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Efficacy of Laparoscopic Ureterolithotomy for the
Upper Ureter Stone

Kang Sup Kim, Chong Koo Sul, Jae Sung Lim

From the Department of Urology, Chungnam National University College of
Medicine, Daejeon, Korea

Purpose: Ureter stones are the most common urological disease. The
principal objective of this study was to evaluate the results, efficacy, and
safety rates of laparoscopic ureterolithotomy for the treatment of large,
upper ureteral stones.

Materials and Methods: Between April 2006 and February 2008, we con-
ducted laparoscopic ureterolithotomy in 7 patients with upper ureter
stones (L2-3). Laparoscopic ureterolithotomy was conducted in 5 patients
as a salvage procedure after failed shock wave lithotripsy, in 1 patient
as the primary procedure for a large stone (28mm), and in 1 patient for
treatment of a radiolucent matrix stone. Laparoscopic ureterolithotomy
was conducted via a transperitoneal approach. The mean stone size was
20.745.9mm.

Results: Laparoscopic ureterolithotomy was successful in 7 patients, and
none of the patients required an open procedure. All patients were
rendered stone-free after a single procedure. The mean operative duration,
mean postoperative hospital stay, and mean estimated blood loss were
142449 min, 6+2.2 days and 85+29.5ml, respectively.

Conclusions: Although the majority of patients with ureter stones can be
rendered stone-free via shock wave lithotripsy and endourological pro-
cedures, open surgery is required for large and upper ureter stones. In
cases of large and upper ureter stones, laparoscopic ureterolithotomy may
be considered for a limited group, although many will require open
surgery. (Korean J Urol 2008;49:727-732)
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Table 1. Characteristics of the patients underwent laparoscopic
ureterolithotomy

Stone Stone size .
Sex/Age . Previous treatment
location (mm)
Male/56 L2-3 11 Unsuccessful SWL
Male/58 L2-3 18 Unsuccessful SWL
Male/23 L2-3 25 Unsuccessful SWL
Male/49 L2-3 26 Unsuccessful SWL
Male/36 L2-3 19 Unsuccessful SWL
Male/36 L2-3 28 None
Female/67 L2-3 18 None

SWL: shock wave lithotripsy
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Fig. 2. Trocar placement for transperitoneal laparoscopic uretero-
lithotomy (right side).

Fig. 1. Patient with 28mm right-
sided upper ureter stone. (A) Pre-
operative plain film. (B) Postopera-
tive film showing no evidence of
residual stone and stenting ureter
catheter.
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Fig. 3. (A) Extraction of the stones. (B) Stenting of ureteral catheter to the opened ureter.
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Table 2. Results of laparoscopic ureterolithotomy in seven patients

Results Mean+SD (range)

Operation time (minutes)
Estimated blood loss (ml)

142449 (115-245)
85+29.5 (50-140)

Oral intake (days) 1.6£0.5 (1-2)
Hospital stays (days) 6+2.2 (4-10)
Drain remove (days) 3.1+0.7 (2-4)
Pain control (days) 2.7%1.1 (0-6)

Stent removal (weeks) 6.5£1.6 (5-10)
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Table 3. Comparison of outcomes of laparoscopic ureterolithotomy

No. of Approach Mean operation Mean size Mean EBL Hospital ~ Complication

patients PP time (min.) (cm) (ml) stay (day) (%)
Keeley et al' 14 TP 105 (60-160) 2.7 (1.8-4.0) — 5.6 (4-8) none
Lee et al® 12 TP 132.5 (60-220) 1.6 (0.8-2.8) 100 (50-150) 4.3 (2-7) none
Goel et al" 55 RP 108.8 (40-275) 2.1(0.7-3.3) 58.5 (25-160) 3.3(2-14) 0.01
Kijvikai et al” 30 RP 121.38 (75-270) 1.9 (1-4) 39.31 (20-100)  3.86 (3-11) none
El-Feel A et al” 25 TP 145 (55-180) 1.9 (1.3-2.9) 62.5 (50-100) 4.1 (2-21) none
Flasko et al” 75 RP/RP (69/6) 45(15-100) 2.5 (1.2-5.5) - 3(2-5) none
Present study 7 TP 142 (115-245) 2.1(1.1-2.8) 85 (50-140) 6 (4-10) none

EBL: estimated blood loss, TP: transperitoneal, RP: retroperitoneal
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