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ABSTRACT Objective: To investigate the clinical effect of three different methods of nasal packing after endoscopic sinus surgery.
Methods: 77 patients with chronic rhinosinusitis who underwent endoscopic surgery from January 2016 to January 2019 were selected as
subjects. According to the differences of nasal packing methods, the patients were divided into three groups: Merocel + Vaseline gauze
group(28 cases ), Nasopore + Vaseline gauze group(25 cases) and Nasopore + Merocel group(24 cases). The degree of nasal pain dur-
ing postoperative nasal packing , the degree of nasal pain and the amount of bleeding during nasal dressing extraction were compared.
Results: According to various observations, the Nasopore + Merocel group was significantly better than the other two groups (P<0.05).
Nasopore+Vaseline gauze group was significantly different with Merocel+Vaseline gauze group (P<0.05). Conclusion: The method of
Nasopore + Merocel composite nasal packing can significantly reduce the pain degree during postoperative packing and after removal
nasal dressing in patients with chronic rhinosinusitis after endoscopic sinus surgery, and significantly reduce the amount of bleeding in
the surgical cavity after removal nasal dressing.
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Table 1 Comparison of general information of the three groups of patients

Gender Average age Sinus CT score Nasal endoscopic
Groups VAS score (score)
Male Female (years) (score) score (score)
Merocel + Vaseline
16 12 48.25% 10.56 4.96+ 1.23 13.56+ 3.24 10.85+ 2.86
gauze group
Nasopore + Vaseline
15 10 49.07+ 11.35 5.01x 1.31 14.02+ 3.83 10.88+ 2.42
gauze group
Nasopore + Merocel
14 10 48.98+ 9.36 499+ 143 14.12¢ 3.51 10.42+ 2.12

group
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Table 2 Comparison of postoperative pain in groups with different compound packing methods(xx s, score)

Groups n Postoperativel2 h Postoperative 24 h Postoperative 48 h
Merocel + Vaseline gauze group 28 6.35¢ 1.75 5.82+ 1.54 5.63+ 1.34
Nasopore + Vaseline gauze group 25 4.58+ 1.33* 4.12+ 1.02* 3.98+ 1.02*
Nasopore + Merocel group 24 2.35% 0.65% 2.86% 0.71%** 2.20% 0.58**

Note: Compared with the Merocel + Vaseline gauze group, *P<0.05; compared with the Nasopore + Vaseline gauze group, “P<0.05.
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Table 3 Comparison of pain and bleeding volume of different compound packing methods in group packing (xt s, mL)

Groups n Pain score when filling (points) Bleeding volume(mL)
Merocel + Vaseline gauze group 28 7.24+ 1.82 3.84+ 0.78
Nasopore + Vaseline gauze group 25 5.05% 1.35* 2.12+ 0.59*
Nasopore + Merocel group 24 3.12+ 1.01* 1.06+ 0.29*

Note: Compared with the Merocel + Vaseline gauze group, *P<0.05; compared with the Nasopore + Vaseline gauze group, *P<0.05.
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