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Introduction Discussions

* Interventional spine and pain physicians rarely review fluoroscopic images with i

é}‘g““’ - * Consistent with prior studies, both groups reported high overall satistfaction.
patients after procedures. " “ * 95.8% of the image review group found it helpful, compared to 68.6% of the

* Patient satistaction 1s already high, but there may be ways to turther improve the control group who thought it would have been helpful.

patient experience.  Image review significantly increased confidence in the provider. No

* This study examined the impact ot post-procedure fluoroscopic image review on differences were observed in other satisfaction domains or short-term

percerved benefit of 1image review and patient satisfaction.

Material and Methods

* Single blinded prospective study of patients undergoing non-sedation lumbosacral
TFESIs.

* The control group received a scripted verbal explanation of procedure results.

improvement.

* Limitations of this include single-center design, uneven proceduralist
distribution, potential response bias, difference in perceived benefit
questions, and low follow-up on PGIC.

* Future studies may explore how 1image review impacts patient education,
procedural fear, and provider-patient trust.

Table 1. Frequency of Provider Ratings by Patient Satistaction Domains

* The intervention group received the same explanation including a review of

.. Rating Item Likert Rating -value i
fluoroscopic images. ; s A 3 2 | g Conclusion
* Outcomes measured: Perceived benefit of image review questions and modified Helpfulness of Image R?Tif‘"’; , . g : ) =000 o post-procedure image review is appreciated by patients and increases
Oonmo FA :
Press Ganey Patient Satisfaction Survey administered immediately post-procedure. Experimental 58 10 3 0 0 confidence in providers.
: - - Contidence in Provider 0.03 : : , . :
 Short-term lmprOVement assessed at two weeks using the Patient Global Control 64 5 0 0 0 o Image review 18 a short and Slmple act that appears to improve the patlent
Impression of Change (PGIC); missing data supplemented with chart review. Experimental 70 1 0 0 0 experience with interventional spine procedures
* GI’OU.p responses compared using approprlate statistical tests. Controls n=70, Experimental n=71; * = Non-Press Ganey question, Beold = significant change R f
p value compares control (no image review) vs Experimental (image review) cIerences
Results | e N |
Table 2. Frequency observed for worse, no change or improved after spine injection as a function of the control vs intervention group é?nil;iggﬁsli\g’eﬁgﬁjgfkgzzvimﬁg;a%;oglor;;‘gle 4((}3‘;1;13??‘; 63 %ZT%O?O%I;}IS’ZOllll;ezr_voznst{gg%ligcedures for Pain Management: A
L~ . : : o 2.Langford DJ, Mark RP, France FO, et al. Use of patient-reported global assessment measures in clinical trials of chronic pain treatments:
* 141 participants enrolled: 70 control, 71 mtervention. Group Injection Outcome ACTTION systematic review and considerations. Pain. 2024:165(11):2445-2454. doi:10.1097/i.pain.0000000000003270
. . . . . o
* Follow-up improvement data available for 58 participants in each group (82%). Worse No change Improved
* 95.8% of the intervention group found 1image review helpful to very helpful. Control (No Image Review) 0 20 1 , , , .
0 e . . Full Manuscript Interventional Pain Medicing — gum
* 68.6% of the control group thought image review would have been helpful to very "

Intervention (Image Review) 2 19 37 https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/
pi1/S2772594425001013
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* Confidence in prov1der was Slgnlﬁcantly hlgher in the itervention group (p — 003) Note: Data combined from two-week post-procedure PGIC and alternatively subsequent clinic note.

* No significant differences in short-term improvement between groups.



https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2772594425001013
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2772594425001013

	Slide 1

