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Abstract:

I ntroduction:
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Aim of this metanalysis was to compare short term outcomes of laparoscopic and

open gastrectomy for gastric cancer.

Material and methods:

EMBASE, MEDLINE, PubMed and the Cochrane Database were searched for
randomized control trials comparing outcomes in patients undergoing |aparoscopic
gastrectomies with those patients undergoing open gastrectomies. The primary
outcome was 30 days morbidity and mortality. Secondary outcomes studied included
length of stay, blood loss, d2gastrectomies, lymph node retrieval, operative time,
distal gastrectomy, wound complications and intraabdominal complications Systemic

review and Metanalysis were done according to MOOSE and PRISMA guidelines.

Results:

Morbidity was significantly low in laparoscopic group( P=0.003).There was no
significant difference between mortality between the two groups. (P=0.75). There
fewer wound complications in laparoscopic group, no difference intra-abdominal
complications in both the groups. Blood loss was significantly lesser in laparoscopic
group.(p <0.001). Hospital stay was similar in laparoscopic group. (P=0.30).
Operative time was dSignificantly higher in laparoscopic group.( P< 0.001).
Laparoscopic group patients had less number of lymph node retrieval compared to
laparoscopic group.(p = 0.002). Laparoscopic group aso contained similar advanced

staged gastric cancer than open gastrectomies. (p=0.64)

Conclusions:
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L aparoscopic gastrectomies were associated with better short term outcomes.

I ntroduction:

With advancement of technology and skills laparoscopic gastrectomy is increasingly
being performed. However, there is still some debate over short term outcome,
oncologic safety of resections and long-term survivals in comparison to standard open
gastrectomies.[1]. Initially laparoscopic gastrectomy was reserved for early and distal
laparoscopies but these days more and more surgeons are performing |aparoscopic

gastrectomies via open approach also. [2].

AIMSOF STUDY:

Aims of this metanalysis to do analysis of recent randomized control trials regarding
short-term outcomes.

In short term outcomes aim was to study morbidity and in hospital mortalities as wells
as hospital stay, blood loss, operative times as well as to study oncological parameters
like D2gastrectomies, number of lymph node retrieval D2gastrectomies, number,

resection rates for advanced gastric cancers.

Material and methods:

EMBASE, MEDLINE, PubMed and the Cochrane Database were searched for

randomized control trials comparing outcomes in patients undergoing |aparoscopic

gastrectomies with those patients undergoing open gastrectomies and studies
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comparing long-term survival outcomes. Two independent authors extracted the data
(B.V and H.P). Discussions and mutual understanding resolved any disagreements.
Systemic review and Metanalysis was done according to MOOSE and PRISMA
guidelines. [14,15]. Types of studies included in metanalysisis described in table 1.

Statistical analysis

The meta-analysis was conducted using Open meta-analysis software. Heterogeneity
was measured using Q tests and I2, and p < 0.10 was determined as significant (8). If

there was no or low heterogeneity (I2 < 25%), then the fixed-effects model was used.
Otherwise, the random-effects model was used. The Odds ratio (OR) was calculated
for dichotomous data, and weighted mean differences (WMD) were used for
continuous variables. Both differences were presented with 95% CI. For continuous
variables, if data were presented with medians and ranges, then we calculated the
means and Standard deviations according to Hozo et al. (16). If the study presented
the median and inter-quartile range, the median was treated as the mean, and the
interquartile ranges were calculated using 1.35 SDs, as described in the Cochrane

handbook.

Inclusion criteriafor studies:

. L. Randomized control trials for short term outcomes.
. [ Studies comparing laparoscopic and open gastrectomies.
. L Full text articles.

Exclusion criteriafor studies:
. L Nonrandomized control trials for short term outcomes.

. L Studies with single groups or studies in which groups were not
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comparable.
. [ Studies where full texts were not available
. [ Duplicate studies.

Assessment of Bias:

Characteristics of the studies are described in table 1. [3-13,19-26]. Randomized trials
were assessed based on the Cochrane Handbook. [18] (Figure 2). We evaluated

publication bias by funnel plots for each parameter.

RESULTS:

Selection process of studies for short term and long-term outcomes for this meta-

analysisisdescribed in Figure 1.

For short-term outcomes 11 RCTS consisting of 4614 patients were included in study.
Total 2452 patients were there in laparoscopic gastrectomy group while 2162 patients
were included in open gastrectomy group. Morbidity is defined as any deviation from

normal perioperative course.

Postoperative morbidity was significantly low in laparoscopic group. (P= 0.03). There
was no significant difference between mortality between the two groups. (P=0.75).

[figure 3]

Wound complication was significantly less in laparoscopic group (p=0.009), other

intra-abdominal complications were in both the groups. (P=0.18). [figure 4]
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Blood loss in ml was significantly lesser in Igparoscopic group.(p <0.001). Hospital
stay in days was not significantly different in laparoscopic group. (P=0.30). Operative
time in minutes was significantly higher in laparoscopic group.( P< 0.001). [figure 5]

Laparoscopic group patients had similar d2 gastrectomies (p=0.26) and less number
of lymph nodes retrieved compared to laparoscopic group.(p=0.002), Laparoscopic
group also undergone similar advanced staged gastric cancer (T2 and higher) than

open gastrectomies. (p=0.640). [figure 6]

DISCUSSION:

Laparoscopic surgeries have shown similar results to open surgery with improved
perioperative outcomes in many malignant diseases. [26-30]. With time laparoscopic
approaches have gained more popularity for gastric cancers. [31-32]

Aim of our study was to perform updated meta-analysis of recent randomized control
trials for short term outcomes comparing laparoscopic vs open gastrectomies. For
long term out comes there are not enough randomized control trials for long term
survival outcomes. So we performed meta analysis of cohort studies for long term
survivals.

90 days morbidity was significantly less in laparascopic group however on subgroup
analysis there was no difference in Local complications (leak, fistula , collection),
wound complications (SSI) were significantly lesser in laparoscopic group. Our
findings do suggest that benefit of laparoscopic surgeries in short term morbidities..
There was no difference in 90 days mortality between the two groups. Operative time
was significantly higher in laparoscopic group, intraoperative blood loss was

significantly less in laparoscopic group, suggesting that laparoscopic surgery is
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beneficial in short term outcomes. However there was no significant difference in
hospital stay.

There has always been doubt about oncologic safety and adequacy of laparoscopic
surgeries. Our meta analysis also gave similar findings, There was significantly lesser
number of total number of lymph node retrieval in laparoscopic group. Many recent
studies showed oncologic benefit of d2 vs d1 gastrectomies. [33,34]. Long term
impact of these findings needs to be evaluated.

There are certain limitation in our analysis. Heterogeneity was significant in some
parameters as seen in some forest plot. Some parameters showed publication bias as
shown by funnel plots.

In conclusion Laparoscopic gastrectomies were associated with better short term
outcomes. However long-term survival rate needs to be evaluated by randomized

control trials and further metanalysis.
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Table 1 charecteristics of studies for short term out comes

Study Type of study Number of patients | Number of patients
laproscopic in open group
gastrectomy

KLASS02 RCT
513 498

Cristiano RCT

2005 30 29

HU RCT

2016 519 520

LEE 2004 RCT
24 23

HI'Y ASHI 2005 RCT
14 14

KITANO 2002 RCT
14 14

KIM RCT

2016 686 698

Cia RCT

2011 49 47
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Takiguchi RCT
2013 20 20
Cui RCT
2015 128 142
katai2017 RCT

455 157
Figure legends:

Figure 1 search strategy for short term and long term outcomes.
Figure 2: Risk of bias summary of RCT. + denotes low risk of bias, — denotes high
risk of bias.

Figure 3. Comparision between morbidity and mortality between laproscopic and
open gastrectomy.

Figure 4. There was no significant difference between intraadbominal,systemic and
wound complications between laproscopic and open gastrectomy.

Figure 5 comparisons of blood losshospital stay and operative time between
laproscopic and open gastrectomy.

Figure 6 comparisons of completion of d2 gastrectomy,number of lymphnode
retrived and T2 and high staging between |aproscopic and open gastrectomy
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Search strategy according to PRISMA guidelines for short term outcomes
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Figure 2: Risk of bias summary of RCT. + denotes low risk of bias, — denotes high

risk of bias.
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Figure 3. (a)Comparision between morbidity laproscopic and open gastrectomy. (b)
Funnel point of morbidity (c) Forest plot of mortality between laparoscopic and open
gastrectomy (d) Funnel plot of mortality.
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Odds Ratio
M-H, Random, 95% CI

LAPAROSCOPIC ‘OPEN Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl

CHRISTIAND 2005 2z 30 T 28 2% 0.96 [0.13, 7.34]
Cla 2011 1 49 1 47 14X 0.96 [0.08, 15.78]

Cul 2015 0 128 1 142 1.1% 0.37 [0.01, 9.08]

HAYASHI 2005 0 14 0 14 Not estimable

HU 2016 [ 518 5 520 7.8% 1.20 [0.37, 3.87] _—

KATAI 2017 2 455 1 157  2.0% 0.69 [0.06, 7.65]

KIM 2016 25 6B& 40 BB 454X 0.50 [0.31, 0.82] ——

KITAND 2002 0 14 0 14 Not estimable

KL&SS 02 23 513 28 498 35.6N 0.76 [0.43, 1.33] ——

LEE 2004 1 24 1 23 14X 0.96 [0.06, 16.25]

TAKIGUCHI 2013 0 20 2 W 12X 0.18 [0.01, 4.01] +

Total (95% CI) 2452 2162 100.0% 0.64 [0.46, 0.90] <o

Total events &0 81

Heterogenehy: Taw = 0.00; ChE = 3.46, df = B (P = 0.90; F = 0% bo1 01 10 00

Tast for overall effect: Z = 2.60 (P = 0.008}

Figure 4(a) Wound complications Forest plot.
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Figure 4 (b) Funnel plot Wound Complications.
LAPAROSCOPIC OPEN 0dds Ratio 0dds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
CHRISTIAND 2005 1 30 1 29 1.7% 0.97 [0.08, 15.20]
€A 2011 1 49 0 47 1.3% 2.04[0.12, 73.04]
Ul 2015 11 128 16 142 13.0% 0.74 [0.33, 1.66] I
HAYASHI 2005 0 14 3 14 1.4% 0.11 [0.01, 2.42] +
HU 2016 33 519 20 520 1B.6X 1.70 [0.96, 3.00] )
KATAI 2017 10 455 11 157 11.7% 0.30 [0.12, 0.72] —_—
KIM 2018 54 6BE 70 698 246X 0.77 [0.53, 1.11] —=
KITAND 2002 1 14 0 14 13 3.22 [0.12, §6.08]
KLASS 02 47 513 57 498 235K 0.78 [0.52, 1.17] —
LEE 2004 0 24 2z 23 1.4% 0.18 [0.01, 3.68] +
TAKKGUCHI 2013 0 ) z 0 1.4% 0.16 [0.01, 4.01] +
Total (95% CI) 2452 2162 100.0% 0.77 [0.53, 1.12] <
Total events 158 182
Heterogenehy: Taw® = .11; ChP = 16.38, df = 10 (P = 0.08); F = 30X b o1 t llb 100=

Test for overall effect: £ = 1.35 (P = 0.18}

Figure 4 (c) Forest Plot abdomina complications.
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Figure 4(d) Funnel Plot abdominal complications.

Figure 4. wound complications was significantly less but no difference in
intraabdominal complications.

LAPAROSCOPIC OPEN Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
CHRISTIAND 2005 220 144 30 391 136 20 B.3X  -162.00 [-233.45, -50.55] —
ClA 2011 293.7 1645 49 34448 219.65 47 7.6% —50.78 [-126.686, 27.10] T
Cul 2015 99 104 128 125 62 142 13.6% -26.00 [-46.70, -5.30] -
HAYASHI 2005 327 245 14 489 301 14 20X -162.00 [-365.30, 41.30] Em—
HU 2016 1055 BB& 518 1173 B4.3 520 143X -11.80 [-22.32, -1.28] -
KATAI 2017 I8 1,422 455 115 658.25 157  2.8X =77.00 [-243.45, §0.45] —
KIM 2016 1666 140 EBE 1942 1663 696 13.9% -7.60 [-24.23, 9.03] -
KITAND 2002 117 0 14 258 53 14 126X -141.00 [-172.90, -108.10] -
KLASS 02 153.8 258.2 513 230 258 498 126X  -76.20 [-108.02, —44.36] -
LEE 2004 336.4 1804 24 2844 1533 23 62X 42.00 [-53.57, 137.57] -
TAKIGUCHI 2013 65 945 20 1185 2025 20 &0X =54.50 [-152.44, 43.44] —
Total (95% CI) 2452 2162 100.0% -57.11 [-88.45, -25.77] *
Heterogenchy: Taw® = 1764.06; Ch = §9.84, df = 10 {P < 0.00001}; F = 9% | y k "
-500 -250 250 500
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.57 (P = .0004} Favours [LAPAROSCOPIC] Favours [OPEN]
Figure 5 (a) Forest Plot blood loss.
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Figure 5(b) Funnel Plot of blood loss.
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LAPAROSCOPIC OPEN Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean SD Total Mean 5D Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
CHRISTIANG 2005 145 46 3 103 36 29 0.BX 4.20 [2.10, 6.30] -
Cla 2011 11.63 2.94 49 11.42 1.17 47 14.B% 0.21 [-0.68, 1.10]
CuUl 2015 144 10 128 182 12 142 7.9% -3.B0[-6.43,-1.17] -
HAYASHI $005 12 2 14 18 & 14 60X -6.00[-9.31, -2.69] -
HU 201& 108 59 5189 113 74 520 151X -0.50[-1.33,0.33]
KIM 2018 7.2 3.2 &BE B 43 &98 16.3X -0.80 [-1.20, -0.40] A
KITANOQ 2002 176 26 14 16 04 14 128X 1.60 [0.22, 2.98] r
KLASS 02 B1 &5 513 93 &7 498 15.1% -1.20 [-2.01, -0.39] 1
LEE 2004 11.2 42 24 173 155 23 21X -6.10 [-12.65, 0.45]
Total (95% CI) 1977 1985 100.0% -0.53 [-1.55, 0.48]
Heterogenehy: Tau® = 1.61; ChE = 54.69, df = § {P < 0.00001); F = B5X Hioo = =0 100
Test for overall effect: Z = 1.03 (P = 0.30} Favours [LAPARQSCOPIC] Favours [OPEN]
Figure 5(c) Forest Plot Hospital stay.
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Figure 5(d) Funnel Plot Hospital stay.
LAPAROSCOPIC OPEN Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
CHRISTIAND 2005 198 29 k) 168 29 29 10.2% 28.00 [13.20, 42.80] -
Cla 2011 270.51 55.26 48 167.67 40.18 47 9.8% B2.B4 [63.57, 102.11] ——
Cu 2015 258 B0 128 194 49 4k 96N 64.00 [43.71, 84.28] —
HAYASHI 2005 k¥ ] o7 14 235 71 14 5.4% 143.00 [B0.03, 205.97]
HU 2018 217.8 &0.6 518 186 53.3 520 10.6X 31.60 [24.66, 3B.54] -
KATAI 2017 184 535.85 455 278 6169 157  2.7% -B4.00 [-192.34, 24.34] —
KIM 2016 184.7 55 &BE 145.8 49.4 6080 10.7% 3590 [34.62, 43.1E] -
KITAND 2002 227 7 1a 227 7 14 107 0.00 [-5.19, 5.181
KLASS 02 2278 &85 513 156 46.5 498 10.6M 71.80 [64.60, 79.00] -
LEE 2004 318 16.2 24 1804 391 23 10.0% 128.60 [111.36, 145.84] -
TAKIGUCHI 2013 185 43.2 20 119.5 324 20 9.4% 65.50 [41.83, §0.17] i
Total (95% CI) 2452 8344 100.0% 56.87 [36.33, 77.42] <&

Heterogenehty: Taw® = 1019.720; ChF = 447.11, df = 10 (P < 0.00001); F = 95X

Test for overall effect: Z = 5.43 {P < 0.00001}

Figure 5(e) Forest Plot Operative time.
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Figure 5 (f) Funnel Plot Operative Time

Figure 5: Comparisons of blood loss, hospital stay and operative time between
laproscopic and open gastrectomy.

LAPAROSCOPIC OPEN Odds Ratio 0Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
CHRISTIAND 2005 21 30 2 20 1R6X 1.05 [0.35, 3.18]
ClA 2011 493 493 4y 4y Not estimable
CUl 2015 128 128 142 142 Not estimable
HAYASHI 2005 14 14 14 14 Not estimable
HU 2016 517 519 518 520 BN 0.50 [0.05, 5.51]
KATAl 2017 131 455 105 157 264X 0.20 [0.14, 0.30] -
KIM 2018 3R4 EBE 448 EOB 27.5% 0.71[0.57, 0.88] -
KITAND 2002 14 14 14 14 Not estimable
KLASS 02 511 513 454 498 12.8% 2.07 [0.38, 11.35] e B —
LEE 2004 24 24 23 23 Not estimable
TAKIGUCHI 2013 1 20 1 20 6.5% 1.00 [0.06, 17.18]
Total (95% CI) 2452 2162 100.0% 0.62 [0.27, 1.42] ~li
Total events 1784 1827
Hewrogenelty: Taw® = 0.63; ChE = 35.01, df = 5 (P < 0.00001); F = BEX h o1 051 llh 1005
Test for overall effect Z = 1.13 (P = 0.26) Favours [LAPAROSCOPIC] Favours [OPEN)

Figure 6(a) Forest Plot of D2 gastrectomy .
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Figure 6 (b) Funnel Plot of D2 gastrectomy.

LAPAROSCOPIC OPEN Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
CHRISTIANG 2005 i 148 0 334 178 29 0.6X% -3.40 |-11.82, 5.02] —
C1a 2011 2298 27 49 2287 243 47 405%  0.11[-).92,1.14] [
U1 2015 29.3 11.8 128 30.1 11.4 142 5.6% -0.80[-3.57,1.87] 1
HAYASHI 2005 28 14 14 27 10 14 0.5% 1.00 [-8.01, 10.01] I
HU 2016 361 167 319 369 161 520 10.7% 080 [-2.79,1.19] 1
KATAI 2017 39 13.33 455 39 13.33 157 7.3%  0.00 [-2.42, 2.42] 1
KIM 2018 40.5 153 &BE 43.7 157 698 16.0X -3.20 [-4.83,-1.57] =
KITANO 2002 2.2 LX ] 14 249 35 14 6.2X -4.70 [-7.33, -2.07] -
KLASS 02 466 179 513 477 165 598 10.3% -1.10[-3.14,0.94] =
LEE 2004 316 135 24 381 158 23 0.6 -6.30 [-14.75, 2.15] 7
TAKIKGUCHI 2013 33 &75 2) 3249 Bas 20 1.6%  0.10 [-4.99,5.19] T
Total (95% CI) 2452 2262 100.0% -1.05 [-1.71, -0.40] |
Hewrogeneity: ChE = 21.95, df = 10 (P = 0.02); F = 54X I 100 %n t {
= - 50 100
Test for verall effect: 2 = 3.16 ¢ = 0.002) Favours [LAPAROSCOPIC] Favours [OPEN]
Figure 6(c) Forest plot for lymphnode retriveal
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Figure 6(d) Funnel plot for lymphnode retriveal.
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LAPAROSCOPIC 'OPEN 0Odds Ratio 0dds Ratio
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, Random, 95% CI
CHRISTIAND 2005 23 30 23 28 142X 0.66 [0.25, 2.94]
Cla 2011 49 49 47 47 Not estimable
CUI 2015 102 128 109 142 221X 1.19 [0.68, 2.12] —f—
HAYASHI 2005 0 14 0 14 Not estimable
HU 2016 519 518 520 520 Not estimable
KATAI 2017 44 455 45 157 23.4% 0.27 [0.17, 0.42] —a—
KIM 2016 140 GBE 147 698 253X 1.04 [0.80, 1.34] +
KITAND 2002 1 1a 0 14 3B%  3.22[0.12, 56.00]
KLASS 02 513 513 488 498 Not estimable
LEE 2004 3 24 1 23 &5%  3.140.30, 32.65]
TAKIGUCHI 2013 1 20 1 20 48X 100 0.06 17.18]
Total (95% CI 2452 2162 100.0% 0.85 [0.43, 1.69]
Total events 1404 1391
Hetrogenely: Taw® = 0.47; ChE = 20,28, df = & (P < 0.0001); F = BOX 5 t | |
.01 0.1 i 10 100
Test for overall effect Z = 0.47 (P = 0.64) Favours [LAPAROSCOPIC] Favours [OPEN]
Figure 6 (e) Forest plot Comparisons of T2 and higher staging between laproscopic
and open gastrectomy.
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Figure 6(f) Funnel Plot for T2 and higher staging.

Figure 6. comparision of completion of d2 gastrectomy,number of lymphnode
retrived and T2 and high staging between laproscopic and open gastrectomy
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