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Abstract

Background: It is still difficult to make the diagnosis of acute appendicitis in children with only clinical examination.
Objectives: The present study, retrospectively reviewing the data of the patients that underwent appendectomy, aimed at empha-
sizing the diagnostic value of ultrasonography findings by comparing them with pathological diagnosis.

Patients and Methods: This retrospective study included patients aged under 18, who were operated on for appendicitis between 1
January 2015 and 31 December 2015. The relationship between the pathology results of these patients and the results of preoperative
ultrasonography performed for the diagnosis of acute appendicitis was investigated.

Results: The study included 100 patients, 42 were female and 58 were male, on whom ultrasonography was performed and whose
mean age was 11.3 == 3.7 years. While there were 28 (28%) patients who did not receive a definitive diagnosis of appendicitis patholog-
ically, there were 43 (43%) patients in whom there were no ultrasonography findings supporting appendicitis. While appendicitis
diagnosis was made pathologically in 72 patients (72%), suggestive findings of appendicitis, such as compression and double wall
thickness of the appendix (over 6 mm), were detected in 57 patients (57%). In addition, 42% periappendiceal fluid collection, 25% pe-
riappendiceal fat inflammation, and 14% appendicolith were detected by ultrasonography. While 47 (65.3%) of the 72 patients with
pathologically confirmed appendicitis received appendicitis diagnosis by ultrasonography, 25 (34.7%) did not (Pearson square test
P=0.007). The sensitivity and specificity of ultrasonography in the diagnosis of appendicitis were 66.6% (48/72) and 64.28% (18/28),
respectively.

Conclusions: According to the results of the current study, ultrasonography, in the diagnosis of appendicitis, should only be used
for the support of clinical diagnosis or for differential diagnosis.
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1. Background

It is still difficult to make the diagnosis of acute ap-
pendicitis in children with only clinical examination. Chil-
dren are usually incapable of verbalizing their symptoms,
and findings of physical examination are nonspecific. Ex-
ploration and removal of a noninflamed appendix after an
incorrect diagnosis of acute appendicitis (negative appen-
dicectomy) is not uncommon (1). Indeed, the accuracy of
diagnosis of acute appendicitis has been reported to be be-
tween 59% and 97%, with negative appendicectomy rates
between 7% and 38%. The issue becomes more cumbersome
in childhood with negative laparotomy rates reaching as
high as 70% in children under three years of age and 50%
in preschool age children. Furthermore, several previous
studies indicate that a perforation rate for children is also
high, ranging from 14% to 90% (2-4).

The accuracy of clinical diagnosis in patients with
equivocal signs of appendicitis can be improved by ab-
dominal ultrasonographic examinations.

2. Objectives

This study aimed at emphasizing the value of ultra-
sonography findings in the diagnosis of appendicitis by
retrospectively reviewing the data of the patients on whom
we performed appendectomy.

3. Patients and Methods

Aretrospective clinical study was conducted in the De-
partment of Pediatric Surgery, Gazi University Medical Fac-
ulty. This study included patients aged under 18, who were
operated on for appendicitis between 1 January 2015 and
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31 December 2015. The pathology results of these patients
after appendectomy and the results of preoperative ultra-
sonography performed for the diagnosis of acute appen-
dicitis were compared. While a double wall thickness of
6 mm and over was used for the diagnosis of appendicitis
on ultrasonography, periappendiceal fluid collection, in-
crease in periappendiceal fat inflammation, and appendi-
colith positivity were retrospectively examined. The rela-
tionship between the pathological results of the patients
and ultrasonography findings was assessed.

Statistical calculations were performed in SPSS (ver-
sion 21 for Windows, SPSS Inc., Chicago, Illinois, USA). P val-
ues less than 0.05 were considered significant.

4. Results

Atotal of 100 patients, 42 females and 58 males, whose
ages ranged from 3 to 7 and mean age was 11.3 = 3.7 years,
and on whom ultrasonography was performed, were in-
cluded into the study. While there were 28 (28%) patients
who did not receive a definitive diagnosis of appendici-
tis pathologically, there were 43 (43%) patients in whom
there were no ultrasonography findings supporting ap-
pendicitis. While appendicitis diagnosis was made patho-
logically in 72 patients (72%), suggestive findings of ap-
pendicitis, such as compression and double wall thick-
ness of the appendix (over 6 mm), were detected in 57 pa-
tients (57%). In addition, 42% periappendiceal fluid collec-
tion, 25% periappendiceal fat inflammation, and 14% ap-
pendicolith were detected by ultrasonography. While 18
of the 28 cases that did not receive an appendicitis diag-
nosis pathologically did not have appendicitis on ultra-
sonography (64.3%), but 10 cases had appendicitis (35.7%)
(Table 1). Moreover, while 47 (65.3%) of the 72 patients
with pathologically confirmed appendicitis received ap-
pendicitis diagnosis by ultrasonography, 25 cases (34.7%)
did not (P = 0.007). The sensitivity and specifity of ultra-
sonography in the diagnosis of appendicitis were 66.6%
(48/72) and 64.28% (18/28), respectively. While ultrasono-
graphic periappendiceal fluid collection was not present
in 17 (60.7%) of the pathologically unconfirmed appendici-
tis cases but present in 11 (39.3%), free fluid was not present
in 41(56.9%) of the pathologically confirmed appendicitis
cases but present in 31(43.1%) (P = 0.732). While ultrasono-
graphic view of periappendiceal fat inflammation was not
presentin26(92.9%) of the pathologically unconfirmed ap-
pendicitis cases but present in 2 (7.1%), it was not present
in 49 (68.1%) of the pathologically confirmed appendicitis
cases but present in 23 (31.9%) (P = 0.01). While ultrasono-
graphicview of appendicolith was not presentin 26 (92.9%)
of the pathologically unconfirmed appendicitis cases but
present in 2 (7.1%), it was not present in 60 (83.3%) of the

pathologically confirmed appendicitis cases but present in
12 (16.7%) (P=0.218). It was found that while 13 (46.4%) were
female and 15 (53.6%) were male of the 28 pathologically un-
confirmed appendicitis cases; there were 29 (40.3%) female
and 43 (59.7%) male among the pathologically confirmed
appendicitis cases. The sensitivity and specifity of ultra-
sonography in the diagnosis of appendicitis were 66.6%
(48/72) and 64.28% (18/28), respectively.

5. Discussion

Acute appendicitis remains the most common acute
abdominal condition in children that requires operative
intervention. The clinical diagnosis of appendicitis in chil-
dren may be especially challenging due to the difficulties
in obtaining an accurate history, numerous other child-
hood disorders that mimic appendicitis, and atypical pre-
sentations that often occur in younger children. In the
past, a negative appendectomy rate of up to15% to 25% was
common and widely accepted as a necessary consequence
of avoiding missed appendicitis (5). No reliable diagnostic
method has been developed to confirm or exclude the di-
agnosis of AP prior to operation so far. Due to communica-
tion and examination difficulties in children, diagnosis of
appendicitis in children is generally considered more diffi-
cult than adults. Not only are children more likely to have
symptoms for a longer period of time before a correct diag-
nosis is established than are adults, but also are more likely
to suffer from the complications of appendicitis (6, 7).

In a study of 37109 children, who underwent surgical
exploration with the diagnosis of acute appendicitis, a neg-
ative exploration rate was found as 8.4% (8). Also, other
publications in the literature have reported that a negative
exploration rate for children less than 15 years old varies
from 7.5% to 12%. This rate reaches as high as 57% for chil-
dren less than 6 years old (9, 10). Our negative exploration
rate was 28%, which is higher within the limits in the liter-
ature.

In order to reduce the rate of negative exploration, var-
ious sophisticated diagnostic techniques have been uti-
lized. Recently, ultrasound has been proven effective in the
diagnosis of acute AP. The reported sensitivity and speci-
ficity rates for ultrasound are 42% to 90% and greater than
90%, respectively (11). The accuracy of pediatric US in the
literature varies from 44% to 94% and specificity from 47%
to 95% (5). In our study, the sensitivity and specificity of
ultrasonography were 66.6% and 64.28%, respectively. Fur-
thermore, the incidence of negative laparotomy was 28%
in our study, and the positivity of ultrasonography was
below that of clinical examination by giving us 57% pos-
itive results. However, ultrasonography provided higher
rates (64.3%) of findings that supported the diagnosis in
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Table 1. Comparison of the Pathological Diagnosis and Ultrasonography Findings of the Cases Operated on for Appendicitis

Pathological Diagnosis 6mm > Appendix

Peri-Appendiceal Fluid collection

Peri-Appendiceal Fat Inflammation Appendicolith

+ + - + - +
Appendicitis (-) (n =28) 18 64,3% 1035,7% 1760,7% 1139,3% 2692,9% 27,1% 2626 92,9% 27,1%
Appendicitis (+) (n=72) 2534,7% 47653% 4156,9% 3143,1% 49 68,1% 2331,9% 60 833% 1216,7%

cases that did not receive appendicitis diagnosis patholog-  References

ically. Similarly, 47 of the pathologically confirmed cases
of appendicitis had 65.3% supportive findings of appen-
dicitis on ultrasonography. What was interesting in our
study is that the association of the absence of appendicol-
ith and periappendiceal fat inflammation and the absence
of pathologically confirmed appendicitis was 92.9%. The
relatively low rate of accuracy, specifity, and sensitivity of
ultrasonography in our study could be attributed to the
absence of clinical experience and the fact that the results
were evaluated by a different radiology resident every day.
Recently, CT has proven more effective in the diagnosis of
acute AP. The reported sensitivity and specificity rates have
risen up from 87.2% to 99% and 16% to 98%, respectively. Al-
though CTis more accurate in diagnosing acute appendici-
tis, children are ten times more sensitive to radiation in-
duced cancer than adults. Hall has estimated fatal cancer
development risk of a child who had an abdominal helical
CT in childhood to be 1in 1,000 (12). Moreover, Miano et al.
(13) have stated that abdominal CT does not positively af-
fect the results in suspicion of appendicitis.

Clinical observation and frequent examination are still
the most effective methods in the diagnosis of acute ap-
pendicitis. Ultrasonography must be assessed correla-
tively with clinical examination, and appendicitis not sup-
ported by ultrasonography must be considered more re-
liable in cases that are not clinically considered as appen-
dicitis.
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