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Role of procedural sedation guided by intracranial pressure monitoring

in the treatment of severe craniocerebral injury

Du Peng,Muyiti ,Luan Xinping,Yuan Yang,Xu Jingcuan ,Li Tao,Yang Yan,Wang Ruijia

(Department of Neurosurgery ,the Second Affiliated Hospital ,Xinjiang Medical University)
[ Abstract]Objective : To investigate the efficacy of procedural sedation under the guidance of intracranial pressure monitoring in the
treatment of severe craniocerebral injury. Methods ; Totally 300 patients in our hospital from July 2006 to July 2014 were divided into
3 groups(conventional group,sedation group and combination group). Glasgow coma score(GCS) before and after the treatment,hos—
pitalization days,mini—mental status examination scale(MMSE) score,Barthel index (BI) score,rebleeding, mortality, lung infection
data were recorded and Excel database was established. Rebleeding, mortality and lung infection rates of three groups were compared
using x* test; GCS difference , hospitalization days, MMSE score and BI score were analyzed using analysis of variance. Results ; There
were statistically significant differences in all indicators mentioned above among three groups. GCS difference were significantly dif—
ferent between conventional group,sedative group and combination group (P<0.05). There were statistically significant differences in
hospitalization days, MMSE score, BI score and mortality between sedative group and combination group(P<0.05). There were statisti—
cally significant differences in rebleeding rate and lung infection rate between sedative group and conventional group(P<0.05). Con—
clusion ;intracranial pressure monitoring procedural sedation is more conducive to improving the prognosis of severe traumatic brain
injury, shortening treatment time and reducing lung infection and bleeding in patients.
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Tab.1 Baseline data were compared in each group

13 . Bk —_ REAT A PR i
(%) BIR (%) W% (%)
M 100 7400  33.00+0.10 4.65 33.11
FEER4L 100 72.00  32.00+0.10 5.07 35.23
BeA4l 100 70.07  31.00 £0.10 493 34.24
FAE 5.160 6.270 5.490 6.090
P{E 0.120 0.080 0.060 0.070
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Tab.2 Comparison on the prognosis of three groups( x s )

215 n GCSZE{H fEBEREL MMSE RS> BIFE4
I 100 8.10+0.10 20.09 +0.10 20.65 = 1.52 4127 £1.07
R 100 9.10 + 0.30" 21.05+0.10 20.87 = 1.08 41.85+0.81
e ! 100 12.10 £0.33" 21.23+0.10 24.93 £0.02 4765092

FAH 5.120 4.670 6.480 5.230

PH 0.001 0.010 0.001 0.001

T a, B MR HOEOE A GoH# B0 b, E LH RIR & A LU B8 AT e 2 s o T R G A B 2 e e X

®3 SALBREHRENRERSR
Tab.3 Comparison on the incidence of postoperative
complications of the three groups

215 no IR (%) W (%) IR (%)
WHA 100 20(20.00)  49(49.00) 70(70.00)
HFRAL 100 7(7.00)* 48(48.00) 60(60.00)*
BG4 100 5(5.00)" 32(32.00)" 55(55.00)"

X 13.920 7.430 74.608

P1H 0.001 0.020 0.001
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