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Abstract: Background and Objectives: The existing literature comparing sublobar and lobar resection in
the treatment of stage IA lung cancer highlights the trend and overall need for further evaluation
of minimally invasive, parenchymal-sparing techniques. The role of uniportal minimally invasive
segmentectomy in the oncological therapy of early-stage non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC) remains
controversial. The aim of this study was to evaluate the clinical and midterm oncological outcomes of
patients who underwent uniportal video-assisted anatomical segmentectomy for pathological stage
IA lung cancer. Materials and Methods: We retrospectively analyzed all patients with pathological
stage IA lung cancer (8th edition UICC) who underwent uniportal minimally invasive anatomical
segmentectomy at our institution from January 2015 to December 2018. Results: 85 patients, 54
of whom were men, were included. The median length of hospital stay was 3 days (1.-3. IQR
3–5), whereas 30-day morbidity was 15.3% (13 patients), and the in-hospital mortality rate was
1.2% (1 patient). The 3-year overall survival rate was 87.9% for the total population. It was 90.5%
in the IA1 group, 93.3% in the IA2 group, and 70.1% in the IA3 group, respectively. Conclusions:
There were satisfactory short-term clinical outcomes with low 30-day morbidity and mortality and
promising midterm oncological survival results following uniportal minimally invasive anatomical
segmentectomy for pathological stage IA non-small cell lung cancer.

Keywords: sublobar resection; uniportal; segmentectomy; stage IA NSCLC; lung cancer

1. Introduction

It is well known that lobectomy is the standard of care for surgically treatable early-
stage lung cancer [1]. However, the importance of sublobar pulmonary resections has
steadily increased due to the aging population with increasing comorbidities. Especially
for small (<2cm) peripheral lung tumors, anatomical segmental resections are increasingly
considered equivalent to lobectomy regarding recurrence and oncologic outcome [2,3].
Patients considered high-risk for surgery due to impaired lung function or comorbidities
and who would not otherwise tolerate a lobectomy are likely candidates for anatomical
sublobar resections, potentially expanding therapeutic options for a patient population
previously considered inoperable. The anticipated advantages of minimally invasive
sublobar lung resections in otherwise inoperable patients are primarily two. One is the
lung-sparing nature of the segmentectomy, with its preservation of more lung tissue;
the other is the reduced mechanical trauma to the chest wall from the minimally invasive
thoracoscopic technique, and even more so from the single-incision technique. The potential
advantage of uniportal VATS is less postoperative pain [4]. However, comparisons with
multiportal VATS are inconclusive. In terms of blood loss, duration of drainage, and length
of hospital stay, uniportal VATS appears to be equivalent or perhaps superior to multiportal
VATS [4,5].

According to the American College of Chest Physicians [6], pulmonary segmentectomy
should be considered for peripheral lung tumors smaller than 2 cm and without lymph
node involvement in patients not medically suitable for lobectomy. The use of sublobar
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resection as an alternative to lobectomy for early-stage non-small cell lung cancer (NSCLC)
has been debated for many years; however, current guidelines for treating stage IA NSCLC
still recommend lobectomy in patients who can tolerate it. This recommendation is based on
a Lung Cancer Study Group (LCSG) study from 1995, which showed that limited resection
in patients with peripheral T1 N0 NSCLC was associated with a higher mortality rate and a
higher rate of locoregional recurrence [1]. However, it should be noted that non-anatomical
wedge resections were also included.

Many recent studies have shown that segmentectomy is oncologically non-inferior
to lobectomy for small solid lung tumors [7–9], and there are comparable oncological
outcomes after segmentectomy in stage I NSCLC, particularly in patients with T1a NSCLC
who are not eligible for lobectomy [10–12].

Developments in imaging technology and the widespread use of thin-slice computed
tomography (CT) for screening purposes have simplified the diagnosis of early-stage lung
cancer [13]. Such lesions may be overtreated with the standard method of lobectomy.
The long-awaited randomized controlled trial from the Japan Clinical Oncology Group
(JCOG0802/WJOG4607L) showed that segmentectomy was superior to lobectomy in terms
of overall survival and recurrence-free survival by early-stage, node-negative lung cancer.
This was the first randomized trial comparing segmentectomy with lobectomy for periph-
eral N0 lung cancer ≤2 cm in size. The authors concluded that segmentectomy should be
the standard surgical procedure for these lesions [14]. These findings were also confirmed
by the results of the multicenter, international, non-inferiority, phase 3 trial of Cancer and
Leukemia Group B (CALGB140503), which enrolled 83 centers from the United States,
Canada, and Australia [15].

In terms of clinical outcome, previous studies have shown that the complication rate
after segmentectomies is comparable to that after lobectomies, except for a higher inci-
dence of air leakage after segmentectomies [16,17]. Moreover, video-assisted thoracoscopic
surgery (VATS) is a safe alternative to open surgery without compromising oncological
efficacy. It is associated with fewer perioperative complications, less postoperative pain,
faster recovery, and better quality of life than lobectomy by thoracotomy [18,19]. In recent
years, single-portal (uniportal) VATS has gained acceptance in the treatment of early-stage
NSCLC. Although initial studies suggest favorable outcomes for uniportal VATS in lung
cancer treatment, long-term follow-up studies are still needed to verify the role and po-
tential benefits of uniportal lung surgery [18,20,21]. In particular, the role of uniportal
VATS segmentectomy in the oncological treatment of early-stage lung cancer remains
controversial.

Currently, the indication for intended segmentectomy for lung cancer is limited to only
peripheral T1 (≤2 cm) N0 lesions. Moreover, compromised segmentectomies are ‘accepted‘
for poor lung function, synchronous lung cancer, or severe comorbidity.

In 2015, uniportal VATS segmentectomies were introduced at our institution, gradually
replacing traditional three-port VATS segmentectomies.

Our study aimed to retrospectively analyze all patients who underwent anatomical
segmentectomy with the uniportal VATS technique for pathological stage IA NSCLC
(8th edition) between 2015 and 2018 at our institution in terms of clinical and midterm
oncological outcomes.

2. Materials and Methods

This study was conducted according to the guidelines of the Declaration of Helsinki (as
revised in 2013) and approved by the Ethics Committee of the Canton of Bern, Switzerland
(2022-00673). This article was written following the STROBE guidelines (Strengthening the
Reporting of Observational Studies in Epidemiology).

2.1. Patients

This study was a single-center retrospective analysis of all patients who underwent
uniportal thoracoscopically assisted pulmonary segmentectomy for pathological stage IA
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(stage IA1-3, 8th ed. UICC) (NSCLC) at our institution from 1 January 2015 to 31 December
2018. We analyzed the pre-, peri-, and postoperative data of all patients. We excluded
from the analysis all patients who were upstaged due to either lymph node involvement or
tumor size.

Operative data such as tumor size and stage, histological subtype, number of lymph
node stations harvested, lymph nodes affected, and duration of surgery were documented.

We evaluated the duration of chest drainage and hospital stay, 30-day morbidity, and
postoperative mortality.

Oncological follow-up after surgical therapy for early-stage cancer was performed
at fixed intervals by chest CT scan. At our institution, CT scans are performed every
six months for the first two years after surgery and then annually for at least five years.
Regarding oncological follow-up, the data were considered until 30 April 2022. All these
data were obtained from the medical information system of our hospital. All patients gave
their written consent for further use of health-related data.

2.2. Endpoints

As primary endpoints, we analyzed 30-day morbidity and 3-year overall survival. Sec-
ondary endpoints were tumor-related deaths and tumor recurrence, locoregional or distant.

2.3. Indications

The indications for segmentectomy at our institution were as follows:
Intended segmentectomy was performed only in patients with peripheral tumors less

than 2 cm in size without lymph node involvement.
Patients with poor lung function, synchronous lung cancer, and severe comorbidity

that would make the risk of severe complications or even death perioperatively unaccept-
able underwent compromised resections.

The choice of surgical procedure was based on tumor size and preoperative staging
from an oncological perspective. At a second level, the patient’s functional operability was
assessed by lung function tests and preexisting comorbidities. This decision was discussed
in an interdisciplinary manner at the thoracic tumor board and was verified again in a
second discussion between board-certified thoracic surgeons.

In the case of lesions 2–3 cm located centrally in a lung segment, we would proceed
with a segmentectomy of 2 or 3 segments, depending on what is technically appropriate.

2.4. Operative Technique

We used the standard uniportal VATS approach as previously described [22,23]. All
operations were performed by one of the board-certified general thoracic surgeons at
our institution. Patients were intubated (one-lung ventilation) and placed in the lateral
decubitus position. A 3–4 cm incision was made in the 4th or 5th intercostal space (anterior
or midaxillary line), and a ring wound protector was placed. A 5mm 30-degree scope
and dedicated uniportal VATS instruments were used. The bronchovascular structures
(segmental artery, bronchus, and vein) were dissected and transected using endoscopic
staplers or vascular clips. The intersegmental plane was completed with staplers. All
patients underwent systematic locoregional, hilar, and mediastinal lymph node dissection.

2.5. Statistical Analysis

Quantitative variables were expressed as means and standard deviation (SD). Qualita-
tive variables were expressed as absolute (N) and relative frequencies (%). Overall survival
was calculated using the Kaplan–Meier method, and the log-rank test was used to assess
survival differences between groups. All statistical analyses were performed using Stata
version 16. The aforementioned statistical tests were performed at a significance level
of 0.05.
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3. Results
3.1. Demographics

During the study period, 222 uniportal VATS segmentectomies were performed. From
this cohort, 85 of the patients that underwent surgery for pathological stage IA NSCLC. 54
(63.5%) were men and had a mean age of 66.4 years.

A total of 69 (81.2%) patients were either active (40%) or former (41.2%) smokers, and
the mean smoking history was 47.6 pack-years (SD: 25). A total of 12 patients (14.1%) had
stage II COPD and 7 patients (8.2%) had stage III COPD, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Patients’ characteristics.

Total Sample

Age (years), Mean (SD) 66.4 (9.3)
FEV1 (L), Mean (SD) 2.3 (0.7)

COPD, N (%)
No 58 (68.2)

Stage I 8 (9.3)
Stage II 12 (14.1)
Stage III 7 (8.2)

Smoking, N (%)
Never smoker 16 (18.8)

Former smoker 35 (41.2)
Active Smoker 34 (40.0)

Pack-years, Mean (SD) 47.6 (25)

3.2. Perioperative

In 60 patients (70.6%), one lung segment was removed, followed by 15 (17.6%) and 10
(11.8%) who had 2 and 3 segments removed, respectively (Table 2). The mean duration of
surgery was 126 (SD: 39) minutes (range 57 to 233 min).

Table 2. Segments removed.

Right Left

N % N %

1 12 14.1 1 1.2
2 3 3.5 2 2.4
3 5 5.9 3 3.5
5 1 1.2
6 10 11.8 9 10.6
8 3 3.5 4 4.7
9 1 1.2

10 4 4.7
1–2 3 3.5 7 8.2
1–3 10 11.8
3–5 2 2.4
8–9 1 1.2

9–10 2 2.4 1 1.2
7–10 1 1.2
Total 40 47.1% 45 52.9%

The mean tumor diameter was 1.6 cm (SD: 0.6).

Regarding lymph nodes harvested during surgery, the mean number of extracted lymph
node stations and lymph nodes removed was 4.3 (SD: 1.8) and 8.9 (SD: 7.2), respectively.

The median duration of chest drainage was 1 day (1.-3. IQR 1–2), whereas the median
length of hospital stay was 3 days (1.-3. IQR 3–5). Most patients were discharged home,
and only two went to a rehabilitation clinic.
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3.3. Postoperative Morbidity

A total of 13 patients (15.3%) experienced a postoperative complication that accounted
for 30-day morbidity. The 30-day and in-hospital mortality rate was 1.2%, with 1 death
(Table 3).

Table 3. Postoperative Results.

OP-Duration, Mean (SD) 126.5 (38.8)
Histology, N (%)
Adenocarcinoma 65 (76.5)

Squamous Cell Carcinoma 14 (16.5)
Other 6 (7.1)

Segments removed, N (%)
1 60 (70.6)
2 15 (17.6)
3 10 (11.8)

Tumor diameter, Mean (SD) 1.58 (0.64)
Lymph Nodes harvested, Mean (SD) 8.94 (7.24)

Chest Drain Duration, Mean (SD) 2.04 (2.19)
30-day morbidity, N (%)

No 72 (84.7)
Yes 13 (15.3)

In-hospital mortality, N (%)
No 84 (98.8)
Yes 1 (1.2)

Postoperative complications included 5 cases of prolonged air leak (>5 days), 4 of
which were reoperated 7, 8, 10, and 12 days after initial surgery, respectively. In one case,
hemothorax was treated successfully with chest tube insertion. Moreover, two patients
with pneumonia were treated conservatively with antibiotics.

In addition, three patients had radiologically significant pneumothorax after chest
tube removal, and one of them required reinsertion of a chest tube under local anesthesia.
One patient suffered severe nausea and vomiting postoperatively, and one developed a
urinary tract infection.

The in-hospital mortality rate was 1.2%, with one death (Table 3). The deceased
patient suffered acute bleeding from a preexisting duodenal ulcer and required emergency
laparotomy on postoperative day eight. After a prolonged stay in the intensive care unit
and repeat abdominal procedures, the patient died on postoperative day forty.

3.3.1. Men and Women

There was a clinically significant difference in the rate of postoperative complications
between men and women: 12.7% in men and 20% in women. However, this difference was
not statistically significant (p = 0.52). Of note, complications appeared to be more severe in
the male group, and all four patients who required reoperation for prolonged air leakage
were men and active smokers.

There was no difference in mean age, duration of chest drainage, and length of hospital
stay between the two sexes.

3.3.2. Smoking History

Regarding smoking status and the clinical outcome, the proportion of active smokers
was 43.6% in men versus 33.3% in women. The complication rate per se was not increased
in the active smoker group, with 13.2% versus 16.7% (2 patients) in the never smoker
group. Both patients in the group of never smokers who experienced a complication had a
radiologically significant pneumothorax.

Moreover, there was a trend toward higher complication rates in patients with a
smoking history of more than 40 pack-years and those with less than 40 pack-years (py).
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The complication rate in smokers with more than 40 py was 18% compared to 10.2% in the
patient group with less than 40 py (p = 0.37)

3.4. Survival, Tumor-Related Deaths, and Recurrence

Lung adenocarcinoma was the most common histological type with 65 cases (76.5%),
followed by squamous cell carcinoma with 14 cases (16.5%). In most cases, the tumors of
45 patients (54.2%) were in stage IA2 (according to the 8th edition of UICC), followed by
21 cases (25.3%) in stage IA1 and 17 cases (20.5%) in stage IA3.

One of the primary endpoints of this study was 3-year overall survival (OS), defined by
the time interval between the date of surgery and either death or the last medical follow-up
in our institution. Kaplan–Meier curves were analyzed by histological stage and substages.

At the end of the follow-up period, two patients were no longer included in the follow-
up. Throughout the study period, 18 out of 83 (21.7%) patients died; 3 (16.7%) were stage
IA1, 9 (50%) were stage IA2, and 6 (33.3%) were stage IA3.

The 3-year cumulative OS rate was 87.9% for the entire cohort. It was 90.5% in the IA1
group, 93.3% in the IA2 group, and 70.1% in the IA3 group, respectively, (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Kaplan–Meier analyses of overall survival (OS) in total sample and by group.

The median overall survival of the entire cohort was 54 months (1.-3. IQR 43.5- 65.5).
Between substages, the distribution was 57.1 months (1.-3. IQR 42–67), 58 months (1.-3.
IQR 46–66), and 45.4 months (1.-3. IQR 32–57) for IA1, IA2, and IA3, respectively.

A log-rank test was performed to detect differences in survival between groups. No
significant difference in overall survival was found between the three histological substages
(p = 0.197) (Figure 1).

There were four tumor-related deaths in our cohort. Three patients died due to
metastatic disease to the brain, while one patient developed pleural carcinomatosis.

As for the mortality rate in the subgroup of stage IA3 patients, six deaths were
observed, two of which were tumor-related. One patient developed brain metastases,
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and the second had bone and pleural metastases. In the other four patients who died of
non-tumor-related causes, the causes were as follows: Three patients died of cardiac failure
due to the progression of preexisting coronary artery disease and valvular cardiopathy.
One patient died due to lymphoma, diagnosed one year after lung resection.

Two cases of locoregional metastases were observed in our cohort, both in the same
lobe of the initial segmentectomy. One case with suspected hilar recurrence is under active
surveillance and the second patient, who had recurrence following posterior segmentec-
tomy of the right upper lobe, underwent lobectomy eleven months after the initial surgery.

4. Discussion

Our study has several limitations. First, the retrospective nature of the study cannot
exclude selection bias, and the patient selection was not thoroughly investigated in the
current study. Furthermore, the sample size is relatively small with 85 patients, as we aimed
to create a homogeneous population and have a follow-up period of at least three years.

In addition, the selection criteria between segmentectomy and lobectomy are not fully
clear in all cases. Most cases involved intended segmentectomy; however, there were also
many compromised segmentectomies in patients who would not have otherwise tolerated
a lobectomy. This proportion of patients was higher in the T1c subgroup, including tumors
larger than 2 cm, thus being, per definition, compromised segmentectomies.

Our monocentric study aimed to analyze the oncologic outcome of a homogeneous
oncologic population of patients with pathological stage IA NSCLC after applying a
standardized surgical technique uniformly. The main focus was on the oncologic outcome
over a surveillance interval of at least three years after surgical therapy, and additionally
on the clinical postoperative outcome. To our knowledge, no study has been performed in
Europe to evaluate oncologic outcomes after uniportal segmentectomy in a homogeneous
cohort in relation to surgical technique over this surveillance period. A recent study from
Darras et al. [24] showed comparable local control rates after VATS segmentectomy and
lobectomy for tumors smaller than 2 cm. However, the follow-up period was relatively
short, and the study included uniportal and multiportal VATS segmentectomies. A more
recent publication from the same centers, concerning only tumors from 2 to 3 cm, showed
comparable results between segmentectomy and lobectomy [25]. Nevertheless, the follow-
up period was short, and a significant proportion of patients were lost to the follow-
up. As most survival studies evaluate 5-year overall survival as the primary endpoint,
a comprehensive comparison with 3-year overall survival was difficult in our data set.
Ijsseldijk et al. [10], in 2020, reported a 3-year overall survival of 82% after VATS lobectomy
in a high-risk patient population with stage IA NSCLC, similar to the survival observed in
our study (87.9%).

Regarding the 5-year overall survival (OS), survival rates of 78% to 100% after VATS
lobectomy for stage I NSCLC have been reported in the existing literature [19,26,27]. We
hypothesize that a higher comorbidity rate may also be a significant factor in the overall
survival reported in our study. Tumor size and biological tumor characteristics are other
important factors that have been shown to influence overall survival after limited resec-
tion in an older study [28]. When comparing 5-year overall survival, the outcome was
significantly better in well-differentiated adenocarcinomas than in poorly differentiated
adenocarcinomas. In our analysis, squamous cell carcinoma showed a trend toward a
worse prognosis, but this did not reach statistical significance.

A recently published phase 3 multicenter randomized controlled trial by Saji et al. [14]
found that segmentectomy outperformed lobectomy in terms of 5-year overall survival
for peripheral tumors less than 2 cm in size (stage IA NSCLC, according to the 7th edition
of UICC). However, locoregional recurrence occurred more frequently after segmentec-
tomy compared with lobectomy. The results from our small cohort do not suggest higher
recurrence rates following segmentectomy and are comparable to previously published
data [29]. A systematic review and meta-analysis of 28 studies that compared lobectomy
with segmentectomy for overall survival was consistent with the JCOG trial. Winckemans
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et al. [30] found no significant difference in OS between segmentectomy and lobectomy for
Stage IA < 2 cm.

On the other hand, a single-institution retrospective study by Chan et al. in 2019 [31]
showed similar 5-year overall survival in tumors 2–3 cm N0 after lobectomy
and segmentectomy.

In the current study, an unexpectedly low (70%) 3-year overall survival was observed
in subgroup IA3 (tumors 2–3 cm). The fact that most of these lung segmentectomies were
compromised, as tumors larger than 2 cm are indicated for lobectomy if the patient is
medically able to tolerate one, in combination with the small size of this subgroup, might
be the answer to the low 3-year overall survival in stage IA3 patients. Nonetheless, two
out of six deaths were tumor-related, meaning that the majority were non-tumor-related.
This could further influence the results. It is thus impossible to rule out that the observed
differences are due to factors other than the surgical technique.

Even if these results are somewhat inconclusive, these survival rates do not show a
large discrepancy from the previously reported survival rates after segmentectomy for
T1c. [32]. Yu et al. showed that the overall survival was significantly worse in the segmental
resection group than those in the lobectomy group after comparing 400 segmentectomies
with 9100 lobectomies.

VATS is associated with fewer postoperative complications, less postoperative pain,
shorter hospital stays, and better quality of life than open surgical procedures [17,18,33].
In a large database study, Boffa et al. examined morbidity after VATS compared with
open lobectomy for stage I lung cancer [33]. The perioperative complication rate was
30% for VATS and 36% for thoracotomy. The previously reported 30-day morbidity after
uniportal VATS lobectomy [18] suggests that the perioperative complication rate is lower
with the uniportal approach than with the multiport approach. A well-designed prospective
randomized study assessing the perioperative complications, postoperative pain, and
quality of life after uniportal compared to multiport VATS segmentectomy is needed to
shed light on this issue.

Our findings are consistent with previously reported morbidity. The major contribu-
tors to 30-day morbidity in this study were prolonged air leak, reinsertion of chest tube,
and pneumonia. Previous studies indicated the same main perioperative complications
after VATS anatomical resection [7,19,34]. In a large, randomized trial evaluating the safety
of segmentectomy versus lobectomy, Suzuki et al. [17] found no difference in perioperative
complications between the different surgical approaches but observed a higher rate of air
leakage in the segmentectomy group (6.5%). This rate correlates with our cohort (6%).

Regarding the number of ports, there are studies from North America and
China [35,36] that included a large number of patients and showed similar periopera-
tive complication rates with uniportal versus multiportal segmentectomy. Nonetheless,
oncological outcomes were not analyzed. Zhou et al. [37] analyzed 2630 patients after uni-
portal and triportal segmentectomy and found similar overall survival and progression-free
survival rates. The patient population was heterogeneous regarding surgical technique,
and the cohort included a high number (>50%) of minimally invasive and in situ adenocar-
cinomas, which have a much more favorable oncological prognosis.

Furthermore, in agreement with the results of Bédat et al., we found no correlation
between operative time and postoperative 30-day morbidity [34].

Another critical aspect of minimally invasive segmentectomies as a curative treatment
for early-stage lung cancer is lymph node dissection. According to current knowledge,
segmentectomy should be performed only in cases without lymph node involvement. More
specifically, locoregional and hilar lymph nodes harvested during surgery should be sent
for frozen section to minimize the postoperative upstaging rate. The number of lymph
nodes removed during minimally invasive thoracoscopic lung resections is controversial
and considered one of the main disadvantages of curative thoracoscopic lung resection
in patients with lung cancer. A lower incidence of nodal upstaging (the presence of
unsuspected nodal metastases in histopathological surgical specimens) has been reported
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as a potential disadvantage of segmentectomies in the treatment of T1 NSCLC [12,38].
When comparing thoracotomy and VATS lobectomy, nodal upstaging was significantly
higher after thoracotomy (13.1% versus 8.1% for N1 and 11.5% versus 3.8% for N2) [38].

5. Conclusions

In conclusion, our initial experience with uniportal VATS segmentectomy for patho-
logical stage IA NSCLC suggests a good short-term clinical outcome with low 30-day
morbidity, making it a safe and feasible therapy in early-stage lung cancer. The 3-year
overall survival is also promising and needs further investigation in the coming years,
although survival was lower in the subgroup of stage IA3 patients than expected.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, P.D.; methodology, P.D. and K.G.; validation, P.D. and
K.G.; formal analysis, P.D. and K.G.; investigation, P.D., K.G. and Y.J.H.; data curation, K.G. and
Y.J.H.; writing, P.D., K.G. and Y.J.H.; writing—review and editing, P.D., K.G. and Y.J.H.; visualization,
P.D.; supervision, P.D.; project administration, P.D. All authors have read and agreed to the published
version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The authors are accountable for all aspects of the work in
ensuring that questions related to the accuracy or integrity of any part of the work are appropriately
investigated and resolved. The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki
(as revised in 2013). The study was approved by the Ethics Committee of the Canton of Bern,
Switzerland (2022-00673) and individual consent for this retrospective analysis was waived.

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in
the study.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on reasonable request
from the corresponding author. The data are not publicly available.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Ginsberg, R.J.; Rubinstein, L.V. Randomized trial of lobectomy versus limited resection for T1 N0 non-small cell lung cancer.

Lung Cancer Study Group. Ann. Thorac. Surg. 1995, 60, 615–622. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Altorki, N.K.; Yip, R.; Hanaoka, T.; Bauer, T.; Aye, R.; Kohman, L.; Sheppard, B.; Thurer, R.; Andaz, S.; Smith, M.; et al. Sublobar

resection is equivalent to lobectomy for clinical stage 1A lung cancer in solid nodules. J. Thorac. Cardiovasc. Surg. 2014, 147,
754–762. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

3. Dai, C.; Shen, J.; Ren, Y.; Zhong, S.; Zheng, H.; He, J.; Xie, D.; Fei, K.; Liang, W.; Jiang, G.; et al. Choice of Surgical Procedure for
Patients With Non-Small-Cell Lung Cancer≤ 1 cm or >1 to 2 cm Among Lobectomy, Segmentectomy, and Wedge Resection: A
Population-Based Study. J. Clin. Oncol. 2016, 34, 3175–3182. [CrossRef]

4. AbouArab, A.A.; Rahouma, M.; Kamel, M.; Ghaly, G.; Mohamed, A. Single Versus Multi-Incisional Video-Assisted Thoracic
Surgery: A Systematic Review and Meta-analysis. J. Laparoendosc. Adv. Surg. Tech. 2018, 28, 174–185. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Yan, Y.; Huang, Q.; Han, H.; Zhang, Y.; Chen, H. Uniportal versus multiportal video-assisted thoracoscopic anatomical resection
for NSCLC: A meta-analysis. J. Cardiothorac. Surg. 2020, 15, 238. [CrossRef]

6. Rivera, M.P.; Mehta, A.C.; Wahidi, M.M. Establishing the diagnosis of lung cancer: Diagnosis and management of lung cancer, 3rd
ed: American College of Chest Physicians evidence-based clinical practice guidelines. Chest 2013, 143, e142S–e165S. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

7. Tsutani, Y.; Miyata, Y.; Nakayama, H.; Okumura, S.; Adachi, S.; Yoshimura, M.; Okada, M. Oncologic outcomes of segmentectomy
compared with lobectomy for clinical stage IA lung adenocarcinoma: Propensity score–matched analysis in a multicenter study. J.
Thorac. Cardiovasc. Surg. 2013, 146, 358–364. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

8. Okada, M.; Yoshikawa, K.; Hatta, T.; Tsubota, N. Is segmentectomy with lymph node assessment an alternative to lobectomy for
non-small cell lung cancer of 2 cm or smaller? Ann. Thorac. Surg. 2001, 71, 956–960. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

9. Zhao, Z.-R.; Situ, D.-R.; Lau, R.W.; Mok, T.S.; Chen, G.G.; Underwood, M.J.; Ng, C.S. Comparison of Segmentectomy and
Lobectomy in Stage IA Adenocarcinomas. J. Thorac. Oncol. 2017, 12, 890–896. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

10. Ijsseldijk, M.A.; Shoni, M.; Siegert, C.; Seegers, J.; van Engelenburg, A.K.C.; Tsai, T.C.; Lebenthal, A.; ten Broek, R.P.G. Oncological
Outcomes of Lobar Resection, Segmentectomy, and Wedge Resection for T1a Non–Small-Cell Lung Carcinoma: A Systematic
Review and Meta-Analysis. Semin. Thorac. Cardiovasc. Surg. 2020, 32, 582–590. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-4975(95)00537-U
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7677489
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtcvs.2013.09.065
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24280722
https://doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2015.64.6729
https://doi.org/10.1089/lap.2017.0446
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29106318
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13019-020-01280-2
https://doi.org/10.1378/chest.12-2353
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23649436
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtcvs.2013.02.008
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23477694
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0003-4975(00)02223-2
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11269480
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtho.2017.01.012
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28111235
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.semtcvs.2019.08.004


Medicina 2023, 59, 1064 10 of 11

11. Hattori, A.; Takamochi, K.; Matsunaga, T.; Oh, S.; Suzuki, K. Oncological outcomes of sublobar resection for clinical-stage IA
high-risk non-small cell lung cancer patients with a radiologically solid appearance on computed tomography. Gen. Thorac.
Cardiovasc. Surg. 2016, 64, 18–24. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Fan, J.; Wang, L.; Jiang, G.-N.; Gao, W. Sublobectomy Versus Lobectomy for Stage I Non-Small-Cell Lung Cancer, A Meta-Analysis
of Published Studies. Ann. Surg. Oncol. 2011, 19, 661–668. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Aberle, D.R.; Abtin, F.; Brown, K. Computed Tomography Screening for Lung Cancer: Has It Finally Arrived? Implications of the
National Lung Screening Trial. J. Clin. Oncol. 2013, 31, 1002–1008. [CrossRef]

14. Saji, H.; Okada, M.; Tsuboi, M.; Nakajima, R.; Suzuki, K.; Aokage, K.; Aoki, T.; Okami, J.; Yoshino, I.; Ito, H.; et al. Segmentectomy
versus lobectomy in small-sized peripheral non-small-cell lung cancer (JCOG0802/WJOG4607L): A multicentre, open-label,
phase 3, randomised, controlled, non-inferiority trial. Lancet 2022, 399, 1607–1617. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Altorki, N.; Wang, X.; Kozono, D.; Watt, C.; Landrenau, R.; Wigle, D.; Port, J.; Jones, D.R.; Conti, M.; Ashrafi, A.S.; et al. Lobar
or Sublobar Resection for Peripheral Stage IA Non–Small-Cell Lung Cancer. New Engl. J. Med. 2023, 388, 489–498. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

16. Lin, Y.; Zheng, W.; Zhu, Y.; Guo, Z.; Zheng, B.; Chen, C. Comparison of treatment outcomes between single-port video-assisted
thoracoscopic anatomic segmentectomy and lobectomy for non-small cell lung cancer of early-stage: A retrospective observational
study. J. Thorac. Dis. 2016, 8, 1290–1296. [CrossRef]

17. Suzuki, K.; Saji, H.; Aokage, K.; Watanabe, S.-I.; Okada, M.; Mizusawa, J.; Nakajima, R.; Tsuboi, M.; Nakamura, S.; Nakamura, K.;
et al. Comparison of pulmonary segmentectomy and lobectomy: Safety results of a randomized trial. J. Thorac. Cardiovasc. Surg.
2019, 158, 895–907. [CrossRef]

18. Al-Ameri, M.; Sachs, E.; Sartipy, U.; Jackson, V. Uniportal versus multiportal video-assisted thoracic surgery for lung cancer. J.
Thorac. Dis. 2019, 11, 5152–5161. [CrossRef]

19. Oda, R.; Okuda, K.; Osaga, S.; Watanabe, T.; Sakane, T.; Tatematsu, T.; Yokota, K.; Haneda, H.; Nakanishi, R. Long-term outcomes
of video-assisted thoracoscopic surgery lobectomy vs. thoracotomy lobectomy for stage IA non-small cell lung cancer. Surg. Today
2019, 49, 369–377. [CrossRef]

20. Al-Ameri, M.; Bergman, P.; Franco-Cereceda, A.; Sartipy, U. Video-assisted thoracoscopic versus open thoracotomy lobectomy: A
Swedish nationwide cohort study. J. Thorac. Dis. 2018, 10, 3499–3506. [CrossRef]

21. Han, K.N.; Kim, H.K.; Choi, Y.H. Midterm outcomes of single port thoracoscopic surgery for major pulmonary resection. PLoS
ONE 2017, 12, e0186857. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

22. Gonzalez-Rivas, D.; Paradela, M.; Fernandez, R.; Delgado, M.; Fieira, E.; Mendez, L.; Velasco, C.; de la Torre, M. Uniportal
Video-Assisted Thoracoscopic Lobectomy: Two Years of Experience. Ann. Thorac. Surg. 2013, 95, 426–432. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Hernandez-Arenas, L.A.; Purmessur, R.D.; Gonzalez-Rivas, D. Uniportal video-assisted thoracoscopic segmentectomy. J. Thorac.
Dis. 2018, 10, S1205–S1214. [CrossRef]

24. Darras, M.; Ojanguren, A.; Forster, C.; Zellweger, M.; Perentes, J.Y.; Krueger, T.; Gonzalez, M. Short-term local control after VATS
segmentectomy and lobectomy for solid NSCLC of less than 2 cm. Thorac. Cancer 2020, 12, 453–461. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Forster, C.; Abdelnour-Berchtold, E.; Bédat, B.; Perentes, J.Y.; Zellweger, M.; Sauvain, M.-O.; Christodoulou, M.; Triponez, F.;
Karenovics, W.; Krueger, T.; et al. Local control and short-term outcomes after VATS segmentectomy vs lobectomy for pT1c pN0
NSCLC. Interdiscip. Cardiovasc. Thorac. Surg. 2023, 36, ivad037. [CrossRef]

26. Higuchi, M.; Yaginuma, H.; Yonechi, A.; Kanno, R.; Ohishi, A.; Suzuki, H.; Gotoh, M. Long-term outcomes after video-assisted
thoracic surgery (VATS) lobectomy versus lobectomy via open thoracotomy for clinical stage IA non-small cell lung cancer. J.
Cardiothorac. Surg. 2014, 9, 88. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

27. Nakao, M.; Ichinose, J.; Matsuura, Y.; Nakagawa, K.; Okumura, S.; Mun, M. Long-term oncological outcome after thoracoscopic
lobectomy for non-small cell lung cancer patients. J. Thorac. Dis. 2019, 11, 3112–3121. [CrossRef]

28. Nakamura, H.; Kawasaki, N.; Taguchi, M.; Kabasawa, K. Survival following lobectomy vs limited resection for stage I lung cancer:
A meta-analysis. Br. J. Cancer 2005, 92, 1033–1037. [CrossRef]

29. Tsutani, Y.; Handa, Y.; Shimada, Y.; Ito, H.; Ikeda, N.; Nakayama, H.; Yoshimura, K.; Okada, M. Comparison of cancer control
between segmentectomy and wedge resection in patients with clinical stage IA non–small cell lung cancer. J. Thorac. Cardiovasc.
Surg. 2021, 162, 1244–1252. [CrossRef]

30. Winckelmans, T.; Decaluwé, H.; De Leyn, P.; Van Raemdonck, D. Segmentectomy or lobectomy for early-stage non-small-cell
lung cancer: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Eur. J. Cardiothorac. Surg. 2020, 57, 1051–1060. [CrossRef]

31. Chan, E.G.; Chan, P.G.; Mazur, S.N.; Normolle, D.P.; Luketich, J.D.; Landreneau, R.J.; Schuchert, M.J. Outcomes with segmen-
tectomy versus lobectomy in patients with clinical T1cN0M0 non–small cell lung cancer. J. Thorac. Cardiovasc. Surg. 2021, 161,
1639–1648. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

32. Yu, X.; Zhang, R.; Zhang, M.; Lin, Y.; Zhang, X.; Wen, Y.; Yang, L.; Huang, Z.; Wang, G.; Zhao, D.; et al. Segmental resection is
associated with decreased survival in patients with stage IA non-small cell lung cancer with a tumor size of 21–30 mm. Transl.
Lung Cancer Res. 2021, 10, 900–913. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. Boffa, D.J.; Dhamija, A.; Kosinski, A.S.; Kim, A.W.; Detterbeck, F.C.; Mitchell, J.D.; Onaitis, M.W.; Paul, S. Fewer complications
result from a video-assisted approach to anatomic resection of clinical stage I lung cancer. J. Thorac. Cardiovasc. Surg. 2014, 148,
637–643. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11748-015-0598-8
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26486132
https://doi.org/10.1245/s10434-011-1931-9
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21769464
https://doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2012.43.3110
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(21)02333-3
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35461558
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa2212083
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36780674
https://doi.org/10.21037/jtd.2016.04.65
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtcvs.2019.03.090
https://doi.org/10.21037/jtd.2019.12.01
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00595-018-1746-4
https://doi.org/10.21037/jtd.2018.05.177
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0186857
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29136038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.athoracsur.2012.10.070
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23219257
https://doi.org/10.21037/jtd.2018.02.47
https://doi.org/10.1111/1759-7714.13766
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33270380
https://doi.org/10.1093/icvts/ivad037
https://doi.org/10.1186/1749-8090-9-88
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24886655
https://doi.org/10.21037/jtd.2019.07.02
https://doi.org/10.1038/sj.bjc.6602414
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtcvs.2020.10.024
https://doi.org/10.1093/ejcts/ezz339
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtcvs.2020.03.041
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32331817
https://doi.org/10.21037/tlcr-20-1217
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33718031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtcvs.2013.12.045


Medicina 2023, 59, 1064 11 of 11

34. Bédat, B.; Abdelnour-Berchtold, E.; Krueger, T.; Perentes, J.Y.; Ris, H.-B.; Triponez, F.; Licker, M.-J.; Karenovics, W.; Gonzalez, M.
Clinical outcome and risk factors for complications after pulmonary segmentectomy by video-assisted thoracoscopic surgery:
Results of an initial experience. J. Thorac. Dis. 2018, 10, 5023–5029. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Sun, K.; Wu, Z.; Wang, Q.; Wu, M. Three-port single-intercostal versus uniportal thoracoscopic segmentectomy for the treatment
of lung cancer: A propensity score matching analysis. World J. Surg. Oncol. 2022, 20, 181. [CrossRef]

36. Diaz-Gutierrez, I.; Menier, C.A.; Savoie-White, F.H.; Doyle, J.E.; Wang, Q.; Andrade, R.S.; Figueroa, P.U. Uniportal vs. multiportal
thoracoscopic segmentectomy: A north American study. J. Thorac. Dis. 2023, 15, 335–347. [CrossRef]

37. Zhou, J.; Zheng, Q.; Pu, Q.; Mei, J.; Ma, L.; Lin, F.; Liu, C.; Guo, C.; Liao, H.; Liu, Z.; et al. Perioperative and oncological outcomes
of uniportal versus three-port thoracoscopic segmentectomy for lung cancer: A propensity score matching analysis. Transl. Lung
Cancer Res. 2023, 12, 446–459. [CrossRef]

38. Licht, P.B.; Jørgensen, O.D.; Ladegaard, L.; Jakobsen, E. A National Study of Nodal Upstaging After Thoracoscopic Versus Open
Lobectomy for Clinical Stage I Lung Cancer. Ann. Thorac. Surg. 2013, 96, 943–950. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.21037/jtd.2018.07.42
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30233876
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12957-022-02626-x
https://doi.org/10.21037/jtd-22-780
https://doi.org/10.21037/tlcr-22-635
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.athoracsur.2013.04.011

	1
	Materials and Methods 
	Patients 
	Endpoints 
	Indications 
	Operative Technique 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Demographics 
	Perioperative 
	Postoperative Morbidity 
	Men and Women 
	Smoking History 

	Survival, Tumor-Related Deaths, and Recurrence 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

