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Abstract
Residents are required to learn a multitude of skills during their microsurgical training. One

such skill is the judicious application of force when handling delicate tissue. An instrument

has been developed that indicates to the surgeon when a force threshold has been

exceeded by providing vibrotactile feedback. The objective of this study was to validate the

use of this “smart” force-limiting instrument for microsurgery. A laboratory and an in vivo
experiment were performed to evaluate the force-limiting instrument. In the laboratory

experiment, twelve novice surgeons were randomly allocated to use either the force-limiting

instrument or a standard instrument. Surgeons were then asked to performmicrosurgical

dissection in a model. In the in vivo experiment, an intermediatesurgeon performedmicro-
surgical dissection in a stepwise fashion, alternatingevery 30 seconds between use of the

force-limiting instrument and a standard instrument. The primaryoutcomes were the forces

exerted and the OSATS scores. In the laboratory experiment, the maximal forces exerted

by novices using the force-limiting instrumentwere significantly less than using a standard

instrument, and were comparable to intermediateand expert surgeons (0.637N versus

4.576N; p = 0.007). In the in vivo experiment, the maximal forces exerted with the force-limit-
ing instrumentwere also significantly less than with a standard instrument (0.441N versus

0.742N; p <0.001). Notably, use of the force-limiting instrument did not significantly impede
the surgical workflow as measured by the OSATS score (p >0.1). In conclusion, the devel-
opment and use of this force-limiting instrument in a clinical settingmay improve patient

safety.

Introduction
Mastering the art of microsurgery is a long and challenging endeavor. Surgeons typically gain
operative expertise through almost a decade of training during residency and fellowship before
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refining their technique in independent practice. Recent working hour limits imposed on resi-
dents have reduced their caseload, with implications on resident education and patient safety
[1]. Improvements in training quality, including the use of surgical simulation, may somewhat
mitigate the effects of resident duty hour restrictions[2, 3]. In addition to advances in resident
education, the development of new surgical devicesmay play a role in reducing the learning
curve, particularly for technically demanding procedures.

A key skill that residents must learn during their training is the judicious handling of deli-
cate tissue. Sufficient force must be applied to successfully carry out microsurgicalmaneuvers
and economize movements, but undue force can result in injury. Recent studies have quanti-
fied forces exerted in microsurgery, demonstrating a magnitude that is typically less than 1N
[4–6]. Novices exert greater force than experts that leads to an increased risk of causing iatro-
genic injury[7].

The advent of robot-assisted surgery has allowed the continuous measurement of instru-
ment forces during a procedure. This allows for the possibility of force limits to be set so as to
improve safety. However, most surgical robots used today remain large, complex, and expen-
sive. A different approach in harnessing advanced technology is the use of small, simple, and
inexpensive, “smart” microsurgical instruments[8].

A hand-held microsurgical instrument has been developed that indicates to the surgeon
when a force threshold has been exceeded by providing vibrotactile feedback[9]. The initial
study validated the use of this instrument in a low-fidelity laboratory and an ex vivo cadaver
experiment[9]. The aim of this study was to extend this work and assess the use of this instru-
ment in a high-fidelity laboratory and an in vivo porcine experiment.

Methods

Device
A detailed description of the development and design of the force-limiting instrument has pre-
viously been reported[9].We present a new implementation of the device that incorporates 3
axes of force sensing. In brief, the instrument is a modification of a blunt surgical dissector
(Yasargil FD304R, B. Braun, Melsungen, Germany). It has been engineered to incorporate a
force sensor (Nano17, ATI Industrial Automation, North Carolina, USA) capable of measuring
loads applied to its tip, and an on-board actuator to generate subtle vibrations when a force
threshold has been breached (Fig 1). The force limit was set to 0.3N, as previously studies have
suggested that forces beyond this threshold may risk iatrogenic injury[5].

A toggle was able switch between use of the modified dissector as a force-limiting instru-
ment (forces recorded, and feedback provided when threshold breached), or a standard instru-
ment (forces recorded only).

Laboratoryexperiment
Participants and study settings. Twelve novices (<10 microsurgical procedures), and six

intermediates or experts (10–50 and>50 microsurgical procedures respectively), were
recruited from a university hospital. It was decided a priori that intermediate and experts sur-
geons would be combined for subsequent analysis. Informed written consent was obtained
from all surgeons.

All surgeons underwent a training session to familiarize themselves with the instruments
and the tasks.
Trial design. A preclinical randomized study design was adopted, comparing the force-

limiting instrument against standard instruments.
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A preclinical brain model of the trans-Sylvian approach (Kezlex, Ono & Co., Tokyo, Japan)
was utilized to simulate arachnoid dissection (Fig 1). The model was prepared using existing
models of the skull, brain, and cerebral vasculature. Acrylic was used to paint small arteries
onto the cerebral surface, and to represent a right middle cerebral artery (M1/M2) aneurysm.
Synthetic and cotton fibers were use to fashion the Sylvian vein. Polyvinylidene chloride film
was used to represent the arachnoid membrane, and wet water-insoluble tissue paper for the
arachnoid trabeculae. Previous studies have demonstrated this model has face and content
validity[10].

An operating microscope (Leica, Solms, Germany) was used for visualization, and the video
feed recorded. A standard set of microsurgical instruments including forceps, scissors, and dis-
sectors, were used in the surgeon’s dominant hand. The modified dissector was used in the sur-
geon’s non-dominant hand to provide dynamic retraction.

To compare force-limiting against standard instruments, twelve novice surgeons were ran-
domly allocated to use the modified dissector either as a force-limiting instrument or a stan-
dard instrument. Surgeons were then asked to perform arachnoid dissection to expose the
aneurysm. The task was considered complete once surgeons identified the middle cerebral
artery aneurysm. To provide construct validity for the preclinical brain model, six intermediate
or expert surgeons also performed the task using the modified dissector as a standard
instrument.
Outcomes. The primary outcomes were the forces exerted and the modifiedObjective

StructuredAssessments of Technical Skill (OSATS) scores. The forces exerted included the
median force, the maximum force, and the time spent above the force limit of 0.3N. The
OSATS scoring criteria include economy of movement (time and motion), confidence of
movement (instrument handling), respect for tissue, and precision of operative technique (flow
of operation).

Two data analysts independently reviewed operative videos using the above criteria.
Whereas surgeons were aware of whether they were using a force-limiting or standard instru-
ment, the data analysts were blinded to their allocation.

Fig 1. (A) The force-limiting instrument concept. (B) Instrument in use during the laboratoryexperiment
demonstrating the middle cerebral arteryaneurysm. (C) Instrument use during the in vivo experiment.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0162232.g001

Force-Limiting Instrument for Microsurgery

PLOSONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0162232 September 13, 2016 3 / 9



Statistical analysis. The sample size was calculated on the basis of a pilot study using the
above methodology. It was estimated that to detect a fall in the maximal force exerted by nov-
ices using a standard instrument from 5±2.5N to 1N, with a two-sided 5% significance level
and a power of 80%, a sample size of at least 6 surgeons was necessary in each group.

Data was analyzed with SPSS v 22.0 (IBM, Illinois, USA). The median and interquartile
ranges were calculated for all outcome measures. To assess the construct validity of the preclin-
ical brain model, nonparametric tests were performed comparing novices versus intermediates
and experts using the modified dissector as a standard instrument. To assess the force-limiting
instrument, nonparametric tests (Mann-Whitney U Test) were then performed comparing
novices using the modified dissector as a standard versus force-limiting instrument. A value of
p< 0.05 was considered statistically significant.

In vivo experiment
The study protocol was approved by the home office under the Home OfficeAnimals for Sci-
entific Procedure Act 1986 (No. 80/2297).
Participants and study settings. An intermediate surgeon was recruited from a university

hospital. Informed written consent was obtained.
Trial design. A preclinical alternating study design was adopted, comparing the force-lim-

iting instrument against standard instruments.
An adult white Landrace female pig (70kg) was anaesthetizedwith intramuscular ketamine

and xylazine. After endotracheal intubation, anesthesia was maintained with oxygen, nitrous
oxide, and isoflurane, and at the conclusion of the procedure the animal was terminated with
sodium pentobarbitone.

The pig was positioned prone with their head extended and secured in a clamp. A custom
image guidance platform was used to plan the operative approach. A bicoronal incision was
made, and a high-speeddrill (B. Braun, Melsungen, Germany) used to fashion a bifrontal cra-
niotomy. A durotomy was performed and dural flaps pedicled over the sinus.

An operating microscope (Zeiss, Oberkochen,Germany) was used for visualization, and the
video feed recorded. A standard set of microsurgical instruments were used in the surgeon’s
dominant hand, and the modified dissector in the non-dominant hand. Microsurgical dissec-
tion proceeded in a stepwise fashion, alternating every 30 seconds between use of the dissector
as a standard and force-limiting instrument. A total of 12 minutes of dissectionwas performed,
comprising 6 minutes as a standard instrument and 6 minutes as a force-limiting instrument.
Outcomes. The primary outcomes were the forces exerted and the modifiedOSATS

scores, as in the above laboratory experiment.
Statistical analysis. The median and interquartile ranges were calculated for all outcome

measures of each 30 second period. To assess the force-limiting instrument, nonparametric
tests (Mann-Whitney U Test) were performed comparing use of the modified dissector as a
standard versus force-limiting instrument. A value of p< .05 was considered statistically
significant.

Results

Laboratoryexperiment
The median age of participants was 22 years (range 22 to 37 years), the male:female ratio was
2:1, and the right:left handedness ratio was 5:1. The detailed demographics of the participants
are summarized in Table 1. All participants that were enrolled completed the study, and no
losses occurred after randomization.
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The median and interquartile ranges of performance are summarized in Table 2. The
OSATS scores by intermediates and experts using the standard instrument were significantly
greater than novices using the standard instrument (26.5 versus 10.8; p = .004). Notably, the
maximal forces exerted by intermediates and experts were significantly less than by novices
(0.793N versus 4.576N; p = .025) providing construct validity for this metric.

The maximal forces exerted by novices using the force-limiting instrument were signifi-
cantly less than using the standard instrument (0.637N versus 4.576N; p = .007). Indeed, the
maximal forces exerted by novices using the force-limiting instrument were comparable to
intermediates and experts using the standard instrument (Fig 2). The OSATS scores of novices
using the force-limiting instrument were not significantly different to those using the standard
instrument (11.8 versus 10.8; p = .30).

In vivo experiment
A 32 year-old right-handed male surgical trainee completed the study. The force over time for
the initial six 30 second periods are illustrated in Fig 3. The median and interquartile ranges of
performance are summarized in Table 3, and were comparable to the performance of interme-
diate and expert surgeons in the aforementioned laboratory experiment. The maximal forces
exerted with the force-limiting instrument were significantly less than with the standard instru-
ment (0.441N versus 0.742N; p< .001). The OSATS scores when using the force-limiting
instrument were not significantly different to those using the standard instrument (p = .746).

Discussion

Principal findings
Smart instruments represent a novel approach to enhancing a surgeon’s abilities. In this study
it has been demonstrated that the use of a force-limiting instrument can effectively limit the

Table 1. Participantdemographics.

Age Sex Handedness

Median (range), years Male:Female Right:Left

Novice, n = 12 22 (22–23) 6:6 12:0

Intermediate, n = 5 32 (31–36) 5:0 3:2

Expert, n = 1 37 1:0 0:1

Overall, n = 18 22 (22–37) 12:6 15:3

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0162232.t001

Table 2. Laboratory performance of: novice surgeonsversus intermediate and expert surgeons using the standard instrument; and novice sur-
geonsusing the standard versus force-limiting instrument.

Median Force MaximumForce Time >0.3N OSATS

Median (interquartile
range), N

Median (interquartile
range), N

Median (interquartile
range), s

Median (interquartile
range)

Novice (standard instrument), n = 6 0.236 (0.143–0.913) 4.576 (2.100–6.869) 96.9 (49.2–280.4) 10.8 (10.0–12.0)

Intermediate and expert (standard
instrument), n = 6

0.157 (0.116–0.303) 0.793 (0.511–1.704) 38.5 (1.05–85.3) 26.5 (26.0–27.0)

p = .47 p = .025* p = .11 p = .004*

Novice (force-limiting instrument), n = 6 0.121 (0.104–0.143) 0.637 (0.531–0.739) 8.8 (5.8–12.5) 11.8 (11.0–13.0)

p = .066 p = .007* p = .004* p = .30

* p < 0.05

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0162232.t002
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maximal forces exerted by novice surgeons, in a validated high-fidelity laboratory model.
Moreover, it has been shown that these findings are generalizable to intermediate surgeons,
and to an in vivo setting. Notably, use of the force-limiting instrument did not significantly
impede the surgical workflow as measured by the OSATS score; indeed, there was a trend
towards improved performance with the force-limiting instrument.

Fig 2. Maximum forces exerted by: intermediates and experts using the standard instrument; novices
using the standard instrument; and novices using the force-limiting instrument.Points represent
outliers (star greater than 3 times the interquartile range).

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0162232.g002

Fig 3. Force over time for the initial six 30 secondperiodsof use during the in vivo study. Use of the
standard instrument is denoted by a grey background and use of the force-limiting instrument with a white
background.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0162232.g003
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Comparisonwith other studies
Severalmechatronic devices that provide force feedback during microsurgery have previously
been described.Master-slave platforms, such as those by Sutherland et al and Salcudean et al,
allow for force feedback and can therefore reduce the forces exerted by surgeons[11, 12]. Coop-
erative platforms, such as the Steady Hand robot, are arranged such that the surgeon and robot
share control of instruments, and can also provide force scaling[13]. Hand-held platforms that
are unattached to grounded robotic linkages represent small, simple, and inexpensive, alterna-
tives to these master-slave and cooperative platforms. Although hand-held platforms incorpo-
rating force sensing have been reported in the biomedical engineering literature[14–16], to the
best of our knowledge the experiments presented here are the first attempt at objective evalua-
tion of these devices using validated preclinical models.

Limitations
The modifieddissector used in this study represents a single prototype device. Further develop-
ment might allow for a range of force-limiting instruments. In bimanual tasks the use of such
force-limiting instruments with vibrotactile feedback would confer a considerable advantage
over e.g. auditory feedback, allowing the surgeon to intuitively and unambiguously identify
which instrument has breached the force threshold.

Intermediate and expert surgeons were combined for analysis in the laboratory experiment
due to lack of experts familiar with these uncommon and difficult approaches, and because val-
idation of the model was not the primary aim of the study. Nonetheless, the finding that the
maximal force exerted by intermediates and experts was significantly less than by novices, sup-
ports use of this outcome measure.

A single intermediate surgeon was recruited for the in vivo experiment due to the high cost
and logistical difficulties of arranging such a study. In any case, the forces exerted by the inter-
mediate surgeon in vivowere comparable to those exerted by intermediate and expert surgeons
in the laboratory experiment, and use of the force-limiting instrument effectively reduced the
maximal forces.

Conclusions
In conclusion, the laboratory and an in vivo experiment above constitute strong preclinical evi-
dence for the use of the force-limiting instrument to reduce the forces exerted by trainee sur-
geons. The development and use of this force-limiting instrument in a clinical setting may
improve patient safety.

Table 3. In vivoperformance of an intermediate surgeonusing the standard versus force-limiting instrument.

Median Force Maximum Force Time >0.3N OSATS

Median (interquartile
range), N

Median (interquartile
range), N

Median (interquartile
range), s

Median (interquartile
range)

Single intermediate subject (standard
instrument), n = 12

0.319 (0.221–0.403) 0.742 (0.618–0.816) 16.6 (10.9–21.8) 24 (24.0–25.0)

Single intermediate subject (force-limiting
instrument), n = 12

0.148 (0.132–0.161) 0.441 (0.394–0.488) 1.2 (0.9–1.6) 24 (24.0–25.0)

p = .004* p < .001* p = .002* p = .75

* p < 0.05

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0162232.t003
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Supporting Information
S1 Fig. Force over time during the entire in vivo study. Use of the standard instrument is
denoted by a grey background and use of the force-limiting instrument with a white back-
ground.
(TIFF)

Acknowledgments
We thank Hasan Asif and Aaron Southgate for their assistance in the in vivo study. We thank
Archie Hughes-Hallett, Gauthier Gras, and Konrad Leibrandt, for their help and support pre-
paring this manuscript.

Author Contributions

Conceptualization:HJM CJP GZY AD DN.

Data curation:HJM CJP.

Formal analysis:HJM CJP.

Funding acquisition:HJM CJP GZY AD DN.

Investigation:HJM CJP AKV SG JC.

Methodology:HJM CJP.

Project administration:GZY AD DN.

Resources:GZY AD DN.

Software:HJM CJP.

Supervision:GZY AD DN.

Validation: HJM CJP AKV SG JC.

Visualization:HJM CJP.

Writing – original draft:HJM CJP.

Writing – review& editing:HJM CJP AKV SG JC GZY AD DN.

References
1. AhmedN, Devitt KS, Keshet I, Spicer J, ImrieK, Feldman L, et al. A systematic review of the effects of

resident duty hour restrictions in surgery: impact on resident wellness, training, and patient outcomes.
Ann Surg. 2014; 259(6):1041–53. doi: 10.1097/SLA.0000000000000595PMID: 24662409; PubMed
Central PMCID: PMC4047317.

2. Dawe SR,Windsor JA, Broeders JA, CreganPC, Hewett PJ, MaddernGJ. A systematic review of surgi-
cal skills transfer after simulation-based training: laparoscopic cholecystectomy and endoscopy. Ann
Surg. 2014; 259(2):236–48. doi: 10.1097/SLA.0000000000000245PMID: 24100339.

3. MarcusH, Vakharia V, Kirkman MA, MurphyM, Nandi D. Practicemakes perfect? The role of simula-
tion-baseddeliberate practice and script-based mental rehearsal in the acquisition andmaintenance of
operative neurosurgical skills. Neurosurgery. 2013; 72 Suppl 1:124–30. Epub 2013/01/04. doi: 10.
1227/NEU.0b013e318270d010 PMID: 23254801.

4. Gan LS, Zareinia K, LamaS, Maddahi Y, Yang FW, SutherlandGR. Quantification of Forces During a
Neurosurgical Procedure: A Pilot Study. World Neurosurg. 2015. doi: 10.1016/j.wneu.2015.04.001
PMID: 25862106.

Force-Limiting Instrument for Microsurgery

PLOSONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0162232 September 13, 2016 8 / 9

http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0162232.s001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000000595
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24662409
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000000245
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24100339
http://dx.doi.org/10.1227/NEU.0b013e318270d010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1227/NEU.0b013e318270d010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23254801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.wneu.2015.04.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25862106


5. MarcusHJ, Zareinia K, Gan LS, Yang FW, LamaS, Yang GZ, et al. Forces exerted duringmicroneuro-
surgery: a cadaver study. Int J Med Robot. 2014. Epub 2014/01/17. doi: 10.1002/rcs.1568 PMID:
24431265.

6. Maddahi Y, Gan LS, Zareinia K, LamaS, Sepehri N, SutherlandGR. Quantifying workspace and forces
of surgical dissection during robot-assisted neurosurgery. Int J Med Robot. 2015. doi: 10.1002/rcs.
1679 PMID: 26119110.

7. Harada K, Minakawa Y, Baek Y, Kozuka Y, Sora S, MoritaA, et al. Microsurgical skill assessment:
toward skill-based surgical robotic control. Conf Proc IEEE EngMed Biol Soc. 2011; 2011:6700–3. doi:
10.1109/IEMBS.2011.6091652PMID: 22255876.

8. Payne CJ, Yang GZ. Hand-heldmedical robots. Ann Biomed Eng. 2014; 42(8):1594–605. doi: 10.
1007/s10439-014-1042-4 PMID: 24927713.

9. Payne CJ, MarcusHJ, Yang GZ. A SmartHaptic Hand-HeldDevice for Neurosurgical Microdissection.
Ann Biomed Eng. 2015. doi: 10.1007/s10439-015-1258-y PMID: 25631207.

10. HaradaN, Kondo K, Miyazaki C, Nomoto J, KitajimaS, NemotoM, et al. Modified three-dimensional
brain model for study of the trans-sylvian approach.Neurol Med Chir (Tokyo). 2011; 51(8):567–71.
PMID: 21869577.

11. SutherlandGR, Latour I, Greer AD. Integrating an image-guided robot with intraoperative MRI: a review
of the design and construction of neuroArm. IEEE engineering in medicine and biologymagazine: the
quarterlymagazine of the Engineering in Medicine & Biology Society. 2008; 27(3):59–65. Epub 2008/
06/04. doi: 10.1109/EMB.2007.910272 PMID: 18519183.

12. Salcudean SE, Ku S, Bell G. Performance measurement in scaled teleoperation for microsurgery.
Cvrmed-Mrcas'97. 1997; 1205:789–98. PMID:WOS:A1997BJ58E00086.

13. Taylor R, Jensen P, WhitcombL, BarnesA, Kumar R, Stoianovici D, et al. A steady-hand robotic sys-
tem for microsurgical augmentation. Medical ImageComputing and Computer-Assisted Intervention,
Miccai'99, Proceedings. 1999; 1679:1031–41. PMID:WOS:000171179200112.

14. Gonenc B, Balicki MA, Handa J, GehlbachP, RiviereCN, Taylor RH, et al. PreliminaryEvaluation of a
Micro-ForceSensing HandheldRobot for Vitreoretinal Surgery. 2012 Ieee/Rsj International Conference
on Intelligent Robots and Systems (Iros). 2012:4125–30. PMID:WOS:000317042704105.

15. StettenGD, Wu B, Klatzky RL, Galeotti JM, Siegel M, Lee R, et al., editors. Hand-Held Force Magnifier
for Surgical Instruments2011: Springer.

16. Payne CJ, LattWT, Yang GZ. A New Hand-Held Force-Amplifying Device for Micromanipulation. 2012
Ieee International Conference on Robotics and Automation (Icra). 2012:1583–8. PMID:
WOS:000309406701091.

Force-Limiting Instrument for Microsurgery

PLOSONE | DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0162232 September 13, 2016 9 / 9

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/rcs.1568
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24431265
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/rcs.1679
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/rcs.1679
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26119110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/IEMBS.2011.6091652
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22255876
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10439-014-1042-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10439-014-1042-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24927713
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10439-015-1258-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25631207
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21869577
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/EMB.2007.910272
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18519183
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/WOS:A1997BJ58E00086
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/WOS:000171179200112
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/WOS:000317042704105
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/WOS:000309406701091

