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ABSTRACT
Background: Laminectomy (LA) and LA with fusion (LAF) have been demonstrated as surgical techniques that treat 

intradural extramedullary tumors (IDEMTs). The purpose of the present study was to compare the rate of 30- day complications 
following LA vs LAF for IDEMTs.

Methods: Patients undergoing LA for IDEMTs from 2012 to 2018 were identified in the National Surgical Quality 
Improvement Program database. Patients undergoing LA for IDEMTs were substratified into 2 cohorts: those who received LAF 
and those who did not. In this analysis, preoperative patient characteristics and demographic variables were assessed. 30- day 
wound, sepsis, cardiac, pulmonary, renal, and thromboembolic complications, as well as mortality, postoperative transfusions, 
extended length of stay, and reoperation, were assessed. Bivariate analyses, including χ2 and t tests, and multivariable logistical 
regression were performed.

Results: Of 2027 total patients undergoing LA for IDEMTs, 181 (9%) also had fusion. There were 72/373 (19%) LAF in 
the cervical region, 67/801 (8%) LAF in the thoracic region, and 42/776 (5%) LAF in the lumbar region. Following adjustment, 
patients who received LAF were more likely to have increased length of stay (OR 2.73, P < 0.001) and increased rate of 
postoperative transfusion (OR 3.15, P < 0.001). Patients undergoing LA in the cervical spine for IDEMTs tended to receive 
additional fusion (P < 0.001).

Conclusions: Increased length of stay and rate of postoperative transfusion were associated with LAF for IDEMTs. LA 
in the cervical spine for IDEMTs was associated with additional fusion.

Level of Evidence: 3

Tumor

Keywords: cancer, spine surgery, intradural extramedullary, laminectomy, fusion

INTRODUCTION

Intradural extramedullary tumors (IDEMTs) are 
rare, with a reported incidence of 3 to 5 per 1,000,000 
people annually.1–3 The majority of IDEMTs are 
benign and include schwannomas, neurofibromas, 
meningiomas, and ependymomas.4,5 IDEMTs can 
lead to spinal cord compression with subsequent back 
pain, radicular pain, and motor and sensory deficits.6 
Decompression surgery and total tumor resection are 
considered the gold standard for treating IDEMTs and 
have been shown to improve general health, quality 
of life, pain, disability, and survival.7,8 However, the 
postoperative morbidity associated with excision of 
IDEMTs is significant despite advances in intraoper-
ative monitoring, minimally invasive approaches, and 
neuroimaging.9,10

The goals of IDEMT resection are to obtain suf-
ficient exposure of the tumor, remove the lesion 
without damage to the nervous system, and preserve 

the stability of the spinal column.11 The conventional 
approach for resection of IDEMTs is total laminec-
tomy (LA), which affords surgeons a wide view of 
the surgical field. Despite this benefit, clinical and 
biomechanical studies have demonstrated that iatro-
genic destruction of posterior elements of the spinal 
column during removal of IDEMTs can cause spinal 
instability, deformity, and long- term postoperative 
pain.12 LA accompanied by spinal fusion is an alterna-
tive technique that has been shown to reduce instabil-
ity associated with LA.13–15 While both are effective 
methods for treating IDEMTs, it is not clear which 
method is superior.13,15–17 Studies comparing these 
procedures in the treatment of other spinal disorders 
have shown increased blood loss, increased operative 
time and costs, longer hospital stay, and increased 
instrument- related complications in LA with fusion 
vs decompression alone.13,15,16 Factors influencing 
the decision whether to perform fusion are patient 
age, number of levels involved, and preoperative 
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pain; however, the major predictor appears to be phy-
sician preference.18 The decision whether to perform 
LA vs LA with fusion (LAF) is not always clear cut, 
and the selection of the appropriate surgical proce-
dure remains difficult and controversial. Therefore, 
a thorough understanding of the limitations of LA 
vs LAF in the treatment of IDEMTs is necessary to 
achieve adequate resection and optimize outcomes.

Due to the rarity of IDEMTs, there are relatively 
small numbers of clinical series describing the surgi-
cal outcomes of IDEMTs. Although there have been 
studies comparing these procedures in the treatment 
of degenerative spinal disorders, solid tumor destabi-
lization of posterior spinal structures likely presents 
complications that are unique compared with typical 
degenerative processes. To the best of our knowledge, 
no studies have investigated the clinical outcomes of 
LA vs LAF for patients undergoing IDEMT resec-
tion surgery. The aim of this study was to determine 
whether a clinically significant difference exists 
between postoperative outcomes following LA vs 
LAF of IDEMT.

METHODS

Data Source and Cohort Selection

Data from the American College of Surgeons 
National Surgical Quality Improvement Program 
(ACS- NSQIP) during 2012 to 2018 were used to 
conduct this retrospective cohort study. ACS- NSQIP 
is an extensive risk- adjusted national database con-
taining 30- day postoperative morbidity and mortality 
outcomes. It includes data contributions from clinical 
abstractors from approximately 700 hospitals varying 
in size, socioeconomic location, and academic affil-
iation. Collected data encompass more than 150 
demographic, preoperative, intraoperative, and 
30- day postoperative variables. A number of quality 
improvement programs based on ACS- NSQIP have 
been validated and deemed successful. Current pro-
cedural terminology codes used were 63280, 63281, 
and 63282 for LA of cervical, thoracic, and lumbar 
IDEMTs, respectively. Procedure codes for concur-
rent fusion were 22612, 22600, 22610, 22802, 22558, 
22595, 22590, 22800, 22630, 22532, 22534, 22614, 
and 22804.

Variable Definitions

Preoperative variables included were age (>65 years), 
gender, obesity (body mass index ≥35 kg/m2), smoking 
status (within 1 year of surgery), diabetes (diabetes mellitus 

with oral agents or insulin), functional status (unknown, 
independent, or partially/totally dependent ≤30 days before 
surgery), pulmonary comorbidity (history of chronic 
obstructive pulmonary disease), dyspnea (at rest or mod-
erate exertion), cardiac comorbidity (history of congestive 
heart failure or hypertension requiring medication ≤30 days 
before surgery), renal insufficiency (history of renal failure 
or currently on dialysis), weight loss (>10% loss of body 
weight in past 6 months), steroid use for chronic condition, 
and preoperative physical health status (American Society 
of Anesthesiologists [ASA] classification 1–4).

Operative variables included tumor location (cervical, 
thoracic, or lumbar) and use of general anesthesia as the 
principal anesthesia technique.

Postoperative variables included mortality, prolonged 
length of stay (>5 days), wound complication (superficial or 
deep surgical site infection), sepsis complication (including 
septic shock), cardiac complication (cardiac arrest requiring 
cardiopulmonary resuscitation or myocardial infarction), 
venous thromboembolism (deep vein thrombosis or pul-
monary embolism), neurological complications (cerebro-
vascular accident or stroke), progressive renal insufficiency, 
intraoperative or postoperative red blood cell transfusion, 
and unplanned reoperation (related to the initial procedure).

Statistical Analysis

All statistical analyses were performed using Stata 
version 17. Univariate statistics were performed on pre-
operative patient characteristics and demographics, risk 
factors, and major postoperative outcomes. χ2 tests were 
used to evaluate the association between various risk factors 
and outcomes as appropriate. Multivariable logistic regres-
sion was performed to control for patient factors and out-
comes. Odds ratios were calculated with 95% confidence 
intervals. For all analyses, a P value <0.05 was considered 
statistically significant.

RESULTS

Study Population

A total of 2027 patients met the inclusion crite-
ria for this study; of whom 1846 (91%) underwent 
LA alone, while 181 (9%) underwent LA and spinal 
fusion. In the cervical region, 19% of patients 
received LAF, while 8% of patients received LAF 
in the thoracic region and 5% of patients received 
LAF in the lumbar region (Table 1).

Patient characteristics were different in those who 
received LAF as opposed to LA alone (Table 2). 
Patients undergoing LA for IDEMTs in the cervical 
spine were more likely to receive additional fusion 
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(16% vs 40%; P < 0.001). Furthermore, patients 
who received LAF for IDEMT treatment were more 
likely to be classified as a higher anesthesia class 
(4% vs 2%; P = 0.046), have hypertension (39% vs 
47%; P = 0.035), be on dialysis (P = 0.004), and 
have previous steroid use (6% vs 10%; P = 0.03).

Unadjusted Analysis

There were statistically significant differences 
in unadjusted 30- day postoperative complications 
between the 2 cohorts (Table 3). Patients who 
received LA with additional fusion were more likely 
to have a myocardial infarction (0.05% vs 0.55%; 
P = 0.042), require blood transfusion (3.74% vs 
10.50%; P < 0.001), and require a hospital stay 
longer than 5 days (35.64% vs 58.56%; P < 0.01) 
than patients who were treated with LA alone.

Multivariate Analysis

Results of the multivariate analysis are pre-
sented in Table 4. Following adjustment, patients 
who received LAF were still more likely to require 
blood transfusion (OR 3.15, 95% CI 1.78–5.57, P < 
0.001) and a hospital stay longer than 5 days (OR 
2.73, 95% CI 1.95–3.820, P < 0.001) as compared 
with patients who received LA alone. The effect of 
LAF resulting in a greater number of postoperative 
myocardial infarctions did not persist after statisti-
cal correction.

DISCUSSION

LA is the conventional approach for resection of 
IDEMTs. However, LA can lead to instability, and 
the addition of fusion has been shown to reduce loss 

Table 1. Fusion with laminectomy by location of intradural extramedullary tumor.

Total Laminectomy Without Fusion, n Laminectomy With Fusion, n Total, n Rate of Undergoing Fusion Procedures

Cervical 311 72 383 19%
Thoracic 801 67 868 8%
Lumbar 734 42 776 5%
Total 1846 181 2027 9%

Table 2. Patient characteristics and demographic variables.

Laminectomy Without Fusion Laminectomy With Fusion

Variable n % n % P Value

Total 1846 181
Cervical 301 16% 72 40% <0.001
Thoracic 801 43% 67 37%
Lumbar 734 40% 42 23%
Age, y, mean 54.8 56.8 0.1118
Body mass index, mean 29.27 29.73 0.4186
Male 833 45% 91 50% 0.184
Female 1013 55% 90 50%
American Society of Anesthesiologists classification
  1 73 4% 4 2% 0.046
  2 749 41% 66 36%
  3 936 51% 94 52%
  4 85 5% 16 9%
Smoking 265 14% 31 17% 0.314
Functional status
  Independent 1722 93% 171 94% 0.617
  Dependent 99 5% 9 5%
  Totally dependent 17 1% 0 0%
  Unknown 8 0% 1 1%
Diabetes 239 13% 20 11% 0.466
Chronic obstructive pulmonary disease 49 3% 7 4% 0.342
Congestive heart failure 3 0% 0 0% 0.587
Hypertension 719 39% 85 47% 0.035
Renal failure 0 0% 0 0%
Dialysis 2 0% 2 1% 0.004
Weight loss 19 1% 1 1% 0.536
Steroid use 116 6% 19 10% 0.03
Bleeding disorder 32 2% 3 2% 0.94
Dyspnea at rest 3 0% 1 1% 0.048
Dyspnea at moderate exertion 56 3% 11 6%

Note: Data presented as n and % unless otherwise indicated.
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of stability. The aim of our study was to determine 
whether there were significant differences in postop-
erative outcomes between LA and LAF for IDEMTs. 
This information may be used to assist surgeons in their 
decision regarding whether to perform LA or LAF. Our 
study found that LAF was associated with higher odds 
of blood transfusion and longer hospital stays when 
compared with LA alone. Patients who received surgery 
in the cervical spine also had an increased tendency to 
receive additional fusion.

Blood Transfusion

Our findings of increased transfusion for patients 
undergoing LAF vs LA may be explained in part due to 
increased operating time. LA requires exposing muscle 
and bone, which bleed unless coagulated. Increased 
operating room time during fusion causes these tissues 
to be exposed longer,19 leading to greater risk of blood 
loss. LAF for spinal stenosis has been shown to have an 
operating time that is on average 2.3 times longer, with 
blood loss noted as 2 to 6 times higher than LA alone.15,16 
This is consistent with our findings that patients treated 
with fusion had a rate of postoperative transfusion 
that was 3.15 times higher than those without fusion. 
Blood transfusions are not without risk and may expose 
patients to transfusion reactions, disease, transfusion- 
related immunosuppression, and infection.20

Hospital Stay

Prolonged hospital stays may have adverse effects 
on patient health and economic burden and are often a 

consequence of multiple compounding factors. These 
include increased blood loss during or after surgery, 
older age, ASA physical status, and number of verte-
brae fused.21 Our study found that 58.6% of patients 
who had LAF spent greater than 5 days in the hospi-
tal, while only 35.6% of those who received LA stayed 
longer than 5 days. Previous studies have shown similar 
results. For example, Forsth et al found that in the treat-
ment of spinal stenosis, fusion had an average hospital 
stay of 4.2 to 7.4 days, while decompression alone aver-
aged 2.6 to 4.1 days.15,16 Prolonged hospital stays may 
raise the risk of hospital- acquired infections, pressure 
ulcers, venous thromboembolism, and delirium, as well 
as increase the financial burden on the patient.22–24

Laminectomy vs Laminectomy With Fusion

There have been conflicting findings from studies 
comparing the risks and benefits associated with LA 
vs LAF in treating various spinal diseases, although 
none has compared these procedures in the treatment of 
IDEMTs.13,15,16,25,26 A meta- analysis comparing LA vs 
LAF in patients with spinal stenosis and with and without 
spondylolisthesis showed better postoperative outcomes 
and better Oswestry Disability Index and visual analog 
scale ratings in those who underwent fusion. However, 
this same study found that fusion did not improve clini-
cal outcomes over a 2- year follow- up period.27 It should 
also be noted that spondylolisthesis is usually associated 
with preoperative instability but IDEMTs are not; there-
fore, the benefits of treating spondylolisthesis with fusion 
may be more significant when compared with treatment of 
IDEMTs. Other studies have shown a higher likelihood of 
postoperative complications and increased surgical costs 
($6800–$14,659 and higher) in fusion groups in the treat-
ment of spinal stenosis.13,15,16,25

The demographic outcomes of individuals diag-
nosed with IDEMTs are often also those at higher risk of 
adverse surgical events and may benefit from additional 

Table 3. Postoperative outcomes.

Outcome

Laminectomy Without Fusion Laminectomy With Fusion

n % n % P Value

Total 1985 42
Cardiac arrest 5 0.25% 0 0.00% 0.745
Myocardial infarction 2 0.10% 0 0.00% 0.837
Renal insufficiency 1 0.05% 1 2.38% <0.001
Deep vein thrombosis 28 1.41% 1 2.38% 0.6
Pulmonary embolism 19 0.96% 0 0.00% 0.524
Cerebral vascular accident or stroke 4 0.20% 0 0.00% 0.771
Mortality 20 1.01% 0 0.00% 0.513
Transfusion 87 4.38% 1 2.38% 0.529
Length of stay >5 d 739 37.23% 25 59.52% 0.001
Return to operating room 67 3.38% 23 54.76% <0.001

Table 4. Risk factor analysis.

Risk Factor OR
Lower CI 

Bound
Upper CI 

Bound P Value

Body mass index 1.05 1.01 1.09 0.01
Diabetes 1.14 0.49 2.65 0.769
Hypertension 1.88 0.88 4.05 0.105
Weight loss 12.23 3.27 45.75 <0.001
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precautionary protocols. The incidence of IDEMTs is 
higher in women and increases with age, with the peak 
incidence between the ages of 70 and 79 years.28,29 There 
is an increased risk of bleeding and longer hospital stays 
in patients with thin periosteum, osteoporosis, higher ASA 
classification, hypertension, degenerative scoliosis, or an 
increased number of fusions needed.5,16,30,31 Discontinua-
tion of nonsteroidal anti- inflammatory drugs a week prior 
to surgery has been shown to decrease operative bleeding, 
while autodonating blood prior to surgery reduces the like-
lihood that a patient will be exposed to allogeneic blood.19 
LAF may not be appropriate in elderly patients or those 
with coexisting conditions due to increased blood loss and 
operation times. Thorough assessment of these individuals 
and a comprehensive preoperative plan are warranted in 
these situations.

Studies have reported spinal stability outcomes of either 
LA or LAF in the treatment of spinal tumors; however, 
none has compared these techniques.32–37 In the treatment 
of intradural tumors, Sciubba et al found that 33% of 
patients with 3 or more vertebral levels removed experi-
ence instability compared with 5% with 2 or less. They also 
noted that each level of resection had a 3.1- fold increase 
in the likelihood of vertebral instability.34 Mehlman et 
al found similar results in pediatric patients, indicating 
spinal instability was associated with the removal of 3 or 
more laminae.35 Yasuoka et al suggested that LA in chil-
dren has an increased likelihood of instability.38,39 This 
study noted that deformity developed after LA in 46% of 
patients younger than 15 years and 6% of patients between 
the ages of 16 and 24 years. This study also found that 
100% of LAs performed in the cervical spine developed 
spinal deformity.39 Tumors in the cervical region have 
been shown to be significant factors in the development 
of deformity following LA.36,37,39 Other studies have indi-
cated an increased likelihood of instability with increas-
ing vertebral levels.33–35 This correlates with our finding 
of a higher rate of fusion in the cervical spine. Although 
fusion may be indicated in these situations, the rate of 
spinal fusion in practice is low, with only 9% of our study 
population undergoing fusion. The risks of spinal fusion 
may outweigh the benefit of reducing the risk of spinal 
instability. The goal of a surgical approach should be to 
minimize complications while maximizing benefits, such 
as a quick recovery, and improving the patient’s quality 
of life. Understanding when fusion is indicated in patients 
with IDEMTs is a significant factor when considering 
treatment options.

LAF should only be considered in patients who 
would otherwise experience instability due to the 
increased risk in fusion surgery. LA has been shown to 

have an increased likelihood of instability in children, 
removal of 3 or more vertebrae, and tumors located in 
the cervical spine.33–39 Further research is necessary to 
determine when fusion is warranted in patients being 
treated for IDEMTs as well as long- term outcomes of 
LA with and without fusion in these patients.

Limitations

This retrospective medical record review utilized 
ACS- NSQIP. While allowing for a larger sample size, the 
records were gathered for clinical purposes rather than fol-
lowing a strict research protocol. The types of tumors as 
well as their stages are not indicated in the database. Also 
not included are tumor margin after resection, preoperative 
signs of instability, vertebral body compromise, number 
of vertebrae involved, and reasoning for choice of fusion 
vs LA alone. Current procedural terminology codes may 
not be recorded consistently, there may be additional com-
pounding variables not measured, and ACS- NSQIP data-
base is biased toward predominantly academic centers, 
which may not be representative. This study also assessed 
only 30- day outcomes as a limitation of ACS- NSQIP; 
thus, the presented results may not be applicable for long- 
term follow- up. Despite these limitations, this study is 
useful in demonstrating the postoperative risk factors for 
patients undergoing LA with or without fusion in treat-
ment for IDEMTs, and these risks should be taken into 
consideration when planning patient care.

CONCLUSION

Increased length of stay and rate of postoperative trans-
fusion were associated with LAF for IDEMTs. Patients 
undergoing LA in the cervical spine for IDEMTs tended 
to receive additional fusion. LAF was also associated with 
increased anesthesia class, hypertension, dialysis, and 
steroid use.

REFERENCES
 1. Seppälä MT, Haltia MJ, Sankila RJ, Jääskeläinen JE, 
Heiskanen O. Long- term outcome after removal of spinal schwan-
noma: a clinicopathological study of 187 cases. J Neurosurg. 
1995;83(4):621–626. doi:10.3171/jns.1995.83.4.0621
 2. Helseth A, Mørk SJ. Primary intraspinal neoplasms 
in Norway, 1955 to 1986. J Neurosurg. 1955;71(6):842–845. 
doi:10.3171/jns.1989.71.6.0842
 3. Song KW, Shin SI, Lee JY, Kim GL, Hyun YS, Park DY. Sur-
gical results of intradural extramedullary tumors. Clin Orthop Surg. 
2009;1(2):74–80. doi:10.4055/cios.2009.1.2.74
 4. Mehta AI, Adogwa O, Karikari IO, et al. Anatomical location 
dictating major surgical complications for intradural extramedullary 
spinal tumors: a 10- year single- institutional experience. J Neuro-
surg Spine. 2013;19(6):701–707. doi:10.3171/2013.9.SPINE12913

 by guest on April 19, 2024http://ijssurgery.com/Downloaded from 

http://ijssurgery.com/


Laminectomy vs Fusion for Intradural Extramedullary Tumors

International Journal of Spine Surgery, Vol. 00, No. 06

 5. Albanese V, Platania N. Spinal intradural extramedullary 
tumors. Personal experience. J Neurosurg Sci. 2002;46(1):18–24.
 6. Yeo DK, Im SB, Park KW, Shin DS, Kim BT, Shin WH. 
Profiles of spinal cord tumors removed through a unilateral hemi-
laminectomy. J Korean Neurosurg Soc. 2011;50(3):195–200. 
doi:10.3340/jkns.2011.50.3.195
 7. Zuckerman SL, Chotai S, Devin CJ, et al. Surgical 
resection of intradural extramedullary spinal tumors: patient 
reported outcomes and minimum clinically important difference. 
Spine (Phila Pa 1976). 2016;41(24):1925–1932. doi:10.1097/
BRS.0000000000001653
 8. Adams H, Avendaño J, Raza SM, Gokaslan ZL, Jallo 
GI, Quiñones- Hinojosa A. Prognostic factors and survival in 
primary malignant astrocytomas of the spinal cord: a population- 
based analysis from 1973 to 2007. Spine (Phila Pa 1976). 
2012;37(12):E727–E735. doi:10.1097/BRS.0b013e31824584c0
 9. Pompili A, Caroli F, Crispo F, et al. Unilateral laminectomy 
approach for the removal of spinal meningiomas and schwannomas: 
impact on pain, spinal stability, and neurologic results. World Neu-
rosurg. 2016;85:282–291. doi:10.1016/j.wneu.2015.09.099
 10. Misra SN, Morgan HW. Avoidance of structural pitfalls 
in spinal meningioma resection. Neurosurg Focus. 2003;14(6):e1. 
doi:10.3171/foc.2003.14.6.1
 11. Lee JH, Jang JW, Kim SH, Moon HS, Lee JK, Kim SH. Sur-
gical results after unilateral laminectomy for the removal of spinal 
cord tumors. Korean J Spine. 2012;9(3):232–238. doi:10.14245/
kjs.2012.9.3.232
 12. Kumar R, Debbarma I, Boruah T, et al. Flipped reposition 
laminoplasty for excision of intradural extramedullary tumors in the 
thoracolumbar spine: a case series of 14 patients. Asian Spine J. 
2020;14(3):327–335. doi:10.31616/asj.2019.0034
 13. McAllister BD, Rebholz BJ, Wang JC. Is posterior fusion 
necessary with laminectomy in the cervical spine? Surg Neurol Int. 
2012;3(Suppl 3):S225–S231. doi:10.4103/2152-7806.98581
 14. Shah M, Kolb B, Yilmaz E, Halalmeh DR, Moisi MD. 
Comparison of lumbar laminectomy alone, lumbar laminectomy 
and fusion, stand- alone anterior lumbar interbody fusion, and stand- 
alone lateral lumbar interbody fusion for treatment of lumbar spinal 
stenosis: a review of the literature. Cureus. 2019;11(9):e5691. 
doi:10.7759/cureus.5691
 15. Ghogawala Z, Dziura J, Butler WE, et al. Laminectomy 
plus fusion versus laminectomy alone for lumbar spondylolis-
thesis. N Engl J Med. 2016;374(15):1424–1434. doi:10.1056/
NEJMoa1508788
 16. Försth P, Ólafsson G, Carlsson T, et al. A randomized, con-
trolled trial of fusion surgery for lumbar spinal stenosis. N Engl J 
Med. 2016;374(15):1413–1423. doi:10.1056/NEJMoa1513721
 17. Bhimani AD, Denyer S, Esfahani DR, Zakrzewski J, Aguilar 
TM, Mehta AI. Surgical complications in intradural extramedul-
lary spinal cord tumors - an ACS- NSQIP analysis of spinal cord 
level and malignancy. WORLD Neurosurg. 2018;117:e290–e299. 
doi:10.1016/j.wneu.2018.06.014
 18. Katz JN, Lipson SJ, Lew RA, et al. Lumbar laminectomy 
alone or with instrumented or noninstrumented arthrodesis in 
degenerative lumbar spinal stenosis. Patient selection, costs, and 
surgical outcomes. Spine (Phila Pa 1976). 1997;22(10):1123–1131. 
doi:10.1097/00007632-199705150-00012
 19. Hu SS. Blood loss in adult spinal surgery. Eur Spine J. 
2004;13(Suppl 1):S3–S5. doi:10.1007/s00586-004-0753-x
 20. Fong IW. Blood transfusion- associated infections in the 
twenty- first century: new challenges. Current Trends and Concerns 

in Infectious Diseases. 2020:191–215. doi:10.1007/978-3-030-
36966-8_8
 21. Nahtomi- Shick O, Kostuik JP, Winters BD, Breder CD, 
Sieber AN, Sieber FE. Does intraoperative fluid management 
in spine surgery predict intensive care unit length of stay? J Clin 
Anesth. 2001;13(3):208–212. doi:10.1016/s0952-8180(01)00244-6
 22. Ingeman A, Andersen G, Hundborg HH, Svendsen 
ML, Johnsen SP. In- hospital medical complications, length 
of stay, and mortality among stroke unit patients. Stroke. 
2011;42(11):3214–3218. doi:10.1161/STROKEAHA.110.610881
 23. Toh HJ, Lim ZY, Yap P, Tang T. Factors associated with 
prolonged length of stay in older patients. Singapore Med J. 
2017;58(3):134–138. doi:10.11622/smedj.2016158
 24. Coca DJ, Castelblanco SM, Chavarro- Carvajal DA, 
Venegas- Sanabria LC. In- hospital complications in an acute care 
geriatric unit. BIOMEDICA. 2021;41(2):293–301. doi:10.7705/bio-
medica.5664
 25. Machado GC, Maher CG, Ferreira PH, et al. Trends, com-
plications, and costs for hospital admission and surgery for lumbar 
spinal stenosis. SPINE (Phila Pa 1976). 2017;42(22):1737–1743. 
doi:10.1097/BRS.0000000000002207
 26. Boylan MR, Riesgo AM, Chu A, Paulino CB, Feldman DS. 
Costs and complications of increased length of stay following ado-
lescent idiopathic scoliosis surgery. Journal of Pediatric Orthopae-
dics B. 2019;28(1):27–31. doi:10.1097/BPB.0000000000000543
 27. Kim CH, Chung CK, Park CS, Choi B, Kim MJ, Park 
BJ. Reoperation rate after surgery for lumbar herniated interverte-
bral disc disease: nationwide cohort study. Spine (Phila Pa 1976). 
2013;38(7):581–590. doi:10.1097/BRS.0b013e318274f9a7
 28. Duong LM, McCarthy BJ, McLendon RE, et al. Descriptive 
epidemiology of malignant and nonmalignant primary spinal cord, 
spinal meninges, and cauda equina tumors, United States, 2004- 
2007. Cancer. 2012;118(17):4220–4227. doi:10.1002/cncr.27390
 29. Iacoangeli M, Gladi M, Di Rienzo A, et al. Minimally inva-
sive surgery for benign intradural extramedullary spinal meningi-
omas: experience of a single institution in a cohort of elderly patients 
and review of the literature. Clin Interv Aging. 2012;7:557–564. 
doi:10.2147/CIA.S38923
 30. Zheng F, Cammisa FP, Sandhu HS, Girardi FP, Khan SN. 
Factors predicting hospital stay, operative time, blood loss, and 
transfusion in patients undergoing revision posterior lumbar spine 
decompression, fusion, and segmental instrumentation. SPINE 
(Phila Pa 1976). 2002;27(8):818–824. doi:10.1097/00007632-
200204150-00008
 31. Johnson RG, Murphy M, Miller M. Fusions and transfu-
sions. An analysis of blood loss and autologous replacement during 
lumbar fusions. Spine (Phila Pa 1976). 1989;14(4):358–362.
 32. Simon SL, Auerbach JD, Garg S, Sutton LN, Telfeian 
AE, Dormans JP. Efficacy of spinal instrumentation and fusion 
in the prevention of postlaminectomy spinal deformity in chil-
dren with intramedullary spinal cord tumors. J Pediatr Orthop. 
2008;28(2):244–249. doi:10.1097/BPO.0b013e3181623819
 33. Goodarzi A, Clouse J, Capizzano T, Kim KD, Panchal R. 
The optimal surgical approach to intradural spinal tumors: laminec-
tomy or hemilaminectomy? Cureus. 2020;12(2):e7084. doi:10.7759/
cureus.7084
 34. Sciubba DM, Chaichana KL, Woodworth GF, McGirt MJ, 
Gokaslan ZL, Jallo GI. Factors associated with cervical instability 
requiring fusion after cervical laminectomy for intradural tumor 
resection. J Neurosurg Spine. 2008;8(5):413–419. doi:10.3171/
SPI/2008/8/5/413

 by guest on April 19, 2024http://ijssurgery.com/Downloaded from 

http://ijssurgery.com/


Mo et al.

International Journal of Spine Surgery, Vol. 00, No. 0 7

 35. Mehlman CT, Crawford AH, McMath JA. Pediatric verte-
bral and spinal cord tumors: a retrospective study of musculoskeletal 
aspects of presentation, treatment, and complications. Orthopedics. 
1999;22(1):49–55. doi:10.3928/0147-7447-19990101-07
 36. Inoue A, Ikata T, Katoh S. Spinal deformity following 
surgery for spinal cord tumors and tumorous lesions: analysis 
based on an assessment of the spinal functional curve. Spinal Cord. 
1996;34(9):536–542. doi:10.1038/sc.1996.97
 37. Katsumi Y, Honma T, Nakamura T. Analysis of cervical 
instability resulting from laminectomies for removal of spinal cord 
tumor. Spine. 1989;14(11):1171–1176. doi:10.1097/00007632-
198911000-00007
 38. Reimer R, Onofrio BM. Astrocytomas of the spinal cord 
in children and adolescents. J Neurosurg. 1985;63(5):669–675. 
doi:10.3171/jns.1985.63.5.0669
 39. Yasuoka S, Peterson HA, MacCarty CS. Incidence of 
spinal column deformity after multilevel laminectomy in chil-
dren and adults. J Neurosurg. 1982;57(4):441–445. doi:10.3171/
jns.1982.57.4.0441

Funding: The authors received no financial support 
for the research, authorship, and/or publication of this 
article.

Declaration of Conflicting Interests: The 
authors report no conflicts of interest in this work.

Ethics Approval: The study was not subject to 
institutional review board approval. Data are available 
for review. No portions of this work were previously 
published.

Corresponding Author: Kevin Mo, Department 
of Orthopaedic Surgery, The Johns Hopkins University, 
Baltimore, MD, USA;  kevinchowahmo@ gmail. com

This manuscript is generously published free of charge 
by ISASS, the International Society for the Advance-
ment of Spine Surgery. Copyright © 2023 ISASS. To 
see more or order reprints or permissions, see http:// 
ijssurgery. com.

 by guest on April 19, 2024http://ijssurgery.com/Downloaded from 

http://ijssurgery.com/

	Laminectomy vs Fusion for Intradural Extramedullary Tumors
	ABSTRACT
	INTRODUCTION
	METHODS
	Data Source and Cohort Selection
	Variable Definitions
	Statistical Analysis

	RESULTS
	Study Population
	Unadjusted Analysis
	Multivariate Analysis

	DISCUSSION
	Blood Transfusion
	Hospital Stay
	Laminectomy vs Laminectomy With Fusion
	Limitations

	CONCLUSION
	References


