


Improving Outcomes in 
Colon and Rectal Surgery



http://taylorandfrancis.com


Improving Outcomes in 
Colon and Rectal Surgery

Edited by

Brian R. Kann, MD, FACS, FASCRS  
David E. Beck, MD, FACS, FASCRS  

David A. Margolin, MD, FACS, FASCRS  
H. David Vargas, MD, FACS, FASCRS  

Charles B. Whitlow, MD, FACS, FASCRS
Department of Colon and Rectal Surgery

Ochsner Clinic Foundation
New Orleans, Louisiana



CRC Press
Taylor & Francis Group
6000 Broken Sound Parkway NW, Suite 300
Boca Raton, FL 33487-2742

© 2018 by Taylor & Francis Group, LLC
CRC Press is an imprint of Taylor & Francis Group, an Informa business

No claim to original U.S. Government works

Printed on acid-free paper

International Standard Book Number-13: 978-1-138-62683-6 (Pack- Hardback and eBook)

This book contains information obtained from authentic and highly regarded sources. While all reasonable efforts have been made to publish reliable 
data and information, neither the author[s] nor the publisher can accept any legal responsibility or liability for any errors or omissions that may be 
made. The publishers wish to make clear that any views or opinions expressed in this book by individual editors, authors or contributors are personal 
to them and do not necessarily reflect the views/opinions of the publishers. The information or guidance contained in this book is intended for use 
by medical, scientific or health-care professionals and is provided strictly as a supplement to the medical or other professional’s own judgement, their 
knowledge of the patient’s medical history, relevant manufacturer’s instructions and the appropriate best practice guidelines. Because of the rapid 
advances in medical science, any information or advice on dosages, procedures or diagnoses should be independently verified. The reader is strongly 
urged to consult the relevant national drug formulary and the drug companies’ and device or material manufacturers’ printed instructions, and 
their websites, before administering or utilizing any of the drugs, devices or materials mentioned in this book. This book does not indicate whether 
a particular treatment is appropriate or suitable for a particular individual. Ultimately it is the sole responsibility of the medical professional to make 
his or her own professional judgements, so as to advise and treat patients appropriately. The authors and publishers have also attempted to trace the 
copyright holders of all material reproduced in this publication and apologize to copyright holders if permission to publish in this form has not been 
obtained. If any copyright material has not been acknowledged please write and let us know so we may rectify in any future reprint.

Except as permitted under U.S. Copyright Law, no part of this book may be reprinted, reproduced, transmitted, or utilized in any form by any elec-
tronic, mechanical, or other means, now known or hereafter invented, including photocopying, microfilming, and recording, or in any information 
storage or retrieval system, without written permission from the publishers.

For permission to photocopy or use material electronically from this work, please access www.copyright.com (http://www.copyright.com/) or con-
tact the Copyright Clearance Center, Inc. (CCC), 222 Rosewood Drive, Danvers, MA 01923, 978-750-8400. CCC is a not-for-profit organization that 
provides licenses and registration for a variety of users. For organizations that have been granted a photocopy license by the CCC, a separate system 
of payment has been arranged.

Trademark Notice: Product or corporate names may be trademarks or registered trademarks, and are used only for identification and explanation 
without intent to infringe.

Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Names: Kann, Brian R., editor. | Beck, David E., editor. | Margolin, David A., editor. | Vargas, H. David., editor. | Whitlow, Charles 
B., editor.
Title: Improving outcomes in colon and rectal surgery / edited by Brian R. Kann, David E. Beck, David A. Margolin, H. David Vargas, 
Charles B. Whitlow.
Description: Boca Raton : CRC Press, [2018] | Includes bibliographical references and index.
Identifiers: LCCN 2018011083| ISBN 9781138626836 (pack - book and e-book : alk. paper) | ISBN 9781351816786 (e-book)
Subjects: | MESH: Colonic Diseases--surgery | Rectal Diseases--surgery | Treatment Outcome | Colon--surgery | Rectum--surgery 
| Colorectal Surgery--methods
Classification: LCC RD543.C57 | NLM WI 650 | DDC 617.5/547--dc23
LC record available at https://lccn.loc.gov/2018011083

Visit the Taylor & Francis Web site at
http://www.taylorandfrancis.com

and the CRC Press Web site at
http://www.crcpress.com

http://www.copyright.com
http://www.copyright.com/
https://lccn.loc.gov/2018011083
http://www.taylorandfrancis.com
http://www.crcpress.com


v

Contents

Preface ix

Editors xi

Contributors xiii

 1 Preexisting conditions 1
Arida Siripong and Farouq Manji

 2 Preoperative bowel preparation 14
Aaron L. Klinger and David A. Margolin

 3 Anesthesia and intraoperative positioning 18
W. David Sumrall, III and David E. Beck

 4 Sepsis 29
Jennifer S. Beaty and Moriah E. Wright

 5 Intraoperative anastomotic challenges 38
David E. Beck

 6 Other intraoperative challenges 49
Jesus Flores and Sharon G. Gregorcyk

 7 Optimizing use of electronic health records 61
Allison B. McCoy and Genevieve B. Melton-Meaux

 8 Postoperative anastomotic complications 66
Traci L. Hedrick

 9 General postoperative complications 74
J. Marcus Downs and Kristina K. Booth

 10 Care paths and optimal postoperative management 87
Benjamin D. Shogan and Heidi K. Chua

 11 Limitations of anorectal physiology testing 93
Thomas E. Cataldo and Syed G. Husain

 12 Limitations of colorectal imaging studies 104
Andrew C. Matthews and Charles C. Matthews

 13 Transanal endoscopy 121
Aaron L. Klinger and Brian R. Kann



vi Contents

 14 Laparoscopy for colorectal disease 129
Bradley R. Davis and Kevin R. Kasten

 15 Medical legal issues 141
Terry C. Hicks and David E. Beck

 16 Miscellaneous conditions 148
Alexander T. Hawkins and M. Benjamin Hopkins

 17 Outcomes and quality 155
Shaun R. Brown and Kurt G. Davis

 18 Hemorrhoidal surgery 161
Jeffery Mino and Massarat Zutshi

 19 Nonoperative therapy for hemorrhoidal disease 171
Joseph C. Adongay and Scott A. Brill

 20 Surgery and nonoperative therapy of perirectal abscess and anal fistulas 177
Mohammed Iyoob Mohammed Ilyas and Craig A. Reickert

 21 Surgery and nonoperative therapy of anal fissure 188
Mary T. O’Donnell and Cary B. Aarons

 22 Surgery for pilonidal disease and hidradenitis suppurativa 195
John D. Hunter and Leander M. Grimm Jr.

 23 Surgical treatment of fecal incontinence 207
Nicole M. Saur and Joshua I.S. Bleier

 24 Surgery for rectal prolapse 224
Steven R. Hunt

 25 Management of diverticulitis 235
David E. Beck, H. David Vargas, and Molly M. Ford

 26 Abdominal surgery for colorectal cancer 244
Jason F. Hall and Rocco Ricciardi

 27 Abdominal restorative surgery for rectal cancer 253
Charles C. Vining and Nijjia N. Mahmoud

 28 Transanal approaches to rectal cancer 266
Charles B. Whitlow and Lara McKean Basté

 29 Abdominoperineal resection 271
W. Brian Perry and Huisar Dao Campi

 30 Management of rectal cancer after complete clinical response to neoadjuvant chemoradiotherapy 279
Rodrigo O. Perez and Laura Melina Fernandez

 31 Indications and outcomes for treatment of recurrent rectal cancer and colorectal liver/lung metastases 288
Luanne M. Force and David J. Maron

 32 Evaluation and management of peritoneal metastatic disease 296
James Fleshman and Katerina O. Wells



Contents vii

 33 Chemotherapy for colon and rectal cancer 306
Jonathan Lu and Marc R. Matrana

 34 Adjunctive treatment of rectal cancer with radiation and the adverse effects of radiation exposure  
of the rectum 310
Roland Hawkins

 35 Surgical management of ulcerative colitis 323
Shannon McChesney and Brian R. Kann

 36 Surgery for Crohn disease 333
Emily Steinhagen and Sharon L. Stein

 37 Evaluation and management of lower gastrointestinal bleeding 347
Arjun N. Jeganathan and Skandan Shanmugan

 38 Ostomies 352
Danielle Pickham and Supriya S. Patel

 39 Operative and nonoperative therapy for chronic constipation 365
Robert J. Sinnott, Michelle C. Julien, and Daniel E. Sarmiento

 40 Colorectal trauma 380
Alison Althans and Scott R. Steele

 41 Prevention and management of urologic complications after colorectal surgery 395
Jacob A. McCoy, J. Christian Winters, and Scott E. Delacroix Jr.

Index 407



http://taylorandfrancis.com


ix

Preface

Quality measures and outcomes are receiving greater atten-
tion by the lay and medical communities. �e occurrence or 
mismanagement of complications o�en results in poor out-
comes, increased cost, and signi�cant morbidity. Answering 
the call for transparency and improvement requires action 
by all involved in the care of patients. Collection of objective 
data and quality measures allows documentation of opti-
mal care and desired outcomes while identifying areas for 
improvement.

�e goal of this book is to present the current knowledge 
of outcomes, as well as the techniques for minimizing and 
managing complications from the common diseases and 
procedures of this specialty. �is information will aid pro-
viders in optimizing care and encourage research in out-
come and quality measurement.

Improving Outcomes of Colon and Rectal Surgery rep-
resents the collaborative e�orts of many individuals. �e 
contributing authors were selected for their knowledge of 
colorectal surgery and ability to present their surgical judg-
ment and experience in written form. �ey represent a spec-
trum of experienced providers who have made signi�cant 
contributions to younger individuals who will shape the 

future of their specialty. In addition to reviewing the avail-
able literature, they have described their personal approach 
to complications in colorectal surgery. Numerous technical 
descriptions and highlights from multiple discussions held 
in surgical locker rooms, morbidity and mortality confer-
ences, and the hallways of conferences and symposiums 
have been included. Using this approach, we hope this book 
will provide initial guidance to the less-experienced pro-
vider and stimulate additional thought and research to the 
more-experienced provider.

�e editors gratefully acknowledge the e�orts of the 
many individuals who made this book possible. �is book 
carries on the vision of previous editors and contributors 
to the �rst two editions of Complications in Colon and 
Rectal Surgery and Improved Outcomes in Colon and Rectal 
Surgery.

Brian R. Kann, MD, FACS, FASCRS
David E. Beck, MD, FACS, FASCRS

David A. Margolin, MD, FACS, FASCRS
H. David Vargas, MD, FACS, FASCRS

Charles B. Whitlow, MD, FACS, FASCRS
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1
Preexisting conditions

ARIDA SIRIPONG AND FAROUQ MANJI

INTRODUCTION

A thorough preoperative assessment is essential to identify, 
treat, and optimize preexisting comorbidities and minimize 
morbidity and mortality a�er colorectal surgery. Paying 
early attention to patient risk factors and recognizing their 
potential impact on outcomes is the surgeon’s responsibil-
ity. �is will o�en require a multidisciplinary approach and 
coordination with other physicians; however, these extra 
steps and dedicated attention are as critical as the technical 
aspects of the procedure to ensure maximal bene�t for each 
patient.

�is chapter highlights preoperative optimization of 
the patient undergoing elective colorectal surgery. In the 
setting of emergent surgery, additional testing or modi-
�cation of preexisting conditions is a luxury, and the 
risk of delaying surgery will seldom justify the bene�t 
of additional workup. In these cases, intensive intraop-
erative and perioperative care is necessary to minimize 
complications.

PREOPERATIVE TESTING

For healthy patients undergoing surgery, routine laboratory 
tests may be unnecessary. In a large study of 2,000 patients 
undergoing elective surgery, only 0.22% of routine preoper-
ative laboratory results found abnormalities that prompted 
intervention (1). �is testing can unnecessarily delay sur-
gery and lead to an increase in health-care costs without 
clinical bene�t. �erefore, the decision to order preopera-
tive tests in the healthy individual should be guided by the 
patient’s clinical history, physical exam �ndings, disease 
pathology, and risk of planned surgery.

Ambulatory anorectal procedures are considered low risk 
and do not require routine laboratory testing in the asymp-
tomatic patient (2). �e remaining colorectal procedures, 
however, generally involve intraabdominal dissection and 
are classi�ed as elevated risk. Baseline blood count and type 
and screen are indicated in these patients undergoing major 
surgery where signi�cant blood loss is a potentiality and/or 
is anticipated. Coagulation studies are reserved for patients 
with a history of bleeding or coagulopathy, on chronic antico-
agulation medications, or with comorbidities that may a�ect 
normal coagulation (renal disease or liver failure). Creatinine 
level is warranted in older patients (older than 60 years old), 
as well as in those with a history of diabetes or baseline renal 
insu�ciency. Patients with recent weight loss, infection, or 
hospital admission may bene�t from albumin assessment to 
guide recommendations for preoperative nutritional support 
and discussion regarding the role of stoma creation.

CARDIAC EVALUATION

Cardiovascular disease (CVD) is the leading cause of death 
in the industrialized world (3), and 25%–30% of all patients 
undergoing noncardiac surgery have signi�cant coronary 
artery disease at the time of operation (4). �e goal of pre-
operative cardiac evaluation is to identify those who will 

CHALLENGING CASE

A 63-year-old woman is referred to your office with a 
right colon cancer found on screening colonoscopy. 
Her past medical history is significant for stable coro-
nary artery disease.

CASE MANAGEMENT

You order a complete blood count (CBC) and 
basic metabolic profile. A chest x-ray and a com-
puted tomography (CT) scan of the abdomen and 
 pelvis are obtained for staging purposes. No other 
workup is needed prior to scheduling the patient 
for surgery.



2 Preexisting conditions

bene�t from additional testing and intervention prior to 
surgery. In general, prophylactic cardiac interventions are 
not advised, and additional workup should only be recom-
mended if also warranted outside of the surgical setting.

Perioperative risk strati�cation for noncardiac surgical 
patients is calculated based on procedure-related risk, car-
diac risk indices, and assessment of exercise tolerance based 
on metabolic equivalents (METs). Currently the American 
College of Cardiology/American Heart Association (ACC/
AHA) categorizes noncardiac surgery into low risk, which 
conveys a risk of myocardial infarction or major adverse 
cardiac event (MACE) <1%, and elevated risk, which con-
veys risk ≥1% (5). Historically, this risk was strati�ed into 
three groups; however, recommendations for those of inter-
mediate and high risk were similar. �erefore, in current 
guidelines, these groups have been combined and most 
major colorectal procedures are classi�ed as elevated risk.

Various cardiac risk indices have been described. �e 
Goldman Cardiac Risk Index is a multivariate risk index 
and precursor to the widely used Lee Revised Cardiac Risk 
Index (RCRI) (6,7). �e RCRI is a simple and validated eval-
uation tool, based on six predictors of perioperative cardiac 
risk (high-risk surgery, history of ischemic heart disease, 
congestive heart failure, cerebrovascular disease, diabetes 
mellitus requiring insulin treatment, and renal dysfunc-
tion with creatinine >2). A patient with none, one, two, or 
more than three risk factors has a MACE rate of 0.4%, 1.0%, 
2.4%, and 5.4%, respectively (6). �e American College of 
Surgeons National Surgical Quality Improvement Program 
(ACS NSQIP) Myocardial Infarction and Cardiac Arrest 
(MICA) Risk Calculator is a tool based on multivariate 
analysis, derived from prospectively collected data from 
over 500 hospitals and one million operations (8). �e 
advantage of the NSQIP calculator is the greater number of 
input variables required to generate risk estimations, there-
fore deriving more accurate results. MICA has been shown 
to outperform the RCRI in discriminative power among 
the same group of patients (8). Regardless of which model 
is chosen, practitioners should be comfortable using one of 
these risk indices in the preoperative assessment.

�e recommended 2014 ACA/AHA algorithm for pre-
operative cardiac evaluation is shown in Figure 1.1 (5). 
As previously noted, patients needing emergent surgery 
require close perioperative monitoring and management 
but o�en cannot delay surgery for additional testing. �ose 
with acute coronary symptoms undergoing nonemergent 
surgery should be treated based on guideline-directed 
medical therapy (GDMT). Asymptomatic patients with 
cardiac risk factors are strati�ed based on surgical and 
clinical risk. Low-risk procedures do not require additional 
testing, whereas those undergoing elevated-risk procedures 
are further categorized based on METs. METs, a measure 
of exercise tolerance, can be evaluated based on a few sim-
ple questions during the initial encounter. Patients unable 
to walk two blocks on level ground or carry two bags of 
groceries up one �ight of stairs without symptoms of 
angina or dyspnea have poor exercise tolerance, equivalent 

to <4  METs. �e role of cardiac stress testing is closely 
related to METs and functional capacity of the patient. 
Patients with elevated surgical risk and poor (<4 METs) 
or unknown functional capacity should undergo exercise 
or pharmacological stress testing if it will change manage-
ment. In the setting of elective surgery, �ndings of severe 
cardiac ischemia on stress testing should prompt interven-
tion with medical therapy and/or preoperative revascular-
ization. Of note, in those with <4 METs, additional cardiac 
testing or intervention should not be pursued if it will not 
impact surgical decision-making (decision to proceed with 
surgery or palliative measures).

TESTING AND INTERVENTIONS

As mentioned previously, prophylactic cardiac interven-
tions have no proven bene�t in outcomes and should only 
be considered in patients who would also require it in the 
nonsurgical setting (5). In those who present with indica-
tions for urgent cardiac intervention before noncardiac sur-
gery, the type of cardiac intervention should be guided by 
the urgency of the noncardiac surgery.

Coronary artery bypass gra� (CABG) is indicated in 
patients with triple vessel disease or myocardial ischemia 
with concomitant decreased le� ventricular function, who 
require elective noncardiac surgery with a high bleeding 
risk (9). �ere is a paucity of data regarding optimal timing 
of elective noncardiac surgery a�er CABG, although one 
compelling study suggests a signi�cant increase in mortality 
for patients undergoing high-risk vascular surgery within 
30 days of CABG (10). �erefore, when possible, noncardiac 
surgery should be postponed for 30 days a�er recent CABG 
and may not be a feasible option for the patient with symp-
tomatic colorectal pathology.

Percutaneous coronary intervention (PCI) with drug-
eluting or bare metal stents is indicated in (1) patients with 
le� main disease whose comorbidities preclude bypass sur-
gery without undue risk and (2) patients with unstable cor-
onary artery disease who would be appropriate candidates 
for emergency or urgent revascularization (11,12). While 
bare metal stents require uninterrupted antiplatelet therapy 
for 30 days, this recommendation is extended to 365 days 
a�er placement of a drug-eluting stent. �ese recommen-
dations are based on several studies that show convincing 
evidence that disruption of dual-antiplatelet therapy within 
a short time period results in higher adverse cardiac out-
comes, and is the leading predictor of coronary thrombosis 
and restenosis (13,14). In the setting of a recent stent and 
urgent indications for major abdominal surgery, discussion 
with the patient’s cardiologist regarding the use of bridging 
antiplatelet agents, such as Integrillin or Tiro�ban, may be 
bene�cial (15). When used as a bridging agent for Plavix, 
these short-acting agents should be started as an infusion 
therapy 24 hours a�er the last dose of Plavix (5 days prior 
to surgery) and continued up to 4 hours prior to surgery. 
�e infusion is then resumed 2 hours postoperatively until 
Plavix is restarted.
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Balloon angioplasty should be considered for those who 
do not meet criteria for CABG, require time-sensitive non-
cardiac surgery, and/or are at high risk for bleeding (16). A 
patient with a new diagnosis of colon cancer with �ndings 
of severe cardiac ischemia may fall into this category. �e 
main bene�t of balloon angioplasty is the ability to carry out 
noncardiac surgery immediately without necessitating dual-
antiplatelet therapy, although ideally such surgery should be 
postponed a minimum of 14 days (5). Ultimately, decisions 
regarding type of PCI and management of perioperative 
antiplatelet therapy should be coordinated between the sur-
geon, cardiologist, anesthesiologist, and patient, weighing 
the relative risk of bleeding versus stent thrombosis.

PERIOPERATIVE β-BLOCKADE

β-Blockers should be continued in patients who were using 
them chronically, and postoperative management should be 
guided by clinical circumstances, such as hypotension, bra-
dycardia, or bleeding (5). In patients at intermediate or high 
risk of myocardial ischemia, or with three or more RCRI 
factors, it may be reasonable to start β-blockers in the pre-
operative setting. Importantly, though, β-blockers should 
be initiated in advance of surgery to assess safety and titrate 
dosage appropriately. β-Blockers should not be started on 
the day of surgery, and this may actually be harmful, as 
illustrated by results of the POISE (Perioperative Ischemic 
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known or risk factors for CAD*

(Step 1)
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Yes

No

No
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Figure 1.1 ACC/AHA cardiac risk assessment algorithm. (Data from Fleisher LA et al. Circulation. 2014;130(24):2215–45.)
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Evaluation Study) trial (17). In this study of 9,000 partici-
pants, although β-blockade diminished the incidence of 
myocardial infarction, patients also experienced higher 
rates of death, stroke, hypotension, and bradycardia.

PULMONARY ASSESSMENT

Postoperative pulmonary complications (PPCs) are com-
mon a�er noncardiac surgery and play an important role 
in patient outcomes. De�nitions of PPCs vary across stud-
ies, and therefore, the true incidence is di�cult to describe, 
with reported rates ranging from 6% to 80% (18). Patient-
related factors that increase risk of PPCs include smoking, 
age older than 60 years, congestive heart failure, chronic 
obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD), functional depen-
dency, and American Society of Anesthesiologists (ASA) 
Physical Status Classi�cation of III or above (18–20). 
Surgery-speci�c factors include general anesthesia, longer 
operating room times (more than 2–3 hours), emergency 
surgery, and site-speci�c surgery, with the greatest risk 
among upper abdominal and thoracic procedures, which 
contribute to splinting and a restrictive pulmonary physi-
ology (21,22). In a recent multicenter prospective study of 
ASA III patients undergoing prolonged general anesthesia 
(more than 2 hours), 33.4% of patients experienced at least 
one PPC. In this study, even mild PPCs, including atelec-
tasis or prolonged oxygen requirement, were predictors of 
increased mortality, intensive care unit admission, and pro-
longed length of stay. Furthermore, modi�able factors from 
this review included colloid administration, higher intraop-
erative blood loss, prolonged surgery and anesthesia time, 
and higher intraoperative tidal volumes (18).

COPD is a signi�cant predictor for pulmonary compli-
cations, with an observational study based on the NSQIP 
database describing risk of pneumonia, prolonged ven-
tilation, and reintubation at 6.5%, 8.8%, and 5.5% among 
COPD patients (23). However, despite the increased risk 
seen in COPD patients, there is no prohibitive level of 
pulmonary function that serves as a contraindication to 
noncardiac surgery. Prior studies demonstrate that COPD 
severity does not incrementally correlate with risk of PPCs; 
therefore, routine spirometry is also not recommended 
in COPD patients without clinical changes in pulmonary 
function (21).

Smoking is widely accepted as a risk factor for PPC. Rates 
of respiratory failure, pneumonia, and other related compli-
cations are demonstrably higher in active smokers (24–26). 
�ese patients are more likely to have prolonged hospi-
tal stay, obtain wound infections, and experience venous 
emboli and cardiac complications (27–29). �us, patients 
should be screened for smoking status, previous smoking 
history, and in speci�c cases, occupational or secondhand 
exposure. Prior debate centered on the duration of smoking 
cessation before intervention and the potential increase in 
PPC if patients stop smoking shortly before surgery. �is 

was based on a small study published in 1989, which sug-
gested PPCs could be higher in patients who cease smok-
ing less than 8 weeks before surgery versus those who 
continue smoking (30). More recent analysis, however, 
challenges these results. Two recent meta-analyses demon-
strate no evidence to suggest an increased risk of PPC when 
smoking cessation occurs within a few weeks of surgery. 
Furthermore, there is a time-related decrease in postopera-
tive complications the longer smoking is stopped before sur-
gery (31,32). �e current data demonstrate that it is safe to 
encourage patients to stop smoking any time in the preop-
erative period, and ideally 6–8 weeks before the procedure.

Obstructive sleep apnea (OSA) is de�ned by a state of 
upper airway obstruction leading to apneic episodes. �e 
incidence of OSA has increased with the rise in obesity and 
is associated with higher risk of postoperative hypoxemia, 
cardiopulmonary events, intensive care unit admission, 
and increased hospital length of stay (33). Unfortunately, 
OSA may be undetected in the preoperative setting, as 
symptoms may deviate from the traditional description 
of daytime sleepiness and snoring, and instead manifest 
as headaches, di�culty concentrating, altered mood, and 
nocturia. Given the challenges in diagnosing OSA based on 
symptoms alone, screening tools including the STOP-Bang 
questionnaire have helped identify patients who may bene�t 
from pulmonary evaluation prior to major abdominal sur-
gery  (34). �is questionnaire includes four objective patient 
measures and four additional questions regarding sleeping 
habits. Preoperative recognition of OSA can minimize anes-
thetic complications as well as PPC with the anticipated use 
of continuous positive airway pressure postoperatively.

Guidelines regarding preoperative chest radiography 
and spirometry emphasize clinical assessment, relying on 
the history and physical exam (21). Guidelines from the 
American College of Physicians do not recommend rou-
tine preoperative chest radiography for predicting risk 
of PPC, as it does not alter outcomes (35). Patients who 
should have chest radiography include those with new or 
unstable  cardiopulmonary signs or symptoms, and patients 
at increased risk of postoperative pulmonary complication 
if the results would alter perioperative management (i.e., 
informed decision-making, timing, and type/technique 
of surgery). For example, a COPD patient diagnosed with 
pneumonia on chest x-ray may bene�t from delaying elec-
tive surgery until the infectious process is treated and pul-
monary status is optimized to baseline.

RENAL DISEASE

Chronic renal failure is present in over 20% of patients 
over the age of 60, and is reported in 15% of the population 
overall (36). Renal failure encompasses a wide range of kid-
ney dysfunction, ranging from glomerular �ltration rate 
<60 mL/min to dialysis-dependent renal failure. Regardless 
of disease severity, it is crucial to prevent  additional kidney 
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injury in these patients who are highly susceptible to post-
operative acute renal failure. Intraoperatively, signi�cant 
blood loss and hypovolemia are poorly tolerated and should 
be minimized. Avoidance of nephrotoxic agents, including 
nonsteroidal anti-in�ammatory agents and IV contrast, 
and recognizing the impact of decreased renal function on 
 medication clearance, such as nondepolarizing neuromus-
cular blocking agents, are critical components to periop-
erative care.

Chronic kidney disease is associated with a host of 
comorbidities, but most signi�cantly it increases risk of 
CVD and is an independent predictor of adverse cardiac 
events. CVD and kidney disease are closely related, and 
in the nonsurgical setting, CVD is the leading cause of 
morbidity and mortality in chronic renal failure patients. 
Postoperatively, these patients experience a higher rate of 
cardiovascular complications and noncancer mortality 
a�er colorectal cancer surgery; the rate in this population 
has been reported at 5%–10% a�er elective and up to 40% 
a�er emergency procedures (37). Given this relationship 
between CVD and chronic kidney disease, there should a 
high index of suspicion for underlying cardiac disease in all 
renal failure patients.

In end-stage renal failure, surgery should be timed 
soon a�er dialysis to minimize electrolyte and �uid shi� 
changes. Prior to surgery, it is also important to recognize 
the physiologic changes that accompany underlying chronic 
kidney disease. Progressive renal disease can lead to hypo-
albuminemia, anemia, hyperkalemia, decreased leukocyte 
and immunologic function, and increased bleeding time 
due to uremic platelet dysfunction. �ese changes contrib-
ute to higher rates of infectious and wound complications 
in this population and should be carefully considered and 
discussed with the patient when consenting for surgery. As 
coagulopathy is secondary to platelet dysfunction in the 
uremic patient, in the emergent setting, DDAVP (desmo-
pressin acetate) or dialysis may be used to mitigate bleeding 
complications.

LIVER DISEASE

Cirrhosis and underlying liver disease represent the most 
signi�cant predictors of mortality a�er colorectal surgery, 
noting a 6.5-fold increased risk (38). Fortunately, it is rare 
for patients to present with colorectal disease in the set-
ting of cirrhosis. For these unique situations, it is critical 
to consider the natural history of the colorectal pathology, 
the severity of liver dysfunction, and potential candidacy 
for liver transplantation. �orough preoperative counseling 
facilitates informed decision-making, allowing the surgeon 
to review goals of care and outline realistic expectations 
regarding risks of any intervention.

Liver failure is a well-known predictor of mortality 
a�er abdominal surgery. Two available metrics, the Child-
Turcotte-Pugh (CTP) and Model for End-Stage Liver Disease 

(MELD) scores, are used to assess surgical risk in liver fail-
ure patients. �e CTP classi�cation was originally described 
to assess operative risk in patients undergoing shunt surgery 
for portal hypertension but has also been utilized in risk 
assessment for other abdominal surgeries  (39). Designed 
to quantify liver dysfunction, the CTP score uses albumin, 
bilirubin, prothrombin time (INR), presence of ascites, and 
encephalopathy to assign points and subsequently classify 
patients into three categories, A–C (maximal dysfunction). 
Mortality associated with Child’s class A, B, and C has been 
reported at 10%, 17%, and 63% (40), respectively, in a review 
of nonhepatic abdominal procedures. In a study of cirrhotic 
patients undergoing colectomy, in-hospital mortality was 
24%, with the highest mortality rates in those with enceph-
alopathy, ascites, hypoalbuminemia, and anemia (38). �e 
MELD score is derived from a complex formula based on 
INR, bilirubin, and creatinine and is calculated using Web-
based tools. In general, MELD scores classi�ed as less than 
10, 10–15, and greater than 15 correlate to Child’s class A, B, 
and C, respectively. MELD scores greater than 15 have been 
associated with a higher risk of complications, mortality 
due to complications, and overall mortality a�er colorectal 
surgery (41).

Postoperative morbidity in the cirrhotic patient is largely 
related to anastomotic, bleeding, and stoma complica-
tions  (42). Damaged hepatocytes decrease production of 
clotting factors, with subsequent coagulopathy, and pre-
operative anticipation of bleeding risk is critical. Although 
minimizing the severity of a signi�cant anastomotic leak, 
stoma creation in the setting of ascites has inherent risks of 
peristomal leakage and varices as well. Furthermore, ascites 
can increase infectious complications, wound dehiscence, 
or evisceration. Meunier evaluated 41 cirrhotic patients 
who underwent colorectal surgery and identi�ed postopera-
tive infection as the most signi�cant risk factor for mortal-
ity, increasing it from 11% to 53% (43).

Preoperative �ndings, such as portal hypertension, vari-
ces, and a large amount of ascites, represent decompensated 
liver failure and may be an indication to consider preopera-
tive transjugular intrahepatic portosystemic shunt (TIPS), 
if colectomy is deemed necessary. One study of severely 
cirrhotic patients with abdominal malignancies reported 
outcomes of abdominal surgery 1 month a�er TIPS was 
performed, noting decreased portal hypertension, ascites, 
and venous congestion; less intraoperative blood loss; and 
decreased need for blood transfusion (44). Nonetheless, 
TIPS increases the rate and severity of hepatic encepha-
lopathy, and 1-year mortality rate a�er TIPS is estimated 
at 50%, related to the overwhelming severity of liver fail-
ure. Regardless of whether or not TIPS is pursued, medical 
optimization of ascites with diuretic agents should also be 
employed throughout the perioperative period to minimize 
�uid overload.

A rare but signi�cant dilemma arises when a cirrhotic 
patient presents with colorectal cancer. It is important 
to remember that a cirrhotic patient will not be a trans-
plant candidate until deemed cancer free for 5 years. �ese 
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cases should be discussed in a multidisciplinary setting, 
to review overall goals of care, both short and long term. 
Nonetheless, metastatic colorectal cancer to the liver is 
low (<10%), with theorized low rates due to poor tissue 
environment for tumor growth (45). Given the host of 
physiologic changes that accompany this disease process, 
patients with liver failure present several perioperative 
challenges.

DIABETES

In 2012, it was estimated that 29.1 million people in 
the  United States had diabetes, with approximately 20% 
(8.1 million) of patients undiagnosed (46). Diabetic patients 
harbor microvascular and macrovascular pathology that 
contribute to long-term complications, including nephrop-
athy, CVD, cerebrovascular disease, neuropathy, and reti-
nopathy and have been associated with increased morbidity 
and mortality a�er colorectal surgery (47). �is increase in 
complications is likely a manifestation of both hyperglyce-
mia and the associated comorbid conditions, with higher 
rates of postoperative renal failure and myocardial infarc-
tion identi�ed in diabetic patients (48).

Surgery induces a physiologic disruption in glucose 
homeostasis due to release of stress hormones and insulin 
resistance. For diabetic patients, who have marginal insu-
lin secretion at baseline, the above factors contribute to a 
signi�cant catabolic state. �e subsequent hyperglycemia 
is a well-described risk factor for delayed wound heal-
ing and infectious complications a�er colorectal surgery. 
Hyperglycemia impairs monocyte and neutrophil function, 
with a resultant increase in surgical site infections (49–51). 
In a review of 11,633 general surgery patients undergoing 
colorectal and bariatric surgeries, hyperglycemia (>180 mg/
dL) was associated with adverse infectious complications, 
with e�ects mitigated in those who received insulin (52). 
Close glycemic monitoring, however, is critical to prevent 
and treat not only hyperglycemia but also hypoglycemia. 
Prolonged hypoglycemia can lead to neurologic sequelae, 
including somnolence, unconsciousness, seizures, and irre-
versible neurologic  damage (53), and play an equally detri-
mental role in the recovery period.

Hemoglobin A1c serves as an indicator of global long-term 
glucose control, and studies suggest a relationship between 
preoperative levels and postoperative morbidity (54). A 
prospective study of 438 patients undergoing abdominal 
surgery reported higher rates of major postoperative com-
plications in those with preoperative HbA1c  levels >6.5% 
and perioperative hyperglycemia (54). Similarly, Gusta�son 
and colleagues reported increased morbidity a�er colorec-
tal  surgery in patients with HbA1c >6 mg/dL (55). Although 
�rm guidelines do not exist regarding optimal preopera-
tive levels, a recent HbA1c level should be obtained prior to 
surgery to optimize glycemic control leading up to elective 
procedures.

OBESITY

Based on the most recent data from the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, 38% of the adult U.S. population is 
obese, de�ned as body mass index (BMI) >30 kg/m2 (56). 
Furthermore, more than 5% of men and 10% of women 
are classi�ed as morbidly obese, with BMI >40 kg/m2. �e 
obesity epidemic places a signi�cant socioeconomic burden 
on our health-care system and predisposes patients to addi-
tional comorbidities, including insulin resistance and diabe-
tes, CVD, hypertension, and obstructive sleep apnea (57,58).

Physically, these patients pose speci�c technical chal-
lenges for the colorectal surgeon, and the obese patient 
signi�cantly bene�ts from a minimally invasive approach 
when feasible (59). Despite these technical challenges, obese 
patients have a decreased mortality rate compared to their 
nonobese counterparts, referred to as the “obesity para-
dox” (60). �is favorable outcome is thought to be a result 
of increased nutritional stores and a chronically in�amed 
state of obesity that may better prepare these patients for the 
physiological stress of surgery.

Despite this lower mortality rate, obese patients harbor a 
prothrombotic and pro-in�ammatory state and experience 
increased morbidity a�er colorectal surgery, with higher 
rates of venous thromboembolism (VTE) and surgical site 
infection (SSI). In a study of 7,020 colectomy patients, obese 
patients had an increased rate of SSI compared with non-
obese patients (14.5% versus 9.5%, p < 0.001) and overall 
increased risk of SSI by 60% (61). In addition, obese patients 
demonstrate a signi�cantly increased risk of pulmonary 
embolism (2.18; 95% con�dence interval [CI], 2.16–2.19) 
and deep vein thrombosis (relative risk [RR] 2.5; 95% 
CI, 2.49–2.51), with these results magni�ed in those under 
the age of 40 (62). Measures to decrease VTE and infectious 
complications in the obese population may include patient 
selection for secondary or delayed primary closure and con-
sideration for extended thromboprophylaxis, in the section 
“Considerations for Extended �romboprophylaxis”.

MALNUTRITION

One of the most important yet o�en underrecognized fac-
tors to assess at the initial encounter is nutritional status. 
Malnutrition is common among colorectal cancer patients, 
and it is a well-known predictor of postoperative compli-
cations (63). Furthermore, obstruction, �stulization, and 
infection related to in�ammatory bowel disease (IBD) or 
malignancy can prevent adequate nutrient and �uid absorp-
tion. �erefore, strategies to optimize nutrition are a critical 
component of preoperative planning.

Malnutrition is a well-known predictor of adverse post-
operative outcomes a�er colorectal surgery and is tradition-
ally de�ned by an albumin level 3.5 g/dL, BMI <18.5 kg/m2, 
or weight loss of >10% of total body weight over a 6-month 
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period. A recent review of the ACS NSQIP database showed 
a high rate of malnutrition in colorectal cancer patients 
(27.8%), much higher than all other cancer types (64). In this 
study, the three listed criteria were used to de�ne malnutri-
tion, but only albumin <3.5 g/dL independently predicted 
30-day mortality and postoperative outcomes including 
sepsis, renal failure, and cardiovascular events, return to 
operating room, and need for reintubation. In reality, how-
ever, several factors can a�ect �uctuations in albumin level, 
and it should not be taken as a sole indicator of nutritional 
status and the implied risks.

When identi�ed, malnutrition should be addressed and 
treated in the nonemergent setting. In the last two decades, 
the role of immune-enhancing nutritional supplementa-
tion, or immunonutrition (IMN), has been well studied 
with promising results from several randomized controlled 
trials. �ese formulas are composed of speci�c immune-
modulating substances, including arginine, nucleotides, 
glutamine, and omega-3 fatty acids/�sh oil, which have been 
shown to modify postsurgical stress and immune response, 
resulting in lower infectious complications and shorter 
length of stay (65). Arginine is an essential amino acid 
found at low resting levels in the normal state, but serves 
as the primary fuel source for T cells. During trauma or 
surgery, arginine production cannot meet the demands of 
the body; therefore, IMN can signi�cantly support immune 
function by supplementing this de�ciency.

Even a short course of high arginine-rich protein and 
nutrient supplements prior to colorectal surgery signi�-
cantly reduces postoperative morbidity. In a randomized 
controlled trial of patients undergoing surgery for gas-
trointestinal malignancies (colorectal, stomach, and pan-
creas), Braga et al. found signi�cant clinical bene�t in those 
randomized to receive immunonutrition versus a control 
enteral formula (66). In this study, patients were separated 
into four groups: (1) preoperative IMN, (2) preoperative and 
postoperative IMN, (3) preoperative control isoenergetic/
isonitrogenous formula, and (4) no supplementation, dem-
onstrating a signi�cant reduction in infection rates in those 
who received IMN (12% versus 32%, p < 0.05). �ese results 
have been replicated with subsequent randomized con-
trolled trials, and most recently, �ornblade et al. published 
results from Surgical Care Outcomes Assessment Program 
(SCOAP) in a community setting (67). In this prospective 
cohort study of 3,357 colorectal surgery patients, the authors 
reported the applicability of these results outside of a clinical 
trial. In general, patients receiving IMN had a higher ASA 
class (III–IV) and were more likely to require an ostomy 
(18% versus 14%, p = 0.02). Although results were not sta-
tistically signi�cant, those receiving IMN had lower rates 
of prolonged length of stay (13.8% versus 17.3%, p = 0.04) 
and decreased rates of serious adverse events (6.8% versus 
8.3%, p = 0.25). In combination with other components of 
enhanced recovery pathways, including avoidance of naso-
gastric tubes, early enteral feeding, carbohydrate loading, 
and close glucose control, IMN has proven to be a critical 
component of optimizing surgical outcomes.

IMMUNOSUPPRESSION

Several medications alter the immune response of colorec-
tal surgery patients. In elective surgery, the surgeon may 
minimize the adverse e�ects of these medications by careful 
decision-making regarding surgery timing, technique, and 
selection for stoma creation.

Steroids are o�en used to treat IBD in the acute setting 
and achieve symptomatic control prior to surgical inter-
vention. However, steroids negatively impact all phases of 
wound healing and are associated with increased rates of 
venous thromboembolism (68), decreased bone density, 
and adrenal suppression. Available literature investigating 
the relationship between steroids and surgical outcomes 
is largely based on varying de�nitions of “recent steroid 
administration” and dosages; however, results are consis-
tent, describing the negative impact of steroids on healing. 
In a review of NSQIP data, perioperative steroid use was 
associated with increased rates of super�cial SSI (5% ver-
sus 2.9%), deep surgical site infections (1.8% versus 0.8%), a 
two- to threefold higher risk of dehiscence and organ space 
SSI, and a fourfold increase in mortality in those under-
going abdominal surgery (69). In a study of 250 colorectal 
patients undergoing le�-sided resections with anastomoses, 
Slieker et al. identi�ed a 7.5% leak rate, with corticosteroid 
use inferring a sevenfold increased risk of anastomotic leak 
(70). In particular, the authors emphasized a signi�cantly 
higher leak rate in those receiving “long-term steroids” 
(50% leak rate), although duration and dosage of steroids 
were not described and numbers were small for this sub-
group. Similarly, a meta-analysis of 12 studies including 
9,565 patients identi�ed an anastomotic leak rate of 6.77% 
compared to 3.27% in those receiving steroids versus no ste-
roids (71). Despite the variability in de�ning perioperative 
steroids regimens, these studies emphasize the increased 
surgical risk inherent to patients unable to wean or stop 
long-term or perioperative steroids prior to surgery.

In the last two decades, the treatment of IBD has trans-
formed with the introduction of biologic agents. Biologics 
are monoclonal antibodies or fusion proteins that bind to 
strictly de�ned molecules that play a crucial role in the 
in�ammatory process. Antitumor necrosis factor-alpha 
(anti-TNF-α) agents, including in�iximab and adalimumab, 
and more recently vedolizumab, are commonly utilized in 
the treatment of IBD with promising results. Despite these 
advancements in medical management, up to one-third of 
patients with Crohn disease will still require surgical resec-
tion within 5 years of diagnosis and overall two-thirds of 
Crohn disease patients will require major abdominal sur-
gery at some point in their lifetime (72,73). �erefore, the 
impact of biologics on perioperative outcomes remains an 
area of active interest.

TNF-α increases angiogenesis and collagen production, 
and therefore it is hypothesized that inhibition of TNF-α 
delays wound healing, increasing postoperative complica-
tions. While this topic has been extensively studied, results 
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are con�icting. In 2008, Appau et  al. demonstrated the 
 negative impact of recent in�iximab administration (within 
3 months) on ileocolic resection for Crohn disease, report-
ing a signi�cantly higher rate of postoperative sepsis (20% 
versus 5.8%, p = 0.021), anastomotic leak (10% versus 1.4%, 
p = 0.045), and hospital readmission (20% versus 2.9%, 
p = 0.007) among those receiving in�iximab. Syed and 
colleagues similarly published a single-center study of anti-
TNF agents in 325 patients undergoing surgery for Crohn 
disease, highlighting the negative impact of biologics. In 
this cohort, 150 patients were exposed to anti-TNF therapy 
within 8 weeks of abdominal surgery, noting no di�er-
ence in preoperative nutritional status or corticosteroid or 
immunomodulator use in the two groups. On multivariate 
analysis, recent anti-TNF therapy was a predictor for overall 
infectious (odds ratio [OR] 2.43; 95% CI, 1.18–5.03) and sur-
gical site (OR 1.96; 95% CI, 1.02–3.77) complications (74).

More recently, however, emerging studies have chal-
lenged these �ndings and repeatedly demonstrate the safety 
of continuing biologics in the perioperative period. In a 
Danish study of 2,293 patients with Crohn disease who 
underwent intestinal resection, biologic therapy within 
12 weeks of surgery did not predict a higher rate of morbid-
ity and mortality. Furthermore, a subanalysis of this data 
showed no increased risk of postoperative complications 
when given within 14 days of surgery (75). Waterman et al. 
similarly looked at a cohort of 195 IBD patients who were 
exposed to biologic therapy before surgery and found no dif-
ference in postoperative infectious rates when exposure was 
within 14 days, 15–30 days, or 31–180 days before surgery 
compared with controls (76). Review of the available data 
highlights the controversial nature of this topic but increas-
ingly supports the practice of continuing biologic therapy. 
Perhaps more relevant, however, is the overall impact of 
combined immunosuppressive agents on wound healing. In 
the study by Waterman et al., while shorter interval between 
last dose of biologic therapy and surgery did not increase 
surgical complications, combination therapy with thiopu-
rine and biologics was associated with higher rates of peri-
operative morbidity. �is point underscores the cumulative 
e�ect of immunomodulating agents and cautions one to 
consider temporary stoma creation in the setting of multi-
modal immunosuppression.

With continuing advancements in medical immuno-
suppression regimens, transplant recipients are living lon-
ger, and it is not uncommon for the colorectal surgeon to 
encounter these patients in practice. In the emergent set-
ting, particularly a�er initial transplantation, these patients 
are o�en receiving high-dose immunosuppression, with 
minimal physiologic reserve, and intestinal anastomoses 
should be avoided when possible. In the elective setting, 
however, limited data exist to guide the surgeon in preop-
erative counseling and decision-making. A study of rodent 
models undergoing intestinal anastomoses and abdominal 
wall closure showed that tacrolimus was associated with no 
di�erence in wound healing or tensile strength in the early 
postoperative period (77). In this study, however, wound 

strength was measured out to 7 days only, while in reality 
anastomotic complications may present up to 2–3  weeks 
a�er the index procedure. Although similar studies of 
human cohorts are unavailable, Dean and colleagues iden-
ti�ed a higher incidence of SSIs and incisional hernias in 
patients randomized to either sirolimus versus tacrolimus 
a�er renal transplantation (47% versus 8%, p < 0.0001) (78). 
Given the lack of evidence to support cessation of these 
drugs in the perioperative period and the critical role they 
play in preventing transplant rejection, transitioning from 
sirolimus to tacrolimus 6 weeks leading up to surgery may 
be reasonable.

Among colorectal cancer patients, 28,000 patients (20%) 
will present with metastatic disease at the time of diagno-
sis. Metastatic colorectal cancer requires a patient-speci�c, 
multidisciplinary approach due to the variation in disease 
burden and distribution. Patients who are asymptomatic at 
initial presentation o�en bene�t from initial chemotherapy, 
and those with a favorable response may be appropriate sur-
gical candidates in the future. For those patients who pres-
ent for elective surgery a�er neoadjuvant chemotherapy, 
surgery timing is le� to the discretion of the surgeon. �e 
cytotoxic e�ect of chemotherapy leads to induction of cell 
death in the setting of colorectal cancer, and theoretically 
also delays wound and anastomotic healing. Bevacizumab, 
a humanized monoclonal antibody targeting vascular endo-
thelial growth factor (VEGF) receptor, is considered �rst-
line therapy with FOLFOX in the treatment of metastatic 
colorectal cancer. Bevacizumab prevents tumor growth by 
inhibiting neoangiogenesis but can also lead to deleteri-
ous e�ects on healthy tissue in the postoperative setting, 
delaying wound healing and increasing the risk of infec-
tious, ischemic, and bleeding complications. Bevacizumab 
has been associated with increased rates of early and late 
anastomotic complications, including �stula formation up 
to 5  months a�er surgery (79–81). With a half-life of 20 
(11–50) days, this drug should be held at least 28–40 days 
prior to elective surgery and postoperatively resumed no 
earlier than 28 days, and ideally 6 weeks a�er surgery (82). 
For those who are unable to a�ord a drug holiday due to 
clinical deterioration (obstruction and perforation), stoma 
 cre ation  should  be strongly considered, and increased 
bleeding risk should be anticipated prior to arriving to the 
operating room.

CHRONIC ANTICOAGULATION AND 
PERIOPERATIVE MANAGEMENT

With advancements in CVD management, a host of new 
anticoagulant agents are available. Familiarity with these 
various medications, including an understanding of their 
mechanism of action, reversal agent, bioavailability, and 
half-life, is important to minimize perioperative mor-
bidity. �e most common agents will be discussed in this 
section, acknowledging that we are unable to provide a 
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