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Abstract 

Objective:  Surgical site infections (SSIs), especially deep/organ-space SSIs, are common and 

serious complications following appendectomy. This review aimed to explore the interventions 

that have been implemented to reduce the risk of SSIs in pediatric appendicitis patients.  

Methods: A literature search was performed using PubMed, Cochrane, and Embase databases of 

studies in English published between January 01, 1973, and April 30, 2023. Studies on pediatric 

patients (≤ 18 years) with appendicitis that described any interventions aimed at reducing SSIs 

and reported SSIs as an outcome were included.  

Results: A total of 56 studies were included in the final scoping review. The interventions 

included antibiotic stewardship, clinical practice guidelines/pathways, different surgical 

approaches, timing of appendectomy, irrigation or lavage, use of peritoneal drains, timing of 

wound closure and management, parenteral nutrition, pain management, and outpatient 

management.  

Conclusion: A wide variety of interventions have been studied in pediatric appendicitis patients 

to reduce the SSI rates. Very few publications have studied low-cost, widely available 

intraoperative interventions to reduce deep/organ-space SSIs.   

 

Keywords: Surgical Site Infection, Pediatric, Appendicitis, Appendectomy; Intervention, 

Prevention  
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Introduction  

Acute appendicitis is the most common gastrointestinal disorder affecting children 

requiring urgent surgical treatment in the United States (US)1. Approximately 80,000 children 

undergo appendectomy annually, and the average cost of surgical care is estimated to be $9,000 

per patient2. Approximately 30% of acute appendicitis patients present with perforated 

appendicitis, ranging from 20% to 74%3,4. The rate of perforated appendicitis is higher in 

younger patients3,4. In children, perforated appendicitis is associated with post-surgical 

complications such as wound infections, intra-abdominal abscesses, emergency department 

visits, hospital readmissions, and extended hospital stay4,5.  

Surgical site infections (SSIs) are serious postoperative complications that affect 2% of 

surgical procedures, with varying rates depending upon the surgery type6. Typically, surgical 

wounds are categorized as clean, clean/contaminated, contaminated, and dirty depending upon 

the bacterial load, and this classification can be used as a predictor of the incidence of SSI for a 

given surgery7. SSIs are the most common complication in children following surgery, resulting 

in increased morbidity, mortality, additional procedures, longer length of hospital stay, and 

significant healthcare costs and burdens despite prevention strategies 8–10. In pediatric patients, 

intra-abdominal abscess (also called deep/organ-space surgical site infection) occurs in 10-25% 

of the patients11.   

 Many strategies, guidelines, and pathways have been proposed to reduce the risk of 

developing SSIs in pediatric appendicitis and other conditions. These efforts can be aided by 

implementing a care bundle12, utilizing a combination of practices such as antiseptics and 

prophylactic antibiotics, intraoperative interventions, and postoperative care details13. Our 

baseline impression is that few published studies have focused on widely available, low-cost, 

intraoperative interventions to reduce deep/organ-space SSIs with perforated appendicitis in 

children. Most publications likely focus on different antibiotic interventions. In this scoping 

review, we present the current evidence regarding interventions that have been studied to reduce 

SSIs in children following appendectomy. 

Methods 

Search strategy  

The electronic search was conducted using PubMed, Cochrane, and Embase databases for 

articles published between January 01, 1973, and April 30, 2023. The inclusion criteria were 

randomized controlled trials (RCT), observational cohort studies, and interventional (pre-post) 

studies; pediatric appendicitis patients (≤ 18 years); studies that reported SSI as an outcome; and 

English language. Studies that described SSI as a wound complication, wound infection, 

postoperative infection, intra-abdominal abscess, or organ space infection were included. We did 

not distinguish the type of SSI, such as superficial, deep, organ/space infection, or intra-

abdominal abscess. Exclusion criteria were case reports, case series, narrative and systematic 

reviews, unavailability of full-text, non-English language, microbiological reporting of SSI, and 

other concurrent surgery performed with appendectomy procedure. Search terms included: 

“appendicitis”, “appendicitis management”, appendectomy”, “intervention”, “ prevent*”, 

“surgical site infection”, “SSI”, “wound infection”, “postoperative complication”, “post-

operative complication”.  
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Study selection 

Study selection was completed in two stages. In the first stage, four authors (NH, MB, 

CD, EG) were divided into two groups, and the titles and abstracts were screened based on the 

predefined eligibility criteria. In the second stage, articles that appeared pertinent and those with 

insufficient evidence were included for full-text review and were reviewed by four authors (NH, 

MB, CD, KS). Discrepancies were resolved through discussions.  

Data extraction and quality assessment  

 Data from included studies were retrieved and stored in the institutional REDCap14, a 

password-protected secured web database. Extracted data included first author, year of 

publication, country of publication, study type (single-center or multi-center), study design, 

intervention details, sample size, whether the SSI was listed as the primary or the secondary 

outcome, results of SSI and the associated p-values. Based on the interventions described in the 

study, they were further categorized into subsections that included antibiotic stewardship, 

clinical practice guidelines/pathways, different surgical approaches, timing of the appendectomy 

procedure, irrigation or lavage, use of peritoneal drains, timing of wound closure and 

management, parenteral nutrition, pain management using ketorolac and outpatient management 

of patients post appendectomy.  

Results 

Search Results 

We retrieved 8178 articles from the three database searches, and after removing duplicate 

records, 6134 articles were screened for titles and abstracts. After this screening, 99 articles were 

retrieved for full-text reviews, of which six were not found, and 37 were excluded for multiple 

reasons (Figure 1). Finally, 56 articles met the inclusion criteria and were included in the 

qualitative analysis (Figure 1).  

Characteristics of included studies  

 The main characteristics of all 56 articles are presented in Table 1. Thirty-three studies 

were performed in the US, 5 studies in Japan, 4 studies in the United Kingdom, 4 studies in 

Turkey, 2 studies each in Hong Kong and South Africa, and one study each in Australia, Canada, 

France, Iran, South Korea and Sweden (Table 1). Forty-five studies were single-center, and the 

remaining 11 were multi-center (Table 1). Regarding study design, 13 were randomized control 

trials, 5 were prospective cohort studies, 27 were retrospective cohort studies, and 11 were pre-

post studies (Table 1). There were 18 studies on antibiotic stewardship, 12 studies each on 

clinical practice guidelines/pathways and surgical approach, 4 studies on the timing of 

appendectomy procedure, 3 studies on irrigation or lavage, two studies each on the use of 

peritoneal drains and timing of wound management and closure and one studies each on 

parenteral nutrition, pain management using ketorolac and outpatient management after 

appendectomy (Table 1).  

Results of individual studies and description of interventions  

 Evidence from each of the included studies is presented narratively below and in the 

evidence table (Table 2) according to the intervention types.  
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Antibiotic stewardship 

 There is considerable variation in antibiotic therapy regarding the choice, duration, 

timing, route of administration, and discharge of patients at home with or without antibiotics for 

acute appendicitis management. Seven studies15–21 used a combination of antibiotic regimens to 

reduce the occurrence of SSIs following the appendectomy procedure. Cameron et al. compared 

the effectiveness of piperacillin/tazobactam (extended-spectrum) vs. cefoxitin or ceftriaxone with 

metronidazole (narrow spectrum) and found the SSI rates to be similar15. Likewise, when 

ertapenem was compared to the standard triple antibiotic therapy (ampicillin, gentamicin, and 

metronidazole), Dalgic et al. found no differences in SSIs16. Foster et al. compared the 

effectiveness of sulbactam and ampicillin vs. metronidazole and cefotaxime; they showed no 

differences in SSIs17,18. Hutchinson et al. showed no significant difference in the incidence or 

severity of wound infection or post-operative intra-abdominal sepsis between the metronidazole-

treated and placebo groups19. A combination of ceftriaxone and metronidazole was superior in 

reducing SSIs compared to cefoxitin alone, according to Kashtan et al.21.  

 Antibiotics were administered at different points in time during the patient’s care in the 

hospital and at discharge. Cramm et al. found no significant difference in the SSI rates after 

redosing cefoxitin, ceftriaxone combined with metronidazole, and piperacillin-tazobactam within 

one hour of the appendectomy procedure22. None of the patients had wound infection or intra-

abdominal abscess with or without administration of ornidazole, penicillin plus tobramycin, and 

piperacillin prophylactically, as reported by Kizilcan et al. 23. In another study by Seddik et al., 

no significant differences were noted in SSI rates after reducing piperacillin and tazobactam 

use24. No differences in SSI or intra-abdominal abscesses were reported when antibiotics were 

administered within one hour before incision, as noted by Litz et al.25. Similar observations were 

made by Tsang et al. when patients were administered either a single preoperative dose of 

gentamicin and metronidazole or three doses of gentamicin and metronidazole given before and 

after the operation26. Somers et al. noted that the timing and duration of preoperative and 

postoperative antibiotics (piperacillin-tazobactam  or ciprofloxacin and metronidazole (in 

allergy) did not impact SSI rates27. Moreover, administration of a combination of ceftriaxone and 

metronidazole vs. anti-pseudomonal antibiotics within the first two days after admission or 10 

days of intravenous ertapenem alone or converted to oral amoxicillin-clavulanate did not affect 

the SSI rates28,29. However, two studies by Mennie et al. and Nadler et al. noted that two doses of 

intravenous cephazolin and metronidazole reduced the occurrence of wound infection 

significantly 30 and using a multi-drug therapy of ampicillin, gentamicin, clindamycin, or 

metronidazole increased the occurrence of SSIs when compared to monotherapy (piperacillin-

tazobactam)20. Anderson et al. reported that patients discharged home had significantly higher 

SSIs than patients without antibiotics at discharge31. In contrast, post-discharge antibiotics did 

prevent the development of superficial, deep, or organ space infections in post-appendectomy 

patients, according to Jen et al.32   

 

Clinical practice guidelines/pathways 

 Various clinical practice guidelines (CPG) or clinical pathways were studied to reduce 

SSI following appendectomy. Two studies examined the effect of same-day discharge CPG, and 

no significant reduction in SSIs was observed before or after implementation 33,34. However, 
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Putnam et al. found a significant reduction in SSI during their first audit but returned to their 

usual rates34. Two studies that utilized CPGs to discontinue antibiotics had conflicting results. 

Theodorou et al. found higher post-discharge SSI rates; however, this increase in SSIs was not 

affected by CPG compliance35. In contrast, no significant differences in SSIs between the pre-

protocol and post-protocol groups were reported by Rossidis et al.36. While the selection of 

preoperative/postoperative antibiotics varied, its duration did not significantly affect SSI 

rates11,37,38. However, the timing of antibiotics administration was significantly associated with 

SSIs38. Two studies that focused on implementing a combination of hospital-wide antimicrobial 

stewardship programs and CPG on antimicrobial utilization and changing the triple antibiotic 

(ampicillin, gentamycin, and metronidazole) to the single agent (amoxicillin/clavulanic acid) 

demonstrated a significant reduction in SSI rates39,40. In three studies that focused their CPGs on 

the assessment and management of appendicitis preoperatively and postoperatively, including 

blood work, imaging requirements, and streamlining of care orders sets 41–43, only Khan et al. 

reported a significant reduction in SSI rates in the post CPG implementation cohort42. 

Surgical approach 

 In pediatric patients, two operative modalities, namely open appendectomy and 

laparoscopic appendectomy, have been widely used for the management of appendicitis. Of the 

six studies44–49 that compared the SSI rates between open appendectomy and laparoscopic 

appendectomy, four of them found laparoscopic appendectomy had a significantly lower risk of 

developing SSIs compared to open appendectomy45,47–49. In contrast, two studies44,46 found no 

statistically significant association between the operative techniques (open/laparoscopic 

appendectomy) and SSIs.  

Other surgical modalities, such as single-port, multi-port laparoscopic appendectomy, and 

transumbilical laparoscopic assisted appendectomy, were also studied50–52. Han et al. compared 

the hybrid appendectomy (HA), single port laparoscopic appendectomy (SPLA), and multiport 

laparoscopic appendectomy (MPLA). They found that wound-related complications such as 

wound infection and wound seroma were higher in the HA and SPLA groups than in the MPLA 

group50. However, it did not meet statistical significance (p=0.245)50. Similarly, one patient in 

the HA group has SSI, while no patients developed SSIs in a study that compared the 

intracorporeal hybrid single port vs. conventional laparoscopic appendectomy53. In a feasibility 

study of single-incision pediatric endosurgery for treating appendicitis, Lacher et al. observed 

that 11 patients and 13 patients developed wound infection and intra-abdominal abscesses, 

respectively54. Furthermore, two studies found a conflicting result for SSI rates when the 

transumbilical laparoscopically assisted appendectomy (TULA) was compared with conventional 

3-port laparoscopic (TPLA), laparoscopic appendectomy, and open appendectomy. Karam et al. 

found no statistically significant (p=0.19)51, but Vejdan et al. demonstrated that TULA was 

associated with lower wound infection (p=0.0035)52. Lastly, in another study, there was no 

significant difference in rates of SSI when the endoloop versus endostapler technique was used 

for the closure of the appendiceal stump55. 

Timing of appendectomy 

 Given the emergent nature of acute appendicitis in children, urgent appendectomy is the 

recognized course of treatment in the United States56. However, a few studies assessed the 

relationship between the effect of time on appendectomy and the risk of developing SSIs in 

children. A study by Blakely et al. compared early appendectomy with interval appendectomy 
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after 6 to 8 weeks and found that patients treated with interval appendectomy were significantly 

more likely to develop an intra-abdominal abscess (p=0.02) with no significant differences for 

wound infection (p=0.91)57. Similarly, Gurien et al. found no significant differences in SSI in the 

nonperforated delayed vs. immediate group (p=0.96)58. Additionally, the time to appendectomy 

and time from diagnosis of appendicitis to the appendectomy operation did not increase the risk 

of developing SSI in simple and complicated appendicitis59,60.  

Irrigation or lavage 

To minimize the risk of developing SSI, irrigation has been investigated as a technique to 

remove residual peritoneal abscess residue in perforated appendicitis. However, the effectiveness 

of peritoneal irrigation or lavage has been debatable61. In our review, we found mixed results, 

where the incidence of SSI was significantly lower in patients irrigated with strong acid-

electrolyzed water (0% vs. 20%, respectively (p<0.05) compared to saline alone62 and children 

with perforated appendicitis who underwent peritoneal lavage with saline had a lower occurrence 

of superficial wound infection as compared to those who underwent appendectomy with silicon 

tube drainage63. On the contrary, the rate of wound infection did not differ between the group of 

pediatric patients who were treated with preoperative intravenous doses of metronidazole and 

cefuroxime as an adjunct to oxytetracycline lavage vs. oxytetracycline lavage alone in non-

perforated appendicitis64.  

Use of peritoneal drains  

The use of a peritoneal drain in complicated appendicitis patients is controversial, given 

that they pose a significant risk of developing postoperative complications such as wound 

infection or intra-abdominal abscess47. However, in a study conducted by Fujushiro et al., drain 

placement was not associated with an incidence of superficial SSI (5.5% vs. 7.6%, p=0.113) and 

organ space SSI (9.0% vs. 8.7%, p=0.893) in pediatric complicated appendicitis patients65. In 

another study, 15.7% of the 70 patients and 7.5% of the 40 patients developed SSI when treated 

with Penrose drain and Jackson Pratt drain, respectively, in pediatric perforated appendicitis 

patients66.  

Timing of wound closure and management 

Wound infection is a common complication in children with perforated or gangrenous 

appendicitis and those who undergo open appendectomy 67,68. Tsang et al. assessed the effect of 

immediate wound closure and delayed wound closure with skin tape in a prospective study of 63 

children undergoing emergency appendectomy and found no significant difference in the 

incidence of wound infection in perforated appendicitis patients (21% vs. 24%)69. In another 

study, Kato et al. used a Lapprotector, a protective film, and a device to safeguard the open 

appendectomy wound to prevent infection. They did not find any significant differences in 

patients with perforated and nonperforated appendicitis patients70. However, it was significant in 

protecting against wound infection in patients with perforated appendicitis (p<0.05), suggesting 

the use of Lapprotector while performing open appendectomy procedures in perforated 

appendicitis cases70.  

Outpatient management after appendectomy  

Several studies have demonstrated that it is safe to discharge patients home the same day 

after undergoing appendectomy without long-term consequences that help save healthcare cost71–
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73. An analysis of 154 institutional patients and 4973 patients from the American College of 

Surgeons, National Surgical Quality Improvement Program-Pediatric (NSQIP-P) database 

demonstrated that there were no significant differences in the superficial (p=0.02), deep (p=0.17) 

and organ/space surgical site infections (p=0.31) when pediatric uncomplicated appendicitis 

patients were managed either in the emergency department under observation status or were 

transferred to the perioperative area without the need for an inpatient hospital admission74.   

Parenteral nutrition 

 Studies have shown that there is variability in care and resource utilization in children 

with complicated appendicitis 75,76. One such variation is in the utilization of parenteral nutrition 

in complicated appendicitis patients, which can be attributable to the surgeon’s perceptions about 

parenteral nutrition's utility in postoperative recovery, wound healing, and immune function, 

especially in children with increased metabolic needs due to sepsis or inflammatory response76,77. 

However, no significant differences were noted between patients treated at high versus low 

parenteral nutrition utilization hospitals for SSIs (11.3% vs. 8.8%, OR: 0.72 [95%CI: 0.40,1.32], 

p = 0.29) after matching patients on sex, age, race, payor, body mass index and postoperative 

hospital length of stay based on the 29 hospitals participating in the NSQIP-Pediatric 

Appendectomy Pilot Collaborative77.  

Pain Management  

Ketorolac is a well-known non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drug that the FDA has 

approved for management of acute pain78. In adults, ketorolac can cause complications such as 

increased emergency department visits and a higher rate of readmission when used for pain 

management after undergoing gastrointestinal surgeries79. However, in pediatric patients, 

administration of ketorolac on the day of or a day after the appendectomy procedure was not 

associated with readmission with intra-abdominal postoperative infection within 30 days 

(p=0.14)80. Thus, Naseem et al. recommend using ketorolac during the perioperative period in 

pediatric appendectomy patients based on their analysis of 78 296 pediatric patients data from 

the pediatric health information system80.  

Discussion  

 Our comprehensive scoping review was aimed at identifying interventions that have been 

studied to reduce SSIs in children after appendectomy for acute appendicitis. In our over fifty 

years (1973-2023) review, we found 56 studies conducted to prevent SSIs after appendectomy in 

children. These SSI reduction interventions included changes in the combination, duration, and 

timing of antibiotics, implementation or modifications to the clinical practice guidelines/ clinical 

pathways, use of different types of surgical approaches, timing of appendectomy procedure, 

irrigation or lavage, use of peritoneal drains, timing of wound closure and management, 

parenteral nutrition, pain management using ketorolac and outpatient management of patients 

after appendectomy.  

 Given the significant toll of SSIs on patients, hospitals, and the US healthcare system, 

several guidelines for preventing, detecting, and managing SSIs have been published 

previously81,82. In 2016, the American College of Surgeons (ACS) and Surgical Infection Society 

published SSI prevention and management guidelines, including prehospital, hospital, and post-

discharge interventions for abdominal surgery83. Our scoping review identified interventions 
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such as antibiotic stewardship, wound protection, closure, and care that were grouped under 

hospital interventions in the ACS and Surgical Infection Society’s guidelines. 

 Our scoping review has some limitations. The scoping reviews have inherent limitations 

of presenting breadth rather than depth of information on a particular topic. However, our 

research objective was to map out the current evidence in the literature; thus, this methodology 

was appropriate. For our scoping review, we did not limit to certain types of appendicitis, such as 

simple, complicated, gangrenous, or perforated appendicitis. Nonetheless, the interventions we 

described here have been utilized for reducing SSIs regardless of the type of appendicitis. Lastly, 

we included studies published in English only due to the vast number of included studies. Thus, 

our results are generalizable to only published articles written in English. Future studies should 

focus on assessing these interventions' long-term implementation, compliance, and cost-

effectiveness.  

 Despite these limitations, our scoping review fills an important gap in the existing 

pediatric surgical literature by organizing a wide range of studied interventions of evidence-

based practices that can be adopted to prevent SSIs in pediatric appendicitis patients.   

Conclusion  

 In pediatric appendicitis patients, a wide variety of evidence-based interventions have 

been implemented to prevent SSIs following appendectomy. The effectiveness of the studied 

interventions varied greatly. Most prior interventions focus on antibiotic considerations, and very 

few intraoperative interventions have been studied appropriately. Despite these interventions, 

SSI rates remain high in children, necessitating further investigations. Pediatric surgeons should 

be cognizant of the implications of SSIs on their patient's health and on the healthcare system, 

monitor their own practices, and adopt the interventions that are feasible to prevent occurrences 

of SSIs.  
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Figure 1: PRISMA flowchart  
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Table 1: Characteristics of included studies  

Study characteristics  n (%)  

Design Randomized controlled trials  13 (23.2) 

Prospective cohort study  5 (8.9) 

Retrospective cohort study  27 (48.2) 

Pre-post study 11 (19.6)  

 

Country United States  33 (58.9) 

Japan 5 (8.9) 

United Kingdom  4 (7.1) 

Turkey  4 (7.1) 

Hong Kong 2 (3.6) 

South Africa 2 (3.6) 

Australia 1(1.8) 

Canada 1(1.8) 

France 1(1.8) 

Iran 1(1.8) 

South Korea 1(1.8) 

Sweden 1(1.8) 

 

Type Single center 45 (80.4) 

Multi center 11 (19.6) 

 

Interventions  Antibiotic stewardship 18 (32.1)  

Clinical practice guidelines/pathways 12 (21.4) 

Surgical approach 12 (21.4)  

Irrigation or lavage 3 (5.4)  

Use of peritoneal drains  2 (3.6)  

Timing of appendectomy 4 (7.1)  

Timing of wound closure and management 2 (3.6)  

Outpatient management after appendectomy  1 (1.8)  

Parenteral nutrition 1 (1.8) 

Pain Management  1 (1.8) 
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Table 2: Evidence table of included studies (n=56) 

First Author, 

Year, Country  

Study Design  Type  Sample 

size (n)  

Intervention  Relevant outcome 

measures and findings  

Antibiotic Stewardship       

Anderson et 

al.31, 2018, 

USA  

Retrospective 

cohort study  

Multi 

center  

6412 Discharged with or 

without home 

antibiotics 

The odds of post-discharge 

SSI was 45% greater in the 

home antibiotics group vs 

the no home antibiotics 

group (odds ratio 1.45; 

95% CI 1.10 to 1.91; 

p<0.01) 

 

Arnold et al.29, 

2018, USA  

RCT  Multi 

center 

82 10 days of 

intravenous (IV) 

ertapenem from the 

day of operation 

until discharge vs. 

IV ertapenem from 

the day of the 

operation and 

converted to oral 

amoxicillin-

clavulanate on the 

day of discharge for 

a total antibiotic 

course of 10 days 

 

There were no differences 

in the postoperative 

complications (wound 

infection (p=0.59) and 

abscess rate (p=0.71) 

Cameron et 

al.15, 2018, 

USA 

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Multi 

center  

1389 piperacillin/tazobac

tam (extended 

spectrum) vs. 

cefoxitin or 

ceftriaxone with 

metronidazole 

(narrow spectrum)  

 

In the matched analysis, 

the rates of SSI were 

similar between groups 

[extended spectrum: 2.4% 

vs narrow-spectrum 1.8% 

(odds ratio, OR: 1.05, 95% 

CI 0.34-3.26)] 

Cramm et al.22, 

2023, USA 

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Multi 

center 

3533 Antibiotic 

(cefoxitin, 

ceftriaxone 

combined with 

metronidazole, and 

piperacillin-

tazobactam) 

redosing within one 

hour of the incision 

Incisional SSI rates were 

similar between groups 

[redosed: 1.2% vs. non-

redosed: 1.3%; OR 0.84, 

(95%,CI, 0.39-1.83)] 
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Dalgic et al.16, 

2014, Turkey  

RCT Single 

center 

107 Ertapenem vs.  

Standard Triple 

Antibiotic Therapy 

(ampicillin, 

gentamicin, and 

metronidazole)   

Patients in the triple-

therapy group (5.6%) 

developed wound 

infections compared to two 

(3.8%) wound infections in 

the ertapenem (p > 0.05) 

 

Foster et al.17, 

1986, UK  

RCT Single 

center  

73 Sulbactam and 

ampicillin vs. 

metronidazole and 

cefotaxime  

 

There were three (9%) 

wound infections in the 

group given sulbactam 

and ampicillin and five 

(14%) in the group given 

metronidazole and 

cefotaxime 

 

Hamdy et al.28, 

2019, USA 

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Single 

center  

353 Ceftriaxone plus 

Metronidazole vs. 

anti-pseudomonal 

antibiotics within 

the first two days 

after admission 

  

2 total incisional infections, 

0 in the anti-pseudomonal 

group and 2 in the 

ceftriaxone metronidazole 

Foster et al.18, 

1987, UK  

RCT Single 

center 

100 Sulbactam and 

ampicillin (SA) vs.  

metronidazole and 

cefotaxime (MC)  

There was no difference in 

infection rate between the 

two antibiotic groups; there 

were 3  wound infections 

and one subphrenic abscess 

in patients receiving SA 

and 4  wound infections in 

patients receiving MC. 

 

Hutchinson et 

al.19, 1983, UK 

RCT Single 

center  

133 Metronidazole 

suppositories vs. 

usual care 

There was no significant 

difference in the incidence 

or severity of wound 

infection or post-operative 

intra-abdominal sepsis 

between the metronidazole-

treated and placebo groups 

(p>0.1)  

 

Jen et al.32, 

2023, USA 

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Single 

center  

363 Discharged with or 

without antibiotics  

Post-discharge organ-space 

infections occurred in 4/86 

(4.7%) of those with 

antibiotics and 9/277 

(3.2%) of those without 

(p = 0.54). Superficial and 
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deep SSI occurred in 0/86 

(0%) for those with 

antibiotics and 5/277 

(1.8%) for those without 

(p = 0.21) 

 

Kashtan et al.21, 

2021, USA 

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Multi 

center  

846 Ceftriaxone plus 

Metronidazole vs. 

Cefoxitin 

Ceftriaxone with 

metronidazole was 

associated with a 90% 

reduction in the odds of a 

SSI compared to cefoxitin 

[0.2% vs 2.7%; odds ratio: 

0.10 (95% CI 0.02-0.60); p 

= 0.01] 

 

Kizilcan, et 

al.23, 1992, 

Turkey 

RCT Single 

center  

100 Prophylactic 

antibiotics (group 1 

: no antibiotics, 

group 2: ornidazole, 

group 3: penicillin 

plus tobramycin 

and group 4: 

piperacillin 

 

None of the patients had 

wound infection or intra-

abdominal abscess. 

Litz et al.25, 

2018, USA 

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Single 

center  

478 Last dose of 

antibiotics prior to 

incision:  

Group A 

(0–60 min before 

incision) and Group 

B (61–360 min 

before incision) 

 

There was no difference in 

the incidence of superficial 

SSI (A: 2.0% vs B: 2.1%, 

p=1.0) or intraabdominal 

abscess (A: 4.0% vs B: 

3.6%, p=0.81). 

Mennie et al.30, 

2020, Australia  

RCT Single 

center  

243 Two postoperative 

intravenous doses 

of placebo or 

antibiotics 
(intravenous 

cephazolin and 

metronidazole ) 

A total of 9 postoperative 

wound infections occurred: 

8/122 (6.6%) placebo 

versus 1/121 (0.8%) 

antibiotics, p= 0.01 

[relative risk =7.9 (95% CI: 

1.0-62.4)] 

 

Nadler et al.20, 

2003, USA 

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Single 

center  

94 Monotherapy 

(piperacillin-

tazobactam) vs. 

Multi-Drug 

Therapy 

1 patient in monotherapy 

and 3 patients in multidrug 

therapy developed SSI  

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 15, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.15.24307418doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.15.24307418
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


(Ampicillin, 

gentamicin, 

clindamycin or 

metronidazole) 

  

Somers et al.27, 

2020, USA 

Prospective 

cohort study  

Single 

center 

1549 Timing and/or 

duration  of 

preoperative and 

postoperative  

antibiotics 

(piperacillin–

tazobactam  or 

ciprofloxacin and 

metronidazole (in 

case of allergy )  

 

There was no statistically 

significant difference in 

SSI between the 

preoperative  and 

postoperative antibiotics 

groups -  piperacillin-

tazobactam (p=0.31) and 

ciprofloxacin and 

metronidazole (p=0.36)  

Seddik et al.24, 

2021, USA 

Pre-post study  Single 

center  

149 Antimicrobial 

stewardship 

program to reduce 

piperacillin and 

tazobactam use  

 

There was no significant 

difference in the rate of 

surgical site infection (10% 

vs. 11%)  

Tsang et al.26, 

1992, Hong 

Kong  

RCT Single 

center  

103 Single preoperative 

dose of gentamicin 

and metronidazole 

vs. three doses of 

gentamicin and 

metronidazole 

given before and 

after the operation 

There was no significant 

difference between wound 

infection rates of the 

single-dose group (2.1%) 

and the three-dose group 

(1.8%) 

Clinical practice guidelines/pathways  

Devin et al.33, 

2020, USA 

Pre-post study Single 

center  

575 A standardized 

pathway for same-

day discharge and 

elimination of 

postoperative 

antibiotics  

 

There was no significant 

increase in superficial SSI 

(2.6% vs 1.1%, p = 0.19), 

organ-space SSI (1.6% vs 

0.4%, p = 0.14) 

Ferguson et 

al.37, 2021, 

USA 

Pre-post study Single 

center  

399 Clinical practice 

guidelines (CPG) 

on the selection or 

duration of 

antibiotic therapy 

after appendectomy 

There was no significant 

relationship between CPG 

nonadherence and 

superficial or deep SSI 

(p=0.3) or intra-abdominal 

abscess (p=0.5)  
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Khan et al.42, 

2020, USA 

Pre-post study Single 

center 

1289 Treatment 

pathways were 

created to include 

specific guidelines 

regarding 

preoperative 

antibiotics, blood 

work, and imaging 

requirements 

 

There was a significant 

decrease in surgical site 

infections (p = 0.01) in the 

post-protocol cohort 

Lam et al.41, 

2021, Turkey  

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Single 

center 

276 The clinical 

pathway included 

assessment and 

management of 

pediatric 

appendicitis, order 

sets to streamline 

care and 

recommendations 

on antibiotic 

duration 

 

There were no statistically 

significant differences in 

wound infection (simple 

appendicitis p=1.0; 

complicated appendicitis 

p=0.1)  intra-abdominal 

abscess/phlegmon 

(complicated appendicitis 

p=1.0)  in the pre and post-

implementation group  

Mueck et al.38, 

2017, USA 

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Single 

center 

697 Institutional 

protocol include the 

administration of 

both broad- 

spectrum antibiotics 

on the diagnosis of 

suspected 

appendicitis 

(simple and 

complicated) and 

pre-incisional 

prophylactic antibi- 

otics within an hour 

of incision 

 

Compliance with antibiotic 

spectrum with  

inappropriately narrow 

coverage was not 

significantly associated 

with SSI (OR=0.75 95%CI 

0.09-6.03 p=0.79).  

Compliance with antibiotic 

timing (OR 0.22, 95% CI 

0.06-0.87, p= 0.03) was 

significantly associated 

with SSI 

Putnam et al.34, 

2014, USA 

Pre-post study Single 

center 

1382 Same-day discharge 

pathway  

Increased rate of SSI at 

time of first audit (1.6% vs 

4.8%, p=.04) but returned 

to the pre pathway range at 

the time of the second audit 

(p=.08)  
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Theodorou et 

al.35, 2022, 

USA 

Pre-post study Single 

center 

113 CPG to discontinue 

antibiotics on 

discharge in the 

presence of a 

normal white blood 

cell count (WBC) 

without 

neutrophilia 

 

There was a higher rate of 

post-discharge SSIs (1.8% 

pre vs. 9.3% post, p = 

0.03). There was no 

significant association with 

CPG non-compliance and 

post-discharge SSI 

development. SSIs 

occurred in 3.6% of 

patients who were not CPG 

compliant (n = 3/84) 

compared to 6.4% of 

patients who were 

compliant (n =8/126, p = 

0.53)  

 

Wakeman et 

al.11, 2022, 

USA 

Pre-post study Single 

center 

274 CPG included 

obtaining an intra-

operative culture of 

purulent fluid, 

administering 

piperacillin/tazobac

tam for at 

least 72 hours post-

operatively, and 

transitioning to oral 

antibiotics based on 

intraoperative 

culture data 

 

There was a decline in 

post-operative SSIs after 

the implementation of the 

care pathway, the 

difference was not 

statistically significant 

(27% vs. 12%, p=0.07) 

Willis et al.43, 

2016, USA 

Prospective 

cohort study 

Single 

center 

313 CPG included 

standardization of 

the operative and 

postoperative 

management 

of complicated 

appendicitis 

There was a significant 

decrease in the proportion 

of patients who had an 

organ-space SSI, from 

24.1% in the pre-CPG 

group to 9.8% in the post-

CPG group (RR, 0.41; 95% 

CI, 0.23-0.74). Superficial 

incisional and deep 

incisional SSIs were 

uncommon and no 

different between the 

groups (p>.99) 

 

Rossidis et al.36, 

2020, USA 

Pre-post study  Single 

center  

1562 Protocol to 

discontinue 

There were no significant 

differences for SSIs 
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antibiotics after 

appendectomy for 

nonperforated 

appendicitis and of 

antibiotics upon 

discharge (no home 

antibiotics) for 

perforated 

appendicitis  

 

between the preprotocol 

and postprotocol groups 

(p=0.37).     

Willis et al.39, 

2018, USA 

Pre-post study Single 

center  

313 Hospital-wide 

antimicrobial 

stewardship 

program (ASP) and 

clinical practice 

guideline (CPG) on 

antimicrobial 

utilization  

 

There was a statistically 

significant decline in 

the incidence of SSIs 

during the combined 

implementation of ASP 

and CPG (p=0.007) 

Van Coller et 

al.40, 2022, 

South Africa  

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Single 

center  

455 Clinical protocol 

change from triple 

antibiotic 

(ampicillin, 

gentamycin, and 

metronidazole) vs. 

single agent 

(amoxycillin/clavul

anic acid) 

There was a significantly 

lower (13.3%) SSI rate in 

the triple antibiotic group 

than in the single 

antibiotics group (22.7%) 

(p=0.048) 

Surgical Approach  

Akkary et al.44, 

2020, France  

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Single 

center  

84 Open 

appendectomy 

(OA) vs. 

laparoscopic 

appendectomy (LA) 

The incidence of deep 

abscess formation was 3 

times higher after LA 

versus OA; however, this 

was not statistically 

significant 

 

Botchway et 

al.45, 2021, 

South Africa  

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Single 

center  

81 Open 

appendectomy vs. 

laparoscopic 

appendectomy  

In the OA group, 15.79% 

of the patients (n = 6) 

developed SSI vs 5.13% (n 

= 2) in the LA group, 

which was statistically  

significantly higher with P 

= 0.013 
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Fujishiro et 

al.46, 2021, 

Japan  

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Multi 

center  

4489 Open vs. 

laparoscopic 

appendectomy  

Surgical approach 

(laparoscopy/open) was not 

significantly associated 

with the development of 

superficial SSI (p=0.383), 

deep SSI (p=0.123) and 

organ space SSI (p=0.871)  

 

Groves et al.47, 

2013, USA 

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Single 

center  

289 Open 

appendectomy vs. 

laparoscopic 

appendectomy  

 

There was a significantly 

lower rate of wound 

infection in LA (1.2 vs 

8.9%, p= 0.017) 

Ping et al.48, 

2017, USA 

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Single 

center 

398 Open 

appendectomy vs. 

laparoscopic 

appendectomy  

A reduction in 

postoperative surgical 

wound infection (OR, 0.38; 

95% CI, 0.18–0.81; p = 

.008) was noted in patients 

receiving LA compared 

with patients receiving OA  
 

Omling et al.49, 

2021, Sweden  

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Multi 

center  

34808 Open 

appendectomy vs. 

laparoscopic 

appendectomy  

Fewer infections occurred 

after laparoscopic 

appendectomy compared 

with open appendectomy 

(2.0 vs. 3.1%, adjusted OR: 

0.65 [95% CI:0.54–0.79], p 

< 0.001  

 

Han et al.50, 

2022, South 

Korea  

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Single 

center 

270 Hybrid 

appendectomy 

(HA) vs. single port 

laparoscopic 

appendectomy 

(SPLA) vs. 

multiport 

laparoscopic 

appendectomy 

(MPLA)  

Wound-related 

complications (wound 

seroma and infection) were 

somewhat higher in the HA 

and SPLA groups than in 

the MPLA group (HA 

6.3% versus SPLA 3.9% 

versus MPLA 1.8%) but 

were not significant 

(p=0.245)  

 

Karam et al.51, 

2016, USA 

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Single 

center 

101 Intracorporeal 

hybrid single port 

vs. conventional 

laparoscopic 

appendectomy 

One patient in the hybrid 

technique group had a 

surgical site infection 

(1.4%), and no patient in 

the 3-port group had any 

postoperative complication 
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Lacher et al.54, 

2012, USA 

Prospective 

cohort study 

Single 

center 

415 Single-incision 

pediatric 

endosurgery 

11 patients developed 

wound infection, and 13 

patients developed intra-

abdominal abscess 

 

Safavi et al.55, 

2012, Canada  

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Single 

center 

247 Endoloop vs. 

endostapler closure 

technique of the 

appendiceal stump 

 

There was no significant 

difference in rates of SSI 

(p=0.78)  

Karam et al.51, 

2016, USA 

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Single 

center 

625 Transumbilical 

laparoscopically 

assisted 

appendectomy 

(TULAA) vs. 

conventional 3-port 

laparoscopic 

appendectomy 

(TPLA)  

 

SSI was slightly higher in 

TULAA patients than in 

the TPLA group (6% vs. 

4%) but was not significant 

(p=0.19)  

Vejdan et al.52, 

2021, Iran  

RCT Single 

center  

210 Open 

appendectomy 

(OA) vs. 

laparoscopic 

appendectomy (LA) 

vs. Transumbilical 

laparoscopically 

assisted 

appendectomy 

(TULA) 

TULA was associated with 

a lower wound infection 

rate (1 patient = 1.5%) than 

was LA (3 patients = 5.2%) 

and OA (7 patients = 9.8%) 

(p = 0.0035) 

Timing of appendectomy   

Blakely et al.57, 

2011, USA 

RCT Single 

center  

131 Early 

appendectomy vs. 

Interval  

appendectomy in  

6-8 weeks  

- No significant difference 

in wound infection 

- Increased abscess rate in 

interval appendectomy  

group 

 

Boomer et al.59, 

2014, USA 

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Single 

center  

1388 Time from 

diagnosis of 

appendicitis to 

operation 

SSI did not increase 

significantly as the length 

of time between emergency 

department triage and 

operation increased (all 

patients, p = 0.51; simple 

appendicitis (SA) patients, 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 15, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.15.24307418doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.05.15.24307418
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


p = 0.91; complex 

appendicitis (CA) patients, 

p = 0.44) or with increased 

time from admission to 

operation (all patients, p = 

0.99; SA patients, p = 0.69; 

CA patients, p = 0.96) 

 

Boomer et al.84, 

2016, USA 

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Multi 

center 

1338 Time to 

appendectomy  

The risk of SSI did not 

significantly increase as the 

time between emergency 

department triage and 

appendectomy increased, 

or as the time from 

admission to 

appendectomy increased 

  

Gurien et al.58, 

2016, USA 

Pre-post study  Single 

center  

484 Immediate and 

delayed 

appendectomy  

No statistically significant 

differences were found for 

SSIs in the nonperforated 

delayed versus immediate 

groups (p = 0.964) 

Irrigation or lavage  

Kubota et al.62, 

2014, Japan 

RCT Single 

center  

44 Peritoneal lavage 

with saline vs. 

strong acid 

electrolyzed water 

(SAEW) 

The incidence of SSI was 

significantly lower in 

SAEW group than in the 

saline group, at 0% vs. 

20%, respectively (p<0.05)  

 

Thomson et 

al.64, 1987, UK 

RCT Single 

center 

84 Preoperative 

intravenous doses 

of metronidazole 

and cefuroxime as 

an adjunct to 

oxytetracycline 

lavage vs. 

oxytetracycline 

lavage alone 

 

Wound infection rates were 

not different between the 

two groups (2 vs 3). 

Toki et al.63, 

1995, Japan  

RCT Single 

center 

53 Peritoneal lavage 

using saline (lavage 

group) vs. silicon 

tube drainage 

(drainage)  

 

Superficial wound 

infection was seen 

postoperatively in a total of 

eight children, two of 

whom were in the lavage 

group and six of whom 

were in the drainage group. 
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Use of peritoneal drains   

Fujishiro et 

al.65, 2021, 

Japan 

Pre-post study  Multi-

center  

1762 With vs. without 

drainage placement 

at appendectomy  

Drain placement was not 

associated with an 

incidence of superficial SSI 

(5.5% vs 7.6%, p=0.113) 

and organ space SSI (9.0% 

vs 8.7%, p=0.893) 

 

Kilic et al.66, 

2016, Turkey  

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Single

-center  

110 Open suction drain 

(penrose drain) vs. 

closed suction drain 

(Jackson Pratt 

drain) 

SSI rate was 15.7% in open 

suction and 7.5% in closed 

suction 

Timing of wound closure and management  

Kato et al.70, 

2008, Japan  

Prospective 

cohort study  

Single 

center  

32 With and without 

use of Lapprotector  

-No significant differences 

in perforated vs. 

nonperforated appendicitis  

- Significant difference in 

the wound infection in 

perforated appendicitis 

(p<0.05) with or without 

Lapprotector use 

   

Tsang et al.69, 

1992, Hong 

Kong  

Prospective 

cohort study  

Single 

center  

63 Immediate wound 

closure vs. delayed 

wound closure in 

emergency 

appendectomy 

patients  

No significant difference in 

the incidence of wound 

infection (21% vs. 24%).  

Parenteral nutrition  

Kashtan et al.77, 

2021, USA 

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Multi 

Center  

1073 High vs. low 

parenteral nutrition 

utilization hospitals  

No differences were found 

between patients treated at 

high versus low PN 

utilization hospitals for 

SSIs (11.3% vs. 8.8%, OR: 

0.72 [0.40,1.32], p = 0.29) 

Pain management  

Naseem et al.80, 

2017, USA 

Retrospective 

cohort study 

Multic

enter  

78296 Ketorolac 

administration on 

the day of or day 

after the operation 

no significant differences 

in the superficial (p=0.02), 

deep (p=0.17) and 

organ/space surgical site 

infections (p=0.31) 
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Outpatient management after appendectomy  

Litz et al.74, 

2018, USA 

Retrospective 

cohort study  

Multi 

center  

154 Management of 

uncomplicated 

appendicitis 

patients in the 

emergency 

department or 

transferred to the 

perioperative area  

There was no significant 

difference in the incidence 

of superficial (1.9% vs 

1.0%, p = 0.2), deep (0.6% 

vs 0.1%, p = 0.17) or 

organ/space surgical site 

infections (1.3% vs 0.7%,  

p = 0.31) 
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