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EC;, of ropivacaine, levobupivacain combined with fentanyl on efficacy of cesarean section postoperative analgesia”
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Abstract: Objective To investigate the EC;, of ropivacaine and levobupivacaine combined with fentanyl on efficacy of cesarean
section postoperative analgesia. Methods 80 primiparas with ASA I— [ , who requested postoperative analgesia. were randomly
allocated to either ropivacaine (group R)or levobupivacaine (group L)both with fentanyl 0. 2 ug/ml respecially. The first primipara
in each group were accepted 0. 125% ropivacaine and levobupivacaine 100ml solutions with epidural analgesia. Concentration of lo-
cal anaesthetics was ajusted with up-down sequential allocation by concentration gradient 0. 025% according to total analgesia
effect. The scales of blood pressure, pulse oxygen saturation, heart rates. VAS, lower limb motor block, the incidence of side-
effect and total satisfaction degree were recorded when patient controlled epidural analgesia (PECA) opened (0 h). after being
opened 4, 24 and 48 h. ECs, and 95% confidence interval (CI) of ropivacaine and levobupivacaine were calculated according to for-
mula. Results Analgesic effect, upper sensory level, scores for VAS and Bromage, the incidence of side-effect and total satisfac-
tion degree were significant differences in both groups(P>>0. 05). ECs, and 95% confidence interval (CI) of ropivacaine were 0.
151% (0. 109% —0. 183 %) and for levobupivacaine 0. 126 % (0. 098 % —0. 154 %). The potency ratio at EC;, for ropivacaine: bupiva-
caine was 0. 83. Conclusion Ropivacaine and levobupivacaine combined with 2mg/ml of fentanyl are used for postoperative epidural
analgesia of cesarean section. ECs, and 95%CI of both are 0. 151% (0. 109% — 0. 183 % )and 0. 126 % (0. 098 % — 0. 154 % ) respe-

cially. The relative potency in ropivacaine is less than that in levobupivacaine.
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