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ABSTRACT
Objectives: Research, knowledge, and technological advances have promoted minimally invasive image-guided diagnostic and therapeutic intervention. 
Such interventions are increasingly performed for musculoskeletal diseases by radiologists within outpatient settings. The objective of this study was to 
ascertain levels of safe practice among musculoskeletal radiologists in the United Kingdom and the Indian public health-care system, as defined by access 
to spinal surgeons and anesthetists during radiological spinal procedures.

Material and Methods: An online cross-sectional survey of eight questions (multiple choice and free text) was circulated among musculoskeletal 
radiologists in the UK and India, to evaluate: (i) Image-guided practice among musculoskeletal radiologists. (ii) Types of interventions undertaken. (iii) 
Practice setting. (iv) Availability of supportive, backup access to spinal surgery services.

Results: A total of 53 replies were received of which 43 (81.1%) were from musculoskeletal radiologists who perform spinal interventional procedures. 
Spinal biopsies and injections were the most common procedures performed by the 43 eligible radiologists (79.1% and 74.4%, respectively), with 
vertebroplasty and sacroplasty performed by only 16.3% and 11.6%, respectively. Less than half (46.5%) of musculoskeletal radiologists performing 
interventional procedures did so within a hospital setting with both a spinal surgeon and an anesthetist on site, 20.9% had an anesthetist on site but no 
spinal surgeon and 16.3% had neither on-site.

Conclusion: Minimally invasive image-guided diagnostic and therapeutic intervention is a niche sub-specialty practiced by a few musculoskeletal 
radiologists. Enhanced resource allocation, skills training, and multidisciplinary service provision will ultimately minimize existing deficiencies, 
improving patient-related clinical outcomes, and quality of care.
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INTRODUCTION
Recent technological developments have accelerated the 
expansion of the scope of work performed by the radiologist, 
by popularizing minimally invasive image-guided diagnostic 
and therapeutic intervention within outpatient settings. 
Compared to conventional surgery, this alternative boasts 
improved cost-effectiveness and reduced complication 
rates.[1,2]

Such innovation in imaging modality and techniques has 
driven a transformation in interventional musculoskeletal 
radiology, particularly concerning the spine. Various 
options are now available for managing pain, fractures, 
and tumors using percutaneous radiological intervention, 

ranging from steroid injections and radiofrequency 
ablation (RFA) to percutaneous biopsies and vertebral 
augmentation.[3,4] However, these procedures are not without 
their risks which include infection, hematoma formation, as 
well as pneumothorax and tumor seeding along the needle 
tract.[3,5] Furthermore, major complications of specific 
procedures such as vertebral augmentation include cement 
leakage into the spinal canal or venous system, resulting 
in cord compression or a paravertebral vein embolism, 
respectively, some of which may require immediate surgical 
management.[6,7]

With increased population sizes and longer life expectancy 
without matching the gain in healthy life years, the global 
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burden of musculoskeletal disease is rising steadily.[8] As 
such, reliance on radiological spinal intervention performed 
by musculoskeletal radiologists is growing concurrently, and 
therefore, it is crucial to ensure that such procedures are 
performed within an adequately safe environment. As per 
National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) 
guidelines, procedures such as vertebral augmentation 
should only be performed in facilities with good access to 
spinal surgery, and following a multidisciplinary discussion 
between the performing radiologist and a spinal surgeon 
to ensure patient suitability and adequate resources.[9] At 
present, it is not clear whether such guidelines are being 
adhered to by musculoskeletal radiologists in the UK and 
overseas, which may consequently compromise patient 
safety.

Thus, herein, we present findings from a survey targeting 
musculoskeletal radiologists in the UK and India, with 
a focus on characterizing the basic safety levels when 
performing percutaneous radiological spinal interventions in 
these two settings which offer varying levels of resources and 
capacity.

MATERIAL AND METHODS
Objectives

The objective of this study was to ascertain levels of 
safe practice among musculoskeletal radiologists in the 
United Kingdom and the Indian public health-care system, as 
defined by access to spinal surgeons and anesthetists during 
radiological spinal procedures.

Design and dissemination

This cross-sectional study (online questionnaire survey) 
was conducted from February 10, 2022, to March 3, 2022, 
among musculoskeletal radiologists in the United Kingdom 
and the Indian public health-care system, as defined by 
access to spinal surgeons and anesthetists during radiological 
spinal procedures. An online questionnaire was developed, 
with both multiple-choice and free text questions, using the 
Google Forms platform to maximize ease of administration 
and data handling and facilitate fast participant response 
(Supplementary file 1).

Supplementary file 1: Survey questions and answer options

1.	 Do you perform spinal interventional procedures?
a.	 Yes
b.	 No.

2.	 If yes, where do you perform them?
a.	 Hospital with an anesthetist and spinal surgeon on 

site
b.	 Hospital with a spinal surgeon on site
c.	 Hospital with an anesthetist on site

d.	 Hospital without an anesthetist or spinal surgeon
e.	 Other.

3.	 Which spinal procedures do you perform? (Tick as many 
as appropriate)
a.	 Spinal injection
b.	 Spinal biopsy
c.	 Spinal RFA
d.	 Vertebroplasty
e.	 Sacroplasty
f.	 All the above.

4.	 Have you had any significant complications?
a.	 Yes
b.	 No.

5.	 How many spinal interventional procedures do you 
perform per month?
a.	 Less than 10
b.	 10 to 20
c.	 More than 20

6.	 Are you aware of NICE guidance for vertebroplasty stating 
that there should be access to spinal surgery services?
a.	 Yes
b.	 No.

7.	 Have you completed basic life support (BLS) or advanced 
life support course?
a.	 Yes
b.	 No.

8.	 Any other comments (free text box)

No funding was received from any individual or institution 
for this study. Institutional Review Board approval was not 
required for this survey-based study.

All survey responses were answered anonymously. 
Information was sought regarding the type and frequency 
of spinal interventional procedures performed, if any; 
occurrence of perioperative complications; availability of 
on-site support including a spinal surgeon; and anesthetist 
and acquisition of accredited life support training. The 
survey was kept open for response submission for 3 weeks, 
with a reminder notification sent halfway through, after 
which submitted responses were analyzed and summarized 
accordingly. No cash or any other incentive was offered to the 
participants for responding to the survey.

Inclusion criteria

The target population was non-trainee musculoskeletal 
radiologists in India and the UK, the majority of whom were 
either members of the Musculoskeletal Society of India or 
the British Society of Skeletal Radiologists.

Data collection and analysis

The responses submitted were checked for duplication, 
pooled, analyzed, and summarized.
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Evaluation

The focus of the survey was on the following points:
i.	 Scope of interventional radiology practice
ii.	 Practice setting
iii.	 Use of guidelines
iv.	 Complications encountered
v.	 Availability of supportive, backup access to spinal 

surgery services.

RESULTS
A total of 53 replies were received. The majority (43/53, 
81.1%) of surveyed musculoskeletal radiologists performed 
spinal interventional procedures. In terms of types of 
procedures performed, spinal biopsies and injections were 
among the most common, with 79.1% (34/43) and 74.4% 
(32/43) of eligible musculoskeletal radiologists performing 
these, respectively [Figure 1].

Less commonly, spinal RFA was performed (11/43, 25.6%) 
followed by vertebroplasty (7/43, 16.3%) and sacroplasty 
(5/43, 11.6%). These figures include four radiologists whose 
practice consisted of performing all five procedures. Most 
radiologists were performing an average of <10 procedures 
a month (31/43, 72.1%), with 9 (20.9%) performing between 
10 and 20 procedures monthly and the remaining 3  (7.0%) 
performing more than 20 monthly.

Only 46.5% (20/43) performed spinal interventional 
procedures in a hospital setting with both a spinal surgeon 
and an anesthetist on site, while 20.9% (9/43) had an 
anesthetist on site but no spinal surgeon and 16.3% (7/43) 
were performing spinal interventions without the presence of 
either [Figure 2].

A large proportion (26/43, 60.5%) were aware of NICE 
guidelines regarding performing procedures such as 
vertebroplasties in a setting with access to spinal surgery 
facilities, including all seven radiologists who performed 
vertebroplasties in practice. Almost all musculoskeletal 
radiologists performing spinal interventional procedures had 
at least a BLS qualification (39/43, 90.7%). Of the remaining 
four, who were also among those performing <10 procedures 
a month, all performed spinal injections, three additionally 
performed spinal biopsies, and one also performed 
spinal RFA.

DISCUSSION
To the best of our knowledge, although one study has 
characterized the types of musculoskeletal interventional 
procedures performed by radiologists in Italy,[10] the 
present study is the first multicenter survey to assess the 
safety of spinal interventional procedures performed 
by musculoskeletal radiologists. We aimed to obtain a 
snapshot of typical practice and evaluate basic safety levels 

as characterized by factors such as access to onsite spinal 
surgeons and anesthetists, and life support training.

This survey found that spinal biopsies and injections are 
the most common interventional procedures performed by 
musculoskeletal radiologists (79.1% and 74.4%, respectively), 
with vertebral augmentation and sacroplasty least commonly 
performed. This may reflect the greater familiarity of current 
musculoskeletal radiologists with established procedures 
such as biopsies and steroid injections, which have been 
in the radiologist’s armory since as early as the late 1950s 
following the development of the trephine needle.[11] On 
the other hand, vertebral fracture treatment has long relied 
on open surgery; minimally invasive vertebroplasty was 
first performed recently in 1984, and sacroplasty was first 
described just two decades ago.[12,13] The relative novelty of 
vertebral augmentation combined with its commonality 
to both spinal surgeons’ and radiologists’ caseloads, and 
availability of appropriate facilities limited to tertiary centers 
may explain the low prevalence among our sample of 
interventional musculoskeletal radiologists performing these. 
General lack of exposure to interventional musculoskeletal 
procedures may also be an important factor in radiologists 

Figure  1: Graphical representation of answer distribution to 
question 3.

Figure  2: Graphical representation of answer distribution to 
question 2.
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not performing procedures such as RFA, vertebroplasty, 
and sacroplasty. A  survey by Albano et al. found that 62% 
of radiologists were not expected to learn interventional 
musculoskeletal procedures and 36.9% were trained in 
institutions where such procedures were not performed at 
all.[14] This is particularly the case in low-resource settings 
such as India, within which a proportion of our survey’s 
sample practice and where only 17.4% of trainees are 
expected to learn interventional musculoskeletal procedures 
compared to 49.5% in the UK.[14] Although our survey does 
not provide results stratified by country, the mainstay of 
the radiologist’s work in India would likely be biopsies and 
steroid injections with RFA, vertebroplasty, and sacroplasty 
largely performed in tertiary referral centers.

Our survey found variation in onsite multidisciplinary 
support during interventional spinal procedures, with less 
than half of radiologists having access to both a spinal 
surgeon and anesthetist in the hospital. Of the seven 
radiologists who were performing procedures without 
access to neither a spinal surgeon nor an anesthetist, six 
performed only spinal biopsies and/or injections. The lack 
of a spinal surgeon or anesthetist may be explained in this 
case by the very low complication rate of these routine 
procedures, ranging from 1% to 2.4%, and usually transient 
and minor nature such as pain at the injection site or a self-
resolving hematoma, not requiring specialist anesthetic 
input.[15,16] The NICE guidelines strongly recommend 
performing vertebral augmentation in facilities with “good 
access to spinal surgery,”[9] however of the eight radiologists 
performing sacroplasty and/or vertebroplasty, two did 
not have access to a spinal surgeon. This is important to 
address as the literature reports patients may require 
decompressive surgery if there is nerve root or spinal 
cord compression due to cement extravasation after these 
procedures.[6,17-19]

Most, but not all, eligible musculoskeletal radiologists in 
the present survey have attended at least a BLS course. In 
the UK, the Resuscitation Council and the General Medical 
Council stipulate that being able to provide basic first aid and 
cardiopulmonary resuscitation is an essential competency 
for all clinicians and BLS training is increasingly being 
provided earlier in the medical undergraduate curriculum, 
with refresher courses recommended annually for qualified 
health-care professionals.[20,21] Meanwhile, recent studies have 
found a significant lack of BLS knowledge among Indian 
medical students and doctors.[21,22] Among radiologists, 
in particular, proficiency in life support is poor.[23-25] For 
instance, there is a noticeable discrepancy in self-perceived 
ability to initiate life support versus actual knowledge, with 
a study by Tapping and Culverwell finding that only 13% 
of radiologists could answer all questions correctly despite 

high levels of confidence.[23] In addition, although our survey 
did not assess recency of attendance, this is important to 
consider as Tapping and Culverwell found that only 61% of 
radiologists attended a life support course in the preceding 
4  years, with this subgroup being more likely to perform 
cardiopulmonary resuscitation correctly.[23] As such, greater 
emphasis needs to be placed in healthcare systems on 
building both the confidence and expertise of radiologists 
performing spinal interventional procedures in initiating 
management of potentially life-threatening situations, to 
optimize patient care.[25]

There are some limitations of this study. First, the survey was 
anonymous and did not ask about the location of practice 
(i.e., the UK or India), and hence, results cannot be stratified 
by country and compared with one another. Second, we 
asked radiologists if any “significant complication” had 
occurred without defining what “significant” may mean or 
asking for the frequency of such complications. Third, the 
relatively small sample size of responses could be due to the 
relatively lower proportion of MSK radiologists performing 
interventional procedures such as vertebroplasty, sacroplasty, 
and RFA.

CONCLUSION
Results from this brief survey provide a stimulus and 
direction for further work to take place in the shape of 
multicenter transnational surveying with stratification of 
responses based on country of practice. This will enable a 
deeper understanding of the safety of radiologist practice 
during spinal interventions and provide an opportunity for 
targeted initiatives to improve resource allocation, skills 
training, and multidisciplinary service provision, ultimately 
minimizing existing deficiencies and improving patient 
outcomes.

Declarations

•	 No sources of support to declare
•	 No sources of funding to declare
•	 No conflicts of interest to declare.

Declaration of patient consent

Patients’ consent not required as patients’ identity is not 
disclosed or compromised.

Financial support and sponsorship

Nil.

Conflicts of interest

There are no conflicts of interest.



Aslam, et al.: Safe radiological spinal intervention

Indian Journal of Medical Sciences • Volume 75 • Issue 1 • January-April 2023  |  22

REFERENCES
1.	 Itagaki MW, Talenfeld AD, Kwan SW, Brunner JW, Mortell KE, 

Brunner MC. Percutaneous vertebroplasty and kyphoplasty 
for pathologic vertebral fractures in the Medicare population: 
Safer and less expensive than open surgery. J  Vasc Interv 
Radiol 2012;23:1423-9.

2.	 Maudgil DD. Cost effectiveness and the role of the national 
institute of health and care excellence (NICE) in interventional 
radiology. Clin Radiol 2021;76:185-92.

3.	 Dionello R, Lopez de Heredia L, Hughes RJ, Meagher TM, 
Belci M, Warakaulle DR. Review: Indications for interventional 
radiology in the management of patients with spinal cord 
injuries. Top Spinal Cord Inj Rehabil 2013;19:211-21.

4.	 Kelekis AD, Somon T, Yilmaz H, Bize P, Brountzos EN, 
Lovblad K, et al. Interventional spine procedures. Eur J Radiol 
2005;55:362-83.

5.	 Kornick C, Kramarich SS, Lamer TJ, Todd Sitzman B. 
Complications of lumbar facet radiofrequency denervation. 
Spine (Phila Pa 1976) 2004;29:1352-4.

6.	 Saracen A, Kotwica Z. Complications of percutaneous 
vertebroplasty: An analysis of 1100 procedures performed in 
616 patients. Medicine (Baltimore) 2016;95:e3850.

7.	 Health Quality Ontario. Vertebral augmentation involving 
vertebroplasty or kyphoplasty for cancer-related vertebral 
compression fractures: A  systematic review. Ont Health 
Technol Assess Ser 2016;16:1-102.

8.	 Cieza A, Causey K, Kamenov K, Hanson SW, Chatterji S, Vos T. 
Global estimates of the need for rehabilitation based on the global 
burden of disease study 2019: A systematic analysis for the global 
burden of disease study 2019. Lancet 2021;396:2006-17.

9.	 National Institute for Health and Care Excellence. Percutaneous 
Vertebroplasty and Percutaneous Balloon Kyphoplasty for 
Treating Osteoporotic Vertebral Compression Fractures. NICE 
Technology Appraisal Guidance, No.  279; 2013. Available 
from: https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/ta279 [Last accessed 
on 2022 Jul 10].

10.	 Silvestri E, Barile A, Albano D, Messina C, Orlandi D, 
Corazza A, et al. Interventional therapeutic procedures 
in the musculoskeletal system: An Italian Survey by the 
Italian College of Musculoskeletal Radiology. Radiol Med 
2018;123:314-21.

11.	 Rosenthal DI. The future of MSK interventions. Skeletal Radiol 
2011;40:1133-6.

12.	 Deramond H, Depriester C, Toussaint P, Galibert P. 
Percutaneous Vertebroplasty. Semin Musculoskelet Radiol 
1997;1:285-96.

13.	 Garant M. Sacroplasty: A new treatment for sacral insufficiency 
fracture. J Vasc Interv Radiol 2002;13:1265-7.

14.	 Albano D, Dalili D, Huber FA, Snoj Z, Vieira A, Messina C, et al. 

Current status of MSK radiology training: An international 
survey by the European society of musculoskeletal radiology 
(ESSR) young club. Insights Imaging 2021;12:126.

15.	 Michalopoulos GD, Yolcu YU, Ghaith AK, Alvi MA, Carr CM, 
Bydon M. Diagnostic yield, accuracy, and complication rate of 
CT-guided biopsy for spinal lesions: A systematic review and 
meta-analysis. J Neurointerv Surg 2021;13:841-7.

16.	 McGrath JM, Schaefer MP, Malkamaki DM. Incidence 
and characteristics of complications from epidural steroid 
injections. Pain Med 2011;12:726-31.

17.	 Cotten A, Dewatre F, Cortet B, Assaker R, Leblond D, 
Duquesnoy B, et al. Percutaneous vertebroplasty for osteolytic 
metastases and myeloma: Effects of the percentage of lesion 
filling and the leakage of methyl methacrylate at clinical 
follow-up. Radiology 1996;200:525-30.

18.	 Buchbinder R, Johnston RV, Rischin KJ, Homik J, Jones  CA, 
Golmohammadi K, et al. Percutaneous vertebroplasty for 
osteoporotic vertebral compression fracture. Cochrane 
Database Syst Rev 2018;2018:CD006349.

19.	 Xu Z, Hao D, Liu T, He B, Guo H, He L. Cause analysis of 
open surgery used after percutaneous vertebroplasty and 
kyphoplasty. Med Sci Monit 2016;22:2595-601.

20.	 Gabbott D, Smith G, Mitchell S, Colquhoun M, Nolan J, Soar J, 
et al. Cardiopulmonary resuscitation standards for clinical 
practice and training in the UK. Resuscitation 2005;64:13-9.

21.	 Willmore RD, Veljanoski D, Ozdes F, Stephens B, Mooney  J, 
Crumley SG, et al. Do medical students studying in the 
United Kingdom have an adequate factual knowledge of basic 
life support? World J Emerg Med 2019;10:75-80.

22.	 Chandran KV, Abraham SV. Basic life support: Need of the 
hour-a study on the knowledge of basic life support among 
young doctors in India. Indian J Crit Care Med 2020;24:332-5.

23.	 Tapping CR, Culverwell AD. Are radiologists able to manage 
serious anaphylactic reactions and cardiopulmonary arrest? Br 
J Radiol 2009;82:793-9.

24.	 Alam T, Jamil Khattak Y, Anwar M, Khan AA. Basic life 
support: A  questionnaire survey to assess proficiency of 
radiologists and radiology residents in managing adult life 
support in cardiopulmonary arrest and acute anaphylactic 
reaction. Emerg Med Int 2014;2014:356967.

25.	 Craig S, Naidoo P. Emergencies in radiology: A  survey of 
radiologists and radiology trainees. J  Med Imaging Radiat 
Oncol 2014;58:164-71.

How to cite this article: Aslam A, Iyengar KP, Sharma GK, Botchu R. 
Safe radiological spinal intervention: A  multicenter snapshot survey 
of musculoskeletal radiologists in the UK and India. Indian J Med Sci 
2023;75:18-22.


