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Comparison of lumbar plexus block using
the short axis in-plane method at the plane
of the transverse process and at the
articular process: a randomized controlled
trial
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Abstract

Background: Although the safety and effectiveness of the short-axis in-plane method has been confirmed for
lumbar plexus block, the operation is difficult and has a high rate of epidural spread at the plane of the articular
process. Therefore, we developed a new in-plane technique, called the beach chair method, which displays images
from the transverse process. We compared the operative difficulty and incidence of epidural spread of the beach
chair method with those of the control method (at the plane of the articular process) in this randomized controlled
clinical trial.

Methods: Sixty patients, aged 18 to 75 years, scheduled for unilateral arthroscopic knee surgery were randomized
to receive double-guided lumbar plexus block by the beach chair method (n = 30) or the control method (n = 30)
with 30 ml 0.5% ropivacaine hydrochloride; all patients received a sciatic nerve block with 10 ml 1% lidocaine
hydrochloride and 10 ml 0.5% ropivacaine hydrochloride.

Results: The incidence of epidural spread after lumbar plexus block was significantly lower in the beach chair
group than that in the control group [1 case (3.3%) vs. 9 (30.0%), P = 0.006]. Moreover, the imaging time (34.2 ± 16.
7 s vs. 48.9 ± 16.8 s, P = 0.001), needling time (85.0 ± 45.3 s vs. 131.4 ± 88.2 s, P = 0.013) and number of needle
punctures (2.7 ± 1.3 vs. 4.5 ± 2.1, P = 0.000) were significantly lower in the beach chair group than those in the
control group; the ultrasound visibility score of the beach chair group was better than that of the control group.
There were no significant differences in the remaining indicators.

Conclusions: The beach chair method was easier and was associated with a lower incidence of epidural spread
than the control method. Therefore, the beach chair method (at the plane of the transverse process) provides
another promising option for lumbar plexus block for the non-obese population.

Trial registration: Chinese Clinical Trial Registry (ChiCTR), Registration number:ChiCTR-INR-15007505, registered on
November 06, 2015.
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Background
The lumbar plexus (LP) originates from T12 to L5. The
obturator nerve is supplied by the anterior branch of L2-
L4, and the femoral nerve is supplied by the posterior
branch of L2-L4. The LP emanates from the interverte-
bral foramen and then penetrates down into the psoas
major muscle inward and is located between the anterior
two-thirds and the posterior one-third of the psoas
major muscle. [1, 2] Lumbar plexus block (LPB) is a
method of injecting liquid local anesthetic around the
LP nerve, which innervates the front, medial and lateral
aspects of the thigh. [3] Although spinal anesthesia com-
pletely blocks the afferentiation of the lower limb sen-
sory nerve, the largest advantage of LPB is that it is a
peripheral nerve block with few hemodynamic effects.
[4] LPB anesthesia is an effective but not fully utilized
regional block technique. [5] Several complications such
as epidural spread often occur in pure-landmark LPB
technology. [6–8]
The LP is positioned deep within the torso. [9, 10] The

traditional posterior puncture approach [11, 12] with
real-time ultrasound guidance is not easy to perform in
clinical practice, and there has been no comparative
study of LPB techniques to determine which puncture
technique is most suitable for ultrasound guidance. [13]
Currently, the short-axis in-plane method is commonly
used for in-plane ultrasound-guided LPB in clinical prac-
tice; however, in the control method (at the plane of the
articular process) [14], the puncture site is close to the
bony structure, which is located on the midline of the
back, and the puncture angle could be limited by the ob-
scuration of the articular process. Thus, the length of
the ultrasound image of the LP root could be very short
(The typical strip shaped high-echo image could not be
developed easily), which would increase the difficulty of
the operation. Therefore, we developed a new LPB
method called the beach chair method that utilizes an
innovative puncture passage and a different imaging
plane (at the plane of the transverse process). In this
study, we compared the beach chair method with a con-
trol method in terms of technique difficulty and inci-
dence of epidural spread.

Methods
This study [Protocol no.: Scientific Research No. (62) of
2015] was approved by the Ethics Committee of the
Southwest Hospital affiliated (the First Affiliated Hos-
pital) to Third Military Medical University, Chongqing,
China on November 06, 2015 and has been registered at
http://www.chictr.org.cn (ChiCTR-INR-15007505). The
trial was conducted in accordance with the Declaration
of Helsinki and monitored by the Good Clinical Practice
(GCP) unit at the Southwest Hospital of Third Military
Medical University.

The patients in this study were among those who were
scheduled for arthroscopic unilateral knee joint surgery
between November 2015 and September 2016 at South-
west Hospital. Inclusion criteria were males and females
aged 18 to 75 years and patients who volunteered to par-
ticipate in the study and signed informed consent. Exclu-
sion criteria were emergency surgery, American Society
of Anesthesiologists (ASA) Class IV or V, pregnancy or
lactation, recent use of anticoagulant drugs (heparin) or
antiplatelet drugs (aspirin), allergy to local anesthetics,
infection at the puncture site, and neurological disorders
or significant difficulties in normal communication
(hearing, vision, intelligence or mental abnormalities).
Patients who met the inclusion criteria received written

information about the trial and signed their consent at
their first consultation in the anesthesia outpatient clinics.
The patients were then assigned a random number
(ranging from 1 to 60, without repeats), which was gener-
ated by a computer-generated randomization code. Each
random number was placed in a sealed envelope by an un-
involved third person, and patients received an envelope
according to their order of visit in the anesthesia out-
patient clinics. We decided to assign odd-numbered pa-
tients to the beach chair group and even-numbered
patients to the control group. The LPB was performed by
an anesthesiologist (CY, attending doctor) who received
training in regional block anesthesia for 3 years and was
familiar with many methods, including LPB and quadratus
lumborum block. The operator was informed of the pa-
tient grouping information, but postoperative evaluators
were not allowed to enter the block room during the oper-
ation to prevent leakage of the patient group information.
The group allocation was disclosed to the participants
after all the assessments were finished.
Patients were taken to the block room, where heart

rate (HR), blood pressure (BP), pulse oxygen saturation
(SpO2) and electrocardiogram (ECG) data were moni-
tored continuously with a Solar 8000 monitor. After
intravenous access was established, 1 mg midazolam and
50 μg fentanyl citrate injection were injected intraven-
ously. Patients were placed in a lateral position with the
ipsilateral leg up. The skin from the ipsilateral trunk to
the upper thigh was disinfected with iodophor and cov-
ered with a sterile towel. Scanning was performed with a
Hivision Preirus system (Hitachi Medical Co., Ltd.) using
a convex array probe and a frequency of 2–5 MHz. The
probe was coated with the coupling agent and covered
with a sterile guard. For the sciatic nerve block [15], the
operator performed the puncture combined with nerve
stimulation (settings: current 1.0 mA, frequency 1 Hz) in
a sterile manner as follows: The intermediate point be-
tween the greater trochanter of the femur and the pos-
terior superior iliac spine (PSIS) was marked, and the
probe was then placed on the connection between this
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point and the PSIS. At this point, the high-echo image
of the ilium was seen on ultrasound, and the probe was
then moved toward the tail end and in an inward direc-
tion until the ultrasound image of the sacrum and ilium
appeared at the same time. The elliptic high-echo image
between the sacrum and the ilium indicated the sacral
plexus. The probe was then slid to position the image of
the sacral plexus in the middle of the screen; the pu-
ncture was made at the middle of the probe by using the
short-axis in-plane method with an 11 cm needle. When
contraction of the gastrocnemius occurred at a current
of 0.3 mA, 10 ml 1% lidocaine hydrochloride and 10 ml
0.5% ropivacaine hydrochloride were injected. After the
sciatic nerve was blocked, LPB was performed as
follows.

Control method (at the plane of the articular process)
details (Fig. 1)
With the patient in the lateral position, the low-
frequency convex probe was placed on the paravertebral
line and parallel to the spine. The probe was then slid
from the caudal end to the cranial end to confirm the
gap position between L3 and L4; the probe was then ro-
tated 90 degrees at that position. The depth was re-
corded when the transverse process appeared on the
screen. Subsequently, the probe was slid slightly toward
the head end or the tail end in an effort to avoid the
transverse process and to show the images of the articu-
lar process, spinous process and LP root. The puncture
site was located 1 cm outside the long axis of the ul-
trasonic probe. After the patient received local
anesthesia, the needle was moved toward the downward
direction of the articular process until a quadriceps
twitch was triggered, and then the current of nerve
stimulator was gradually reduced to 0.3–0.5 mA. If the
quadriceps continued to twitch, it was safe to assume
that the needle was close to the LP; 30 ml 0.5%

ropivacaine hydrochloride was then injected, confirming
that no blood was present. The operator recorded the
imaging time (time from probe placement until the
puncture needle was inserted into the skin), ultrasound
visibility score (UVS) [16] (visibility of the paravertebral
structures in the sonograms was assessed by using a 4-
point Likert scale: 0, not visible; 1, hardly visible; 2, well
visible; 3, very well visible), needling time (time from
needle insertion until the drug was injected) and the
number of needle punctures. After injection, the evalua-
tors assessed the knee joint sensory and motor status
and relevant complications.

Beach chair method (at the plane of transverse process)
details (Fig. 2)
The patient was in the lateral position. The low-frequency
convex probe was placed transversely on the lateral abdo-
men and at the top of the iliac crest. The ultrasound
showed a “beach chair”-shaped continuous ultrasonic sig-
nal, which was formed by the ultrasonic signal of the
transverse process, pedicle and the lateral edge of verte-
bral body. A “rainbow”-shaped high-echo signal (LP root)
across the posterior quarter quadrant of the psoas major
was also displayed on the screen. The needle was then
inserted at 1 cm next to the long axis of probe. After the
patient received local anesthesia, the needle was moved
close to the transverse process and advanced in the lateral
direction of the vertebral body until reaching the posterior
quarter quadrant of the psoas major muscle, which was
close to the similar “rainbow”-shaped ultrasonic signal (LP
root). Local anesthetic (30 ml 0.5% ropivacaine hydro-
chloride) was injected when the quadriceps twitch was
triggered as described above in the control method. The
operator recorded the imaging time, UVS, needling time
and number of needle punctures. After injection, the eval-
uators assessed the knee joint sensory and motor status
and relevant complications.

Fig. 1 a Schematic diagram of the probe placement and the puncture site in the control method. b Ultrasound image and puncture passage of
the control method. SP, spinous processes; AP, articular processes; LP, lumbar plexus; N, needle
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Assessment after block
LPB was considered successful when the quadriceps
twitch was triggered at a current of 0.3–0.5 mA and
local anesthetic was injected successfully. A blinded
study assistant assessed the sensory and motor status of
both knee joints 5, 15, and 30 min after drug injection;
the sensory status of the knee joint was determined by
assessing the main dominant nerves, including the fem-
oral nerve, the lateral femoral cutaneous nerve and the
obturator nerve. Sensation was assessed by both ice ap-
plication and a pinprick test. Ice application was used to
assess temperature sensation, and the pinprick test was
used to assess pain and tactile sensation. The degree of
sensory block was assessed with 4 levels: 0 (no block); 1
(decreased temperature sensation); 2 (no temperature
sensation and no pain sensation but normal tactile sen-
sation); and 3 (no temperature or pain sensation). A
score greater than or equal to 2 was considered an ef-
fective sensory block. An obturator block was considered
successful when both sensation and thigh adduction
were blocked. Therefore, we combined the sensory as-
sessment and motor assessment of the obturator nerve
in our study. We considered that epidural anesthesia
occured when a sensory block was present on both sides
of the leg. The motor block degree was assessed by an
improved 4 levels scale as described before [17]: 0 (no
motor function); 1 (unable to move against resistance); 2
(able to move against resistance but decreased); and 3
(normal strength). A score less than or equal to 2 was
considered a successful motor block. VAS pain rating
was assessed in the post-anesthesia care unit (PACU)
24 h after the LPB. For the pain assessment, patients
were asked to make a mark on a 10-cm line correspond-
ing to their pain level, with “0” being “no pain at all” and
“10” being “the worst pain”.

Statistics analysis
This trial design was superiority and the sample size was
calculated based on the results of a preliminary experi-
ment, which found that the incidence of epidural spread
(the primary outcome) in the beach chair method was
6.67% and that of the control method was 40%. We de-
fined the α value as 0.05 and β as 0.1. The delta for sam-
ple size calculation was 0.33. The sample size was 30
cases for each group, which was calculated using the
sample estimation software PASS 11.0. Statistical ana-
lysis was performed using SPSS 13.0. The count data
were analyzed by the χ2 test, and the rank data were ana-
lyzed by the Wilcoxon rank sum test. The minimum ex-
pected count of epidural spread incidence analysis was
5; we used the Pearson chi-square test. The two inde-
pendent samples, which were normally distributed, were
measured by the t test, and the non-normally distributed
data were measured by the Mann-Whitney U test. P <
0.05 was considered statistically significant.

Results
Seventy-five patients were screened from July 2015 to
September 2016. Among these, 12 patients were
excluded because their age did not meet the inclusion
criteria, and 3 patients were excluded because they re-
quired bilateral knee surgery. Ultimately, 60 patients
were included in this study, 30 in each group; all pa-
tients completed the process according to the research
protocol (Fig. 3). The demographic and perioperative
data are summarized in Table 1.
The imaging time (34.2 ± 16.7 s vs. 48.9 ± 16.8 s, P =

0.001), the needling time (85.0 ± 45.3 s vs. 131.4 ± 88.2 s,
P = 0.013) and the number of needle punctures (2.7 ± 1.3
vs. 4.5 ± 2.1, P = 0.000) of the beach chair group were
significantly less than those of the control group, while

Fig. 2 a Schematic diagram of the probe placement and the puncture site in the beach chair method. b Ultrasound image and puncture
passage of the beach chair method. TP, transverse process; LP, lumbar plexus; N, needle
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the UVS of the beach chair group was better than that
of the control group (P = 0.000; Table 2). The incidence
of epidural spread in the beach chair group was signifi-
cantly lower than that in the control group [1 (3.3%) vs.
9 (30.0%), P = 0.006; Table 2]; there was no difference in
the 24-h VAS scores between the two groups.
All patients in both groups had a successful LPB. The

patients who involved in this study did not receive a

general anesthetic or spinal anesthetic but mild sedation
(1 mg midazolam after intravenous access was estab-
lished). The anesthesia effect in both groups was good,
and remifentanil was not used during surgery. There was
no significant difference in the ipsilateral sensation and
the motor block rate between the groups at 5 min, 15 min
and 30 min after the LPB. There was also no significant
difference in knee joint sensation and motor blocking
time. No complications occurred in either group.

Discussion
Dual guidance provides not only an imaging reference
but also a reference for regional motor reflexes. As for
beach chair method, the possibility of injury to bowel
during the technique does exist because of its lateral
needle path; however, the possibility of this complication
could be minimized if we keep needling in the right path
which is close to the posterior edge of quadratus lum-
borum and anterior edge of transverse process. In this
study, we compared the beach chair method (at the
plane of the transverse process) and the control method
(at the plane of the articular process) for LPB and found
that the incidence of epidural spread in the beach chair
group was significantly lower than that in the control
group. Moreover, we found that the UVS of the beach
chair group was better than that of the control group.
Finally, the operation difficulty indicators of the beach
chair method, including the imaging time, the needling
time and the number of needle punctures, were less than
that of the control group. It is possible that a prolonged

Fig. 3 CONSORT diagram

Table 1 Patient demographic and perioperative data

Variables Beach chair Control

(n = 30) (n = 30)

Gender, M:F 15/15 11/19

Age, y 40.2 ± 13.7 44.8 ± 11.5

Height, cm 163.6 ± 8.5 159.9 ± 7.6

Weight, kg 64.4 ± 11.8 62.1 ± 10.1

BMI, Kg/m 24.1 ± 4.0 24.2 ± 2.6

ASA classification, I/II 9/21 10/20

Surgery time, min 81.6 ± 37.7 63.9 ± 33.7

Surgery Type

Meniscal repair 16(53.3) 19(63.3)

Subtotal meniscus resection 5(16.7) 3(10.0)

Knee cavity laparotomy 3(10.0) 2(6.7)

Popliteal cyst resection 1(3.3) 1(3.3)

Joint free body removal 0(0) 3(10.0)

Cruciate ligament reconstruction 5(16.7) 2(6.7)

Values are presented as Mean ± SD or No. (%)
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operating time may cause discomfort, such as the dis-
comfort of maintaining a fixed position for a long time
and puncture discomfort. Reducing both positioning
time and puncture time is certainly beneficial for the
patient.
Previous studies have shown that LPB may lead to epi-

dural spread. Philippe Biboulet et al. reported that the
rate of epidural spread was 26.7% using the nerve
stimulator-guided Dekrey L3 method, which is similar to
the result of the control group in our study. [18] Bibou-
let explained that the drug may infiltrate the epidural
space from the intervertebral foramen when injected in
the paravertebral region. [19, 20] This explanation sug-
gests that intraspinal drug infiltration could be avoided
to some extent by injecting the drug away from the
intervertebral foramen. To date, there has been no re-
port on the incidence of epidural spread in the double-
guided short-axis in-plane method. In our study, we
found that the incidence of epidural spread for the con-
trol method was significantly higher than that for the
beach chair method. We propose four reasons for this
difference. (1) The puncture approach of the control
method is similar to that of the Dekrey L3 method. (2)
The position of the puncture needle near the nerve root
in the beach chair method is further outside than in the
control method. Thus, the tangent plane of the puncture
is not the same as the intervertebral foramen because
the “beach chair” image is a continuous image. For the
control method, the epidural spread incidence is very
high because the articular process is adjacent to the
intervertebral foramen, and the site of drug injection is
at the lateral aspect of the intervertebral foramen. (3)
The beach chair method is performed in the transverse
plane, and its puncture needle is away from the interver-
tebral foramen and blood vessels, which may also be a
reason for the reduced incidence of epidural spread. (4)
In the beach chair method, the positional relationship

between the needle tip, injected drug, psoas major, inter-
vertebral foramen and the lateral edge of vertebral body
can be observed, enabling tracking of approximate diffu-
sion range of the injected drug by skewing the probe
slightly [21]; this relationship could not be observed in
the control method because of its poor deep imaging
quality.
We also analyzed some of the reasons why the beach

chair method is more advantageous than the control
method in terms of operation and ultrasound imaging.
The beach chair method allows the lumbar region to be
juxtaposed at the same depth and then imaged at the
same time, so the method can show more areas for the
puncture. Furthermore, the beach chair method is more
convenient to perform because its puncture passage has
no bony structures to block it and the operator’s hand
remains close to the ultrasonic probe, which could allow
locating the needle in-plane and continuous visualization
more easily. For the control method [14], the operator’s
hand is close to the posterior aspect of the articular
process so that the ultrasound signal of the needle could
be blocked by the articular process when it is close to
the nerve root. The shamrock method, which was first
described by Sauter AR, is a useful technique, and our
method is similar except for the site of needle insertion
[22]; however, the ultrasound signal of the needle is
often blocked by the transverse processes in the sham-
rock method because of its posterior puncture direction,
which causes the puncture needle to skew out of the
ultrasonic plane (Puncture needle deflected and is not in
the ultrasonic plane). Although the shamrock method,
which was improved by Lin [23], adopted a new punc-
ture approach through the inter-transverse process, its
main puncture site is located in the lateral intervertebral
foramen, which may lead to intraspinal drug infiltration.
Undoubtedly, our research has some limitations. First,

we did not encounter a particularly obese patient in our

Table 2 Nerve block procedure, anesthesia recovery time, epidural spread incidence and pain ratings

Variables Beach chair Control P

(n = 30) (n = 30)

Imaging time, sec 34.2 ± 16.7 48.9 ± 16.8 0.001*

Needling time, sec 85.0 ± 45.3 131.4 ± 88.2 0.013*

Ultrasound visibility score, 0/1/2/3 0/0/3/27 0/2/14/14 0.000*

Number of needle puncturesa 2.5(2) 4(1) 0.000*

Sensory block time, hour 11.9 ± 5.4 11.4 ± 5.9 0.717

Motor block time, hour 18.1 ± 5.3 16.0 ± 6.0 0.167

Epidural spread incidence 1(3.3) 9(30.0) 0.006*

24 h VAS scores 3.7 ± 2.0 4.1 ± 2.0 0.372

Values are presented as Mean ± SD or No. (%)
Scores 0, 1, 2, and 3 correspond to not visible, hardly visible, well visible, very well visible
aValues are presented as Median (IQR)
*Statistically significant
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study; therefore, the utility of the beach chair method
for obese patients will require further study. Further-
more, we did not compare the shamrock method with
the beach chair method in this study; this comparison
will be made in the next study.

Conclusion
The beach chair method, which adopts an innovative lat-
eral puncture approach method, has advantages over the
control method in terms of the imaging time, the ultra-
sonic imaging quality, the needling time and the number
of needle punctures. This method also provides another
LPB option for patients with puncture limitations (such as
posterior back infection and inability to change position).
Compared with the control method, the beach chair
method had a significantly lower incidence of epidural
spread, which could ensure more accurate unilateral
anesthesia. These results suggest that the beach chair
method could become another promising technical choice
for LPB.

Abbreviations
ASA: American Society of Anesthesiologists; LFCN: Lateral femoral cutaneous
nerve; LP: Lumbar plexus; LPB: Lumbar plexus block; UVS: Ultrasound visibility
score

Acknowledgements
We gratefully acknowledge our colleague Bin Yi of Southwest Hospital for
providing advice on the design of this research.

Funding
Funding from Department of Anesthesiology, Southwest Hospital, Third
Military Medical University.

Availability of data and materials
The datasets generated and analysed during the current study are available
from the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Authors’ contributions
CCS and RL designed this study and wrote the manuscript. CYY and JJL
performed the experiments. YC assisted with data analysis. KZL revised the
final manuscript. All the authors contributed to the final version of the
manuscript.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
This study was approved by the ethics committee of the First Affiliated
Hospital of Third Military Medical University, PLA on November 06, 2015 (No:
Scientific Research No. (62) of 2015) and written informed consents have
been obtained from all patients.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

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

Received: 18 June 2017 Accepted: 23 January 2018

References
1. Quinn JC, Fruauff K, Lebl DR, Giambrone A, Cammisa FP, Gupta A, Chazen

JL. Magnetic resonance Neurography of the lumbar plexus at the L4-L5 disc:
development of a preoperative surgical planning tool for lateral lumbar
Transpsoas interbody fusion (LLIF). Spine. 2015;40(12):942–7.

2. Demondion X, Delfaut EM, Drizenko A, Boutry N, Francke JP, Cotten A.
Radio-anatomic demonstration of the vertebral lumbar venous plexuses: an
MRI experimental study. Surg Radiol Anat. 2000;22(3–4):151–6.

3. Gelfand HJ, Ouanes JP, Lesley MR, Ko PS, Murphy JD, Sumida SM, Isaac GR,
Kumar K, Wu CL. Analgesic efficacy of ultrasound-guided regional
anesthesia: a meta-analysis. J Clin Anesth. 2011;23(2):90–6.

4. Karmakar MK, Ho AM, Li X, Kwok WH, Tsang K, Ngan Kee WD. Ultrasound-
guided lumbar plexus block through the acoustic window of the lumbar
ultrasound trident. Br J Anaesth. 2008;100(4):533–7.

5. Akinosi JO. A new approach to the mandibular nerve block. Brit J Oral Surg.
1977;15(1):83–7.

6. Lang SA, Prusinkiewicz C, Tsui BC. Failed spinal anesthesia after a psoas
compartment block. Can J Anaesth. 2005;52(1):74–8.

7. Aida S, Takahashi H, Shimoji K. Renal subcapsular hematoma after lumbar
plexus block. Anesthesiology. 1996;84(2):452–5.

8. Dalens B, Tanguy A, Vanneuville G. Lumbar plexus block in children: a
comparison of two procedures in 50 patients. Anesth Analg. 1988;67(8):750–8.

9. Walker BJ, Flack SH, Bosenberg AT. Predicting lumbar plexus depth in
children and adolescents. Anesth Analg. 2011;112(3):661–5.

10. Moro T, Kikuchi S, Konno S, Yaginuma H. An anatomic study of the lumbar
plexus with respect to retroperitoneal endoscopic surgery. Spine. 2003;28(5):
423–428; discussion 427-428.

11. Moreno M, Casalia AG. Lumbar plexus anesthesia: psoas compartment
block. Tech Reg Anesth Pain Manag. 2006;10(4):145–9.

12. Farny J, Drolet P, Girard M. Anatomy of the posterior approach to the
lumbar plexus block. Can J Anaesth. 1994;41(6):480–5.

13. Tran DQ, Clemente A, Finlayson RJ. A review of approaches and techniques
for lower extremity nerve blocks. Can J Anaesth. 2007;54(11):922–34.

14. Doi K, Sakura S, Hara K. A modified posterior approach to lumbar plexus
block using a transverse ultrasound image and an approach from the lateral
border of the transducer. Anaesth Intensive Care. 2010;38(1):213–4.

15. Taboada M, Rodriguez J, AL J, Cortes J, Gude F, Atanassoff PG. Sciatic nerve
block via posterior Labat approach is more efficient than lateral popliteal
approach using a double-injection technique: a prospective, randomized
comparison. Anesthesiology. 2004;101(1):138–42.

16. Mannion S, Barrett J, Kelly D, Murphy DB, Shorten GD. A description of the
spread of injectate after psoas compartment block using magnetic
resonance imaging. Reg Anesth Pain Med. 2005;30(6):567–71.

17. Schwenk ES, Gandhi K, Baratta JL, Torjman M, Epstein RH, Chung J, Vaghari
BA, Beausang D, Bojaxhi E, Grady B. Ultrasound-guided out-of-plane vs. in-
plane Interscalene catheters: a randomized, prospective study. Anesthesiol
Pain Med. 2015;5(6):e31111.

18. Capdevila X, Macaire P, Dadure C, Choquet O, Biboulet P, Ryckwaert Y,
D'Athis F. Continuous psoas compartment block for postoperative analgesia
after total hip arthroplasty: new landmarks, technical guidelines, and clinical
evaluation. Anesth Analg. 2002;94(6):1606–13. table of contents

19. Becchi C, Al Malyan M, Coppini R, Campolo M, Magherini M, Boncinelli S.
Opioid-free analgesia by continuous psoas compartment block after total
hip arthroplasty. A randomized study. Eur J Anaesthesiol. 2008;25(5):418–23.

20. Yuan SG, Wen YL, Zhang P, Li YK. Ligament, nerve, and blood vessel
anatomy of the lateral zone of the lumbar intervertebral foramina. Int
Orthop. 2015;39(11):2135–41.

21. Biboulet P, Morau D, Aubas P, Bringuier-Branchereau S, Capdevila X.
Postoperative analgesia after total-hip arthroplasty: comparison of
intravenous patient-controlled analgesia with morphine and single
injection of femoral nerve or psoas compartment block. A
prospective, randomized, double-blind study. Reg Anesth Pain Med.
2004;29(2):102–9.

22. Sauter AR. The “shamrock method” - a new and promising technique for
ultrasound guided lumbar plexus blocks. BJA. 2013;111(eLetters)

23. Lin JA, Lu HT, Chen TL. Ultrasound standard for lumbar plexus block. Br J
Anaesth. 2014;113(1):188–9.

Lu et al. BMC Anesthesiology  (2018) 18:17 Page 7 of 7


	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions
	Trial registration

	Background
	Methods
	Control method (at the plane of the articular process) details (Fig. 1)
	Beach chair method (at the plane of transverse process) details (Fig. 2)
	Assessment after block
	Statistics analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Abbreviations
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Authors’ contributions
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Publisher’s Note
	References

