(opioids)2} B]oHA-F-AFEA(nonopioids analgesics) & 728 4
o} oFHY| TIE L HA E T 55 X BARE 7 E56] A== 2FEo|th oFH-RAA
52 Y7 I2RAFAE 7= 3]*]‘:’} F= S5 Agol YAskL . & 5 55
d EoAEAIEA] OFHFARA Y] A of 2] oG =(H] 0} T, 739U, s, B, A
A7) THE TRt A 8AE A 5= the RRIE, S5 o1 552 A= flsliA=
Wt Z5 i 2 Fofsfiof gt} obH-FAM| 9] A= Xl 7H*]7} Hl=11 Wavtely] hizof 94 &
T S5 A=l Zetoit

H|OFHRARRI G A= =2 A4 ol H{AM Y] ARE £0]1 & & 552 /A5 St bt
ZEA| 2 AREE ) B AH| 20| = A YA (non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drugs, NSAIDs)2} oFA|
Eopu|idl, A, 7RI, ZH7PEES o5 F 552 A FH 0= ARESHAL Qi

]_

10 %0 =
—El >
rﬂ

>4
Wi

L;lo

=

1T

m\l
rlo
s

olx
Nl

ox
=)

X145 ZUSIIEHE YAF T AERU7F AT, HAH oFAGAA o T VR 94
Sk 1 Al S SRR e B A R a0l BEAS, WFEVAS, ITAS

F& T ARedds 944 &9 ASFdHET AAesE2 AW (patient-controlled
epidural analgesia, PCEA)°] 21T}, PCA (patient-controlled analgesm)«l Helof JZ5to] PCEAE
7ot —?— X]Exﬂ Lo wef A-SA7E Fof o], oFE Ak go] ZHAE I gAte] ST}
F71E 55 e RIS 7P

11
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F207U) ohEgAIRIA] Sl

OFBRAPAE OFle] 21630 wt BRI 214 ohEg ARl m i} ofo|EREE L FRA A
£of 3 1]450M o] ol 287N SA|e A ATH AAI7E A 1 1 HS0m o4 Fe] WA
R gl B A e vk 2194 ob AR (HERdT S ER) s 0l 0 2 R Alds}
741 AFeA)7] ol 28 7RA 7 Mk K| <A17bo] Zieh 4 OB AR i W4 282 £

AEATNE AR} A9 OFE AR o T AIH o] ofe) WBAIIE Uepiich, $5417

2] 2184 o BB 18] AEYE T Igte] B2 20] Heten 2 ol ] A2
§ ANEgL 17 55 Amo] Adeid.

Aol m2v 7] 299

7Aute] 229 7] =AH(extended-release epidural morphine, EREM)> W2 29

20g02 P4 vAIYRREo] 91E| 0 2 Mhys <o) oje] oL AERE 247} Helsi e
710t} s Ale AP 9 74| glole Al W HT B A e & 152 AlS St
STHAAU AEAE LeFdolu A&4 AupelFo] oA o

& % NERIT} S4elct
RENERERE LR

srite] SUEIRla} EhA B} o] BRE AhE EOlT SolRE BN ek
LR ERU GSRENE0| A HArk 4 7 ¥A48S TN 5E FESE
U517 Palo] Tiaget WRAVAAY ko] AH8E 4= Sk o710k F4wIHAE 0188 B85 ocal

infiltration), YZAFL7IAE, slg|A4 A7 |3, d8jal JRAAH L7 RS, v gl E-EAt
(nonepidural truncal block)[ZFF(paravertebral), Z3E-5transabdominal), 12|17 HjZ-22%]
(tectus sheath) o] 2t

LA GRS o] 85 AEHof| A AAFY E= A FF7HE (perineural catheter, PNC)E 53+

A4:4Q] 2902 BF A4 ohE QAo AUl IS R AE A 945} 528 Mol
2 or] A2He5o] £UsHL A7 |7to] YSEl= ofHo] gk BHIG&ol 2] PNC AMS-S 2Ao) 1t

o

|02 399 W 5AT AN aTE Zheth AleReleks Aelo] PNCE o83t A5 23]
AR, AL RS, WEGUWREH, IV PCAS} Bl st 93t IS a s 2=t

=< ditAo g e & AR 552 ISR g
o

r o)
i)
2
s
g
L
Mo
J
2
<t
o
ok
o
o]
S
(>

SATRIANS BRAAA 2|41 29U 915 T E A Al AL B F REAlTt 2t
s 1oL e P ialsh o) 28 ko] 1) SFG e A4Fle] AKEE e el
vuholat e 7 A A8 AA17HE 7171 ok AR E5] AR
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@® Y4137 X Hbrachial plexus blocks)

AZAAH D74 9] AHH T (nerve conduction) AP AR 4EE A3 UEA U & 5, & §°
S-S Fofl o] FolXIct. Al& F-9lof uhet Ea| AR (interscalene block, 1SB), BI#] 941
A (supraclavicular block), Bl ol AlI73 2 (infraclavicular block, &5} A, A== 2

o U Eabc(intravenous (Bier) block) 0= FHE-E = 9l oM ol A& Y35 E= A&

A FUHo R £3E 4 QU

@ s

SRR Al 5910 Eﬂrﬁ} 8-1'?— A7 Ab, dEl A, 417 (saphenous nerve) AMe, B3]
“d(obturator nerve) At T2 5 0 S AlEE GAT LBFR e AEE FdHe R

A
1_
e % ot

EEAHtruncal block)

AHZF(paravertebral), 752 Hinterpleural) 18|31 ZH]Alo|(intercostal) A7 xFeto] STt
ol5 F FFFLAFRo] 7P BapHoln, FA1% (somatic nerve), W4T, AT F6f FE0]
|1 A1 L3 E=7HHE B3 AEFU 2R oFgo] Fojdrt. 7HEEHE &3t AFF9A ek

R AtET A9 55t AeaTE 2=t

[©)

133 &=

{00

£35 XIS (postsurgical analgesia)(LigFs5stz|, 2018)

I'

Tleret ) Aieol a5 7 55 W 710] A2 b2 o] 5 7 55 WelE U4
FHl(ouing) 0 AR ATH S8 £71E 7|del] BBtk 559 718 A7tsto] WEA 5]

§29I% TF 27t DRt

1.3.3.1 &2 2%(analgesics)

& F 559 YRl =&l 3t 232 &40l gt 7] A A Aoyt 3tekA A= ot Halj4=8-3
55, 1P 2RSSR A5l ot A5/ 501 AUk AR A FAE ARGSH = B= 8
HET} of 2] OFAE o] ARgol= S %*(multlmodal analgesia)o| #2485 &0]1 AIHE FHHAIE
4= lo] A= Qi) FoARof whet A, L5, mokAH, AW, A9te], A 59 o]
Art.

$& T 55 Tl NSAIDs} oFE-FARA7E 7 wo] AR == 21 EAlolH, 2w, Hiepd, e
2y, Egplg, v do] thEAQ1 oRE-FARA| ot} 71 £jof] oA 2 oM Eotu] i, AlER 5o] Tk

13
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1.3.3.2 A}7IZH XIS (patient—controlled analgesia, PCA)

A7 zAREo|H A 55S LA 1] ERlo] wsio] 7 AIE 254 A ko] ZSA17t
F=] o] 552 2 dol= S Uitk 2 FM(intravenous), 2 (epidural) Ei= TRAIES

=4
Q(perineural) FUFZE ARE3t

I

AWy A7F2AAE(intravenous PCA, IV-PCA)

IV-PCA7} TF2 A5 o] B]8) U2 Ho BEojg g = FHz 0] 3t} Qo|slo] Hi & AJ&o] WQ3HA]
A, TS S A Tl Qloj e AeHR] eR=rh= ot} [V-PCAL] T2 =9 ARSCFA] ofH-5-
AHA|O] 28-S ZAoF sh= Aot} 7 &5 BARE2 e & 19 9 LER HYEY 9tk

ZA4ke] 712 H XS patient-controlled epidural analgesia, PCEA)

9|5 (epidural analgesia)> F2 0] SATAIL oOFHFAMAIE FARC =M T5S 24
Sh= RPHolth ARG 7HHE 2R E A& 0% ofaS Fofoh 22islt 555 28T o Al B9
A& F71= A Fol 5, O—HQ oI, TG FX, AUEA A, HEF, <ZINTF
A, A3, SAHEOISHA] e B SOl SArFAIE AHeldoll A4S shot H Ak
H7F A A 3] FobAA Asadrt IQOV] Al "}, A&0e Hlsh A 3= (intermittent bolus)©]
AP 7T Hek WA FA . ottt 2k 8 Agsto] olgilo] 371 FHtee she A 9=l
o] TS S7HARIT. 1 ER 587t HojA|7] Al ) S17F MES =84 bolus 0]
HEE she Aol AsadE FAEY, 7|the]= ARME T5E o] 2Ake] vhEE Fobxln

1.3.3.3 LFE=EF

H L Eo] 22uto] HHAyt HEo g Qlste] xSuylo|ts) WEAIFEE (ultrasound-guided
peripheral nerve block, PNB)°| ®}=27] X5 %=o] of|3of| u]s] TxAIFEZL] Q7 J5E0] T4
At AR HE 9 HAAF ofdfo = 9R-8-11 @ O] AJgfo] FTIgtol| whet A utel Xl S tiAlS
O B A YRAIFESS] -8/d0] AB7HL7] AlZteleint. B3t 2 uRIQl, Y HEuEFRl -5 417
=/g0] AL AGARE A8k FARRAIE ARG 4= QA Hof, B2 o] SAanAlE B/t AEES
T o ET WA QEASHA AlFE o= QA HUh 1 AT A& B ofU 2t AITH-E=(truncal
block)Q! transversus abdominis plan (TAP) block, rectus sheath block (RSB) 5-2] ZHH-EE
(abdominal wall block), pectoral nerves block (PECS block), serratus plane block (SPB),
parasternal block 59 F8HF EZ(thoracic wall blcok), 18|31l FHAFIEE (thoracic
paravertebral block, TPVB) 9] A E5E°] s E A EHO| YO ZA P& F A P& T 55
4 202 AMEL QI

A

N
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EHBBE(3bdominal wall block)

® Transversus Abdominis Plan (TAP) block: ¥} £A]¥(palpation) ©]-8&-5}°] external
oblique muscle (EOM), latissimus dorsi muscle, iliac crestE |2 k= Triangle of PetitZ
ARRIFE Stof A|Ys=H], BRaS 7o 2] 0= ARJsto], EOMO] FHl& 2 WA A HiA|
‘pop’ & 7)1l Al AYAIAA] internal oblique muscle (IOM)9] 292 EOHA T+ HA
‘pop' & =71 & FARRAIE RAAHA FRIePHA At Fefiolls 23] I at Hgo
2 TAP blockZ Pdstal FesHA AT 4= A = AT
® Rectus Sheath Block (RSB): rectus abdominis muscle< 3-5o6k=T7-12 &4 9] anterior

cutaneous branchE &Z5l= ®Holt}.

¢ [lioinguinal/ iliohypogastric nerve block (Il/ IHNB): A&|% 9 F 9] m] 527712 X|afslez

AR 2] F5Eo Ao,

FHEEE(thoracic wall block)

HEZ0] j#42l Z1-2 Blanco 5°] B8t PECS blocke]t}. PECS blockoll= type 13} 271 Q1.0
, ©]% serattus plane block (SPB)°|2k= A& Hilskal U},

g do
I

e PECS block
e Serratus plane block (SPB)
e Parasternal block (PSB)

ol

;

B A2 AEZ(thoracic paravertebral block, TPVB)

h

A AE-Z(intercostal nerve block, ICNB)

BAEF
o7 & &S ZAR A &0 AHEE2 Y7 FEol|lA A L7 ES{cervical plexus block,
CPB)°] %30}7] SHARE 7|22 0 7 TAIH A7 EE(brachial plexus block, BPB)°] 7} &34 0]

o} go] ALgHrt.

o ZZd|ZALo] A (interscalene brachial plexus block, ISB)

g

HIZ - (supraclavicular brachial plexus block, SCB)

Hiztole A (infraclavicular brachial plexus block, ICB)

o AP (axillary brachial plexus block, AXB)

15
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SHES

SHA] 9] A A= 31214173 D71 (lumbar plexus)@t YA417 L 7](sacral plexus)?] AJHiE =t}
o 32X A7 EZ(lumbar plexus block, LPB)
o i E|X7dEZ(femoral nerve block, FNB)
o A7 EE(saphenous nerve block, SNB)

o JZAIAEZ(sciatic nerve block, SNB)

o =52 (ankle block)

et E5-olets] ol XMqu HE5215H2022) bAoA Sl A mrledt T E e 2RI
T AR, AT EES c&(2014)01 Hb 647 94 Hd %a oA 55 A=Y T AEH
jul NEG

JAVASE AT 9, A4 AR S14 el B2 Aol 945 1%
2 e, ohASAAS] A8 TS 59 2 51 2] 81 uq 7152 3jo] 7Rs sl Aj207]
AT A B el A1) A 5 S0l 14 el
A5219) ARG B SFE A thele] o, e Sl 9)

thaks S olstalo] E5ofekFifth Edition)(2018) ‘354 S ¥l 55 oA B4 55 25t e
TRAPBES Aot TR BN AR AR O] B3F N AFES U AF

U2 A3 1552 eH2014) W8 5L, (B 1.1)3 ZHEA: Chelly 5.

2010).

t]=-5538}5](American Pain Society), Ol=r X9 1}515-5-2]5+3](American Society of Regional
Anesthesia and Pain Medicine) 5°] o3t ‘& $ 55 - EA3(Chou 5, 2016) A=
Uz 24A0FA| Q] AR8(Use of Peripheral Regional Anesthesia)of|A] 33 9|7 7|&of tiaf th3-2
Zro| A5t 9Th

* (H1L 24) 7152] D a/do] Y3 (single) FAM] AHE 2t 7Hs/d0] A= A9 AIEA Hx
=40k (continuous, local anesthetic-based peripheral regional analgesic techniques)

£ AR A& EHSHstrong recommendation, moderate-quality evidence)

o O3 S g 2 T] BAIEO] ok TE5 VRIS Sfol Ash T A1 Wk BAnH
Fol7} AIHOIA, 54 F 55 A0] Lol 7o) G A9, Aoy FAkr A4
718 AHBIHE 2ol o 2L

5% 9 FARE] oAEES o)A Wk B4 55 B, ASH2020 oA T4 55 Do
gtk 2419] 2A E ZA 52 AAISHL AJTHANZCA, 2020).
o A)240] YR AAATH As) WA 1] Hla] B2 Alo] 14, oFE 18R] Wa
=

i, Ha7AE g4 W A5 B 53], e 5 244170 ofdiol] EAte] TSE=E AT
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(Weakened)(Level 1).

o A7 SR AARHLENE $IX)0] TAGlODS Hloby ABAIS} vl mslel 54 F o UL B
4% AFSE vloky 2EA A48, WATAS, TE, 71e18%0) 742 o|oltUnchanged)

AAX)e&(total knee joint arthroplasty) & 55338 9t EXIAR 0] 714052
5?—633}%-4"‘ A& (routine sciatic nerve block)?] 0182 845K Unchanged)(Level I).

o ZIHEAX T T A3 F= &4 g AR (Femoral nerve block)2 H|-7F4 ok

o]
g ZEAel sl H U2 ESHAE Aokl HlaAES A4t Unchanged)(Level I).
A E: AEH AR ARG e 2 vhebd ASA B FAR8S AT,

L
BE3| oire 3 Lo FAZ2 G| USA| Fofet vlaste] fAte] TE=E AT

A WA @ A% BEDEEN - AL 20004 Aol 14Et A, RN e

3 5% el B o ohaat §ae] Yok B T IR b 20158, AL TR SS
sojg B0 2 AU WA 22 T S8 A o o) AlolR714E71E St
gom], A AAIHAAS T AT S 7] BH O V)& ASHT9SsAL F58t] Qb
2 Aol Qs A% BIHATHEAR AR, 410127]487H9193], 2009, 2015)

Alo|2 7|2 H7K2009) 495 7|&H7H2015)
CH & EtX} %H’Sﬁili._%% t.':*8 SEAL FEH 2 AHEHETX|ISE ML)
K&EH HEXEX IS XI&H OERNE SBAHEEY
ZX{AlE=  (Continuous Femo ral Nerve Block) (Continuous Femoral Nerve (Patient Controlled)
Analgesia)
« MUl ESXIIREH(V-PCA) © UL SEAZIEEEH(V-PCA)
« Z401Q| EXXIIEEH (epidural PCA) © 4ue| ESAPIEEH(epidural-PCA)
HmAlE L34 HHEMNBRIH=(single shot) « U3 CHEIMZR I (single shot)
© sl HEUL FAL
e
5z 380 ] 5 6W (X 2E MY YIS S
MEHDS] - RCT 5™, non-RCT 1H, H|w &AL 1M, - RCT 5™, non-RCT 1H
e ST 1H
OFFIA . *l% ‘3;' | 2 @tg%x@%qgfe”é*%ol Z:/o . Al% EF—J i_*%*%i R 2._22;12_50!2
27} ¢ o 2AE Qéu',;-_rli =2, NEY S 7IE © off RAE: 24 -;r_LE, QA S0] 7|E
SEIEHY FASt £ZC2 TY 7|1t HIWA| RISt 'FUZS
= © 85, USH MEE2 XEH 24 =2t S5Z, S MEE, TSN ABE, RE 7SS
T;f_',c’ H|WA| SARSHEAL §117H HOR. BHH0)| CHE XBE 7|&E 7|&1 H|Wot SSotHL
o SERM} H[TA| QAR &7} [EstAS
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A19]2 7|21 7K2009) A19|2 7|21 7H2015)
STHMASE S £5 B2|0) 2HO2 A[Mols  Mut AKOIAKI7IE XIS HAIOR AJSHA|
XEN HERNZAICES Zufe E5XEHS  NUL| SSADIEEHI} 229
morm | MBOIK OIS BXON S5UA0 2Xjoz  SBZAVLEEYC of2 BAR0| Lo} o3,
OB e oA 540 QUCkn BofSISIS A2 5 X P2|0] Q0] 7|= AlSHD
(FI=3: B) QAL SS510 OHFIA 2 REAI0| QYU

=)
Ag2 ol (H1SE B)

1.6 7I1E MAN 21

Li 5(2020)2 && M #|3&(total knee arthroplasty, TKA) 3 |44 €] A2 ck&E(continuous
femoral nerve block)°] ¥3]/(single-shot) tHEA174 3 &} vl woto] 34 IXE ER1sH] o)
AAA EAZS P51} Cochrane Library, PubMed, Embases 018510 20194 49714
ST F2 AR A, T 709 FARENA v IAIE TS ERlIskeIn HiekEA A, FA
Al B85 e T 194 A48 HELBAgETolA #23 BARel(SMD) 1.12 (95% CI
0.63-1.60, p<0.0001)E Y]/ Akt vlsl o] Rt 214 A 8A| 55734== SMD 1.05 (95%
CI0.47-1.63, p=0.0004) = A|&A Achatold o Wit L2 582 %
(95% CI 13.75-18.54, p<0.0001)& A|&2] ApchEol|A o Wokoy, 11 9] B2 715 s, 4 717k,
TE 9 24 Ao QlojA] fefgt Alo|= giQltt. olof wh SRRk & A[&A thEAIEA G
U3 Ao vlsf| ayfao|n 5 2o A ZAE A
Qin 5(2021)2 € 8AAS= ¢ 55 ATHS SFH & v wsly| Yo HEYA HeHEAS
3513} Web of Science, Embase, the Cochrane Library, PubMedE 018514 20209 59714]

Ao

2

okl
ol
o
H
)
o)

ST £ AT B, 5 98719 FARRTEA Bl AT AT 2. 18719] Tkt EE =
o] T gl on, X&4] e AIB AT B 28719] F291uA vl P FAI o] ERlH it
T AT

VASZ H71HS o], A3 qE AR cFNB) T e A4 A1 the 9 2417 AdkE
(FNB+SNB) ®-8X= o] 7P B3t SR oH, & & EF5S Zo)7] o= o 184}
h&(fascia iliaca compartment block), tHEIAIGA TGS, T4 ks 9 HAig Ads
(obturator nerve block)°] 7Fg £& A1 H itk 224 02 WA Atks E3], ElildATts
I WA Apd<(adductor canal block, ACB) tHe 55 e Hot o QPdsta 833%l 55
] Wolekar Thstct.

2. 8714

B 7R A4 WA 9 AV3E DR - theAge] A Qb 9wl dhet ofzft
2 2A% Agste] BARAUY B 8L Uet P A A Uska sick
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1. WA 2D

1.1 7L
B g7l gA- 2512 9L 0] 851e] diok o2 7]49] QAR obd Al Wl FalAL WkslolTh
P9l AR FAAPEA LD TAFE] P9gols Higto g 29198 AES AX 25 geiatt

AAR 2T LR @ BIPESIPICOTS-SD)E thet e,
A WA B A% BECDEEY - NI, A4 g & SHaaxd
9 ARRRI A AL BRI 54 T B TelS A0 UEASA Qhska TukAglrt

pa

-~

H 2.1 H7H4Q|(PICOTS-SD)

[ EtXHPatients) STETR|ES U MK KIS BH}
=TjAIZ(Intervention) XX URAIA U MAE ESRPHAEE - LENZ (HEAIR)

« HEX X2 /2R|=/
o US| CHE[MAXHS

o QUS| BT AL

o ALY DIPATISHIZEAL

H| 2 A|=(Comparators) o MU ESXZIEEH(V-PCA)
* ZofQ| SSAIEEY

o 71X [HE|AMAXIHS?
° X|AI-I 74|:|r9| 0l

HEX|=
QUMK ORI - )\% oE EE
- oUdE 28
-E= xo-lE
) - 42 3 USH ABY
ZftH2=(Outcomes) QAN FIpA - Jls(REH K| B
- BROIEE, Aol X
- e[zt
BH1g s gl
NSS! S ol
FHEEI[ZTime) Hst oig
24 MIE(Setting) Hat gle

a
A7 (Study Design) FAIPIHHE HI W ALAIH

19



Z
m
0
>
Jp
12
ng
K
r=
ox
g
r=
ox
OB
ofm

SRPZHEEY - HERME

1.3.1 79|

=9] glo]E#|o] A= Ovid-MEDLINE, Ovid-Embase, Cochrane CENTRALS E3}519t} AMol=

‘243 (continuous) I ‘HE A AAE(femoral nerve block) 9] &3 $4]10 & 7} ¢|o]g H|o]A
H E4Jof| 9= MeSH term, +=2|AAA}, Aok A 5-9] 7|52 A4 s &8st +A Q1 A<=k
o H

S AAENE [ 3]0 AIABHAH.

H 2.2 79| X} H|O|E{H| O] A

U =8 HAd URL &
Ovid MEDLINE(R) http://ovidsp.tx.ovid.com
Ovid Embase http://ovidsp.tx.ovid.com
Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials https://www.cochranelibrary.com/

1.3.2 L4

=Yl HlojefHjo] = o 9] 57 ZA} wlojEHo] AE ARESte] =35ttt

H 2.3 7 X} H|O|E{H| O] A

I 23 ZMH URL =&
KoreaMed http://www.koreamed.org/
O|&H=12Cl|0|EfH| 0| A HAH(KMBASE) http://kmbase.medric.or.kr/
Sh=0|0|E{H| 0] AZM(KISS) http://kiss.kstudy.com/
S SSEMEA(RISS) http://www.riss kr/
ScienceON https://scienceon kisti.re.kr/

1.3.3 &M 7|12t A ST 210

ETAMA G 717t 9 &2 dot= AlRISHA] k-

Al Ao GAMAE Hasr] fisto] A AA A £ B 23 Aol ERlEAY 2
ZIEAleh B E HIEY 52 EUE, & 7] AdE/aiA| 7] At 2 7= HESH



N
Mo
ro:
rx
0x

SRR A8 RE EAS0] el 7 o) AEAT B0 Sasieict. 13 A A%}
252 HEsto] & gr1o] Ak I go] glvtal IatE]= 32 viAlorl L, 22 A= 39
A2 HESI] AR g A7 7120l = 32 AHsiith od EUX7F IS A A A HE
9 £:91915] 3l0}g B8 AYAS ol23ch. FAHR Belo] A8 W v 72 ka3t 2t
H 2.4 Z19| M 3 HiK| 7|&=
MEei7|Z(inclusion criteria) Hi&I7|Z(exclusion criteria)
« (P) TR |EE ¥ MYHARILAE SXE « SECIT Y HAUMAIH O
o= £3F A7 o YX{7tOp it
o () NS L2xME 2 AEE SEAVHEEY * 5t=20] = FOI2 SUEX| 42 28
-CHE[AZO| £=3F A7 * SME(EECHURE K, SI9=R, 7[HEIN S

P T
IE
o
El
rn
re
-

* (C) ARHOf g3t thx )
* (0) ApHOf Fofet oz Hupt 3t 7
* (SD) 2A2IB1E Bl LA A

peer-reviews 7XIX| 242 E<2)
=g o3

S= T

g3
o
0
hi
Kl
rin
re
4

AeE3 9] HEFD A B7H= Cochrane?] Risk of Bias (RoB)& AH&ste] T+ 1 o] HEAF 542
02 Aot Higgins 5, 2011). T2 v QA H ol ARE-El+= Cochrane RoB+ & 770
TGO o]FojFom, 7+ Fodof el W/ ma/ =S 2] 37H4] FEiE H7FE RoB T A1
Al P75 419 A

Aol BT ARAE A (22 418 BE5l0] F 3 AEAVL 5YH 02 4RFES £UHT,
O B} kS - 3R A =2lelod FOIIAct. 0 ARFE 8ol AT, A7
£, SANT} g 54 9 APHo] A% ek L aky AT A g S-S Btk

1.7 Xtzghd

AL A B4 (quantitative analysis)O| 7Fsd 35 HIEHEA & 351, E7FsS 3¢ 24
HE(qualitative review) HH< 28319t an=A4A =

HS~E Standard Mean Difference (SMD)E ©]-85t 1L, HEF a2 §(random effect model) .2
A5

HERZA A, o)A A (heterogeneity)ol| gt The- 94 (forest plotyS E3f &I}t
31 Cochrane Q statistic (p{0.10 & 7895 $A1H #od FH7|E0 2 )3T statistice A5
A SAA o]ddS WAIITE T AR 50% ol 3Y F9-5 AdH o o]d/go] Jltal 7

o,
Ao

S
>
N,
)
b
A
[
o
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NEC KI&H LEAZ U MAS ES(RPHEHEY - HEMZA

4 902 Z(Higgins 5, 2008) & H7olAl= ol 7|&20 2 241 7HEA1F o] AgS sttt A4
42 RevMan 5.3 ]850 ™, w3 53} 20| 9] BA A R/ gL F-24<E 5% A Tt
£ B71= 29304 ATt IR AESS) D B Q57 ]e2] 7HIE H (ultrasound guided,
nerve stimulator 5), 218717], Ei= FAUEA SFE(EF, %)l I HE E40] Y g5kx] ot
Tdste] B3 451t

1.8 2A4E Wt

E g7lo)| A 35t A AF £ 11 A= GRADE (Grading of Recommendations Assessment,
Development and Evaluation) THE(F49Y 5, 2011)E o|-&sto] Z2ALES H7IeKAT

H 2.5 o=7|&ME7t Hi S5 A & E

#T53 oy
Hugt ISl e ‘&fﬁ’gﬂf_iﬂf”ol oAt SR, 1 9 FUtes 5= SEHCE
(recommendation) — ESIRES T I L4 HEOIM ST 2=7|&0| AFES HIE
X8 dirgt HIHheel AR ot Subgel 24 H T 9 Botels 52 SRR 112oiE I
(conditional U SEOILE 7ER|0) M2t B S| UM 40| FaHE 4 U0 oliF 2=7 (=2
recommendation) AEE X5t 52 XgtHoz Hst
HIIGHK| P43 BIHHA O] AR ot Sukdo| 2 H T 2 Hotels S5 SEXHRE 2ot W

(not recommended) =W A& HE0IN i Q27|29 ALSS HIIOHK| S

IL17|-|:HAI-O| OIA}I‘I O}-X—1A-I_1|- B_J_|- S| ‘:0-” [HOH ]I|—E|;6I- OIAI'E__rljf _‘f‘_.’._‘|_8|-0:| :T;{-LH Ocl)él'

= OO
=52 SROIN 2 027120 Aol Thet AIST 25Y + I8
(nsufficient) 3 BE202 Hol2%0| € 927 |20 (iojks BELOR 2HE NRY SEXA

Lol o 2lolt] 220 7IgE =+ US

22



e w[g%

Y R

059 thgo R B EA

% 12,5298 (=] 2,395, =1 1331,

Jol 4 2ol 4= 9k

G7r&4t

%
;
o
o
gl
ok
e
oY,
_l>'
i)
3
o

=2| H|0|E{H|0]A (n=2,395)
M 2022.8.24.
o Ovid-MEDLINE (n=588)
® Ovid-Embase (n=1,122)
o CENTRAL (n=685)

=L CIO|EH[0]A (n=133)

221 2022.8.24.
® KMbase (n=42)
* KISS (n=15)

® KoreaMed (n=19)
® RISS (n=32)
® SienceON (n=25)

271244 (n=1)

B2 5 U2 23
(n=1,505)

HHRIES (n=1,454)
- ST ENR|ekE T HUYXRIAE
NS IO fHEX| g2 Hi(n=142)
- K&H UxAZ U MAZE ESRPZHEZHO|
SBE|X| k2 A7 (n=154)
- AREO| 7‘*°|°fEfoA_EJ-}HLLLEIXI Lo._ 2 ¢Hl(n=40)
— SR H| W AANATLIL OFH 231(n=360)
- S2AMS = MOIAA|E(n=40)
- S2MAHpeer review)E SHEEX|0f HR=/X|
42 251(n=288)
- ZEDHUREE A(n= 334)

- S0l S012 SHEX| g2 28(=91)
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25 A7H 47719 G761 £ S THOE AHEA Y /43S SRISIITHE 3.2). SAIT thE
9]

I AR B IATE AR, 200395 E] 20229 AV SHE R A
F=7ke %C’Puﬂﬂﬂ 1774, oFAloF 1770, 1+ 1070, @A|lofH ot 37] o], Sl =0 == vl=o] 117,
iyt 672 T =l A= 1

AT AR T TAIGE 233l ufe STARA e AN AE P} BRI on]
7 4270458 £, NGB FR AT} SIS B WK 294NN AT v
o] BAo] BashA gkt Beslel $3 B

L= A vde 95717] 2 SAUFAIE of8sto] AE4 T2RAA 9 A3E S5(RhE2d
- tiE|A1A(e]3}, A&7 tiE)Al 7:‘X‘H:]'g(contmuous femoral nerve block, CFNB))©] $=8§=]3] .
of 2] £-919] 417d& AAsh= 3-in-1 continuous nerve block2 A 2|5 & B7 k= 491 L 3]0l A
H71A 97719 71 F2H(ultrasound guided, nerve stimulator §), 9&717], T =40}
FA FEHFFH, )0l T o] E4l0] s githal wtslo] F9t BAsHIH
2 B7h= B7HEA0] wet SAankR A RS H L AHE %‘—E FUAEE B), Al AT TE
H| WA, H-E8ANE SAH 2 aYE F71e vl :rL% Alelsti o, ol A ARSE AL A] 9
&2 WAL Ahe(continuous adductor canal block), ;q_,_;q Q173 Q ZAI A
(continuous lumbar plexus/psoas compartmen block), X|<%] &7 FAF 52 B w3 A=
Z3Fo1A] ittt AEE A5 w9 TRt i 23tskal Qlo] 'asfslo] EAISHILA}L 51310
29H3ollA= 7 Q77 |E 50 AR HE Also]7] mheeoll do4 o= HaslshA] 9k &2 5131l 7—]*7—1’4
xEE 24 AE AASHI ASEd o] 23 2t vh33 2

il

r

rom

# HEZ | AT 3
1 EEN R/PRE/90% 5
2 sy tiERCS 10
3 sy BEAURA 11
4 U3 RIS 2
5 B SSAVEEEY(V-PCA) 6
6 %9 S3AIEEY 2
7 UEMOENEAEs 2
8 X% Zue %Y 10
9 HEX| =2 2
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BE Ao 3 570 ET AT A0S BIH0H, 457)] ATeIH Qb gt B
£ 29 B usigich 2t Aol BnE oy 9 Sk 2RI 1S Thepsto] o] S WASIstol
BT AR 0 ol g2 B4 ol A43) 71451k
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H 3.2 ME#E310] EM(51H) X SHAL LHEHX}=
EmI A3 OILLHA
# 1%{xt R R sH2 EZ i
1 Hasan 2022 IO |AEE  TKR &K} 60 (30/30) CFNB Continuous epidural analgesia
2 Sreenath 2022 QlE TKA EHX} 100 (50/50) CFNB Continuous epidural analgesia
3 Aragola 2021  Fquict TKA &Kt 74 (39/35) CFNB Periarticular injection
4 Karpetas 2021 J2A TKA ZtXt 48 (24/ 24) CFNB Continuous epidural analgesia 32 Ez 22
5 Tuyakov 2020 == TKA &Kt 60 (30/30) Standard CFNB Intravenous morphine 32 Ez 22
6 Angers 2019 LT TKR &k} 90 (45/45) CFNB + PCA Single FNB + PCA 32522
7 Gandhi 2019 Qlx TKA &t} 40 (20/20) CFNB Continuous epidural infusion
8 Marino 2019 0= TKA 2Kt 65 (33/32) CFNB Local periarticular infiltration
o Ve w9 eE  Taen  coGomn O e e
10  Dixit 2018 O= TKA 2t&t 85 (44/41) CFNB Single FNB
1 Yu 2018 == TKA 31X} 46 (23/23) CFNB sgglegnets—i:ontrolled intravenous
e e e roes
13  Fedriani de Matos 2017 A2 TKA EHxt b8 (28/30) CFNB Continuous epidural block
14  Stebler 2017  AQA ACLR &Xt 74 (37/37) CFNB IV-PCA morphine
] N 120 CFNB Single FNB
B Cho! 2016 - TRA S (40/39/41) Local infiltration analgesia 3=
16 Kurosaka 2016 A= TKAEK  45(23/22) CFNB tgﬁ:'rtllr;fu"gff'nﬁg Cﬁ_\igf]'ges'a'
17  Sakai 2016 = TKA &k} 53 (26/27) CFNB Patient-controlled FNB
18  Olive 2016 &F TKR 2tXt 53 (28/27) CFNB Intrathecal morphine 3EE 2+
Intravenous analgesia Intravenous analgesia
19  Spinarelli 2015  O|=k2jot  TKA &t 100 (50/50) +CFNB + oral controlled analgesia

+ periarticular injection
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X = T (=] =1 -_I'_l }__EL H| T
# 1PEEE GE =} Fo 20/0) =i L =
x _ CFNB Patient—controlled epidural
20 Wang 2015 &= TKA 2Hk} 162 (80/82) analgesia
21 Wyatt 2015 REHE  TKA Bt 86 (43/43) CFNB Single FNB
22  Albrecht 2014 F{UCt TKA 2tXf 93(28/32/33)  CFNB 0.2%(1'sk) Single FNB 32 s 2+
23  Peng 2014 == TKR &txt 280 (140/140) CFNB IV-PCA
24 Wu 2014 3= TKA 2t 60 (30/30) CFNB IV-PCA
25 - 2014 AohEE KA S 200 CFNB Single FNB + IV-PCA morphine =0l o
26 i 2013 = - (e5/69/66) IV-PCA morphine 37
Single-injection sciatic and Single-injection sciatic and
. _ femoral nerve blocks femoral nerve blocks
27 Hillegass 2013 TKA &4t 41(20/21) + CFNB + automated intermittent bolus
femoral nerve infusion
28  Sakai 2013 TKA &t} 64 (32/32) CFNB Continuous epidural block
N Patient controlled epidural analgesia  Patient controlled epidural analgesia
29 Nader 2012 TKR 2t&t 62 (31/31) + CFNB + Oral opioid analgesics
= - CFNB Multimodal periarticular soft tissue
30 Ng 2012 =3 TKA 2fXf 32(16/16) injection
31  Shanthanna 2012  FHLct TKR &R} 38(19/19) CFNB Continuous epidural analgesia
32  Baranovi¢ 2011 HZ0[EQE  TKA Zt&t 71 (35/36) CFNB 0.25% levobupivacain [V-PCA
_ CFNB Extended release epidural
33  Johnson 2011 0= TKA EtXt 65 (29/36) morphine DepoDur + single FNB
. _ CFNB Periarticular infiltration of local
34  Carli 2010  FHUCt TKA EtRt 40 (20/20) anaesthetic
35 2011 ) CFNB Single FNB (saline)
— llfeld o= TKA EtXt 44 (28/26) =Y A7

36 2010




B0 a7ge ARCRART
X = Te S =2 =2 H| T
i - =S S 0/0) A " -
CFNB 2ml/h
= = 80 .
3to CFNB 4mi/h
37  Park 2010 HEEE TKREX 00 n0/90/20) ml/ Single FNB Oml/h 47
CFNB 6ml/h
38 Kadic 2000 HEE  TKA B 53 (27/26) itgjrf]:(lj\]aéd pre—medication Standard pre-medication
39  Shum 2009 AUHEZ TKA EHA 55 (35/20) CFNB + [V PCA IV-PCA
40  Sundarathiti 2009  Ef= TKA &txt 61 (30/31) CFNB Continuous epidural infusion nHTA
41 2009 ) CFNB Single FNB (saline)
— llfeld Of= TKA EtXt 50 (25/25) nHTA
42 2008
43  Maldini 2007  3=0[EPt ACLR 2tkt 24.(12/12) CFNB Single FNB (saline) nHTA
44  Toftdahl 2007 HOE= TKA ZtXt 77 (37/40) CFNB Peri—and intraarticular infiltration
45 . 2007 B 270 CFNB Single FNB (saline) =9 o471 33
| 8 O |.X o =T, L
46 Williams 2006 = ACLR 2t (76/79/78) Saline bolus plus saline infusion nHTA
47  Long 2006 O=2 TKA 2Kt 70 (35/35) CFNB Continuous epidural catheter
48  Salinas 2006 O= TKA 2Rt 36 (18/18) CFNB Single FNB nHTA
49  Woods 2006 O= ACLR &tx} 90 (45/45) CFNB Intra—articular Injection nHTA
B0  Barrington 2006 &= TKR tX} 108 (53/55) CFNB Continuous epidural analgesia nHTA
. = CFNB ropivacaine Patient-controlled Epidural o =07
51  Dauri 2003 O/ZX2l0t  ACLR 8% 40 (20/20) P e P el

ACLR, Anterior Cruciate Ligament Reconstruction; CFNB, Continuous Femoral Nerve Block; FNB, Femoral Nerve Block; IV-PCA, Intra-Venous Patient Controlled

Analgesia; nHRT, new Health Technology Assessment; PCA, Patient Controlled Analgesia; TKA, Total Knee Arthroplasty; TKR, Total Knee Replacement
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1) CFNB vs. HZX X|g/2X|2/9%

Patient controlled epidural analgesia

Patient controlled epidural analgesia

Nader 2012 TKR 2%} + Continuous femoral nerve analgesia + Oral opioid analgesics, hydrocodone
Kadic 2009 TKA SR} Et(a:r;(’j\laéd pre—-medication Standard pre—medication
= CFNB ropivacaine 0.15% &= 0.2%
Shum 2009 TRAER i Tpea IV-PCA morphine only
. = CFNB, levobupivacaine CFNB (saline)
Maldini 2007 ACLR 2t (levobupivacaine 0.037% bolus + levobupivacaine 0.125% infuison) (saline bolus + saline infusion)
Williams 2006 ACLR &tXt  CFNB levobupivacaine (0.25%) bolus and infusion CFNB (saline) (saline bolus + saline infusion)

2) CFNB vs. 23|d HE[MBRICHS

CFNB (20cc bolus of ropivacaine 0.05% with a 7cc/h perfusion of

Single FNB (single-shot 20cc of ropivacaine 0.05% and the catheter

Angers 2019 TKR &Rt ropivacaine 0.15%) + PCA withdrawn) + PCA
Dixit 2018 TKA &t CFNB (bolused with 20-25ml of 0.5% ropivacaine, 0.2% ropivacaine Single FNB (bolusedA vvithl 20—25m| of .0'5% ropivacaine, A catheter
infusion) was placed on the skin, without insertion)
Choi 2016 TKA &t CFNB (preoperative bolus of ropivacaine 0.5% 20mL followed by Single FNB (preeperative bolus of ropivacaine 0.5% 20mL with
ropivacaine 0.2% 5mL per hour) placebo 0.9% saline 5mL per hour)
= Single FNB Single FNB
f
Wyatt 2015 TKA 24t + Continuous Femoral Nerve Infusion (CFNI), bupivacain + Continuous Femoral Nerve Infusion (CFNI), normal saline
CFNB ropivacaine 0.2%(1'=5%) (bolus of 20mL ropivacaine 0.2% into o o o
Albrecht 2014 TKA 2Kt the femoral catheter followed by ropivacaine 0.2% at a rate of 5mL/h with Single FNB (bolus of 30mL ropivacaine 0.375% into the femoral
o X ) catheter followed by normal saline)
patient-controlled boluses of 5mL available every 30 minutes)
lIfeld 75818 TKA EtX} CFNB, ropivacaine CFNB, normal saline
CFNB 2ml/h
Park 2010 TKR 2kt CFNB 4ml/h Single FNB Oml/h
CFNB 6ml/h
2009 - ) ) )
lIfeld 008 TKA &tAt CFNB, ropivacaine CFNB, normal saline
Williams 75882 ACLR 2t&t  CFNB levobupivacaine (0.25%) bolus and infusion CFNB levobupivacaine (0.25%) bolus with saline infusion
Salinas 2006 TKA SHR} CFNB (30mL of ropivacaine 0.375%, continuous infusion of ropivacaine Single FNB (30mL of ropivacaine 0.375%)

0.2% at 10mL/h)
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3) CFNB vs. 3|4 EZLIFAL

Mltimodal analgesia
+ CFNB

Multimodal analgesia
+ sham CFNB

Aragola 2021 TKA Ztxt . . . . . . . o
+ intraoperative posterior capsular injection + intraoperative posterior capsular injection
+ sham periarticular injection + periarticular injection (ropivacaine, morphine S)
Marino 2019 TKA &} CENB L_ocal perlart|§:u|ar_ |nf||t_rat|on
(liposomal bupivacaine mixture)
. Local infiltration
Varshney 2019 TKA Z2tXt CFNB - Catheter tip was left between posterior capsule and medial
condyle (ropivacaine mixed with ketorolac)
i Local Infiltration Analgesia
Chaubey 2017 TKA ZtXt CFNB - Catheter tip was left between posterior capsule and medial
condyle (ropivacaine, ketorolac, adrenaline)
Choi 2016 TKA 2K} CFNB (preoperative bolus of ropivacaine 0.5% 20mL followed by Local infiltration analgesia (intraoperative tricompartmental injection
i ropivacaine 0.2% 5mL per hour) of ropivacaine 0.2%, placebo CFNB infusion 0.9% saline 5mL per hour)
Kurosaka 2016 TKA SHR} CENB Loc_al Inﬂltratlon AnalgeS|_a, per_lartlcular injection
(ropivacaine, ketoprofen, epinephrine)
(IA/FNB) (IA/OCA/PAI)
Spinarelli 2015 TKA 2Kt Intravenous analgesia combined with CFNB Intravenous analgesia, oral controlled analgesia and
periarticular injection (levobupivacaine, tanexamic acid)
Ng 2012 TKA &t CENB l\/lull’umoAdal penartqcular soft tissue injection
(ropivacaine, adrenaline)
Carli 2010 TKA &t CENB Penlartlo‘ular infiltration Qf Iocal anaesthetic
(ropivacaine, ketorolac, epinephrine)
Toftdahl 2007 TKA SHR} CFNB Per|l— an‘d intraarticular mﬁltra{tlon
(ropivacaine, ketorolac, epinephrine)
Woods 2006 ACLR Xt  CFNB Intra—articular Injection (bupivacaine)

4) CFNB vs. 23|y OiHZIS

M FA

Tuyakov 2020

TKA EtXt

standard CFNB

Intravenous basal morphine infusion

Olive 2015

TKR Etxt

CFNB

Intrathecal morphine

5) CFNB vs. ML ESXPIEEH(IV-PCA)

Yu 2018 TKA EtX} CFNB Patient-controlled IV analgesia (fantanyl)

Stebler 2017 ACLR Xt CFNB [V-PCA morphine

Peng 2014 TKR 2} CFNB IV-PCA tramadol, flurbiprofen axetil, dexamethasone, with saline
Wu 2014 TKA Etxt CFNB IV-=PCA morphine
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Chan % TKA &t&t CFNB [V=PCA morphine
Baranovi¢ 2011 TKA 2t CFNB 0.25% levobupivacain IV-PCA morphine

6) CFNB vs. Z9tQ| ESX}7}XXH

Wang 2015

TKA ZtX}

CFNB

Patient—-controlled epidural analgesia

Dauri 2003

ACLR 2tX}

CFNB

Patient-controlled epidural infusion (ropivacaine, sufentanil)

7) CFNB vs. 24X CHE[MARICHE

Patient-controlled FNB, levobupivacaine

Sakai 2016 TKA 2tXt CFNB, levobupivacaine (no continuous infusion and 3 ml of 0.08% levobupivacaine patient
-controlled bolus with a lockout time of 30 min)
Single—injection sciatic and femoral nerve blocks Single—-injection sciatic and femoral nerve blocks
Hillegass 2013 TKA 2tXt + CFNB + automated intermittent bolus (5mL every 30 min with 0.1

mL/hr basal rate) femoral nerve infusion

8) CFNB vs. XI&X Zate| F¢

Hasan 2022 TKR &t CFNB Continuous epidural analgesia
Sreenath 2022 TKA 2Fk} CFNB Continuous epidural analgesia
Karpetas 2021 TKA ZtXt CFNB Continuous epidural analgesia
Gandhi 2019 TKA Bkt CFNB Continuous epidural infusion
Fedriani de = . .

Matos 2017 TKA Zt&t CFNB Continuous epidural block
Sakai 2013 TKA Etx} CFNB Continuous epidural block
Shanthanna 2012 TKR 2tAf CFNB Continuous epidural analgesia
Sundarathiti 2009 TKA Bkt CFNB Continuous epidural infusion
Long 2006 TKA &t CFNB Continuous epidural catheter
Barrington 2005 TKR 2FA} CFNB Continuous epidural analgesia
9) CFNB vs. HEX|2

Chan % TKA 2tXt SE%%AI) oral oxycodone Single FNB + IV-PCA morphine
Johnson 2011 TKA 2Kt CENB Extended release epidural morphine DepoDur + single FNB

ACLR, Anterior Cruciate Ligament Reconstruction; CFNB, Continuous Femoral Nerve Block; FNB, Femoral Nerve Block; IV-PCA, Intra-Venous Patient Controlled Analgesia;

PCA, Patient Controlled Analgesia; TKA, Total Knee Arthroplasty; TKR, Total Knee Replacement
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S8 A(ria) & TR £319) HIEH A B7HE 3011, HE AeiE 47709] TR /A
A A+= Cochrane®] Risk of Bias (RoB)E ol-&sto] HIEHLIE B7HE st
2 v Sy} s TR w4, iAeA] 20 o BAE 8- thREe] Aol A] FAIA
wFHol] thel] BeolA Agolar o] OF 75%0IA A8 vlE- QIFo] "W O = 7ottt A vlEd
FEste] AEeiat, ARt gt w7 H 2 iR & S ER] AU HEsHA Aot QA
W A vlEE 9 o] =otHE2(High) 40%, ﬂ*‘(Unclear) 30%). ‘At g7tol| thet =7 H
BT Ad A o IE vED AT T WE-2 Aol AR & $38E A0 R Harkof
3{Low)0] 50% oldol o, A& K irs}A] rof EQ*E‘ (Unclean)2 B71 A= th4=3ith
D17k ] XY I HAEH HED AT F2(Low)0| 64%, B (Unclear) 23%, =2(High)°] 13%
act.

lﬂ rS e,

S

>|wﬂ

8

Random sequence generation (selection bias) _:I

Allocation concealment (selection bias) _:I

Blinding of participants and personnel (performance bias) _:—
Blinding of outcome assessment (detection bias) _:-
Incomplete outcome data (attrition bias) _:I

Selective reporting (reporting bias) _-

Industrial funding support _:-

|
0% 25% A0% Ta% 100%

-Luwrisk of bias DUnclearrisk of bias -High rigk of hias |

T2 3.2 Hs2leE i
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SRPZHEEY - HERME

2.1 2y

4770 5 4578 Aol A R|4A Y E AR A& (Continuous Femoral Nerve Block, CFNB) 2] QF&A]
ATE B SISt QP A AN 4 °§, 7tele T EAICYA] A, *2Hs, 77 5) o=
235l Al T S AnEA] Fofo = F2RE0 2 LHro] gRIstelom, WAy 14Tt
A 21 g 2ko] WhE F Zo|7t §lE Ao E EO]’ o 2o et Eglo] 2akE AAsHAIT

2.1.1 M 23 ed3

78 AtollA = Thdst A 1E o]8sto] Ale T S-S Balstal Qlo], A TFE ¢S, s
9 A, 71 E 24, 7}EﬂE1 A 7, 9, S48 BA, A IR A4 5o= Hsslsto] 71«sielth
29| AollA= Ale o 50| DAYSHA] AU+ w1 Folgt & 7F gl o, 170 A+
(Nader 5, 2012)91X% A3 diEAlgAdEo] FEA|RFHT W FH EAl(venous
thrombotic events)7t 7oA @ TSI Al T SO == 7HE 24, A8 Al 4a/&
go| girRolglon] A U U8, WU BAE 0~6%2 S2A Sl
H 34 Mz & &S
= O £3 S = p- HIT
1%k jul R A|™ | Events Total | Events Total | value |
Ee) ges
Sreenath 2022  Adverse events - 10 50 14 50 | (NS)
Complications (falls, 0 39 -
Choi 2016 infection, and persistent - 0 40
neurologic deficit) 0 a1 -

Major mishap and/or
patient complication

Wu 2014  (fall, neuropathic pain, or
mortality)
Mortality - 0 30 0 30 -
Other side-effects/
adverse events 0 66

Chan 2013  (reoperation, excessive - 0 65
wound drainage, wound 0 69 -
infection)
Catheter-related
complications

Shum 2009 (hematomas, infections, - 0 35 0 20 -
catheter displacement,
and neurologic deficits)

0 30 0 30 -

Maldini 2007 ostoperative - o 12 0o 12 -
complications

FWZOE o3t MrE U Y

Spinarelli 2015  Reoperations 3IHE 0 50 0 50 -

Carli 2010  Hospital readmissions POD30 0 20 0 20 -
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= |11
1 %%t % L= 2t AlH  Events Total  Events Total | value 12
lifeld 2008 [ oedmitted o the POD3. 1 25 0 25 (NS
ospital
Long 2006 Reoperation (surgical 1/70 (%) _

wound)

FHEIE 2H: ZAOFK| SS(leakage), 7tH|IE W (dislodge), O|E (displacement), = 2|(disconnection)

Tuyakoy 2020 Dislocation of the - 120 0 29 (NS
catheters
Peng 2014  Catheter dropout - 0 127 0 123 -
Catheters 24| 0 66 i (NS)
Chan 2013  (disconnected, dislodged, - 4 65
leaked at the catheter site) 0 69 (NS)
Kadic 2009 Is_ﬁgkage at the puncture 0 27 0 26 _
Catheter remova (fluid JoPOD3 1 25 0 25 (N
lifeld o003 _eaking from catheter site
Catheter inadvertently POD 4 0 25 2 25 (NS)
dislodged
. Catheter problems - 1 12 SiEeE -
Maldini 2007 Kinked catheter - 2 12 HEUS -
Closed manipulation ~ x4 _
Long 2006 (femoral nerve catheter) 2/70 GHA)
Williams 2006 =23 Any - 7/ 233 (KA -
Catheter displaced, B Aictolo B
Woods 2006 catheter H7IA| £ 2 45 NS
Barrington 2005  Catheter dislodgement - 53 5 55 NS
FHHIE-Als 23 24, S8
Sreenath 2022  Incision complications - 3 50 4 50 (NS)
Karpetas 2021  Infection - 2 24 1 24 (NS)
Angers 2019 Infection - 1 45 0 45 | (NS)
Spinarelli 2015  Infection 371 0 50 0 50 -
Wyatt 2015 rections andno - 0 43 0 43 -
aematomas
Local hematoma - 0 127 0 123 -
Peng 2004~ cal infection - 0 127 0 123 -
Bleeding requiring B
Wu 2014  transfusion 2 30 3 30 (NS)
Wound infection - 1 30 1 30 (NS)
Nader 2012 Wound infections - 3 31 0 31 . 0.08
orevond 0 6 0 6 -
Ng 2012 5 ge_ —
Deep surgical site B 0 16 0 16 _
infection
Shanthanna 2012 Infection - 0 19 0 19 -
Haematoma in the
Carli 2010 operative knee joint ! 20 ! 20 (NS)
infection - 0 20 0 20 -

. Haematoma - 0 27 0 26 -
Kadic 2009 e ction - 0 27 0 26 -
Maldini 2007 Infection - 0 12 0 12 -

Deep infection of knee - 0 37 1 39 | (NS)
Toftdahl 2007 —g 1 o+ around wound - 0 3 2 39 (NS
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EZT — EX TES p-
z H|11
17X ac 2 A|E | Events Total Events Total i value |
Deep infection - 1/70 (HA) -
Bladder inflammation ofzgie 1 35 _
Long 2006  (foley catheter)
Hematoma formatlon in 0 35 0 35 _
the knee or drainage
| Ao, 7158 22X
Failed femoral catheter 0 66  (NS)
Chan 2013  insertion due to technical - 1 65
difficulty 0 69 (NS
Kadic 2009  Femoral block failures - 0 27 0 26 -
7HHE AIiHIES SaUotX] " _
25t 7HE) 2/233 ()
Williams 2006  Technical failures of the 2 79 = (NS)
nerve block catheter or - 2 79
infusion 5 /8 (NS)
MM 2X: DVT (Deep Vein Thrombosis), Pulmonary Embolism
Sreenath 2022  Deep vein Thrombosis - 1 50 2 50 (NS)
Peng 2014  Catheter thrombosis - 0 127 0 123 -
Wu 2014  Deep vein thrombosis POD4-5 2 30 3 30 i (NS)
Chan 2013  Deep vein thrombosis - 1 65 : 66 (NS)
0 69 (NS)
Venous thrombotic
events (clinical or
Nader 2012 diagnosticevaluations .0 39 4 31 g
consistent with deep
venous thrombosis or
pulmonary embolus)
lIfeld 2010  Thrombocytopenia POD 2 0 39 2 38 i (NS)
[Ifeld 2008  Pulmonary embolism POD 3 1 25 0 25 (NS)
Lon 2006 Clinical thrombolic event - 0 35 0 35 -
g Deep venous thrombosis - 0 35 0 35 -
Nz 2R
Carli 2010  Atrial fibrillation POD 2 0 20 1 20 (NS)
Chest pain (no ~
Toftdahl 2007 biochemical signs M) 0 37 1 39 (NS)
Non-ST elevation
Barrington 2005  myocardial infarction - 1 53 0 55 (NS)
(femoral catheter)
7|E}
Kurosaka 2016  Colitis =7 1 21 0 21 (NS)
Wang 2015 &‘j’l:”ryp“cat'o”s ofnerve ) o 8 0 & -
Nader 2012  Positive joint aspirates 171 3 31 0 31 0.08
Paraesthesia or nerve
Kadic 2009 damage after catheter - 0 27 0 26 -
removal
Pneumonia - 1 37 1 39 (NS)
Toftdahl 2007 Gastric ulcer - 0 37 2 39 (NS)

IQR, Interquartile Range; NS, not significant; POD, Postoperative day
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O] Aol M= oFE ARGl mhE 7218 T80l Jlof 7 w3t oft Afol7t /IRl B A
AT-SoME A&4 HE A tE ol o4 B +E, 7427 numbness)0] -F-2J51A & TAESHAL,
17l @51 Marino &, 2019)°A= A4 diE4lg 2 itawel @49 Fajuiriel =7t 43l ez
AR B 00T oFs FaR8o 2 oA Bl &, 7IEeS, Ao 575, dolde] Fa5H
HiEon, o8 9 A% 34, 9 52 0~17%HlolA =2 A TSI

| 1o
= =X == ==t
KX =yl 747 X .E. = (L e _ HITT
X% AL 22 INES] Events Total. Events Total Pavaiug |

Narcotic-related
adverse effects
Aragola 2021 (severity of reported 39 35 NS

nausea or pruritis)

Varshney 2019  Serious side effect - 0 30 0 30 -
Minor adverse events
Dixit 2018  (nausea and vomiting, - 6 44 7 41 0.66
infection rates and falls)
Yu 2018  Adverse reaction - 1 23 11 23
Chaubey 2017  Serious side effect - 0 30 0 30 -
Spinarelli 2015 Nausea,vomiting, or  _ 0 50 0 50 -
pruritus
POD 37 42 36 42 0.75

Opiate-related side

Wyatt 2015 offects

POD 1 26 42 23 42 051
POD 2 19 42 19 42 1

Other side-effects/

adverse events 0 66 -
Chan 2013 (Drowsiness, respiratory _ 0 65
depression, femoral
neuropathy, pulmonary 0 69 -
embolism, falls)
Complications due to _
Kadic 2009 the regional anaesthesia 0 27 0 26
Adverse reactions - 0 27 0 26 -
o ok o
Maldini 2007 - 0 12 0 12 -
adverse effects
oM ¥ IE
Sreenath 2022  Nausea/Vomiting - 6 50 2 50 + (NS)
Karpetas 2021 Nausea - 0 24 1 24 (NS)
Nausea - 3 29 5 29 (NS)
Tuyakov 2020~y g - 0 29 2 29 (NS)
Gandhi 2019  PONV - 2 20 4 20 | )0.05
Marino 2019  Nausea and vomitting - 12 33 9 32 0.48
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o =3 SH= [ B
X% A 2aRE INES] Events Total. Events Total p-value H|11
Dixit 2018 Nausea - 30 44 25 41 0.487
Fedriani N BA|Zt 2 28 2 30 1
de Matos 2017  Nausea/ vomiting POD 1 3 28 1 30 0.344
POD 2 0 28 0 30 -
. 3l=A 7 31 6 23 0.82
Stebler 2017 ;?jtsgriﬁfr']ée nausea “pop 2 31 3 23 043
POD 2 1 31 4 23 0.12
Nausea - 0 21 0 21 -
Kurosaka 2016~ " ing - 0 21 0 21 -
Nausea and vomiting POD1 ! 28 16 33 (NS)
Albrecht 2014 (am) POD 2 5 28 6 33 (NS)
POD 3 6 28 6 33 . (NS)
e 3 127 4 123 0719
Peng 2014 Nausea and vomiting Non—PCA 1 e 0 123 1
period
Wu 2014 Nausea and/or vomiting POD 0-2 8 30 19 30 | <0.05
28 66 (S)
ch Moderate/Severe POD / 65 23 69 )
an 2013 "
Nausea and Vomiting POD 2 ) 65 9 66 i (NS)
9 69 (NS)
Hilegass 2013 Nausea requiring - 9 20 12 21 | 061
treatment
Sakai 2013 Nausea/Vomiting - 4 30 6 30 0.75
POD 1 [0, 0-1] 31 [0, 0-2] 31 0.48
Nausea POD2 | [0,0-0] 31 [0,0-1] 31 0.18
POD 3 [0, 0-0] 31 [0, 0-0] 31 0.50 [median,
Nader 2012 POD1 | [0,00] 31  [0,041] 31 013  IOR
Vomiting POD2 | [0, 0-0] 31 [0, 0-0] 31 0.69
POD3 : [0, 0-0] 31 [0, 0-0] 31 1.00
Nausea or vomiting - 0 16 0 16 -
Ng 2012 Required antiemetic
rescue(ETEN) - 0 16 0 16 -
Shanthanna 2012 Vomiting - iz 19 B 19 0.405
Baranovi¢ 2011  Nausea, vomiting - 0 35 28 36  €0.001
Nausea 24, - 29 - 36 0.62
Johnson 2011 0 i aghzt - 20 - 36 0253
. POD 1 - 20 - 20 NS
Carli 2010 PONV POD2 | 6 20 1 20 0.037
Nausea score-08 - 8 20 7 20 i (NS)
Nausea score-174 - 8 20 5 20 ¢ (NS)
Nausea score—2% - 2 20 5 20+ (NS)
Park 2010 Nausea score-38 - 2 20 3 20 (NS)
Vomitting - 7 20 9 20 . (NS)
Rescue antipruritics - 5 20 13 20 (S)
Rescue analgesics - 13 20 14 20 + (NS)
Kadic 2009 PONV - 2 27 13 26 ¢ 0.001
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E3T, — =g e e ) -
X% A daRE INES] Events Total. Events Total p-value H|11
TAIZH 9 30 16 31 0.086
BA|Zt 6 30 17 31 0.005
Sundarath 12A12¢ 6 30 17 31 0.005
mU” arath 2009 PONV 247t 5 30 13 31 0.031
36AIZt 4 30 5 31 0.758
48A|Zt 3 30 1 31 0.285
72A12t 0 30 0 31 -
Nausea - iz 37 sz 39 | )0.20
Consumption of .
ondansetron(3LER]) [9] 37 [9] 37 0.3  [median]
Emesis POD 1 1/70 (F=) -
Long 2006 POD 2 1/70 (HA) -
Nausea - 15/70 (FA)) -
. " 3 79 (NS)
Williams 2006  Nausea and/or vomiting  POD 2 79 5 78 (\S)
Woods 2006 Nausea - [9] 45 11 45 0.4
Barrington 2005 F‘;giagsgg - 03] 53 [1.1] 55 0.007
) Nausea - 10 20 4 20 (NS)
Daurl 2003~y mitus - 1 20 0 20 (NS)
7125
Sreenath 2022  Pruritis - 0 50 0 50 -
ltching - 0 29 1 29 (NS)
Tuyakov 2020 Redness of the skin - 1 29 - 29 -
Gandhi 2019  ltching - 0 20 2 20 (NS)
Fedriani BAIZt 1 28 0 30 | 0.483
d: I\r/||:?c|>s 2017 Pruritus POD 1 1 28 0 30 | 0.483
POD 2 0 28 0 30 ¢ 0.483
3l=A 2 31 0 23 0.21
Stebler 2017  Pruritus POD 1 1 31 1 23 0.79
POD 2 1 31 0 23 0.42
Kurosaka 2016  Pruritus - 0 21 0 21 -
Olive 2015 Maximum pruritus - _ 2oz e 0.015 favour |
score
POD 1 8 28 9 33 | (NS)
Albrecht 2014  Pruritus (am) POD 2 8 28 5 33 (NS)
POD3 3 28 5 33 (NS)
_ ) 2 6 (S
Chan 2013 Pruritus 0 65 0 69 —
Hillegass 2013  ruritus requiring - 2 20 4 21 067
treatment
POD1 @ [2,1-3] 31 [1,0-2] 31 0.11 (medi
Nader 2012 Pruritus POD2 . [0,0-2] 31 [0,0-2] 31 094 mlgg]””'
POD3  [0,0-1] 31  [0,0-0] 31  0.28
Shanthanna 2012 Itching - Jejz 19 Jaz 19 @ 0.693
Johnson 2011  lItching ézlg’AP* - 29 - 36  0.001 favourl
Park 2010  Pruritus - 14 20 15 20 + (NS)
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NEC X&H Y=MF U MAS SS(RZPZEY - CHERA
=T £ Szt =t
X% A 2aRE INES] Events Total. Events Total p-value H|11
1AZ 0 30 3 31 0.081
BA|Zt 0 30 10 31 0.001
12A|2t 1 30 8 31 0.013
Sundarathiti 2009 Pruritus YZNF 1 30 5 31 | 0.093
36AI7t 0 30 3 31 0.081
48A|Zt 1 30 1 31 0.981
72A2t 0 30 0 31 -
Toftdahl 2007  ltching - ez 37 = 39 @ )0.20
Woods 2006  Pruritus - 0 45 0 45 -
Dauri 2003  Pruritus - 1 20 5 20 = (NS)
MPEH $]F : T%H(Sedation), E&(Confusion), MAEL
Dizziness - 0 24 2 24 ¢ (NS)
Karpetas 2021~ dache - 1 24 0 24 (NS)
Tuyakov 2020  Sedation - 2 29 3 29 (NS)
Fedriani . ald 0 28 0 30 —
de Matos 2017  Sedation POD 1 0 28 0 30 -
POD 2 0 28 0 30 -
Kurosaka 2016  Delirium - 0 21 1 21 (NS)
Olive 2015  Sedation ratings or Sp02 - - 28 - 27 NS
POD 1 11 28 1 33 . (NS)
Albrecht 2014  Drowsiness (am) POD 2 3 28 5 33 (NS)
POD 3 3 28 3 33 (NS)
_ oo 2 127 5 123 0275
Peng 2014 Oversedation Nor—PCA 0 s 0 23
period
Dizziness POD 0-2 5 30 12 30 : <0.05
Wu 2014  Desaturation (_oxygen POD 0-2 0 30 1 30 (NS)
supplementation)
Baranovic 2011  Moderate and highly 0 35 32 36 {0.001
sedated
Park 2010  Sedation score = 2 - 5 20 1 20+ (NS)
Kadic 2009 Drowsiness - 0 27 3 26 (NS)
1Azt 2 30 10 31 0.012
BAIZH 4 30 11 31 0.045
Sundarath 1202t 4 30 7 31 0.348
i 2009 Dizziness 24A|2t 2 30 7 31 0.08
36AI7t 1 30 5 31 0.09
48|17t 2 30 1 31 0.534
72AZt 0 30 1 31 0.321
Dizziness - = 37 2= 39 . )0.20
Toftdahl 2007  Unconsciousness
and tachycardia } 0 37 ! 39 (NS)
. Sedation - 4 20 3 20 ¢ (NS)
Daur 2003 adache . 0 20 2 20 (NS)
U204 Weakness, Numbness
Numbness - 1 24 1 24 ¢ (NS)
Karpetas 2021 Paresthesia - 1 24 0 24+ (NS)
Diplopia (ZA]) . 1 24 0 24 (NS)
. BA|Zt 1 28 2 30 1
Fearen 2017 Paraesthesia PODT | 2 28 11 30 0.007
POD 2 2 28 2 30 | 0.492
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Sii=Z

=t

I
i = H| 11
X% A 21l INES] Events Total. Events Total pvalus |32
1AIZ 12 30 6 31 0.077
BAIZ 7 30 20 31 0.063
Sundarath 12012t 7 30 0 31 0.004
S CArE 2009 Numbness 24AIH 4 30 1 31 0.150
36A17t 3 30 1 31  0.285
48AIZt 1 30 1 31 0.981
T2A12t 0 30 0 31 -
S5 ¥ ¥ 34
Respiratory depression - 0 50 1 50 (NS)
Sreenath 2022 Hypotension/ Dizziness - 0 50 3 50 (NS)
Bradycardia - 1 24 0 24+ (NS)
Karpetas 2021 Hypotension - 0 24 1 24+ (NS)
Gandhi 2019  Hypotension - 0 20 3 20 (NS)
Fodriani BAIZH 3 28 0 30 « 0.106
dg &I:;‘(')S 2017  Hypotension POD 1 0 28 3 30  0.238
POD 2 0 28 0 30 -
PCA
Respiratory period 0 127 2 123 0.149
Peng 2014 depression Non-PCA 0 127 0 123 _
period
Shock in ward
Wu 2014 (responded to IV fluid) 3 30 2 30 (NS)
Hillegass 2013  Hespiratory depression 0 20 0 21 099
requiring treatment
Sakai 2013  Systolic hypotension - 0 30 2 30 0.25
Shanthanna 2012 Hypotension - Jz 19 4 19  0.66
Arrhythmias - 0 35 2 36 | 0.486
Baranovi¢ 2011 Hemodynamic _ 6 35 21 36 | €0.001
instability
Hypotension 24, - 29 36 @ 0.824
Johnson 2011 = i (PO2 sat (90)  48MZt | - 29 - 36 | 0.369
Woods 2006 Depressed - 0o 4 0 45 -
respiration
Hypotensive episodes - 1 53 5 55 NS
Volume of blood (mL) 821,469 53 [676,47] 55 NS [mean,
(hypotension) SD]
Barrington 2005 Hemoglobin POD1 | [01.38] 53  [02.35] 55 NS
concentrations (g/L)
Hy_potenswe B 1 53 1 55 (NS)
episodes
Dauri 2003  Hypotension - 0 20 1 20 . (NS)
Motor block
Karpetas 2021  Motor blockade - 1 24 0 24 (NS)
Gandhi 2019  Motor blockade - 0 20 0 20 -
Fedriani BAIZ 0 28 12 30 0
o Vatas 2017 Motor blockade POD 1 0 28 11 30 0
POD 2 3 28 3 30 0.238
o1 3 a2 309
Choi 2016 Minimal motor block 0 39 —
POD 2 0 40 0 x —
POD 16 43 18 43 = 0.66
Wyatt 2015 Motor block POD1 14 43 11 43 047
POD 2 5 43 8 43 037
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NEC X&H Y=MF U MAS SS(RZPZEY - CHERA
=t £ = ¥
X% A 2aRE INES] Events Total. Events Total p-value H|11
Peng 2014 Muscle weakness - 4 127 1 123+ 0.37
L4t
Angers 2019 Fall - 0 45 2 45 (NS)
Dixit 2018  Falls - 0 44 0 44 -
Sakai 2016  Falls - 0 26 0 27 -
Wyatt 2015  Falls - 0 43 0 43 -
Albrecht 2014  Fell POD 1 0 28 1 33 (NS)
Wu 2014 Accidental fall - 0 30 0 30 -
0 66 -
Chan 2013 Falls 0 65 0 69 -
Hillegass 2013 Falls - 0 20 0 21 NS
Nader 2012  Falls E 1 31 0 31 0.31
lIfeld 2010 Fell ZUA| 3 39 0 38 (NS)
=4
Tuyakov 2020 LA systemic toxicity - 0 29 0 29 -
158 [022,016] 33  [€0.10] 32 -
3082 [0.15,01] 33 [0.1,0.03] 32 (S)
1Azt [018,007] 33 | [013,000 32 (S)
) ) 2A12t (029,015 33 | [0.24,01] 32 (NS)
Marino 2019 gg;ucrgn?rgﬁilgizame 4Nzt [044,016] 33  [035018 32 ) [mean,
(ug/mL) 8AIZt 1 [066,020] 33 | [051,022] 32 (S) SD]
12A128 [074,025] 33 | [049,023] 32 (S)
POD1 | [1.16,048) 33 [0.5,0.16] 32 (S)
POD2 | [1.76,053] 33 [029,019] 32 (S)
POD3 | [1.08,041] 33 | [£0.10] 32 -
Kadic 2009 LA toxicity - 0 27 0 26 -
7|E}: QE|(urinary retension) S
Sreenath 2022  Urinary retention - 0 50 2 50 + (NS)
Karpetas 2021  Insomnia - 1 24 3 24 (NS)
BAIZH 3 28 4 30 1
Urinary retention POD 1 1 28 7 30 : 0.053
Fedriani 2017 POD 2 5 28 5 30 ¢ 0.195
de Matos BAIZt 0 28 1 30 1
Paralytic ileus POD 1 0 28 1 30 1
POD 2 1 28 1 30 1
Wang 2015 C@strointestinalside ;.0 1 80 7 82 0.032
effects
Acute retention of
urine requiring 3 30 8 30 (NS)
catheterization
Wu 2014 Renal impairment POD 0-2
(rise of creatinine 2 30 2 30 (NS)
above baseline)
Constipation 0 30 0 30 -
Chan 2013 Urinary retention - 0 65 g) 28 (N_S>
Sakai 2013  Urinary retention - 0 30 2 30 ¢ 0.25
Shanthanna 2012 Urinary retention - 1 19 4 19 0.34
Baranovi¢ 2011  Urinary retention - 0 35 13 36 | €0.001
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=t £ Szt o
X% A 2aRE INES] Events Total. Events Total p-value H|11
Spasms - 29 - 36 1
Johnson 2011 Insomnia 482f|’?_* - 29 - 36 « 0.201
Constipation - 29 - 36 @ 0.877
) Constipation - 0 27 4 26 (NS)
Kadic 2009 Urine retention - 0 27 1 26 (NS)
Toftdahl 2007  Constipation - 26 37 24 39 0.2
Dauri 2003  Urinary retention - 0 20 8 20 (S)

h, hour; IQR, Interquartile Range; LA, local anaesthetic; NS, not significant; POD, Postoperative day;
PONV, postoperative nausea and vomiting; S, significant

2 11

AEE = AH4770)0| A X452 & A7 A (Continuous Femoral Nerve Block, CFNB)9]
aybd AIE B usiint 83 Aik= 34 5712 U] 85 Ak, e - UBA AR, 715 A1 EA
), AN, Y7|7Ee 2 RSN, ZF AHA EE tRAE R Uo] Z23E AlAoFH.

221 858k

52 A= oiBE VAS (Visual Analogue Scale), NRS (Numeric Rating Scale) 2 VRS (Verbal
Rating Scale)?} 22 H =5 o|8slo] HUEQIrh o § 55 RS B4 0 2 AMGE]= A& thEl4l
7AApEe] avtE gRIsh] flote] FABATITRE A 252 ARSI 55 A B AH477
ofjA Hir=ictk.

2.2.1.1 CFNB vs. HZH X|g/2X|2/AY

=0 HEA A&7 /5FA =/ vlaet A7 57T
55 AEE B 57 A7-E HER AT, B AFolA e ASA diEAldA el BEF
o (©] =
T °

$% 17t RSP Yot 55 24 Bt o
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e
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X

H3.6[CFNBvs. HEXN X|2] 85 B

pul £3 Sii= o= p

= K| HIT
14K AL SHXE Al ' Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total —value |
POD 1 o [0-31 31 [3 [0-B] 31  0.024
VRS at rest, ~ ~ [median,
Nader 2012 POD 2 2] [05-4] 31  [4 [2-5] 31 | 002 O]

PODO | [4] [25-55] 27 [4.0] 3.0-60] 26 = NS .
Kadic 2009 NRS(21A) ~ POD1 | [2] [00-33] 27 [4.0] [20-50] 26 | NS l[gg]d'a“*
POD2 [0.75][0.0-2.3] 27 [3.0] [2.0-40] 26 0.0016

[
(
PoD3  [2] [1-3] 31 [3] [0-4] 31 062
[
(
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SRPZHEEY - HERME

= =X Sz ==t
1%i% ;E 2 Alxj Mean 3SII; Total Mean IIISD Total -V::lue Hld
BAIZE 2.2 1.9 35 34 2 20 @ 0.04
12A[2¢ 1.9 1.9 3B 24 1.8 20 NS
Shum 2009 VAS 247t 1.1 1.5 3% 16 1.8 20 NS
A8A|7t 0.7 1.2 35 1 1.5 20 NS
7217t 05 09 3% 09 16 20 NS
AN|ZE 2.1 1.6 12 26 1.6 12 NS
8AIZE 2.1 1.4 12 43 27 12 0.003
Resting VAS 1247t 1.9 1.5 12 39 27 12 :0.0004
2417t 1.8 1.3 12 49 29 12 10.0001
o A8AI7t 26 21 12 46 27 12 1 0.01
Maldini 2007
PNF, 29 23 12 . 32 25 12 NS
BAIZH 3.1 2.1 12 ¢ 52 3.1 12 0.002
éﬁbmtaﬂon 124F 34 21 12 56 31 12 0.0002
2412t 3.9 1.6 12 63 32 12 £0.0001
A8AI7t 3.7 27 12 1 57 3.1 12 :0.0005
POD 1 (2] - 76 | [4] - 78 S
) POD 2 2 - 76 4 - 78 S i
Willams 2008 NS W popg {2} - 76 {3} s em
POD4  [2] - 76 [3] - 78 s sz
POD 7 - - 76 - - 78 NS
IQR, Interquartile Range; NS, not significant; NRS, numeric rating scale; POD, Postoperative day; S,
significant; SD, standard deviation; VAS, Visual Analogue Scale; VRS, verbal rating scale
2.2.1.2 CFNB vs. 93| EMAXI=
2 g7 A= N ATONA AFSHAL Qs RS 2] A& D, A3 =i A S 3%t
T A A G4 (saline) S X452 0 &2 Foi5lo] Saline, Sham Q& YA S 213} X452 9] Eof Qlo]
o=l

U3 el g2 E Tt T et a2 B Aol e At R 25t 2154
At 4ol HEAgAGES vl de 107HAH.
55 A HAt 10719 A7E AES 23, 6719 AolAe 2152 tiE 83ty 4old tiEAl

st a5 5T ol frofRt A7k /Il oH, 47119 Ak (R4 *F AP A5 HiEAA
s
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H 3.7 [CFNB vs. 23| LHE[MAXIHE] 55 H:

=0 T ELes £3 Sz =z p
L H| 37
1%t Ar 23 Al ' Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total  —value |
Angers 2019 VAS - - 36 - - 36 NS
Dixit 2018  Peak VAS gﬁb = ez NS
NRS (during  PoD1 = 48 [39-56] 40 6.4 [66-73] 39 @ 0.252
physiotherapy,
oAM) POD2 | 4.6 [33-60] 40 4.6 [33-60] 39  0.996 mean
Choi 2016 - [95% Cl],
gNATAS)(res“”g’ POD1 | 27 [20-34] 40 3.9 [32-46] 39 0944 32
Worst NRS POD 1 4.1 [2.8-54] 40 . 6.3 [5.0-7.5] 39 <0.001
Wyatt 2015 VAS ", TJm 43 T 43 NS
VAS at rest POD 1 5 [4-6] 28 5 [4-6] 33 (NS)
(am)a res POD2 « 4 [3-5] 28 3 [2-4 33 (NS)
POD 3 2 [2-3] 28 2 [1-3] 33 (NS) 0
Albrecht 2014 VAS during POD 1 . -8 28 7 6-8] 33 (\S) [95% Cl]
physiotherapy POD2 | 7 [6-8] 28 7 [6-7] 33  (NS)
(am) POD 3 6 [-717 28 5 [4-6] 33 @ (NS)
PACU, [median,
IIifeld 2010 NRS POD az 39 J2HZ 38 NS o
1-3
VAS at rest POD1,2 e = {0.05
Park 2010
o VAS on POD 1,2 L/ he: W b=t {0.05
movement
Pain at rest 50D ez 25 ez 25 -
[Ifeld 2008 inwi
e Pain with 1-6 23z 25 2 05 B
movement
4A|Zt 2.1 1.6 18 2.6 1.6 18 NS
A7t 2.7 1.3 18 2.8 1.4 18 NS
12M2¢ 2.4 1.2 18 24 1.2 18 NS
POD1av 1.7 1.4 18 3.3 1.6 18  0.002
VAS at rest
POD1Rd 1.7 15 18 38 15 18 0.0001
Salinas 2006 PD2av 0 09 1.3 18 32 1.1 18 0.0001
POD2Pv 1.3 1.4 18 3.3 1.8 18 0.0004
POD3av 1.7 15 18 26 14 18 | 0.06
VAS during POD1 47 1.7 18 ' 63 19 18 | 0.01
physical
therapy POD 2 3.9 1.9 18 6.1 1.5 18 0.0005
poD1 2] - 76 @8] - 79 S
POD2 | [2] - 76 4] - 79 S imed
- NRS with median,
Williams 2006 POD 3 (2] - 76 (3] - 79 S IQR],
movement 332
POD 4 (2] - 76 (3] - 79 S =
POD 7 - - 76 - - 79 NS

h, hour; IQR, Interquartile Range; NS, not significant; NRS, numeric rating scale; POD, Postoperative day:
SD, standard deviation: VAS, Visual Analogue Scale; VRS, verbal rating scale
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NEC XISE UEAZ U AHE ES(XP)

£

- HERIE

2.2.1.3 CFNB vs. g2l SEZUFA

A4 AR ST Aol BEGEALE vl

EZHLE HISHI N A7E A

A= 11749

E3H 23, 719] aollate A5 sl g et deld BE

)~

Q.

AR & 3 55 Aol FoI3t Zol7t iitt. 18y v 4719] Aol A= (24 3 Aol Al)
55 A7l Reke, 3719 dTtode deld HEE

ApA 5 A

7} el

i
i

H 3.8 [CFNB vs. 23|14 #ELUFA] &3 Bk

o} 5% 74 il A= thes] et

== _ =3 e FES p S
1%t % L dHRIE Al Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total : —value |
PODIa 26 18 39 22 17 35 04
NRSatrest FDIM 29 18 39 28 15 35 09
arest Toopom | 32 25 39 25 14 35 01
Aol 2021 POD2m 28 2 39 18 13 35 002
ragola POD1av 48 27 39 45 27 35 07
NRS with POD1m 59 24 39 52 24 35 02
movement POD2av 5.7 2.6 39 46 1.9 35 0.04
POD2m 5.4 24 39 42 18 35 003
ozt 216 (118 a3 qg7 0T 5 (Ng)
= ’ -3.13) ; -2.72)
2.1 (2.52
VAS aaE 309 Tyon 33 363 57, 32 064
movement (2.58 (2.78
6ARRE 348 5o 33 37 gy 32 077
(3.04 3.63
12420 406 oo 33 461 g 32 065
(110 0.90
2L 206 poa 33 177 Len 32 065
. (1.67 (1.74 mean,
Marino 2019 4zt 263 gpg 33 283 Lo 32 046 (g
(1.95 2.20
BARZE 284 LT 33 313 g 32 073
2.21 (2.83
VASatrest 124t 313 Trgn 33 374 g 32 043
4.7 (4.18
PODT 516 g1y 33 508 fgo 32 015
(2.81 (2.13
POD2 375 g 33 303 g5 32 081
(2.26-3. (1.94
POD3 306 “go” 33 296 oo 32 087
4NZE 52 138 30 757 105 30 0.001
8zt 45 136 30 65 092 30  0.001
1202t 417 118 30 598 078 30  0.001
Varshney 2019  NRS 16AIZE 451 073 30 612 092 30 @ 0.001
20M2t 43 07 30 64 082 30 0.001
POD1 42 065 30 647 071 30 @ 0.001
POD2 442 078 30 6.1 086 30  0.001
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Sii=Z

=t

p

= oaxm
o5 H|
1X{% AL 23 Al Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total : —value |
KA} 44 152 30 657 094 30 0.001
BAlZt 43 137 30 643 094 30  0.001
12A2t 413 122 30 1593 074 30  0.001
Chaubey 2017 NRS 16Al2t 1357 0.73 30 6 0.87 30 :0.001
20AI2t 33 006 30 54 0.72 30 : 0.001
POD 1 3.37 049 30 537 0.61 30 | 0.001
POD2 347 069 30 @ 51 0.66 30 : 0.001
NRSduring  poD1 48 [3.9-56] 40 4.4 [36-521 41  0.999
physiotherapy,
(9AM) POD 2 46 [33-6.00 40 @ 3.4 [22-48] 41 0.073 mean
Choi 2016 . [95% ClI],
(Ngfhj)res“”g POD1 | 2.7 [20-34] 40 25 [1.8-32] 41 0856 32
Worst NRS POD 1 41 [2.8-54] 40 4.7 [3.7-5.9] 41 : 0.999
4NZt Jej= 21 ez 21 0 0.028 favour C
POD 1 425 13.1 21 342 103 21 1 0.028
POD 2 2= 21 Jef= 21 NS
Kurosaka 2016  VAS at rest
POD 3 2= 21 Jef= 21 NS
POD 7 2= 21 Jef= 21 NS
POD 14 2= 21 Jef= 21 NS
POD 1 3.52 1.41 50 1221 1.26 50 1 0.111
VAS rest POD2 212 0.73 50 096 0.92 50 :0.293
POD 3 1.79 0.59 50 044 0.87 50 @ 0.94
VAS POD1 563 127 50 521 132 50  0.19
Spinarelli 2015 continuous POD2 (521 107 50 474 119 50 | 0.112
passivemotion  pop3 357 097 50 3.60 1.12 50 @ 0.58
POD 1 510 150 50 470 1.89 50  0.000
VAS POD2 487 126 50 38 181 50 0.000
Ambulation
POD3 420 1.19 50 291 1.03 50 : 0.000
Pain score 24T 16 J%= 16 NS
at rest POD
Ng 2012 — "
ain score T JHT 16 JT 16 NS
during motion
POD 1 2] [1-5] 20 [6] [2-6] 20 | 0.09
NRS at rest
. POD 2 1] [0-3] 20 [3] [0-B] 20 (S)  [median,
Carli 2010 _ IOR]
NRSforpain = ppqn 0 = = 99 = - 20 069
on walking
\éVO,rst NRS  pop1  [5.0] [3-7] 35 [3.0] [1-5] 38  0.001 _
Toftdahl 2007 9419 imedian,
physical IQOR]
therapy POD2 | [45] [2-6] 34 [4.0] [3-6] 37 | 0.7
VAS Worst 4.8 2.8 45 53 2.6 45 1 0.345
Woods 2006  VAS Average 2.8 2.5 45 25 2.1 45 1 0.596
VAS Current 2.7 2.8 45 2.7 2.4 45 0.99

C, Comparator; h, hour; IQR, Interquartile Range; NS, not significant; NRS, numeric rating scale; POD,
Postoperative day; SD, standard deviation; VAS, Visual Analogue Scale; VRS, verbal rating scale

47



NEC/\ rxaxyuzuzyizss

0I)|

(RP7hZEY - tEE

2.2.1.4 CFNB vs. 23|y DfF4TISH AL

A& e LA GET Yo neH R AIFARE Bl et At 270
52 H4E Bt 279 72 AES 27, AR X537 qE AR TET A4 ek RS A|
FAR= 55 Aol galgt Alo) 7t g1l o Olive & (2015) A7-9] & T 24A17F Aol A= 2|44
HEXZRTENA & T TF 47T 7oA Rot 55 A Bt o] £Sit}

¢

[®)
Q:

o
rl

H 3.9 [CFNB vs. Y3 OtFHTISH FAM S5 8=

=yl =y M= O =t p
X S HIX|E = -
1%4% Ar 23 Al ' Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total —value |
12, 24,
Tuyakov 2020 NRS 48,72, e 29 = 29 -
9BAIZ
BA|Zt J24E 28 = 27 NS
an oai 12412 J=E 28 Jej= 27 NS [median,
Olive 2015  Median pain IQR]
247t 2= 28 Jej= 27 0.04

h, hour; |, intervention; IQR, Interquartile Range; NS, not significant; NRS, numeric rating scale; POD,
Postoperative day; SD, standard deviation; VAS, Visual Analogue Scale; VRS, verbal rating scale

2.2.1.5 CFNB vs. HULj ESX}I7IZHH(IV-PCA)

A&7 E AR U §EAIR NS v EE AT 6T,
£% H4E HIA 640 ATE FET Bk, 471 ETNAE (B T A A4 AR
o] Yo SEA IR T 55 Y7t RIoH Hol 55 714 A3 B Fgkout, Uiz
2] AT 22k 943t Aol gigik

=

H 3.10 [CFNB vs. IV-PCA] 3 Y=

= £3 S CHEat p
1%k jul 2axe Al ' Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total  —value Hld

TAIZE 265 09 23 1334 092 23 NS

VAS (sciatic) ~ 24AIZt 1.5 145 23 465 1.7 23 (0.05

Yu 2018 48A12H 11.25 0.9 23 1252 051 23 (0.05

VAS TAIZ 322 125 23 433 072 23 0.0

(dynamic) 24M2t 254 154 23 6.15 143 23 (0.0

48A12H 1238 1.31 23 1 4.08 0.51 23 1 0.05
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=, =8 A= HEZ b S
1%i% Ar dHRIE Al Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total : —value Hl
iz [2.5] [1.8-3.0] 31 [2] [1.0-3.0] 23 = 0.1
POD 1 am : [0.5] [0.0-2.0] 31 [1] [0.0-2.00 23 @ 0.66
VASatrest POD1ev . [1] [0.0-28] 31 = [1] [0.0-2.0] 23 | 0.45 e
Stebler 2017 poD2av  [0] (00200 31 [0] [0020] 23 088 o
POD2em  [0] [0.0-05] 31 = [0] [0.0-1.5] 23 ' 0.97
VAS on 3=EA, B _ _ _
movement POD 1-2 31 31 NS
VAS | 24Nt [3]  [3-4] 140 [3.5] [3-4] 140 @ 0.262
moti(‘;} 48Nzt 3] [B3-4] 140 [3] [3-4] 140 0.143
Pen 014 7Y B8] [3-4] 140 [4] [4-4] 140 <0.0001 [median,
9 24Nzt (3] [3-4] 140 [3] [3-4] 140 0211 IQRl
VASatrest  48A7t  [3] [3-4] 140  [3] [3-4] 140 @ 0.297
7Y B8] [2-3] 140  [3] [3-3] 140  0.031
pOD1 41 18 30 4 13 30 0935
VASatrest POD2 32 14 30 32 11 30 084
POD3 28 14 30 29 12 30 0844
Wu 2014 VAS dur PODT 61 29 30 71 23 30 0265
mob”i;’;'tri‘gn POD2 4 24 30 43 28 30 0658
POD3 27 23 30 26 24 30 0867
[2.18,
6AIZE 119 Too 65 J2Z 66 0.018
VASatrest  24Az2t -067 118 65 I3z 66 0.01
0.17] mean
Chan 2013 (712)2;)48' Jj= 65 J8T 66 NS ([jéfgi)/(r)egﬁ
172, 3z
AZE -1 had _
VAS on 24A] 115 Dogg 65 J3Z 66 0.001
movement - (48,72 I3z 65 IHZ 66 NS
2017t [2] [20300 35 [2] [1.33.00 36  0.238
4A|ZH [3] [8.040 35 [7] [6.380] 36 <0.001
At [4] [40-40] 35 [5] [5.06.0 36 <0.001
W [4] [40-40] 35 [5] [406.0 36 <0.001
1017t [4] [4.04.0 35 [5] [405.0 36 <0.001
VAS: resting 12412t [3] [3.040 35 [4] [4050 36 :¢0.001
14A12t  [2] [2.03.0] 35 [4] (4040 36 <0.001
16A1Zt  [2] [2.020] 35 = [4] [4.040 36 <0.001
18A17t [2] [2.02.00 35 @ [4] [3.34.0 36 :¢0.001
207t [2] 20200 35 [3] [204.0 36 <0.007
Baranovic 2011 24A12t [2] 2020 35 @ [3] [2.04.0 36 {0.001 [median,
2017t [2] [2.03.00 35 [2.5] [1.8-4.0] 36  0.125 IQR]
4|7t [4] [3.040 35 . [8] [7.3-9.01 36 <0.001
BAIZE [4] [4050 35 [6] (6080 36 <0.001
At 5] [4050 35 [6] (50700 36 <0.001
10A12t  [4] [4050 35 [5] [5.06.0 36 <0.001
VAS: motion  12A17t [3] [3.030] 35 @ [5] [4050 36 <0.001
14A17t  [3] [3.030] 35 [5] [4050 36 <0.001
16A17t  [3] [3.030] 35 [4] [4050 36 <0.001
18A2t  [2] [2.020] 35 [4] [4050 36 <0.001
20A1Zt [2] [2.02.00 35 @ [4] [3.04.0] 36 |<0.001
2407t [2] [2.02.00 35 [4] [3.040] 36 <0.001

h, hour; IQR, Interquartile Range; NS, not significant; NRS, numeric rating scale; POD, Postoperative day;
SD, standard deviation; VAS, Visual Analogue Scale; VRS, verbal rating scale
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SRPZHEEY - HERME

A& e e el SSAV R EH S vt s 270 -

A= AES 27, 171(Wang 5., 2015)A7ollA= A5 el 483 bd&o
wol 55 A4 2t 3oy, v dHDauri 5, 2003)°14= + w3t

H 3.1 [CFNB vs. 399 S5 AVIXHE] 85 B
=% =2 EZ >
Bid H|2
X%t % L) =8 Al Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total i —value 12
Wang 2015 E:i SO g 21 749 80 175 61 8 0041 oS
POD 2= 20 ez 20 NS
BAlZt 2= 20 ez 20 NS i
Dauri 2003 VAS | H H [median,
24N7F 23z 20 Js= 20 ¢ NS ORI
36A[7t = 20 Jf= 20 NS

HSS, Hospital for Special Surgery; IQR, Interquartile Range; NS, not significant, POD, Postoperative day:
SD, standard deviation; VAS, Visual Analogue Scale

&4 =BG e A EAR A ES v w gt At 2713
5 ASE Bag 2709 A5 HESH A g2t Hillegass 5{2013)

g =% i TEE p S
XA AL 28 INES] Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total —value |
VAS at rest 1,24, 48A12t 2T 26 sz 27 NS
Sakai 2016 i
axal VASduring 4 o) sgapa QT 26 28T 27 NS
rehabilitation
PACU 3= 20 J3= 21 0.19
POD (8pm) 2= 20 = 21 0.67
) POD 1 (8am) 2= 20 J3= 21 0.18
Hillegass 2013 VAS
POD 1 (2pm) Ja= 20 Jsi= 21 0.018 favour C
POD 1 (8pm) 2= 20 = 21 0.46
POD 2 (8am) 2= 20 = 21 0.79

C, Comparator; h, hour; IQR, Interquartile Range: NS, not significant; NRS, numeric rating scale; POD,
Postoperative day; SD, standard deviation; VAS, Visual Analogue Scale; VRS, verbal rating scale
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2.2.1.8 CFNB vs.

X|&x Zote)

=171 o-

E3J

A&4 QElAA GRS 44 Fue] 242 vwet A= 10780
5 A4S Xt o/l 45 AES Ay 419 ks ASE eI TGS 5 § 55 H4Tt
oot Rot &5 7ao] B &Aool gl o T thE 2719 Aol = A& He] FUEY 55
A7 895 o Btk U A A 2 7 9] A|Fo| A= = 7 82l Zpol 7} gidth
H 3.13 [CFNB vs. K& Zote| #¢l] 85 8%
o £y M= [ B P
1X{% AL 2axs Al ' Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total  —value Hl
6AZF 4282 - 30 1818 - 30 | 0.000
Hasan 2022 NRS 124k 443 - 30 167 - 30 0000 o
POD1 3237 - 30 2863 - 30  0.356
N 52 06 50 492 102 50 0.0975
1202 41 112 50 401 108 50 0.6834
POD1 385 123 50 398 125 50 0.6013
VASatrest POD2 162 03 50 156 072 50 0.5877
POD3 151 032 50 143 02 50 0.1371
POD7 1.02 02 50 123 04 50 0.0013
POD14 1.001 01 50 1.3 0.1 50 0.0001
Sreenath 2022 6A7F 82 07 50 82 09 50 0.1
120t 73 08 50 76 1.8 50 0.1177
. POD1 61 121 50 62 12 50 06791
;/?ti/ i‘t*;‘””g POD2 511 04 50 521 076 50 08233
POD3 311 03 50 342 06 50 0.0015
POD7 19 02 50 2 03 50 0.0527
POD14 15 012 50 1.7 031 50 0.0001
NRSatrest,  pOD 1 Jsim 24 2T 24 0 NS
upon passive,
active POD 2 JE 24 M= 24 NS
Karpetas 2021 NRS at rest,
upon passive, POD 3 ez 24 Jaim 24 NS
active
1At 095 083 20 085 093 20 @ 064
2M7F 158 146 20 175 1.02 20 0.99
ANZE 145 1 20 1.3 092 20  0.49
BAIZ! 13 13 20 155 12 20 041
. 87t 065 087 20 085 088 20 043
Gandhi 2019 VAS 1247 045 083 20 065 075 20 025
POD1 02 07 20 015 037 20 0.82
3AZE 02 062 20 01 031 20 | 097
POD2 01 031 20 000 000 20 0.0
POD3 0.1 031 20 000 000 20 @ 0.00
6AZF 154 0881 28 09 1.155 30 0.007
NRSatrest POD1 246 1.036 28 357 2315 30 @ 0.084
Fedriani 5.5 POD2 = 2 0981 28 297 1629 30 0.009
de Matos NRS during _6AZt 204 1.036 28 133 1155 30 0.11
passive POD1 357 1.069 28 4.03 2173 30 0.942
movement ~ POD2 279 0995 28 347 1.479 30 @ 0.073
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NEC/\ xaxuzig 2 422 SSEUHZEY - ez
= L =% M= HE=Z p
H H|
X% AL 23 Al Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total : —value |
BAIZ T 30 8= 30 ¢ 0.06
POD 1 8z 30 J8= 30 ¢ 0.11
VASatrest  —5o57 JHE 30 28T 30 | 0.07
. POD 3 T 30 J8im 30 ¢ 0.06
Sakai 2013 oAzt THE 30 THE 30 | <0.01 favour |
VAS during POD 1 3z 30 J2HZ 30 | <0.01 favour
rehabilitation ~ POD 2 = 30 J8im 30 <0.001 favour |
POD 3 = 30 T2 30 <0.001 favour |
BAIZE 426 1.09 19 232 1.1 19 40.001
Shanth 26A2t 0221 063 19 211 066 19 :0.618
t
ShanEn 2012 vAS PD 142 048 19 137 059 19 0825
fO° 089 074 19 089 074 19 1
POD 1.7 1.7 35 29 2 35 :0.002
POD 1 2.5 1.7 35 39 14 35  0.02
Long 2006 VAS POD 2 3.6 1.5 35 37 1.4 35 NS
POD 3 34 16 35 | 3.7 1.3 35 NS
E[3Al 31 124 35 358 038 35 NS
Barrington 2005  VAS at rest - Jejz 53 J2m 55 NS
I, intervention; IQR, Interquartile Range: NS, not significant; NRS, numeric rating scale; POD
Postoperative day; SD, standard deviation; VAS, Visual Analogue Scale; VRS, verbal rating scale
2.2.1.9 CFNB vs. 421X|g2
154 dE A AT} HEX 55 v et A= 2700t ZH9] At B2 §F AN &bt
A= AHE Uebtort 1 9] Aol A £ 22 8% B4l e Aol gl
H 3.14 [CFNB vs. HE2X|2] 55 M
==, =3 SHZ =2 p
H H| 1
1%4% AL 2 Al Mean SD Total Mean SD Total | —value |
onzt -1.19 D218 g5 JMm 69 | NS
0.21] mean
_ [-1.18, difference
VAS at rest 24M2t -0.67 ~0.17] 65 ez 69 NS (95% CIl,
(112,48, 3z
Chan 2013 7207 J3= 65 J2iZ 69 NS
_ [-1.72,
VAS on 242t 1.15 ~0.58] 65 J4= 69 @ 0.045 favourl
movement ﬁ?bﬁ T 65 T 69 NS
24Nzt [4.07] - 29 [261] - 36  0.02
VAS at rest
48AIZt  [2.86] - 29 [1.75] - 36  0.028
Johnson 2011
VAS during 24M2F 1[4.96] - 29 [4.28] - 36  0.255
activity 48127 [4.34] - 29 [4.03] - 36  0.557
h, hour; I, intervention; IQR, Interquartile Range; NS, not significant; NRS, numeric rating scale; POD
Postoperative day; SD, standard deviation; VAS, Visual Analogue Scale; VRS, verbal rating scale
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NEC X% URMZ Y NAS SS(RDZHY - (M
CFNB Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl Year IV, Random, 95% CI
111CFNBvs. HEE X8
Mader 2012 o 222 kil 3037 3 29.T7% -0.97 [-1.50,-0.44] 2012 ——
Kadic 2009 (1) 2 244 27 4 222 26 27.6% -0.84 [-1.41,-0.28] 2009 =
Shum 2008 {2 1.1 14 ki 165 1.8 20 28.2% -0.31 [-0.86, 0.25] 2008 —
Maldini 2007 1.8 1.3 12 49 248 12 14.58% -1.33[-2.23,-0.43] 2007 -
Subtotal {95% CI) 105 89 100.0% -0.80 [1.19, -0.41] &>
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.06; Chi®*=4.83, df=3(P=0.18); F= 38%
Testfor overall effect: £=4.05 (P = 0.0001)
1.1.2 CFNB vs. 23| M [HEIMERITHS
Choi 2016 (&) 27 16 20 39 22 39 34.6% -0.89[-1.14,-0.04] 2016 —
Albrecht 2014 5 27 28 5 28 33 36.4% 0.00 [-0.50,0.50] 2014 —
Salinas 2006 1.7 14 18 33 16 18 29.0% -1.04 [-1.74,-0.34] 2006 ——
Subtotal {95% CI) 66 90 100.0% -0.50 [-1.09, 0.08] -
Heterogeneity, Tau*= 017, Chi®=6.02, df= 2 (P=0.05), F=67%
Test for overall effect Z=1.70 (P = 0.09)
1.1.3CFNB vs. 23| & BEZHHF AL
Aragola 2021 26 18 39 22 17 35 128% 0.23[0.23, 068 201 T
Warshney 2019 (3) 4.2 0.65 30 647 071 30 12.0% -3.28[-4.08,-2.500 2014 -
harino 2019 816 249 33 508 28 32 12.7% 0.03 [-0.46,0.51] 2018 T
Chaubey 2017 (4) 337 049 30 837 061 30 11.9% -3.87 [4.40,-274] 2017 -
Choi 2016 (B} 27 16 20 25 23 41 12.6% 0.09[-0.44, 063] 2016 -
Spinarelli 2015 3482 1.4 a0 221 1.28 a0 12.8% 0.97 [0.86,1.39] 2015 -
Carli 2010 2 296 20 5 2322 200 12.3% -1.12[-1.80,-0.45] 2010 -
Woods 2006 (5) 28 25 15 25 21 45 128% 0.13[0.28,0.54] 2006 T
Subtotal {95% CI) 267 283 100.0% -0.77 [1.69, 0.15] -
Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.67; Chi®= 16698, df= 7 (P = 0.00001); F= 96%
Test for overall effect Z=1.65(P=0.10)
1.1.4 CFNB vs. IV-PCA
U 2018 (6) 1.5 1.45 23 4685 1.7 23 222% -1.96 [[2.67,-1.25] 2018 —
Stebler 2017 0.8 148 kil 1 148 23 146% -0.33[0.88,021] 2017 T
FPeng 2014 3 074 140 3 074 140 28.0% 0.00[-0.23,0.23] 2014 "
Wiy 2014 41 1.8 a0 4 13 0 251% 0.06 [-0.44,0.57] 2014 —
Baranovit 2011 2 1] 38 3 148 36 Mot estimable 2011
Subtotal {95% CI) 259 252 100.0% -0.50 [1.20, 0.20] '.
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.44; Chi®=27.33, df= 3 (P = 0.00001); I*= 89%
Test for overall effect Z=1.40 (P =0.16)
1.1.5CFNBvs. Al E AR S8
Sreenath 2022 385 1.23 a0 398 1.25 a0 24.0% -0.10[-0.580,0.29] 2022 .
Gandhi 2018 (7) 0z or 200 015 037 20 17.6% 0.09 [-0.53,0.71] 2018 -1
Fedriani de Matos 2017 246 1.04 28 357 232 30 201% -0.60[F1.13,-007] 2017 —
Shanthanna 2012 () 221 063 18 211 068 189 17.2% 015049 0.79] 2012 T
Long 2006 (49) 28 1.7 ki 39 14 |/ A% -0.89[-1.38,-0.400 2006 —
Subtotal (95% CI) 152 154 100.0% -0.29 [-0.68, 0.10] L
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.13; Chi*=11.15,df=4 (P=0.02);, F= 64%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.47 (P=0.14)
t t t
-4 -2 0 2

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi®= 385 df=4 (P=047), F=0%

Footnotes
YNRS, 214
) VAS
YNRS

VAS, 2641 2+
VVAS
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Study or Subgroup

Mean

CFNB

Control

SD Total Mean

SD Total Weight

1.21CFNBvs. HEE X8

MNader 2012 2 258 31 4 222 31
Kadic 2008 (1) 0rs 17 27 3 148 26
Shurm 2009 {2 0.7 1.2 35 1 1.5 20
Maldini 2007 26 21 12 46 27 12
Subtotal (95% Cl) 105 89
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.14; Chi®=7.82 df= 3 (P=0.08); F=62%
Testfor averall effect Z= 316 (P =0.002)

1.2.2 CFNB vs. 23| 4 [HEIME RIS

Albrecht 2014 4 27 28 3 28 33
Salinas 2006 09 1.3 18 32 1.1 18
Subtotal (95% Cl) 46 51

Heterogeneity, Tau®=2.35, Chi*= 2117, df=1 (P = 0.00001); = 95%
Testfor averall effect 2= 0.66 (P =051}

1.2.3 CFNB vs. 23|48 2HEZHHSA

Aragola 2021 32 24 a4 24 1.4 35
Yarshney 20149 (3) 442 078 a0 6.1  0.86 a0
Marino 2014 375 a7 33 303 26 3z
Chaubey 2017 (4) 347 069 a0 51  DE6 a0
Spinarelli 2015 212 073 50 086 0492 a0
Carli 2010 1222 20 3 a7 20
Subtotal (95% Cl) 202 197

Heterogeneity: Tau®=1.91; Chi®=132.80, df= 5 (P = 0.00001); = 96%
Testfor averall effect Z= 085 (P=0.39)

1.2.4 CFNB vs. IV-PCA

U 2018 (5) 1.25 o4 23 2482 041 23
Stehler 2017 0 148 kil 0 148 23
Peng 2014 3 074 140 3074 140
Subtotal (95% Cl) 194 186

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0,56, Chi*= 21.80, df= 2 (P = 0.0001); F=91%
Testforoverall effect Z=1.14 (P=0.25)

1.25CFNBvs. Al HE A7 8

Sreenath 2022 1.62 0.3 80 1.86 O0.72 a0
Gandhi 2019 (8) 01 o3 20 0 0 20
Fedriani de Matos 2017 2 043 28 287 1624 a0
Shanthanna 2012 (7) 142 043 19 137 048 14
Long 2006 {8) 36 14 35 ar 1.4 35
Subtotal (95% Cl) 152 154

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.07; Chi*= 642 df=3 (P=0.09); F=53%
Testforoverall effect Z=072 (P=047)

Testfar subgroup differences: Chi*=4.74, df=4 (P=0.32), F=156%
Footnotes

(1) NRS, 214

) VAS

YNRS

(4)NRS

S (sciatic)

VAS

IAS

AS

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

IV, Random, 95% Cl Year IV, Random, 95% CI
283%  -0.82[1.34,-0.300 2012 ——
255%  -1.39[-1.99,-0.78 2009 ——
I7.3% -0.22 078, 0.33] 2009 —=
18.9% -0.80[1.64,0.04] 2007 —
100.0%  -0.80[-1.29,-0.30] -
51.0% 0.35 [-0.16, 0.86] 2014 T
43.0% -1.87 [[2.66,-1.07] 2006 —a—
100.0%  0.74[-2.91,1.44] e —
16.9% 0.34 012,080 2021 T
16.5%  -2.02[-2.65-1.39) 2019 —
16.8% 0.27 [0.22,0.76] 2019 e
16.4%  -238[3.06-1.71 2017 —
16.9% 1.39[0.95,1.82) 2015 ——
16.5%  -0.64 [-1.28,-0.01] 2010 —=—
100.0% 0.49 [1.62, 0.64] i
07%  -1.71[-2.36,-1.02) 2018 ——
32.9% 0.00[0.54,0.54 2017 ——
36.4% 0.00[0.23,0.23) 2014 &
100.0% 0.52 [1.42,0.37] ~a-
30.6% 0.1 028, 0.50] 2022 ——
Mot estimahble 20149
235%  -071[1.24,-017] 2017 ——
19.3% 0.09 [0.55,0.73] 2012 —
26.5% -0.07 [0.54, 0.40) 2006 —a—
100.0% 0.13 [-0.50, 0.23] <
-4 -2 0 2 4

Favours [CFMNEB]

1% 3.6 BAA| 55 (2 5 29) forest plot

Favours [Control]

55



Z
m
0
>
Jp
12
ng
[
r=
ox
Pl
r=
ox
O
ofm

S(X7h

ZY - DRI

CFNB

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total

Control

Std. Mean Difference

Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI

1.31CNBvs. REHE X5

Maldini 2007 349 1.6 12
Subtotal (95% Cl) 12
Heterageneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect 2= 211 (P=003)

1.3.2 CFNB vs. 23| & [HEIM3 RIS

Choi 2016 (4) LR 14 20
Albrecht 2014 7 a7 28
Salinas 2006 47 1.7 18
Subtotal (95% Cl) 66

Heterogeneity, Tau®= 0.13; Chi®= 492, df= 2 (F = 0.09); F= 59%

Testfor averall effect Z=1.76 (P = 0.08)

1.3.3 CFNBvs. 23| 2HEZHH T A

Aragala 2021 4.8 27 39
Marino 2018 (1) 4.06 3 33
Chai 2016 (B} 48 1.9 20
Spinarelli 2015 563 1.27 50
Toftdahl 2007 5 296 35
Subtotal (95% Cl) 177

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.04; Chi*= 665, df=4 (P=0.16);, F= 40%

Testfor overall effect Z=1.63 (P=010)

1.3.4 CFNB vs. IV-PCA

Yu 2018 254 1484 23
FPeng 2014 3 074 140
Wi 2014 6.1 29 30
Baranovié 2011 2 0 35
Subtotal (95% CI) 228

6.3 3z
6.4 a7

7 24
6.3 14

445 a7
4.61 28
44 25
521 132
3 2496

615 1.43
348 074
71 23

4 074

12 100.0%
12 100.0%
39 345%
33 370%
18 28.45%
90 100.0%
35 205%
32 18.49%
41 16.8%
50 241%
38 187%
196 100.0%
23 283%
140 37.0%
30 337%
36

229 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.62; Chi#= 10,76, df= 2 (P = 0.0001); F= 80%

Testfor overall effect 2= 242 (P=002)

1.3.5CFNBvs. AlZ5HE 97| =8

Sreenath 2022 61 1.2 50
Fedriani de Matos 2017 3.87 1.069 28
Subtotal (95% Cl) 78

Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.00; Chi*= 029, df=1 (P =054 F=0%

Testfor averall effect 2= 093 (P = 0.35)

6.2 1.2
403 2173

a0
a0

B3.5%
36.5%
100.0%

Testfor subgroup differences: Chi*=1597, df=4 (P=0003), F=75.0%

Footnotes
(1312412

Std. Mean Difference

Year IV, Random, 95% CI

-0.92 [-1.76,-0.07] 2007 i
0.92 [-1.76,-0.07]
-0.64[1.19,-0.09] 2016 —a—
0.00 F0.50,0.50] 2014 ——
-0.87 [-1.55,-0.18] 2006 ——
0,47 [0.99, 0.05] -
0.1 F0.35,0.57] 2021 ——
019 [-0.67,0.30] 2018 — =
016 [-0.37,0.70] 2016 —1—
0.32 [0.07,0.72] 2015 T
0.67[0.20,1.14] 2007 —=—
0.22 [0.04, 0.49] »
-2.39[-3.16,-1.62] 2018 ——
-0.67 [0.91,-0.43] 2014 -
-0.38[-0.89,0.13] 2014 —=

Mot estimable 2011
.08 [-1.95,-0.21] ~a-
-0.08 [-0.47,0.31] 2022
-0.26 [-0.78,0.26] 2017
015 [-0.46, 0.16]

-4 -2 0 2

Favours [CFMNEB]

1 3.6 23A 53 (2= 3 19) forest plot
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CFNB

Control

Std. Mean Difference

Std. Mean Difference

Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl Year IV, Random, 95% CI
141CFNBvs. REHE X5
Maldini 2007 37 27 12 a7 31 12 100.0% -0.66 [-1.48, 016] 2007 i‘
Subtotal (95% Cl) 12 12 100.0% -0.66 [-1.49, 0.16]
Heterageneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect Z=1.58(P=012)
1.4.2 CFNB vs. 23| [HEIMBFICHE
Chaoi 2016 (&) 4.6 4.4 20 4.6 4.3 38 346% 0.00[0.54, 054 2016
Albrecht 2014 7 2.7 28 7 14 33 354% 0.00[0.50,0.50] 2014
Salinas 2006 34 14 18 6.1 14 18 30.0% -1.26[-1.98,-0.53] 2006 ——
Subtotal (95% Cl) 66 90 100.0% -0.38 [-1.10, 0.34]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.32; Chi*= 8.24, df= 2 (F = 0.010); F= 78%
Testfor averall effect Z=1.02 (P =031}
143 CFNBvs. 238 ZEZHHTA
Aragola 2021 a7 26 39 4.6 14 35 24.4% 0.47[0.01,0.94] 2021 e
Chaoi 2016 (B} 4.6 4.4 20 34 4.2 41 18.2% 0.28 [-0.26, 0.81] 2016 T
Spinarelli 2015 821 1.07 a0 474 118 a0 33.4% 0.41 [0.02,0.81] 2015 =
Toftdahl 2007 445 295 34 4 2322 37 240% 0149 [-0.28 0.668] 2007 T
Subtotal (95% Cl) 143 163 100.0% 0.35[0.12, 0.58] *
Heteropeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®= 089, df=3 (P =0.83); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: £=2.99 {F = 0.003)
1.4.4 CFNB vs. IV-PCA
Yu 2018 238 13 23 408 0451 23 30.3% -1.68 [-2.36,-1.00] 2018 ——
Wi 2014 4 24 a0 4.3 28 30 332% -0.11 062, 0.39] 2014 .
FPeng 2014 3 074 140 3074 140 365% 0.00[0.23, 023 2014 L
Subtotal (95% CI) 193 193 100.0% -0.55 [-1.40, 0.31] ~a
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.51; Chi®= 21.01, df= 2 {F = 0.0001}; F= 90%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.26 (P =021}
1.4.5CFNBvs. AlSE AN =8
Sreenath 2022 a.11 04 a0 521 078 a0 B1.8% -0.16 [-0.56,0.23] 2022 -
Fedriani de Matos 2017 279 0.995 28 347 1.478 30 38.2% -0.53 [-1.05,-0.00] 2017 ——
Subtotal (95% Cl) 78 80 100.0% -0.30 [-0.65, 0.04] s 4
Heterogeneity: Tau®=0.01; Chi*=119, df=1 (P=027), F=16%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.71 (P = 0.09)

-2 0 2 4

Testfor suboroun differences: Chi*= 16.63. df= 4 (P=0002). F=75.9%

0 3.7 23A £33 (s 5 29) forest plot

Favours [CFMNB]

Favours [Control]
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2.2.2 +& 3 NSH NEY
$% 2705 Belel] 53 U4 ololol vlepy 28] L WA AASFL BISKATE S T B 2UL
5402 AL A4 LA T3 SIS STl 24 ] 272 ek

5709 A4 AESE 23}, BE A= ASLA tEAIFAITEe] BEY X7/ X7/}
(HA 3 AJ-fA) & T ZBA AREFo] f-2lotA H AUt
H 3.15 [CFNB vs. HZEX x|2] 22 & XEN AR
En ALK T (= 53 Sz E= p
E oo !
X%t % L =8 ™ A Mean SD Total Mean SD Total -value 12
Opioid POD1 [23] [13-32] 31 [38] [23-54] 31 0.004 e
Nader ~ 2012 analgesia (24 - POD2 ([38] [22-53] 31  [45] [23-68] 31 @ 0.32 %%]Ian'
hours mor-EQ) POD 3 [23] [14-30]1 31  [15] [8-23] 31 0.22
Kadic 2009 Received " POD 1: [16] [8-26] 27 [29] [19-37] 26 S [median,
morphine 9 "poD2 [4] [0-15] 27 [12] [4-30] 26  0.007 IQR]
6MZt 46 33 35 89 45 20 0.0005
Total 12028 74 45 35 129 59 20 0.0005
. 24MZt 111 6.7 35 193 92 20 0.0005
Shum 2009 &%Tpﬂi}tge M9 Nzt 135 7.8 35 232 117 20  0.001
72M2t 15 87 35 259 155 20  0.002
72MZt 59 49 35 72 54 20 NS
Systemic POD1 50 25 12 1200 150 12 :0.002
analgesic o Toono B0 25 12 400 300 12 0.0001
requirements;
veldin 2007 _Temadol POD3 200 100 12 300 200 12 0.0004
alain Systemic PODT 0 0 12 150 75 12 0.0015
analgesic mg POD2 0 0 12 200 150 12 0.0001
Sif(‘)rfzrr?aegts POD3 75 25 12 150 75 12 10.0024
POD1: 30 [26-34] 76 42 [37-47] 78 S
Oxycodone; " POD2: 25 [22-28] 76 | 27 [23-31] 78 NS
daily 9 "PoD3 19 116221 76 21 [1725 78 NS
POD4 14 [10-17] 76 14 [1018] 78 NS
POD1 30 [2634] 76 42 [37471 78 = (S) [Sgg/:'cu
Oxycodone POD3 75 [6783] 76 = 90 [79-101] 78 (S)
POD4 88 [77-99] 76 105 [91-119] 78 | (NS)
Sggg"done mg  ERAl 11.1 _2%_47] 76 123 _[]g_g’] 78 (NS)
Opioids [ s=y [62] - 76 [53] - 78  (NS) (&9
required

Cl, confidence interval; IQR, Interquartile Range; IV, intravenous; NS, not significant; PACU, postanesthetic
care unit; PCA, patient controlled analgesia; POD, Postoperative day; SD, standard deviation:;
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2.2.2.2 CFNB vs. 93| E[MZAX} =

10719 A2 A= A3}, 7749 AToI 2|44 AR ET Aol HE A GES Sd
A8 }wc%l 910} - ZH-ROlgt Xol7} IR0H, 37HO] A 2 B AN A4 ThehalAR
0] 5% T ABA AF8go] 905 § At e Ak 55 A Aol AT

H 3.16 [CFNB vs. 22| HEIMFRHE] & & USH MBS

=0 £3 Szt o P
17X il 2ixs A A|A Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total i —value |
Morphine L 24A28 045 04 36 048 0.3 36 : (NS)
Angers 2019 (pcp) (Mo erzi 075 06 36 075 04 36 (NS)
Mean opioid 48A[ZH Jao 44 T 4 NS
Required a
rescue nerve  [E] [0] - 44 (0] - 41 S =]
Dixit 2018  block due to pain
Average
cumulative mg 48AZH 23 203 44 22 20 41 1 0.863
opioid
Opioid (IV
morphine mg 48AIZt 76.1 405 40 937 452 39 (NS)
Choi 2016 _equivalent) 3
Opioid g POD1 40.6 158 40 495 245 39 (NS
POD2; 365 28.6 40 442 291 39 (NS)
Total analgesia
Wyatt 2015 in morphine - t?rr;ve - - 43 - - 43 NS
equivalents
Opioid (IV POD1 56 [42-70] 28 48 [38-59] 33 | (NS)
Albrecht 2014 morphine mg POD2 50 [41-60] 28 . 39 [30-48] 33 | (NS) [95% Cl]
equivalent) POD3: 27 [20-35] 28 . 21 [14-28] 33 | (NS)
IV Opioid PACU, median,
moghine) ™ Fprg  HE 30 ez % -
Basd ODVACENE oy pop1 [10] - 39 o] - 38 (NS) (=9
Ifeld 2010 . POD1s [10] [10-24] 39 | [10] [10-20] 38 | (NS)
L”%ggg'saete RDT [16] (10-20] 39 [15] (5201 38 (NS)
Oral mg POD2 [10] [5-200 39 [10] [5-200 38 (NS ‘o™
Oxycodone ROD2¢ [10] [0-15] 39 | [10] [0-10] 38 | (NS)
ROD3% [10] [10-28] 39 [10] [0-100 38 | (NS)
Park 2010 IV PCA ml ROD1,2 2= 60 2T 20 ¢ <0.05 favour |
RCD1Av J24E 25 J24E 25 0.87
FCD 1M iz 25 J8i= 25 0 0.04 favourl
IV morphine mg POD2m J24E 25 = 25 0.31
RCD2pv iz 25 = 25 0.08
RCD3Av J2E 25 J24E 25 0.1
PODO [0] [0-10] 25 [0] [0-5] 25 @ (NS)
llfeld 2008 POD1 [25] [10-50] 25 [40] [25-60] 25 = (NS)
Oral Opioid POD2 [20] [5-30] 25 | [25] [20-45] 25 (NS) (median
Requirements mg POD3 [0] [0-10] 25 [10] [0-201 25 (S) IOR] ’
POD4 [5] [0-125] 25 | [15] [5-20] 25 (S
POD5 [25] [10-40] 25 [20] [10-35] 25 = (NS)
POD6 [20] [5-40] 25 [20] [10-40] 25 (NS)
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=3 Sz B p

*nr
X = 797 IE |:_I_|-O H| 71
17X ac 23 i A|A Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total i —value |
Morphine

e mg POD3 16 10 18 25 12 18 0.2

Salinas 2006 POD1 15 12 18 40 14 18 <0.0001

Oxycodone mg POD2 20 12 18 | 43 22 18 10.0004

POD3. 10 6 18 | 26 19 18 | 0.002

POD 1, 30 [26-34] 76 33 [29-371 79 | (NS)
Oxycodone; mg POD2 25 [22-28] 76 @ 28 [2432) 79  (NS)
daily POD3 19 [1622] 76 20 [17-24] 79 : (NS)

POD4 14 [10171 76 13 [10-16] 79 = (NS)

POD1 30 [26-34] 76 33 [29371 79  (NS) [mggg/:bu
POD2 55 [4961 76 60 [6763] 79 « (NS) 32
POD3 75 [6783] 76 79 [71-87] 79 . (NS)
POD4 88 [77-99] 76 = 94 [84-103] 79 = (NS)

. Cumulative
Will 2
illiams 2006 Oxycodone mg

Oxycodone o [9.4 [9.1
dose mg  EEA LT 27] 76 £ 10.8 -12.5] 79  (NS)
rOezS;rdesd (@ s=A [62] - 76 [61] - 79 ¢+ (NS) [=9:g]

Cl, confidence interval: IQR, Interquartile Range; IV, intravenous: NS, not significant; PACU, postanesthetic
care unit; PCA, patient controlled analgesia: POD, Postoperative day; SD, standard deviation:;

2.2.2.3 CFNB vs. Y3l HHEZLIFAL

10709) 472 HES AT 4749 AT A4 R AL A5 BEFYTAL 5% T
AEA gl Qo] F 2753 Hol7k YOH, 7 3700] AToIAE M G AN A4
ARG E U8l WEPWFATE 54 5 AEA ALg o] S2I5HA o 28 Ao ekt
A= Al et

H 3.17 [CFNB vs. ¥3|d H#EZUFAM] & & TISH AES

= ___—  _ . =8 eSS E b
2 CH L
X g EHA A& Mean SD Total Mean SD Total -value
Overnight total 45 32 39 30 24 35 002
dose of PCA
Aragola 2021 Total dose of e
momone ™0 g 672 42 39 673 405 35 0.99
Time to first ) (85.42 (143.56 mean,
oon min 11646 {5 7g 33 20687 horcn 32 1 002 (et
Marino 2019 Morphine poD 12632 @060 33 9ggy @211 55 (55
equiﬁ’/alent ) 24 -32.03) ~1 -35.70) ©°  mean,
dose Pon2 4961 3920 33 4774 £33 079 OO
e areigese 077 - 30 B - 30 (N
(53] 6] - 30 14 - 30 (NS
Varshney 2019 6108 (] (4] _ 30 [7] . 30 (NS) [T ]
11-153] 2 - 30 B - 3 (NS
16-203] N - 30 0] - 30 (NS
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Ex

Sz

p

N
B CHo I
%1% AL 23 i A|A Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total | —value |
e areigese 200 - 30 [0 - 30 (0001
(53] (7] - 30 0] - 30 | (NS) o
11-153] [1] - 30  [11] - 30 (S)
16-203] [0] - 30 19 - 30
Opioid (IV
morphine mg 48AIZE 76.1 405 40 (772 408 41 (NS)
Choi 2016 _equivalent) 3z
Opioid " POD1 406 158 40 396 204 41 (NS)
pol  "PoD2 355 28.6 40 375 266 41 (NS
Morphine mg POD1; 15.6 7 21 1116 3.7 21 1 0.031
Kurosaka 2016 Numberof o0 ponq 202 116 21 144 59 21 0053
rescue therapy
Daily and POD
Ng 2012  cumulative - 1,23 J2= 16 J2= 16 ; »0.05
morphine =X
6.5 [13.0
| Morphine POD1[148] &7, 20 12601 g 20 002 .o
Carli 2010 (PCA) mg 2.5 [11.0 IQR]
POD 2:[12.0] 26.0] 20 [22.5] ~335] 20 S
Opioids
(oxycodone and  [&] [8] - 37 9] - 40 - [T &l
morphine K| 2l)
Toftdahl 2007 . [90 (80
Median mg POD 1 [100] -115] 37 183l -100] 40 | 0.02 [median,
opioid wopa gl 5% 37 meo) 1% a0 008 'O
Narcotic pain
medication - 11 - 11 - 45 0671
(morphine
quivalent doses)
Woods 2006 feceived M g Bl - 45 (18] - 45 (0.001 [E9k g
ydromorphone
Oral pain
medication 11 - 45 07 - 45 0.001
(morphine

equivalent dose)

Cl, confidence interval; IQR, Interquartile Range; IV, intravenous; NS, not significant; PACU, postanesthetic
care unit; PCA, patient controlled analgesia: POD, Postoperative day; SD, standard deviation:;
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2.2.2.4 CFNB vs. ¥3|d OtFEZISH FAL

2709] A7E FE 23, Olive 5(2015) AT 42 F 244K AHoNA A4 =137 ehe)
of A ALgTFo] LBV TR AEA] FAMEE- R 2ekA] H30m, Tuyakov 5202009 A7 37
20] 58 F 254 AGo] hEFHTE ANFE 02 WO AYHE HolFr,

L

318 [CFNB vs. U314 DIMMAISH FAH 42 $ DEH ALY
=o Tl = =3 S ot p
&0 CHo L
%% e 22 # AlH {Mean S Total Mean SD  Total : —value 12
POD 1{10.34] - 29 1379 - 29 -
. POD2[8.97] - 29 [13.1] - 29 )
Tuyakov 2020 Morphine M9 503 Bo7] - 20 .93 - 29 [median]
POD4[0.69] - 29 [052] - 29 -
BAIZt ez 28 = 27 -
Olive 2015 Median m 1241 el 28 sz 27 - [median,
morphine 9 Trenzt 3T 28 J3= 27 ¢ - IQR]
24A|2t Jejx 28 ez 27 0 0.003

IQR, Interquartile Range; 1V, intravenous; NS, not significant;

controlled analgesia; POD, Postoperative day; SD, standard deviation;

PACU, postanesthetic care unit; PCA, patient

2.2.2.5 CFNB vs. UL} ESXI7I=HH(IV-PCA)

6709 A2 AE AT, BE AL A4 tfEAARTEo] R BEA LA R

T WA M=ol S5 & Ml
H 3.19 [CFNB vs. IV-PCA] =& & TS| A2
=n = M= == p
X%k % 2aXE o A Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total —value HIAL
AsxE7|
Yu 2018 M| sl - - 1.08 034 23 172 0.9 23 0.05
XIEX HI)
. =4 6 5 31 13 7 23 10.0003
Stebler 2017 %E&’g@;‘?e mg POD1 6 7 31 19 17 23 00005
POD2 11 10 31 19 17 23 0.03
Frequency of
Peng 2014  rescue - - 06 08 127 11 1.3 123 1 0.002
analgesic
) POD 1. 6.1 0.9 30 10.7 10.1 30 | 0.021
Wu 2014 g/'o?srgh'”e mg POD2 52 14 30 53 77 30 0947
POD 3 3.4 1.6 30 1.6 2.9 30 : 0.006
Chan 2013 Cumulative g POD1 27 26 65 324 26 66 <0.001
Opioid POD2 8.1 7.1 65 443 36 66 €0.001
Baranovi¢ 2011 Morphine - - 1 [15] [5-201 36 @ [40] _[388] 35 140.001 |[8|§]d'an’

IQR, Interquartile Range; IV, intravenous; NS, not significant; PACU, postanesthetic care unit; PCA, patient
controlled analgesia; POD, Postoperative day; SD, standard deviation;
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2.2.2.6 CFNB vs. 39t2|

SSAI=EY

2709] A= HESH A7, 17§(Wang 5, 2015)AollAl= X144 tEjAlg3bdso] Fute] 554 ER
AR} 4 5 AEA ALgo] SI5H B Hglon, thE ADauri 5, 200304 2t folat
Zto]7F ATt
H 3.20 [CFNB vs. B9 SBAIEHEE] +2 & SH MY
B0 __ o o 23 A= DEZ p -
144 AL 2AX R = A|A Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total | —value |
Receiving
Wang 2015 celecoxib (3] - [28] - 80 | [42] - 82 1 0.037 [=9:g]
(AGXISH)
PCA boluses B ~
administered 1= 20 Leh= 20 NS
Dauri 2003 |V rescue
ketorolac mg - 30 120 20 30 90 20 NS
requirement

IV, intravenous; NS, not significant; PCA, patient controlled analgesia: SD, standard deviation;

o] A2 AR AT, RE AT AR 7 cEARREo] A4 dE A Rt
St 5 25 AHgl RSP et

H 3.21 [CFNB vs. ZF&X OE[MAXIHE] a2 & SH MY
=M e = £3 Sz o= p
= oo I
174K AL 2K i Al Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total  —value |
Post-operative . 2448 145 46 26 102 108 27 <0.001
levobupivacaine AlZE
Requirement
of additional - _ POD g1 9] 26 o] [0-1 27 08
Sakai 2016 analgesics: 03
Diclofenac [median,
Requirement IQR]
of additinal B POD _ _
analgesics; 0-3 [0] [0-0] 26 [0] [o-0] 27 1
Pentazocine
Total POD iz 20 iz 21 -
Hillegass 2013 f\;‘ﬁ}‘c'zt'ggse mg _~POD1 J3= 20 23 21 -
ydromorshond) -POD2 12.9 232 20 78 1.02 21 0.048

IQR, Interquartile Range; IV, intravenous; NS, not significant; PCA,
Postoperative day; SD, standard deviation;

patient controlled analgesia; POD,
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SRPZHEEY - HERME

2.2.2.8 CFNB vs. X|5X Zale| ¢

7o) 7S
3 Aol

7= HES

A7}, 3740] AT X145 =417
o2 5 AEA] A18o] RIS H 2
A 4 3 18A) A8 o] ol o =
wskA) eore

Apehzo] A4 o] 24 nrt
Aglont, the 274e] ol 21454 o] Feddol
Aok 4709) A7 5 7 Ol Holh A EAA Rohge

H 3.22 [CFNB vs. X|&H Zoe| ] & = XEH A
B L. =8 = =2 p
H oo H| 1
%% il 23 # A|A Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total i —value |
Rescue analgesia; B _
0.00 bolus (5] 30 ¢ [2] 30
1.00 bolus [0] - 30  [15] - 30 .
Hasan 2022 2.00 bolus [Eg] - [O] _ 30 [5] _ 30 - [HH %‘]
3.00 bolus [8] - 30 el - 30
4.00 bolus [17] - 30 [2] - 30
Sreenath 2022 HeSCUe. @ - [28 - 50 [38] - 50 (5 (e
analgesia
Required IV PpoD1 [6] - 20 [4 - 20 (NS)
Gandhi 2019 rescue (] [l &
analgesia POD2 [0] - 20  [0] - 20 -
Rescue o B _ _ tol- o
Fodriani Y017 analgesia (=] [9] 28 | [11] 30 | 0.717 [ g
de Matos Total morphine  mg - 28 - 28 42 - 30 NS
Mean morphine . mg - 1311 145 28 13.81 1.07 30 10.2274
Requirement
of additional B POD . ~
analgesics 03 [0.5] [0-2] 30 [1.5] [0-B] 30 | 0.045
Sakai 2013 —chquenac [estimate,
Requirement range)
of additional _ POD . ~
analgesics 0-3 [0 [0-00 30 [0.5] [0-3] 30 :0.002
—-Pentazocine
Rescue o _ _ B ol o
Shanthan o1 analgesic-50mg (2 (8] 19 [4] 19 NS [Ee)d]
na Rescue o B _ B tol- o
arelesic-100g (] [1] 19  [0] 19 NS [&e)d]
Sundarath 55q  Analgesic mg 72412t [150] [0-350] 30 [50] [0-150] 31 | 0.001 |medan
iti requirements - : range]
_ _ POD 1212 184 35 274 245 35  0.241
Lon 2006 Eq;uar;algesm o POD1: 319 257 35 B0.7 228 35 0.0002
g morhine ° POD2339 24 365 43 211 35 NS
POD3:36.8 221 35 347 208 35 NS
Oxycodone mg - 21 15 53 13 12 55 | 0.005
Rofecoxib mg - 92 48 53 70 60 55 | 0.04
Fentanyl mg - - - 53 1 1.74 - 5b -
Barrington2005 - Requiring @ - 2] - 5 1 - 5 NS (g9
morphine
Requiring mg - 4 30 53 53 28 55 045
morphine dose

IQR, Interquartile Range; IV, intravenous;

NS, not significant; PACU, postanesthetic care unit; PCA, patient

controlled analgesia; POD, Postoperative day; SD, standard deviation;
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2.2.2.9 CFNB vs. 48x|=

2709) @72 AEet Ak, 17)Chan 5, 2013)A701 e X4 thel A vheo] WRARRT} S
:?:X]lf-_;q] ARgEFo] FolstA B Ao, o2 A+ (Johnson 5, 2011)914 = HEA =4 & &
Q57 A8l S2lakA o Ak

H 3.23 [CFNB vs. E8%|5] & & ZSH AMEY

=n Tl = =y S ot p

u o H|T

%% e 23 # A|A Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total | —value |
Chan 2013 Cumulative " POD 1 2.7 2.6 65 212 149 69 <0.001
Opioid  PoD2 81 71 65 325 252 69 {0.001
Supplemental 24A12t81.66 - 29 2931 - 36 :<0.001

medications:

Johnson 2011 MORPHINE mg  48AIZt114.28 - 29 8375 - 36  0.015
EQUIVALENT Z 19576 - 29 113.06 - 36 ¢0.001

POD, Postoperative day: SD, standard deviation;

2.2.3 7Is(XHE)XI=

A &A JEXNARGS 3 7|5 TEE 23S 315 A= 377090 AE o&;}tﬂi tlorst
AIA|RE o]l U™ 75 H4 e, HE7MEH Y(Range of motion, ROM), #5248 4%

So] 22381 H3ch

2.2.3.1 CFNB vs. HZH X|g/2X|2 /Y

1=
rlo
&

9] @8 A 2, T Aol A4 s gkt nes ili/Eili/%’%o
7 7S (AR AT o] $0f5t Ko7t IOt AR AHoA A4 AR ee) 7]
S0l A= et

olr
7
N
)
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I 3.24 [CFNB vs. 22X X|2] 7|S(HEHX|E

. =% e T b
B CHQ H|1
X%, AL 23 # A|A Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total i —value |
POD1: [3] [2-3] 31 [2]  [2-31 31 | 0.59
Ambulatory _ ~ ~ [median,
SCore POD2 [2] [2-31 31 [3] [1-31 31 @ 0.79 IOR]
POD3 [1] [1-21 31 M -2 31 | 094
POD1 [90] [90-95] 31 [88] [76-%8) 31 040 [ ..
ROMinseat = 02 04] @100 31 | [00] [0-96] 31 | 027 IOR
Nader 2012 [94] 1 ) [50] T ] )
POD 1 = 31 = 3 0.001
POD 2 Jgm 31 28T 31 0.006
Knee flexion  ZIZ A 174 3= 31 [75] [0-15] 31 @ 0.04 g@;dc?]”'
6712 [10] [0-20] 31 [6] [0-15] 31 0.42
1282 [15] [10-20] 31 [10] [0-20] 31  0.10
POD 3 [70.0] [gg_‘g] 16 [60.0] _[‘7‘2:8] 6 S
POD 4 [87.5] _[38:8] 16 [75.0] _[;g_'g] 16 S
Knee flexion 2= POD 5 [90.0] _[gé_'g] 16 [85.0] _[;8_'8] 16 S {g‘g]"“a”'
Kadic 2009 [90.0 (70.0
POD6[90.0] gy 16 18501 g 16 S
e (1001 100 21 11001 1500 17 076
}’VOMAC 0-100 ¥ 804 105 21 718 195 17  0.12
unction
KSS_knee ~ 0-100 3742 838 128 21 832 132 17 091
OKQ (Oxford _
o Ortors 24 198 54 30 182 37 16 NS
KSCRS (Knee
Shum 2009 Society Clinical - 22 868 88 30 901 59 16 | NS
Rating System)
Maximal 2= 24 1108 186 30 1193 91 16 NS
knee flexion

Cl, confidence interval; IQR, Interquartile Range; KSCRS, Knee Society Clinical Rating System; LA, local
anesthetic; NS, not significant; NRS, numeric rating scale; OKQ, Oxford Knee Questionnaire; PACU,
postanesthetic care unit; POD, Postoperative day; S, significant; SD, standard deviation; WOMAC, Western
Ontario and McMaster Universities Osteoarthritis Index

66



2.2.3.2 CFNB vs.

Y=y tEM BRI

7709] A5 HES 23}, BE ATollA A& HEAGA TGS A3)d HERIAA RS2 & &
7' s(AE) A ]| Qlo] Rt 2o 7t glATt.
H 3.25 [CFNB vs. U3|4 CHEIMZRITHE] 7|55 (K| E
3= S— - = S ot p
£:3 CHo 1l
144 % 23 # A|E Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total | —value |
QSR 6= 44.1 [55.2
(Quadriceps 23.3 —[58_5] 36 218 [69.2] 36 NS
strength B o 57.9 74.2 mean,
ecovery); 6/he  22.9 ~72.9] 36 242 ~90] 36 NS [95% Cl]
A 201 Closed chain o [82.1 [89-
ngers 019 contractions 1248 17.6 -93.5] 36 269 106.6] 36 NS
6% 1 99.2 147 36 965 13.8 36 (NS)
ROM - 61066 12 36 (1034 120 36 @ (NS)
12702 104.6 21.3 36 1048 11.0 36 (NS)
ROM - baseline 115 19 40 110 15 39 (NS)
Active ROM - 45M% 120 13 37 116 12 33  (NS)
Choi 2016 baseline, 41 139 40 : 43 189 39 | (NS) 3=
WOMAC - 6= 241 123 37 259 148 33 (NS
4542 191 173 37 15 147 33 | (NS)
POD 1, 56 17 42 | 53 19 42 045
POD2 58 18 42 57 14 42  0.78
Wyatt 2015 Knee ROM POD3 67 16 42 65 12 42 052
E|RAIL 79 10 42 77 10 42 0.36
6= @ 30 [23-38] 28 33 [28-38] 33 (NS)
Albrecht 2014 WOMAC - 3HE . 22 [15-30] 28 24 [17-30] 33 (NS) [95% Cl]
1248 17 [7-27] 28 18 [9-27] 33 | (NS)
#=Al 50 17.9 28 bbb 17.2 26 N/A
1= 473 16.1 28 b3.3 17.6 26 0.19
174¥ 352 198 25 386 144 25 | 0.49
270 26 14 23 1339 15.2 18 0.09
2011 WOMAC Mg 196 122 27 248 183 23 024
[Ifeld 6hg i 15.2 13.7 21 1183 17.6 22 0.53
1274 141 146 19 165 194 15 | 0.68
AUC {1 19.6 116 28 234 158 26 0.32
Ambulation POD [median,
2Hzx 2Hzx
2010 distance 1-3 122 39 1242 38 NS IOR]
Knee ROM - 2= T2 -
POD 1 vt Jam 25 a3z 25 0 0.3
5o POD 1 Fut J#= 25 a#= 25 042
Wam“tfest POD 24 TJE 25 J3T 25 088
lifeld 2008 9 POD2 A Jem 25 JT 25 | 044
POD 3 v J24E 25 J24E 25 0.25
Passive Knee 51 pop 13 a3 25 a=E 25 -
Flexion
. ) 63 @ 108 11 18 102 12 18 NS
2t
Salinas 2006 Knee Flexion i = 117 0 18 113 10 18 NS

Cl, confidence interval: IQR, Interquartile Range; NS, not significant; POD, Postoperative day; QSR,
Quadriceps strength recover; ROM, range of movement; SD, standard deviation; WOMAC, Western Ontario
and McMaster Universities Osteoarthritis Index
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11719] A7-5 AESH 23}, gjFEe] Ato)x
(DA 2| o] F-2J3t 2ol 7 gl e
7R = et

H 3.26 [CFNB vs. 234 HEZUFA 7IS(HE)XIE

=0 —— = £3 Szt zEat P
B CHo H|
17X il 23 # A|A Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total i —value |
Aragola 2021 Maximum e 120 11 39 110 22 35 003
knee flexion
(55.64 (46.44
POD 16458 5007 33 5417 (G5 32 008
. . (66.79 (56.84 mean,
Marino 2019 Knee flexion 2= POD 2! 74.1 ~81.40) 33 162.74 ~68.64) 32 0.02 (95% CI)
(66.45 (55.89
POD 3;73.73 -81.02) 33 63.8 ~71.70) 32  0.06
Motor power _ _
grading-0% (0] 30 [0 30
grading-14 [0] - 30 | [0] - 30 [Ete): o],
grading-28  [® 4Mzt [2] - 30 [0] - 30 - @ &s4=
grading-3%H [14] - 30 | [30] - 30 B
grading-4%X [1] - 30 [4] - 30
] _ Z
Varshney 2019 gl\J/Etdcljrr]%o?/vDer [0] 30 [0 30
grading-0H (0] - 30 [ - 30
grading-1% [0] - 30  [0] - 30 [Eto): o],
grading—2% @ PoD2 [1] - 30  [0] - 30 - ko=
grading-3% [14] - 30 (0] - 30 z2
grading—44 [15] - 30  [30] - 30
grading-5% [0] - 30 [0] - 30
Muscle power B _
grading-0%] [0] 30  [0] 30
grading-134 [0] - 30  [0] - 30 [Ere): o],
grading=2d [ 4Mzt 14 - 30 [0] - 30 - E22=
grading-3%H [15] - 30  [28] - 30 £5
grading-4% [1] - 30  [2] - 30
] _ Z
Chaubey 2017 Eﬂrjgclg gpoE\)/vDer [0] 30 [0 30
grading-0%] [0] - 30 @ [0] - 30
gradmg—ﬂ% [O] - 30 [O] - 30 [Erglgl |:|O=|]’
grading—2%8 (@ pop2 [l - 30 [0] - 30 - E24=
grading-3% [15] - 30 | [0] - 30 5
grading-4™ [14] - 30 | [30] - 30
grading-5% [0] - 30 (0] - 30
ROM - baseline, 115 19 40 ¢ 112 17 41 (NS)
Active ROM - 458 120 13 37 119 9 38  (NS)
Choi 2016 baseline, 41 13.9 40 46 204 M (NS) 32
WOMAC - 63 241 123 37 30 1.5 38 (S)
458 191 173 37 163 166 38 (NS)
90°of Active
Kurosaka 2016 _knee flexion d 5.9 2.3 21 5.1 19 21 0.23
Cane gait e 13.6 3 21 131 4.2 21 0.68
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= . =8 ey EZ b
B CtQ H|11
%1% AL 23 i A|A Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total | —value |
. POD
Cont_lnuous 1,23 - - 50 - - 50 NS
Spinarelli 2015 PassVe E|2IA
motion P - - 50 - - 50 NS
Ambulation - oY = 50 - - 50 NS
ROM - - - 16 - - 16 NS
Ng 2012 Knee Society 3,6,
_ o c=
Knee Score 12748 e 16 e 16 NS
[57.5 [57.5
Maximal 7e POD 1 [70] -80.0] 20 [70] -75.0] 20 038 [median,
knee flexion o [72.5 [74.5 IQR]
POD 2i[79.5 20  [80 20 N
Carli 2010 | 7951 _g45) 180] g3 s
Knee Society  _ = 156.6 242 20 137.7 337 20 @ 0.05
evaluation
WOMAC - = 1197 10.6 20 28 14.2 20 0.04
I\/Iediaq POD1: [10] [b-15] 37 . [5] [0-10] 40 | 0.008 [median
extension AL IOR] ’
. . POD 1! [18] - 37 | [24] - 39 0.3
EF' 9 g
Flexion ) 90 (] POD2 [17] - % 24 - 0 05 [ E]
Unable to
perform a B _
supine straight Ej2im el 4 | ol 45 0004
Woods 2006 -leg raise (4l == [T &l
Able to
perform a [29] - 45 | [36] - 45 1 0.079
guadriceps set

Cl, confidence interval; IQR, Interquartile Range; LA, local anesthetic: NS, not significant; NRS, numeric
rating scale; PACU, postanesthetic care unit; POD, Postoperative day; SD, standard deviation; WOMAC,
Western Ontario and McMaster Universities Osteoarthritis Index

2.2.3.4 CFNB vs. 23| DffLXISH| FAt

A&2] HEAZ3AFEE T Lo mebdEA FARE Bliet AT F, & 5 Vs (DA RS Harkt

L.?-’I:_ l:V\/V\

2.2.3.5 CFNB vs. UL} ESX}7IZHH(IV-PCA)

l'l.IN
L
~ o
>4
\

5740 Q78 AR A, e hpol A M4 el Muw e LRSS
5 715 (A AR ol §AT oI/t gIglort AR AHANA M4 e ARG 1A EH
Kol Ax= g,
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H 3.27 [CFNB vs. IV-PCA] 7|S(XHENX| &
B . =3 A= =2 p
= CtQ H|1
%% e 23 # A|A Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total | —value |
Quadriceps POD1: [2] [2-3] 31 . [3] [2-31 23 @ 0.05 [medi
muscle (1-5) |8§] an,
Stebler 2017 _Strength POD2 [3] 23] 31  [3] (33 23 022
) . POD 1. 67 20 31 57 18 23 | 0.06
Active flexion 2T
POD 2! 75 15 31 72 15 23 0.49
Knee 9 ol
flexion > 90° [H] POD 6 [50] - 65 | [39] - 66 S (=2 Y
MWD 2% 1809 832 57 188 101.3 58 @ (NS)
ch 2014 (6-Minute m N
an Walk Distance) 12% 2937 834 63 3046 82 62  (NS) -
WOMAC 2% 791 113 65 83 106 66 (NS)
physical -
function 122 914 7.3 65 925 75 64  (NS)
V= 2T 140 22 140 0 0.014
WOMAC - = 2T 140 22 140 | 0.011
1274€ 2T 140 2 140 ¢ NS
Peng 2014 El2A| 2T 140 2= 140 . <0.05
Flexion for se Ky = 24 140 J24= 140 ¢ €0.05
knee K 67H I8 140 2= 140 €0.05
1270e J2HZ 140 24T 140 ¢ NS
E|@IA 23657 - 30 19.7 - 30  0.562
Knee Society _ 62|S 402 - 30 379 - 30 071 5 mean
score Mg 4463 - 30 4287 - 30 078 change
6Me 48.73 - 30 447 - 30  0.513
Wu 2014
E|®A -18.83 - 30 165 - 30 | 0.55
Functional _ 6% 0 - 30 2.33 - 30 0.679 mean
score 374 11393 - 30 16 - 30 0.717 change
6Mg 25617 - 30 2033 - 30 :0.392
ROM 90°
achieved o 24 14 57 3 16 52 002
(discharge
Chan 2013 Ccriteria)
Independent
walking/ o 43 09 47 4.3 2.1 41 NS
quad stick

h, hour; IQR, Interquartile Range; LA
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, local anesthetic: NS, not significant; NRS, numeric rating scale;
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2.2.3.6 CFNB vs. 392| XX

i
(i3

Wang 5(2015)2] @7olxt= 254 HEABAG e o] 54 IR ERZe] 11 o] HSS &<
£ g Aol 7k AR 171 A1 9] 259 F=ROM)E A2 tEAIZATE A f-2l5H
o] Eok.

H 3.28 [CFNB vs. A9fQ| ESXIZIXHY] 7|s(HEHX|HE

=M £3 Sz ot p
1X4xt % L R A AlH Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total : —value Hl

HSS scores 17he 707 6.7 80 652 7.2 32 NS
(Hospital for ~ 34E 81.8 85 80 784 7.7 82 NS
Special 674 : 86.5 8.8 80 818 84 82 NS

Wang 2015 Surgery) 12708 88.7 9.1 80 824 87 82 NS
[HSS scores]
Degree of - 174€ 12.66 2.3 80 94 26 82 | 0.037
ROM

NS, not significant; SD, standard deviation;

2.2.3.7 CFNB vs. 2N EIMFXITH=

M) A7 AES A3k, BE AToIA A5H EAAGET DY AR GE S 5o 5
PSR AES Yol 213 Kol 7t il

H 3.29 [CFNB vs. 7H™ THE|MARIEHS] 7[S(HE)XE

= £3 Sz ot p
174K AL 2ixs Ea Al Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total : —value Hl
POD 1. 97 11 26 99 10 27 | 0.42
POD2 104 10 26 104 10 27 | 0.96
POD 3! 106 11 26 106 10 27 | 0.79
Knee flexion 2. POD4 112 10 26 | 110 10 27 | 0.67
POD5 114 10 26 1156 9 27 | 0.76
] POD6: 117 10 26 118 8 27 | 0.79
Sakai 2016 POD7 118 10 26 119 8 27  0.69
Quadriceps
% MVIC PZINFATCY| 115 26 | 33.1 9 27 | 0.46
(maximum %
voluntary
isometric 48M2t 473 183 26 497 157 27 + 0.61
contraction)
Postop PT

%(H) - - 20 - - 20+ 0.99

Hillegass 2013 participation

MVIC, maximum voluntary isometric contraction; NS, not significant; POD, Postoperative day; SD, standard
deviation
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2.2.3.8 CFNB vs. X|£X Zute| =¢

7719 A= AES 24,

Fel 7Is(MEHXIE

= x{

- ExT = == b
B oo I
17X il # # A|A Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total i —value Hl
Sit at bed side
and stand with POD 1! [29] - 50 | [27] - 50 | 0.68
help
Stand without
help, use
walker and POD 2 [31] - 50  [29] - 50 : 0.68 o
Sreenath 2022 transfer to (] [l
chair with help
Trarjsfertoa
\Cxxl/qaalge?'nv(\j/ituhsfut POD3 [32] - 50  [34] - 50 | 0.67
help
Standing AlZt 267 44 24 302 49 24 (S)
Karpetas 2021 \r/(\)/g:j'”g n Azt 312 6 24 358 58 24 (9
yekingout 364 83 24 411 6 24 (S
vAv?tlﬁ ﬁ%ﬁfand POD1 [12] - 20 [14 - 20 )0.05
A_ble to transfe_r
Gandhi 2019 w?hsEgléochaw (] POD 2; [15] - 20  [12] - 20 | »0.05 [Ere): o
Able to walk
and mobilize POD 3. [20] - 20  [19] - 20 | )0.05
without help
120 Knee g 8] [-10] 30  [15] 110201 30 <0.001 [median]
POD 1 [65] [45-1001 30 [57.5] [45-90] 30 | 0.008
POD 2 [75] [65-100) 30 [62.5] [50-90] 30 : 0.001
POD 3! [90] [60-115] 30 @ [80] [50-100] 30 : 0.005
Cnoe floxion 21e POD 4 [100] [75-120] 30  [90] [50-110] 30 <0.007 [estimate,
Sakai 2013 " POD5[107.5][75-120] 30  [95] [55-115] 30 ¢0.001 rangel
POD 6 [110] [95-120] 30 [100] [60-120] 30 <0.001
POD 7. [115] [95-130] 30 [102.5][70-125] 30 <0.001
POD 21 [120] [115-130] 30 [120] [110-130] 30 | 0.1
Knee Society POD 7 [85] [65-100] 30 [81.5] [64-98] 30 : 0.36 _
Clinical Rating _ [estimate,
System Knee POD21 [97) [86-100 30  [98] [74-100 30 | 0.25 %
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T £3 Sz == p

2t EE 2ixs Ea AlH iMean SD Total Mean SD Total i —value Hld
Flexion _POD181.32 683 19 81.84 7.85 19 0.733
Shanthan 2012 POD2:84.47 575 19 @ 85 5 19 10.908
na ROM _ POD157.37 654 19 5888 6.2 19 | 0.544

POD264.47 524 19 671 508 19 |0.154

Long 2006 Flexion ROM 2= 6g 111 122 35 114 1387 35 NS

POD 1, 54 18 53 | 52 17 55 NS

POD2: 67 19 53 . 65 16 55 NS

Active knee

: 2= POD3 73 17 53 77 13 b5 NS
flexion

Barrington 2005

POD 4 80 15 53 83 14 55 NS

POD5 81 14 53 |« 82 18 55 NS

NS, not significant; POD, Postoperative day; ROM, Range of motion; S, significant; SD, standard deviation

2.2.3.9 CFNB vs. 48x|=

)] A7 HET A3k, BE ATFOIHE 47 dEA AR B AR S5 T 7 SADAE
ol 9lo1 fr21gt Aol7} et

T 3.31 [CFNB vs. HEX|Z] 7|s(RHEHX|HE

. . =% e HE=Z >
E o H|2
174K AL 2t # A|E  Mean SD Total: Mean SD Total i —value |21
Knee [ B _ o] of
aoee oor @ popg 501 65  [53] 69 (NS) [o9 g
%MR\ZVD 2% 1809 832 57 1856 106 62  (NS)
~-Minut m
Chan 2014 0 tanco) 122 2937 834 63 2957 987 67  (NS)
3=
WOMAC 2% 791 113 65 808 107 69 = (NS)
physical -
iretion 122 914 73 65 918 107 68 (NS
POD1 - - 20 - = 36 NS
ROM - “poD2 - - 29 - = 36 NS
POD3 - - 29 - = 36 NS
Johnson 2011 ovns POD1[3226] - 29 [86] - 36 0435
Stf:n " - POD2[3238] - 29 [335] - 36 0.265 rg‘ni?”
9 POD3 [20.50] - 29 [2950] - 36 1

MWD, Minute Walk Distance; NS, not significant; POD, Postoperative day; ROM, Range of motion; SD,
standard deviation; WOMAC, Western Ontario and McMaster Universities Osteoarthritis Index

73



NEC &N UxMA U MAE ESAPPEEY - M

2.2.4 EXP=E

&2 QEAARTE 0] sEL W 811} 7 410 S B 115k A5t 237799} 1A T A1)
2 A 4o A 79.13-_?_ WOMAC (Western Ontario and McMaster Universities

= SF (Short Form survey)&

2.2.4.1 CFNB vs. HZX X|2/2X|2/9

F235H

o]-&-5FTt.

3709 A= AES A, BE AtolA A&4 ERIAA MG S HEA A5/ F2 5 /erE o SRt
Z7} golalA o £
H 3.32 [CFNB vs. E=X X|2] StAI0tE T
. =% e E= >
= CtQ L
XXt % 23 # A|E Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total i —value Hld
Patient _ o B _ [median,
satisfaction EAl L [9] [8-10] 31 [71  [6-91 31 :<0.005 IOR]
Nader 2012 Heafth—related
ealth-relate _ o _ _ _ _ i
QoL (WOMAC) 671 31 31 NS  [median]
. Patient tf ~ . . [median,
Kadic 2009 satisfaction x%% [1.0] [1.0-2.00 27 [2.0] [2.0-3.0] 26  0.001 IOR]
Shum 2009 Fatent - 72M7t 81 2 35 63 26 20 0005
satisfaction

IQR, Interquartile Range; NS, not significant; QoL, Quality of Life; SD, standard deviation; WOMAC,

Western Ontario and McMaster Universities Osteoarthritis Index

2.2.4.2 CFNB vs. Y3/ HEIMH

3709 A5 HES A3, theFst A+
@71(2-3%9) AlFolA 42)/d tE4alF
AL, Tifeld 5(2008)2] AHoflA
Qkth. Angers 5(2019)9] A+

A B £
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A7t A= 0] Ak Albrecht 5(2014)9) AF=5& %
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T 4G A-olA] A& HEAIE A ] SRS TR
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H 3.33 [CFNB vs.

2oy HELER

[eta] SIRTIEE

= =3 S O =t p

1%i%t Ar 2axE HH AlE Mean S Total | Mean SD  Total : —value HIx
Angers 2019 SF-36 v2 - - - 36 - - 36 NS
Patient POD1 6 [5-71 28 6 [5-71 33 . (NS)
satisfaction - POD2: 6 [6-71 28 8 [7-9] 33 (S)
VAS (am) POD3. 7 [6-8] 28 @ 9 [8-9] 33 i (S

Albrecht 2014 POD 91 [86-971 28 90 [84-971 33  (NS) [95%Cl]
SF-36 6% 70 [s8-81] 28 73 [63-83] 33 (NS
i@ 80 [68-91] 28 88 [7/8-98] 33 . (NS)
12702 97 [90-104] 28 @ 103 [100-108 33 | (NS)
*EAN 1477 17 23 1 46.2 154 23 i (NS)
1= 344 154 17 374 179 17 06
Health 0% “o#@ 269 165 19 215 133 18 028
2009 ge'f“ed doman 2H2 165 12 16 151 121 16  0.92
lifeld (v(\)/Ol\/IAC) 52 38 127 149 18 124 129 18 0%
od 66 88 15 69 86 14 092
1202 93 141 18 45 81 17 023

Patient 10.0 7.5 median,

2008 20 0-10 POD4 [10) _[10.0] 25 [9.0] _[10.0] 25 | 0.002 I[QR]

Cl, confidence interval; IQR, Interquartile Range; NS, not significant; POD, Postoperative day; QoL,

quality of life; S, significant; SF, Short Form; SD, standard deviation; VAS, visual analogue scale;

WOMAC, Western Ontario and McMaster Universities Osteoarthritis Index

2.2.4.3 CFNB vs.

21514 BHZLFAL

3709 A2 HES 2, HE Aol A&52 diEAIE A E T 3] TEHTFARE SRS T
s1°1 $213 ol 7} ik
H 3.34 [CFNB vs. Y38 HEZLIFAH EXIOUEE
o S — =3 Sz =t
B CIY H|2
1%4% AL 2K # Al Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total i —value |21
Aragola 2021 "atent - - - - 39 - - 3 NS
satisfaction
Carli 2010 ST 12 physical = 432 89 20 424 111 20  0.79
summary
Patient (crol:
Woods 2006 satisfaction (3] - [42] - 45 [41] - 45 ¢+ 05 ;.]T '
(I ROE/2HE) ~

NS, not significant; SD, standard deviation; SF, Short Form

2.2.4.4 CFNB vs.

1709)(Tuyakov 5, 2020) A7olA= X452 g4

57} ola}A) o &9kt

US|y DjopYEI

SHI

=31

Ak

%0] A3 nlR R EA| AR CH SRS

o v o
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H 3.35 [CFNB vs.

sl Ofopz

SH FAH SRAEE

B, L. =8 S ZEZ b
B CHQ H|21
1%t e 23 # A|H Mean SD Total:Mean SD Total : —value |
Tuyakov 2020 "atent ~ POD1.2 - - 29 - - 29 001 favourl
satisfaction
|, intervention; POD, Postoperative day; SD, standard deviation
2.2.4.5 CFNB vs. ML} ESXI7IXHH(IV-PCA)
2719] A= HES 2, HE A olA A& dERIAA NG S WY SS5AP RS SRS
ol glo] o1k Xpol7t gigick:
H 3.36 [CFNB vs. IV-PCA] &Xot=x
Ew - _ . =3 2 FES b
H CHY il
1 X%t AL 2] # A|E Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total i —value HIAL
Wu 2014 Fatient ¥ - 83 2 30 72 23 30 0.791
satisfaction
Baranovic 2011 AWt e _ gy - 35 23] - 36 0472 [H:g)
satisfaction
SD, standard deviation
2.2.4.6 CFNB vs. 29e| E5XI7I=HH

Vo) A7g AES 23
A7FR YR B

, 17H(Wang 5, 2015)9] AA7tollAE 244 g4l
7t foloHA o =9ttt

H 3.37 [CFNB vs. Z0IQ| ESXI7} X M| SKDIEL
=} =x] ESVE=] T
1%t EE 2 =l ;PE Mean 3;!‘_ Total ;| Mean HSD Total —v:lue H
8 1172 125 80 109.1 10.6 82  0.035
S35 _ whkg 118 123 80 1131 115 82 NS
ele 1187 11 80 1175 134 8 NS
12708 1195 102 80 117.7 127 82 NS
Wang 2015
He 365 - 80 34 - 8 (0.02
Patient e 36 - 80 305 - 82 (0.02
satisfaction o2 32 - 80 27 - 8 (002
12019295 - 80 245 - 82 (0.02
Dauri 2003 SP:;';’;EHOH - - olgele 31 064 20 -

NS, not significant; SD, standard deviation; SF, Short Form
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2.2.4.7 CFNB vs. ZI&dH HEIMAXHS

174 Hillegass 5, 2013) AT A 21452 el A3 ehamt 118 A tElg ) Sdeses
Relat Aot ek,

H 3.38 [CFNB vs. Zt&X E[MARIHS] SHAITEE
sm ___—  _ =% e HE= b
B oo H D
1%t e 23 # A|® iMean SD Total  Mean SD  Total i —value +
Hillegass 2013 Ej;';’;tcﬂon - - 817 144 20 797 147 21 067

SD, standard deviation

14

2.2.4.8 CFNB vs. X|&% Zaj9| &
5709) A2 HER A, thEe] Atolla] A& e AT ET) 2142 Fue] FhEe SR
o] Qo] F 7 fOJgt Aol7t gl o, 171 $-HSundarathiti &, 2009)°41= A1&4 thE] 472kt
=9 SAEET} oA | =3

l‘"jﬂ

o

H 3.39 [CFNB vs. X|&X Z2tQ| Q)] SXUE:

3 S — c £y M= =z p
E o H|Z
1%t o 2 # AlH Mean SD Total Mean SD Total  —value |
Gandhi 2019 atent - - -~ 20 - - 20 NS
satisfaction
Fedriani Patient
2017 satisfaction (] - [25] - 28  [37] - 30 i0.3992 [H9l: H]

de Matos (OlosS, =)

TIODTo, To

Shanthan ,,, Patient 1410 - 753 091 19 811 105 19  (NS)
na satisfaction
Sundarat 5qyq Patient 1-4 - 386 035 30 348 057 31 002
hiti satisfaction
Patients HH 70
Long 2006 scored their - 6M¥ - excellent(21H), very good(39%), -
results good(7H), fair(3H)

NS, not significant; SD, standard deviation

2.2.4.9 CFNB vs. 48x|2
1719](Johnson &, 2011) &A= 24717t Ao A B8R = o] EAMIE =7} ol 5HA| T
EMOL 48AIZ AN = F 3t
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H 3.40 [CFNB vs. HEX|5] SXAIAEE
1= A—— c £3 Sz ¥ ey p
b Ct il
1%k b L K] 7 A|A Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total : —value |
Patt.'ef”t ’ 2Nt 3721 - 29 [467] - 36 <0.001
Johnson 2011 (Sp?alii action 1-5
controlled) 48A12t [4.10] - 29 [4.36) - 36 0.273
SD, standard deviation
2.2.4.10 HIEF2M(ZEH &ol)
HEREY 23}, X454 jERIAA S-S HEA X5 9 Hue] FF3A IR AHE T SRS 7T 305
A9 =%oH, 1 9 & FI2EHIE= Folgt Zfo] 7} gloirt.

CFNB Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV. Random. 95% Cl _Year IV. Random. 95% CI
211CFNBvs. HEH X5
Mader 2012 9 1.48 al ¥ 222 3 10.2% 1.27[0.04,2.50] 2012
Kadic 2008 (1) 4 074 27 3 074 26 42T7% 1.33[0.73,1.93] 2008 ——
Shum 2009 8.1 2 35 6.3 26 20 471% 0.79[0.22,1.36] 2009 ——
Subtotal (95% CI) a3 49 100.0% 1.07 [0.68, 1.46] S
Heterogeneity Tau?= 0.00; Chi*=1.73, df= 2 (P = 0.42); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z= 5326 (P = 0.00001)
2.1.2 CFNB vs. 232]& [HEIMNERITHS
Albrecht 2014 91 14.8 28 a0 191 33 521% 0.06 [-0.45, 0.56] 2014 I
lifeld 2008 10 0.01 25 9 1.825 25 4T9% 0.75[0.18,1.23] 2008 ——
Subtotal (95% CI} 53 58 100.0% 0.39 [-0.29,1.07]
Heterogeneity: Tau*=017, ChiF=3.18,df=1 (P=0.07); F=69%
Testfor overall effect: £=1.12 (F = 0.26)
213 CFNBvs. 22|18 2EZHHSFA
Carli 2010 432 848 20 424 1141 20 100.0% 0.08 [0.54,0.70] 2010 t
Subtotal {95% CI) 20 20 100.0% 0.08 [-0.54, 0.70]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.25 (P = 0.81)
21.ACFNBvs. BMLH ESAIIEERY
WU 2071 4 g3 2 30 7.2 23 30 100.0% 0.50 F0.01,1.02 2014 t
Subtotal (95% CI) 30 30 100.0% 0.50 [-0.01, 1.02]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=1.92 {P = 0.06)
21.5CFNBvs. 32| ESAIEERY
Wang 20145 1172 1258 80 1091 106 82 100.0% 0.70[0.38 1.01] 20158 !
Subtotal (95% CI) 80 82 100.0% 0.70 [0.38, 1.01]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=4.30 {F = 0.0001)
2.1.6 CFNBvs. 22 ¥ [HEIMBFITHS
Hillegass 2013 817 1.44 20 797 1.47 21 100.0% 013 [0.48 078 2013 i
Subtotal (95% CI) 20 21 100.0% 0.13 [-0.48, 0.75]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicahle
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.43 (P = 0.67)
2A7CFNBvs. AISHE 397 =Y
Shanthanna 2012 783 0.9 19 811 1.08 19 459.0% -0.88 [1.23,007] 2012 ——
Sundarathiti 2009 3.86 0.35 30 348 057 d | 51.0% 0.79[0.27,1.31] 2009 —i—
Subtotal (95% CI} 49 50 100.0% 0.12 [-1.22, 1.46] e
Heterageneity: Tau®=0.85; Chi*=10.33, df=1 {P= 0.001}; F=90%
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.18 {F = 0.86)

-4 2 0 2 4

Testfor subgroup differences: Chif=11.84, df =6 (P =0.07), F=49.3%
Footnotes

(MEEE BAISEIZE HE(1-4) LT gfE SEETHH ASTH1=4, 223)

I8 3.8

rio
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2.2.5 M2t

X el Al AR ] AY717he Harsh A7 1874%ich

2.2.56.1 CFNB vs. EZX X|g8/2X|2/22

1749](Nader 5, 2012) A2014 42 e ARITHE BEH A2/ FHR/Sloke] AU71ZHe
FoI%t Aol gl

H 3.41 [CFNB vs. HEZX X|2] MY7|7¢

sm = =& p
1XMX == AMX|E Cto H|Z
% pales 2| # Mean SD Total  Mean  SD Total | —value =
Nader 2012 Hospital LOS A - - 31 - - 31 NS

LOS, length of stay; NS, not significant; SD, standard deviation

2.2.5.2 CFNB vs. 23|M CHE[AMAXICHS

6719) A7 HES A}, WE A7olA 2|44 helalAx At A8l el AR o] AUk
KI5t Hol 7k gict:

H 3.42 [CFNB vs. ¥3|d THE|MAXHS] THRI7|Z2H

=m =2 x

1% EE g Ci Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total _Vi:’lue il
Angers 2019 Hospital LOS
Dixit 2018 Hospital LOS
Wyatt 2015 Hospital LOS

lIfeld 2010 Hospital LOS

6.2 2.1 36 65 21 36 | (NS)

22 05 44 21 04 41 0517

571 147 42 576 134 42 | 0.87

[3.0] [3.0-5.00 39 [3.5] [30-12.00 38 : 0.098 [median, range]
IIfeld 2008 Hospital LOS 36 06 25 35 06 25 | 0.74

Salinas 2006 Hospital LOS 3.8 03 18 1 39 06 18 NS

LOS, length of stay; NS, not significant; SD, standard deviation

me (e (ne |ne | e | ne

2.2.5.3 CFNB vs. g2l SEZUFA

37He] A2 AES A K AolA AEA diE At eT Aol BEAWFAR Y71k

FoJ3t Aol 7k lgict:
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NEC/\ xaxuzig 2 422 SSEUHZEY - ez
H 3.43 [CFNB vs. Y3|M A& AH KH7|2t
s M2 EZ b
1Mxt == AWK B Ct H| T
1% il 2| # Mean SD  Total Mean SD  Total —value =
Aragola 2021 Hospital LOS A 1.2 39 | 41 1.4 35 0.6
Spinarelli 2015 Hospital LOS 273 - 50 @ 6.9 - 50 { 0.5
Toftdahl 2007 LOS in recovery room Azt 3.5 - 37 3 - 37 0.5
oftda
Hospital LOS o (6] - 37 . [5] - 37 0.3 [median]
LOS, length of stay; SD, standard deviation
2.2.5.4 CFNB vs. 23| DM EISH| FA
A &4 H e il A e Ao nieb Rl g A FARE Hladt A 5, Al717hS Barjt Ate fiQl
2.2.5.5 CFNB vs. HML{ SSXP7I=HH(IV-PCA)

3He] A=

Bkt Kol 7} gl

55t

H 3.44 [CFNB vs. IV-PCA] T 7|7t

R folsH o 2

7= AR 2¥, BE A AEH HEA
o, Wu 5(2014)9] 7oA = A4 HiEAlgx a2 S1Ed AlFAR ] oy
a3t

AR} G SEA LR AL

s0 e HEZ 5
18R =S AKX T CtQ H| T
% e 2| # Mean SD Total Mean SD Total | ~value =
Chan 2014 Hospital LOS 2 b5 16 65 54 14 66  (NS) 32
Hospital LOS 4 185 - 30 1836 - 30 i 0.91
Wu 2014 :
LOS in recovery area 2 62 - 30 @ 46 - 30 : 0.014
Baranovi¢ 2011 Hospital LOS 2 12 - 35 [10] - 36  0.891 l[gs]dian,

IQR, Interquartile Range; LOS, length of stay; NS, not significant; SD, standard deviation

SEIEH

L3

2.2.56.6 CFNB vs. 3d9t2|

A A1 Akt o] At

2.2.5.7 CFNB vs. 28X

r\l
rlo

17§9|(Hillegass 5, 2013) A7-ollA &4 4182k & 2HE 4 =418 2 &) Ae717k

FOJt o]} Il
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H 3.45 [CFNB vs. ZHX OHE[MARICHS] THR7 |2
s T2 FES 5
1XMX == AWK T cto H|Z
1% L 2| # Mean SD Total : Mean  SD Total | ~value =
Hillegass 2013 Hospital LOS Y 38 217 20 i 35 0946 21 i 057
LOS, length of stay; SD, standard deviation
2.2.5.8 CFNB vs. X|&X Zate| ¢
3719 A5 HES 23}, BE AollA A& tiE AR Thad) 2|54 Huke] =& U717k
Relg Aol7} foick
H 3.46 [CFNB vs. X|&A Z9fe| Q] a7zt
s S VES 5
18X =L AMX|E Ct H| T
i i L 2| # Mean SD Total : Mean  SD Total | ~value =
Karpetas 2021 Hospital LOS o [7.5] [7-11] 24 [75] [65-9] 24 NS [Je"
Sundarathiti 2009 Hospital LOS d 1423 027 30 435 04 31 :0.169
Barrington 2005 Hospital LOS 4 {53 1.1 53 1 54 1.1 55 NS

IQR, Interquartile Range; LOS, length of stay; NS, not significant; SD, standard deviation

2.2.6.9 CFNB vs. $8x|=

2719] A= AER A, B AolA A& AR s BEA 2o Y7 723k Zfol 7t
AATE.
H 3.47 [CFNB vs. HEX|&] RH7|Zt
sat Sz ==t p
1XMXF == HMX| T cto HIT1
% L 2| T Mean SD Total Mean SD  Total i ~Value =
Chan 2014 Hospital LOS o 5.5 1.6 65 | 5.9 1.9 69 (NS) 3z
Johnson 2011 Hospital LOS ¢ 303 0.33 29 289 046 36 : 0.158

LOS, length of stay; NS, not significant; SD, standard deviation
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SRPZHEEY - HERME

HEkEA A, 254 qEAdAd e S Be TE S5 A7t Fofet Afol7t it

CFNB Control Mean Difference
Study or Subgrou Mean SD Total Mean S0 Total Weight IV. Random. 95% Cl Year

Mean Difference
IV. Random, 95% CI

3.1.1 CFNBvs. 23] [HEIMATICHE

Angers 2019 62 21 el 6.4 21 36 21%  -0.30[1.27, 067 2019
Dixit 2018 22 04 44 21 0.4 41 538% 010[0.09,0.29] 2018
Wiyatt 2015 571 147 42 576 1.34 42 54%  -0.05[-065 0455 2014
lIfeld 2010 3 148 29 235 BE? a8 0.4%  -050[-267,1.67] 2010
lIfeld 2008 36 06 25 34 0.6 25 17.8% 0.10[0.23,0.43] 2008
Salinas 2006 38 03 18 34 0.6 18 2068%  -010[F0.41,021] 2006
Subtotal (95% CI) 204 200 100.0% 0.04[-0.10,0.18]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®=2.08, df=5{F=0.84); F=0%
Testfor overall effect: 2= 056 (P = 0.58)

3.1.2CFNBvs. 3|8 BEIHHTM

Aragala 2021 4 1.2 34 4.1 1.4 35 100.0% -0.10[F0.70,0.50] 2021
Subtotal (95% CI) 39 35 100.0%  -0.10 [-0.70, 0.50]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=033{P=0.74)

31.3CFNBvs. M| ESAIIEY

Chan 2014 (&) 58 16 3z 5.4 1.4 66 100.0% 0.10[0.55,0.78] 2014
Subtotal (95% CI) 32 66 100.0% 0.10 [-0.55, 0.75]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=0.30{F =0.76)

31.4 CFNBvs. 2P H [HE|NE RIS

Hillegass 2013 38 247 20 35 0945 21 100.0% 0.30[F0.73,1.33) 2013
Subtotal (95% CI} 20 21 100.0%  0.30 [-0.73,1.33]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable

Testfor overall effect Z=0457 (P=0.57)

JA5CFNBys. NSHE 39T =8

karpetas 2021 745 296 24 745 185 24 1.3% 0.00[1.40,1.400 202
Sundarathiti 2009 423 027 a0 435 0.4 3 B44% 012029008 2009
Barrington 2005 83 11 a3 5.4 1.1 55 143%  -010[F051,031] 2005
Subtotal (95% CI) 107 110 100.0%  -0.12[-0.27,0.04]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.03, df=2 {F=0.98); F=0%
Testfor averall effect Z=1.44 (F=0.15)

3.1.6 CFNBvs.

Chan 2014 (B) 545 16 23 549 19 B3 29.4%  -040[F1.11,031] 2014
Johnson 2011 303 033 29 289 046 36 T0E% 0.14 [0.05,0.33] 2011
Subtotal (95% CI) 62 105 100.0%  -0.02 [-0.50, 0.46]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.08; Chi*=2.08, df=1 {P=0.15); F=52%
Test for overall effect Z=0.08 (P =0.94)

-4
Testfor suboroun differences: Chi*= 2.68. df =5 (P=075). F=0%

% 3.9 ZH 7|2t forest plot
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2.3 GRADE &AH H}

GRADE WH2& AM85l0] 2ASES 7F6IoIth e 242 o] 4ol met Bx= 37619071
2ol GRADE T-A4E FA| thzto] whet 7+ A1 LASE(certainty of evidence)S AIAI5t
Ak,

2.3.1 GRADES %t Zuts2| SQk 2

E AR FE= OHAA (critical), @F83HAFE HA H o] x| 2-L(important but not critical), @E
%93NKof limited importance)?] 37] W30 w2} %8 E(importance)s 785191, OHAAH Q]
(critical), @5 Q35FA9F 42 o] x| -2(important but not critical) 2R EE thA2E GRADE
AT ERIsH

2 YBjoA = ol Q=7 st T E PR, avkd AahHaE ERlstal thEat o] ZF AahH40]
F8EE 245tk

Scale
- o ZQst Z=Q0o}X| Tt SHAIXQI
= (of limited ~ SHAIEO|X| =2 (critical) a4y
importance)  (important but
not critical)

AE(HH]) 2 B3 1T 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 crtcal
MY s o 12 3 4 5 & 7 g 9 [mpotentout

sS38: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 critical

TISH A2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 critical
REH  MYIZHEI=AIZH 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

A 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 g?g;}:glb“t

SIS, 419 & 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
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2.3.2 GRADE 2H+&E

ATAT A 1E R ZRITH H7E0] ZAE(Certainty) th2] et Zot. tiF2 FrHake] EASES S5 = (Moderate) 2 B715¥ 0, &5 Ao

y O O W T 1o
Hek2A Ayt o]d o] Tk e w22 SRIE 0] H|AIH(Inconsistency) #&AsHA] 3t 57 RF TAGTEC] F2{(Low) 02 THstT

H 3.49 GRADE Z2H%H

Certainty assessment

Summary of findings

Importance
=2 No.of  Study Risk of Inconsis Indirect Impre Other Impact Certainty
studies design  bias tency ness cision  conside
rations
[2IHY] A= 2 B S
- MA2771): 2L T 7t QOIS X017t W, 17§ HAL0A HY
) ‘ S 2| LA Q) ESSIN FE2X O .
| 27 RCT  serious® "% not not none E;tﬁjo (o)“ OKEA ol OE( Jaxm) = tfavou;sll g o GO0 Critical
serious  serious  serious o EtHZOZ Q5 M= ¥ Y, 7HEIH EX(RE, tHE, 01E, 22  Moderate
S), S| Am, 24E/EY, SNy ZH SO =S| LR
[oHEY] o= 21X
TIN|(447H): RS = 72t RISt 0|7} §iT, UL A0 24 &
TLE 20 A0{ favours |
XA 4“4 RCT st 0 O s MO0 *2HEIE JeiSE MM 29508, 25, Haey) DI mportant
UZIOIA0| Z25P] HTERIOH, 55 X A8 EMEEM oderate
M), S :OI ERE
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Certainty assessment

Summary of findings

Importance
o= No. of  Study Risk of Inconsis Indirect Impre Other Impact Certainty
studies design  bias tency ness cision  conside
rations
k=] HT
— TX(57H): 571 T favours |
- B=X x|2 - HEREA
=" o SAA| EZ H4(POD 1): (471) SMD -0.80 (-1.19, -0.41)
o SAMA| E5 FH4(POD 2): (47) SMD -0.80 (-1.29, -0.30)
- MA(107H): 670 HTL NS/ 474 H=L favours |
_ als 5 - HEMEA
22 tetigniee « SAIA| £ HA(POD 1): (371): SMD -0.50 (-1.09, 0.08)
FAMA £ H4(POD 2): (27): SMD-0.74 (-2.91, 1.44)
- FAI(1174): 4720 HE NS/ 470 HTE favours C/ 37 A favours |
=1 - HEMEA
- S HIZUTA o A\ £5 H4(POD 1): (87H) SMD ~0.77 (~1.69, 0.15)
o SAIA| gg H4(POD 2): (67) SMD -0.49 (-1.62, 0.64)
- QUB|A OfFMRIER| Z=A} - HA|(27H): 171 S+t favours 1/ 171 S NS
47 RCT  serious® serious® no t npt none ®@DO0 Critical
serious  serious Low

THI(67H): 470 ST favours 1/ 270 H7E NS

« SAIA| £5 F4(POD 1): (47
* ZAA 53 F4(POD 2): (37

i) SMD -0.50 (-1.20, 0.20)
i) SMD -0.62 (-1.42, 0.37)

TA(27H): 170 ST favours 1/ 170 S NS

HA|(271): 174 S favours C/ 171 &2 NS

HA|(97): 470 3 favours I/ 370 S NS/ 271 Y7L favours C

HIEF=A
° oAIM 57‘: I-IA(POD ’|) (
« B4 £2 H4(POD 2): (17

i) SMD -0.29 (-0.68, 0.10)
i) SMD -0.13 (-0.50, 0.23)

HRI(27H): 174 ST favours 1/ 170 ST favours C
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Certainty assessment

Summary of findings

Importance
o= No. of  Study Risk of Inconsis Indirect Impre Other Impact Certainty
studies design  bias tency ness cision  conside
rations
[&2Hd] = £ TSH MY
- HEX X2 HA|(57H): 57 S favours |
- QUB|A CHEAIZRICKS TAHI(107H): 720 A NS/ 371 S17 favours |
- Ui HELUFAL FR(1071): 420 AT NS/ 37§ A favours 1/ 371 S5 favours C
- US|Y DIIMZTIEX| FA THI(27H): 170 ST favours 1/ 171 S NS
— XL EXXT R L a not not not KFI(ETH): of ®DD0O -
MO SSAP IR 46 RCT  serious serious  serious  serous "€ MA|(67H): 670 A favours | Moderate Critical
- ZOiQ| EXXPIIAEH HAI(27H): 170 AT favours 1/ 170 AL NS
- 7N HERMHRICS TRI(27H): 274 Y7 favours C
- A& Zoel ¢ TR|(97H): 474 A7 NS/ 37 it favours |/ 274 217 favours C
- Hex|2 H&(27H): 174 A favours |/ 170 &7 favours C
[22Hd] 7IS(HEHRIE
-HEY X2 FA|(37H): 271 S favours I/ 17H €17 NS
- Us|d DiEMIARICkS HA(77H): 774 S NS
- QUM TEZHHZA} HA(117H): 570 ¥ NS/ 578 A favours |/ 174 &7 favours C
- Hoily ESXPIIRHH . not not not HH|(57H): 370 AT favours I/ 274 H7E NS 0000
8/ RCT  serious” serious  serious  serious none Moderat Important

- 7o EXAPIEHY BRHI(17H): 174 S favours | oderee
- N ERMAR IS HA(27H): 274 A7 NS
- K&& gatel = HH|(77H): 574 S NS/ 274 A2 favours |
- wexa TA(27H): 220 AT NS
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Certainty assessment Summary of findings Importance
o= No. of  Study Risk of Inconsis Indirect Impre Other Impact Certainty
studies design  bias tency ness cision  conside
rations
[E2Hd] EREE
3 = FR|(37H): 370 ¥ favours |
— HEX
=EH AR = HIEFZA(37H): SMD 1.07 (1.06, 1.46)
~ ) - MA|(37H): 176 H7 NS/ 17 A7 favours 1/ 17 ¥ favours C
— oI5| A ZARICRS
23| HERMAXICES - HIEF2A(27H): SMD 0.39 (-0.29, 1.07)
- Ul BT = THIH): 374 3 NS
- UM OIFMRIEN| =A - XA(171): 170 A
231y Of dfl ZEAL S o ot ot A(17H): 174 & favours | ®®®0 |
- MU} SSAPIEEY SEMOUS™ serious  serious  serious  O'° = FAI(27H): 270 S NS Moderate
- ZOIQ| EEXPIREY - MAI27K): 17§ AT NS/ 17§ &7 favours |
- 2 HEMIFRICE - HA(17H): 176 A NS
- X|&X Zote| =9 - THIGH): 42 HT NS/ 17H 27 favours |
S5 JUe =Y - HEF2A(27H): SMD 0.12 (-1.22, 1.46)
S E - H&|(17H): 174 ¥ favours C
[S2d] x|zt
_ = JA(17H): 174 HFE NS
— HEX
EEH = - H[EF244(67H): MD 0.04 (-0.10, 0.18)
- UBIA CHER IR - TRI67H): 671 AT NS
- Uk BEHUUFAL - THEH): 32 27 NS
- A SSTIIETE 18 RCT  serious” se:i%tus ser:ioc:us se:icc))tus none  ~ LAIH: 37 NS I\G/rl)o%)e?ac‘t)e Important
- 7FE CHE|MARICHS - TH(17H): 170 S5 NS
- HAI(37H): 37H A NS
- X|&X 740tQ| =o|
AEH 280l F2 ~ HER2A(37H): MD -0.12 (-0.27, 0.04)
- HMA(27H): 270 AT NS

HlEFRA4(27H): MD -0.02 (-0.50, 0.46)

C, comparison; Cl, Confidence interval; |, intervention, MD, Mean difference, NS, not significant, POD, Postoperative day; RCT,

significant, SMD, Standardised mean difference

Randomized Controlled Trials; S,
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Certainty assessment

Summary of findings

Importance

o= No. of  Study Risk of Inconsis Indirect Impre Other Impact Certainty
studies design  bias tency ness cision  conside
rations
Explanations

a. HISERIY B7H2L, U-9] 22td(Uncelar), E=5(High)0| 2t01E
b. HIEFZA] 21, 0|HYE HBot= I' SAY0| UiRE SSE(240%) F= =2(275%)Y

[GRADE: Certainty of evidence]
High: Further research is very unlikely to change our confidence in the estimate of effect.

Moderate: Further research is likely to have an important impact on our confidence in the estimate of effect and may change the estimate.
Low: Further research is very likely to have an important impact on our confidence in the estimate of effect and is likely to change the estimate.

Very low: Any estimate of effect is very uncertain.
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SRPZHEEY - HERME

1.2 34y
A&7 tfE AR L] AT 47709 Eﬁ%ﬂﬁﬂ ST AAA w HIsHgom Lk A
A 5702 Lol B5 A, 54 5 AEA 8o 7IS(HEDAE, SRS, HU717hS IS

AT RE R o] Slsgr

55 e 47719 @ ROl BArstirt. A&4] e A teS HE A2 HIH5/57] A7)
2|2 QHAHOIM 55 a2 BT F9kAL, Y SSA I vl et iR e 04—?(4/6711)01]
M 3 2z |Eo] el 552 Azt Aol e AT Bl = 21t Felet Afo]
7F A6/ 1071) 3 2l =7 1&o] B B32|(4/107H) 1 0. 1454 ZHte] =9 & 94*& AU
FARRE] Bl AT & A-ATEC] EAE o] dadol fSiE. A5 ZJHke] U vt AtoflA
< A5 dEAAR ST (4/97) Be E2Q2/97M | axbdol Ay = 23t Frofet A7 I
2H(3/971), L3 WA FAKR} vl et Aol A e FASHAl SAIE(3/107]) Ee HEH(4/107H)
o] B BHO|AY 7 7t 2Rt X7 IATHB/1071). L 9] U3 vleb Rl SAl AL HHe] 554
7t 84 dEdAbd s, B8R R} vt e 4 2= A-AI 44 ERT.

4670 AT BT 52 - EA) AL AT 55 A Aot fARslact. X145 Al AR

ECRES X]E(S/S7H QA7) U Y BB EH(G/67] AR ks T Ao e A

A}g7go] ff5bA B Hglom, Qs efEA T Bl A T 21E-R21% o)} AVK7/10)
s lE714o0] o hA(3/10/)ol ik, el KA e AAEE Bl 249 Aol Al
2] S 5 AEA) ATl S.43H B Hlek. A4 Huke] Ut A5 Tz FAkekl
Ao A A7 ATE] EAElo] eHo] FEINGLT, F 2 %Mo)} gAY Bk
dhzsto] o EtaloleR 9;47} Hl5sahA) Bsloic. 71 9] UBPY nlepgAEA| 24T, Hue] $3AH
2789, YA R} vl AT 2 24 AT 2N} 247} S

37719} AAtollA 71 S(ADAES AR 2, HEA A& % AU S5A7 IR dHY Bl w et -2
Tl =(2/370, 3/57H) Xléxq “Hﬂ* SAEEe] e & 71SA R TRl A E T Lo
WA v St A 7 22 RefRE Aot Y Aol 7 s A1t B Al et 7t
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3.1 =2 GIOJEJH[O]A

3.1.1 Ovid MEDLINE® 1946~3iXj71IX|

T2 gd =y FMZIH)
1 continu*.mp. 1,255,622
2 exp femoral Nerve/ or Femoral nerve.mp. 4,895
3 exp Nerve Block/ or Nerve Block.mp. 29,064
4 2and 3 1,788
5 (femoral adj3 block*).mp. 1,615
e L
6 (femoral adj3 infusion*).mp. 239
7 (femoral adj3 analges*).mp. 144
8 (femoral adj3 anesthes*).mp. 186
9 or/4-8 2,452
10 1and9 588

3.1.2 Embase 1974 to 2022 August 22

T Zuof HMZI)
1 continu®*.mp. 1,686,179
2 exp femoral Nerve/ or Femoral nerve.mp. 6,838
3 exp Nerve Block/ or Nerve Block.mp. 49,136
4 2and3 3,053
5 (femoral adj3 block*).mp. 2,783
S P
6 (femoral adj3 infusion*).mp. 333
7 (femoral adj3 analges*).mp. 276
8 (femoral adj3 anesthes*).mp. 334
9 or/4-8 4,187
10 1and9 1,122

95



g2l
1
12
=}
0
>
N
g
>
N
Of
ofm

SRPZHEEY - HERME

3.1.3 CENTRAL

(F4<: 2022.8.24.)
T2 gd =y FMZIH)

1 continu* 156,051

2 MeSH descriptor: [Femoral Nerve] explode all trees 479

3 Femoral Nerve 2,321

4 #2 or #3 2,321

5 MeSH descriptor: [Nerve Block] explode all trees 4,624

6 Nerve Block 13,040

7 #5 or #6 13,155

=X 8 #4 and #7 1,877
9 femoral near/3 block* 1,596

10 femoral near/3 infusion* 125

[N femoral near/3 analges* 262

12 femoral near/3 anesthes* 179

13 #Bor#9or#10or #11 or #12 2,099

14 #1and #13 731

15 Trials 685
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3.2 =L GIOJE|H[O]A

(A 2022.8.24.)

ZHAH
GlOE{HO]A oIt ZAyof ciai bz
=T
(("femoral"[ALL])) AND ("block"[ALL])) AND
AT » ) " -
KoreaMed f ("continuous[ALL]) 19
1 ((TALL=femoral] AND [ALL=block]) AND 39
st=olsk=2 [ALL=continuous])
H|O|E{H|O|A - =g
(:<|rv||b1:_:,|e)|_ 2 ((IALL=CHE[] AND [ALL=XIZt]) AND [ALL=X|&X)) 10 ==
LY - 42
1 (HMA| = femoral) AND (& = block) AND (x| = 13
stmstaxy continuous)
— = o _ 6|'A7{
(KISS 2 (TAl = HHE|) AND (TA| = RHH) AND (HA| = X[&X 2 X
A - 15
1 (MA| : femoral) AND (HA| : block) AND (FA| : 07
SR I REY continuous)
— = = N =S =)
(RISS) 2 (®A: ChEl) AND (R3] : A1E) AND (RA| - KIS 5 oHEES
2 - 32
1 (M™|=femoral) AND (F&M|=block) AND 21
st=afely|= (MA|=continuous)
MEHO 12 [HIES =My =]
@ini(;m 2 (EHI=CIE)) AND (RIA=XIEH AND (RIHI=XIA%) g HEEAE
Y| - 25
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