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Abstract: (1) Aim: To evaluate clinicopathological features and postoperative outcomes including
survival in patients who underwent pancreaticoduodenectomy (PD) for periampullary diseases.
(2) Methods: We retrospectively reviewed 3078 cases of PD performed in our center for 25 years.
Periampullary diseases were divided into benign and malignancy groups. All cases were also
classified by location. The time of 25 years was divided to different periods (5 years per period)
to compare outcomes. Overall survival was compared between subdivided periods. (3) Results:
Hospitalization became significantly shorter from 28.0 days in the 1st period to 13.8 days in the 5th
period. Overall complication rate was significantly increased since the 3rd period. The rate without
postoperative pancreatic fistula (POPF) was high at 98.7% in the 1st period. This might be because
drain amylase on the 3rd day after PD was not routinely checked in the past. Thus, POPF was not
detected. In survival analysis of adenocarcinoma of pancreas, bile duct, and ampulla, overall survival
was found to be improved significantly in recent years. (4) Conclusions: Our study revealed that
outcomes were improved with increasing number of PDs performed. Although POPF and overall
complications showed increases more recently, those were detected and managed, resulting in shorter
hospitalization and improved outcomes.

Keywords: pancreaticoduodenectomy; outcomes; complication; postoperative pancreatic fistula;
overall survival

1. Introduction

Pancreaticoduodenectomy (PD) is a surgical treatment of choice for patients with resectable
periampullary tumor. PD is one of the most complex and risky procedures. It requires a high level of
experience. It was popularized by Whipple and colleagues in the 1930s and 1940s [1,2]. Since then,
more and more PDs have been performed worldwide. PD has become a relatively safe operation in
many large volume centers. Many surgeons have developed and reported their experiences of PDs and
described their outcomes [3-12]. Representatively, after comparing and studying the existing Whipple
operation and the method of preserving the pylorus, it can be said that the popularization of pylorus
preserving PD (PPPD) is a very important history [13-18].

There have been many efforts and studies to reduce major complications after PD. In terms of
postoperative pancreatic fistula (POPF) as a unique complication of pancreatectomy, many studies have
been performed in an attempt to identify risk factors and develop surgical techniques or equipment
to reduce POPF [19-23]. Other studies have been conducted on delayed gastric emptying (DGE)
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as a characteristic complication of PD. Antecolic reconstruction has been standardized in gastro- or
duodeno-enteric anastomosis currently [24-27].

In terms of postoperative long-term outcomes, survival rates of patients with periampullary
diseases who undergo PD have been gradually improved over time [8,9,11], although the overall
survival of patients with pancreatic cancer is still very low [3-8,10,12]. These improvements would
be the result of complex synergies of various efforts and strategies used by surgeons to improve
postoperative outcomes as well as the development of diagnosis and adjuvant therapy by physicians
rather than one change in a specific factor.

Therefore, there would be a need to organize outcomes of PD performed at a large institution
for a long time. Thus, the purpose of the present study was to analyze clinicopathological features
perioperatively and identify chronological changes of postoperative outcomes including overall
survival rate in patients who underwent PD for periampullary diseases over the past 25 years at our
single tertiary cancer center.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Patients Database

In the present study, we searched consecutive patients who underwent pylorus
preserving pancreaticoduodenectomy (PPPD), pylorus resecting pancreaticoduodenectomy (PRPD),
hepatopancreaticoduodenectomy (HPD), or total pancreatectomy (TP) performed for periampullary
diseases at Samsung Medical Center in Seoul, South Korea, from December 1994 (when our center was
opened) to December 2018. Among these, we excluded cases of palliative surgery, cases with double
primary cancer, and cases that specific procedure could not be performed due to distant metastasis.
In this way, a total of 3078 cases were selected as subjects of this study. Data were collected using
electronic medical records of our center and reviewed retrospectively. Information about whether
patients were dead or alive and date of death was important; they were all collected from electronic
medical records. The department of records in our center collects this information from the national
health insurance system. This study was approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of Samsung
Medical Center. Our IRB waived the need for written informed consent from participants due to
retrospective design of this study.

To identify clinicopathological, surgical, and postoperative characteristics, periampullary diseases
were divided into two categories: non-malignancy and malignancy. All cases were also classified
based on locations: pancreas, bile duct, ampulla, and duodenum.

Among many factors described, methods for preoperative biliary drainage included percutaneous
transhepatic biliary drainage (PTBD), endoscopic retrograde biliary drainage (ERBD), endoscopic
naso-biliary drainage (ENBD), metal stent, and others. Whether the pancreatic duct was dilated or not
was based on a diameter of 5 mm. Cases of vascular resection were mostly segmental resection and
anastomosis of portal vein (PV) or superior mesenteric vein (SMV) because of tumor infiltration or
hard adherence to PV or SMV.

Although the staging standard for malignant tumor has been updated several times, we commonly
reset the stage of entire cases for 25 years according to the 8th American Joint Committee on Cancer
(AJCC) Staging System [28]. Regarding resection margin among pathological features, RO means both
grossly and microscopically margin-negative resection. R1 indicates the removal of all macroscopic
tumors while microscopic margins are positive for tumor. R2 means gross residual tumor not resected.
In pancreatic cancer, R1 is redefined as a distance of the tumor from the resection margin of <1 mm
from 2011 [29,30].

Postoperative pancreatic fistula (POPF), a major complication after PD, was evaluated based on
the criteria of the International Study Group of Pancreatic Fistula (ISGPF) [31,32]. There are several
common major complications besides POPF after PD [33,34]. Overall complications that occurred
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within 90 days after surgery were graded according to the Clavien-Dindo classification [35]. In survival
analysis, we excluded the last two years (2017-2018) to obtain two years of follow-up.

2.2. Statistical Analysis

All statistical analyses for comparing clinical, operative, pathologic, and postoperative features
and analyzing survival rate were conducted using IBM SPSS statistical software, version 24 (Chicago,
IL, USA). Differences with probability (p) value 0.05 or less were considered statistically significant.
To compare differences among the four groups divided by location, we used one-way analysis of
variance, a method for testing differences among more than two groups. Categorical variables were
analyzed using a Chi-square test to see differences among the four groups. Overall survival rate was
estimated using life table method and survival curves were constructed by Kaplan-Meier survival
curves method. Differences in survival were evaluated using the log-rank test.

3. Results

3.1. Demographic, Clinicopathologic, and Perioperative Characteristics

A total of 3078 PDs were performed in our center for 25 years. The median follow-up period of all
enrolled patients was 32 months (range 3-291 months). Figure 1 shows the number of PDs by year.
The number was increased generally as years went by. Only 622 cases were performed for the first
13 years whereas 2456 cases were performed for the next 12 years. Regarding locations of diseases
receiving PD, the pancreas accounted for the most, followed by bile duct, ampulla, and duodenum.
Benign cases accounted for about 15%.
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Figure 1. The number of pancreaticoduodenectomy (PD) cases by year from 1994 to 2018.

Table 1 shows demographic and perioperative features of 463 benign cases. Incidence of benign
disease was higher in men. The average age was 50’s regardless of disease location. The most common
benign diseases at pancreas, bile duct, ampulla, and duodenum were pancreatic intraductal papillary
mucinous neoplasm (IPMN), biliary inflammation, ampullary adenoma, and duodenal gastrointestinal
stromal tumor (GIST), respectively.

Demographic, clinical, and operative features of 2615 patients with malignancy are shown in
Table 2. Their average age was 60’s, higher than that of patients with benign diseases. What was
common with benign cases was that the incidence was also higher in men and more patients with
underlying diabetes were found in pancreatic cases (22.9% in benign and 37.1% in malignancy).
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Preoperative total bilirubin level was higher in bile duct cases (average 3.3 mg/dL in benign and
8.8 mg/dL in malignancy). Moreover, it was also common that patients with bile duct disease had
biliary drainage more often (61.9% in benign and 84.1% in malignancy). The proportion of patients
with increased CA 19-9 level was high in those with pancreatic (64.1%) and bile duct malignancy
(53.5%). In pancreatic malignancy, the pancreas texture was often hard (72.1%), and vascular resection
was frequently performed (24.3%).

Pathologic and postoperative features of malignant cases are shown in Table 3. Adenocarcinoma
and moderately differentiation had the highest proportion regardless of its locations. The rate of T2 was
high in pancreatic (65.2%) and bile duct cancers (50.3%). T1 and T2 accounted for a large proportion
in ampullary cancer (63.6%) whereas T4 was mostly found in duodenal cancer (61.8%). In bile duct
cancer, 376 out of 823 cases had T stage unknown. Because T stage of bile duct cancer was defined
according to the depth of invaded bile duct wall by the 8th AJCC Staging System, these 376 cases had
no information about the depth of invaded wall. More than 20 lymph nodes on average were dissected
in all locations. The rate of RO resection was more than 90% in bile duct, ampullary, and duodenal
cancer, whereas it was lower in pancreatic cancer.

The entire time of 25 years was divided into five periods (5 years per period) to compare
postoperative outcomes chronologically. Table 4 shows chronologic changes of POPF, length of stay,
and overall complication by Clavien-Dindo classification. The rate of no POPF was significantly high
in the 2nd period (98.7%) compared to that in the 3rd period (90.9%), 4th period (89.4%), and the 5th
period (91.8%) (p = 0.001, p < 0.001, and p = 0.001 respectively). The rate of no POPF was about 90%
since the 3rd period. The length of stay was significantly decreased from 28.0 days in the 1st period to
13.8 days in the 5th period (p < 0.001). Overall complication rate was significantly increased since the
3rd period compared to that in the 1st period (p = 0.002) and the 2nd period (p < 0.001).

In the past, there were many cases that were not recorded at all. Thus, there were several factors
that have many missing data. Fortunately, there were relatively few missing data in important factors
such as operation type, pathology, tumor size, and others.
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Table 1. Clinical, operative, pathologic, and postoperative features of 463 patients with non-malignant disease. (Mean + Standard deviation and number (percent)).

Pancreas Bile Duct Ampulla Duodenum
(n =362) (n=21) (n=44) (n =36)
Age 57.7 +12.6 57.1+10.2 60.1 £ 10.5 543 +13.1
Sex
Male 216 (59.7) 16 (76.2) 28 (63.6) 20 (55.6)
Female 146 (40.3) 5(23.8) 16 (36.4) 16 (44.4)
Body weight (kg) 62.6 +10.5 64.2 +10.6 65.5 +12.8 65.1+79
BMI (kg/m?) 235+3.3 235+3.7 245+43 244 +27
DM
No 279 (77.1) 17 (81.0) 39 (88.6) 32(88.9)
Yes 83 (22.9) 4(19.0) 5(11.4) 4(11.1)
ASA score
1 101 (27.9) 6 (28.6) 11 (25.0) 16 (44.4)
2 242 (66.9) 14 (66.6) 31 (70.5) 20 (55.6)
3 16 (4.4) 1(4.8) 2 (4.5) 0(0.0)
Unknown 3(0.8) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
Preoperative total bilirubin (mg/dL) 1.2+22 33+33 1.0+13 0.7+ 0.6
Preoperative biliary drainage
No 333 (92.0) 8 (38.1) 28 (63.6) 34 (94.4)
Yes 29 (8.0) 13 (61.9) 16 (36.4) 2 (5.6)
Operation type
PPPD 267 (73.8) 17 (81.0) 38 (86.4) 23 (63.9)
PRPD 62 (17.1) 4(19.0) 5(11.4) 13 (36.1)
HPD 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 1(2.2) 0(0.0)
P 339.1) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
Pancreas texture
Soft 147 (40.6) 9 (42.9) 25 (56.8) 20 (55.6)
Hard 134 (37.0) 8 (38.1) 12 (27.3) 12 (33.3)
Unknown 81 (22.4) 4(19.0) 7 (15.9) 4(11.1)
Pancreatic duct
<5 mm 236 (65.2) 17 (81.0) 36 (81.8) 33(91.7)
>5 mm 59 (16.3) 0(0.0) 1(2.3) 0(0.0)
Unknown 67 (18.5) 4(19.0) 7 (15.9) 3(8.3)
Pancreas reconstruction
P] 326 (90.0) 21 (100.0) 43 (97.7) 36 (100.0)
PG 2(0.6) 0(0.0) 1(2.3) 0(0.0)
None 34 (94) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
Vascular resection
No 352 (97.2) 21 (100.0) 44 (100.0) 36 (100.0)
Yes 10 (2.8) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
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Table 1. Cont.

Pancreas Bile Duct Ampulla Duodenum
(n =362) (n=21) (n=44) (n =36)
Combined operation
No 324 (89.5) 20 (95.2) 42 (95.5) 35(97.2)
Yes 38 (10.5) 1(4.8) 2 (4.5) 1(2.8)
Operation duration (minutes) 307.6 £ 78.3 343.1 + 86.4 322.1+922 291.1 + 68.1
EBL (mL) 489.5 + 638.4 554.8 + 317.8 396.5 + 264.2 4472 £ 371.3
Intraoperative transfusion
No 321 (88.7) 17 (81.0) 40 (90.9) 31 (86.1)
Yes 41 (11.3) 4 (19.0) 4(9.1) 5(13.9)
IPMN 194 (53.6)  Inflammation 8(38.1) Adenoma 37 (84.1) GIST 27 (75.0)
NET 50 (13.8) Adenoma 7 (33.3) NET 4(9.1) Adenoma 5(13.9)
Inflammation 41 (11.3) Cyst 5(23.8) Carcinoid 2 (4.5) NET 3(8.3)
Pathology SCN 29 (8.0) Neuroma 1(4.8) GIST 1(2.3) Leiomyoma  1(2.8)
SPN 27 (7.5)
MCN 13 (3.6)
Etc. 8(2.2)
Tumor size (cm) 3.6+24 19+13 19+13 5.0+3.0
Length of stay (days) 152+9.8 16.7 +10.4 14.8 +11.6 131+5.1
POPF
No (Biochemical leak) 298 (90.6) 19 (90.5) 42 (95.5) 30 (83.3)
Grade B 29 (8.8) 2(9.5) 2 (4.5) 6(16.7)
Grade C 2(0.6) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
TP 33 0 0 0
Clavien-Dindo classification
No complication 233 (64.4) 16 (76.1) 32(72.8) 21 (58.3)
I 16 (4.4) 1(4.8) 2 (4.5) 4(11.1)
II 60 (16.6) 2(9.5) 5(11.4) 8(22.3)
JUIE 36 (9.9) 1(4.8) 3(6.8) 3(8.3)
1IIb 7(1.9) 1(4.8) 2 (4.5) 0(0.0)
IVa 7(1.9) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
IVb 2(0.6) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0)
\Y% 1(0.3) 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 0(0.0)

BMI: body mass index, DM: diabetes mellitus, ASA: American Society of Anesthesiologists, PPPD: pylorus preserving pancreaticoduodenectomy, PRPD: pylorus resecting
pancreaticoduodenectomy, HPD: hepatopancreaticoduodenectomy, TP: total pancreatectomy, PJ: pancreaticojejunostomy, PG: pancreaticogastrostomy, EBL: estimated blood loss,
IPMN: intraductal papillary mucinous neoplasm, NET: neuroendocrine tumor, SCN: serous cystic neoplasm, SPN: solid pseudopapillary neoplasm, MCN: mucinous cystic neoplasm,

GIST: gastrointestinal stromal tumor, POPF: postoperative pancreatic fistula. Combined operation: splenectomy (15 cases), colectomy (4 cases), nephrectomy (4 cases), appendectomy
(4 cases), and others.

6 of 18
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Table 2. Clinical and operative features of 2615 patients with malignant tumor (Mean + Standard deviation and number (percent)).

Pancreas Bile Duct Ampulla Duodenum
(n =1096) (n =823) (n = 565) (n =131)
Age 62.3 £10.5 64.3+9.2 621+105 612+10.8
Sex
Male 660 (60.2) 535 (65.0) 318 (56.3) 88 (67.2)
Female 436 (39.8) 288 (35.0) 247 (43.7) 43 (32.8)
Body weight (kg) 60.1 +£10.1 61.0 9.7 61.6 £10.5  63.0+12.0
BMI (kg/m?) 22.8 +3.0 232 +3.0 23.5+3.3 23.6 +3.7
DM
No 689 (62.9) 663 (80.6) 463 (81.9) 110 (84.0)
Yes 407 (37.1) 160 (19.4) 102 (18.1) 21 (16.0)
ASA score
1 205 (18.7) 170 (20.7) 131 (23.2) 37(28.2)
2 794 (72.4) 568 (69.0) 394 (69.7) 82 (62.6)
3 92 (8.4) 78 (9.5) 39 (6.9) 11 (8.4)
4 3(0.3) 1(0.1) 0(0.0) 1(0.8)
Unknown 2(0.2) 6(0.7) 1(0.2) 0(0.0)
Preoperative total bilirubin (mg/dL) 59+72 8.8 +8.6 48+6.5 22+42
Preoperative CEA
Normal (<5 ng/mL) 822 (75.0) 644 (78.3) 449 (79.5) 97 (74.0)
Elevated (>5 ng/mL) 116 (10.6) 44 (5.3) 20 (3.5) 15 (11.5)
Unknown 158 (14.4) 135 (16.4) 96 (17.0) 19(14.5)
Preoperative CA19-9
Normal (<37 U/mL) 368 (33.6) 359 (43.6) 345 (61.1) 82 (62.6)
Elevated (>37 U/mL) 703 (64.1) 440 (53.5) 198 (35.0) 36 (27.5)
Unknown 25(2.3) 24 (2.9) 22 (3.9) 13 (9.9)
Preoperative biliary drainage
No 469 (42.8) 131 (15.9) 224 (39.6) 115 (87.8)
Yes 627 (57.2) 692 (84.1) 341 (60.4) 16 (12.2)
Operation type
PPPD 568 (51.8) 533 (64.8) 472 (83.6) 35(26.7)
PRPD 398 (36.3) 234 (28.4) 90 (15.9) 91 (69.5)
HPD 3(0.3) 46 (5.6) 0(0.0) 3(2.3)

TP 127 (11.6) 10 (1.2) 3(0.5) 2 (1.5)
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Pancreas Bile Duct Ampulla Duodenum
(n = 1096) (n = 823) (n = 565) (n =131)
Pancreas texture

Soft 187 (17.1) 341 (41.4) 266 (47.1) 64 (48.9)

Hard 790 (72.1) 281 (34.2) 214 (37.9) 46 (35.1)
Unknown 119 (10.8) 201 (24.4) 85 (15.0) 21 (16.0)

Pancreatic duct

<5 mm 770 (70.3) 626 (76.0) 437 (77.4) 103 (78.6)

>5 mm 183 (16.7) 22 (2.7) 56 (9.9) 9 (6.9)
Unknown 143 (13.0) 175 (21.3) 72 (12.7) 19 (14.5)

Pancreas reconstruction

PJ 963 (87.9) 809 (98.3) 560 (99.1) 129 (98.5)

PG 5(0.4) 3(0.4) 2 (0.4) 0(0.0)

None 128 (11.7) 11 (1.3) 3(0.5) 2 (1.5)

Vascular resection

No 830 (75.7) 784 (95.3) 562 (99.5) 128 (97.7)

Yes 266 (24.3) 39 (4.7) 3(0.5) 3(2.3)

Combined operation

No 964 (88.0) 801 (97.3) 545 (96.5) 112 (85.5)

Yes 132 (12.0) 22 (2.7) 20 (3.5) 19 (14.5)

Operation duration (minutes) 341.0+£704 3321+672 3024+57.7 330.0+91.5

581.7 + 551.0 + 437.4 + 478.6 +

EBL (mL) 630.0 528.0 477.3 353.0

Intraoperative transfusion

No 918 (83.8) 680 (82.6) 517 (91.5) 103 (78.6)
Yes 178 (16.2) 143 (17.4) 48 (8.5) 28 (21.4)

BMI: body mass index, DM: diabetes mellitus, ASA: American Society of Anesthesiologists, CEA: carcinoembryonic antigen, CA19-9: carbohydrate antigen 19-9, PPPD: pylorus
preserving pancreaticoduodenectomy, PRPD: pylorus resecting pancreaticoduodenectomy, HPD: hepatopancreaticoduodenectomy, TP: total pancreatectomy, PJ: pancreaticojejunostomy,
PG: pancreaticogastrostomy, EBL: estimated blood loss. Combined operation: splenectomy (86 cases), colectomy (32 cases), appendectomy (18 cases), gastrectomy (9 cases), and others.
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Table 3. Pathologic and postoperative features of 2615 patients with malignant tumor (Mean + Standard deviation and number (percent)).

Pancreas Bile Duct Ampulla Duodenum
(n =1096) (n = 823) (n = 565) (n=131)
Pathology

Adenocarcinoma 1003 (91.5) 811 (98.5) 531 (94.0) 105 (80.1)
Endocrine carcinoma 29 (2.7) 2(0.2) 11 (1.9) 10 (7.6)
Mucinous carcinoma 31(2.8) 0 (0.0) 14 (2.5) 4(3.1)
Signet ring cell carcinoma 0 (0.0) 4(0.5) 4(0.7) 3(2.3)
Acinar cell carcinoma 4(0.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0(0.0)
Metastatic cancer 22 (2.0) 3(0.4) 0(0.0) 4(3.1)

Etc. 7 (0.6) 3(04) 5(0.9) 5(3.8)

Differentiation
Well 92 (8.4) 108 (13.1) 164 (29.0) 27 (20.6)
Moderately 597 (54.5) 457 (55.5) 265 (46.9) 60 (45.8)
Poorly 264 (24.1) 209 (25.4) 105 (18.6) 24 (18.3)
Undifferentiated 23 (2.1) 11 (1.4) 5(0.9) 4(3.1)
Unknown 120 (10.9) 38 (4.6) 26 (4.6) 16 (12.2)
Tumor size (cm) 31+17 28+14 21+13 44+29
Tis 2(0.2) T1 169 (37.8) Tis 8 (1.4) Tis 2 (1.5)
Tla 5(0.5) T2 225 (50.3) Tla 132 (23.4) Tla 5(3.8)
T1b 7 (0.6) T3 42 (9.4) T1b 106 (18.8) T1b 5(3.8)
T stage Tlc 191 (17.4) T4 9 (2.0) T2 121 (21.4) T2 11 (8.4)
T2 715 (65.2)  Metastatic 2 (0.5) T3a 113 (20.0) T3 23 (17.6)
T3 153 (14.0)  Unknown 376 T3b 85 (15.0) T4 81 (61.8)
T4 1(0.1) T4 0 (0.0 Metastatic 4 (3.1)
Metastatic 22 (2.0)
N stage

NO 426 (38.9) 542 (65.8) 366 (64.8) 42 (32.1)

N1 439 (40.0) 217 (26.4) 142 (25.1) 43 (32.8)

N2 231 (21.1) 64 (7.8) 57 (10.1) 46 (35.1)
Harvested LN 22.7 +13.0 20.5 +10.6 20.4 +10.5 21.2+12.8
Metastatic LN 22+34 1.0+21 1.1+26 27+34

M stage
MO 1081 (98.6) 821 (99.8) 563 (99.6) 128 (97.7)
M1 15(1.4) 2(0.2) 2(04) 3(2.3)

90f18
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Table 3. Cont.

Pancreas Bile Duct Ampulla Duodenum
(n =1096) (n = 823) (n = 565) (n =131)
Resection margin

RO 804 (73.4) 760 (92.3) 559 (98.9) 123 (93.8)

R1 271 (24.7) 58 (7.1) 4(0.7) 4(3.1)

R2 21(1.9) 5(0.6) 2(0.4) 4(3.1)

Lymphovascular invasion

No 211 (19.2) 231 (28.1) 181 (32.0) 13 (9.9)
Yes 450 (41.1) 210 (25.5) 204 (36.1) 40 (30.5)
Unknown 435 (39.7) 382 (46.4) 180 (31.9) 78 (59.6)

Perineural invasion
No 68 (6.2) 124 (15.1) 267 (47.2) 20 (15.3)
Yes 802 (73.2) 535 (65.0) 101 (17.9) 31 (23.6)
Unknown 226 (20.6) 164 (19.9) 197 (34.9) 80 (61.1)
Length of stay (days) 151+115 179 +13.1 152+93 15.6 £11.5
POPF

No (Biochemical leak) 927 (95.7) 719 (88.4) 506 (90.0) 115 (89.1)

Grade B 34 (3.5) 80 (9.9) 46 (8.2) 12 (9.3)

Grade C 8(0.8) 14 (1.7) 10 (1.8) 2(1.6)

TP 127 10 3 2
Clavien-Dindo classification

No complication 684 (62.4) 438 (53.2) 324 (57.4) 71 (54.2)

I 62 (5.7) 48 (5.8) 29 (5.1) 8(6.1)

I 169 (15.4) 137 (16.7) 99 (17.5) 28 (21.3)

Ila 121 (11.0) 138 (16.8) 84 (14.9) 19 (14.5)

MIb 19 (1.7) 24 (2.9) 13 (2.3) 1(0.8)

IVa 24 (2.2) 25 (3.0) 12 (2.1) 1(0.8)

IVb 4(0.4) 2(0.3) 3(0.5) 1(0.8)

\% 13 (1.2) 11 (1.3) 1(0.2) 2(1.5)

LN: lymph node, POPF: postoperative pancreatic fistula, TP: total pancreatectomy.
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Table 4. Chronologic changes of postoperative features of all patients (Mean + Standard deviation and number (percent)).

n = 2903 Except TP

1994-1998 1999-2003 2004-2008 2009-2013 2014-2018
(n=61) (n =223) (n = 549) (n = 958) (n =1112)
POPF
No (Biochemical leak) 60 (98.4) 220 (98.7) 499 (90.9) 856 (89.4) 1021 (91.8)
Grade B 1(1.6) 3(1.3) 40 (7.3) 91 (9.5) 76 (6.8)
Grade C 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 10 (1.8) 11 (1.1) 15 (1.3)
Total n = 3078
1994-1998 1999-2003 2004-2008 2009-2013 2014-2018
n=79) (n = 251) (n = 581) (n =1013) (n =1154)
Length of stay (days) 28.0 +14.0 228 +159 179 + 14.0 144+ 84 13.8+9.5
Clavien-Dindo classification
No complication 61 (77.2) 210 (83.7) 324 (55.8) 570 (56.3) 654 (56.7)
I 10 (12.7) 15 (6.0) 31(5.3) 86 (8.5) 28 (2.4)
I 3(3.8) 6(2.4) 123 (21.2) 168 (16.6) 208 (18.0)
Ila 3(3.8) 8(3.2) 76 (13.1) 130 (12.8) 188 (16.3)
IIIb 2 (2.5) 10 (4.0) 15 (2.6) 18 (1.8) 22 (1.9)
IVa 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 7(1.2) 27 (2.7) 35 (3.0)
IVb 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1(0.2) 3(0.3) 8 (0.7)
A% 0 (0.0) 2 (0.8) 4(0.7) 11 (1.1) 11 (1.0)

TP: total pancreatectomy, POPF: postoperative pancreatic fistula.
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3.2. Survival Outcomes

Figure 2 shows overall survival rates of patients with pancreatic, bile duct, ampullary, and duodenal
adenocarcinomas from 1994 to 2016. The last two years were excluded from survival analysis to
obtain two years of follow-up. In malignant cases, survival rate was analyzed only for patients
with adenocarcinoma because adenocarcinoma is the most common malignant tumor, and bias is
expected to occur when results are analyzed with other histological malignancies. There were a
total 2035 cases of adenocarcinoma (810, 691, 449, and 85 cases of pancreatic, bile duct, ampullary,
and duodenal adenocarcinomas, respectively). Median survival time were 24, 63, 120, and 50 months,
respectively. Overall survival rate was the lowest for those with pancreatic adenocarcinoma and the
highest for those with ampullary adenocarcinoma. The difference in survival rate was significant in
comparisons of pancreas vs. bile duct, pancreas vs. ampulla, bile duct vs. ampulla, and ampulla vs.
duodenum (all p < 0.001). It was also significant between pancreas and duodenum (p = 0.025). However,
the difference in survival rate was not significant between bile duct and duodenal adenocarcinomas
(p =0.278).

Adenocarcinoma (1994~2016)

1.0
0.8
b AoV
s
=
= 06 Bile duct
>
]
@
A Duodenum
& 04
3
£
3
© Pancreas
0.21
0.0
T T T T T T T T T T T
1] 12 24 36 48 60 72 84 96 108 120
Months after pancreaticoduodenectomy
No. at risk
Pancreas 810 596 371 245 165 122 98 77 60 46 22
Bile duct 691 582 459 349 275 219 179 147 121 100 54
Ampulla 449 423 349 296 244 208 177 145 116 98 50
Duodenum 85 67 52 43 33 26 24 20 14 9 5

Figure 2. Overall survival rates of patients with pancreatic, bile duct, ampullary, and duodenal
adenocarcinomas from 1994 to 2016 (a total 2035 cases, 810, 691, 449, and 85 cases, respectively).
Pancreatic vs. bile duct, p < 0.001; pancreatic vs. ampullary, p < 0.001; pancreatic vs. duodenal,
p = 0.025; bile duct vs. ampullary, p < 0.001; bile duct vs. duodenal, p = 0.278; and ampullary vs.
duodenal, p < 0.001.

The overall survival rate was compared between subdivided periods of the 1st (from 1994 to 2004),
the 2nd (from 2005 to 2010), and the 3rd (from 2011 to 2016) to find chronologic differences in each
adenocarcinoma. As shown in Table 5 and Figure 3A, there were 64, 269, and 477 cases of pancreatic
adenocarcinoma in 1st, 2nd, and 3rd periods, respectively. The survival rate was significantly higher as
it came to the latest (1st period vs. 2nd period, p = 0.689; 1st period vs. 3rd period, p = 0.016; and 2nd
period vs. 3rd period, p < 0.001). As shown in Table 5 and Figure 3B, there were 164, 214, and 313 cases
of bile duct adenocarcinomas in 1st, 2nd, and 3rd periods, respectively. The latest survival rate was also
significantly higher (1st period vs. 2nd period, p = 0.279; 1st period vs. 3rd period, p < 0.001; and 2nd
period vs. 3rd period, p < 0.001). As shown in Table 5 and Figure 3C, there were 69, 149, and 231 cases
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of ampullary adenocarcinoma in 1st, 2nd, and 3rd periods, respectively. Likewise, the latest survival
rate was significantly improved (1st period vs. 2nd period, p = 0.366; 1st period vs. 3rd period,
p = 0.010; and 2nd period vs. 3rd period, p = 0.016). For those with pancreatic, bile duct, and ampullary
adenocarcinomas, the survival rate was significantly improved as time went by. For those with
duodenal adenocarcinoma, recent survival rate was also higher. However, the difference in survival
rate by period was not significant as shown in Table 5 and Figure 3D (1st period vs. 2nd period,
p = 0.143; 1st period vs. 3rd period, p = 0.222; and 2nd period vs. 3rd period, p = 0.653). There were 5,
41, and 39 cases of duodenal adenocarcinoma in 1st, 2nd, and 3rd periods, respectively.
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— 1994~2004
e —ehemoet | e
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o X ) o
0.2+ Ist period vs. 2nd period, p = 0.689; 0.21 1st period vs. 2nd period, p = 0.279;
1st period vs. 3rd period, p = 0.016; 1st period vs. 3rd period, p < 0.001;
2nd period vs. 3rd period, p < 0.001. 2nd period vs. 3rd period, p < 0.001.
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0 12 24 36 48 60 0 12 24 36 48 60
hs after pancr duod y Months after pancreaticoduodenectomy
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3 2005~2010 - |
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8 1994~2004 8
0.24 1st period vs. 2nd period, p = 0.366; 0.24
Ist period vs. 3rd period, p = 0.010; 1st period vs. 2nd period, p = 0.143;
2nd period vs. 3rd period, p = 0.016. 1st period vs. 3rd period, p = 0.222;
0.04 0.04 2nd period vs. 3rd period, p = 0.653.
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0 12 24 36 48 60 0 12 24 36 48 60
after pancreatic tomy Months after pancreaticoduodenectomy

Figure 3. Chronologic differences of survival rates for those with each adenocarcinoma from 1994 to
2016. (A) Pancreas, (B) Bile duct, (C) Ampulla, (D) Duodenum.
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Table 5. Chronologic differences of survival rates for those with each adenocarcinoma from 1994

to 2016.
. . 1 Year 3 Year 5 Year
Total No.  Median Survival Survival Rate  Survival Rate  Survival Rate
Pancreatic Adenocarcinoma
1994-2004 (11 years) 64 19.3 months 39% 20% 14%
2005-2010 (6years) 269 21.0 months 44% 30% 26%
2011-2016 (6 years) 477 29.5 months 55% 38% 34%
Bile duct Adenocarcinoma
1994-2004 (11 years) 164 36.8 months 60% 41% 35%
2005-2010 (6 years) 214 44.0 months 66% 48% 40%
2011-2016 (6 years) 313 96.0 months 78% 69% 63%
Ampullary Adenocarcinoma
1994-2004 (11 years) 69 102.0 months 74% 62% 54%
2005-2010 (6 years) 149 120.0 months 78% 64% 62%
2011-2016 (6 years) 231 96.0 months 84% 75% 72%
Duodenal Adenocarcinoma
1994-2004 (11 years) 5 21.0 months 40% 0% 0%
2005-2010 (6 years) 41 46.5 months 68% 49% 44%
2011-2016 (6 years) 39 96.0 months 64% 61% 61%

4. Discussion

PD is a necessary surgical treatment for patients with resectable periampullary tumors. Since PD
was first performed, the number of PDs has been increasing, and surgical outcomes including overall
survival have been improved. Outcomes of PDs have been reported in many studies for a long
time [3-12]. Our study showed similar results. From 1994 to 2018 (for 25 years), the frequency of PD
performed was generally increasing year by year. The length of stay in hospital became significantly
shorter as time went by. The overall survival rate was also significantly improved.

In our center, general surgeons performed all operations for organs of abdomen, while specialist
surgeons in biliary and pancreatic area have been in charge of PD since 2005. Since then, the number of
PDs has increased year by year. The standard practice of management called “critical pathway (CP)”
began in 2013 based on abundant clinical experiences of specialists. Advances in surgical techniques,
equipment, and intensive perioperative care system as well as large volume institution all contributed
to the stability of PD and improvement of postoperative outcomes.

Although POPF occurred significantly less in the first two periods than later, this was because
of the fact that drainage amylase was not routinely measured at that time. Thus, those cases were
considered to have no POPE. Since the third period, it was a routine practice to measure drainage
amylase level on the third day after PD. Thus, the occurrence of POPF could be detected well without
being missed. Therefore, appropriate management could be done and hospitalizations could not
be prolonged. Even after drain amylase was routinely measured, the rate of no POPF cases was
maintained at around 90%.

Another point to discuss in our study is the rate of overall complications. Although overall
complications according to the Clavien-Dindo classification might appear to be significantly increased
since the third period (since 2004), it was thought that more activation of blood transfusion,
total parenteral nutrition, and intravenous antibiotics might have increased the rate of cases with grade
II complications. The increase in grade IIla complications might be due to further development of
endoscopic and radiologic interventions such as percutaneous catheter drainage, biliary drainage,
angiography, vessel embolization, and others.
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When the overall survival rate of patients with adenocarcinoma was compared by location,
the survival rate of those with pancreatic adenocarcinoma was significantly lower than that of patients
with adenocarcinoma at other locations in our study, consistent with many previous reports [3-8,10,12].
The survival rate of those with ampullary adenocarcinoma was the highest in our study. However,
some studies have reported that those with duodenal adenocarcinoma have the highest survival
rate [3,4,6]. Such discrepancy might be because duodenal adenocarcinoma has a lower incidence in
our center. In addition, those with duodenal adenocarcinoma are often slower to show symptoms.
Thus, cases were found at a later stage. Actually, this study showed that the rate of T4 in duodenal
malignancy was high.

We discussed several postoperative outcomes in this study. The most important finding of
this study was that the overall survival of patients with periampullary malignancy was improved.
Above all, resectability and complete resection including mesopancreas excision would be the most
significant contributing factors [36-40], and help of adjuvant chemotherapy would be added [41-44].
If tumor can be diagnosed early, resectability can be increased [45], so many studies have been
performed to find related genes [46-48]. In addition, detailed strategies during PD have been studied
to advance surgical outcomes, including division of surgeon workload, whether to put the pancreatic
stent externally or internally, the relationship between the amount of intraoperative fluid during PD
and POPF, and others [49-51].

This study has several limitations. First, information on death and date of death was entirely based
on electronic medical records of our center. There might be missing information that the department of
records did not collect. Our country has a national health insurance system which covers the whole
population. If anyone dies, information about the fact and date of death is reported to the government
department. The department of records in our center periodically collects such information from the
government departments and saves it in electronic medical records. That is not a real-time collection
but a periodic collection, so there may be information that has been missed due to a long interval of
input period. Second, as a retrospective observational study, accurate and detailed data could not
be obtained from old records. For example, in the past, the length of hospitalization after PD was
long. However, there was little record of why it was long, making it impossible to know the accurate
progression. In addition, tests that had to be done after PD were not routine. To overcome this limitation,
we established a web-based database to collect all data for patients undergoing hepato-bilio-pancreatic
surgeries including PD since 2017, and postoperative essential evaluations are routinely performed
following the “CP”.

Despite these limitations, through this descriptive study, we could analyze various factors
of 3078 cases of PDs performed over the past 25 years and identify improved surgical outcomes
including overall survival. The overall survival rate was analyzed by dividing the entire period
into three periods after dividing cases according to the location of adenocarcinoma so that we could
identify more specific results about overall survival. Chronological analyses of the incidence of POPE,
hospitalization days, and overall complication by dividing the entire 25 years into five periods also
provided more information.

5. Conclusions

As time went by, PD was increasingly performed for patients with periampullary diseases,
and surgical outcomes were improved. Our study identified an increasing number of PDs for
25 years with significantly improved outcomes, including shorter hospital stays and improved overall
survival. Although POPF and overall complications were found to have increased in recent years,
those complications were detected without being missed and cases could be managed effectively,
resulting in shorter hospitalization and improved outcomes. Thus, advanced stability of PD and
improved postoperative outcomes were confirmed in our study. It is obvious that PD has contributed
to the treatment of periampullary diseases.



J. Clin. Med. 2020, 9, 2558 16 of 18

Author Contributions: Conception/design: D.W.C., S.H.S. and J.H.]J.; Provision of study material or patients:
J.S.H., S.Y. and ].H.J.; collection and/or assembly of data: LW.H., S.J.Y. and J.H.].; data analysis and interpretation:
D.W.C,, S.H.S. and J.H.].; manuscript writing: J.5.H., S.H.S. and J.H.J. All authors have read and agreed to the
published version of the manuscript.

Funding: There was no funding for this study.

Acknowledgments: The authors would like to thank Hyemin Kim (data manager, Department of Surgery,
Samsung Medical Center, Sungkyunkwan University School of Medicine) for help with data collection.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest, financial or otherwise.

References

1.  Whipple, A.O.; Parsons, W.B.; Mullins, C.R. Treatment of carcinoma of the ampulla of Vater. Ann. Surg. 1935,
102, 763-779. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Whipple, A.O. A reminiscence: Pancreaticduodenectomy. Rev. Surg. 1963, 20, 221-225. [PubMed]

3. Michelassi, E,; Erroi, F.; Dawson, PJ.; Pietrabissa, A.; Noda, S.; Handcock, M.; Block, G.E. Experience with
647 consecutive tumors of the duodenum, ampulla, head of the pancreas, and distal common bile duct.
Ann. Surg. 1989, 210, 544-556. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Yeo, C]J.; Sohn, T.A.; Cameron, ].L.; Hruban, R.H.; Lillemoe, K.D.; Pitt, H.A. Periampullary adenocarcinoma:
Analysis of 5-year survivors. Ann. Surg. 1998, 227, 821-831. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Van Geenen, R.C.; van Gulik, T.M.; Offerhaus, G.J.; de Wit, L.T.; Busch, O.R.; Obertop, H.; Gouma, D.J.
Survival after pancreaticoduodenectomy for periampullary adenocarcinoma: An update. Eur. |. Surg. Oncol.
2001, 27, 549-557. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

6.  Cameron, J.L,; Riall, T.S.; Coleman, J.; Belcher, K.A. One thousand consecutive pancreaticoduodenectomies.
Ann. Surg. 2006, 244, 10-15. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

7. Hatzaras, I.; George, N.; Muscarella, P.; Melvin, W.S.; Ellison, E.C.; Bloomston, M. Predictors of survival in
periampullary cancers following pancreaticoduodenectomy. Ann. Surg. Oncol. 2010, 17, 991-997. [CrossRef]

8.  Cameron, J.L.; He, J. Two thousand consecutive pancreaticoduodenectomies. J. Am. Coll. Surg. 2015, 220,
530-536. [CrossRef]

9. El Nakeeb, A.; Askar, W.; Atef, E.; Hanafy, E.E; Sultan, A.M.; Salah, T.; Shehta, A.; Sorogy, M.E.; Hamdy, E.;
Hemly, M.E,; et al. Trends and outcomes of pancreaticoduodenectomy for periampullary tumors: A 25-year
single-center study of 1000 consecutive cases. World ]. Gastroenterol. 2017, 23, 7025-7036. [CrossRef]

10. Kamarajah, S.K. Pancreaticoduodenectomy for periampullary tumours: A review article based on Surveillance,
End Results and Epidemiology (SEER) database. Clin. Transl. Oncol. 2018, 20, 1153-1160. [CrossRef]

11.  Shin, S.H.; Kim, S.C.; Song, K.B.; Hwang, D.W,; Lee, ].H.; Park, K.M.; Lee, Y.J. Chronologic changes in clinical
and survival features of pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma since 2000: A single-center experience with 2029
patients. Surgery 2018, 164, 432—442. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12.  ElNakeeb, A.; ElSorogy, M.; Ezzat, H.; Said, R.; El Dosoky, M.; Abd El Gawad, M.; Elsabagh, A.M.; El Hanafy, E.
Predictors of long-term survival after pancreaticoduodenectomy for peri-ampullary adenocarcinoma:
A retrospective study of 5-year survivors. Hepatobiliary Pancreat. Dis. Int. 2018, 17, 443-449. [CrossRef]

13. Di Carlo, V,; Zerbi, A,; Balzano, G.; Corso, V. Pylorus-preserving pancreaticoduodenectomy versus
conventional whipple operation. World J. Surg. 1999, 23, 920-925. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Karanicolas, PJ.; Davies, E.; Kunz, R.; Briel, M.; Koka, H.P.; Payne, D.M.; Smith, S.E.; Hsu, H.P,; Lin, PW.;
Bloechle, C.; etal. The pylorus: Take it or leave it? Systematic review and meta-analysis of pylorus-preserving
versus standard whipple pancreaticoduodenectomy for pancreatic or periampullary cancer. Ann. Surg. Oncol.
2007, 14, 1825-1834. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Diener, M.K.; Heukaufer, C.; Schwarzer, G.; Seiler, C.M.; Antes, G.; Buchler, M.; Knaebel, H.P.
Pancreaticoduodenectomy (classic Whipple) versus pylorus-preserving pancreaticoduodenectomy
(pp Whipple) for surgical treatment of periampullary and pancreatic carcinoma. Cochrane Database Syst. Rev.
2008, CD006053. [CrossRef]

16. Huttner, EJ.; Fitzmaurice, C.; Schwarzer, G.; Seiler, C.M.; Antes, G.; Buchler, M.W.; Diener, M.K.
Pylorus-preserving pancreaticoduodenectomy (pp Whipple) versus pancreaticoduodenectomy (classic
Whipple) for surgical treatment of periampullary and pancreatic carcinoma. Cochrane Database Syst. Rev.
2016, 2, CD006053. [CrossRef]


http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00000658-193510000-00023
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17856666
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14000261
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00000658-198910000-00015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2679459
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00000658-199806000-00005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9637545
http://dx.doi.org/10.1053/ejso.2001.1162
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11520088
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.sla.0000217673.04165.ea
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16794383
http://dx.doi.org/10.1245/s10434-009-0883-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jamcollsurg.2014.12.031
http://dx.doi.org/10.3748/wjg.v23.i38.7025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12094-018-1832-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.surg.2018.04.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29884479
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hbpd.2018.08.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s002689900600
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10449821
http://dx.doi.org/10.1245/s10434-006-9330-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17342566
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/14651858.cd006053.pub2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD006053.pub6

J. Clin. Med. 2020, 9, 2558 17 of 18

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

Klaiber, U.; Probst, P; Buchler, M.W.; Hackert, T. Pylorus preservation pancreatectomy or not.
Transl. Gastroenterol. Hepatol. 2017, 2, 100. [CrossRef]

Calderon, E.; Day, R W,; Stucky, C.C.; Gray, R.J.; Pockaj, B.A.; Chang, Y.H.; Wasif, N. Comparative effectiveness
of pylorus-preserving versus standard pancreaticoduodenectomy in clinical practice. Pancreas 2020, 49,
568-573. [CrossRef]

Pedrazzoli, S. Pancreatoduodenectomy (PD) and postoperative pancreatic fistula (POPF): A systematic
review and analysis of the POPF-related mortality rate in 60,739 patients retrieved from the English literature
published between 1990 and 2015. Medicine (Baltimore) 2017, 96, e6858. [CrossRef]

Yamamoto, Y.; Sakamoto, Y.; Nara, S.; Esaki, M.; Shimada, K.; Kosuge, T. A preoperative predictive scoring
system for postoperative pancreatic fistula after pancreaticoduodenectomy. World J. Surg. 2011, 35, 2747-2755.
[CrossRef]

Hallet, J.; Zih, ES.; Deobald, R.G.; Scheer, A.S.; Law, C.H.; Coburn, N.G.; Karanicolas, P.J. The impact
of pancreaticojejunostomy versus pancreaticogastrostomy reconstruction on pancreatic fistula after
pancreaticoduodenectomy: Meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials. HPB (Oxford) 2015, 17, 113-122.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

Dong, Z.; Xu, J.; Wang, Z.; Petrov, M.S. Stents for the prevention of pancreatic fistula following
pancreaticoduodenectomy. Cochrane Database Syst. Rev. 2016, 2016, CD008914. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Gong, J.; He, S.; Cheng, Y.; Cheng, N.; Gong, ].; Zeng, Z. Fibrin sealants for the prevention of postoperative
pancreatic fistula following pancreatic surgery. Cochrane Database Syst. Rev. 2018, 6, CD009621. [CrossRef]
Tani, M.; Terasawa, H.; Kawai, M.; Ina, S.; Hirono, S.; Uchiyama, K.; Yamaue, H. Improvement of delayed
gastric emptying in pylorus-preserving pancreaticoduodenectomy: Results of a prospective, randomized,
controlled trial. Ann. Surg. 2006, 243, 316-320. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Park, Y.C; Kim, S.W,; Jang, J.Y.; Ahn, Y.J.; Park, Y.H. Factors influencing delayed gastric emptying after
pylorus-preserving pancreatoduodenectomy. J. Am. Coll. Surg. 2003, 196, 859-865. [CrossRef]
Mohammed, S.; Van Burenli, G.; McElhany, A ; Silberfein, E.J.; Fisher, W.E. Delayed gastric emptying following
pancreaticoduodenectomy: Incidence, risk factors, and healthcare utilization. World J. Gastrointest. Surg.
2017, 9, 73-81. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Klaiber, U.; Probst, P.; Strobel, O.; Michalski, C.W.; Dorr-Harim, C.; Diener, M.K.; Buchler, M.W.;
Hackert, T. Meta-analysis of delayed gastric emptying after pylorus-preserving versus pylorus-resecting
pancreatoduodenectomy. Br. J. Surg. 2018, 105, 339-349. [CrossRef]

Amin, M.B.; Greene, FL.; Edge, S.B.; Compton, C.C.; Gershenwald, J.E.; Brookland, R.K.; Meyer, L.;
Gress, D.M,; Byrd, D.R.; Winchester, D.P. The eighth edition AJCC cancer staging manual: Continuing to
build a bridge from a population-based to a more “personalized” approach to cancer staging. CA Cancer
J. Clin. 2017, 67, 93-99. [CrossRef]

Campbell, F,; Smith, R.A.; Whelan, P.; Sutton, R.; Raraty, M.; Neoptolemos, J.P.; Ghaneh, P. Classification
of R1 resections for pancreatic cancer: The prognostic relevance of tumour involvement within 1 mm of a
resection margin. Histopathology 2009, 55, 277-283. [CrossRef]

Verbeke, C.S.; Leitch, D.; Menon, K.V.; McMahon, M.].; Guillou, PJ.; Anthoney, A. Redefining the R1 resection
in pancreatic cancer. Br. ]. Surg. 2006, 93, 1232-1237. [CrossRef]

Bassi, C.; Dervenis, C.; Butturini, G.; Fingerhut, A.; Yeo, C.; Izbicki, J.; Neoptolemos, J.; Sarr, M.; Traverso, W.;
Buchler, M; et al. Postoperative pancreatic fistula: An international study group (ISGPF) definition. Surgery
2005, 138, 8-13. [CrossRef]

Chen, B.P; Bennett, S.; Bertens, K.A.; Balaa, FK.; Martel, G. Use and acceptance of the International Study
Group for Pancreatic Fistula (ISGPF) definition and criteria in the surgical literature. HPB (Oxford) 2018, 20,
69-75. [CrossRef]

Karim, S.A.M.; Abdulla, K.S.; Abdulkarim, Q.H.; Rahim, EH. The outcomes and complications of
pancreaticoduodenectomy (Whipple procedure): Cross sectional study. Int. ]. Surg. 2018, 52, 383-387.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

Brown, J.A.; Zenati, M.S.; Simmons, R.L.; Al Abbas, A.I; Chopra, A.; Smith, K.; Lee, KK.W.; Hogg, M.E.;
Zeh, H.J.; Paniccia, A.; et al. Long-term surgical complications after pancreatoduodenectomy: Incidence,
outcomes, and risk factors. J. Gastrointest. Surg. 2020, 24, 1581-1589. [CrossRef] [PubMed]


http://dx.doi.org/10.21037/tgh.2017.11.15
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MPA.0000000000001524
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MD.0000000000006858
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00268-011-1253-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/hpb.12299
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25040921
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD008914.pub3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27153248
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD009621.pub3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.sla.0000201479.84934.ca
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16495694
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1072-7515(03)00127-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.4240/wjgs.v9.i3.73
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28396720
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/bjs.10771
http://dx.doi.org/10.3322/caac.21388
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2559.2009.03376.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/bjs.5397
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.surg.2005.05.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.hpb.2017.08.022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijsu.2018.01.041
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29438817
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11605-020-04641-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32410174

J. Clin. Med. 2020, 9, 2558 18 of 18

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

Bolliger, M.; Kroehnert, ].A.; Molineus, E; Kandioler, D.; Schindl, M.; Riss, P. Experiences with the standardized
classification of surgical complications (Clavien-Dindo) in general surgery patients. Eur. Surg. 2018, 50,
256-261. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Moon, H.J.; An, ].Y,; Heo, ].S.; Choi, S.H.; Joh, ].W.; Kim, Y.I. Predicting survival after surgical resection for
pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma. Pancreas 2006, 32, 37-43. [CrossRef]

Lee, H.G.; You, D.D,; Paik, K.Y.; Heo, ].S.; Choi, S.H.; Choi, D.W. Prognostic factors for primary duodenal
adenocarcinoma. World . Surg. 2008, 32, 2246-2252. [CrossRef]

Chung, YJ.; Choi, D.W.; Choi, S.H.; Heo, ].S.; Kim, D.H. Prognostic factors following surgical resection of
distal bile duct cancer. J. Korean Surg. Soc. 2013, 85, 212-218. [CrossRef]

You, Y.; Choi, D.W,; Heo, ].S.; Han, LW.; Choi, S.H.; Jang, K.T.; Han, S.; Han, S.H. Clinical significance of
revised microscopic positive resection margin status in ductal adenocarcinoma of pancreatic head. Ann. Surg.
Treat. Res. 2019, 96, 19-26. [CrossRef]

Quero, G.; Fiorillo, C.; Menghi, R.; Cina, C.; Galiandro, F.; Longo, F; Sofo, F; Rosa, F.; Tortorelli, A.P;
Giustiniani, M.C.; et al. Total mesopancreas excision for periampullary malignancy: A single-center
propensity score-matched comparison of long-term outcomes. Langenbecks Arch. Surg. 2020, 405, 303-312.
[CrossRef]

You, D.D.; Lee, H.G.; Heo, ].S.; Choi, S.H.; Choi, D.W. Prognostic factors and adjuvant chemoradiation
therapy after pancreaticoduodenectomy for pancreatic adenocarcinoma. J. Gastrointest. Surg. 2009, 13,
1699-1706. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Jang, J.Y,; Han, Y.; Lee, H.; Kim, S.W.; Kwon, W,; Lee, K.H.; Oh, D.Y.; Chie, EK.; Lee, ] M.; Heo, ].S.; et al.
Oncological benefits of neoadjuvant chemoradiation with gemcitabine versus upfront surgery in patients
with borderline resectable pancreatic cancer: A prospective, randomized, open-label, multicenter phase 2/3
trial. Ann. Surg. 2018, 268, 215-222. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Yoo, C.; Shin, S.H.; Kim, K.P; Jeong, ].H.; Chang, HM.; Kang, ].H.; Lee, S.S.; Park, D.H.; Song, T.J.;
Seo, D.W,; et al. Clinical outcomes of conversion surgery after neoadjuvant chemotherapy in patients with
borderline resectable and locally advanced unresectable pancreatic cancer: A single-center, retrospective
analysis. Cancers 2019, 11, 278. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Shin, S.H.; Park, Y.; Hwang, D.W.; Song, K.B.; Lee, ].H.; Kwon, J.; Yoo, C.; Alshammary, S.; Kim, S.C.
Prognostic value of adjuvant chemotherapy following pancreaticoduodenectomy in elderly patients with
pancreatic cancer. Anticancer Res. 2019, 39, 1005-1012. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Han, S.H.; Heo, J.S.; Choi, S.H.; Choi, D.W,; Han, LW,; Han, S.; You, Y.H. Actual long-term outcome of T1
and T2 pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma after surgical resection. Int. . Surg. 2017, 40, 68-72. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

Kim, H.N.; Choi, D.W,; Lee, K.T.; Lee, ] .K.; Heo, J.S.; Choi, S.H.; Paik, S.W.; Rhee, ].C.; Lowe, A.W. Gene
expression profiling in lymph node-positive and lymph node-negative pancreatic cancer. Pancreas 2007, 34,
325-334. [CrossRef]

Chung, J.C.; Oh, M.].; Choi, S.H.; Bae, C.D. Proteomic analysis to identify biomarker proteins in pancreatic
ductal adenocarcinoma. ANZ |. Surg. 2008, 78, 245-251. [CrossRef]

Lee, H.J.; You, D.D.; Choi, D.W.; Choi, Y.S.; Kim, S.J.; Won, Y.S.; Moon, H.J. Significance of CD133 as a cancer
stem cell markers focusing on the tumorigenicity of pancreatic cancer cell lines. J. Korean Surg. Soc. 2011, 81,
263-270. [CrossRef]

Kim, D.H.; Choi, S.H.; Choi, D.W.; Heo, ].S. Division of surgeon workload in pancreaticoduodenectomy:
Striving to decrease post-operative pancreatic fistula. ANZ J. Surg. 2017, 87, 569-575. [CrossRef]

Jang, ].Y.; Chang, Y.R,; Kim, SW.; Choi, S.H.; Park, SJ.; Lee, S.E.; Lim, C.S.; Kang, M.].; Lee, H,;
Heo, ].S. Randomized multicentre trial comparing external and internal pancreatic stenting during
pancreaticoduodenectomy. Br. J. Surg. 2016, 103, 668-675. [CrossRef]

Han, ILW,; Kim, H.; Heo, J.; Oh, M.G.; Choi, Y.S; Lee, S.E.; Lim, C.S. Excess intraoperative fluid volume
administration is associated with pancreatic fistula after pancreaticoduodenectomy: A retrospective
multicenter study. Medicine (Baltimore) 2017, 96, €6893. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

@ © 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
@ article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution

(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10353-018-0551-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30546385
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.mpa.0000194609.24606.4b
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00268-008-9678-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.4174/jkss.2013.85.5.212
http://dx.doi.org/10.4174/astr.2019.96.1.19
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00423-020-01873-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11605-009-0969-5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19582512
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000002705
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29462005
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/cancers11030278
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30813624
http://dx.doi.org/10.21873/anticanres.13206
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30711988
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijsu.2017.02.007
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28232032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MPA.0b013e3180317b01
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1445-2197.2008.04429.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.4174/jkss.2011.81.4.263
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/ans.13038
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/bjs.10160
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/MD.0000000000006893
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28562540
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Patients Database 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Demographic, Clinicopathologic, and Perioperative Characteristics 
	Survival Outcomes 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

