Evidence Table 18.  Leg Pain Relief Outcomes Related to Treatment of Lumbar Spinal Stenosis

Trials Examining Surgical Patients with Central Lumbar Stenosis

Study Design:
Retrospective Trial with Consecutive Patients

Authors and Year:
Ishac, Alhayek, Fournier et al., 1996


Reporting:           
Physician-reported


Method:   
Reported relief of symptoms

Patient 
N at 

Group 
start of 
Time in Months
Rating Category

#:
trial
Specific Disorder:
Treatment:
N
Mean
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
 Ex
Gd
Fr
 Pr
VP


1
34
Central Lumbar Stenosis
SWDL-Standard Wide 


Decompressive Laminectomy


34
0.2
31
3


34
12
30
4

Study Design:
Prospective Trial

Authors and Year:
Kleeman, Hiscoe, and Berg, 2000


Reporting:           
Patient-reported


Method:   
4 levels: Resolved, Better, Same, Worse

Patient 
N at 

Group 
start of 
Time in Months
Rating Category

#:
trial
Specific Disorder:
Treatment:
N
Mean
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
 Ex
Gd
Fr
 Pr
VP


1
54
Central Lumbar Stenosis
Partial laminectomy or 


hemilaminectomy


51
30
13
51
33
17
1
0


48
48
31
69
34
12
1
1

Study Design:
Case-series

Authors and Year:
Young, Veerapen, and O'Laoire, 1988


Reporting:           


Method:   
2 levels- Relieved or not. Also 3 levels- relieved of claudication, significantly improved, not improved.

Patient 
N at 

Group 
start of 
Time in Months
Rating Category

#:
trial
Specific Disorder:
Treatment:
N
Mean
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
 Ex
Gd
Fr
 Pr
VP


1
32
Central Lumbar Stenosis
Decompressive Surgery


32
39.8
17
58

Authors and Year:
Verbiest, 1979


Reporting:           
Patient-reported


Method:   
2 Levels: Cured or Residual Symptoms

Patient 
N at 

Group 
start of 
Time in Months
Rating Category

#:
trial
Specific Disorder:
Treatment:
N
Mean
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
 Ex
Gd
Fr
 Pr
VP


1
11
Congenital Lumbar Stenosis
SWDL with Fusion (Arthrodesis)


11
123
36
204
6
1

Trials Examining Surgical Patients with Lateral Lumbar Stenosis

Study Design:
Retrospective Trial with Consecutive Patients

Authors and Year:
Baba, Uchida, Maezawa et al., 1996


Reporting:           
Physician-reported


Method:   
Reported number of patients with leg pain before and after surgery.

Patient 
N at 

Group 
start of 
Time in Months
Rating Category

#:
trial
Specific Disorder:
Treatment:
N
Mean
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
 Ex
Gd
Fr
 Pr
VP


1
31
Lateral Lumbar Stenosis
Laminotomy


20
38
12
88
17
3

Trials Examining Surgical Patients with Central or Lateral Lumbar Stenosis (type of stenosis unspecified or includes both types of stenosis) 

Study Design:
Controlled Trial

Authors and Year:
Yone and Sakou, 1999


Reporting:           
Physician-reported


Method:   
Percent change in JOA score

Patient 
N at 

Group 
start of 
Time in Months
Rating Category

#:
trial
Specific Disorder:
Treatment:
N
Mean
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
 Ex
Gd
Fr
 Pr
VP


1
14
Mixed Stenosis with instability
Laminotomy


14
37
24
52
25


2
19
Mixed Stenosis with instability
Laminotomy with Fusion and 


Instrumentation


19
43
24
60
45


3
27
Mixed Stenosis without instability
Laminotomy


27
33
24
54
63

Authors and Year:
Jonsson and Stromqvist, 1993a


Reporting:           
Physician-reported


Method:   
4 levels.  Excellent: pain-free, Fair: improved but with residual pain, Unchanged, Poor: deteriorated.

Patient 
N at 

Group 
start of 
Time in Months
Rating Category

#:
trial
Specific Disorder:
Treatment:
N
Mean
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
 Ex
Gd
Fr
 Pr
VP


1
20
Central Lumbar Stenosis
Partial laminectomy or 


hemilaminectomy


19
24
24
24
7
7
4
1


2
19
Lateral Lumbar Stenosis
Partial laminectomy or 


hemilaminectomy


18
24
24
24
12
4
2
0

Study Design:
Retrospective Trial with Consecutive Patients

Authors and Year:
Ganz, 1990


Reporting:           
Physician-reported


Method:   
4 levels. 0- No improvement, 1-Some improvement, 2-Almost normal, 3-No symptoms

Patient 
N at 

Group 
start of 
Time in Months
Rating Category

#:
trial
Specific Disorder:
Treatment:
N
Mean
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
 Ex
Gd
Fr
 Pr
VP


1
36
Mixed Stenosis
SWDL-Standard Wide 


Decompressive Laminectomy


33
36
12
72
2.45
1

Trials Examining Surgical Patients with Degenerative Spondylolisthesis 

Study Design:
Controlled Trial

Authors and Year:
Plotz and Benini, 1998


Reporting:           
Patient-reported


Method:   
3 Levels: Improved, Unchanged, Worse.

Patient 
N at 

Group 
start of 
Time in Months
Rating Category

#:
trial
Specific Disorder:
Treatment:
N
Mean
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
 Ex
Gd
Fr
 Pr
VP


1
17
Degenerative Spondylolisthesis
Decompressive Surgery without 


fusion


6
45
9
120
1


2
18
Degenerative Spondylolisthesis
Decompressive Surgery with fusion


 and Translaminar Screw Fixation


14
54
12
100
2
1
1


3
71
Degenerative Spondylolisthesis
Decompressive Surgery with fusion


 and AO Internal Fixator


64
28
9
100
32
2
5

Authors and Year:
Yuan, Garfin, Dickman et al., 1994


Reporting:           
Physician-reported


Method:   
3 levels.  Improved, No change, Worse

Patient 
N at 

Group 
start of 
Time in Months
Rating Category

#:
trial
Specific Disorder:
Treatment:
N
Mean
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
 Ex
Gd
Fr
 Pr
VP


1
2177
Degenerative Spondylolisthesis
Fusion and Pedical Screw Fixation


2125
12
1
51
1945
176
4


2
456
Degenerative Spondylolisthesis
Fusion


451
12
1
51
398
51
2

Study Design:
Case-series

Authors and Year:
Herron and Trippi, 1989


Reporting:           
Patient-reported


Method:   
Average % relief, number of patients with complete relief.

Patient 
N at 

Group 
start of 
Time in Months
Rating Category

#:
trial
Specific Disorder:
Treatment:
N
Mean
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
 Ex
Gd
Fr
 Pr
VP


1
24
Degenerative Spondylolisthesis
SWDL-Standard Wide 


Decompressive Laminectomy


24
34
18
71
92

Trials Examining Surgical Patients with Lumbar Stenosis and/or Degenerative Spondylolisthesis 

Study Design:
Controlled Trial

Authors and Year:
Postacchini, Cinotti, Perugia et al., 1993


Reporting:           
Patient-reported


Method:   
Improvement based on a 0-100 scale with 0 meaning greatest disability.

Patient 
N at 

Group 
start of 
Time in Months
Rating Category

#:
trial
Specific Disorder:
Treatment:
N
Mean
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
 Ex
Gd
Fr
 Pr
VP


1
26
Congenital or Degenerative 
Laminotomy


Stenosis, Combined, or Deg. 


Spondylolisthesis


26
44.4
26
64
71


2
41
Central Lumbar Stenosis
SWDL-Standard Wide 


Decompressive Laminectomy


41
44.4
26
64
84

Trials Examining Surgical Patients and Patients Receiving Conservative Treatment 

Study Design:
Randomized Controlled Trial

Authors and Year:
Amundsen, Weber, Nordal, et al. 2000


Reporting:           
Patient-reported


Method:   
3 levels of pain were recorded: Good: No or Light pain, Fair: Moderate pain, and Poor: Severe pain

Patient 
N at 

Group 
start of 
Time in Months
Rating Category

#:
trial
Specific Disorder:
Treatment:
N
Mean
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
 Ex
Gd
Fr
 Pr
VP


1
19
Mixed Stenosis
SWDL-Standard Wide 


Decompressive Laminectomy


19
0
0
5
14


19
3
8
8
3


18
48
6
9
3


16
120
8
3
5


2
50
Mixed Stenosis
Conservative-various


50
0
2
24
24


50
3
13
33
4


48
48
16
27
5


27
120
12
14
1


3
13
Mixed Stenosis
SWDL-Standard Wide 


Decompressive Laminectomy


13
0
0
6
7


13
3
2
11
0


12
48
5
7
0


11
120
5
6
0


4
18
Mixed Stenosis
Conservative-various


18
0
0
5
13


18
3
7
9
2


16
48
2
10
4


8
120
2
6
0

Study Design:
Controlled Trial

Authors and Year:
Atlas, Deyo, Keller et al., 1996


Reporting:           
Patient-reported


Method:   
3 levels.  Gd: Better, Fr: Same, Pr: Worse.

Patient 
N at 

Group 
start of 
Time in Months
Rating Category

#:
trial
Specific Disorder:
Treatment:
N
Mean
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
 Ex
Gd
Fr
 Pr
VP


1
81
Mixed Stenosis
SWDL-Standard Wide 


Decompressive Laminectomy


72
12
57
11
4


2
67
Mixed Stenosis
Conservative-many


58
12
26
25
7

Authors and Year:
Atlas, Keller, Robson, et al. 2000


Reporting:           


Method:   
See Atlas, Deyo, Keller, et al. 1996

Patient 
N at 

Group 
start of 
Time in Months
Rating Category

#:
trial
Specific Disorder:
Treatment:
N
Mean
Min.
Max.
Mean
SD
 Ex
Gd
Fr
 Pr
VP


1
67
Mixed Stenosis
SWDL-Standard Wide 


Decompressive Laminectomy


67
48
51
14
2


2
Mixed Stenosis
Conservative-not described


52
48
25
18
9
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