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Table 1. Patients demographics

Frequency or Mean+SD

Sex (Male:Female) 6 : 6

Face
Age 941 * 5.32
o Sex (Male:Female) 3 : 3
Extremities
Age 1517 = 7.73

SD: standard deviation

Table 2. Nevus characteristics before surgery

n Mean+SD Median(IQR) ilfeesvg Iiusfgo

Face Area (m) 12 320.9£329.3 189.8(189.8) 1.79 2.14
Length (L) 12 23.6x11.3 21.1(9.6) 1.25 1.09

Width (S) 12 15.0+6.8 13.2(6.5) 1.27 0.74

S/L ratio 12 0.651+0.123 0.627(0.110) 1.43 2.12

Extremities Area (mr) 6 677.7+649.0 487.8(626.1) 1.63 2.83
Length (L) 6 39.7+24.9 35.0(27.1) 1.07 1.21

Width (S) 6 21.1+6.9 19.6(10.8) 0.19 -1.00

S/L ratio 6 0.638+0.226 0.687(0.374) -0.15 -1.08

IQR: interquartile range
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Table 3. Image Analysis of the Rate of Change between Preoperative

and 1% Stage Operation

Mean + SD Median (IQR)

n Rate of chanS e After 1% .

N L L
Face Area (mi) 12 -35.4 + 16.1  189.8(189.8) 120.4(148.7) <.001
Length (L) 12 173 £ 9.3 21.1(9.6) 24.6(11.1) <.001
Width (S) 12 -41.8 + 144 13.2(6.5) 7.5(3.7) <.001
S/L ratio 12 -504 £ 11.8  0.627(0.110) 0.315(0.128) <.001

Extremity Area (mr) 6 -319 + 11.8  487.8(626.1) 385.9(364.9) 0.031
Length (L) 6 21.6 £ 20.9 35.0(27.1) 38.5(26.7) 0.063

Width (S) 6 -42.0 £ 14.7 19.6(10.8) 13.4(8.0) 0.031

S/L ratio 6 -50.3 + 16.1 0.687(0.374) 0.270(0.218)  0.031

SD: standard deviation; IQR: interquartile range.
*. statistical analysis by Wilcoxon signed-rank test.

,12,



2nd stage

PP
T =)

op-

operation)

Qomz Moguk vpehtr] wi o

Ao A Aol 7} 41.4% F 7}

}S tH(Table 4).

)

,13,



Table 4. Image Analysis of the Rate of Change between 1% Stage and

2" Stage Operation

Mean + SD Median (IQR)
n Rate of
change(1%" - After 1% After 2™ ,
ond stage stage op. stage op. b*
op.) (%)
Face Area (mi) 12 -100 £ NA 120.4(148.7) 0 (NA) <.001
Length (L) 12 39.0 £ 17.1 24.6(11.1) 33.2(13.5) <.001
Width (S) 12 -100 + NA 7.5(3.7) 0 (NA) <.001
S/L ratio 12 -100 £ NA 0.315(0.128) 0 (NA) <.001
Extremity Area (mr) 6 -100 + NA 385.9(364.9) 0 (NA) 0.031
Length (L) 6 414 + 194 38.5(26.7) 56.9(24.4) 0.031
Width (S) 6 -100 + NA 13.4(8.0) 0 (NA) 0.031
S/L ratio 6 -100 + NA 0.270(0.218) 0 (NA) 0.031

SD: standard deviation; IQR: interquartile range.
*. statistical analysis by Wilcoxon signed-rank test.
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Table 5. Image Analysis of
and 2™ Stage Operation

the Rate of Change between Preoperative

Mean + SD Median (IQR)

n chalrzlgtee(pcr)gop After 27
- ond Stage. Preop. stage op. p*

op.) (%)

Face Area (mi) 12 -100.0 £+ NA  189.8(189.8) 0 (NA) 0.001
Length (L) 12 62.8 £ 229 21.1(9.6) 33.2(13.5) 0.001
Width (S) 12 -100.0 + NA 13.2(6.5) 0 (NA) 0.001
S/L ratio 12 -100.0 £+ NA  0.627(0.110) 0 (NA) 0.001
Extremity Area (mr) 6 -100.0 £ NA  487.8(626.1) 0 (NA) 0.031
Length (L) 6 73.1 £ 450 35.0(27.1) 56.9(24.4) 0.031
Width (S) 6 -100.0 + NA 19.6(10.8) 0 (NA) 0.031
S/L ratio 6 -100.0 £+ NA  0.687(0.374) 0 (NA) 0.031

SD: standard deviation; IQR: interquartile range.
*. statistical analysis by Wilcoxon signed-rank test.
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Table 6. Analysis of Area, Length, Width and

Face and Extremity

S/L Ratios between the

Face

Extremity

Mean+SEM Mean+SEM ¥
Area -3540 + 465  -31.87 + 4.81 0.321
Change after Length (L) 17.29 £ 2.68 2161 £ 853 0.273
1% stage
operation (%) Width (S) -4183 + 416  -42.04 + 6.01 0.488
S/L ratio 5042 + 339  -50.26 + 657 0.490
Change after
2" stage Length (L) 3896 + 4.93 41.36 + 7.90 0.396
operation g T e )
(%)
Change after
1" and 2" Length () | 6284 662 7305 + 1838  0.263
stage (operation g T YT )
%

SEM: standard error of the mean.
*: statistical analysis by independent t-test
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Changes in length and area after two times serial excision in
congenital nevus
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(Abstract)

This study reviewed the outcome of the serial excision of congenital
nevi involving face and extremities in order to demonstrate the changes
of area and length of nevi.

This study was a retrospective review of 18 cases with congenital nevi
who underwent serial excision from February 2005 to September 2017.
There were 18 congenital nevi, 12 and 6 involved face and extremities,
respectively. All cases received serial excision twice, and confirmed by
the final histology. Mean age and median of area (mm?), length (mm)
and width (mm) of congenital nevi on facial/extremities were 9.4/15.2,
189.8/487.8, 21.1/35.0 and 13.2/19.6, respectively. Postoperative outcomes
were analyzed photometrically, and clinical outcomes were analyzed
using ordinary scale methods. After the 1st operation, photogrammetric
analysis showed a 64.6% reduction on facial nevi area and 68.1%
reduction on extremities. Final scar length increased 62.8% in face and
73% 1n extremity compared to before surgery. Clinical assessment
demonstrated that congenital nevi were removed excellently without any
deformation of surrounding structures and final scar quality was good.

This study will help practically in predicting and explaining the results

of each stage when serial excision is required.
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