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Abstract

AIM: To systematically evaluate the efficacy and
safety of transumbilical single-port laparoscopic
appendectomy (SILA) in China.

METHODS: Online databases (Cochrane

4112

Library, PubMed, EMBASE, CBM, CNKI, VIP
and Wangfang) were searched for randomized
controlled trials (RCTs) investigating
therapeutic effects of SILA vs conventional
laparoscopic appendectomy (CLA) in China.
Methodological quality was assessed, and
outcomes were analyzed with Revman 5.3.

RESULTS: Nine RCTs containing 878 patients
were included. Compared with CLA, SILA
significantly increased operation time, but
reduced the time to gastrointestinal function
recovery. There was no significant difference
with regards to postoperative hospital stay
and intra-operative blood loss between the
two groups. The rate of total complications
including wound infection, intestinal
obstruction and abscess was similar, although
SILA was associated with a higher rate of
conversion to open surgery or the use of
additional trocars.

CONCLUSION: SILA is a safe procedure for
laparoscopic appendectomy in China; however,
it is associated with a high rate of conversion
to laparotomy or three-port laparoscopic
appendectomy in serious patients.

© 2015 Baishideng Publishing Group Inc. All rights
reserved.
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Test for overall effect: 27 = 0.87(FP = 0.38)
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2.13.1 YIORRP
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EEBR=" 2006 0 53 1 65 6.2 0.41[0.02, 9.80] —t
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Heterogeneity: Chi* = 3.53, df = 4(P = 0.47); I> = 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 0.19(P = 0.85)

2.13.2 PEEFR

TeohZ" 2012 8 98 3 97 137 2.64(0.72, 9.65] B
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Test for overall effect: 7 = 2.92(P = 0.003)
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Il Il Il
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Test for overall effect: 2 = 0.09(P = 0.93)
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