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Introduction

Choledocholithiasis is a frequently encountered 
problem and is potentially associated with com-
plications such as cholangitis, sepsis, and death. 
About 5–10 % of patients undergoing cholecys-
tectomy for cholelithiasis and 18–33 % of pa-
tients with acute biliary pancreatitis have cho-
ledocholithiasis.[1]. Management is determined 
by risk stratification for the likelihood of finding 
common bile duct (CBD) stones using clinical 
parameters, liver tests, and imaging. Patients with 
very high or high probability of stones are man-
aged by endoscopic retrograde cholangiopan-
creatography (ERCP). Patients with intermedi-
ate probability are further evaluated by magnetic 
resonance cholangiopancreatography (MRCP) or 
endoscopic ultrasound (EUS) to determine the 
need for ERCP.

The natural history of choledocholithiasis is 
not well known. Approximately one out of five 
stones pass spontaneously within 1 month. Small 
stone size (< 5 mm) was determined to be an in-
dependent factor for spontaneous passage of the 
stone [2]. On the other hand, stones that do not 
pass spontaneously can cause further complica-

tions including acute pancreatitis, acute biliary 
colic, cholangitis, secondary biliary cirrhosis 
with subsequent sequelae of sepsis, portal hy-
pertension, and possibly death. Hence, suspected 
choledocholithiasis should be further investi-
gated and once confirmed, stones should be ex-
tracted.

Most stones can be extracted using conven-
tional techniques involving sphincterotomy, bal-
loon dilation, and balloon or basket extraction 
with high success rates averaging 90–95 %. How-
ever, factors increasing the difficulty of stone 
management include abnormal and postsurgical 
anatomy, large stones (greater than 15–20 mm), 
cystic duct stones with Mirizzi’s syndrome, and 
intrahepatic stones. Development of instruments 
and techniques such as endoscopic sphincter-
otomy with large balloon dilation of the sphinc-
ter (ESLBD), mechanical lithotripsy, electrohy-
daulic lithotripsy, laser lithotripsy has enabled 
successful clearance of the biliary tract in dif-
ficult cases with rates ranging from 77 to 98 %. 
Intraductal ultrasound (IDUS) can be a valuable 
tool to ensure complete clearance of the CBD of 
stones in equivocal cases where the cholangio-
gram is not definitive.

Case Study

A 45-year-old female presented with RUQ pain 
and jaundice. Labs were notable for total biliru-
bin 7.8 mg/dl, AST 80 IU/L, ALT 60 IU/L, and 
alkaline phosphatase 235  IU/L. An abdominal 
ultrasound showed multiple gallstones within 
the gallbladder. The CBD measured 8 mm but no 
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stones were seen in the CBD. What is the next 
best step?

How Are Patients Risk Stratified for 
Possible Choledocholithiasis?

The initial workup for suspected choledocholi-
thiasis should be least invasive and cost-effective 
and consequently includes liver biochemical tests 
and a transabdominal ultrasound (US). Liver bio-
chemical tests have a low positive predictive 
value (15 %) but a high negative predictive value 
(95 %) and hence are useful in ruling out choled-
ocholithiasis [3]. Higher levels of bilirubin and 
alkaline phosphatase occur with longer duration 
and severity of biliary obstruction, and thus are 
more predictive of the presence of CBD stones. 
The US has a low sensitivity (less than 50 %) but 
a very high specificity (100 %) in the detection of 
choledocholithiasis. Thus, the presence of a stone 
confirms the diagnosis but the absence of a stone 
does not rule out choledocholithiasis. However, 
the US finding of a normal sized CBD (< 6 mm 
in patients with intact gallbladder) has a high 
negative predictive value of 95 % and is conse-
quently helpful in excluding stones [4]. Thus, the 
combination of normal liver biochemical tests 
and a normal sized CBD on US with a negative 
predictive value of 95 % are useful in ruling out 
choledocholithiasis.

Risk stratification to determine the presence 
of choledocholithiasis helps avoid unnecessary 
procedures and streamlines the management 
in an efficient manner. The ASGE standards of 
practice committee has guidelines to risk strati-
fy patients with symptomatic cholelithiasis into 
three groups based on the probability of cho-
ledocholithiasis: high risk (> 50 %), intermediate 
(10–50 %), and low risk (< 10 %) [1]. The pres-
ence of any very strong clinical predictor (clini-
cal ascending cholangitis, ultrasound showing a 
stone, or total bilirubin > 4 mg/dl) or both strong 
predictors (US showing a dilated CBD and total 
bilirubin 1.8 mg/dl-4 mg/dl) places the patient at 
high risk of having choledocholithiasis with rec-
ommendations to proceed with ERCP for further 
management. The absence of any clinical pred-
icators places the patient at low risk of having 

choledocholithiasis. These patients can proceed 
with cholecystectomy with no further testing. All 
other patients have an intermediate risk of hav-
ing choledocholithiasis and should proceed with 
either EUS or MRCP preoperatively or an intra-
operative cholangiogram (IOC) during cholecys-
tectomy. In a recent study, IOC, when attempted 
routinely in patients undergoing cholecystecto-
my, was successful in 95 % with a sensitivity of 
97 % and specificity of 99 % [5]. However, IOC 
is highly operator dependent, adds to procedure 
time, and may not be feasible in cases of severe-
ly inflamed gallbladder. If a stone is confirmed 
on the IOC, it can be removed via laparoscopic 
CBD exploration (LCBDE) or via postoperative 
ERCP. An advantage of performing preoperative 
confirmatory studies (EUS/MRCP) in this group 
is that the stone can be removed during preopera-
tive ERCP, and if ERCP is unsuccessful, LCBDE 
can be performed to remove the stone during 
cholecystectomy. However, proceeding with a 
cholecystectomy and IOC would not be unrea-
sonable when surgical expertise is available, thus 
avoiding the risk of possible complications asso-
ciated with ERCP which may delay the cholecys-
tectomy.

EUS in selected patients has been shown to 
decrease the need for ERCP by 70 % and adverse 
events related to the ERCP by 65 % [6]. EUS 
has been compared to MRCP for the detection 
of choledocholithiasis and has a higher sensitiv-
ity (93 vs 85 %), specificity (96 vs 93 %), posi-
tive predictive value (93 vs 87 %), and negative 
predictive value (96 vs 92 %) but the differences 
were not statistically significant [7]. The sensitiv-
ity of MRCP decreases with smaller stone size 
and approaches 70 % when evaluating for stones 
< 5 mm but has the advantage of being noninva-
sive [8]. Thus, the choice between these modali-
ties should be based on local availability, exper-
tise, patient characteristics, and preference.

Tips for Preparation and Technique  
of Cholangiogram During ERCP

Obtaining a comprehensive history and review of 
previous imaging and records is essential for pro-
viding optimal care and avoiding unanticipated 
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roadblocks during the procedure. Reviewing 
previous diagnostic imaging also provides a 
roadmap for performing the ERCP. Antibiotics 
are continued in patients with acute cholangitis 
until the procedure and after if complete drain-
age is not achieved. Patients with sepsis related 
to the cholangitis should be resuscitated prior to 
the procedure. After cannulation of the bile duct 
and deep advancement of the wire, aspiration of 
bile prior to injecting contrast helps minimize the 
hydrostatic pressure of injection and over disten-
sion of the bile duct, thereby decreasing the risk 
of bacteremia in the setting of cholangitis. A good 
cholangiogram should be obtained to identify the 
stone burden, location and size of the stones, size 
of the duct, and any strictures that will have an 
impact on the stone extraction strategy as will be 
discussed further below. We inject half strength 
contrast starting at the distal aspect of the CBD 
and carefully evaluate for any filling defects as 
the contrast extends proximally into the bifur-
cation of the right and left hepatic ducts. Care 
should be taken not to overdistend the biliary 
system as it predisposes to cholangitis. The cystic 
duct is opacified to ensure patency. The gallblad-
der should not be overfilled as this causes pain 
and may predispose to cholecystitis. A balloon 
occlusion cholangiogram is performed after re-

moval of all stones to ensure complete clearance. 
Nonopacification of the cystic duct during the 
occlusion cholangiogram is evidence of cyst duct 
blockage and makes a case for cholecystectomy.

Case Continued

Because the patient was at high risk for CBD 
stone, an ERCP was performed which revealed 
a smooth narrowing in the distal biliary tree. A 
sphincterotomy was performed but a balloon 
sweep showed no stone and a stent was placed 
(Fig.  5.1a, b). A laparoscopic cholecystectomy 
was then performed. She returned for a second 
ERCP, which revealed a persistent narrowing, 
and the stent was replaced. She was then referred 
for further management.

How Are Uncomplicated Stones 
Retrieved During ERCP?

Among other factors, stone size is an important 
determinant of successful endoscopic removal 
after a sphincterotomy (Fig.  5.2). As a general 
rule, stones smaller than 10 mm can be success-
fully removed following a sphincterotomy [9]. 

Fig. 5.1   a. ERCP with a 
smooth eccentric narrow-
ing ( arrows) in the distal 
biliary tree without evi-
dence of a mobile filling 
defect or a distinct stone. 
b. Stent is placed
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As such if a stone appears smaller than the di-
ameter of the scope, it can be extracted with a 
balloon catheter or a basket without difficulty 
after sphincterotomy. In the setting of a dilated 
bile duct with small stones, a basket is more help-
ful in extraction as the stones tend to slide by the 
balloon within the large duct during removal. 
Any stones impacted in the lower CBD should 
be pushed up into the proximal duct to avoid in-
advertent rupture of the duct. During retrieval of 
stones using a basket, the stone is first engaged 
within the basket by to and fro motion around the 
stone, and the stone is extracted without closing 
the basket. This is to prevent inadvertent impac-
tion of the stone within the basket and subse-
quent inability to remove the basket containing 
the stone through the papilla due to a mismatch 
between the size of the stone and the papillary 
orifice. When multiple stones are present, they 
should be removed one at a time starting with 
the most distal stone first to avoid impaction. As 
a general rule, the balloon or basket containing 
the stone is withdrawn until at the papilla and 
locked in this position at the biopsy port with 
the left hand while simultaneously pushing the 
big dial away and gently advancing the scope 
using clockwise torque with the right hand. This 
technique of stone removal aligns the vector of 
the extraction force with the axis of the bile duct 
while maintaining visualization of the papilla to 
confirm stone extraction.

Some factors which make stone extraction dif-
ficult include the following:
1.	 Large stones (> 1.5–2 cm)
2.	 Impacted stones
3.	 Cystic duct stones causing Mirizzi’s syndrome
4.	 Stones in the intrahepatic ducts
5.	 Concomitant presence of a downstream stric-

ture.

When to Perform Sphincterotomy, 
Balloon Dilation or Both?

Endoscopic sphincterotomy (EST) has a high 
success rate of stone extraction approaching 
85–98 %, but can be associated with a risk of 
bleeding, perforation and pancreatitis [10]. The 
risk of postsphincterotomy bleeding is increased 
in patients with coagulopathy either due to intrin-
sic liver disease or from the use of anticoagulants 
and antiplatelet agents [11]. EST also leads to 
permanent loss of the sphincter function with a 
theoretical risk of free bacterial access to the bile 
duct leading to recurrent stone formation [12]. 
Endoscopic balloon dilation of the native papilla 
(EBD) was initially developed as an alternative 
to EST to minimize the risk of adverse events and 
also preserve the sphincter function [13]. Balloon 
dilation of the papilla can be performed using 
balloons ranging from 4 to 8 mm. Although one 
meta-analysis showed lower efficacy of stone 

Fig. 5.2   Algorithm for 
management of established 
bile duct stones. EST = en-
doscopic sphincterotomy; 
BD = balloon dilation; 
ESLBD = endoscopic 
sphincterotomy and large 
balloon dilation; ML = me-
chanical lithotripsy; 
EHL = electrohydraulic 
lithotripsy
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clearance with EBD compared to EST [14], other 
studies have demonstrated high success rates of 
91–97 % for stone extraction with EBD, compa-
rable to that of EST [15–17]. Equal efficacy of 
EST and EBD for extraction of small to medium-
sized stones up to 8 mm has been shown in ran-
domized controlled trials (RCT) [15, 16]. A me-
ta-analysis by Baron et al confirmed comparable 
efficacy for stone removal with both techniques, 
albeit with a lower risk of pancreatitis in patients 
undergoing EST [17]. A few studies have re-
ported an increased risk of serious complications 
including severe pancreatitis with EBD, with one 
RCT terminated prematurely due to complica-
tions and two deaths related to severe pancreati-
tis in the EBD group [15]. Thus, EBD has fallen 
out of favor as a primary choice for stone extrac-
tion. With its lower risk of bleeding and perfora-
tion, EBD has been recommended as an option 
for stone removal in patients with coagulopathy 
[15–17]. Therefore, for small to medium-sized 
stones, EST would be the preferred method to fa-
cilitate stone extraction with EBD used sparingly 
in patients with coagulopathy that cannot be cor-
rected, altered anatomy where sphincterotomy 
cannot be achieved, or periampullary diverticu-
lum that makes sphincterotomy difficult.

Large stones (> 1.5 cm) may require lithotrip-
sy to deliver the stone following EST or EBD. 
An alternative combines an initial small to less 
than maximal sphincterotomy followed by large 
balloon dilation (10–20  mm), which is termed 
endoscopic sphincterotomy with large balloon 
dilation (ESLBD) and was first described by 
Ersoz et  al. [18]. Subsequently, several studies 
have demonstrated successful extraction of com-
plex stones with this procedure [19, 20]. This 
technique of initial sphincterotomy separates the 
biliary and pancreatic sphincters and helps direct 
the controlled tear of the sphincter by the large 
balloon dilation away from the pancreatic duct, 
thus theoretically minimizing the risk of pancre-
atitis [21]. A meta-analysis by Feng et  al com-
paring ESLBD with EST to facilitate removal 
of large stones showed fewer complications and 
decreased need for mechanical lithotripsy in 
the ESLBD group [22]. A RCT comparing me-
chanical lithotripsy following EST to ESLBD 

demonstrated equal efficacy in stone removal but 
a higher rate of complications in the lithotripsy 
group [23]. ESLBD also decreases the need for 
mechanical lithotripsy, fluoroscopy time, total 
procedure time, [24], and total hospital cost [25]. 
The rate of pancreatitis following ESLBD is 
lower than 5 %, which is comparable to EST and 
lower than EBD [26]. Rare but serious perfora-
tions and occasional bleeding have occurred fol-
lowing ESLBD. Care should be taken to match 
the size of the balloon with the diameter of the 
native distal CBD to avoid perforation.

The currently available balloons for large dila-
tion were intended for use in the luminal GI tract, 
and due to their length may present some prob-
lems if the CBD has numerous stones (Fig. 5.3). 
The stones need to be either pushed upstream or 
the balloon placed very distal in the CBD just 
enough to dilate the papilla without lying beside 
stones (Fig. 5.4a, b). This is important as inflat-
ing the balloon beside a stone may carry a risk 
of perforation, especially if the stone is angu-
lated rather than smooth. Regarding how long 
to dilate, a nonblinded RCT comparing 1 versus 
5 min dilation of the papilla without EST showed 

Fig. 5.3   ERCP cholangiogram with multiple CBD stones 
down to the distal CBD
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significantly higher technical success for stone 
extraction (80 vs 93 %) and lower rate of pan-
creatitis (15 vs 5 %) in the group that underwent 
5  min dilation[27]. However, the control group 
(1 min dilation) had a much lower rate of tech-
nical success than generally expected (80 %), 
which may have overinflated the difference in 
success between the two groups. We tend to se-
quentially dilate the papilla for 1 min at each level 
of the balloon thus totaling 3 min. Once the dila-
tion is complete, the stone can be extracted with 
a balloon or basket (Fig. 5.5a, b). Thus, ESLBD 
combines the best of both worlds with lower rates 
of pancreatitis than EBD and decreased need for 
mechanical lithotripsy compared to EST in the 
extraction of large stones (up to 2 cm), provided 

the distal CBD is dilated enough to accommodate 
the large balloon.

During stone extraction using a basket, it is 
prudent to have a rescue lithotripter system avail-
able such as a Soehendra lithotripter (Cook Med-
ical, Bloomington, IN) or an Olympus reusable 
emergency lithotripter (Olympus, Center Valley, 
PA) because stone/basket impaction is a potential 
complication with possible significant repercus-
sions if not resolved (Fig. 5.6a). A technique for 
resolution is to cut the handle and remove the 
sheath from the basket and the endoscope from 
the patient. Next insert the metal sheath of the 
lithotripter over the broken wires of the basket, 
place the wires in the handle, advance the litho-
tripter under fluoroscopic guidance, and crush the 

Fig. 5.4   a. Balloon 
inserted with minimal 
balloon above the major 
papilla. b. The radiograph-
ic view showing a waist 
in the balloon ( arrows) at 
the papilla with minimal 
balloon upstream

 

Fig. 5.5   a. Ampulla 
postdilation. b. Stone 
extracted postdilation
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impacted stone (Fig. 5.6b, c). Some rescue litho-
tripters operate through the scope channel while 
others require removal of the duodenoscope.

Lithotripsy

Mechanical lithotripsy was first described by 
Demling in 1983 as a safe and effective way of 
fragmenting large stone thus facilitating remov-
al. Mechanical lithotripsy improves rate of bile 
duct clearance in difficult stone cases up to 90 % 
with about 4–13 % rate of complications includ-
ing pancreatitis, bleeding, perforation, and basket 
impaction [28]. This technique involves using a 
nonemergency lithotripter composed of a basket, 
plastic sheath, and outer metal sheath to capture 
the stone within the basket and advance a metal 
sheath over it to fragment the stone. The device is 
introduced through the papilla using the “kissing 
technique” whereby close contact is maintained 
between the scope and papilla while cannulating 
the duct. Once confirmed fluoroscopically within 
the bile duct, we like to pass the closed basket 
above the stone and draw the open basket down to 
engage the stone with a shaking movement to try 
to ensure placement of the wires symmetrically 

around the stone. The basket is then closed and 
the metal sheath approximated against the basket 
to crush the stone. The fragments are disengaged 
from the basket. Contrast is then injected to see 
whether any large stone fragments remain that 
require additional lithotripsy. After the apparatus 
is withdrawn, the remaining stone fragments can 
then be extracted with a basket or a balloon. The 
distal fragments are first extracted to ensure that 
the fragments do not get impacted at the outlet, 
and work should progress from the distal to prox-
imal bile duct until all fragments are removed. 
In about 10 % of patients, mechanical lithotripsy 
will fail, necessitating other techniques such as 
electrohydraulic lithotripsy (EHL) or laser litho-
tripsy (LL) (28). These latter approaches are typi-
cally best suited for large impacted stones.

EHL involves creating an oscillating cavi-
tation bubble in a liquid media by an electrical 
spark from an EHL probe which then forms a 
mechanical shockwave that fragments the stone. 
This technique was adapted from the mining in-
dustry. The EHL probe measuring 3Fr is intro-
duced through the working channel of a Spyglass 
® (Boston Scientific Inc, Marlborough, MA) 
cholangioscope via a therapeutic duodenoscope 
or a peroral cholangioscope and advanced under 

Fig. 5.6   a. Endoscopic view of basket wire with plastic 
sheath covering removed after failed stone extraction. b. 
The endoscope has been removed and the “rescue” litho-

tripter sheath inserted over the wire. c. Following stone 
fragmentation and basket removal, stone fragments are 
ready for extraction
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direct visualization to the level of the stone with 
at least 5 mm of the probe protruding from the 
tip of the endoscope. Shots are fired in 1–2  s 
bursts at energy ranging from 50 to 100 W. Care 
is taken to maintain direct contact between the 
probe and the stone and to avoid the bile duct 
wall to minimize injury. Saline is intermittently 
injected into the bile duct to clear the field for 
better visualization of the stone fragmentation. 
EHL successfully fragments large stones and en-
ables bile duct clearance in up to 98 % of cases in 
various studies with overall complication rates of 
3–15 %, which include a risk of hemobilia, chol-
angitis, pancreatitis, bile leak, hemothorax, and 
perforation [29–33]. Advantages of EHL include 
its relatively low cost and lack of need for special 
protective equipment.

Laser lithotripsy involves creating an oscillat-
ing cavitation bubble in a liquid media using op-
tical energy from lasers of specific wavelengths 
which then forms a mechanical shockwave that 
fragments the stone. Over the years, several dif-
ferent types of lasers have existed ranging from 
dye lasers to solid state lasers with different 
physical properties defined by specific wave-
lengths which determine the depth of penetra-
tion. The shorter the wavelength, the greater the 
depth of penetration. The dye lasers have shorter 
wavelengths and consequently a higher degree 
of penetration (> 5 mm), thus making them very 
effective but also expensive and more prone to 
cause injury. The solid-state lasers have longer 
wavelengths and lower penetration (< 5 mm) with 
lower cost and higher safety. A hybrid of these 
two technologies—Frequency Doubled Double 
Pulse neodymium (FREDDY)—uses coumarin 
dye in succession with neodymium:YAG and in 
studies effectively fragments stones and enables 
duct clearance in 88–92 % of cases with a com-
plication rate of 7–23 % [34–36]. Holmium:YAG 
laser has a longer wavelength very close to the 
peak absorption of water thus minimizing any 
scatter which makes it theoretically precise and 
safe by minimizing duct injury. Holmium:YAG 
laser has been evaluated in studies showing ef-
fective bile duct clearance rates of 90–100 % with 

complication rates of 4–14 % [37–39]. We do not 
routinely administer antibiotics during lithotripsy 
unless there is incomplete stone removal.

ESWL is another modality for management of 
large stones with ductal clearance rates of ~ 80 % 
[40]. However, the availability of ESWL equip-
ment is limited to few centers as it is expensive. 
Two randomized trials comparing LL to ESWL 
demonstrated higher rate of ductal clearance with 
LL (83–97 % vs 53–73 %) [41, 42]. A randomized 
trial comparing EHL to ESWL showed compa-
rable rates of ductal clearance (74 vs 79 %) [43]. 
Given the widespread availability and compara-
ble to superior efficacy of endoscopic lithotripter 
tools, most if not all large stones can be success-
fully removed using intraductal lithotripsy, ob-
viating the need to use ESWL in biliary stones. 
There is however a role for ESWL in managing 
pancreatic duct stones which are hard and heavily 
calcified and not easy to fragment unlike biliary 
stones (Chap. 13).

Case Concluded

At the next ERCP, the stent was removed and 
the cholangiogram again showed a smooth nar-
rowing in the distal CBD. At this point, given the 
persistent narrowing of the CBD, the decision 
was made to use intraductal ultrasound (IDUS) 
to evaluate the possible stricture. A guidewire 
was placed into the intrahepatics, and the Olym-
pus 20  MHz over-the-wire ultrasound probe 
(Fig. 5.7a, b) revealed a long cystic duct which 
was parallel to the CHD, contained a large stone 
(Mirizzi’s syndrome), and merged into the CBD 
just a few centimeters above the ampulla (Video 
5.1). The stone was visualized with the Spyglass 
system (Boston Scientific, Marlborough, MA) 
and fragmented with EHL using the Nortech 
Autolith ® system (Northgate Technologies 
Inc., Elgin IL). The cystic duct, CHD, and CBD 
were swept free of stone fragments. Final chol-
angiogram showed no residual stricture or stone 
(Fig. 5.8).
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Is There a Role for Intraductal 
Ultrasound (IDUS) in Clearing the Bile 
Duct?

A mini-ultrasound probe ranging from 12 to 
30 MHz over a guidewire can be introduced into 
the bile duct to evaluate for choledocholithiasis. 
Several studies have evaluated the role of IDUS in 
detecting choledocholithiasis missed on cholangi-
ography during ERCP [44, 45]. IDUS is particu-
larly useful for visualizing small stones (< 8 mm) 
in the setting of a dilated bile duct (> 12  mm) 
when such stones may be missed on cholangio-
gram [46]. Residual choledocholithiasis after 
EST and basket/balloon extraction was detected 
by IDUS in 40 % of patients [47]. IDUS is also 
useful for ensuring complete duct clearance after 
lithotripsy and stone extraction [48, 49]. The clin-
ical significance of detecting these small (usually 
less than 4 mm) residual CBD stones by IDUS is 
unclear. Thus, when there is suspicion for CBD 
stones based on preprocedure imaging that cannot 
be visualized during a cholangiogram, especially 
in the setting of a dilated CBD, IDUS can be used 
to evaluate for small stones. Occasionally in situ-
ations as illustrated in the case when there is a 
linear narrowing of the CBD especially around 

Fig. 5.8   Final cholangiogram with stone fragment re-
moved and distal stricture resolved

 

Fig. 5.7   a. Third ERCP 
with persistence of distal 
narrowing in bile duct. b. 
Over-the-wire 20 MHz ul-
trasound probe advanced 
deep into the biliary tree
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the cystic duct, an IDUS can be used to exclude 
Mirrizi’s syndrome. We do not use IDUS to en-
sure complete duct clearance after lithotripsy as 
any small fragments should pass spontaneously 
through the wide open papilla.

When Should Biliary Stenting Be 
Considered?

Biliary stenting provides biliary drainage in situ-
ations where there is incomplete duct clearance 
due to difficult stones as a temporizing measure or 
as a more definitive solution in patients with lim-
ited life span when comorbidities and advanced 
age preclude aggressive techniques of duct clear-
ance. When used as a temporizing solution in the 
elderly population prior to definitive endoscopic 
or surgical therapy, there is a complication rate of 
10 % compared to greater than 50 % when used 
as a definitive treatment. Approximately one out 
of 5 patients died of infectious biliary complica-
tions when stents were used as definitive therapy, 
and thus this treatment option should only be 
used in very select patients with short life expec-
tancy [50]. Temporizing stents have been placed 
for short duration (2–6 months) in patients with 
large stones (> 2  cm) and multiple stones (> 3 
stones) to help fragment the stones. A decrease in 
stone burden by greater than 50 % was observed 
following stent placement for 2–6 months [51, 
52]. Single or multiple stents of the straight or 
pigtail variety may be used. Although most of the 
experience to date has been with plastic stents, 
fully covered self-expandable metal stents have 
also been used successfully in the management 
of complex biliary stones [53]. Due to the cost 
and risk of complications associated with metal 
stents, they cannot be advocated for the manage-
ment of biliary stones at this time.

When Should Nonendoscopic 
Modalities Be Considered for Removal 
of CBD Stones?

Cholecystectomy is recommended for most pa-
tients with cholelithiasis after ductal clearance by 
ERCP given the low morbidity of laparoscopic 

cholecystectomy [54]. Laparoscopic cholecystec-
tomy should be performed ideally within 2 weeks 
of ductal clearance by ERCP to minimize the risk 
of recurrent choledocholithiasis, biliary colic, 
gallstone pancreatitis, and cholecystitis [55–57]. 
A randomized clinical trial showed a higher risk 
of recurrent biliary events with some necessitat-
ing emergency surgery when laparoscopic chole-
cystectomy was delayed (6–8 weeks) compared 
to early surgery (within 72 h) following EST for 
CBD stones [58].

An alternative to preoperative ERCP is lapa-
roscopic CBD exploration (LCBDE) for removal 
of CBD stones following cholecystectomy. It can 
be considered a one-step operation when IOC 
demonstrates CBD stones which can be removed 
in the same setting if technical expertise in this 
modality is available. Randomized clinical tri-
als comparing LCBDE with ERCP (preoperative 
or postoperative) for stone removal have shown 
comparable technical success, morbidity, and 
mortality [59–62]. It can also be used in cases of 
prior failed ERCP, lack of local endoscopic ex-
pertise, or in the setting of altered anatomy like 
Roux-en Y reconstruction with long limbs when 
the success rate for ERCP is low. Given the high 
success rate of ERCP (unless precluded by al-
tered anatomy), we prefer postoperative ERCP 
to CBD exploration for stone removal at our in-
stitution. Percutaneous removal of extrahepatic 
duct stones has been described via an indwell-
ing T-tube or percutaneous transhepatic route 
with success rates of ~ 90 % although with a risk 
of hemorrhagic complications (hemobilia) and 
death [63]. This is rarely ever employed to re-
move extrahepatic duct stones given the length of 
time it takes for the tract to mature (~ 4–6 weeks) 
and the potential hemorrhagic complications and 
death.

What is the Role of ERCP  
in Intrahepatic Duct Stones?

Hepatolithiasis or intrahepatic duct stones are 
more common in East Asia compared to the 
Western population. These stones are frequently 
multiple and associated with strictures. Etiologies 
typically include postoperative biliary strictures, 
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primary sclerosing cholangitis, and recurrent 
pyogenic cholangitis. They often present with 
recurrent cholangitis and sepsis. Long-standing 
hepatolithiasis may lead to secondary biliary 
cirrhosis, hepatic lobe atrophy, and intrahepatic 
cholangiocarcinoma. Patients with multiple 
stones confined to one lobe of the liver are often 
managed by surgical resection of the involved 
liver with or without a bilioenteric anastomosis. 
Greater rates of stone clearance were achieved 
with hepatectomy (83 %) compared to nonopera-
tive modalities like percutaneous removal (64 %) 
or ERCP (43 %) [64]. In the same study, during 
median follow-up of 8 years, a nonsignificant 
trend of lower recurrence rates and cholangitis 
were seen with hepatectomy compared with non-
operative management [64].

Endoscopic therapy of hepatolithiasis is dif-
ficult due to the recurrent nature of the disease 
requiring multiple interventions and the pres-
ence of multiple stones, concomitant intrahepatic 
strictures, peripheral stone impactions, and duct 
angulations [30]. Peroral cholangioscopy with 
lithotripsy can be used for difficult stones that 
cannot be extracted using a balloon or basket 
[32]. The success rate for endoscopic removal 
of intrahepatic stones (64 %) is lower than for 
extrahepatic stones [65]. Care should be taken 
to avoid injection of an atrophied hepatic lobe 
during ERCP due to the high risk of infectious 
complications. Percutaneous cholangioscopy 
with lithotripsy is technically successful in up to 
85 % of patients. Both endoscopic and percutane-
ous treatment carry a high rate of recurrence and/
or cholangitis of 22–63 % [66]. Consequently, 
endoscopic or percutaneous methods of stone re-
moval may be employed in patients with limited 
stone disease, bilateral liver involvement where 
surgery is not feasible, and recurrent stones after 
surgery.

Recurrent or Inoperable Stones

Up to 10 % of patients who have undergone EST 
and stone extraction will develop recurrent CBD 
stones, because either the gallbladder was not 
removed or new stones formed within the CBD 
in the absence of a gallbladder [67]. In these pa-

tients, 57 % had juxtapapillary diverticula, and 
most of these stones were pigmented stones that 
do not benefit from ursodiol or antibiotics for 
preventing recurrence. Other risk factors for re-
current choledocholithiasis include dilated CBD 
to greater than 15 mm, angulated bile duct, bili-
ary stricture, and papillary stenosis, which all 
predispose to biliary stasis. A regular schedule of 
liver function tests or ERCP at defined intervals 
is indicated. Annual ERCP to clear the bile duct 
led to decreased rates of cholangitis in a small 
study of patients with at least two occurrences 
of choledocholithiasis [68]. Surgical bypass with 
choledochoduodenostomy for recurrent stones 
refractory to endoscopic therapy is not routinely 
recommended due to high morbidity (10–28 %) 
including cholangitis, sump syndrome, bile leak 
and up to 5 % mortality [69–72].

In patients who are unable to undergo cho-
lecystectomy due to significant comorbidities, 
endoscopic transpapillary gallbladder stenting 
(ETGS) can be considered as an alternative to 
surgery. A prospective study of this patient pop-
ulation using double pigtail stents for ETGS in 
symptomatic gallbladder disease was technically 
successful in 23 of 29 patients (79 %) and provid-
ed long-term patency (median stent patency 760 
days) without needing scheduled stent exchanges 
[73]. This is a technically demanding procedure, 
as negotiating the tortuous cystic duct is difficult 
and greatly influenced by the endoscopist’s ex-
perience [74].

Conclusion

The majority of bile duct stones are cholesterol 
stones in the Western population. Due to the risk 
of complications including cholangitis, sepsis, 
and secondary biliary cirrhosis associated with 
choledocholithiasis, even stones in asymptomatic 
patients should be extracted if feasible. MRI and 
EUS have good accuracy in detecting choledo-
cholithiasis, when there is an intermediate prob-
ability of harboring a bile duct stone. Most stones 
smaller than 10 mm can be removed with EST 
and balloon or basket extraction. Stones between 
10 and 15 mm can be retrieved after EST with or 
without balloon dilation of the papilla and balloon 
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or basket extraction. During stone removal using 
a basket, it is prudent to have a rescue litho-
tripter system available due to the risk of stone 
or basket impaction, which can have significant 
repercussions if not resolved. Several endoscopic 
modalities are available for extraction of difficult 
stones including ESLBD, mechanical lithotripsy, 
electrohydraulic lithotripsy, and laser lithotripsy. 
Stones measuring 15–20  mm can be removed 
with ESLBD or lithotripsy. Stones greater than 
20 mm in size generally require lithotripsy. In pa-
tients with significant comorbidities that preclude 
surgical or aggressive endoscopic therapy, biliary 
stenting with plastic stents can be used as a tem-
porizing solution for biliary drainage. IDUS has a 
role in the detection of small stones, particularly 
in a dilated bile duct, where such stones may be 
missed on cholangiogram. Up to 10 % of patients 
will have recurrent stones after endoscopic ex-
traction and cholecystectomy, and these patients 
may benefit from a regular schedule of follow-up 
liver tests or ERCP at defined intervals.

Key Points

•	 Suspected choledocholithiasis should be fur-
ther investigated and once confirmed, stones 
extracted to minimize the risk of complica-
tions. Management is determined by risk 
stratification for the likelihood of common 
bile duct (CBD) stones using clinical param-
eters, liver tests, and imaging.

•	 Patients with symptomatic cholelithiasis at 
intermediate risk of choledocholithiasis can 
undergo (a) preoperative confirmatory imag-
ing (EUS/MRCP) followed by ERCP as indi-
cated or (b) IOC followed by LCBDE or post-
operative ERCP if needed, depending on local 
availability, expertise, patient characteristics, 
and preference.

•	 Uncomplicated stones can be successfully 
extracted with a balloon or basket after 
endoscopic sphincterotomy. Large stones 
(15–20 mm) can be removed with ESLBD or 

lithotripsy (ML/EHL/LL). Stones > 20  mm 
generally require lithotripsy.

•	 Because stone or basket impaction is a poten-
tial complication with significant repercus-
sions if not resolved, it is prudent to have a 
rescue lithotripter system available when per-
forming stone extraction with a basket.

•	 IDUS is particularly useful for visualizing 
small stones (< 8  mm) within a dilated bile 
duct (> 12  mm) when such stones may be 
missed on cholangiogram.

•	 Biliary stenting acts as a temporizing mea-
sure in cases of incomplete stone extraction 
or severe acute cholangitis. Occasionally, it 
can provide a definitive solution in patients 
with limited life span when comorbidities and 
advanced age preclude aggressive techniques 
of duct clearance.

•	 LCBDE offers an alternative to ERCP when 
local expertise is available in cases where 
(a) IOC shows choledocholithiasis, (b) prior 
ERCP has failed or (c) Roux-en Y reconstruc-
tions with long limbs make the success rate 
for ERCP low.

•	 Hepatectomy should be considered for hepa-
tolithiasis in surgically fit patients with heavy 
unilateral intrahepatic stone burden, espe-
cially with concomitant biliary strictures and/
or lobar atrophy. Percutaneous or endoscopic 
therapy can be offered in select situations, but 
carries a higher risk of recurrence, incomplete 
stone removal, and cholangitis.

•	 In patients with recurrent choledocholithia-
sis, a regular schedule of liver function tests 
with ERCP at defined intervals is preferable to 
surgical bypass (choledochoduodenostomy) 
given the relatively high morbidity and mor-
tality associated with the latter.

Video Caption

Video 5.1 ERCP with electrohydraulic lithotripsy 
and balloon extraction of stone fragments from 
the common hepatic duct, CBD, and cystic duct



915  Biliary Stones

References

  1.	 Maple JT, Ben-Menachem T, Anderson MA, Appa-
laneni V, Banerjee S, Cash BD, et  al. The role of 
endoscopy in the evaluation of suspected choledo-
cholithiasis. Gastrointest Endosc. 2010;71(1):1–9. 
PubMed PMID: 20105473. Epub 2010/01/29. eng.

  2.	 Frossard JL, Hadengue A, Amouyal G, Choury 
A, Marty O, Giostra E, et  al. Choledocholithia-
sis: a prospective study of spontaneous common 
bile duct stone migration. Gastrointest Endosc. 
2000;51(2):175–9. PubMed PMID: 10650260. Epub 
2000/01/29. eng.

  3.	 Yang MH, Chen TH, Wang SE, Tsai YF, Su CH, 
Wu CW, et  al. Biochemical predictors for absence 
of common bile duct stones in patients undergo-
ing laparoscopic cholecystectomy. Surg Endosc. 
2008;22(7):1620–4. PubMed PMID: 18000708. 
Epub 2007/11/15. eng.

  4.	 Cronan JJ. US diagnosis of choledocholithiasis: a 
reappraisal. Radiology. 1986;161(1):133–4. PubMed 
PMID: 3532178. Epub 1986/10/01. eng.

  5.	 Videhult P, Sandblom G, Rasmussen IC. How reli-
able is intraoperative cholangiography as a method 
for detecting common bile duct stones?: a pro-
spective population-based study on 1171 patients. 
Surg Endosc. 2009;23(2):304–12. PubMed PMID: 
18398646. Epub 2008/04/10. eng.

  6.	 Petrov MS, Savides TJ. Systematic review of endo-
scopic ultrasonography versus endoscopic retrograde 
cholangiopancreatography for suspected choledo-
cholithiasis. Br J Surg. 2009;96(9):967–74. PubMed 
PMID: 19644975. Epub 2009/08/01. eng.

  7.	 Verma D, Kapadia A, Eisen GM, Adler DG. EUS vs 
MRCP for detection of choledocholithiasis. Gastro-
intest Endosc. 2006;64(2):248–54. PubMed PMID: 
16860077. Epub 2006/07/25. eng.

  8.	 Sugiyama M, Atomi Y, Hachiya J. Magnetic reso-
nance cholangiography using half-Fourier acqui-
sition for diagnosing choledocholithiasis. Am J 
Gastroenterol. 1998;93(10):1886–90. PubMed 
PMID: 9772049. Epub 1998/10/15. eng.

  9.	 Lauri A, Horton RC, Davidson BR, Burroughs 
AK, Dooley JS. Endoscopic extraction of bile duct 
stones: management related to stone size. Gut. 
1993;34(12):1718–21. PubMed PMID: 8282260. 
Pubmed Central PMCID: PMC1374470. Epub 
1993/12/01. eng.

10.	 Vaira D, D’Anna L, Ainley C, Dowsett J, Williams S, 
Baillie J, et al. Endoscopic sphincterotomy in 1000 
consecutive patients. Lancet. 1989;2(8660):431–4. 
PubMed PMID: 2569609. Epub 1989/08/19. eng.

11.	 Freeman ML, Nelson DB, Sherman S, Haber GB, 
Herman ME, Dorsher PJ, et  al. Complications of 
endoscopic biliary sphincterotomy. N Engl J Med. 
1996;335(13):909–18. PubMed PMID: 8782497. 
Epub 1996/09/26. eng.

12.	 Tanaka M, Takahata S, Konomi H, Matsunaga H, 
Yokohata K, Takeda T, et al. Long-term consequence 

of endoscopic sphincterotomy for bile duct stones. 
Gastrointest Endosc. 1998;48(5):465–9. PubMed 
PMID: 9831833. Epub 1998/12/01. eng.

13.	 Staritz M, Ewe K, Meyer zum Buschenfelde 
KH. Endoscopic papillary dilatation, a possible 
alternative to endoscopic papillotomy. Lancet. 
1982;1(8284):1306–7. PubMed PMID: 6123047. 
Epub 1982/06/05. eng.

14.	 Weinberg BM, Shindy W, Lo S. Endoscopic balloon 
sphincter dilation (sphincteroplasty) versus sphinc-
terotomy for common bile duct stones. Cochrane 
Database Syst Rev. 2006;4:CD004890. PubMed 
PMID: 17054222. Epub 2006/10/21. eng.

15.	 Disario JA, Freeman ML, Bjorkman DJ, Macmat-
huna P, Petersen BT, Jaffe PE, et  al. Endoscopic 
balloon dilation compared with sphincterotomy for 
extraction of bile duct stones. Gastroenterology. 
2004;127(5):1291–9. PubMed PMID: 15520997. 
Epub 2004/11/03. eng.

16.	 Bergman JJ, Rauws EA, Fockens P, van Berkel AM, 
Bossuyt PM, Tijssen JG, et  al. Randomised trial 
of endoscopic balloon dilation versus endoscopic 
sphincterotomy for removal of bileduct stones. 
Lancet. 1997;349(9059):1124–9. PubMed PMID: 
9113010. Epub 1997/04/19. eng.

17.	 Baron TH, Harewood GC. Endoscopic balloon dila-
tion of the biliary sphincter compared to endoscopic 
biliary sphincterotomy for removal of common 
bile duct stones during ERCP: a metaanalysis of 
randomized, controlled trials. Am J Gastroenterol. 
2004;99(8):1455–60. PubMed PMID: 15307859. 
Epub 2004/08/17. eng.

18.	 Ersoz G, Tekesin O, Ozutemiz AO, Gunsar F. Bili-
ary sphincterotomy plus dilation with a large balloon 
for bile duct stones that are difficult to extract. Gas-
trointest Endosc. 2003;57(2):156–9. PubMed PMID: 
12556775. Epub 2003/01/31. eng.

19.	 Draganov PV, Evans W, Fazel A, Forsmark CE. 
Large size balloon dilation of the ampulla after bili-
ary sphincterotomy can facilitate endoscopic extrac-
tion of difficult bile duct stones. J Clin Gastroenterol. 
2009;43(8):782–6. PubMed PMID: 19318979. Epub 
2009/03/26. eng.

20.	 Maydeo A, Bhandari S. Balloon sphincteroplasty 
for removing difficult bile duct stones. Endoscopy. 
2007;39(11):958–61. PubMed PMID: 17701853. 
Epub 2007/08/19. eng.

21.	 Attasaranya S, Cheon YK, Vittal H, Howell DA, 
Wakelin DE, Cunningham JT, et al. Large-diameter 
biliary orifice balloon dilation to aid in endoscopic 
bile duct stone removal: a multicenter series. Gastro-
intest Endosc. 2008;67(7):1046–52. PubMed PMID: 
18178208. Epub 2008/01/08. eng.

22.	 Feng Y, Zhu H, Chen X, Xu S, Cheng W, Ni J, et al. 
Comparison of endoscopic papillary large balloon 
dilation and endoscopic sphincterotomy for retrieval 
of choledocholithiasis: a meta-analysis of randomized 
controlled trials. J Gastroenterol. 2012;47(6):655–63. 
PubMed PMID: 22361862. Epub 2012/03/01. eng.



92 H. K. Gavini and J. T. Cunningham

23.	 Stefanidis G, Viazis N, Pleskow D, Manolakopoulos 
S, Theocharis L, Christodoulou C, et al. Large balloon 
dilation vs. mechanical lithotripsy for the manage-
ment of large bile duct stones: a prospective random-
ized study. Am J Gastroenterol. 2011;106(2):278–85. 
PubMed PMID: 21045816. Epub 2010/11/04. eng.

24.	 Itoi T, Itokawa F, Sofuni A, Kurihara T, Tsuchiya T, 
Ishii K, et al. Endoscopic sphincterotomy combined 
with large balloon dilation can reduce the procedure 
time and fluoroscopy time for removal of large bile 
duct stones. Am J Gastroenterol. 2009;104(3):560–5. 
PubMed PMID: 19174779. Epub 2009/01/29. eng.

25.	 Teoh AY, Cheung FK, Hu B, Pan YM, Lai LH, Chiu 
PW, et  al. Randomized trial of endoscopic sphinc-
terotomy with balloon dilation versus endoscopic 
sphincterotomy alone for removal of bile duct stones. 
Gastroenterology. 2013;144(2):341–5.e1. PubMed 
PMID: 23085096. Epub 2012/10/23. eng.

26.	 Attam R, Freeman ML. Endoscopic papillary large 
balloon dilation for large common bile duct stones. 
J Hepatobiliary Pancreat Surg. 2009;16(5):618–23. 
PubMed PMID: 19551331. Epub 2009/06/25. eng.

27.	 Liao WC, Lee CT, Chang CY, Leung JW, Chen 
JH, Tsai MC, et  al. Randomized trial of 1-minute 
versus 5-minute endoscopic balloon dilation for 
extraction of bile duct stones. Gastrointest Endosc. 
2010;72(6):1154–62. PubMed PMID: 20869710. 
Epub 2010/09/28. eng.

28.	 Demling L, Seuberth K, Riemann JF. A mechanical 
lithotripter. Endoscopy. 1982;14(3):100–1. PubMed 
PMID: 7075559. Epub 1982/05/01. eng.

29.	 Bonnel DH, Liguory CE, Cornud FE, Lefebvre JF. 
Common bile duct and intrahepatic stones: results 
of transhepatic electrohydraulic lithotripsy in 50 
patients. Radiology. 1991;180(2):345–8. PubMed 
PMID: 2068295. Epub 1991/08/01. eng.

30.	 Binmoeller KF, Bruckner M, Thonke F, Soehendra N. 
Treatment of difficult bile duct stones using mechani-
cal, electrohydraulic and extracorporeal shock wave 
lithotripsy. Endoscopy. 1993;25(3):201–6. PubMed 
PMID: 8519238. Epub 1993/03/01. eng.

31.	 Arya N, Nelles SE, Haber GB, Kim YI, Kortan PK. 
Electrohydraulic lithotripsy in 111 patients: a safe 
and effective therapy for difficult bile duct stones. 
Am J Gastroenterol. 2004;99(12):2330–4. PubMed 
PMID: 15571578. Epub 2004/12/02. eng.

32.	 Piraka C, Shah RJ, Awadallah NS, Langer DA, Chen 
YK. Transpapillary cholangioscopy-directed litho-
tripsy in patients with difficult bile duct stones. Clin 
Gastroenterol Hepatol. 2007;5(11):1333–8. PubMed 
PMID: 17644045. Epub 2007/07/24. eng.

33.	 Siegel JH, Ben-Zvi JS, Pullano WE. Endoscopic 
electrohydraulic lithotripsy. Gastrointest Endosc. 
1990;36(2):134–6. PubMed PMID: 2335279. Epub 
1990/03/01. eng.

34.	 Kim TH, Oh HJ, Choi CS, Yeom DH, Choi SC. 
Clinical usefulness of transpapillary removal of 
common bile duct stones by frequency doubled 
double pulse Nd: YAG laser. World J Gastroenterol. 
2008;14(18):2863–6. PubMed PMID: 18473411. 

Pubmed Central PMCID: PMC2710728. Epub 
2008/05/14. eng.

35.	 Cho YD, Cheon YK, Moon JH, Jeong SW, Jang JY, 
Lee JS, et al. Clinical role of frequency-doubled dou-
ble-pulsed yttrium aluminum garnet laser technology 
for removing difficult bile duct stones (with videos). 
Gastrointest Endosc. 2009;70(4):684–9. PubMed 
PMID: 19573867. Epub 2009/07/04. eng.

36.	 Liu F, Jin ZD, Zou DW, Li ZS. Efficacy and safety of 
endoscopic biliary lithotripsy using FREDDY laser 
with a radiopaque mark under fluoroscopic guidance. 
Endoscopy. 2011;43(10):918–21. PubMed PMID: 
21833900. Epub 2011/08/13. eng.

37.	 Maydeo A, Kwek BE, Bhandari S, Bapat M, Dhir V. 
Single-operator cholangioscopy-guided laser litho-
tripsy in patients with difficult biliary and pancreatic 
ductal stones (with videos). Gastrointest Endosc. 
2011;74(6):1308–14. PubMed PMID: 22136776. 
Epub 2011/12/06. eng.

38.	 Lee TY, Cheon YK, Choe WH, Shim CS. Direct 
cholangioscopy-based holmium laser lithotripsy of 
difficult bile duct stones by using an ultrathin upper 
endoscope without a separate biliary irrigating cathe-
ter. Photomed Laser Surg. 2012;30(1):31–6. PubMed 
PMID: 22043820. Epub 2011/11/03. eng.

39.	 Patel SN, Rosenkranz L, Hooks B, Tarnasky PR, 
Raijman I, Fishman DS, et  al. Holmium-yttrium 
aluminum garnet laser lithotripsy in the treatment of 
biliary calculi using single-operator cholangioscopy: 
a multicenter experience (with video). Gastrointest 
Endosc. 2013;79:344–8. PubMed PMID: 24268531. 
Epub 2013/11/26. Eng.

40.	 Meyenberger C, Meierhofer U, Michel-Harder C, 
Knuchel J, Wirth HP, Buhler H, et al. Long-term fol-
low-up after treatment of common bile duct stones by 
extracorporeal shock-wave lithotripsy. Endoscopy. 
1996;28(5):411–7. PubMed PMID: 8858228. Epub 
1996/06/01. eng.

41.	 Jakobs R, Adamek HE, Maier M, Kromer M, Benz 
C, Martin WR, et  al. Fluoroscopically guided 
laser lithotripsy versus extracorporeal shock wave 
lithotripsy for retained bile duct stones: a prospec-
tive randomised study. Gut. 1997;40(5):678–82. 
PubMed PMID: 9203950. Pubmed Central PMCID: 
PMC1027174. Epub 1997/05/01. eng.

42.	 Neuhaus H, Zillinger C, Born P, Ott R, Allescher H, 
Rosch T, et al. Randomized study of intracorporeal 
laser lithotripsy versus extracorporeal shock-wave 
lithotripsy for difficult bile duct stones. Gastroin-
test Endosc. 1998;47(5):327–34. PubMed PMID: 
9609422. Epub 1998/06/03. eng.

43.	 Adamek HE, Maier M, Jakobs R, Wessbecher FR, 
Neuhauser T, Riemann JF. Management of retained 
bile duct stones: a prospective open trial comparing 
extracorporeal and intracorporeal lithotripsy. Gas-
trointest Endosc. 1996;44(1):40–7. PubMed PMID: 
8836715. Epub 1996/07/01. eng.

44.	 Das A, Isenberg G, Wong RC, Sivak MV, Jr, Chak 
A. Wire-guided intraductal US: an adjunct to  
ERCP in the management of bile duct stones. 



935  Biliary Stones

Gastrointest Endosc. 2001;54(1):31–6. PubMed 
PMID: 11427838. Epub 2001/06/28. eng.

45.	 Kubota Y, Takaoka M, Yamamoto S, Shibatani 
N, Shimatani M, Takamido S, et  al. Diagnosis of 
common bile duct calculi with intraductal ultraso-
nography during endoscopic biliary cannulation. J 
Gastroenterol Hepatol. 2002;17(6):708–12. PubMed 
PMID: 12100618. Epub 2002/07/09. eng.

46.	 Endo T, Ito K, Fujita N, Noda Y, Kobayashi G, Obana 
T, et al. Intraductal ultrasonography in the diagnosis 
of bile duct stones: when and whom? Dig Endosc. 
2011;23(2):173–5. PubMed PMID: 21429024. Epub 
2011/03/25. eng.

47.	 Ang TL, Teo EK, Fock KM, Lyn Tan JY. Are there 
roles for intraductal US and saline solution irrigation 
in ensuring complete clearance of common bile duct 
stones? Gastrointest Endosc. 2009;69(7):1276–81. 
PubMed PMID: 19249039. Epub 2009/03/03. eng.

48.	 Ohashi A, Ueno N, Tamada K, Tomiyama T, Wada 
S, Miyata T, et al. Assessment of residual bile duct 
stones with use of intraductal US during endo-
scopic balloon sphincteroplasty: comparison with 
balloon cholangiography. Gastrointest Endosc. 
1999;49(3 Pt 1):328–33. PubMed PMID: 10049416. 
Epub 1999/02/27. eng.

49.	 Tamada K, Ohashi A, Tomiyama T, Wada S, Satoh 
Y, Higashizawa T, et  al. Comparison of intraductal 
ultrasonography with percutaneous transhepatic 
cholangioscopy for the identification of residual bile 
duct stones during lithotripsy. J Gastroenterol Hepa-
tol. 2001;16(1):100–3. PubMed PMID: 11206304. 
Epub 2001/02/24. eng.

50.	 Bergman JJ, Rauws EA, Tijssen JG, Tytgat GN, 
Huibregtse K. Biliary endoprostheses in elderly 
patients with endoscopically irretrievable common 
bile duct stones: report on 117 patients. Gastroin-
test Endosc. 1995;42(3):195–201. PubMed PMID: 
7498682. Epub 1995/09/01. eng.

51.	 Horiuchi A, Nakayama Y, Kajiyama M, Kato N, 
Kamijima T, Graham DY, et al. Biliary stenting in the 
management of large or multiple common bile duct 
stones. Gastrointest Endosc. 2010;71(7):1200–3.e2. 
PubMed PMID: 20400079. Epub 2010/04/20. eng.

52.	 Jain SK, Stein R, Bhuva M, Goldberg MJ. Pigtail 
stents: an alternative in the treatment of difficult bile 
duct stones. Gastrointest Endosc. 2000;52(4):490–3. 
PubMed PMID: 11023565. Epub 2000/10/07. eng.

53.	 Cerefice M, Sauer B, Javaid M, Smith LA, Gosain 
S, Argo CK, et  al. Complex biliary stones: treat-
ment with removable self-expandable metal stents: 
a new approach (with videos). Gastrointest Endosc. 
2011;74(3):520–6. PubMed PMID: 21872710. Epub 
2011/08/30. eng.

54.	 Maple JT, Ikenberry SO, Anderson MA, Appalaneni 
V, Decker GA, Early D, et al. The role of endoscopy 
in the management of choledocholithiasis. Gastro-
intest Endosc. 2011;74(4):731–44. PubMed PMID: 
21951472. Epub 2011/09/29. eng.

55.	 Schiphorst AH, Besselink MG, Boerma D, Timmer 
R, Wiezer MJ, van Erpecum KJ, et  al. Timing 

of cholecystectomy after endoscopic sphincter-
otomy for common bile duct stones. Surg Endosc. 
2008;22(9):2046–50. PubMed PMID: 18270768. 
Epub 2008/02/14. eng.

56.	 Ito K, Ito H, Whang EE. Timing of cholecystectomy 
for biliary pancreatitis: do the data support current 
guidelines? J Gastrointest Surg. 2008;12(12):2164–
70. PubMed PMID: 18636298. Epub 2008/07/19. 
eng.

57.	 Chiang DT, Thompson G. Management of acute 
gallstone pancreatitis: so the story continues. 
ANZ J Surg. 2008;78(1–2):52–4. PubMed PMID: 
18199206. Epub 2008/01/18. eng.

58.	 Reinders JS, Goud A, Timmer R, Kruyt PM, Witte-
man BJ, Smakman N, et al. Early laparoscopic cho-
lecystectomy improves outcomes after endoscopic 
sphincterotomy for choledochocystolithiasis. Gastro-
enterology. 2010;138(7):2315–20. PubMed PMID: 
20206179. Epub 2010/03/09. eng.

59.	 Sgourakis G, Karaliotas K. Laparoscopic common 
bile duct exploration and cholecystectomy versus 
endoscopic stone extraction and laparoscopic cho-
lecystectomy for choledocholithiasis. A prospective 
randomized study. Minerva Chir. 2002;57(4):467–
74. PubMed PMID: 12145577. Epub 2002/07/30. 
eng.

60.	 Noble H, Tranter S, Chesworth T, Norton S, Thomp-
son M. A randomized, clinical trial to compare endo-
scopic sphincterotomy and subsequent laparoscopic 
cholecystectomy with primary laparoscopic bile 
duct exploration during cholecystectomy in higher 
risk patients with choledocholithiasis. J Laparoen-
dosc Adv Surg Tech A. 2009;19(6):713–20. PubMed 
PMID: 19792866. Epub 2009/10/02. eng.

61.	 Nathanson LK, O’Rourke NA, Martin IJ, Fielding 
GA, Cowen AE, Roberts RK, et  al. Postoperative 
ERCP versus laparoscopic choledochotomy for clear-
ance of selected bile duct calculi: a randomized trial. 
Ann Surg. 2005;242(2):188–92. PubMed PMID: 
16041208. Pubmed Central PMCID: PMC1357723. 
Epub 2005/07/26. eng.

62.	 Rhodes M, Sussman L, Cohen L, Lewis MP. Ran-
domised trial of laparoscopic exploration of common 
bile duct versus postoperative endoscopic retro-
grade cholangiography for common bile duct stones. 
Lancet. 1998;351(9097):159–61. PubMed PMID: 
9449869. Epub 1998/02/05. eng.

63.	 Garcia-Garcia L, Lanciego C. Percutaneous treat-
ment of biliary stones: sphincteroplasty and occlu-
sion balloon for the clearance of bile duct calculi. Am 
J Roentgenol. 2004;182(3):663–70. PubMed PMID: 
14975967. Epub 2004/02/21. eng.

64.	 Cheon YK, Cho YD, Moon JH, Lee JS, Shim CS. 
Evaluation of long-term results and recurrent factors 
after operative and nonoperative treatment for hepa-
tolithiasis. Surgery. 2009;146(5):843–53. PubMed 
PMID: 19744434. Epub 2009/09/12. eng.

65.	 Shah RJ, Adler DG, Conway JD, Diehl DL, Farraye 
FA, Kantsevoy SV, et al. Cholangiopancreatoscopy. 
Gastrointest Endosc. 2008;68(3):411–21. PubMed 



94 H. K. Gavini and J. T. Cunningham

PMID: 18538326. Epub 2008/06/10. eng.
66.	 Huang MH, Chen CH, Yang JC, Yang CC, Yeh YH, 

Chou DA, et al. Long-term outcome of percutaneous 
transhepatic cholangioscopic lithotomy for hepatoli-
thiasis. Am J Gastroenterol. 2003;98(12):2655–62. 
PubMed PMID: 14687812. Epub 2003/12/23. eng.

67.	 Lai KH, Lo GH, Lin CK, Hsu PI, Chan HH, Cheng JS, 
et al. Do patients with recurrent choledocholithiasis 
after endoscopic sphincterotomy benefit from regular 
follow-up? Gastrointest Endosc. 2002;55(4):523–6. 
PubMed PMID: 11923765. Epub 2002/03/30. eng.

68.	 Geenen DJ, Geenen JE, Jafri FM, Hogan WJ, Cata-
lano MF, Johnson GK, et al. The role of surveillance 
endoscopic retrograde cholangiopancreatography 
in preventing episodic cholangitis in patients with 
recurrent common bile duct stones. Endoscopy. 
1998;30(1):18–20. PubMed PMID: 9548038. Epub 
1998/04/21. eng.

69.	 Baker AR, Neoptolemos JP, Leese T, James DC, 
Fossard DP. Long term follow-up of patients with 
side to side choledochoduodenostomy and trans-
duodenal sphincteroplasty. Ann R Coll Surg Engl. 
1987;69(6):253–7. PubMed PMID: 2892457. 
Pubmed Central PMCID: PMC2498515. Epub 
1987/11/01. eng.

70.	 Uchiyama K, Onishi H, Tani M, Kinoshita H, Kawai 
M, Ueno M, et al. Long-term prognosis after treat-

ment of patients with choledocholithiasis. Ann Surg. 
2003;238(1):97–102. PubMed PMID: 12832971. 
Pubmed Central PMCID: PMC1422666. Epub 
2003/07/02. eng.

71.	 Escudero-Fabre A, Escallon A, Jr, Sack J, Halp-
ern NB, Aldrete JS. Choledochoduodenostomy. 
Analysis of 71 cases followed for 5 to 15 years. 
Ann Surg. 1991;213(6):635–42; discussion 43–4. 
PubMed PMID: 2039295. Pubmed Central PMCID: 
PMC1358593. Epub 1991/06/01. eng.

72.	 Parrilla P, Ramirez P, Sanchez Bueno F, Perez JM, 
Candel MF, Muelas MS, et al. Long-term results of 
choledochoduodenostomy in the treatment of cho-
ledocholithiasis: assessment of 225 cases. Br J Surg. 
1991;78(4):470–2. PubMed PMID: 2032108. Epub 
1991/04/01. eng.

73.	 Lee TH, Park DH, Lee SS, Seo DW, Park SH, Lee 
SK, et  al. Outcomes of endoscopic transpapillary 
gallbladder stenting for symptomatic gallbladder 
diseases: a multicenter prospective follow-up study. 
Endoscopy. 2011;43(8):702–8. PubMed PMID: 
21425042. Epub 2011/03/23. eng.

74.	 Itoi T, Coelho-Prabhu N, Baron TH. Endoscopic 
gallbladder drainage for management of acute cho-
lecystitis. Gastrointest Endosc. 2010;71(6):1038–45. 
PubMed PMID: 20438890. Epub 2010/05/05. eng.


	Part II
	Biliary Cases
	Chapter-5
	Biliary Stones
	Introduction
	Case Study
	How Are Patients Risk Stratified for Possible Choledocholithiasis?
	Tips for Preparation and Technique of Cholangiogram During ERCP
	Case Continued
	How Are Uncomplicated Stones Retrieved During ERCP?
	When to Perform Sphincterotomy, Balloon Dilation or Both?
	Lithotripsy
	Case Concluded
	Is There a Role for Intraductal Ultrasound (IDUS) in Clearing the Bile Duct?
	When Should Biliary Stenting Be Considered?
	When Should Nonendoscopic Modalities Be Considered for Removal of CBD Stones?
	What is the Role of ERCP in Intrahepatic Duct Stones?
	Recurrent or Inoperable Stones
	Conclusion
	Key Points
	Videos Caption
	References







