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Acute pancreatitis represents a
spectrum of disease ranging
from a mild, self-limited
course requiring only brief

hospitalization to a rapidly progressive,
fulminant illness resulting in the multi-
ple organ dysfunction syndrome with or
without accompanying sepsis. This con-

sensus statement focuses on the manage-
ment of the critically ill patient with se-
vere acute pancreatitis (SAP). Only a
minority of patients with pancreatitis
have disease severe enough to require
admission to an intensive care unit (ICU).
These patients have mortality rates in the
range of 30–50% and a mean hospital
length of stay �1 month, attesting to the
severity of pancreatitis at this end of the
spectrum (1).

An established definition of SAP was
developed by consensus in 1992 and is
widely used throughout the literature.
Using this definition, SAP is acute pan-
creatitis associated with complications
that are either local (e.g., peripancreatic
fluid collection, necrosis, abscess,
pseudocyst) or systemic (e.g., organ dys-
function). However, the definitions used
previously for organ dysfunction are not

consistent with current criteria that ne-
cessitate organ support or ICU admission
today. To better identify patients who
have severe systemic manifestations of
pancreatitis from a critical care perspec-
tive, we use the term severe acute pan-
creatitis to represent pancreatitis in the
context of true organ dysfunction, irre-
spective of the local complications. In
this regard, SAP is to pancreatitis as se-
vere sepsis is to sepsis (2).

An international consensus confer-
ence was held in April 2004 to develop
guidelines for the management of the
critically ill patient with SAP. These
guidelines differ from those previously
published by focusing on the challenges
of caring for the patient with severe pan-
creatitis in the critical care environment.
A jury of ten persons representing sur-
gery, internal medicine, and critical care
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Objective: Acute pancreatitis represents a spectrum of disease
ranging from a mild, self-limited course requiring only brief
hospitalization to a rapidly progressive, fulminant illness resulting
in the multiple organ dysfunction syndrome (MODS), with or
without accompanying sepsis. The goal of this consensus state-
ment is to provide recommendations regarding the management
of the critically ill patient with severe acute pancreatitis (SAP).

Data Sources and Methods: An international consensus con-
ference was held in April 2004 to develop recommendations for
the management of the critically ill patient with SAP. Evidence-
based recommendations were developed by a jury of ten persons
representing surgery, internal medicine, and critical care after
conferring with experts and reviewing the pertinent literature to
address specific questions concerning the management of pa-
tients with severe acute pancreatitis.

Data Synthesis: There were a total of 23 recommendations
developed to provide guidance to critical care clinicians caring for
the patient with SAP. Topics addressed were as follows. 1) When
should the patient admitted with acute pancreatitis be monitored
in an ICU or stepdown unit? 2) Should patients with severe acute
pancreatitis receive prophylactic antibiotics? 3) What is the op-
timal mode and timing of nutritional support for the patient with
SAP? 4) What are the indications for surgery in acute pancreatitis,
what is the optimal timing for intervention, and what are the roles
for less invasive approaches including percutaneous drainage

and laparoscopy? 5) Under what circumstances should patients
with gallstone pancreatitis undergo interventions for clearance of
the bile duct? 6) Is there a role for therapy targeting the inflam-
matory response in the patient with SAP? Some of the recom-
mendations included a recommendation against the routine use of
prophylactic systemic antibacterial or antifungal agents in pa-
tients with necrotizing pancreatitis. The jury also recommended
against pancreatic debridement or drainage for sterile necrosis,
limiting debridement or drainage to those with infected pancre-
atic necrosis and/or abscess confirmed by radiologic evidence of
gas or results or fine needle aspirate. Furthermore, the jury
recommended that whenever possible, operative necrosectomy
and/or drainage be delayed at least 2–3 wk to allow for demar-
cation of the necrotic pancreas.

Conclusions: This consensus statement provides 23 different
recommendations concerning the management of patients with
SAP. These recommendations differ in several ways from previous
recommendations because of the release of recent data concern-
ing the management of these patients and also because of the
focus on the critically ill patient. There are a number of important
questions that could not be answered using an evidence-based
approach, and areas in need of further research were identified.
(Crit Care Med 2004; 32:2524–2536)
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attended the presentations of 24 experts
in the field of pancreatitis. Experts were
asked to address several specific ques-
tions posed by the conference organizers
and scientific advisors. These questions
included the following: a) When should
the patient admitted with acute pancre-
atitis be monitored in an ICU or step-
down unit? b) Should patients with SAP
receive prophylactic antibiotics? c) What
are the optimal mode and timing of nu-
tritional support for the patient with
SAP? d) What are the indications for sur-
gery in acute pancreatitis, what is the
optimal timing for intervention, and
what are the roles for less invasive ap-
proaches including percutaneous drain-
age and laparoscopy? e) Under what cir-
cumstances should patients with
gallstone pancreatitis undergo interven-
tions for clearance of the bile duct? and f)
Is there a role for therapy targeting the
inflammatory response in the patient
with SAP?

Following the formal presentations,
the jury met to review the pertinent lit-
erature. One pair of jury members ad-
dressed each question, summarizing the
level of evidence and making recommen-
dations for consideration and discussion
among all jury members using the ap-
proach promulgated by the Center for
Evidence Based Medicine, Oxford, United
Kingdom (3). Since the focus on this con-
sensus conference was critically ill pa-
tients with SAP and since a number of
recent studies address some of these
questions, some statements in this docu-
ment vary from previously published rec-
ommendations (4).

QUESTION 1: WHEN SHOULD
THE PATIENT ADMITTED WITH
ACUTE PANCREATITIS BE
MONITORED IN AN ICU OR
STEP-DOWN UNIT?

Rationale

Patients with SAP may benefit from an
environment with more intensive moni-
toring given their potential for progres-
sive organ dysfunction and/or life-
threatening local complications. Since
the availability of critical care beds is
limited, it is important to identify appro-
priate patients for ICU admission. Addi-
tionally, avoiding unnecessary ICU ad-
mission may limit the risk of nosocomial
infections and iatrogenic complications.

Evidence

One of the most important determi-
nants of poor outcome in SAP is the early
development and persistence of organ dys-
function. Although a variety of scoring sys-
tems, biomarkers, and radiological findings
can help to identify patients at risk of organ
dysfunction, these do not substitute for fre-
quent clinical assessment and monitoring.
Therefore, the cornerstone of management
in early pancreatitis is fluid resuscitation
and close monitoring for early manifesta-
tions of organ dysfunction. In addition to
frequent assessment of vital signs, monitor-
ing should be directed toward the repeated
evaluation of intravascular volume status
by means of physical examination and
monitoring of urine output and the early
identification of hypoxemia through either
pulse oximetry or arterial blood gas analy-
sis.

Several disease-specific scoring sys-
tems have been developed to help identify
the patient at risk for adverse outcomes,
such as the Ranson criteria (5) and the
Glasgow Score (6). Of the 11 Ranson cri-
teria, four are directly related to fluid
resuscitation (urea, net fluid sequestra-
tion, base deficit, and decreased hemato-
crit) and are independent predictors of
mortality (7). In a report of 49 patients
with acute pancreatitis, generic measures
of disease severity such as the Acute
Physiology and Chronic Health Evalua-
tion II or Simplified Acute Physiology
Score II score were superior to disease-
specific scoring systems in predicting
mortality (8). These scoring systems de-
scribe patients in the first 24–48 hrs after
their presentation. However, evolving or-
gan dysfunction appears to be a better
predictor of outcome than a one-time as-
sessment, suggesting that dynamic
scores might be more useful (9).

A variety of serum biomarkers are as-
sociated with the severity and prognosis
of acute pancreatitis (10). C-reactive pro-
tein (CRP), an acute phase reactant, is
most widely used. Although high levels of
CRP have been associated with pancreatic
necrosis (11, 12), there is a 24- to 48-hr
latency before CRP increases, limiting its
utility as an early predictor (10). Of the
many cytokines evaluated, interleukin
(IL)-6 appears to hold the most promise
as an early predictor of severe disease, but
more definitive studies are needed (10).
Trypsinogen activation peptide is a pan-
creatic protease that is released early in
acute pancreatitis. In a study of 172 pa-
tients designed to evaluate the utility of

trypsinogen activation peptide and CRP
in identifying patients with severe dis-
ease, the discriminatory ability of either
was poor. The area under the receiver
operating curve at 24 hrs from symptom
onset for trypsinogen activation peptide
and CRP was only 0.69 and 0.40, respec-
tively. At 24 hrs following hospital admis-
sion, their ability to discriminate mild
from severe disease was only slightly bet-
ter, with the area under the receiver op-
erating curve of 0.78 and 0.65 for
trypsinogen activation peptide and CRP,
respectively (13). Procalcitonin (14) and
numerous other markers also have been
studied in small groups of patients (10).
In general, although some of these mark-
ers are used to follow patients with pan-
creatitis, they are of limited clinical util-
ity in predicting outcome or to triage
patients for admission to an ICU.

Radiographic imaging frequently is
necessary to both diagnose and stage the
severity of acute pancreatitis. In patients
with abdominal pain of unclear etiology,
computed tomography (CT) of the abdo-
men can confirm the diagnosis of pancre-
atitis and identify other causes of pain.
When intravenous radiocontrast media
are contraindicated, the diagnosis of
acute pancreatitis can be inferred from
homogeneous glandular enlargement
and the presence of peripancreatic fluid
collections (15). CT with nonionic intra-
venous radiocontrast is preferred. The ra-
diocontrast is necessary to identify pan-
creatic necrosis, which appears as focal or
diffuse zones of nonenhanced paren-
chyma. Necrosis may not be evident until
48–72 hrs after presentation. If the pa-
tient is clinically stable, magnetic reso-
nance imaging is an alternative to CT
when contrast dye is contraindicated and
an assessment of the presence of necrosis
is necessary. The extent of pancreatic ne-
crosis appears to be a useful determinant
of prognosis, with mortality increasing
markedly in patients with necrosis in-
volving �30% of the gland (16–19).

The availability of critical care services
may ensure optimal fluid resuscitation in
order to prevent, reverse, or attenuate
organ dysfunction and facilitate timely
use of advanced life support. Thresholds
for admission to an ICU vary widely and
are dependent on the availability of beds,
alternative venues (such as step-down
units), and whether frequent monitoring
and appropriate management can occur
on the ward. Patients with SAP who fulfill
conventional criteria for ICU admission
(20) should be admitted if possible, as
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well as those patients at high risk of rapid
deterioration such as the elderly (21),
those with significant obesity (e.g., body
mass index �30 kg/m2) (22), patients re-
quiring ongoing volume resuscitation,
and patients with evidence of substantial
pancreatic necrosis (�30%).

There are no studies evaluating the
relationship between different models of
critical care delivery and outcomes in pa-
tients with SAP. However, a systematic
review of 26 observational studies showed
that a heterogeneous group of critically
ill patients cared for by an intensivist or
using an intensivist consultant model in
a closed ICU had a shorter duration of
ICU stay and lower mortality than similar
patients cared for in units without such
staffing patterns (23).

Jury Recommendations

Recommendation 1. We recommend
ICU admission for patients meeting con-
ventional criteria for admission to a critical
care unit. In addition, a step-down unit or
ICU should be considered for patients who
are at high risk of rapid deterioration such
as the elderly, the obese, patients requiring
ongoing volume resuscitation, and patients
with substantial pancreatic necrosis (level 5
evidence, grade D recommendation).

Recommendation 2. We recommend
that when feasible, critically ill patients
with pancreatitis be cared for by an in-
tensivist-led multidisciplinary team with
ready access to physicians skilled in en-
doscopy, endoscopic retrograde cholan-
giopancreatography (ERCP), surgery, and
interventional radiology (level 3a evi-
dence, grade B recommendation).

Recommendation 3. We recommend
close clinical observation of patients with
pancreatitis regardless of their venue of
care. These patients usually require early
and aggressive fluid resuscitation. They
are at risk for the early development of
organ dysfunction as a result of inade-
quate resuscitation and the systemic and
local complications of pancreatitis. Clin-
ical monitoring should focus on intravas-
cular volume assessment (e.g., physical
examination, urine output, and acid-
base status) and pulmonary function
(e.g., hypoxemia). Disease-specific scor-
ing systems and global illness severity
scores may be useful adjuncts to iden-
tify patients at high risk of complica-
tions; however, these models should
not replace frequent serial clinical as-
sessments (level 5 evidence, grade D
recommendation).

Recommendation 4. We recommend
against the routine use of markers such
as CRP or procalcitonin to guide clinical
decision making, predict the clinical
course of pancreatitis, or triage patients
(level 5 evidence, grade D recommenda-
tion).

Recommendation 5. We recommend
that in the presence of diagnostic uncer-
tainty at the time of initial presentation, a
CT scan of the abdomen (with intrave-
nous contrast in the absence of contrain-
dications) be performed after adequate
fluid resuscitation to confirm the diagno-
sis of pancreatitis and to rule out alter-
nate diagnoses. An admission CT scan
may also serve as a baseline for future
scans (level 5 evidence, grade D recom-
mendation).

Recommendation 6. We recommend
that CT to identify local complications be
delayed for 48–72 hrs when possible, as
necrosis might not be visualized earlier
(level 5 evidence, grade D recommenda-
tion).

QUESTION 2: SHOULD
PATIENTS WITH SEVERE
ACUTE PANCREATITIS RECEIVE
PROPHYLACTIC ANTIBIOTICS?

Rationale

Infection of the necrotic pancreas de-
velops in 30–50% of patients with necro-
sis documented by CT or operation (24–
27). Although infection might occur
within the first week following initial pre-
sentation, its incidence tends to peak in
the third week of the disease (28). Rates
of organ failure and mortality appear to
be highest among patients with infected
pancreatic necrosis.

The mechanism by which the necrotic
pancreas becomes infected is unclear, but
experimental and clinical data suggest
that the gastrointestinal tract is the likely
source of organisms, since intestinal col-
onization by pathogens often precedes
pancreatic infection (29–33). These data,
combined with the adverse outcomes as-
sociated with the development of infected
pancreatic necrosis, underlie the ratio-
nale for the use of either prophylactic
intravenous or oral, nonabsorbable anti-
microbials. Different regimens have been
proposed, but most have a spectrum of
activity that includes Gram-negative or-
ganisms. There is no justification for an-

Table 1. Summary of randomized trials examining routine prophylactic antibiotics for necrotizing pancreatitis

Study Blinded Intervention n
Ranson Score,

Mean

Infected
Pancreatic

Necrosis, %
Surgery,

%
Mean Length
of Stay, Days

Mortality,
%

Pederzoli et al. (37) No None 33 3.6 30 33 NA 12
Imipenem 41 3.7 12a 29 7

Sainio et al. (38) No None 30 5.7 40 47 44 23
Cefuroxime 30 5.3 30 23a 33 3a

Delcenserie et al. (39) No None 12 2.1 33b 25 28 25
Ceftazidime and amikacin and

metronidazole
11 2.5 0 0 22 9

Schwarz et al. (41) No None 13 4.5 54 NA NA 15
Ofloxacin and metronidazole 13 5.0 62 0

Nordback et al. (42) No None 33 NA 18 15 21 15
Imipenem 25 4 8 17 8

Isenmann et al. (40) Double Placebo 35 2.0 9 17 23 4
Ciprofloxacin and metronidazole 41 3.0 12 24 22 3

NA, not applicable.
ap � .05; b end point is severe sepsis or infected pancreatic necrosis.
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timicrobial prophylaxis in patients with-
out necrosis, given the relatively low
incidence of infectious complications in
this setting.

Evidence

Intravenous Antimicrobial Prophy-
laxis. Three randomized controlled stud-
ies tested the efficacy of parenteral ampi-
cillin (1 g every 6 hrs for 5–7 days) in
unselected patients with acute pancreati-
tis. There were no differences in out-
comes (infectious complications, deaths,
or hospital length of stay) between treat-
ment and control groups in all three
studies. However, there were no major
pancreatic complications and only one
death in these trials, indicating that the
majority of these patients had mild pan-
creatitis (34–36).

More recent studies have targeted pa-
tients at greater risk of pancreatic infec-
tion, using high levels of CRP and/or ev-
idence of pancreatic necrosis on CT as
inclusion criteria. Six randomized con-
trolled trials have tested the efficacy of
prophylactic systemic antibiotics in this
higher risk group (37– 42) (Table 1).
These trials differ in their inclusion cri-
teria and the choice of antimicrobials.
Two studies demonstrated reduced rates
of pancreatic infection (37, 39). Only one
of these trials was adequately powered to
demonstrate a statistically significant de-
crease in this end point, and in this study
the reduction in infection rates was not
associated with a reduction in the num-
ber of operations, organ failure, or mor-
tality (37). The other four studies did not
demonstrate a significant reduction in
rates of pancreatic infection with prophy-
laxis (38, 40–42). The report by Sainio
and colleagues (38) is the sole study dem-
onstrating a reduction in mortality in the
treatment arm, but an excess of early
deaths in the control group, unrelated to
infection, suggests an imbalance in ran-
domization. In this study, prophylaxis
was associated with fewer urinary tract
infections and fewer operative interven-
tions; however, many of the operations
were directed toward the debridement of
noninfected pancreatic necrosis. In the
Schwarz et al. (41) trial, there was a trend
toward benefit but the study was under-
powered to derive definitive conclusions.
In the trial by Nordback et al. (42), in
which patients with CRP �150 and pan-
creatic necrosis by CT were randomized
to prophylaxis or standard care, there was
less organ failure with a trend toward

fewer pancreatic infections in the treat-
ment arm, without significant effects on
operative interventions or mortality.
However, �40% of the patients in the
control arm of this study were converted
to imipenem therapy because of suspi-
cion of infection (42). The fourth study,
with the highest methodological quality,
yet with a relatively small proportion of
patients with necrosis, demonstrated no
differences in outcome (40).

Three meta-analyses have been pub-
lished (43–45), none of which included
the most recently published randomized
controlled trial by Isenmann. All of these
analyses have concluded that prophylac-
tic antimicrobial therapy is beneficial in
necrotizing pancreatitis with either
trends or statistically significant reduc-
tions in mortality, rates of infection, or
surgical intervention. In each of these
meta-analyses, the results were influ-
enced by the inclusion of the trial with a
high early mortality in the control arm by
Sainio and colleagues (38), described pre-
viously. After excluding this report, one
meta-analysis showed no beneficial effect
to prophylactic antimicrobial therapy
(44). Another meta-analysis was limited
to the three studies in which acute ne-
crotizing pancreatitis was an entry crite-
rion (45). In this analysis, the pooled es-
timates suggested a trend toward a
decrease in the risk of local pancreatic
infections. However, a significant reduc-
tion in mortality was evident. The im-
provement in mortality without a reduc-
tion in rates of pancreatic infection
suggests that the antimicrobials might
have exerted their beneficial effects
through other mechanisms, the most
likely of which is earlier treatment of
other nosocomial infections.

The lack of any consistent benefit
across studies, their variable inclusion
criteria, variable methodological quality,
different antimicrobial regimens, and the
significant potential for harm preclude a
recommendation for routine intravenous
prophylactic antimicrobial therapy in pa-
tients with SAP with or without necrosis.
Furthermore, prophylactic antimicrobi-
als have been associated with a change in
the spectrum of pancreatic isolates from
enteric Gram-negatives to fungi and
Gram-positive organisms (46, 47). A
large, multiple-center, double-blind, ran-
domized controlled trial of meropenem
vs. placebo is underway and might pro-
vide additional insight into the risks and
benefits of systemic antimicrobial pro-
phylaxis.

Prophylactic Antifungal Therapy. The
practice of routine antibacterial prophy-
laxis for SAP is associated with an in-
creasing number of reports of pancreatic
necrosis infected with Candida species
(24, 46, 48). These infections are associ-
ated with a higher mortality than bacte-
rial infections, although this finding is
not consistent across all studies (48–52).
One observational study with historical
controls suggested that prophylaxis or
early preemptive treatment (in the set-
ting of Candida colonization) with flu-
conazole might prevent fungal pancreatic
infections (51). However, given the lim-
ited data available, there is insufficient
evidence to support a recommendation of
routine antifungal prophylaxis in patients
with SAP.

Selective Decontamination of the Di-
gestive Tract. Another strategy for infec-
tion prophylaxis is the use of selective
decontamination of the digestive tract.
Given that the source of pathogens is
thought to be the gastrointestinal tract,
this approach offers a sound biological
rationale. In a multiple-center, random-
ized controlled trial, Luiten et al. (53)
studied 102 patients with severe pancre-
atitis defined by an Imrie (Glasgow) score
�3 and/or one or more peripancreatic
fluid collections on CT. The treatment
group received an oral and rectal regimen
of colistin, amphotericin, and norfloxa-
cin. In addition, intravenous cefotaxime
was administered until Gram-negative
bacteria were eliminated from oral and
rectal cultures. The prophylaxis regimen
was associated with a significant reduc-
tion in pancreatic infections, particularly
those due to Gram-negative organisms
(54). The number of patients requiring
surgical intervention was no different,
but the number of operations per patient
was reduced in the treatment arm. Over-
all mortality and length of stay were not
affected by the prophylaxis regimen, but
post hoc analysis suggested a mortality
benefit among patients with the highest
severity scores. This study suggests that
selective decontamination of the diges-
tive tract is a promising modality worthy
of further study, but the data are insuffi-
cient to warrant a specific recommenda-
tion.

Jury Recommendations

Recommendation 7. We recommend
against the routine use of prophylactic
systemic antibacterial or antifungal
agents in patients with necrotizing pan-
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creatitis in light of inconclusive evidence
and divided expert opinion. Subsets of
patients who benefit from prophylactic
antibiotics may be identified by further
investigation (level 2b evidence, grade B
recommendation).

Recommendation 8. We recommend
against the routine use of selective de-
contamination of the digestive tract in
the management of necrotizing pancre-
atitis. Further investigation of this prom-
ising strategy in SAP is warranted.

QUESTION 3: WHAT IS THE
OPTIMAL MODE AND TIMING
OF NUTRITIONAL SUPPORT
FOR THE PATIENT WITH
SEVERE ACUTE PANCREATITIS?

Rationale

Patients with SAP are frequently hy-
percatabolic; timely institution of feeding
is important if malnutrition is to be
avoided or treated. Local complications of
pancreatitis might cause upper gastroin-
testinal tract obstruction, making enteral
nutrition problematic. There are also
concerns that enteral nutrition may ex-
acerbate the severity of SAP through fur-
ther pancreatic stimulation and enzyme
release. These considerations have led to
a widespread reliance on parenteral nu-
trition as the main nutritional support
modality in SAP.

A large body of evidence suggests that
there are several potential benefits to en-
teral nutrition compared with parenteral
nutrition including a reduction in micro-
bial translocation, improvements in gut
blood flow, and preservation of gut mu-
cosal surface immunity. Furthermore,
since altered gut microbiological flora
and barrier function may contribute to
the development of infected pancreatic
necrosis, there are theoretical advantages
to enteral feeding in SAP. Prior guide-
lines advocate jejunal rather than gastric
administration of enteral nutrition in pa-
tients with acute pancreatitis to limit the
potential for pancreatic stimulation, al-
though this requires either endoscopic or
radiological feeding tube placement (55).

Evidence

Role of Feeding in Exacerbation of
SAP. In 20% of patients with resolving
pancreatitis, abdominal symptoms recur
following the introduction of oral intake
(56). The likelihood of relapse appears
greatest in patients with pancreatic ne-

crosis or those with longer periods of
pain before the reintroduction of enteral
nutrition. Observations such as these
have led to a belief that enteral nutrition
might exacerbate SAP by stimulating the
inflamed pancreas and that recovery
could be hastened with pancreatic rest
achieved through the cessation of enteral
intake. Studies in healthy volunteers con-
firm that pancreatic secretions are stim-
ulated by feeding directly into the stom-
ach, duodenum, and jejunum (57). The
effects on pancreatic secretion are miti-
gated when feeding occurs significantly
beyond the ligament of Treitz (58).

The benefits of enteral nutrition vs.
parenteral nutrition in the general criti-
cally ill population have encouraged an
increasing number of investigators to use
enteral nutrition as the preferred mode of
nutritional support in SAP. Data from
relatively small case series suggest that
jejunal feeds are relatively well tolerated
without adverse effects (59, 60). Pupelis
and colleagues (61) randomized 60 pa-
tients undergoing laparotomy for man-
agement of peritonitis or SAP (n � 42
patients) to receive early jejunal feeding
with a standard formula via a nasojejunal
tube or intravenous fluids alone. Patients
in the jejunal feeding group required
fewer laparotomies and had more rapid
recovery of bowel transit and a lower
mortality rate (61). This is a very select
population of patients with SAP, making
extrapolation to all those with SAP diffi-
cult, but there was no suggestion of harm
associated with the use of enteral nutri-
tion.

The limited evidence suggests that je-
junal feeding is not likely to be harmful
in patients with SAP. However, placing a
feeding tube into this position is often
difficult or impractical, raising the ques-
tion whether more proximal feeding is
feasible. In a small case series without
controls, Eatock et al. (62) found that
nasogastric feeding was tolerated and did
not appear to exacerbate pancreatitis. In a
randomized controlled trial (n � 50)
available only in abstract form, investiga-
tors reported similar CRP levels and pain
scores after the introduction of nasogas-
tric compared with nasojejunal feeds
(63).

Enteral Nutrition Vs. Parenteral Nu-
trition. Eight trials have directly com-
pared enteral nutrition and parenteral
nutrition in patients with pancreatitis.
Two of these studies demonstrated an at-
tenuated inflammatory response in enter-
ally fed patients as measured by resolu-

tion of systemic inflammatory response
syndrome or reduction in circulating lev-
els of CRP, tumor necrosis factor
(TNF)-�, or IL-6 (64, 65). In all the re-
maining studies, the majority of which
compared total parenteral nutrition with
jejunal feeds, outcomes related to infec-
tions, organ failure, and mortality were
either similar (66) or lower in enterally
fed patients (67–71). Results of a meta-
analysis of six trials in which patients (n
� 263) were randomized to receive either
nasojejunal enteral feeds or parenteral
nutrition within 48 hrs of admission sug-
gested significant benefit for those fed
enterally (72). In this analysis, infection
rates, rates of surgical intervention, and
length of stay were significantly lower in
this group, whereas a mortality benefit
did not reach statistical significance.

These studies of enteral vs. parenteral
nutrition were performed before the un-
derstanding of the merits of strict glyce-
mic control for critically ill patients in
reducing infectious complications and
mortality (73). As parenteral nutrition is
often accompanied by some degree of hy-
perglycemia, it is likely that the results of
many of these studies are confounded by
the higher glucose levels in the parenter-
ally supported patients. Consequently, all
critically ill patients with SAP, and par-
ticularly those receiving parenteral nutri-
tion, should be managed using protocols
for strict glycemic control.

Role of Glutamine Supplementation,
Immunonutrition, or Probiotics. Experi-
mental data in animal models of SAP
suggest that glutamine-enriched paren-
teral nutrition reduces bacterial translo-
cation (74, 75). The data available in pa-
tients with SAP are limited. De Beaux et
al. (76) randomized 14 patients with SAP
to receive either standard parenteral nu-
trition or isonitrogenous parenteral nu-
trition enriched with glutamine and re-
ported less monocyte IL-8 production in
the glutamine group. In a similar study,
Ockenga et al. (77) reported an increase
in albumin with a reduction in CRP levels
in patients receiving glutamine-enriched
parenteral nutrition. These studies, al-
though small and inconclusive, are con-
sistent with the larger body of literature
suggesting that glutamine supplementa-
tion of parenteral nutrition is beneficial
in the critically ill.

There is a single study of glutamine-
enriched enteral nutrition in SAP (78).
Sixteen patients with SAP were random-
ized to receive standard enteral nutrition
or a glutamine-enriched “immune-

2528 Crit Care Med 2004 Vol. 32, No. 12



enhancing” enteral nutrition prepara-
tion. Patients in the latter group experi-
enced significant elevations in serum
immunoglobulin G and retinol binding
protein and significantly more rapid re-
covery than those receiving standard en-
teral feeds.

The use of probiotics in SAP has also
been studied. Treatment with specific fi-
ber-fermenting lactobacillus and fer-
mentable fiber is designed to modify po-
tentially pathogenic bacterial overgrowth
in the gut, reduce bacterial translocation,
and improve immune function. This ap-
proach is conceptually sound given the
mechanism by which it is believed the
necrotic pancreas becomes infected, but
the approach is supported by very limited
experimental data (79). In the only avail-
able clinical trial evaluating this ap-
proach, 45 patients with pancreatitis
were randomized to receive either the
probiotic regimen delivered via a nasoje-
junal tube or a similar preparation in
which the lactobacillus had been heat-
inactivated (80). There were no differ-
ences in mortality rate, yet infected pan-
creatic necrosis was significantly less
frequent in patients receiving the probi-
otic preparation. These results suggest
that probiotics are worthy of further
study in SAP, but current data are not
strong enough support their use.

Jury Recommendations

Recommendation 9. We recommend
that enteral nutrition be used in prefer-
ence to parenteral nutrition in patients
with SAP. Enteral nutrition should be
initiated after initial resuscitation. The
jejunal route should be used if possible
(level 1a evidence, grade A recommenda-
tion).

Recommendation 10. We recommend
parenteral nutrition only be used when
attempts at enteral nutrition have failed
after a 5- to 7-day trial (level 5 evidence,
grade D recommendation).

Recommendation 11. We recommend
that, when used, parenteral nutrition
should be enriched with glutamine (level
5 evidence, grade D recommendation).

Recommendation 12. We recommend
that patients, both enterally and paren-
terally fed, be managed with protocols
ensuring strict glycemic control (level 1b
evidence, grade A recommendation).

Recommendation 13. We recommend
against the routine use of immune-
enhancing enteral feed formulas or pro-

biotics (level 5 evidence, grade D recom-
mendation).

QUESTION 4: WHAT ARE THE
INDICATIONS FOR SURGERY IN
ACUTE PANCREATITIS AND
WHAT IS THE OPTIMAL TIMING
FOR INTERVENTION? WHAT ARE
THE ROLES FOR LESS INVASIVE
APPROACHES INCLUDING
PERCUTANEOUS DRAINAGE
AND LAPAROSCOPY?

Rationale

There are several incontrovertible in-
dications for operative intervention in pa-
tients with SAP: suspected or confirmed
intra-abdominal catastrophe including
intestinal infarction or perforation, ex-
sanguinating hemorrhage, or abdominal
compartment syndrome. The patient
with SAP must be assessed daily for de-
terioration with these possibilities in
mind since timely operative intervention
is essential.

In acute pancreatitis, the extensive in-
flammatory process in the retroperito-
neum leads to the development of
peripancreatic fluid collections and pan-
creatic necrosis (81). Routine operative
or percutaneous drainage of the former is
not necessary and may infect otherwise
sterile tissues. Necrosis develops in ap-
proximately 10 –20% of patients with
acute pancreatitis and in a significantly
greater proportion of those with severe
clinical disease (16). Putatively, the pres-
ence of tissue necrosis further exacer-
bates or impairs the resolution of the
local and systemic inflammatory re-
sponse. Nonviable tissue also might be
seeded by enteric organisms, resulting in
infected pancreatic necrosis.

Necrosis in the context of severe clin-
ical disease mandates repeated assess-
ment of the need for intervention, which
in many cases involves operative debride-
ment of the pancreas and peripancreatic
tissues. Later in the disease, the necrotic

pancreas demarcates from viable tissue,
leading to an easier and safer debride-
ment with a greater likelihood of sparing
pancreatic tissue. Over time, this area of
necrosis undergoes liquefaction, result-
ing in a pancreatic abscess that might be
more amenable to percutaneous, rather
than operative drainage. Thus, the opti-
mal type of the intervention depends on
the clinical course of the patient and the
precise timing of the intervention. In the
review of evidence that follows, we use
the terms debridement and/or drainage
to reflect this continuum.

Evidence

Discrimination Between Sterile and
Infected Pancreatic Necrosis. Severe
acute pancreatitis represents one of the
archetypical examples of a sterile inflam-
matory process leading to organ dysfunc-
tion (82). The clinical picture is often one
of the systemic inflammatory response
syndrome and can be indistinguishable
from severe sepsis. The potential for de-
velopment of infected pancreatic necrosis
and/or extrapancreatic sites of infection
further complicates the management of
these patients. A deteriorating clinical
picture or the development of new or
progressive signs of infection suggests
the need for microbial sampling as clini-
cally indicated. The use of empirical an-
timicrobial therapy while awaiting the re-
sults of cultures should be based on the
rate of clinical deterioration, with dees-
calation once results are available and
cessation of antimicrobials in the absence
of proven infection.

In the critically ill patient with evi-
dence of systemic inflammatory response
syndrome or sepsis, it is critical to dis-
criminate between sterile and infected
pancreatic necrosis. In this regard, CT is
helpful, because the finding of retroperi-
toneal air is generally indicative of the
presence of gas-forming organisms and
thus infected necrosis. However, the
presence of retroperitoneal air in patients
with infected pancreatic necrosis is rare,

Table 2. Diagnostic utility of fine needle aspiration in patients with pancreatic necrosis and clinically
suspected infection

n
Prevalence of
Infection, %

Sensitivity,
%

Specificity,
%

Positive
Predictive
Value, %

Negative
Predictive
Value, %

Rau et al. (26) 94 37 83 93 88 90
Gerzof et al. (25) 60 46 100 100 100 100
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rendering CT a relatively insensitive di-
agnostic test. In the absence of retroper-
itoneal gas, ultrasound- or CT-guided
fine needle aspiration (FNA) of the ne-
crotic tissue with Gram-negative stain
and culture can discriminate between
sterile and infected pancreatic necrosis.
In two studies comparing FNA results
with the reference standard of tissue cul-
tures obtained following percutaneous or
operative intervention among patients
with a clinical suspicion of pancreatic in-
fection (25, 26), the positive and negative
predictive values of FNA approached or
exceeded 90% (Table 2). However, many
patients with negative cultures obtained
through FNA who had a benign clinical
course did not undergo operative or per-
cutaneous intervention and were as-
sumed to have sterile pancreatic necrosis.
Acknowledging these limitations and the
lack of a blinded, uniformly applied ref-
erence standard, the use of cultures ob-
tained through FNA is recommended for
the discrimination of sterile and infected
pancreatic necrosis.

Management of Sterile Pancreatic Ne-
crosis. Several case series describe the
course of patients with SAP and sterile
pancreatic necrosis treated without de-
bridement (24, 83–85). From these data,
it is clear that patients without evidence
of pancreatic infection can be managed
without operation with low rates of mor-
tality and morbidity, even in the face of
organ dysfunction. Clinical deterioration
is not necessarily an indication for oper-
ative debridement. The significant risk of
iatrogenic bowel injuries, hemorrhage,
an open abdomen, and infecting sterile
pancreatic necrosis should be considered
and balanced against the low probability
of a false-negative FNA before proceeding
with operative debridement of sterile ne-
crosis.

Management of Infected Pancreatic
Necrosis. Several large cases series sug-
gest that the diagnosis of infected pancre-
atic necrosis warrants consideration of a
single or a series of interventions de-
signed to achieve the goal of pancreatic
debridement and/or drainage (83, 84, 86–
90). There are no reports suggesting that
antimicrobial therapy alone is adequate.
Percutaneous drainage may be the only
intervention necessary if the necrosis has
demarcated and liquefied to an extent
that the imaging characteristics are more
consistent with a pancreatic abscess. Sev-
eral case series suggest that necrosec-
tomy should be delayed to achieve this
end (89, 91, 92). These studies suggest a

reduction in the relative risk of death of
37–69% in patients in whom necrosec-
tomy is performed at least 2–3 wks after
presentation. However, these results are
all confounded by the indication for sur-
gery, since most critically ill patients at
highest risk of death undergo operation
earlier in the course of their disease.

In a small clinical trial in an era of
mandatory operative necrosectomy pre-
dating the use of FNA (93), 36 critically ill
patients with pancreatic necrosis were
randomized to early (�72 hrs) or delayed
(�12 days) intervention. There was a
trend toward lower mortality and a need
for fewer debridements in patients as-
signed to delayed intervention who un-
derwent an operation (27% vs. 56%). Im-
portantly, a significant minority (20%) of
those randomized to late necrosectomy
improved without operation. There was
an imbalance of randomization such that
there was an excess of patients with more
severe disease in the early intervention
arm. Acknowledging the limitations of
the available data, it seems likely that
there is some benefit to delaying inter-
vention if the clinical setting permits.

Access to the retroperitoneum via lap-
arotomy or flank incision represents the
conventional operative approach and is
considered the gold standard for achiev-
ing retroperitoneal debridement and
drainage. Repeated operative interven-
tions are frequently necessary to accom-
plish an adequate debridement. There are
recent reports of selected, relatively sta-
ble patients undergoing laparoscopic ret-
roperitoneal debridement in conjunction
with percutaneous drainage (94). Percu-
taneous drainage, with or without percu-
taneous debridement, might also offer
advantages by minimizing the morbidity
of laparotomy or temporizing until the
retroperitoneal process has sufficiently
demarcated such that operative manage-
ment, when necessary, is facilitated (95).
Case series of percutaneous interventions
suggest that as many as 53–100% of
highly selected patients might be spared
an operative necrosectomy (96–99). En-
doscopic transgastric debridement and
drainage also have been reported and ap-
pear to reduce the need for operative de-
bridement (100). These reports empha-
size the need for repeated interventions
and imaging studies over a prolonged pe-
riod of days to weeks to accomplish de-
bridement and retroperitoneal drainage
with frequent reassessment of the clinical
and radiological response. A delay in
achieving definitive control of the in-

fected necrotizing process is not prudent
in deteriorating patients with multiple
organ failure; thus, the clinical scenario
must be considered before embarking on
a course of minimally invasive operative
or percutaneous interventions.

Jury Recommendations

Recommendation 14. We recommend
sonographic- or CT-guided FNA with
Gram stain and culture of pancreatic or
peripancreatic tissue to discriminate be-
tween sterile and infected necrosis in pa-
tients with radiological evidence of pan-
creatic necrosis and clinical features
consistent with infection (level 4 evi-
dence, grade C recommendation).

Recommendation 15. We recommend
against debridement and/or drainage in
patients with sterile necrosis (level 4 ev-
idence, grade C recommendation).

Recommendation 16. We recommend
pancreatic debridement or drainage in
patients with infected pancreatic necrosis
and/or abscess confirmed by radiological
evidence of gas or results of FNA. The
gold standard for achieving this goal is
open operative debridement. Minimally
invasive techniques including laparo-
scopic and/or percutaneous interventions
might be effective in selected patients
(level 4 evidence, grade C recommenda-
tion).

Recommendation 17. We recommend
that when possible, operative necrosec-
tomy and/or drainage be delayed at least
2–3 wks to allow for demarcation of the
necrotic pancreas. However, the clinical
picture (severity and evolution) should be
the primary determinant of the timing of
intervention (level 4 evidence, grade C
recommendation).

QUESTION 5: UNDER WHAT
CIRCUMSTANCES SHOULD
PATIENTS WITH GALLSTONE
PANCREATITIS UNDERGO
INTERVENTIONS FOR
CLEARANCE OF THE BILE
DUCT?

Rationale

Gallstones represent one of the most
common etiologies of acute pancreatitis,
accounting for 40–60% of all cases (101).
All patients with pancreatitis should be
evaluated for the presence of gallstones
since this etiology has specific therapeu-
tic implications. The mechanism by

2530 Crit Care Med 2004 Vol. 32, No. 12



which gallstones initiate the process of
pancreatitis is by temporary or persistent
obstruction of the sphincter of Oddi,
leading to an increase in pancreatic duc-
tal pressure and initiation of the inflam-
matory cascade through mechanisms
that have not been fully elucidated (102–
104). Given this purported mechanism, it
has been postulated that prompt removal
of the impacted stone would attenuate
the inflammatory response. However, in
most cases the obstruction is only tran-
sient; the stone has often spontaneously
passed before attempts at removal. Nev-
ertheless, this is the rationale for early
biliary clearance in patients with gall-
stone pancreatitis.

Evidence

Identification of the Patient With Bil-
iary Pancreatitis. Ultrasonography
should be performed to assess for gall-
stones as a potential cause of pancreatitis,
and the abdominal CT scan should be
reviewed with this in mind. The sensitiv-
ity of ultrasound for identification of cho-
lelithiasis in the presence of acute pan-
creatitis is approximately 85%, whereas
the sensitivity for choledocholithiasis is
�50% (105, 106). The limited sensitivity
is likely due to the obscuration of the
biliary tree by bowel gas. Recent reports
suggest that endoscopic ultrasound offers
significantly greater sensitivity and spec-
ificity for the identification of cholelithi-
asis and offers comparable sensitivity to
ERCP for the identification of chole-
docholithiasis in patients with acute pan-
creatitis (105, 106). Serum biochemistry
also might offer some predictive utility in
differentiating biliary pancreatitis from
other etiologies. For example, in one
meta-analysis, a three-fold or greater in-
crease in alanine aminotransferase had a
positive predictive value of 95% in iden-

tifying pancreatitis with a biliary etiology
(107). Timing of presentation will influ-
ence the predictive utility of diagnostic
tests; thus, gallstones should be consid-
ered the presumptive etiology in those
without an alternate diagnosis.

Timing of Biliary Clearance. For pa-
tients with severe acute gallstone pancre-
atitis, urgent biliary drainage and clear-
ance of the bile duct must be considered.
There is general consensus that patients
with severe acute gallstone pancreatitis
with obstructive jaundice should undergo
urgent ERCP and, if gallstones are iden-
tified, endoscopic sphincterotomy should
be performed. The role of urgent ERCP
and endoscopic sphincterotomy in the
setting of acute pancreatitis due to sus-
pected or proven gallstones but without
obstructive jaundice is more controver-
sial. Four randomized trials have been
conducted comparing early ERCP (de-
fined as within 24 of admission or within
72 hrs symptom onset) to delayed or no
biliary drainage. Three of the four trials
have been published (108–110) and the
fourth has been presented only in ab-
stract form (111) (Table 3). In addition, a
systematic review has been performed on
all four trials (112). Two of the published
trials suggested that patients benefit from
early ERCP with reduced morbidity (108)
or reduced mortality (113). The third
trial showed no benefit of ERCP and a
significant increase in the development of
respiratory failure with a trend toward
increased mortality (110). The fourth
trial suggested a lower mortality in pa-
tients undergoing ERCP, but the limited
information in the abstract precludes
making any definitive conclusions. Taken
together in the form of a meta-analysis,
these trials suggested a significant reduc-
tion in mortality and morbidity in sub-
jects receiving early ERCP (112). In two
trials, subjects were stratified by severity

of pancreatitis (108, 109). In both of these
reports, the benefits were limited to those
with severe disease. Importantly, the neg-
ative study by Folsch et al. (110) had the
lowest proportion of patients with severe
pancreatitis, emphasizing the importance
of disease severity as an indicator of those
likely to benefit from early ERCP.

Based on the preceding evidence, it is
recommended that patients with severe
acute gallstone pancreatitis undergo
early ERCP and, if indicated, endoscopic
sphincterotomy. This recommendation
differs from prior consensus guidelines
(4) because it takes into account the sys-
tematic review (112) and unpublished
data (111) and because of the focus on
this consensus document on critically ill
patients with SAP.

Among patients who undergo ERCP
with endoscopic sphincterotomy and
have subsequently recovered from their
critical illness, there are case series to
suggest that cholecystectomy should be
performed at the earliest possible time
due to the relatively high risk of subse-
quent gallbladder symptoms (114–117).
However, one case series suggests that
older patients with successful endoscopic
sphincterotomy may have a low incidence
of further attacks of acute pancreatitis
and may not need cholecystectomy (118).

Jury Recommendations

Recommendation 18. We recommend
that gallstone pancreatitis be suspected
in all patients with SAP and therefore all
patients should have evaluation with
sonography and biochemical tests (level 4
evidence, grade C recommendation).

Recommendation 19. In the setting of
obstructive jaundice (or other evidence of
acute obstruction of the biliary and/or
pancreatic tract) and acute pancreatitis
due to suspected or confirmed gallstones,

Table 3. Summary of randomized controlled trials comparing early ERCP within 72 hrs of presentation or 24 hrs of symptom onset in acute pancreatitis

Study Intervention n
Severe Pancreatitis,

%
Gallstones Present,

%
Complications,

%
Mortality,

%

Neoptolemos et al. (109) None 59 44 85 34 8
ERCP/ES 62 17a 2

Fan et al. (108) None 98 42 66 29 9
ERCP/ES 97 18 5

Folsch et al. (110) None 112 14 46 51 6
ERCP/ES 126 46 11

Nowak et al. (111) None 102 Not reported Not reported 36 13
ERCP/ES 178 17a 2

ERCP, endoscopic retrograde cholangiopan creatography; ES, endoscopic sphincterotomy.
ap � .05.
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we recommend that urgent ERCP should
be performed within 72 hrs of onset of
symptoms. If ERCP cannot be accom-
plished because it is not technically fea-
sible or available, alternative methods of
biliary drainage must be considered (level
5 evidence, grade D recommendation).

Recommendation 20. In the absence
of obstructive jaundice, but with SAP due
to suspected or confirmed gallstones, we
recommend that ERCP be strongly con-
sidered within 72 hrs of onset of symp-
toms (level 1c evidence, grade B recom-
mendation).

QUESTION 6: IS THERE A ROLE
FOR THERAPY TARGETING THE
INFLAMMATORY RESPONSE IN
THE PATIENT WITH SEVERE
ACUTE PANCREATITIS?

Rationale

It is commonly accepted that the
physiologic response and many of the
complications of SAP occur as a result of
an uncontrolled inflammatory response.
Potentially, there may be a therapeutic
window between onset of symptoms and
development of organ failure during
which anti-inflammatory therapy may be
successful. Recent therapeutic strategies
have been directed toward interrupting
the systemic inflammatory response to
mitigate the development of organ dys-
function. The role of many inflammatory
mediators in SAP has been investigated,
including TNF-�, IL-1�, IL-6, IL-8, cyto-
kine-induced neutrophil chemoattractant/
growth-related oncogen-�, macrophage
chemoattractant protein-1, platelet acti-
vating factor (PAF), IL-10, CD40L, C5a,
intracellular adhesion molecule-1, sub-
stance P, and caspase-1 (119). Therapies
targeting several of these mediators have
been studied in animal models, but there
are limited human data. Additionally, re-
combinant human activated protein C
(rh-APC) has been shown in a large mul-
tiple-center trial to reduce mortality from
severe sepsis (120), leading to the ques-
tion of its role in SAP.

The host response during SAP is
complex and varies during the course of
disease. It has been shown that the in-
flammatory response is likely compart-
mentalized, with a local proinflammatory
response and a systemic anti-inflamma-
tory response (121). If the area of pancre-
atic necrosis becomes infected, additional
host responses triggered by the microor-

ganisms will further alter the inflamma-
tory response. These variations make the
targeting of specific mediators during the
course of SAP difficult.

Evidence

TNF-� Blockade. TNF-�, derived pre-
dominantly from activated macrophages,
is thought to be a key mediator in shock
and is found in high circulating concen-
trations in acute pancreatitis (122). In
animal models, administration of anti-
TNF-� has been shown to attenuate pan-
creatic injury and reduce mortality (123).
Although anti-TNF-� therapy is now a
well-accepted treatment modality for
both Crohn’s disease and rheumatoid ar-
thritis (124), there are no data available
on its effectiveness in patients with SAP.

PAF Blockade. PAF, a potent activator
of leukocytes and a chemoattractant, is
present at high concentrations in the in-
flamed pancreas, and its systemic admin-
istration has been reported to induce
pancreatitis in experimental models
(125). Furthermore, PAF antagonists
have been shown to attenuate the inflam-
matory response in animal models of
pancreatitis (126). Lexipafant is the only
PAF antagonist to be evaluated in clinical
trials of patients with pancreatitis.
Lexipafant appeared to lower the inci-
dence of organ dysfunction in two rela-
tively small trials; both were underpow-
ered to assess mortality (127, 128). In a
large European randomized controlled
trial (n � 286), patients with SAP (Sim-
plified Acute Physiology component of
the Acute Physiology and Chronic Health
Evaluation II) scores �6 within 72 hrs of
symptom onset receiving lexipafant had
lower organ failure scores and a trend
toward lower mortality (129). The great-
est benefit appeared when patients re-
ceived treatment within 48 hrs of onset.
In a subsequent randomized controlled
study (Larvin, unpublished), 1,500 pa-
tients with SAP score �5 within 48 hrs of
symptom onset were randomized to
lexipafant or placebo. However, in con-
trast to prior trials, lexipafant had no
effect on organ failure or mortality.

Modulation of the Coagulation Cas-
cade. Recombinant human activated pro-
tein C has proven effectiveness in reduc-
ing mortality in patients with severe
sepsis (120). Sixty-two patients with pan-
creatitis were enrolled in this trial; mor-
tality was 24% in the placebo arm and
15% in those receiving rh-APC. All en-
rolled patients had a known or suspected

source of infection, which is not the case
in many patients with SAP. There are no
studies of rh-APC in patients with SAP
who do not have a documented source of
infection. Given the absence of available
data in SAP without infection, its use in
this context is not recommended. Fur-
thermore, even in patients with estab-
lished infection, rh-APC should be used
with caution due to the theoretical po-
tential for significant retroperitoneal
bleeding.

Jury Recommendations

Recommendation 21. General sup-
portive measures used in the critically ill
should be employed in patients with SAP,
as these interventions might play an im-
portant role in attenuating the inflamma-
tory response. Thus we recommend the
use of early volume resuscitation (130)
(level 1b, grade A recommendation) and
lung-protective ventilation strategies for
patients with acute lung injury (131)
(level 1b evidence, grade A recommenda-
tion).

Recommendation 22. Once the pres-
ence of infection is documented or highly
suspected and the patient with SAP meets
the definition of severe sepsis (2), we rec-
ommend that management according to
current sepsis guidelines be initiated
(132, 133). These therapies include the
use of rh-APC (120) (level 1b, grade A
recommendation) and low-dose cortico-
steroids for vasopressor-dependent shock
(134) (level 1b evidence, grade B recom-
mendation). We recommend that careful
consideration be used before the admin-
istration of rh-APC based on the theoret-
ical but unproven concern of retroperito-
neal hemorrhage (level 5 evidence, grade
D recommendation).

Recommendation 23. We recommend
against the use of other immune-modu-
lating therapies targeting inflammatory
mediators in SAP, such as anti-TNF-�
therapy and lexipafant (level 1b, grade A
recommendation for lexipafant; level 5
evidence, grade D recommendation for
all other therapies).

OPPORTUNITIES FOR
RESEARCH

Several aspects of care in patients with
SAP require further evaluation in the
form of well-designed clinical trials. Spe-
cifically, the benefits of prophylactic in-
travenous or oral antimicrobial therapy
need to be further assessed. The merits of

2532 Crit Care Med 2004 Vol. 32, No. 12



enteral over parenteral nutrition require
reevaluation in the context of strict gly-
cemic control. The consequences of gas-
tric vs. jejunal feeds should be tested in
further randomized trials. Given the
many uncertainties about the pathophys-
iology of pancreatitis and the promising
value of novel therapies in animal mod-
els, we recommend that research con-
tinue in these areas. Application of anti-
inflammatory mediator therapy in small
human trials before progressing to larger
international cooperative trials is para-
mount to the development of innovative
treatment approaches. The formation of
collaborative research networks that pri-
oritize clinical questions and collabora-
tively conduct multiple-center studies
would help to generate high-quality evi-
dence in sufficiently powered studies to
help improve the management of patients
with SAP.
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