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Clinical prediction rules in acute appendicitis: which 
combination of variables is more effective at predicting?
Escalas de predicción diagnóstica en la apendicitis aguda: que combinación de variables 
es más eficiente?
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Abstract

Background: Clinical prediction rules have been designed to reduce variability and improve the diagnostic process. However, 
there are no unanimous criteria regarding which of them is the most efficient for the diagnosis of acute appendicitis. Aim: The 
primary aim of this study was to assess the diagnostic efficacy of the most commonly used clinical prediction rules. The sec-
ond aim was to identify the combination of the smallest number of clinical and analytical variables that would allow a cost-
effective diagnostic approach. Methods: A retrospective observational study was conducted of 458 patients who were 
evaluated for right iliac fossa pain between January 2010 and December 2016. The scores tested were Alvarado, AIR, RIPASA, 
and AAS. Univariate and multiple regressions were used for validation. Results: Alvarado one was the most efficient to estab-
lish a positive diagnosis of acute appendicitis. However, the most simplified and predictive combination variables included 
anorexia, white blood cell count > 8275 leukocytes/μL, neutrophilia (> 75%), abdominal pain < 48 h, migrating pain, and tem-
perature out the range of 37-39ºC. Conclusions: A new and effective CPR (HMC score) for predicting appendicitis in patients 
presenting with the right iliac fossa pain has been established.
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Resumen

Introducción: Las escalas de predicción diagnóstica (EPD) se han diseñado con el objetivo de reducir la variabilidad y mejo-
rar el proceso de diagnóstico. Sin embargo, no existen criterios unánimes sobre cuál de ellas es la más el más eficiente para 
el diagnóstico de apendicitis aguda. Objetivo: El objetivo principal de este estudio fue evaluar la eficacia diagnóstica de las 
escalas de predicción diagnóstica más utilizadas. El segundo objetivo fue identificar la combinación del menor número de 
variables clínicas y analíticas que permitieran un enfoque diagnóstico más eficiente. Métodos: Se realizó un estudio obser-
vacional retrospectivo de 458 pacientes que fueron evaluados por dolor en la fosa ilíaca derecha entre enero de 2010 y 
diciembre de 2016. Las escalas evaluadas fueron las de Alvarado, AIR, RIPASA y AAS. Se utilizaron la regresion univariada 
y la múltiple para la validación de los resultados. Resultados: la escala de Alvarado fue la más eficiente para establecer un 
diagnóstico de apendicitis aguda. No obstante, la combinación de las siguientes variables: anorexia, recuento de leucocitos 
> 8275 leucocitos/μL, neutrofilia (> 75%), dolor abdominal < 48 horas, dolor migratorio y temperatura fuera del rango de 
37-39ºC, demostró ser la más eficiente para establecer un diagnóstico positivo de apendicitis aguda. Conclusiones: Se ha 
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Introduction

Acute appendicitis (AA) is one of the most common 
surgical pathologies in emergence departments, with 
a lifetime risk between 7% and 9%1-3. It is more fre-
quent between children and young adults. Its inci-
dence seems to be conditioned by different factors 
such as sex, age, ethnicity, and the season of the 
year2,4. However, most of the patients who present 
with acute right iliac fossa pain (RIFP) do not have 
appendicitis. The differential diagnosis can be difficult 
and remains a clinical challenge3.

Traditionally considered as a progressive disease 
whose natural evolution is toward perforation, early 
diagnosis and treatment are necessary to reduce mor-
bidity and mortality5,6, and surgery is the gold stan-
dard of treatment7,8. The etiology and pathogenesis of 
AA remain poorly understood and predicting its evolu-
tion towards a mild or complicated form of the disease 
is difficult. However, recent studies suggest that with 
a logistic regression model, this could be predicted6. 
At present, two types of appendicitis are thought to 
exist: uncomplicated (non-perforating) and compli-
cated (perforating) appendicitis6. Regardless of its 
presentation, the concept of early diagnosis and treat-
ment remains in force8-11.

Diagnosis is based on the clinical assessment, and 
laboratory and imaging tests12.

Ultrasonography (US), abdominal computed tomog-
raphy (CT), and magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) 
are most commonly used to reduce the negative 
appendectomy rate, which has been reported to be as 
high as 15%13.

US is noninvasive, not expose to ionizing radiation 
and is associated with a sensitivity rate between 71% 
and 94% and a specificity rate between 81% and 
98%14,15. It is efficient to confirm the presence of 
appendicitis, but not to exclude the presence of it, 
being also operator dependent3. The lack of conclu-
sive findings, either due to non-visualization of the 
appendix or due to specific technical difficulties 
(obese or obstetric patients), makes necessary to 
implement second-line imaging studies. Abdominal 
CT for suspected appendicitis has sensitivity and 
specificity rates between 76% and 100% and 83-100%, 

respectively15,16. However, the radiation exposure is a 
concern, particularly in children and pregnant women16. 
In these cases, MRI is another option5.

There is an evident lack of uniformity between the 
different guidelines regarding diagnosing and manag-
ing AA7. In an attempt to standardize the diagnostic 
approach to this pathology, clinical prediction rules 
(CPRs) have been introduced, seeking to provide a 
more objective approach to diagnosing RIFP and 
avoiding unnecessary operations12,17.

Both clinical and biochemical variables have been used 
in CPRs to increase the value of individual variables. 
Since the initial proposal of Alvarado18, there are currently 
approximately 12 CPRs available for AA diagnosis12.

The most tested one is the Alvarado score, intro-
duced in 19868. This score has proven to be very 
efficient at “ruling-out” appendicitis with an overall 
sensitivity and specificity of 96% and 81%, respec-
tively17. However, of the eight variables used in the 
initial scale of Alvarado, new variables and weightings 
have been added to the successive scales developed, 
leading to a progressive complexity of CPRs and, 
therefore, making their use less efficient12.

Despite that, the use of these scores seems to be 
useful to determine the low, medium, or high likelihood 
of AA. Furthermore, they allow identifying the cases 
in which image methods must be implemented14. The 
systematic clinical evaluation of patients with RIFP 
can be done efficiently with the use of CPR, but the 
simplification of these tools can make them more use-
ful and easier to apply.

The aim of this study was to validate the effective-
ness of the currently available CPRs in performing a 
correct diagnosis and to develop a new simplified and 
efficient scoring system.

Methods

A retrospective observational study was conducted. 
The clinical records of 458 patients who were evalu-
ated for suspected AA from January 2010 to Decem-
ber 2016 were reviewed. All patients underwent 
surgery using an open (25) or a laparoscopic (433) 
approach. Before surgery, informed consent was 
obtained from all subjects or legal guardian.

desarrollada una nueva EPD (escala HMDC) para determinar la presencia de apendicitis en pacientes evaluados por dolor en 
la fosa ilíaca derecha.

Palabras clave: Apendicitis aguda. Escalas de predicción diagnósticas. Apendicectomía laparoscópica.
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Diagnostic confirmation was obtained through the 
anatomopathological report, which indicated AA by 
the presence of inflammatory cells (leukocytes, lym-
phocytes, or plasma cells) in the surgical specimen or 
indicated negative appendectomy (NA) in the absence 
of these cells19.

The information collected included demographic 
and personal data, clinical features, and analytical 
data at admission, as well as interventional reports, 
and post-operative outcomes. With this information, 
the Alvarado, Raja isteri pengiran anak saleha appen-
dicitis (RIPASA), appendicitis inflammatory response 
(AIR), and adult appendicitis score (AAS) scores were 
established for the selected patients.

The data obtained were entered into an anonymized 
database created in Microsoft Excel (Microsoft Cor-
poration. Redmond, WA 98052. USA) and were ana-
lyzed using IBM SPSS Statistics version 20.0 (IBM 
Corporation Armonk, New York 10504. USA). In the 
descriptive analysis, the quantitative variables are 
reported as the median and the interquartile range 
(IQR). The qualitative variables are reported as fre-
quencies and percentages of the total number of 
patients (N, %). Associations between the qualitative 
variables were analyzed by the Pearson Chi-square 
(χ2) test. Comparisons of the quantitative values were 
carried out using the nonparametric Mann–Whitney U 
test. To determine the diagnostic efficiency of these 
scales, an analysis was performed using receiver 
operating characteristic (ROC) curves, with a calcula-
tion of the area under the curve (AUC) for each scale. 
Then, the scores were stratified according to a low, 
medium, or high probability of presenting AA accord-
ing to established literature guidelines the Alvarado17,18, 
RIPASA20, AIR21, and AAS22 scales.

To elaborate a new score Hospital Medina del 
Campo score (HMC score), a univariate logistic 
regression was performed for each variable incluidas 
en los items de las escalas. In addition, the white 
blood cell count (WBCC) was categorized to establish 
a cut-off point. A univariate binary logistic regression 
was performed with each decile of leukocytes, being 
considered significant if p < 0.05. The lowets data who 
fullfilled the condition was considered the cut-off point 
since it included a greater number of patients. With 
this aim, the variables with p < 0.1 in the univariate 
analysis were included in a multivariate logistic regres-
sion analysis using “the enter method” and “the Wald 
method.”

With those variables that reached statistical value a 
new AA diagnostic probability scale was designed, 

calculating its Area Under the Curve. To score this 
new scale, whole number was calculated from the 
coefficient B of the Wald method, multiplying it by 10 
and eliminating the decimals (Table 1).

This is a retrospective study which involved using 
data from clinical records. To guarantee the adequate 
treatment of the information and its confidentiality, the 
data were treated confidentially and anonymously 
according to the provisions of Spanish Organic Law 
15/1999 of December 13 of the Personal Data Protec-
tion (LOPD). All methods were performed in accor-
dance with the guidelines and regulations established 
by the Declaration of Helsinki (1964/Revised in 1983) 
on biomedical research in humans and Spanish Royal 
Decree 1090/2015, of December 4, which regulates 
clinical trials with drugs, the Research Ethics Commit-
tees with drugs and the Spanish Registry of Clinical 
Studies.

Ethical approval through the Clinical Trials and Eth-
ics Committee of Valladolid University was granted in 
January 2017.

Results

We analyzed 458 patients who fulfilled the inclusion 
criteria: abdominal pain with suspected AA and under-
went an appendectomy. Of these, 404 (88.2%) patients 
had a histological confirmation of appendicitis, and 
54 (11.8%) had a normal appendix. In 36 patients, the 
intraoperative appearance of the appendix was con-
sidered normal; however, in ten of these patients 
(27.8%), the histological report confirmed the pres-
ence of AA. The median age of all patients was 
31 years (IQR: 18.0-48.0 years). In the distribution by 
sex, a male predominance was observed (266 patients: 
58.1%), and 60.9% of the patients with histologically 
confirmed appendicitis were males (p < 0.001). US 

Table 1. Multivariate logistic regession

Variable Coefficient β Score p

Anorexia 0.825 8 0.039

WBCC ≥ 8.275 1.640 16 0.001

NTF > 75% 1.157 12 0.002

Pain migration to RIF 0.861 9 0.021

Pain evolution < 48 h 0.745 7 0.028

T ‑ > 37°C, < 39°C −0.873 −9 0.013

Wald method for calculating the HMC score. NTF: Neutrophilia, RIF: Right iliac fossa, 
T: temperature, WBCC: white blood cell count, HMC: Hospital Medina del Campo
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was performed in all cases and was suggestive of AA 
in 260 (60%) patients, including 243 patients with his-
tological confirmation of AA (sensitivity 63.8% and 
specificity 67.3%).

The scales under investigation were applied to all 
patients in our cohort, and all scales showed statisti-
cally significant results in terms of predictive ability 
and diagnostic performance (Table 2).

The AUC of each CPR based on the probability of 
AA diagnosis is shown in table 3, and the ROC curves 
are shown in figure 1.

Of the 4 CPRs, the Alvarado score presented the 
most accurate diagnosis when the scores were high, 
assigning a high probability of AA to 206 patients, with 
diagnostic confirmation of 96.6%. In addition, the 
Alvarado score places fewer patients in the intermedi-
ate probability of having AA (37,6%). In the low prob-
ability group, the AAS score was the most efficient, 
with 81.91% confirmed cases of AA.

On the other hand, the multivariate analysis identi-
fied the following variables as independent factors of 
confirmed diagnosis of AA: anorexia (increased the 
risk by 2.28 times [p = 0.039]), WBCC ≥ 8.275 leu-
kocytes/μL (increased the risk by 5.16 times 
[p < 0.001]), neutrophilia (NTF) > 75% (increased risk 
of 3.18 times [p = 0.002]), migrating pain to the RIF 
(increased the risk by 2.37 times [p = 0.021]), and 
abdominal pain for < 48 h of evolution (increased the 
risk of AA by 2.11 times [p = 0.028]).

In contrast, a temperature between 37oC and 39oC 
was associated with a lower risk of AA than that in 
patients with a temperature out of that range 
(OR = 0.42 [p = 0.013]).

The novel CPR built with these six variables was 
able to establish three levels of risk among our cohort: 
low probability (≤ 25 points): 24.9% of patients, 
medium probability (26-40 points): 47.9% of patients, 
and high probability (≥ 41 points): 27% of patients 
(Fig. 2). The AUC was 0.81 (CI 95%: 0.74-0.87 [p < 
0.001]). This score has a sensitivity of 60.91% (CI 
95%: 53.85-67.98) and a specificity of 90% (CI 95%: 
79.45-100).

Discussion

To improve the effectiveness of the diagnostic pro-
cess, the ideal scoring system should work as an effec-
tive and accurate tool that accelerates and improves the 
decision-making process and simultaneously reduces 
the need for complementary imaging studies22.

The aim of this study was to validate the effective-
ness of the most commonly used CPRs and to develop 
a new streamlined and efficient scoring system.

Table 2. Results of predictive ability and diagnostic performance 
of clinical prediction rules tested for acute appendicitis

Score Total  
(n = 458)

NA (n = 54; 
11.8%)

AA (n = 404; 
88.2%)

p

Alvarado 6.00 
(5.00‑8.00)

5.00 
(4.00‑6.00)

6.00 
(5.00‑8.00)

< 0.001

RIPASA 7.50 
(6.50‑9.00)

7.00 
(5.50‑8.00)

7.50 
(6.50‑9.00)

< 0.001

AIR 5.00 
(4.00‑7.00)

4.00 
(2.00‑5.00)

5.00 
(4.00‑7.00)

< 0.001

AAS 11.00 
(9.00‑13.00)

9.00 
(7.00‑11.00)

11.00 
(9.00‑13.50)

< 0.001

AA: Histological confirmation, NA: No histological support for AA. AA: Acute 
appendicitis, RIPASA: Raja isteri pengiran anak saleha appendicitis, AIR: appendicitis 
inflammatory response, AAS: Adult appendicitis score

Table 3. Area under the curve of the scales according to the 
histological confirmation of acute appendicitis in our cohort

Score AUC 95% CI p

Alvarado 0.74 0.67‑0.80 < 0.001

RIPASA 0.63 0.56‑0.71 < 0.001

AIR 0.70 0.62‑0.78 < 0.001

AAS 0.70 0.62‑0.78 < 0.001

RIPASA: Raja isteri pengiran anak saleha appendicitis, AIR: appendicitis inflammatory 
response, AAS: adult appendicitis score, CI: confidence interval, AUC: area under the curve

Figure 1. Receiver operating characteristic curves of the clinical pre-
diction rule tested.
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In this sense, the most efficient of the CPRs evalu-
ated was the Alvarado score, which has been con-
firmed in multiple previous studies3,17. This score 
enables risk stratification in patients with RIFP with 
the quantification of eight variables. The other CPRS 
shows a lower diagnostic efficiency with an increase 
in the number of variables evaluated.

The newly developed CPR (HMC score) included 
six variables: anorexia, abdominal pain with < 48 h of 
evolution, migratory pain to the RIF, WBCC > 8.275 
leukocytes/μL, NTF > 75%, and axillary temperature 
between 37oC and 39oC. The score performs well as 
a predictor of AA with an area under the ROC curve 
of 0.81 (p < 0.001), with an improved diagnostic per-
formance over the other scales (Fig. 3).

It is composed of three symptoms and three clinical 
data categories, which are easily identifiable by the 
patient and the evaluator, respectively. The HMC 
score has the advantage of being simpler (with fewer 
items) than the previous ones (Alvarado, RIPASA, 
AIR, and AAS), eliminating subjective data such as 
the degree of defense/rebound in the abdominal 
exploration (AIR and AAS), and data that are not 
always collected in the patient’s medical records.

This score established a cutoff point for the leuko-
cyte count. Although it has already been shown that 
individual or combined analytical tests have limited or 
little specific value when predicting AA, their simulta-
neous negativity allows practically negating the diag-
nosis of AA23. In a prospective study of 1032 patients, 
Lau24 concluded that the elevation of the WBCC and 
the percentage of neutrophils simultaneously 
increased the diagnostic specificity for AA. In another 
study, Atema25 found that a WBC count of > 20,000 
associated with symptoms for more than 48 h was 
associated with a positive predictive value of 100%.

Among patients with AA, the reported sensitivity 
and specificity rates of leukocyte counts were 60-87% 
and 53-100%, respectively26, with different leukocyte 
cut-off points: 11,000 leukocytes/μL in the study of 
Bilic27 and 10,400 leukocytes/μL reported by Narci28. 
Our leukocyte cutoff point was 8275 leukocytes/μL, 
which increased the sensitivity of the test and, when 
combined with NTF (> 75%), the specificity was also 
increased. The percentage of neutrophils is by itself 
considered the best diagnostic marker for AA and is 
also related to its severity25.

Another aspect introduced by the HMC scale is in 
reference to body temperature. Fever is one of the 
variables present in most of the RIFP diagnostic 
scales (Alvarado, RIPASA, and AIR). However, many 

authors believe that the predictive value of fever for 
AA is limited29,30. Andersson31, in a study of 
496 patients, demonstrated that a temperature > 
37.7°C had a sensitivity and specificity of 70% and 
65%, respectively, for the diagnosis of AA. In a later 
study, Andersson found that the mean temperature in 
nonsurgical abdominal pathology was 37.7°C, and 

Figure 2. Stratification of the Hospital Medina del Campo score: low 
probability (≤ 25 points); medium probability (26-40 points); high prob-
ability (≥ 41 points).

Figure 3. Comparative receiver operating characteristic curves of 
the clinical prediction rules tested versus Hospital Medina del Campo 
score (HMC score): HMC (AUC: 0.81); Alvarado (AUC: 0.74); appen-
dicitis inflammatory response (AUC: 0.70); adult appendicitis score 
(AUC: 0.70); Alvarado, Raja isteri pengiran anak saleha appendicitis 
(AUC: 0.63).
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only its persistence in serial physical evaluations 
would indicate the presence of complicated AA32. 
Therefore, temperature, as an independent variable, 
is not as useful3,29. In our scale, an axillary tempera-
ture between 37°C and 39°C was associated with a 
lower risk of AA. For that reason, and in agreement 
with these authors, our data support the idea that 
temperature is not a good predictive value of AA 
pathology. Its presence in patients evaluated for RIFP 
should alert clinicians to the possible existence of 
other intra-abdominal pathologies, such acute gastro-
enteritis and pelvic inflammatory disease.

It is well established that the diagnostic approach 
to RIFP is conditioned by certain characteristics of the 
patient, such as age and sex2,4. When comparing the 
global cohort of female patients with AA, we found 
that the HMC scale presented an AUC = 0.84 (0.77-0.90) 
(p < 0.001), which was higher than the AUC of the 
other CPRs. The data were even more obvious when 
we analyzed the group of women between the ages of 
15 and 64 with an AUC of 0.86 (0.78-0.93) (p < 0.001). 
In addition, the diagnostic approach in women of child-
bearing age is particularly difficult because of the over-
lap of gynecological symptoms with those of AA itself, 
causing an increase in NA due to diagnostic errors33. 
It has been postulated that CPR scores fail to properly 
evaluate this subgroup of patients because the scores 
cannot adequately exclude the presence of gyneco-
logical pathologies. In fact, a diagnostic scale has 
been developed for the management of acute abdomi-
nal pain in women of reproductive age34.

When we applied the HMC score to women between 
15 and 64 years old, we obtained a very high degree 
of success for the diagnosis of AA because of the 
44 patients in this age subgroup with an HMC score 
≥ 41, only one of them had a diagnosis recorded as 
AN, which improves the data provided by other 
authors35. However, female patients with a score ≤ 
25 had the highest rate of NA (20 out of 44). These 
results support those collected in other studies that 
also showed high rates of NA in women of childbear-
ing age29,36 and support the early implementation of 
imaging tests in these patients37.

Another group of patients with specific characteris-
tics is the pediatric group. In this subgroup, the diag-
nosis of AA is a challenge both for the presence of 
nonsurgical pathologies that resemble appendicitis 
and for the difficulties of the anamnesis and explora-
tion of these patients14. The rate of diagnostic errors 
increases as age decreases, and children 3 under 
3 years of age have up to 5 times more risk of 

complicated AA38. Unable to provide data on patients 
under 5 years of age, our results show that NA was 
more frequent in pubescent girls between 10 and 
14 years old (60% in our cohort), which are similar 
results to those found by Güller in a retrospective 
study of 7452 cases39.

The HMC scale was shown to be an acceptable pre-
dictor of AA in pediatric patients, with an AUC = 0.74 (0.59-
0.90; p = 0.019), a result not achieved when applying 
the other scales. A high score on this scale was 100% 
diagnosed by AA, which could have avoided the use of 
ultrasound, a conclusion similar to that derived from the 
study of Blitman in which the Alvarado score was 
applied14. On the other hand, authors such as Fleis-
chman40 showed that low scores of the appendicitis 
scales in children had good sensitivity to rule out AA and, 
therefore, to save diagnostic imaging tests with certainty 
and avoid unnecessary radiation risks.

Consequently, we believe that imaging tests improve 
the diagnostic accuracy, avoid errors and delays in 
definitive treatment, and should be performed in the 
diagnostic workup of doubtful diagnoses (intermediate 
scores) followed by CT scan when needed, a strategy 
supported by other authors41,42.

Finally, in elderly patients, the AA rate is approxi-
mately 10%, although with the aging of the population, 
these figures are increasing43. Comorbidities, the 
insidious onset of the disease and the delay in diagno-
sis with the high rate of perforations make AA pathol-
ogy with high using and mortality rates in elderly 
patients44. The diagnostic scales for AA were designed 
with a young population, so their effectiveness in an 
elderly age group is not well documented45. For all this, 
and in the same way as other authors44, we recom-
mended the early use of imaging tests in these patients, 
especially in the presence of inconclusive clinical data.

In our study, 11.1% of the patients were within this 
age group, with only 3 results of NA. None of the 
CPRs tested were statistically significant when applied 
to this group to discriminate between AA and NA. 
Nevertheless, the HMC scale was statistically signifi-
cant, with the best AUC for elderly patients out of all 
the scores (0.86), showing that it was also a good 
predictive model for these patients. However, this 
sample size seems to be too small to make suitable 
comparisons with other published data.

The major weaknesses of this study are its retro-
spective nature, which increases the potential for bias 
and that it is a single center study. Among the strengths, 
it stands out that all patients have been treated by a 
small number of surgeons, with an adequate level of 
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criteria uniformity and that in more than 95% of the 
cases, the clinical data were complete. Obviously, the 
score developed requires a validation that is currently 
being implemented in our center.

Conclusion

We can affirm that the diagnostic probability scales 
for AA are useful tools to evaluate patients with RIFP, 
which can facilitate the diagnostic approach during 
emergency situations and save time and unnecessary 
tests. The diagnostic accuracy for AA can be 
increased, in probable or inconclusive cases in which 
the diagnoses are based on clinical data, with the 
implementation of US and CT studies.

Obviously, in western countries, access to image 
studies is relatively easy. However, frequently, this 
supposes an overload for the radiological services as 
in our center. The implementation and proper use of 
these tools in emergency services can help to select 
those patients who truly need an extension of the clini-
cal evaluation with complementary imaging studies.

Finally, our data allow us to affirm that the HMC 
score improves the diagnostic effectiveness in the 
population groups studied with respect to the other 
scales that have been evaluated and previously vali-
dated and supported by the literature.

Funding

The authors declare no funding was received.

Conflicts of interest

The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

Ethical disclosures

Protection of human and animal subjects. The 
authors declare that no experiments were performed 
on humans or animals for this study.

Confidentiality of data. The authors declare that 
they have followed the protocols of their work center 
on the publication of patient data.

Right to privacy and informed consent. The authors 
declare that no patient data appear in this article.

References 
 1. Addiss DG, Shaffer N, Fowler BS, Tauxe RV. The epidemiology of 

appendicitis and appendectomy in the United States. Am J Epidemiol. 
1990;132:910-25.

 2. Aarabi S, Sidhwa F, Riehle KJ, Chen Q, Mooney DP. Pediatric 
appendicitis in New England: epidemiology and outcomes. J Pediatr 
Surg. 2011;46:1106-14.

 3. Shogilev DJ, Duus N, Odom SR, Shapiro NI. Diagnosing appendicitis: 
evidence-based review of the diagnostic approach in 2014. West J 
Emerg Med. 2014;15:859-71.

 4. Ilves I, Fagerström A, Herzig KH, Juvonen P, Miettinen P, Paajanen H. 
Seasonal variations of acute appendicitis and nonspecific abdominal pain 
in Finland. World J Gastroenterol. 2014;20:4037-4042.

 5. Eng KA, Abadeh A, Ligocki C, Lee YK, Moineddin R, Adams-Webber T, 
et al. Acute appendicitis: a meta-analysis of the diagnostic accuracy of 
US, CT, and MRI as second-line imaging tests after an initial US. Radio-
logy. 2018;288:717-27.

 6. Eddama M, Fragkos KC, Renshaw S, Aldridge M, Bough G, Bonthala L, 
et al. Logistic regression model to predict acute uncomplicated and 
complicated appendicitis. Ann R Coll Surg Engl. 2019;101:107-18.

 7. Gorter RR, Eker HH, Gorter-Stam MA, Abis GS, Acharya A, Ankersmit M, 
et al. Diagnosis and management of acute appendicitis. EAES consen-
sus development conference 2015. Surg Endosc. 2016;30:4668-90.

 8. Cappendijk VC, Hazebroek FW. The impact of diagnostic delay on the 
course of acute appendicitis. Arch Dis Child. 2000;83:64-6.

 9. United Kingdom National Surgical Research Collaborative, Bhangu A. 
Safety of short, in-hospital delays before surgery for acute appendicitis: 
multicentre cohort study, systematic review, and meta-analysis. Ann 
Surg. 2014;259:894-903.

 10. Shin CS, Roh YN, Kim JL. Delayed appendectomy versus early appen-
dectomy in the treatment of acute appendicitis: a retrospective study. 
World J Emerg Surg. 2014;9:8.

 11. Saar S, Talving P, Laos J, Põdramägi T, Sokirjanski M, Lustenberger T, 
et al. Delay between onset of symptoms and surgery in acute appendi-
citis increases perioperative morbidity: a prospective study. World J Surg. 
2016;40:1308-14.

 12. Kularatna M, Lauti M, Haran C, MacFater W, Sheikh L, Huang Y, et al. 
Clinical prediction rules for appendicitis in adults: which is best? World 
J Surg. 2017;41:1769-81.

 13. Paulson EK, Kalady MF, Pappas TN. Clinical practice. Suspected appen-
dicitis. N Engl J Med. 2003;348:236-42.

 14. Blitman NM, Anwar M, Brady KB, Taragin BH, Freeman K. Value of fo-
cused appendicitis ultrasound and Alvarado score in predicting appendi-
citis in children: can we reduce the use of CT? Am J Roentgenol. 2015; 
204:W707-12.

 15. van Randen A, Laméris W, van Es HW, van Heesewijk HP, van 
Ramshorst B, Ten Hove W, et al. A comparison of the accuracy of ultra-
sound and computed tomography in common diagnoses causing acute 
abdominal pain. Eur Radiol. 2011;21:1535-45.

 16. Parker L, Nazarian LN, Gingold EL, Palit CD, Hoey CL, Frangos AJ. Cost 
and radiation savings of partial substitution of ultrasound for CT in appen-
dicitis evaluation: a national projection. AJR Am J Roentgenol. 2014; 
202:124-35.

 17. Ohle R, O’Reilly F, O’Brien KK, Fahey T, Dimitrov BD. The alvarado 
score for predicting acute appendicitis: a systematic review. BMC 
Med. 2011;9:139.

 18. Alvarado A. A practical score for the early diagnosis of acute appendici-
tis. Ann Emerg Med. 1986;15:557-64.

 19. Mariadason JG, Wang WN, Wallack MK, Belmonte A, Matari H. Nega-
tive appendicectomy rate as a quality metric in the management of 
appendicitis: impact of computed tomography, Alvarado score and the 
definition of negative appendicectomy. Ann R Coll Surg Engl. 
2012;94:395-401.

 20. Malik MU, Connelly TM, Awan F, Pretorius F, Fiuza-Castineira C, El 
Faedy O, et al. The RIPASA score is sensitive and specific fir the diag-
nosis of acute appendicitis in a western population. Int J Colorectal Dis. 
2017;32:491-7.

 21. de Castro SM, Ünlü C, Steller EP, van Wagensveld BA, Vrouenraets BC. 
Evaluation of the appendicitis inflammatory response score for patients 
with acute appendicitis. World J Surg. 2012;36:1540-5.

 22. Sammalkorpi HE, Mentula P, Savolainen H, Leppäniemi A. The introduc-
tion of adult appendicitis score reduced negative appendectomy rate. 
Scand J Surg. 2017;106:196-201.

 23. Dueholm S, Bagi P, Bud M. Laboratory aid in the diagnosis of acute 
appendicitis. A blinded, prospective trial concerning diagnostic value of 
leukocyte count, neutrophil differential count, and C-reactive protein. Dis 
Colon Rectum. 1989;32:855-9.

 24. Lau WY, Ho YC, Chu KW, Yeung C. Leucocyte count and neutrophil 
percentage in appendicectomy for suspected appendicitis. Aust N Z J 
Surg. 1989;59:395-8.

 25. Atema JJ, Gnas SL, Beenen LF, Toorenvliet BR, Laurell H, Stoker J, 
et al. Accuracy of white blood cell count and c-reactive protein levels 
related to duration of symptoms in patients suspected of acute appendi-
citis. Acad Emerg Med. 2015;22:1015-24.

 26. Grönroos JM, Forsström JJ, Irjala K, Nevalainen TJ. Phospholipase A2, 
C-reactive protein, and white blood cell count in the diagnosis of acute 
appendicitis. Clin Chem. 1994;40:1757-60.



J.C. Martín-del Olmo et al.: Clinical prediction rules

49

 27. Bilici S, Sekmenli T, Göksu M, Melek M, Avci V. Mean platelet volume in 
diagnosis of acute appendicitis in children. Afr Health Sci. 2011;11:427-32.

 28. Narci H, Turk E, Karagulle E, Togan T, Karabulut K. The role of red cell 
distribution width in the diagnosis of acute appendicitis: a retrospective 
case-controlled study. World J Emerg Surg. 2013;8:46.

 29. Kabir SA, Kabir SI, Sun R, Jafferbhoy S, Karim A. How to diagnose an 
acutely inflamed appendix; a systematic review of the latest evidence. 
Int J Surg. 2017;40:155-62.

 30. Cardall T, Glasser J, Guss DA. Clinical value of the total white blood cell 
count and temperature in the evaluation of patients with suspected 
appendicitis. Acad Emerg Med. 2004;11:1021-7.

 31. Andersson RE, Hugander AP, Ghazi SH, Ravn H, Offenbartl SK, 
Nyström PO, et al. Diagnostic value of disease history, clinical presen-
tation, and inflammatory parameters of appendicitis. World J Surg. 1999; 
23:133-40.

 32. Andersson RE, Hugander A, Ravn H, Offenbartl K, Ghazi SH, Nyström PO, 
et al. Repeated clinical and laboratory examinations in patients with an 
equivocal diagnosis of appendicitis. World J Surg. 2000;24:479-85.

 33. Seetahal SA, Bolorunduro OB, Sookdeo TC, Oyetunji TA, Greene WR, 
Frederick W, et al. Negative appendectomy: a 10-year review of a natio-
nally representative sample. Am J Surg. 2011;201:433-7.

 34. Jearwattanakanok K, Yamada S, Suntornlimsiri W, Smuthtai W, Patuma-
nond J. Validation of the diagnostic score for acute lower abdominal pain 
in women of reproductive age. Emerg Med Int. 2014;2014:320926.

 35. Horzić M, Salamon A, Kopljar M, Skupnjak M, Cupurdija K, Vanjak D. 
Analysis of scores in diagnosis of acute appendicitis in women. Coll 
Antropol. 2005;29:133-8.

 36. Jones K, Peña AA, Dunn EL, Nadalo L, Mangram AJ. Are negative 
appendectomies still acceptable? Am J Surg. 2004;188:748-54.

 37. Hernanz-Schulman M. CT and US in the diagnosis of appendicitis: an 
argument for CT. Radiology. 2010;255:3-7.

 38. Bratton SL, Haberkern CM, Waldhausen JH. Acute appendicitis risks 
of complications: age and medicaid insurance. Pediatrics. 
2000;106:75-8.

 39. Güller U, Rosella L, McCall J, Brügger LE, Candinas D. Negative appen-
dicectomy and perforation rates in patients undergoing laparoscopic 
surgery for suspected appendicitis. Br J Surg. 2011;98:589-95.

 40. Fleischman RJ, Devine MK, Yagapen MA, Steichen AJ, Hansen ML, 
Zigman AF, et al. Evaluation of a novel pediatric appendicitis pathway 
using high- and low-risk scoring systems. Pediatr Emerg Care. 2013; 
29:1060-5.

 41. Poortman P, Oostvogel HJ, Bosma E, Lohle PN, Cuesta MA, de Lan-
ge-de Klerk ES, et al. Improving diagnosis of acute appendicitis: results 
of a diagnostic pathway with standard use of ultrasonography followed 
by selective use of CT. J Am Coll Surg. 2009;208:434-41.

 42. Kollár D, McCartan DP, Bourke M, Cross KS, Dowdall J. Predicting 
acute appendicitis? A comparison of the alvarado score, the appendicitis 
inflammatory response score and clinical assessment. World J Surg. 
2015;39:104-9.

 43. Zbierska K, Kenig J, Lasek A, Rubinkiewicz M, Wałęga P. Differences in 
the clinical course of acute appendicitis in the elderly in comparison to 
younger population. Po Przeg Chir. 2016;88:142-6.

 44. Omari AH, Khammash MR, Qasaimeh GR, Shammari AK, Yaseen MK, 
Hammori SK. Acute appendicitis in the elderly: risk factors for perforation. 
World J Emerg Surg. 2014;9:6.

 45. Shchatsko A, Brown R, Reid T, Adams S, Alger A, Charles A. The utili-
ty of the alvarado score in the diagnosis of acute appendicitis in the el-
derly. Am Surg. 2017;83:793-8.


