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INTRODUCTION

* The need for adding anti-reflux mechanisms
when performing SG in patients affected by P |
obesity with concomitant GERD and/or ‘\ |

hiatal hernia is still a controversial subject

* GERD incidence after SG has been reported
by numerous authors at extremely variable
rates. : , ot

* The worsening or de novo onset of
postoperative GERD may be caused by a
number of reasons

GASTROESOPHAGEAL REFLUX DISEASE
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MATERIALS AND METHODS

Records identified from Records removed before screening.

databases (n =1036) |  Not RCTs nor CTs (982)

l

Records screened

1164 PTS with (=59 || e
GERD \ e frbieh kg
_ 554 SG+ HHR i

- 610 SG+ FP

Reports excluded:

Records analysed

(n =15)
v
Studies included in review
g (n=15)
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OUTCOME MEASURES

Rate of postoperative GERD

symptoms assessed with PRI MARY
guestionnaire
12-month weight loss. S ECO N DA RY

Postoperative complications

Mortality
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CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDIES ASSESSING SG + HHR

Year of Number of . g Quality
Authors Publication Study Type Control Group Patients Follow-Up (Months)  Surgical Technique A il
R 22 Posterior repair using
Soricelli et al. [9] 2013 Prospective No 97 18 o g 9
. , ; eaaco o Group A (SG + HHR) vs. '__ Posterior repair using
Santonicolaetal. [10] 2014 Retrospective Group B (SG alone) 78 vs. 102 14.6 (Ethibond 9
s - Group A (SG + HHR) vs. , Posterior repair using 2-0
Elwanetal. [11) 2016 Retrospective Group B (SG + FP) 20vs. 20 14.1 B TR 8
A < - Group A (SG + HHR) vs. . Posterior repair using 2-0
Aridi et al. [12] 2017 Retrospective Group B (SG alone) 76vs. 89 12 Ebibond subuses 8
. , L Posterior repair using
(» 3 2 S > 5 -
Attiaetal. [13) 017 Prospective No 3 18 0.Ethibond 8
' Posterior repair using 2-0
Group A (SG + simple z TR R
Balla et al. [14] 2017 Retrospective HHR) vs. Group B 12vs. 17 33.2 + 163 aberalwichalis M s 7
5 2 cruroplasty using absorbable
(SG + mesh HHR) SR g
Posterior closure with EG]J
Gero etal. [15] 2017 Retrospective No 14 1255 e o A 8
1gament using
O-non-absorbable sutures
- . ; Posterior repair using 2-0
. - A > . y :
Angrisani et al. [16] 2020 Retrospective No 91 94+ 10 PR R YRR 8
2 Posterior repair using
Group A (SG + simple ' i R
Boru etal. [17] 2020 Prospective HHR) vs. Group B 48vs. 48 59.1+9.1 non shenchebll sutumee'vs. 7
(SG + mesh HHR) cruroplasty using
i biologic mesh
w -
.- || g~ o~
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CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDIES ASSESSING SG + FP

Authors Year of Publication  Study Type Control Group Number of Patients ~ Follow-Up (Months)  Surgical Technique E;;I:ienl
. . Sleeve Collis-Nissen

da Silva et al. [18] 2015 Retrospective No 122 36 Hiatoplasty 7

. Group A (5G + HHR) vs. :

Elwanetal [11] 2016 Retrospective Gﬁ]]j : {{SG e I avs 20 141 Nissen sleeve g

Nocca et al [19] 2016 Prospective No 25 12 Nissen sleeve 8
: , i Group A (5G + FP) vs. .

Lasnibatetal [20] 2017 Retrospective GE]]j B {{SG almﬂ}j : 15 vs. 23 12 Nissen sleeve 7

Amor et al. [21] 2020 Prospective No 70 12 Nissen sleeve B
: i, S Sleeve Rossett

Olmi et al. [22] 2020 Retrospective No 20 4 fundoplication 9
_ . Group A (5G alone) vs, . Sleeve Rossett

Olmi et al. [23] pliya) RCT Group B (SG + FP) 140vs. 138 12 fundoplicaion :
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PRIMARY END POINT: Rate of postoperative GERD SYMPTOMS

N

Soncelli et al 2013
Santonicola et al, 2014
Elwan et al. 2016
Andi et al. 2017
Attia et al. 2017
Balla et al. 2017
Balla et al. 2017
Gero et al. 2017
Angnsani et al. 2020
Boru et al. 2020
Boru et al. 2020

Total (fixed effects)
Total (random effects)

58.5 + 28.9% GERD pre-op
20.4 £ 17.5% post-op (p <0.001)

—i-

— SG + FP patients had a sig

L L L L L )

1013l (INXeq enects)

e o Total (random effects)
- | e
| 1 1 1 | 1
0.0001 0.001 0.01 01 1 10
Pre-op GERD Post-op GI{RD
4
v
2IFSOY

64.8 + 39.4 GERD pre-op
5+ 8.1% post-op (p <0.001)

nificantly

greater GERD remission
compared to SG + HHR (p < 0.001)

v
f
- l s d 1 | ' d l 1 sl
0 0.001 01 10 1000 100000
Pre-op GERD Post-op GERD

NAPOLI
2023



PRIMARY END POINT: 12 months weight loss

BMI post-op 31.9 kg/m?
%EWL 63.7% post-op

BMI post-op 30.7 kg/m?
%EWL 68.7% post-op

Sorcelietal 2013 |- =] Elwan et al. 2016 - —-
Senionicols 8L 2014 [~ & Lasnibatetal. 2017 | ——
Ewan et al. 2016 — —— .
Olmi et al. 2020 - &
Aridi et al. 2017 - .
Baka et al. 2017 " —— Olmi et al. 2022 o i
Balla et al 2017 - - —
Aot 2020 |- o Total (fixed effects) ~ &
Total (random effects) |- &
Total (fixed effects) - +
Total (random effects) |~ @ 1 1 | | |
) i : i : L -10 -5 0 5 10
) -10 -5 0 5 10 ’ y
Gl i B Decrease in BMI Increase in BMI
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SECONDARY OUTCOME: COMPLICATIONS AND MORTALITY

5G + HHR (n = 554) 5G + FP (n=610) p Value
Bleeding, n (%) 6 (1.08) 10 (1.63) 0.07
Gastric perforation, n (%) 0 (0) 19 (3.1) 0.002
Staple-line leak, n (%) 1(0.18) 2 (0.33) 0.657
Mortality, n (%) 0 (0) 3 (0.5) 0.002

The rate of overall complications mainly related to gastric wrap perforation and
consequent reoperation was greater after SG+FP compared to SG+HHR (p=0.002)
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CONCLUSIONS

- Both SG with concomitant HHR or FP are effective in terms of reflux
resolution and weight outcomes

- SG + FP was superior in terms of GERD control despite greater
overall complication rate

- SG+ HHR presented lower complication rate compared to SG + FP

Both strategies can be suggested as a suitable alternative variant to
conventional SG in case of patients affected by obesity and

concomitant hiatal hernia and/or GERD
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In accordance with <kEACCME criteria for the Accreditation of Live Educational Events», please disclose whether you have or you have not
any conflict of interest with the companies:

| have no potential conflict of interest to report:
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