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BeTid, 7F5261 61 (ODG 1,890 i, LADG 3371 Bl) A4k Sh, @MAI 7T~y F o 7I2L )%
1,067 BIAHIE S 7z, B EPHETAE, FTEEL BIZODG LFHETH 7275, 7L —FBLL
FOREIRAT LADG IS 5124 A b, 10 % & B0/ & 7% - 72 (10%vs22%)” . 727 L,
NCD =% 1%, WINDEMPRICOVTIEHELN TR L, EHKRTORMTHZIZOWTOMNT A
fEl=n b,

VU EXDBMEE IO R & % % cStage 112K LT, LADG A3 4VEFIY i O BRAERY 70 38 R
—D LB LLEEZOND, LAL, HEDHFCIIERRESFHETMN LD 8INT 5 & v ik
bHB I ENH, LADG 2179 Ha1d, HAWHGENR BB E 2 W LIZZDRED T
A7) S EDEE L,
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cStage TI/TIT W89 2 B PTI S O BRARTIC 3517 2 RIFAEAFIZOWTIZ 4 DD RCT 0GR H H, H
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EFFEAT H PERESE T P 18.3%, BAIEM 163% CHE AT 2 L, HEIMNOME TOAEEEI Z2h o
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IS T AT I BIEAN & 0 B S BHEDSH ZIC A e h o 72 129 RIB ol E LI BRI 12 BT B
RCT (JLSSG0901 i) @ Phase 11125 1F 2 i MR IO W, ODG & LADG I24 B % 72
DY, AT BT BLREMEDHER SN T WA, 41E 0 PPS KT I 3\ Tl 510 4 bh e
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A % Bl A ERERER & LT, A, S EBERBMAHOMAGAEFEEEL Y PRSIV bEL
7z LB X £ MRk R EAER (JCOG1401) R s Y, LTG OREWAIVR S Nz, W/ Tlk
hE A 5 Stage I BHEIZXT 35 LTG & BAJE H 4l (Open Total Gastrectomy, LLF OTG & B&ED)
DL ik A AL EGRER (CLASS-02) O#5E, LTG Ot & BHERA S, JHTRITBI 5SS
PEDGE SN2 2 L i ShTw 2 Yo BE O HBEEERRER (KLASS-03) 123V TH LTG Dl
BOMEBLOERIFICLA NI AN Y PO — LV EERELBZETHLEHESIN Y, Dby
5, Stage I BT 5 LTG OZe&MZ 0% T v X% b o Tl & 7z, Stage T B2k
5% LTG ORI T 2 87 ¥ 21355, JEREEET M40 H U Bl o B Fin e 3 %
EWRE OIS DS Stage T BREICH T2 JCOGON2 AR T SN Tnwb Y Z 2 24ME L, Stage
I ERCH LCIIERESE TH AR Z EERHO O DL LTHERTE 5, 2720, Lt TFholik
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NCDF—% %#FH L7z AME 3R — MFETI, A7~y F ¥ 7125 5 0TG & ORI T,
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| smaz

TOEIRHITT S | TOEIBHIET S | THRNESTHE | ThRNES B HESE .
(R VHESE) (850 #59) 3 (5L VR T3 GRUHEE) *
65.2% (15 &) 34.8% (8 &) 0.0% (0 %) 0.0% (0 %) 0.0% (0 &)




=iF - A EERASEICH U TERE TEF RIS YR
EWBTEDH?

EFIRI S YIRS B LA PR, REBRGHEICH L THTINS. BIERETEFAIBURIEER
% QOL Z[ L €2 7D DOEREMERFFNE L THIHINDD, +3RRZMRILIEOE

EARLTEY, 122 aHBHRBETRHICEEDD. BRRTIIBRLLERMDS ETThh
BINETHD. BICREBRSHBETIIRETLLEOYAHESHENSERLLT DML D
2729, +RLEREBRERLLEMDS ETOXVEERGADPLEELL,

HWROE ; FHUOHRE, TEFTVADEEY (EE) ;C (55LY)
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(JCOG1401) T, FElress ™ 4t/ WM E VIR o 2B A IS 2 Zati RS Tw b
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TV A G B CRA R ST RRAMBIE CRDE - 72 & T HHEE, BEET
Fve LALINSEETHRAMEMETSHY, BIESET PHORENZMRTITRES> TV
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TARICIEB L THRERD IR CRRRAEDRDPBN TS LOMRIND,

WRORS ; 550\ HE, TEFVAOHEREN (8X) ;B (PiEE)
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T Thy, 2 —TIRBURTOA LS L L -RNEEOWE, FIETFNH 5V idhst
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(RO VHEESR) (550 \HEER) T2 (550 1) % (GRUHEER)
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H o4 2Ry iR E K (Robotic Gastrectomy, VAT RG) & Mg T 5 Wk (Laparoscopic
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WA 2O RIRBIHO B0 b &, DL d LG AR SN DRI T 5 HE D
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B s

LPD vs OPD

A2 e e 3RS IR (Minimally invasive pancreatoduodenectomy, LT MIPD) & BHIEIE
B i8I YWERMT (Open pancreaticoduodenectomy, LAF OPD) % Iti#% L 72 Randomized control
trial (RCT) 22 F T4 23" & %25, MIPD BE3 4TI MegE T IESE T — 38 B Y B (laparoscopic
pancreaticoduodenectomy, BLF LPD) <T@ %, 2017 4E7 5 2019 4E 12 S 7= 3 V2% 13 g
R/ BE 72 RCT Th o7z SNHEFTEDZAZTF Y VAT 12X 2% & LPD #d OPD B & i
L CHiREIIsE 3, RO YIRS, i AHHE (Clavien-Dindo; CDIII LA L), #ifalEiE (Grade B
k) »RETH 572,

— 7, LEOPARD-2 iXBx® o v [ f# AT Tl #2 48 W1 8 - A5 LPD B (5/50:10%) <Tid OPD %
(1/49:1%) IZHARTHEERZZWD DD (p=02) Fro7z/zd, BREOBE TR E %572
LI TRELTBLARETH S, LEOPARD-2 kRO IRICE L CTEH 5 1d LPD IS BT 2 4%
B HHEORBEICHE LTS DD, learning curve (ARIRERTIZ LPD:20 L. E#U)) R
BAERHEGIBAA L L TW 2D TR 2R EER L TWh,

Z Ot 2021 4£12 Wang & ¥ O L2 B KBE % RCT (WA n=297) T, learning
curve A2 7:4% (LPD:104 HILL EBU)) WCHRE L TN 21T o720 TOME, 28 7F YT R°
OFERFERR, MR CE, ROIERS, it &0rE (CDII L), B (Grade B DL L)
TS TH > 72,

#iIM =1 Palanivelu 5V % Wang & ¥ @ RCT THEENTHB Y, wind LPD #id OPD B2
TR 5 720 MBRAEREH LD 4 Mk 3 MO T, LPD #T OPD B & W A o 722 127
TR X LPD BT OPD #E & B L CHEICE A o 722 1234,

PLEo#HiE A5, LPD & OPD (Z A THEMLAR LM 70 ke H Baseess L, e miiise =, RO )
B, A PfE (CDIIBAL), Wl (Grade BULE) BR%STHLEEZ NS, LaL,
RCTICX > THRLZMEEMNTEY, $12 LEOPARD-2 Erd @ Tk S Bz 1c
HIRETHY, RBROBELRME, WkTITIRETH S,

RPD vs OPD

oKk y bIEEE T IR Y B (robot assisted pancreaticoduodenectomy, BLF RPD) &
OPD IZBI L CRCT BAFAEL B\ iz, AT F U Y A28 °7 BLUZOHKIC Liu & ¥ i L7z
B B %A X RO 1Y 28 L7z @=L Tid Xourafas 5 ¥, BX U Cai 57



D2 MmO A1 & HERZ R Lo RPD #:13 OPD B & e L C T ERE S 2 00, il
FIIEA 5 720 WHRFIIFELCE, RO VIEESE, Mg 0HE (CDIIELLE), MiiiE (Grade B DL L)
B CHEEZ RO Lo 72 MBRERBBICHLTHL 2D A Y 7F ) Y A TEZAD D>
727%% Liu & ¥ 13 RPD BECHEMiT 5 LS LT .

RPD vs LPD

RPD & LPD # M L7 RCT BHEAEL AR VD, X ¥ T7FH Y A 1Y 248 L7z, RPD B
LPD BEX Wl LC, RO, MEk: H o2 R0 72, MiEETER, RO VKK, i
%APHE (CDII BAL), Mtk (Grade B LLE), TR MICHBE CHEEZ RO LD 720

EICXT9 % MIPD

DA% G & L7z RCT 3AAEL 725, LPD & OPD OfICHE LA 5 7+ ¥ A 15",
RPD & OPD O¥#EBI A% < & F L5 propensity score matching 1 #i ¥, LPD & RPD O fi#H7 i i
D 90% AR TH o721 "> 2RM L7z ZOREEMAELLRIZ OPD vs LPD, OPD vs RPD,
LPD vs RPD W ND LT H HEAEITED N0 72

NS OFFTHE A & ) MIPD 1& OPD (ZHARTHEMERAME T L, Rk H 2 dis S 8 2 W hetk
B b, EOMOREMBIEE, RWFHICE L TIE MIPD & OPD X% THs L b,

Vb &) B RE N % & O 72 BB S ( LC MIPD 285 < #3235, 2B, BET K
YIBRAR TR 24 HHSE 1C 3R & hospital volume & ORI HENREINTE Y, KBREE L% T
TOhERETHS, RCTEHHHOD, #ERVIEIZL > THEZ %M, LEOPARD-2 iR 1k
bHYVZEFUVALRVIECTHY, GHIF A= ML 2 AHMEEL RCT IS X 2SR L%
AbNb, T/, Elo@y MIPD T3 RPD # CHLER, W7k 0 %A LPD # X ) & d
LR D L. ZHHICHEH RCT 2O KBBRBRIC X 2 AL TH S,

| z=es

TOEEHETS | TORDHEHETS | THBROKDTF R | THRVED MR
(RO VHESR) (550 ) T2 (550 1) % (GRUMHESR)

0.0% (0 £&) T7.7% (7 %) 0% (0 %) 0% (0 4) 22.2% (2 4)
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PRV A SR O REBICALIE 3 A 720, BEEGE T FTIC & 2 BIF 248, IR L vwo 72
FEZEZ LR T WM Td 5. MRS T MR HATIE, 1992 4512 Caroll” RAFN Y 512
LD HEDHE SN TURY, PHBREOER - TZOMRIRRLTE . Thbb, Al
HE B R0 %8 5% L 7 MEIINAT % £F 9 MR TCAEREREB], e RE DT 2 48 5 FFAEZEE B 55 120 L T,
BEEGE T PO EIXE W E SNEISITH - 728, PiierEOERIC I Y, BEREETROYR
SR EL, ZOBSEN>TETHS >,

T HAi A ART DR 1, RS I/ IR A PSR B 70 & D IR B e s, RS, PIARIE JCHEAE,
WRBERETCAENE 72 &L EI2 D720, T2 - BRI LTV Y SHiFiE 00 I& BRI NS
TEddHbo 2008 D CHRIFHRIEHEAA F T4 VICHUMEE S T Th 2 C BFJBEI21}
A v —7znar (IFN) {HHEENIC, BB D L IZBREIRESERM 2 ZERITRETH S
EUREE Y, BEIEEE T R AR O MR BUE BN L 7248, 2014 4E X ) IFN 7V —Tdh 581D
BRI 4 VA% (DAA A 2MEATREIC R 512200, CHRIFLEDOEHIE DAA B
IZ X BEEDSEG L 20 ), IFN {98 A H IS BEESE T s Al & fifT 975 2 L3I e o 72,

TR AT L R AT 720 C 2 <, PR Il o J i 1L A 7 FE S GSE 72 & i RIS 3517
BEMREDHT L7720, BN EREBIR L eNN%eT 7 F o i ERAREVLETH D Z
L BHICANTB 2T NE R S Wil TH 5 o BUE Tl Al 3 EERGED ) X 7,
FFMY A7 KT A2 L 2L, BEREEE T MR U v R v b SCERIEESE T4l D
WEDMASINSE LI HR>TETN S,



e lo i LR EEEEL AT (MISp) |1HR
TEZH?

BIMERERBRZRA, BISEBIRY 5 2 & TRFEMEM LM ISHEIN D,
HWROEE ; 5H5UHRE, TETVAOEEY (BX) ;B (PiRE)

B s

BAE T47 (open splenectomy, OS) & JEMES: T F4if (laparoscopic splenectomy, LS) (281} % JH
M OBAEZ I L7z A 5 75 ) Y AT, LS TIX OSICH L THBEICHMBAER B B2 m L, itk
P B L OEOHE (EICMPRER S IHE ARG, rihmEsdv—77, FilkEH2PEL %5
1A % & Wi SN TWwb Y, Randomized control trial (RCT) IZBL Tid, H > 7 ¥4 X
WY, WEZ AT 5 HBEI20 3 5 hand-assisted laparoscopic splenectomy (HALS) i,
OS (2 b LT e b H B IR b P W 2 L 2R L2 b 0B 5 Y

Mt EIEIE IS LCid, LSIZOSICHEL T, MBEID R, 3 LLEEDLDLLWVWE TS
LML, AT RRE % el L 72 meta-analysis 12 & 5 &, LS Ti& OS & HA~MEIEHE 0 FE A S FE As
W EATRENT VS MY, IR, A, JRIUE I X 2 A CREFRIE ~ s (BRiiE) 13 LS
TR, Mk, MR IZZEN R W EARENTWAS, The European Association for
Endoscopic Surgery (EAES) 128175 LSIZT 5454 K54 >~ (2008 4F) Tix, LS 1 OS & X,
BRAED D72, BMOBEARAENS 2 L 2RISR SR Tw2 Yo PRI SO W T,
FAFEIC L D BIEBHEIZED S R & T 28R LS BRICIISMEE 2 L O80T X ) SEHE I <
%5LTHHEDDHY, EFEoHBIELN TV,

BHICHT 5T Y ALNVORBNLIRIE % L, BENRMEOMEDHATH S, LS A0S £
DS FMBEHPEBICR L0130 mfli e BHREHOMH, HVIETOBEBERRVCFMEHRICE 2
bOEEZEZONDLD, EEROEHIZ LS TRIEREMHEAFE VG, 0S EFEET RV EDOHENDH S
Vo FMEHBNTHT T B A OB, MEOKE S, AHEOAEE WHEND ), THTH
DENERBEEDS LN EORELH LY ZOZENS, BHICHLTOAEMNEICOWTIEREADH
EHELEEL, LYVIEF Y ALNVOBOIFESLETE EREORL D % .

ERERERFIIC XTI 2 RRBEER T LRl 1 Hi 1l

EAESIZBUFZLSOF A FI 4~ (2008 4F) Tix, MAMBOIEFEZKE S LHEREZNZN
11 X 7 X 4em, 100~250g & LCTW5b, Pligo EED 15cm U O34 % WE (splenomegaly), £
ZA320cm DL E oY A% EM (massive splenomegaly) & %3 L, WMAEIZH LTI LS 23% 4T 0S
XU BHIFFE LS, EMICKR L Tid hand-assisted laparoscopic splenectomy (HALS) % OS 254§
ENDHRETHLEDORMEIB LTS Yo MHTIFRARAT 600ml % 2 2 MR SE H1 T HALS % 3#4R
T5ZET, BEBTRRPEERZEMTE 2L VI WS " 2, WHHMERE.1,000g 2z 5 X
I HREWE %D, HETFMIHAEREGE TR I TR SR 257200 Th <, AR LA
LTt oz y, wihd EAES ORMICIH) bDOTH D, L LIIE - EMEERS (M &



FYLfiE 1,200-1,800g) 3G & L2 RCT IS X % &, JHTHBIIERESE T4y (HALS-LS) Tix OS &1t
NI IS, WAL R, WRERHEAEC EOWELH Y ¥, KRBT o s
RO B X O HEORBREICD L 0T KETL2I0LE R D, 72, MIRIETTHESE S -l
LIER PR COMBREEZ LB L2 EF Y AL NVOECREZASNT, TSR E T 55
B X o TRIFBED AL I EN M B RN L ZETRETH 5,

O/Ry MZERERALA (robot assisted splenectomy, LIF RAS) vs LS

RAS & LSICHREL 72 RCT I3 L 220 X ¥ 7+ U ¥ A 1#i Y Z8H L7z RAS BEIZ LS B
LU T, Mo % B 705, FAavReR, M mssiE, WieaieE, PERITE, itk
b B85, ZOMOKEE ClX 2 HH TAREREZRO Lh o7 LA LEHNRICEL TiX
HEZMIFTTBY, SBSLRIMHAPLELEZ S,

PDLE X, FHEE U OIS TR AT Shzicdy, HRIIL, T¥EFV AL
NVIEE L BW2S, LSIE OS ICH L TRMIEMAR L, WME»P % 25 EAPRBO NS —F
T, WA BEUIE L, MBERB L OGIHEN DR, BAMTIREREZILEVWEEZEZOND,
FRUEBNCEI L Cd, HALS-LS ##IRN$ % 2 & TIREBEFMIEITREL Z 2 5N 505, HHESE
WRE D PR JCESERE B CUE, SR S O WId 2 > s O — VIiC#ik 3 2 /AL W &, F 220l
BHRMAHEICORAETILELDH L LD, ToRRBEBEER LAY v 7 Ok THitr
THENEINL Y, RASICHLTIE, LS LSO EPBONL LOWENRRENTVAD, =
EF VAL, EFELCA TS TH Y, SHOBHAPLETD S,

| smaz

TOEMHEETD | TORDFHEHETS | THBROKDF R | THRODEKD MR BH L
(RO VHESR) (550 \HEER) T2 (550 ) % (GRUMHESR) *
11.1% (0 4) 88.8% (8 £&) 0.0% (0 4) 0.0% (0 4) 0.0% (0 %)
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RIS ER AT % BEIESE T4 13 1991 412 Jacobs % Fowler 512X o THIDTHE SN P, &
FE T 1992 4E1C Watanabe 512 & o CTHRYIABHEIH L TEA S 7, 1996 45 12 fBIUK <
NTUREZDOERIZDEE L,

D THERESE T RIGYIRRD AT ST 6 30 4EH M L, BIIE Tl & B T4l 2 g L 72
KBS ¥ & 2L IRE D EEMRE S, X2 T7F) VAL ARFD IR TWb, Kl
BILOHEE S K ICx - 2 BERE R 0%tk B L O RIIEGE I BIE TN & LK L CRSETH
D, ZOERBEICOVWTIEI Yy APMELN TS, —FT, HITRHEESCEREICHT 5
PSS TR ES ERE W E SN, £ DT v ¥ MEEBERBRTHEME ShTwniz, LaL,
AR, EEHEICE L CH BE M & EES PR TR FRICIARLEZRDO Lo LG S
TG 4,5)O

FFFH OB AR OMESIE, KEEBICH T 2 SRS B ETEIREL T
CboEEZOLN, FRL L TEERFROVLEMEZRT I EAFRDOLN TS, it DK
R DH LT, RITAL FIA4 2 TREFICELOEW CQ ISR L CTRMli 21T - 720 4F IR RS
B3 & o 2B BIC O W TR PRI Z BT 5 Z LI ORI % W25,
BRERETERZOMEFRDERL, itk QOL REAMICH L CHIHMIEEICED 2. /2,
Sl 5 %, EERICH LToaRy M IETIND CQITzsZ L& Lz,



BB U TIERS R BT, ?

EIRREICX T DRIEEFMISFHEFM OB L, RPFRICEAL TERMEZRDBRI L.
FMEsEIERMRRICH DD, MERERRE, HmE, AEBEERESRAZEDRAKEICE LTI
FIEFM & LR W HETZ S,

HROE ; EOHR, TETADOERNE (ET) ; A (GELY)

B s

FEERE T B MERESE RN X, BARE R & R LTt o BN (METRISLEAEEE - AR
E) 500 KRBEES V¥ AMEbERBRR ZFN LD AT T 4 v 27 LY 2—, Cochrane Review
DIYATFITA Y2 LEa—E THEERRO P> RIRD Stage TI/IIT 1§ 2 KHLE
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RS L Z2 572 Y L L, BITHERES TR ShTB Y, 497270V — 7
TI3 pN2, pT4, B X OMERS (BMI>25kg/m?) 13, BRESETHICHE TP ERIENENICH -
729 EHIT, MRS & 0 S TR O BN B L OEEIKE ST H B S b s h Y, — T,
HATRE R SR AT (pT4ARE) DY AF< T4 v 7 LY a—Tl&, MEBAEFELEELRD
B FHICAEAZRBO R LOHELH L Y,

WH OB T, MHREHETE " 2P ™Y 3RO BV EGRBRIC BV THE
FERARDLEN oo MBEEGIERIAELEERO o728 THHENH 5 —HT, BEHESETH CK
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TR CTHBICRVEICH - 72 " MieERIEIE, BEEESETR2E R Th o2 B,
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PREINTz. Tz, RIWORBERITRIL54% LR TH o 72728, RE WML KBELT ¥ 7 2 LB
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n29%, 17%, 21% &w <, BERATENIIERIERAT O I Ui t: A& BRESR & < iR TE BE H 24
BEMTH 72", S618, HRECARATREE CHS OB 613, € OMEEEE (<
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LT, Mg OBEBPEIIS U CHEEIES 2 e T 5 &S, 4072 Hh 2 i 2 72 fifk %8 3
L7cFiiF— A TIT) T ek snsg,
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2) FMBEAICE L 27 7O0—FE
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Wizsd, JHEEYIR & L CAPHED O TH R S AR THED Z L2 5N A 7 7 a —F ik
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FIEBEONDH, EEICAHEN L -V 283528 bH 0, HER 10mm K HT
ROEHRHET &SN TwD Y —WI#EAHSEE T-tube ®iE o RCT" T3, Mt % & & IHE M
HEDHEIX 128% 1 174% EHBEAZ RV ODOL LA —HWiEGHM o2, —mtESGHo
REREEHWERRSN TS, F72, BEBEO LA & L 12, HEYREORRIEML, &6
HEAIE D RN R L BOO R VHREIC R LOME"Y bH o, Lidvi, FBIEAICYZ- Tk
RIFY R RIIZEENLRETH Y, FEHEHKRTIE C-tube ZHET 2 Mk d %\ o
LLEO#KRA S, LCBDE O#FrBEE AN S EI G 0 RAF 2 R HIEE LS AR TH 205, KA D%
DR EVIEFIR B DL IEGHIE AP IR E TH 5o HBEFELIAROL 6, HEY
A~ORAT, BT, WERONBESMLEZ &2 /e L Th < HEYREICBWTIE, HER
27E R NI B 1k O BLE 2 S HAEEE 10mm BLEDIEBIAEF L, —HmfEGHBoReEtdmed
DO, HAMIEFE TR E LTHE F L —2 (C-tube X T-tube) HiEZZET 5,
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I Future Research Question
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N #1209 2 IE g T A IH YDA T (laparoscopic common bile duct exploration; LCBDE) i
HHRRE T THNZZORELE IOV THBR IR TS Y, FEE, Li 5O RCTY, Pan,
Zhu 50 MA*Y 12XV, BB YIF# (Open CBDE: OCBDE) < PI# 8 A FLUEHE A i 4 B v
(Endoscopic sphincterotomy: EST) (R A2 G TEHENTWD, L LIHFER F 7213 %
WCEDES 2 AR ARE IS 2 RCT AR T, BERIR T T ORI S 2 Tld v 72,
AKETRIEFT U ANH A2 55D 5T LCBDE 3 LTH 5§, Mifrhiakic B v CatkfaEiE
BT L CTREBBE LT 20088IRTH 5, L2Lads, HMIIEW L OrOMERD %,

Y, AMMBRICEHLZMF/ACELTIE Lob” oM & 0SI2XiE, Tokyo
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BT 5700, HELRREIATRKTH S,
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B H B A A &, A SIS S E R A% 25 % IR T & 72 L WS LT b, F 72, Atstupens & 7
HiT & OS T 60 Flo A KTl US 12 X ) AR 2 21 L LCBDE %175 tfﬁﬂ’]‘ﬁﬂ’( 1
WAICS 2 LCBDE %2179 Z L o AMEEZ MG L T 5,

227l R RICB VT, B FLF— Y ZFEI L7z RCTY i, BB PAREA 8L RE X
DIBTERDSE o720 T72, BithD Atstupens & O TIRIFAEEIFEZEDAED 1 HI T L T
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NoofE2Exs e, MEREMHICBCTHBER (BXORER) HERFLF—IERL
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A L, BEE D NREAND T 70 — F 03RS M IRREGNRE L TIT) S e R eETHh b, 72,
iR S CFa—TIRESNLMEE L F =D %M 2 2 L HEFE L, HERASPHES
bIFRRIC, FEAEEE O IR 2 3l & JHE~O 7 70 —F O WS % 433l L 72 1. ¢, LCBDE 12 #ik
L 7z i ik ’C?)?(L HREIND DL EZ Do FRNGBEIGIELRD7-D121E, KRBUBEERNIC X b EiE
FEIZIS U7 PR 2 M L, BHORBWIETF VAT RETH 5,
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ORBEEHTHAORGEUREERD, TNDOKESEERICHH U EREENRENSTOHE
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e RVENREPLEESRE (congenital biliary dilatation, PA'F CBD) (3 - ISR BE 2L 720, B
WO NAE N & 2 JEE R A S 5642 3 2RO L O FHiD 2 1o b Filidskod oh
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JE e85 N CBD i /a6l 1d 1995 4E 12 Farello & Y S #IC#k L, B A TiE Shimura & ?
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Z0 XD BEARHREIMOR LY 1I2B VT ARk R 2T Sz,

IVET Y ADL RN E2E Z LR, /NEFEBRABITORBOMENEEE 25T b, K
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TR & 29855 % EVMBR A0 TIZ O D20 EERINTWE, 72, KAFIT
O BAEASIE & 72 5, Ten 5 'V 13 SR ICBWCHWIEICIHIEN T 7213 A2 EL TV 5D
12 7.3% T, FMRIHZIEHE L7zDA34% & il Lz FIIEE O RAEIX 495 K Th o 726
F7:, Kevin &5 " O#ETIIHABIO 34% TEMIFHIARZ BD, THiED 4.6% NG % %
fE L 720 Amit 5 13 5780 ] DM THFEH 23 O PRI /NE T 04% 128 LTl TIE 11.4%, 60
WU EIZBWTIZ 30% LR it L, EOMAIINAE 70% THHFE 24% & JHFETOHAFIZ D TR L
WThbo F72, 1990 FEH 5 2007 FFI2 BT 5 HARK - IRE SR EIIZES O EE B FIE B 2> 5 DO
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HThb, TO—), KEOWHE KOO HAEREINE & OIMRE A % iR 556 L85 mE o 72
% Lilly's technique'® 7% & DR ATK D S5 BIE BT 2 L) 2 0I5 AK D S b,

F7z, HETIRERY NZETOFM TN, BERBYEICET2ERAEDRBINTET
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0.0% (0 %) 100.0% (15 #) 0.0% (0 #) 0.0% (0 #) 0.0% (0 £)
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O R PR 2 A A, W O IRIER AT Tl ASEE T A RN D B P, 22T,
MiR%12 & - TiE T1IREEHE 20 LEES B K L CIRSERTE LI R AT AT S v Tw b 21219, —J5,
FEE T2 U Lo HFER 121, RO surgical margin # MR 5 72D ICHBRY B ITHL LTV
B o ke, 2022454 H X 0 IR (IR O NP O 5YIER) % 0k MRS T
FEEVENES FAN A 72 W RBIEIR S 72 2 22 & 0, T2 LUF O NRZEE 33 % BEE S Fain 1 PR s
PETICTREE e o 720

CHE CIEEEE S % BT & s Tl 2 B L 72 RCT 1372 <, MA 14# ' & propensity
score matching (PSM) f##7 2% 3 ¥4 &t Al % OS 13 M %M LI R2ME L725%, Lv 5
DI X B 18 @O MA T, BERESE TR B AR I L L CA IS L R & PRHED D 7% <
WiIRAERE H BB o 7223, RO BIBRER, 4AEa8 (0S), MiEAra8 (DFS) I 3MifEHICA I <,
T2 & T3 12DV T® subgroup NI TS, OS WM ED o 720 72720, TAHEIG R RN E
NN OV TE LI ED D 5 5, MHEOBZTTRLERERTAEEICR L@ LIV
PEENTOLHIER L TRRT 2LENDH L, FLALOBRAMEEICBNTH MA &R
DFERTH o722 2B, THEEEIZO VTR ORI ED D B WEH S -0 BT
BISWEETH B2, A% D 5V IEHESE TR THV L W) R TH - 22722572 BN
WA IZZ W S 7o b W 2 HFEHEEN 0§ 2 B YBRO 72O OBIMFMIZE LT, B TW
BE & B TAEE 2 B L 223 sCic BV T b, BRAROREIHE ShTw s %, IREHHD—»
T& 5 port site recurrence (incisional recurrence) F1Z & A RO ST, BHIEFMH %D incisional




metastasis DMEFEE L B L 7285 R WS Th o e MBE SN T0a2Y, 2ok H iz, HEHIEs
5 NEIEGE FATIEBAIE FATIC S D 2 WHEDIRONTWE Y, ZhFEFTORHIERCT Tldi<, &7T
BAMEREBRTDH Y, WEIEG TR & B FARE TR SRR N, 7 AP D 5 2 LI

L hiEs 57w,

2022 AP FEVZ PRBGDURE S L7 IR P8 T H SRR IE S Tt (HFRUIBRZHE D b ) 12B1F 5 ik Ik
HIIRLIOIHIZTEDONTEY, ZHIIMEIES T B YIBRMIC B 2 figkdkdE L MR TH %,
AFRNZ BT 2 WS T U BRA I, 2010 45\ JHER 25 VI Bty & AV X380 Bidfy, 2016 47 L2 HE X I8 ) By,
DI U)BEAT, ZEGIBRA 72 & D\ do @ 2B i HE R B U BR AT AS PR BRIDGR S Ay, I AT P <o H 2 T A
bV AETORFYIBRMARRESHE & U CHERESE T ICHAT TR & 7 o 720 BMTICIE—E O Hisk
FHEDPED LN TEY, ZOME, ZEMDPRNIRE TEABIZE LML T 5 M, fEEsE
TR O+ 55 ik 2 A9 D iikicB W Cid, MEIESE T ICIHEERYIER 2 £F 5 RIS AT % 24
WCHiATS 22 LIETREEE X N b, AR ¥ /8HigfiEIc oW Tid, JHIEHE Tl Tlb @ 10%, T2 O
30-50% & MBI ES RIS Y VSRR 2 B 5 720 B RIS T 2B TR IC B TIR LI
LIEY ¥ 8 HisB il O LEARB S T wa O ) VOSHISIE T 22, U v oSHiER
DOEMEEG$T 2 2 LIk ) IEMEIHENZZE L, ML EiT ) REPKFTTLHIZTEETD
LLoMEDRDHL W, LhL, VY SHBENTFREUETLLEVIOMWMAEIE T AIHELRT
BOF, BREAIMEGEMITET > T, U Y SHiEkiE 0L BN & SRS IC D W TIZ S HRE
TREFETH 5,

DibhziE z, YEFMOMBEEZ M THZRIIBNT, BEESEFMFIRGEEZEE T %
CIMBRELFPMEZRMTEXLIEHLBRLE 22720, WS LE Lz, 72720, WimizZho
oD DA% 151 AT - 72 1T, B OB ERL R EBES L ZE L C, SR RETRETH 5,
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(1) Y EE PR AR B B\ THEED R U IEIESE T FYIBRAMT 2, 1 4R IS 10 B R L T v
5T &,

(2) JEREG % -2 RIS O WT T 2R A AT 5 ERiARE ShTwb 2 L,

(3) VLIRSS B B DS HVRE ST AL SR L ORI R 2 BB L TR ), THALE MR C B W THE
BOFEMA 3 AU ERESNTEY, 209 H 1 AL EAHLENAFHI O W T 5 L Eo#E
BEALTWwWAZ L,

(4) JREEM 250 S h, WEEILE IR TWSL I L,
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8B
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/N EL DI Z ), RCT ®° MA OHEHIE LWL 00, $HBA5INE OB D Rk E LR
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EHELTWD, 51T, M limELHZEOBEIED 2Ry M EFMON B RIFLAERT
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BRI 2%, ARIBICBUT B BENER & 193 Blows Y Tld, ET BEEPMIERAE - 7225,
MEE D72 S BEFEEIIRIFTH Y, AHHED COT LRBETH > M ShTwd, FAERICHEYE
DO|ETYH, ETHTIARICTMFEH QLR S N7z25, BIAAERE, KAV > 7 A MEE D
ERRPMBEHICHA L TOAEERRD LN D o720 ABRMIBICE L TH ET Hix COT #E & M55
b LARRRENHAINICH 5727 BEOABMEEICBE LTI ET #TE2-72" 2221, &
NOOWEDONHGEFM O IIIESE dem LT TH Y, Thax Bz 2B ICx3 2 NEEEFm O
IETF Y AOHHFRFRD LN TV,

IR BT B HARME BRS80S0t 9 2 B 20 a8 2508 1 2 s, BRI 235 A4 Ko 4~
(2018 4F) & HUIRBRAE Ml WP A4 K54~ (20134F) 12X 5 &, BB G, OBB X 4k (4em
ZHBRAHD), @ (Bdh) WRMINAH L, OBAEMWICHELNDH L, OMIBZEICTREEDOH
Wit 2w, @A u a7y JEsREgEcd s (728 21, >1,000ng/ml), ©FIERTH %,
HETHb, €I)%bL dem 2 5 RUEREHICHT 2 ET oZ&MilowTid otz esr s A
WD LIV R\,

S5, MM A O ERAHEECTH 1, BRI X 2 IES IR O WA ASEEIC 2 B o
BRI BVERS B S h 3 2 NHHEETIE Lo 0 & L@ il o b, +o2Bas A3 A D L
CIEZOIREDOTIATIRETH 5,

| EL

TOEDEHEETD | TORDFHEHETS | THBROKDFH R | THORODEKD MR B L
(RO VHEER) (550 \HE2R) T2 (550 ) % (GRUHESR) *
50.0% (3 4) 50.0% (3 4) 0.0% (0 4) 0.0% (0 %) 0.0% (0 %)
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MEOHKEICH U CEVEFN ZBIRT 22T, AREFMNEHHERT S,
HWROBE ; 55ULHRE, TETADHERXY (8X) ; C (55LY)

B

FUIRBR BT AT 1L, ARIRTIL 1998 FIER SN, LD 5 WV IFEWMALER /N L F7RRIcxt
LTHEEINT WD, REMEE L FAET 7o —F 3 EEEE L, WL + AR boa v
= RREEY, WIS oy h— 2B EAEY, MAOSE TS50 VANS Y BL
ZOEFE L, BATERPERENTE 2, WHTEREOT 70—F7 L fTbhTwd, K
FBTIZ 2016 AFICNBLEE T 23t Iy BURBRAETEM ARBRIIGR 2, {19 2 Mgk 2k 2 IS 2 T b,

HAIZIE, WHEE T 2 B AR (88) 24 (ET) LEROSEEEIRIC X 258 Fo HURER (4)
24 (OT) Z i L7z KBUB L iABR T BIR  CAEAE L 2 0 s, ARIBICBIF 5 i EF VANS 2833
D 63 FIOME® TI1E, T TR ERA392g (7~162g) T, TR TIZ T 300 4
& B o 72 HiE ORRBIE G O BEIMN AW 194 52884 L 7z i —l koA v o A E
1 24% (278D 72 37k e PE O Bl AR PRBRBEAR THEIX 1.5% (1 1) O AT, ifs— i 5 Inl ki1
27%ITHEZ 5 72A%, TN TRTHIMO 2EMISE I 572 L ME SN TV S, FERIZAIO %L
L7 70 —F 42 IO P T, FIRE IR E R )T 49.9g T, TAHFHIE 277 5 L B o 7298
CHIEHIRBEEEMBELTBY 60g 2825 b DA RICTMEFMPERE L Tz, HillEd
BT, 30g BUFTIETF 111ml, 30~60g Tl 684ml, 60g LLE Tl 1329ml & FURIEE R ICH 2%
MBS BT b, iitzifit fl FARBEARREAC T RE I 0% T 0, vttt B iR R % 2.4 %
LHE SN TS, AR O Z &0 CTREDZ & 25, WL ORERTH MG ST 890w,
WEAMZIX 6 PEOF L EIAT L7286 BID A 5 7F ) Y 2 Y b, Zhick s L ET it A4
% S EFMEICENTY S0 OT TR A C BIRBEDVE o720 T2, Bl b 2 &) AR
PRI TE 2 S IR ATHEICDOWTIZET & OT TEMFE) S 2 L HME SR TWS, /Nt Ko
2B 5 ET O#ISIZOWTIE, REEHATREZ2 PEFIRBERS30g, 60g, 80g &HiFIZLD
D B BT MARCIE 30g PUTF 2586 & L CRESEF ORI E & HIBISIERT 52 &8
Yinb,

2016 fE ORI R, AFBTONBEE T 3 By FARER (8) &firiEmL sy, ABHH
DGR BRI T 2 HEIEED SN TV AED, HINEF R LZEMEIZ O W TS HEOESDE
Fl - M DSLEETH B,

| z=es

TOEDEHETS | TORDHEHETS | THBROKDF IR | THRVED MR B L
(BEU\HESR) (550 \HE2R) T2 (550 \H#R) % (GRULHELR) *
0.0% (0 £&) 100.0% (6 %) 0.0% (0 #) 0.0% (0 #) 0.0% (0 £&)
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FRICBALLMNEDS LEZOREETICARRFN 2T OF2H<HETS.
HWROBE ; 55ULHRE, TETADHERXY (8X) ; C (55LY)

B

T 58 Rl R B B BB JCHEE (Primary hyperparathyroidism, PAF PHP) O N $ T FAfix, 1996
AR IR T L FI IR 4 1R % #E 22 L 7= Endoscopic subtotal parathyroidectomy 2S#75 X 7=V,
ZHLIRE, HIRBRERE L & ISR T P28 PRI B ICA K AbhTnlZ e Eho
f: 2*5)0

PHP 1349 80% LA EASHURIER TH Y ©, CT - MIBL ¥ > F 7 7 A& - GHB#EIE - MRI %% £ 0§
SO R 1 & Al intact-PTH RV E Y illE 2 EOFM IR OIIC L b %o T, HEEITHIVHE
HURBRIC I 2 D) 72 RN B 2> © O FREAMRBBTH L LTiTbh b L) 18k 27, KIS
T4t S /NI & ONEBLBEH T4 (Video—assisted Surgery, BLF VAS) 282 %E &, ZOl=R
bIEREIC L D Rl o TV BAS, BRI AR R S hewn *47,

WEN O S WTETZ I L 7SI RETH 245, SRIRETH > 72548, Mikick > T
PO OFEHIHIETE RV DS B D, IHIBRED I D o 72 & v ) BT Fa s8I Lz
AT 10% RIS R A TOZZHES Ho 7227,

F AR AT IS PTH 2058 LR RSB T 2B~ F A b i s hTw
%Y,

— 05T, M CRIFRIRB R 2 B¢ A S L TREA R T I e H D, MRITHR LK
BN, F2Z20iETIAT) TEFEE L,

ARFETIZ 2016 4F 4 7 X 0 BPERE T O PIBLEE T Bl F DRI 38 T2 15 T8 23 PR BB IS & 72 o 7298,
BIE B R R IO W TSR OFEF DOER - BRI LETH S,

| R

THESMMETS | TOEIBLHIETS | TDRVNESBIHIE | {ThRESBRHEE s
(B HESD) (B3 \HE3D) 5 (L) T (RU\HE) *
0.0% (0 &) 100.0% (6 4&) 0.0% (0 %) 0.0% (0 %) 0.0% (0 &)
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MEOHKEICH U CEVEFN ZBIRT 22T, AREFMNEHHERT S,
HWRORE ; 55UHER, TEFVADHEREM (8Y) ;B (PiEE)

B

QA2 ) —= v 7T SN2 NS T HFERBREDBR#F (Endoscopic thyroidectomy, ET) & B
HCOF AR YT  (Conventional open thyroidectomy, COT) ZH#L72414» RCT, 3O A 57
FU VA, 8 ak— MkFE (N, 415 propensity score matching [PSM]1) @7l 15 #F% JCiZ
MGGk L 720 WwWeied HUIRIRALEE (PTC) 1269 5 H DT, MOMERE T+ 2 ME 2 L7z 3
B0 Tz 2019 EMUIFIZEC cT1aN0 #Hb & LR T — 2 23FETH D, cTlaN0 @ PTC &
ET ® X v & L7225, S ROYETR TIEEMES TO ET & COT Oli7T—4 L (s h
T&7,

FREFLRICEH LTI 1 FomErd ), wintd ET & COT TEIXRD Ao 72, ¢T1-3N0-
laZx34 & LT PSM %D 546 B9 D DI T 904 £21.0 2 H O #BIZ THBEFRIZET 1.8%,
COT 16% (p=0817) THh-7=", F72, COT L DIEIF WA ET T 10 EHHEL DLWV v
IHWEL DS Y. ROWBEHEIZHL COWMBFIXPSM O 1 HEOATH Y, WIho#kd 26T RO YK
Thotz?s —HTURY FEETME COT 2B L7727 — & THIBERA TRy M SRTHT
H o2 b OWEDBH Y Y, ETICBVTHEESLETH S, V) v/ HWRBICE L Tid 12 #F
DOMEAH Y, 6 I XIFERT, 6 14445 cNIb i2xt L CTHMI X I 58 % JifF L Tz ET TV
YONEERE AN o 72 & DIMED L Hhd o 72A%R D 11 HTIIAED W E SN, 2316 B DX ¥ 7 F
)Y ABWTHEEED o727 Pbh ) Y REEhE Rk - Mk - TENINES 72
O, BHALMED LAZZOMETICHBETFM 21T S EAELE Ly,

e SO AR RR L B L i, cT1aNOJEBNIC BT B XA 7 7 F ) 3 ATl ET #ECT—8Mk: D ME A
WMRIEVIWET EEDSBVEVI WG 2B 50T, AAEORMIL ET, COT & bI2&DS
Lotz cT2UER NI ZEALZZM CQHORCT &) OMETITVWITNG —#M - KA
EDITEDLS o7z I cT1aN0 FEGI 2 SHNFERZ 5 2 LBz, BT O S
W ETICHR LML 2N SNL, DLEXD ET ZRIA L 728 108 W IR —#
O SRR T B S 5 LD D B MR IR T X 9 tho A H D, Wit d —#tk-
ARAMEE SIZEEBD LD o720 cNIbEFNI BT 2 EIMRMRAEICE L T3 4 hoHErxdb o, 114
O RCT (ET 97 Bl& COT 119 Bl) 12BWT ET THEIMiE DB ARIKIE DD 7\ & OFERTH -
7ehs, FRD ST EEZRO R o7z RITIZET TOIMIKIBEEIEH E VTSN TELTE
FRREMEICOVWTREBRDEADOEMPLETH %,

BEVOWMREICE L C3HOHErH Y QHORCT 24E), wWihd ET BECHEIHEE
DED o 720 VAEROFZ L2 b D3k ), BWNICLMEENBOHERTH - 7225 #ifk
POFICE L Tl A CliERH 0, 1TV E S, 5B Y 34 TIE ET #CIliREm» Lo
720 FAMREMIE MU ATHEESNTED, 242BRVTwInd ET THEICFMREH 2R A 5 72,




DlEofRz 53T A, HAIRBCETEREE 23500 2 WS TS OB I2I0 U ClEIisiE#] 2 %R

j— é ﬂ‘%iﬁ&) é o

| ER

TOKDHEHEE TS | TOKDFTHETS | THBROKIFHIHE | THOROKDMRHELE L
GRVH#ER) (55U #28) T% (55U \H#2) % (GRULHELRR) *
0.0% (0 %) 100.0% (6 %) 0.0% (0 %) 0.0% (0 %) 0.0% (0 £&)
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ANV =T BT A RS TAN O SRR L, 1994 4R ICHEIESE T RNV = 7 258
TR SN, 2Dk, 2012 FIEES T IBERGR AV = 7 F4i7 & JERESE TR~V = 7 F48,
2016 4RI IFMESE T H BNV =7 P4l - HBANV =T PAlT - AV =7 TAliAEERD b 7ze
ENENDENESEFMDIERDP HITDbN TV LR LR L THHTH 202 e 52 Lot
HThHbo

Sl RABREHLAV =7, MEREFAV =T, &L TEEREAL =725 LTS
MzHIRTE B0 L) 320 Clinical Question 2 7K L 720

BN BT AV = 71%, 1982 412 Ger A3¢) 8 THEIESE T 12 stainless steel clip TNV =71
AHSTAPMEME LR 0% BrOERIME Sh, 1992 412 Dulucq #* Totally
extraperitoneal repair %, Arregui & Dion 7% Transabdominal preperitoneal repair = i 5
L7z —Ji, ENTIZ1914E2 SRR FHRIBASN TS Y, 018 FICHRES
International guidelines TlZ, BHEOWFHHFHAN =7 TIEIFHITH AL 2FHEDI W 5 5551
MERESETRARR SN S LRWENT VS Yo 4, BIEGETH L BERIBWR A v ¥ adiz 2 ¥
7 F ) ¥ A THERE L7z

NBREBFRAIV = 71%, 1993 412 Montupet 25#) b CTHEESE FIRIEN# &1 (Laparoscopic
intracorporeal suture, LLF LIS) %47- 7=, ENTIZ 1995 4E X 0 BHAA S M7= IS TRtz It
JEEEAR AL = 7 B84 (Laparoscopic percutaneous extraperitoneal closure, LT LPEC) 9 73
JEWESE TR DRELEM KN %2 5 TV %o & BIZHESLTIL LPEC $F OB & FH W 72 BEIPESE T #E 5
B RS 251:  (Laparoscopic percutaneous inguinal ring suturing, PAF PIRS) 25f7hbhTw»
%7, 2022 4EIZH X 172 European Pediatric Surgeons  Association D74 K F 4 Tl
OIEFITIRIERESTRAGH L ShTwa ¥, SE, 57 2Ll b Lidr—2ay

ba—V A% 71 OHEDH A LPEC, LIS, PIRS & RN YIBEE, LIS & PIRS # X ¥ 7Y
¥ A THIEMGE L7z

JEEERRIR NV = 71, 1993 4E 12 LeBlanc 28JEIENIC X v 3 2 % ¥ & § A Laparoscopic intra-
peritoneal onlay mesh repair (BAF, FEIESE T IPOM) Z#ii L Y, 1995 4EEA & EIPICEA X
Nize ZOH, ~V=7M% BT 5B T IPOM-plus'” 2S£ & % o 722%, BEIL Rives-
Stoppa T4l % 312 L 7= Extended view totally extraperitoneal repair (e TEP)' % Mini/less—
open sublay operation (MILOS)™? 7 & & 47 b T\ %, 2014 4F 12 45 < 172 International
Endohernia Society ® % 4 FJ 4 ¥ CIIHEFEFMIE SSIH P2 w2 LA R@BREhTwa ¥,
Ll SNFEFTRMEEINIZAITFYV VARV ATY T4 v 7L a—%3 LIZEBESETNO
HARAMEBE Lo B, BIBOHTA K54 ~Tld, “open repair’ z “BE T & L Twi
A, BT LBEENICEEL 2 VWFRLH L2 00, HEANVZT7HEEOMEICE Y, HEE
YIBICX 2 Fali & LT “JEREYIRE AW L CNEHLASETHL I Lh LEREZOT
2o 72, BHESETH D LD o TWBE I ENS, WAL EAZFMEZHZL 22,

ZhZho CQ LT, &IOTMMEDL SHIRLE/ERL, HROMWSIBLIOILET VR
DREFENE (RE) DWELRITV, BRI LDIEREAT > 72,



RARBBAN=PIHU TS E AR TE
B5?

BABEBBANIIZTICH L TERER T REREANV_TEEN 2175 2B HET S,
HWROEE ; 5H5UHRE, TETVAOEEY (BX) ;B (PiRE)

B s

EREHTA FT4 0" TIREBREBYB A v ¥ 213 Lichtenstein ¥ %, M ¥ 8% T 47 13 TAPP
(Transabdominal preperitoneal approach) & TEP(Totally extraperitoneal approach) %3 L CTw»
Bo BUEEIRGIBH A v ¥ 2k L RS T BBV = 7 BEM O VT2 RIEBTEBT N X H R
BENDEZATH b,

FRLOBRRRE & R 57202, I, BMER, TR ERLERT Y N A, I
fig afA 0, JRPH, HEANEER T COMMAREELZBRT Y bhA L, T2 MHAT LT VS
2LIEGRER (LLF RCT) 12X 5287 F Y Y A%To5 72,

P33 25 M RCT T 8810 BIOMEF & 78 - 72 * %y MG LDNA T AN A7 &w) 27, )
A7, RV A7 OZHRELTBY) TUF Y AOMEN (BS) 3B (FRE) Lhor. BHEET
WX PRI YIBH X v 3 2 & I L Relative Risk (BLUF RR) 1.70 [95% Confidential Interval (LLF
95%CI) : 1.40-2.07] & A RIS L Do 720

MBYEPIEI1E 14 #i © RCT T 3163 BIOMGE & 70 o 72 2B i X N4 7 A A7 1%
BYAZ H)AZ R A7 OZFRELTBY) T Y AOMENE (@) 3B (FHE) Tho
720 MESETAT X BAEERLIR A v ¥ 23 & B L RR 048 [95%CI: 0.39-0.61] TH &\ @Y A
Lol

$ﬁ$f %Bﬁzﬁxg% Gi 24 ﬁ 1) RCT ./C 5,896 1§]J @*ﬁ%ﬂ‘ & 7:? - 7)«: 2-5,8,11,13,16-19, 21, 22, 24, 26, 27, 30737)O *A‘éﬁﬁ gﬁli ) N
ATANVAZEEIAZ, ) A7 MY A7 O=ZFRAELTBY 8T 0 20N (RE) & B (F
) THolzo BHEETH BBV A v 2@ i L RR 038 [95%CI: 0.27-055] THEIC
FRAROLIESAD 2 D2 726

I - A8 X 13D RCT T 3977 BIOMGE & 70 72 2408 IM 900305 gt x4 7
AVAZEEI A7, Y A7, KIVAZO=FRELTVDE I L, FIEBOKEICIES D &)
BEREN720, TEF Y ZAOMEE RE) 13 C H5) Thorze BEHESTTMNIZHEIRYIR A v
YadE IR L RR 1.77 [95%CI: 1.09-2.86] THEIZEL D - 72,

BRI 17 $# D RCT T 4,971 BIOWET & 7 o 72 4> 1110 1T 02 220062030582 5.50.58) | 42 20 ) )N f T A
VAZWERHI A2, H) A7 fR) A7 O=FZRIELTBY 7V A0MFENE (RE) & B (FRE)
TH o720 WEHESETMIZEIGIP A v ¥ 23 & B L RR 1.07 [95%CI: 0.78-1.46] TH &2 % 780
Loz,

H % ARG 0R £ COMMIZ 7 M RCT T 1927 BlORGT L 25 72 23B89 L oA 7
AN AZIEEI A7, M) A7, RV RAZO=ZFRELTEY) LT ZA0MFENE () 1B (R
FEE) Thotzo NEPEETMIT R A v ¥ 23k L ik L Mean Difference T -3.33 H [95%CI:




-40~-2.66] & A EIZHHE G X TOMBAED - 720

BERET7Y N ATORTIE, FARIEIRETUMEA v ¥ 2B THEI
B, TDOKEEDNT VA
B,

AL R e (L MR B T4l T A RS
71 A CTIIEIESE Al T RIS H R AT RS £ T oI
RBOLNZo T2,
FEIPESE T AR AV = T AT R DI I — M2 T —
ZLRETHZEPMONTEY, +0H

AEAR

ERCY:

BEMTIEHRBIIEIMRAON L EEZ LN TWD,

ui#%&kﬂ“
%)Y

J smaz

AV = 7 AZx LIRSS B~ OV = 7B, 90
135S CHERT X B

=T h—=T
U THBHEE DT 70 D WRESE T

R

DL,

5. FHIC

BAgE~ L =7

YRR, Tl
ERPIL T, HELRT Y b
M4 - EEHER 132 <, IRMTIE

20

B L 7HVRHEE AT

TOEDEHEETD | TORDHLHETS | THBROKDTFHR | THRODEKD MR B L
(RO VHEER) (550 \HEER) T% (550 ) % (GRUHESR) *
30.8% (4 £&) 69.2% (9 £&) 0.0% (0 4) 0.0% (0 4) 0.0% (0 %)




INRRREBAN=TISH LTRSS T e R T
A7

NEEEEBANIVZ7 IS T DEREEFMIEEEBYFEL AL RIEE S, BRFIEET 5D,

mRlDEED LWEE ISRIEEFMZRET 5. BIEEFM CHNIIRRR THREAREE TR

<, NRZEEMELTLRHBEDS ERIER TRRMEENANLZ7HEN 25 < #RT 5.
WROBE ; 5H5UHE, TETADHEEY (&) ; C (55LY)

B s
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VY ADWE RO TW2e RAA BT 4 EEEET, BEREETVFATR YA, 7y vy
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720 F72, LPASEBNC AT U A FORTELEL LEME % L, WiBomGZw <, RS
X O REIER IR S e o7 Y

E 512, FH650 BlicAT b ZzBIEHE I O 9 B, 226 (34%) Tirbhi: PA #xfR e L7-@Big
IR BT, PAICHE) RGN EIHE B SN a0l T2, FRARIFZEC LD 68
BRI O W PR REATERR S N, BEORIFIRZICIE PALRIRL 9 285 L LT—#kfbs
BUENHHELTVD Y,

BEIIEIC B2 PA ST 2HIRICOVWTERT 5. BfufifulE (78 fldh LPA 12 %)), 7 v
¥y R (17 B LPA 4 610) B X OBESEMET IV R A7 0 VE (45 i LPA 7 61) x4 e L7z,
LPA 23#1& LTA 117 & IR L7zt A 0 S BGENE S 5. il Es <, \iie, ik
BXUOEROWHIGENIE R, LTA 227288 2B CMiBHEIBE SNz, 7 v ¥ v FiEkR
HoOBH T, Witk 6 »A%ROKERT, &FTHOPEIER, HFE% B X OREIIEAYEE S hTwiz,
JFMET IV F AT 0 VIEQBE T, &R CTHBRICEIERSE SN, 2B, 7 v ¥ v ek
BLOBINET VN AT 0 VHEORHRBEI B % 2T 72BN R I3 o 72 7
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NS5 % & g 2 N % 8 CORBECKN T 2B LETH S L, MWEIRE BRI ATLE L
GAWEDBHH Do BEITH L TIE T REIRS B IR I3 5 M B 2 M LB - REGHAMATEER
ENB L, BB AR OMEALEE L e 2550 E SN, BICHARIIBWTY ¢T3
RIS LR 3 2 BB T ARE IR R 2 B L T B ik A BIIR D E 2 [55\VHESE | L 7 o
TW5AS, T3 HMEE I L CIREEN - 24t - 2 2Tz 372012d, T1/2 BlES
YRz 0BT, FiiF — 2 &EROBETINEREND 2 L IT@mEfF v,

RATA FFA4 VTRY LIF2H7:%CQ L LT, CQ BEHEBHIINLT, vry MK
WG T BTG 1 B R B AN (L R 852 T ARYA I B B Al & LIS L CHERRES o h 7 ] AMRES L7z HA
WSR2 X 2 WBLEEAVEEFINCE 32 7 > 7 — MRS RIS X 5 & 2018 4E & 2019 4RI
Gt 58 o a R v N IHAREEGE TG B RBRM SBEICER S N TS 2 &R, 2022 FFEOH
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[P | RS B amslid 3FsC v 2534 L, 2SCA'SR, 1 miXaiahEr—2ay bo—
VA ZF 4 Thoizo SR TH A Crocerossa 5D Y TIZRRN DT 9 A%37.44(3.94-7094) 553 FHh >
PZEHEL TS, ) VEDDSR THS Li 5OHE”, Sands & D Hiffiak TOHRITHIIMIE Y T
BRI 30 3R RRN O SRV EIRE SN TE Y, RRN NS FMIGMIIERT L L) &
DT M LERDIZe UEXD, T M A4 (TR - F - EEEE 6 500 13/ S R LAl L,
LY T ADOMFEEIEC (55) & HBrL7z.

IEFVADHEERYE (BZ) O#HESFHE

LRN (2K L RRN OZ&ME HHEAFHiT 572012, g L4207 bAoA (EELIHIC,
WIS AR TFE R, MRS AR AL, G OHEFRASE, FARH) §XTUTBVT,
T Y ADOMEFEEIZ C (55) Tholzlzd, RN EIET Y ZAOMENE (RE) & C (59) ITHE
L7z



WEED/INT > AFHT

RRN (2 & 2 MHRAEFFROM T RBIFERNAEFFROMKT (3 1338973, oncological outcome (&
LRN L FSETH o720 FAIEREFROMETEII L L2722 EN0WEOT T M A (BEHEICES
TIHFE LORIE) 23d o720 TiFMIERRN DI ) ABEET 2 LG SN TBVEDTY My L%
RO, TETV AOMFEMEIFMNZ EH 5, RRN 2179 L1 LRN &L CH R s 2

O:EO 7':0

BE - MROMIER - FL

RRN & LRN & I£i#% L T oncological outcome ~DFEEM L L T 240 EQBMD Wiz, XD
Tl R R 2 R T E 2D H Y, v Ry NEBTMOE KRG, RS TEGTE
52l BE - MRIERRN 2 HWET 50 WMMT 5 LE2 oMb, LaL, BRMEMIIRINLE
EPAHMKXTH Y, Ry FEFRITH T HM8 O 155 kbR & @) 2 BE R FEO W THENE
THZLEERRET S,

| z=az

TOEEHEETS | TORDFEHETS | THBROKDTF R | THRODEKD MR

LY
(RO VHES) (55U H#E2R) T2 (550 ) % (GRUMHESR) L

0.0% (0 %) 93.0% (13 %) 7.0% (14) 0.0% (0 4) 0.0% (0 %)




& & (CQ6~7)

INBEBHIE AR B B ER - UIBR AN (partial nephrectomy, BLF PN) 1%, MAEME R (radical
nephrectomy, LL'F RN) &M flfEshEz2 A L, BHRERAOHMTRENTVWE I END,
BEALEDHA R4 ¥ CTHREREEE LTSN TWwS, PNIZEL TIE, FilREEoKEE
LIy, BHIERE AR - UIBRAlT (open PN, LN OPN) 7 5 JEESE T B 584U B4l (laparoscopic
PN, DUF LPN), &Ry 3B S IERM (robotic-assisted PN, PL'F RAPN) ~& 2 S h
TETW2%, P TH RAPN OFERGAEUE, 2016 4F IR S LT DR, 2L <Ts Y,
INEERRE SRS B LI R E 2 H o TW 5,

2020 SEEEDOMWIREIERESE T AT A R4 »CTld, BRICHTSPNICBWT, LPNB IO
RAPN T X 275 ? L9 CQ 2 & 7zo OPN, LPN, RAPN Offisifi®, #% %k
Gk L 72 RBUSE S ER L BGRBRIE TN I TRAT SN TE ST, YATIT 4 v 7L Ea—RX
¥ T FYU YA, ak— MEFER S, OPN & LPN & %\ i3 RAPN O JEIfi ] e As e Bieat & 7z,
Z DR, LPN &%\ Z RAPN 13, OPN & A oflEREZA L, FHREDS X M0
HEDIIRALIZ BV TIE, OPN X D BTV S W REAVRIE S 7z,

INLDOFRRERE 2, AHTA FFA4 0 TlE, BIEICHT 5 PNICBWT, LPN & RAPN ©
R & LR L 7ze E720E45, BMIERES;, Seaiiids;, T1b 12854 2 W RED
JES: 7 & D, bW B EEHEEEEICN LT RAPN O#ERAEK SN T W5, O E
I2BWVTH, RAPN OFMRIZ R T4 L I3EELEE L £ 2 LPN L O % L L
720



BEICN T ABRAPRMCHLTORY FEF
WIS EEE I AR TEBH?

BREICHTSEMAVBRMICEVTOKRY NXEFNEH<HET S,
WROE ; FHUHRE, TETVADEEY (EX) ;C (585LY)

B s

CQZzEELRRKRFABELLEETR

WIS B B W B AT (partial nephrectomy, LA F PN) (2B W T, MEMEEE T E 9 UK
fir (laparoscopic PN, LL'F LPN) & % Wik u R v M2 45U (robotic-assisted PN, LAF
RAPN) &, BHIEEH5 UM (open PN, LLF OPN) & HEOHIFERREEL AL, FHERE X OH
WA PHE DIRIRILIZ BV T, OPN X DR T W B uREMEAS, 2020 £ O W R ERIE LS5 T4 7 A4
FIA4 Y TRIEEN, TRODORREHRT X, KORT vy 7L LT, BEIIHTSPNIZBWT
LPN & RAPN OiGHBGH Z ILBHGET 2 2 L IZHEELETH 5,

REEROBE

RAPN & LPN BOBELEREEL 725 » 7 2LIERE (RCT) &, BAETTICIMZTTHY,
VAFRTFA v LE2— (SR)/ AZTFY YA (MA) IZHLTY, NIRRT SMOBEIDH %
DA TIHbo 1HD RCT IZB T, Wiirnschimmel & i, 61 #1® RAPN & 54 1o LPN 7515 5
N7z7H 115 FlOF— & 2 LTw 5 Vs SR/MA Tl&, Tang 51 142~1,800 %1% x5 & L7z 7 #
% ?, Cacciamani 51X 8113 B2 x5 & L7251 Mi% ¥, Leow 513491925 L L2254 % ¥,
Choi 513 2240 Bl % x4 & L7223 %% °, Zhang 513 766 121G & L7z 7 i D SC 2 AT L T
2,

7 NALA L EREASHHEDRS

[T A BEE DR | ICBT 5 3CiE, 18 RCT & 58D SR/MA 25324 L7z BTG bHE
2B L C, Wiirnschimmel 5, Tang &, Choi &, Zhang 5%, HHEIZEZRD Loz LT
%—7Ji T, Cacciamani 5%, #ilil# (OR 1.37, 95% CI 1.08 to 1.74, p=0.009), #irh&PHETEAS (OR
2.05, 95% CI 1.51-2.80, p<0.00001), Z&PriEFAE (OR 1.27, 95% CI 1.11-1.45, p=0.0003), K%
BPFESSEE (OR 1.50, 95% CI 1.19-1.89, p=0.0006) 1 RAPN THEWC AL\, L& L7z, 7
Leow b, &GPHESRAZE (RR 084, p=0.007), HEKXZEIHETEAESE (RR 071, p=0.023) (X RAPN
THBEIKY, LB L7z, &L LT, 1#HDRCT 2&E 44 T RAPN & LPN & oI H 4T
EUHEROR BAIZROT, 2 Tld RAPN THEIZEAMYEIHERDPEK D2 o720 20720, T
A AL GAMPAETHREDRWA - 4% - EEE IR BDSHRREFHEL, TETFYALNVIEC L
L7z



7 NAL 2 BREBRMADELT

(BRI~ ORAT N 5 sid, 3 M D SR/MA 755%24 U720 Leow SIIHEICEZ DL h >
72 L it 9 % —4C, Cacciamani 5%, RAPN TH BRI~ OBATHRIME Y, L85 L7z (OR
4.00, 95% CI 2.23-7.20, p<0.00001), F 7z Choi b b, THMEEM~OBITEIZ, RAPN THEIZK W,
LI L7z (p=0.0006) 20720, T MH A2 (BREM~ORAT - & - EEE S 1) 13/NME%%)
REFHIL, TEFYALVIEC &Lz,

77 MAL 3 iR EEREF

[T B R R A | RIS 25 01E, 1M RCT & 4/ SR/MA A% L7z. M B2 bic
B LT, Warnschimmel 5%, M8 6 2H OB Y ¥ FI12 X 2 BEHEREZALRICB W TR TEN L
We R L7z, 72 Tang 5%, W2 54 F TOERKBIIMBER CER LW L2 HE L, Leow b
b eGFR OEALFETEN Loz L LT 5, —J7, Cacciamani 5 (X RAPN T eGFR ik FEE2)s
FRIVERWZ £ 2/RL (WMD -1.97, 95% CI -3.57 to -0.36, p=0.02), Choi 5 % #lif%HJefiE 6.3 7 H 2»
5 38 7 HOWIM T, eGFR O T =1L RAPN THEIZER W & L7z (p=003). &fkE LT, 1#
D RCT 2 &E 34T RAPN & LPN & ORISR ERELILOR E2ITED T, 2/ TIE RAPN T
BRI EREREKTRIMED 5720 ZD720, 77 bh A3 (R BERERERRT - 48 - EEET7 M)
NS HBRPREFML, TV ALNEC L LT,

TINAL A EERR

[ PR (B3 20301, 2D SR/MA 5534 L7z, MRS LT, Tang & I3#i#
S5AEDORFFENEMABIWMAEM TEN VW L 2/R L (RAPN: 90.1%-97.9%, LPN: 85.9%-86.9%),
Cacciamani H I IAE 3 A H 25 27 7 H OWIHT, W3R, WIFREFERE b ISR T2
BhrVERE LIz, €070, 7o M A4 Gitemsss - & - TEE6 R 133005 L LEFiliL,
IETFUVALNNVIECE L.

77 MAL 5 ABERE DR

[ABEA R o4 ] (SRS A5 3C1d, 1#§d RCT & 5 SR/MA 2524 L7z ABRBIRICEIL C,
Wiirnschimmel &, Cacciamani &, Leow &, Zhang S #ER CTHEICEDN LW &2 HE L7,
—7, Tang &, Choi 5% RAPN #f TH I ABEHIHE 2 v & i L7z (p=0.004), &fk& LT,
1# D RCT =&t 4% CTRAPN & LPN & ORI ABEMBOA ZAITED T, 2#H TIE RAPN TF
IS AR 2 Lze 20720, 77 M A5 (ABEHIM oMM - 4 - EEE S &) 13/hS %%
REFHL, TEFYALNVIEC E LT

TETVAORREYE (BL) OREFHE
WFROT Y M LD IET Y AOMEE (BE) BC 8 Tholihb, &FNEILET
Y AOREFEYE (RE) 1 C (59) 1THE L7z,



#WEED/NT > AT

RAPN %179 B#HI\Z L o T [ EHED M |, [ ee iy |, [ AR o8k 13,
BREICESTHEILWIIREEZON, " OT Y M ATHE, —7, [BERMBEHR~ORIT], [
BREHER] BEFLZLoTHILLRZWHRTHY, “E 0TI M 1L THbH. FHOKE T,
RAPN & [ & ORREDIRA |, TEHBRAT~ORAT |, [ BB O aF |, [ ABe i o % | 12
BWT, LPN K DER TV LI RMEIRIESI NIz, XD, wihd U7 v 2 OMEFEMIZEEDS,
BHGZHR T 5 PN IZBWT RAPN 255 #3ET 5, IZE o7 L L& s, SHROEFHOERKIC
X BB X OERRRZ LT Tl & Lo R OB A5 St E LETH S,

B - TROMIER - F#L

RAPN D% ifF i, 2016 4F 12 BREIPDGR S T RIRE, 2EICMML B Y, ZofiistidBiic—#k
WIRCRBAMENTE TV D, JliggRME O 10 % EBIC X ) ZeErHE ST 2RI TH NI,
RAPN I BEREN DY AV LR EZ R BN D,

| z=az

TOEEHEETS | TORDFEHETS | THBROKDTF R | THRODEKD MR

LY
(RO VHES) (550 \HEER) T2 (550 ) % (GRUMHESR) L

0.0% (0 %) 100.0% (14 4) 0.0% (0 4) 0.0% (0 4) 0.0% (0 %)




B EEEICHT ABRS R B TORY b
IR BRI AR TEEN?

BHEEREICKT BBRAUVRMICHEOTORY MXEFMNZ2HHET S,
WROE ; FHUHRE, TETVADEEY (EX) ;C (585LY)

B s

CQZzEELRRKRFABELLEETR

2016 AF PRI S T RIRE, 1Ry IR IR YRR (robotic-assisted partial nephrectomy,
LUF RAPN) &, /MEBREISN§ 202 xE 2o T2 1ES, BRI, Calilsis,
TIb IZR%NT 2 B RFEOMES 2 &0, Wb 2 B IS LT RAPN Ot 2sih ks h
DO BN, M B VIR (laparoscopic PN, LAF LPN) & OEMHICE LT, F0ES
BEE->TEBLT, ZNODOEREHE LB T2 2 LIdEELRETH S,

REBEROBE

M ERNE S, seadRuelEYS, TIb ICREMUT AWM KEOMEY:, 7 & om R I3 LT,
RAPN & LPN MOBEHAMGEL 72T ¥ & 2LILEGER (RCT) &, BED & A HIAT S Twin,
F7:, VAFYTFA 2 LEa— (SR)/ AFTF )T A (MA) Rar— MFRICEHLTH o TH
7% <, 1#H® SR/MA & 2D 2K — MFESHRESNOATH 5,

SR/MA & LT, Lin P 51&, RENAL score 287 BLED L < IZNEE O KDY 4dem %8 2 5 IEB)
IZBWT, RAPN ® 3619 Bl & LPN @ 1574 Bl 518 57251 5193 Bl 7 — ¥ 2@ L7z Vo ak—
MIFZETIE, Gu L 2B ES 2B W T, RAPN @ 61 5l & LPN @ 51 filH &4 & 7-5F 112
o7 —5 O ¥, AF2 5 Hinata N 52°, BMERERICB VT, 22 fifs 54 57z RAPN
D105 H1E, THFETICHE S LPN © 123 Bl & O R4 HE L Tws ¥,

77 NAL  AWERSHEDRS

[EATIADHE DA | ICBIT A5 3CiE, 1M SR/MA & 103 R — MFEI Y Lz, il
WAPHEICE LT, Lin P 513, &@AIHETRES, Grade 1-2 DA PHERAR, Grade 3-5 DA PHE
BAERIZBWT, MR TERZVWIEEZME L. T/, Gu L 5 I MEAIHERERIES WV
ClEWE L, £0kzo, 7Ty MAL 1 MG HHEDRD - &% - BEE ) 3R LE L LG
flilL, TEFYALNVECE LT,

7 NHL 2 BRERMADBIT

(BB ~ORAT] ICBF 2303, 1 SR/MA & 140 3k — MIFFEATEY L7z, Bk
M~NOBATIZE LT, Lin P 51F, LPN THEICHW I & i L7z (OR=4.33; 95% CI: 2.01-9.33;
P<0.001)c Gu L 53, Wifif& ITERMBRARAT LIIEBII R W &2 WG L. 2020, 77 b
7102 (BHEBRAT~ORAT - & - HEPE 8 1) B/PS AR EFFML, TEF AL XVIEC L L7,



77 NHL 3 MR EREERRE

[T BB EE ] ISR 2503018, 1M SR/MA & 1M 3R — MFZEA Y L7z, Mk
REZALICBI LT, Lin P 51, #hifkhdufili 83 7 H~36 # H OMIMIZB VT, eGFR DK TR,
LPN THEIZKEWI & (p<0.001), & 712 ML B A 7 — ¥ DAL= H LPN THEIZE W (p<0.001)
CEEWE L, Gul b, ikl 2200 T, eGFRIKTFHRICMBM TEI LW &2 MG L7,
ZO0, T M h A3 UNEREREERE - 3% - BEE 7 8D NS RRBLFML, T AL
NV C & L7,

T RNHL 4 HEERR

(A% (ST 2m3id, 1H0 SR/MA 2534 L7z, M5B LT, Lin P 51, i
HBIZIR (FPYefii s RAPN 273 7 H, LPN 392 7 H) 12BWT, FI, 8% il 720 Bl i
EH otz LEWME Lz 20720, T AL 4 GNERFEREE - E - BEE6 M) 3R ZL
EEML, TEFUALNMIEC E LT,

7 MNHL 5 AR DG HE

[A B %M | (B 2C0E, 1Hio SR/MA 253524 L7ze ABMIBICB LT, Lin P 513,
LPN CHEICEWZ L 28 L7z (p<000D)o 20720, 77 M H A5 (ABEMBEOMA - 2% - BE
BES M) NS RBREFML, TEFY ALV C E L

EDMDT I M AL

T BHIMIRE 2B L C, Hinata N &1, iRFHIMR A I RAPN BECHME L7 2 & 2 & L (95%
confidence interval 16.7-21.8; p<0.0001, RAPN 20.2 min vs LPN 27.7 min), Lin P 5% LPN TH &
WCRWZ & &2 L7z (p<0001) —7°C, Gu L 51, MmEHIMFEFICE L CTlE, MAEH T2 W
Z &R L7 YIBRWrm B RSB LT, Hinata N 513, AEICLPN TEWZ & (99% CI 04-9.3;
P = 0.0004, RAPN 1.9% vs LPN 13.0%) &5 L7=—4T, Gu L SIEMHEMTEN LW ERE L,
F7-Lin P 513, WEEFrmEERIE LPN TH B (p=0.03; OR=0.71; 95% CI: 053-0.96) & ¥
HLTBY, —EDRMIHFSN TR,

TEFVAOEREE (8X) OREFE
WFRDOT Y A LD IET Y AOMENE (BE) C (8Y) Tho7elehd, &FNEILET
YADOMEIENE (HS) 12 C (59) 1THE L7z,

HWEEDINT D AT

EHEREEE ST S RAPN 2479 BBEIC L > C, [RMBAEDMAD |, [ ERERRE], TA
P o ffE ] 13, BHEICLoTHELWAIREEZEZON, " OT Y M ATHL, —H, [H
B A~ORAT], [MiEEE] ZBEHECL>THELLZVIIETHY, “E 077 1L TH
b0 ZOMDOT 7 b A ATIY FUF7: TR ], [EIRRBrmR ] 2B L Cid, \EEILK
WEEZHN, WL E O7 Y M AIIEMATY R, SROME T, mEEE R



% RAPN &, BT~ BIT], [ tesrl, [ ARMHEO®H] 2B \wT, LPN &) #
NTVLWREEITRE SNz DEXD, WIS YT v ZADOFEEMIZTT VA, 5 8RB E R
3% PNIZBWTRAPN 285 < 3835, ICFE o720 LALARdS, BEEFHEOZLZAOER
WX AN, BRI ICHITENTE ST, B LOMBEORE R E2RAMITHEL, &
IEBVIEA Sl R AR 2 IR 5 Z EAHEIE S NS, F-PNICEIL TId, @b 2 lis & Ze %ttt o
72912, 3D-CTIC X AWHEBWH T L VI WEHH Y Y, FICEEEERICH L TIaNEE L
LN b, 5l & feE M GE OB 2 5N 2, SR OEFOFRIC L 5 HEHIE B X OB HEE
ZAba & Lo - R OB BLETH 5,

BE - MROMIESRH - FL

R 123 5 RAPN O BB IR SN2 DH 595, RZFELL TS EIZFVHEv, ik
B L O EORESR &R REINIRIEL, THF— 2 088 - i b Gro@yc ik Lz 2 T,
WY 7 BERPUEDSCTERMT S5 2 L RE SN S,

| z=es

TOEDEHETS | TORDHEHETS | THBROVKDF IR | THRVED MR

B
GRUVVH#ELR) (55U H#ER) T2 (F5LHER) T2 GRVHEER) L

0.0% (0 %) 18.0% (2 48) 82.0% (9 %) 0.0% (0 #&) 0.0% (0 £&)




¥ & (CQ8~9)

BE - REREICK I ZERESEFM

WIREHEREGI T A B 54 >~ 2014 4ERCTIE, B - IREWICN T 2 MRS Tl I3 38 2,
IEFYALRVCTHRINTVE, KFA T4 VTR, BiAS FI4 o THEL ShTz,
1) T3V EICBT HHEME 2) Vo SEiEEOREOES (B T ERE &M [laparo
scopic nephroureterectomy : LNU] vs. BB R E 447 [open nephroureterectomy : ONU])
DI H, TIEFIIKH TS LNUICHT 2T Y A% ME Lo U v SEisfiEIcB L Cid, &
SUEGIRIRIEHPE, HRMERICOVTOI YLV FARELNT VRV EhSSHON S &
LTwhv, F72, 2022 FEOZHFMMLE BV TFMEA TR Y M2E 5 LNU (2K b
AR IR 4B [robotic nephroureterectomy : RNU]) 28RBEH & 72 5 720 518, ARF
IZBWTRNU L 2Rtk 20 £ 2 C, BRAICBEIT S RNU QLY 7 ¥ 2DV THRGET
L7z %ed, B - REBICHT 2 EHEER CTH 5 BIRE SRR AWM LIRE T2 &
BED—# =k (Bt A 79k [bladder cuff resection]) §5dDTHb, KF A FIA T
1 [BIRE SRR 2B 7OkREELI 0L LT L.

B REWICBIT D LNU A L ATbN T 585, cT3IEFIIKSR % BE L CTRGE L 721F%E
A, B - R (AT O UREEEZ WA D THE L W Z & AT SR E B LT B
—HE B oTWh, Lo T, KAA FIF4 2 THRESNBERRERICIE, MEiZiicsnT
Bex R Z AT 5 BE IS L TITb N LNU BT 5 pT3 DY 7 7 v — FIRIT O Rh &
FNTVEILICHEBETRETDH D, SRR SNZT 7 b NI ATHDEAEAE, FREFRY
SR, MR AR, BEENTEREE, WimfmtERICBE L Cid, wWIhd —EDRMERT I L
TET, W% LNU OBFBIEED SNk o7z, YIBRY Y o8EHMEIcE L Tid, SmEy -
F72mXATER SN TV D D%, FMHEIHEICE LT ¢T3 IZHE L THa S hi:
W E ol BLEXD, cT3Z2MRL LAZLNU KL CTHRELAZZET Y ALRXLVOEH
22 AEAEE T, 220 LNU OFEBMEAED SN TV AW & 28EAT, BEELTIE, T3 Bd-
PREREICT L TP FM 255 < HEFE L 720 72721, LNU X RNU OB &2 A5 D 78D H i
TWRWnZ ehn, BEEGETFMRIEZTOREREANBN D O REEE 2 BEHTREBE R O
SREBI 2 BRE L, 15 AR %2 47 o 72 L CTEM L 728 2597 ) A I 3RFE S b il Tah
% LML 72,

RNU 3 AFRTIE 2022 4F 4 HISHRBREH & 22 57213500 TH 1), sHlICHV LN z5mTIEET
WAL 5 DM TH o 720 BT TIZ ONU 721X LNU & D 5 ¥ ¥ 2Ll BRIE 2 {, &
BHBHEL ZDORX T TF ) VAL DR TH o720 SHMRE LT b A L2DSH, HRF
AAEER E AEAEE, Wi PESRICBI LTI RNU TREF, 22, X &7 F U ¥ 2B M
GPHEIX RNU TR W EHE SN TV, BEEFNA T AOFEIEETE LV, —F,
Yk v REi A oM & L T RNU TEWI EDB AT T F Y Y RAICE - TRENTZ,
SEHEPHIC T 2 WAN T L O EM A LI TE 2 W L9 5, SHROBGRESHfF S5,
BERENTIEICBI L Cid, 2 & 7 F ) Y RSB TREPIEEE 7 7 YIRS B 5 S A il ik
PEDRIZ S N7zo RNU TIEARBENERE S 7 Wb 2479 Z &% /2o, RIEVERNEREEZ T



BiT& 0B O0nTIRIEGHRORFERETH S, U ELY, RNUIBBIEHIR ST 5 ONU,
LNU & B L CRHRMMEMEZ M2 2 & 2 M%7z LoBRRMEHEEZ A5
5L, §HERIND LHIMT L7, 72720, ¢T3 7213 N+ EFICH§ % RNU DL E T
Y 23Z LK, LNU & AR +20 ZAlri OFEBIME O LT, B L eWE 27 RETH %,



cT3 B& - REEICH U TIRIERFMISHRIIhDHD?

CT3 B - REEICX L TIHRIEEFMEThaWZ E2HHETS.
HWRORE ; 55UHER, TETAOHEREME (BX) ;D GEEICHELY)

B

CQ %EE& RRAREE LEER
S RERES T B IEEFETMIMRRE TR & LTUAITbRLTWwa 00, T3 EIZET2
%U%I&F#Eﬁf“ﬂﬁ WCHELZREE SN TWD,

REBEROBE

A CQ [cT3 B« IREWIN L TEESEFMIIHRINL2? L IZH LT, 62077 M a%
e L7z 2021 4E 12 Hi2HiE 3 "laparoscopic” AND "nephroureterectomy” AND "urothelial" AND
("cancer" OR "carcinoma') % H\T PubMed {ZX % —IRAZ ) —= 2 7% {To 7245 %R, 150 SCHKAS
M ENTze 2RAZ Y ==V 7T, 62077 b A 20NN T 2 %8I MR R
ISR EN TV L O T, 7 ¥ 5 2 LR (RCT), YA7X74vZ7LEa— (SR) B
XA FTH Y VA, n=200 D EORRKRMZE, KO 0HE, EEICHTT S &) D
bESTMAMML, —RAZ ) —= v 7 TR SN T Aah oz 1 (ME—o RCT) ZEML,
A6 MR BINL 720 BINSNARLOMFE, RCT RO 14", SR/, 257Uy
AR LHEY, B 3MAr—A T b=V RS T4 (I B IR IPTWIC L B3y F 2 7)
TH o7,

T IRNDL D 2EER

FERoBEMGH LD 9 B 5 LI B W T, laparoscopic nephroureterectomy (LNU) & open
nephroureterectomy (ONU) % H#& L7244 48D 5 W IZE BRI RN AL OB D 5 720 230
TIX ONU & [t L C LNU OBRBIRIAEFEEPARTH 2 LWEL T o 2Y 3w’ <k, M
BOEELORBIIAEAIZVERELTEY, BRATEMmIH TV AV, LNU 3 RELT
JEBITONU £ 0 %52 WHEMESH WV IEEEZET L LEZ LN,

T RNHL 2 EREER

2 Y TIZLNU & ONU o B s S 2 A NS B 2 A S e W E S L Tw B 7%, 1
WY TIRINU THEICARTH - 2 EHE LT b, BN TR RIZH TV 2R WA, LNU I
JRFTHEATRERI T ONU £ ) b H 2 MRS VIER L ET L EZ N5,

7 NAHL 3 AMTEAEHHER
A BHEICB L CERRod 5 1 isc Y i, WiisE (430 [#PH : 250-760] mL xF 104 [#ipH :
50-260] mL, p<0.001), #hife AR (365 [4iPH : 3-5] H & 2.3 [#iPH : 2-3] H, p<0.001) &3



IZONU L LT LNU ORI 2B TH o 72 e HE LTS (FMRMICAEEZ L),
WIEHEICELTIZONU X0 d LNUDEFENTWE EEZ LNLH, KD % L ¢T3 fEfbl)
WBRE LR R IE TR WS L ICEETRETH 5,

7 RNBL 4 ErmkE SR

LNU & ONU O Wi s B PR o i T, 1iwX” TINU D LB BRI TH - 72 (77% %k 0%,
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N —E 4R & L ¢ Reduced port X single portic K3 EiEisFiia55 < BT %, =720,
IR LM BICK > TITONBNETH D,

WROBE ; 5H5ULHE, TETADHEEY (8X) ; C (55LY)

B st
CQzZzEELRBKRFEELETR

HEARERAL R — 109 B BRI I8 AN T2 P CchH b 2 La s, BT ik LIE
Jegs T AR < IR E N T WD, —J reduced port % single port 12 & 5 Tl & HE3k o I EgE T4 %
WL, 2t Bhiska, BREENEZE0HEIZBWT, BHEIET > Thi,

RBREROBE

A CQ [Reduced port % single port 12 & A EPESE T N —ERPUIZHEIZ S NS5 2 | 12X L T,
92077 MH LEFRE LT HMREEIT- 72458, 525 XA BEME L7ze 9207 7 M A 4D
WIENPIZET 2R BN L ERRHREN T HRBMESN T DE2GKL, KA 7YY —=7T515
SCHkZ BRAE UIRACHIC 10 SCRRZ BRI CE L7ze T ¥ & 2LIEGRER (RCT) & 58 ™ & - 722
VTR B - B REEA S0 BT E DK ThH o720 ZOMRCT DASTF I YA 1Y, ¥
AFITA v LEa— (hHHIME 7%+ RCT 24) 2314 7, %ABIRE3 M Tho
720 WAL PR 0% IZABFRIT, YIBANIIER D % {510 Z o fih Pfannenstiel V, I}
Y, BEEHTHo7ze 77O —FIIEE A EHRBBET 70— F 725 72553k 1 &Sk 9 o —EB
BRI T 70 —F Th o7z, &hE LTELSDOHEIEOT LN, TETFT A L)L C TH S HESE,
& L7z

TINDL  BAHHE

2IRAZ ) — = 7 CTEIRL 72 10 STHERA 3T O SCHR TEPRHE 2 574l L T 7z,

e - RO APHEDOHE I LT 8 LI TAHE A Z R0 T, ZONFIERCT @ 44 >*Y, %%
TFIYAIGRY, YAFIT A4 v L Ca— 1", %hHNRE 2/ Thot, T
? 2 CHRIZBI L T HALR TEIHEIZ S A 3785 O MEMESE T N — BRI T b bl o G PHE
AFAEL TV MY,

RCT 24 *Y, YAF<F4 v 27 L¥a— 1" THALXD Sl OBIFEEE T N — BRI < ]
FHIB T OMEWES T B —HFRIF~OBATHI A STV L0533 (RCT) TIEHFHIBIT @
JEESE T FMANOBATRICABEEIIRENL o7z BEBITICEL I 4 TIEED 5ol
DRERATHNE R, k1, 9 TERERZNOMAT 1 B ORBERATEI s S T 722330k
6DAYTFH) Y ATRIEEEINREN o720 BEX ) TR GIHEDOBLED S IZELS DI
BRIZEEET, TEFVALNVOBREE L TEC (59) LML



T RNHL 2 BIEE A

2WA ) —= 7 TEIRL 72 10 SCHRH, 8 SCHRT, BRI BERE 2 57ifi L T 72,

4RO RCT?* 1HOAFTFIVIRY v 25T 4 v 7L ¥a—" O 6MIIBVTII,
HALN & il OMEIEGE T N — B ERIUN & iR L7/, BREREICE L TARELRED L h -
720 BV 2MOBHBMIRFICBOT 1Y 3HAROLPHEEICBIFTH LA, 17 13EEA
DLl LTz, BLE X D BB IC O W TSR BES IO ST, TEF Y
ALNVOREELTIEC (§9) LHWFL 7

7 RNBAL 3 g - Hins

2RAZ ) == 7 CTHEIRL 72 10 LR XTOSCECCHRMEE & L < idHifia % 570 LTz,

MM LT 7 CHTHEEZ R0, ZONFUIRCT : 44 24, X¥7F )2 15 °,
HITRRET (28 %Y Tdh o7z RCT: 1M Y, YAFITFA4 v 2L Ea— 18", BTG :
1Y o 3 TIRHILR O A5 B IR E A % Ao 72 & 37ili L T 72,

BB LTl 6 SCRRCREMG L CTH Y 48 > TIdmiflist & b #ilpid 25 - 720 SCHk 3 Tl
HOMMES T K =B8R < 1 F1, STk 9 CIREART1IHoBmmAIHmE I N TBY) wInd
VEBITH o720 Db XD FAMIHES BiE - iR ofur o 3ESORBIZRET, 5y
ALV ORRE ELTIZC (§9) &KL,

T NHL 4 FARTEER

2WA ) —= ¥ 7 TEIRL 72 10 SCHRHR 97T STk C FAfrikg i & 374 L T w7z,
FAHMERICBILC5 LTS LA AOT, ZONFUILRCT (44 49, 28 7FY LA 1%
Tholco BILKDO LV EE OMIES T N —BERIUN & i U T PR 285 & 374l L 72 SCHik
228 (RCT : 18", Shsiiomad - 1#®Y), MW OIS T 1 — B RIUE O ) 2358 & 55 L
7CHRAS2 M (VAT TFA v s LEa— 1T, BABIRE 1E"Y) Thor, X9 (&
FHMHGES) TIRHALR SR L, @E OBRERE T N — BRI 0 )7 256 TS TR R I
TEDRENT BB XY PR OB S AR OB THEBC-ENESED SN TES O
BIZHEET, TEFVALRLVOBREELTIZC (59) LHML7,

777 NAL 5 R M EEE

2WA L) == 7 TR L 72 10 SCHERI 4 C O SCHkC I BRLIILIRE ) 2 5FA L T\ 7z,

HALR DT 25, WH OBVESE T N — BRI & Fei U CA B I BRI RE [ A3 & Gl L 72 82
TR AT 2 8 *10, B L FHIE L 22 CkA 2 M (RCT @ 147, %MK - 1/, 2hbl
S0 6 LHk (RCT i 48, AFT7FIV YA 1M, YATYTAvZ7Lb¥a—1#) ZBVWTIZH
BATRDL o7 X DRBMERICOWTIEmWMAICBWTHRIC—-BE®RZ Aldd, =
EFVALNUVOREELTIZC (59) &MLz,

TINHLG: K
2RAZ ) —= 7 THRIR L 72 10 SCHkA 8 SCHkCTHdi %, 6 SCHk THUW A ol & % 5794l L T 7z,



HALA O 25 OMEIEGET - — BRI & I L CTaA BITEM A58\ & G- L 72 3CRk i 4 #
Tho72h5, ZOWFUIRCT 335 47, A7 7F ) Y 2031 ¥ Th > 720 TH LSO 3 ik (RCT:
2/ VATFRT 4 v 2L a— 1) BV TIERMR TS TH Y, k10 (BIiRHE)
TIXHALATER TR Z L AVR SNz FREEAOMHREICOWTIHEILND 23 % nw L EF
MLZDON2 LM (YAFYF 4 v 2L a— 17, BHANKRE 1Y) oaThy, Z
NPAA O 430k (RCT : 2827, A2 7F ) YR 1%, BABNKE 1Y) cdmimicss
ROl DLXDEIHOLNVOBE, S K RIC—EHEDN R, TETFT Y ALXNILVOIR
SLLTIXC (55) &ML 7z,

FTIRNALT  BEM

2AZ ) —= v 7 TR L 72 10 SCHRH 5 SRR CHEARTE 2 35l L T 7,

A e LCHIBRE R G E 120 L a2 AT 4 v o RS & O & v 7oA 25
D 2N AVRENT W72,

YBHEL LTE, HILR DN 08 QWIS T N — BRI & H L T BICE N & FFli L7223
WA 3 CTH o 72%,, ZFOWNFUIRCT A28 Y, & T7F VI AMN1MWY Thorze —HTAR
AT Ay 7 RFHMIIZB W T HALK &l OIEREST T 1 9 — BRIU I R & v ) #5003 STk
TRENTEY, ZONFIEETRCT THo720 BEXD, GIHERT TRRWIBEEYEAR KD ER
HER LR, WM LRELSIROONT, TETFTVALNLVOBIELTXC (55 &H
Wr L7z

TIMNHL 8 BEHEE

2IRALZ ) —= v 7 TEIR L 72 10 SCHRH 3 STHR CRUE T BE 2 3Ffili L Tw 72,

WFRO 3L £ b RCT Th- 7275 WIS S22 B0 hd o 720 Vb X ) B
JEEEZ O W T IC R B S ITRO LT, TET Y ALANLVO S & LT CH) & HIW L7z,

7 RHL 9 ABHAR

2KAZ ) —= v 7 CEIRL 7= 10 SRk 4 C o SCHkC ABE I 2 374l L T w7z,

YLK DT A5 ORERESE T N — BRI & i U CA RIS ABEI B AV & 57 L 72 3CHk2s 3
WTH o720, TONFUTRCT 314 %, BA N2 26> ThH Y, 2h s o 738 (RCT:
4%, AFZTFIVVRA LM, YATFITA v LEa— 1, BABMKE 1MW) I2BwTid
HEEZRDO L o7 UEX ) ABEMMICOWTHAROA B HEVEIZVAY, TEF VR
LARVOBREELTIEC (59) LHMrL 72,

ITETFVADOMHEENE (HX) OREEFHE
RCT 5D 5 DDOVTNOMEIIHIELDENH Y, ZRZENDOT 7 b LAOWHENE (BE)
BC (§9) TholzZ ehd, &N Y Ty 2AOMEE GRE) & C §Y) [hE L,



IWEED/INT > AFHT

AARTEREAE ¥ — 1203 2 HHRIUR I3 H NS 2 PR Ch 5 2 26, [GIHEDIT ] % [
M - Wi OT |, [ oRER], [FEv, TREmAE] [ ABRBMO®EM] 3307~ b
HATHb, T2 [BMEEREOUSE ] RSN IZREHHO DO TH S, —F [ FHEHOMEE ]
L NRHMEHOER | ZEFICE s THELLZWRHRTHIEDT I AL THDL, WIhD
IETF Y ADMEENC (83) THOWBELIEIDOTONLRH o7,

INSDREFE XD, reduced port % single port (2 X 2 MEFESE T IIHE R D EIESE T S v
ERDONDD, BMEOIEBIBD % CHERIC—EHUEDSHZ VI E, TEFVAIZZLWI Enb,
BRI 7MHIC LT, EWIFHATTI) T 2iHET L L VI fEmICEs 7,

BE - TROMIER - FL

BEONLY»ORL & XDV RREREEG T FF— Tl 2 WS 2 L E 2 5N 25 HEEEO M Tl
DT 7 b A LTHENE  ERE AL EPMITNVTEERRE - HRFEORINIZHREEZRZ 5N S,
SNzl L 3L v,

| smaz

TOEDMHEBETD | TORDFHHETS | THBROKDF R | THRVEKD MR

5=
(RO VHEER) (550 \HE2R) T2 (550 ) % (GRUHEER) Rl

0.0% (0 %) 92.0% (12 4) 8.0% (14) 0.0% (0 4) 0.0% (0 %)




& & (CQ12)

B &l

KREREE [BEENDS L ORE 2 & OREAILR L 7RE] 280, REEo@EkEE RE S
% ENL v, WBEEDRKICIE, JRME - B - EN - AHES S OIEE, ke RE
Wosap O, FLAEZ LR SN £ THEEZ OE#ERE S IRIA V. REFOMEBEREEIC X o T, &I5H-
JERNE SR - PRI IR R0 B PR B e - IREERSAIE DFHE 22 E SR ERE B L, ME B
DIEBI S AT 5o HEIEROYHEL, WREHEIC L 2 HEYEEEO ML B L CREBHE
FMBITONS KEIEDH B, BHEIREBITIMMEES (ureteropelvic junction obstruction:
UPJO) ZxF3 2 B FA 3 B RIE AN (pyeloplasty) T®H ), ##kEEDREIL % UIEET 2
dismembered #: & BJ#E L 7 W non-dismembered #1255 & L5, Anderson-Hynes #1283
SN 5% dismembered pyeloplasty &, UPJO (X9 % BHFAT & L CRAF R S S, B
FMICRBHIZ0~5% & S 20k, KEBEEOIEAY & & HI2 1990 4RI ST
TREHIEHA (laparoscopic pyeloplasty: LP) #3HA 2, /MR Tiibh s k)10 —f
M, BTSN, JERESE T E SR ORI R & LTt MBI 82 &, ABEH#S
ozl FEEICERDL LR EDNEFONRS Y, LP 1d 2006 4 4 AICAHTH RIS 1,
FRCEIBAIZSK & < % B B NER CIHIRERER L LT TR L Tw» 5 Vo Bl
EAFRTIAER 900 AFAT A ER SN, €D 6 FILL LI LP T, ZOMIIHBKFMRTIrbhTw
% (20194 NDB + — 7 ¥ 57— %)% —JT, LP 2B} % KIEPTOREHRIEIXHES) A
B L B S ET, BIRTMICHRCTTRME M AE <, learning curve bEWY, Tk
IGBERODE, WIHOKFTA FF A4 2 Tld, BIRTFW &L LP OB 2a%, K
B SO THRED b Nz, 2R, [LP TIEFMIEER SRV ATRIRER, S HETRE
HKIIFRFMEFETH Y, WMEEBELERT 20RENH L L2 oHRTE L (IR 2,
IUFYALANNVC) ] & BHERCAER S vz s

—7J7, FMEEO ARy PABIEE SN, B ICN T 2 Pl IR AT) & RS, 2002
EIZ UPJO IR 20Ky BT (Robot-assisted laparoscopic pyeloplasty : RALP) #%
Wi s DE, SR HLSNE - AEEISHT 5 RALP O BB R, BT
LP L DI % &%  OMEPITON TS, FHMLET Ry b OE RIS RALP FAif:
BxmL<sh, REO/NEEHICBI 2 EEEEMOERIERICL S L, 13~ 18ROER
Y DH 80% 12 RALP Tiibh T2 "o ARIFTIE 2020 4 4 H 12 RALP 2RI S hiz 2 &
bHY, SHRFMEROMMATFRING,



B EREB TR EABENSZIHLTORY M
ERE TSI MR RIREEIhEH?

BIREBTHBBRENEEZICH L TORY NIEEEE TEZHMRM AT & &5 < HiE
ER:E HROB ; HUHRE, TEFADREEYE EX) ;C (5L

B s

CQZzEELRRKRFABELLEETR

B PR RS AT E A S X B KRR L3 A BN UL B T D, BT T R
HEHREPIIE SN T b, T3 20RO N, JBIESE T, o Ry 33T (Robot-assisted
laparoscopic pyeloplasty : RALP) 23 S, RBEBRHFEE LA D 2 HETWw5D, 2012 412
RALP O EPNE 1 HIA47hh Y, 2017 41/ - A D b+ 22 Bl PR Sz P 2020
A4 FIIEBRIGER S, DHPETHSHES SICTFMREEAmT s 2605, —HT, Bk
T AT 3 BTt R B B2 T4 T TS 90% DL L D B W IR I R 25 )i S TB D, RALP O
WVEDSHIREIC S S v &) BRI 2 B S 5 o

MRFRAERDBE

K CQ IZxF LT, pelvi-ureteric junction obstruction, ureteropelvic junction obstruction, laparoscopy,
pyeloplasty, robot-assisted pyeloplasty, laparoscopic pyeloplasty @ 6 2D ¥ —7 — FB X U2 i
DX =@ THFEEIT o7 (BFEH 2022420 TH)o ZOME, 1RAZ ) —= v 7T 333
XA ENT, o5 h, BEESETEREEM (Laparoscopic pyeloplasty : BLF LP) B X O
RALP DGR SN TWD 22 L a it L, 1 ZBmml 7z, &5 23 @I L T2 %
AN =2V T &fToT2 2IRAZ Y —=V 7 TlR, RCQOT 7 M AHLATHL “HHREIE", i
BAPHESER", PR L& B, ERBDE ZR LP & RALP OB EN TV 2, &
ErfEEl UOME L, R¥EIIC 6 mssilil Sz,

T NDLA AERIR
BRI T 205003 6 LAY Lo 1 Xhss v ¥ 2Ll (RCT)Y, 3

WYAFYT A7 LEa— (SR, 2@ CAERIR AT 'Y Th - 720 BEBKMICHBIT 2
ERBEHOERIMEICL > TUEHDEND 5. QWM (BHEEERECHIRL ) 757 1)
TOFTRYEL, QHEEROWE, w9 2 Oo0IEE iz Lod O ZEEKY) (success) &%
FLTVAHENS V, LP & RALP # R L 72M— RCT” 13 MV an sl Sh, w5idk# 3
PH~1T R ETORRE - HEEBETH S, LP (n=27) & RALP (n=26) OEHIIFEIL, LP 92.6%,
RALP 100% T& ) A &I RSN ad 72 (p=0491), F 72, FLIIE (infant) ZxF% & L7z SRY
T3 LP (n=323) & RALP (n=173) OEIIHIZZNZN 975%, 948% THEZ IR SN Lh -7z
(p=021)s /N - WA Z GO AEBIR RS 'Y TH, LP (n=76) & RALP (n=140) ®MIhHIZ,
96.05% & 97.86% & A E A E RO TR (p=0.736) 0



—77, SR ® 2T, LPICI~RALP OEHREDHELARICE P> 728 T AR EZHE LW
5 (ZhZh, OR=051[95%CI: 0.31-0.84] , p=0.008° ; OR=251[95%CI: 1.08-583], p=0.03"), =
D X912, LP & RALP OEFBEIN G S L 35 i & RALP OB R W & § % 28R 4E L
ThY, BN TIEIIHELZESEIOT LNV, ZOFFRIE, HEIEFIAY B, S RA F TIE
N, BEOEREIKRE LSRR DL L, $HIC LP TIEME R FAM T — 2 OFGHENHBRRIIRICK &
BT LEEZONLZ L, BEBRDOERIHE—EIN TR &, & EIFEENE (indirectness)
RNA T A A2 (risk of bias) DFEAELRDHIFSNL, F72, ZHZ D LP HIKDHEBKIIEH 90%
PR mEwzo W, LP L AT RALP O B M2 5121&, HIME RS 2 /85
LUENHY, TORBBRHTRELZIET VAo w—REHEN SN,

Q2RAZ ) == 7T LZZ6 XD H B, 253LTLPIZL 5XRALP OEHBIIFR T
EPHE SN TV, 4L TRABENBDOONG N o72720, T M A A1 GEERIE - 14 -
EEE YN NS HRPEFML7z. MXBETT Y M 2002 &ANEZ L, HEEH
DAEWRPERIEIN, MICIES2ENH AT L ENOL TV AOMENIZ C (89) & KB L7z,

T NAL 2 MREHERER

[t A OERE SRS ) ISP a3 6 i CA%% 4 L7z 1A RCTY, 3asCA SR, 23
DSEBI RAFSE ©10 T o 720 Wi AIHEIZ DV TIZZ { ®F#H L T Clavien-Dindo 4348 12 # U 7252
WAassn, RO EPIESRA2 (overall complication rate) & L THE S Twb, RCTY TiF,
LP & RALP O & BHEFRAERICITAE A IR (LP 76%, RALP 75%, p=1.0), 2 2 ®JE % EF
RTHOHELIIRD LN TRV (FRZFR, LP 18%, RALP 13%, p=059”; LP 1.3%, RALP 3.6%,
$=0596"")c 3D SR DI B 2 WTW, WH D EHPHEFRAERIHEAZRO SRTWAW(ZhEh,
OR=151[95%CI: 0.91-251], p=0.115" : OR=0.61[95%CI: 0.36-1.02], p=0.06"). —75, AL Z %%
L L7z SRY Tid, LPIZHARALP T FICAPHERERSE . (LP 9%, RALP 16%, p=003).
FEERICHA S & Clavien grade 1-2 TIEEDR WS DD, grade 3-4 TRALP I3AZICHIHED A
HHE L (LP 15%, RALP 5.7%, p=0.01), RALP Tz R —bH A bAL =T BELHEEN TS
Yo TOXIZ, WMHRATHEICDOW TS BBREIE L MR RBERL 2 M2, WL > T
W7 5IE—EM (inconsistency) 23H 5% E, BVWIETFT VALV EELZ EIZHEETH 5,

Mt L7726 D) B 5L TId LP & RALP & ORI A IHERAEROAEZIIAD T, 1
X TIE RALP THEICAPHERAERNE N o720 TOD, T M h A2 (it G PHESRAESR - & -
FEEE 8 M) 1IN S BRI REFHE L7z MR EE OERRLERTUCIES S E DY, TETF VA
OWEFEMEIXC (55) & L7

7 NBL 3 F AR

[T ) SRS 2R SCId 6 s OS54 L 720 1 3CASRCTY, 3 a3 SR, 2 F L AER]
AT > TH o 720 TN, WHIERSRTORVL 005, RAOKEHUH S A
FTELEHRTIMETTELE B TH Do RCT Tl LP ICH~R RALP T3 A B T 235 2
7z (LP 13926 +4321 4%, RALP 105.19+2287 4, p=0.001)" SR ® 9 b 2 #Ti&, FAHlEHIAE
EFLDPoE LTHBY (MD=12.12 [95%CI: -16.84 -41.08], p=0412° : MD=-0.15 [95%CI: -30.22



- 29931, p=0997), AW E KL L L7z SRY TI&, LP 2 5 RALP TIE Al H HICER
LCw/z (LP 137+45 47, RALP 179+49 43, p=0.0001). —J5, JEBIXIEAFZECTIE, FHEERICAH
F#IFE v (LP 24245, RALP 22545, p=025) 25 RALP TIZ#RERIEBIASHE 2 5 12D T FAliiee i
PHEBEICHERT A (p=0005)" Z &%, LPIZ< 5 RALP TR M4 28y (LP 132 4,
RALP 12245, p=0042)"0 Z & EDMEENT WS, D XD iR oIE—EM (inconsistency)
BHONZERIE, FFIEOICHTFMRES, BRERCHEOZ A LEASGEATwE LY
—lEEZObN5,

MEt L7269 H 3L TIXLP & RALP O PRI MICAHEEN %L, 2T TIXLP I 5
~ RALP O TR A 128 <, 1330 Tld RALP O AR I A ZICERE LTz, Tk
LT —EN0S 57—y 2 ARSI ENTEY, 7 M A A3 (PRI - 2% - TEE 75
IR L&KM L7, SEREIUSIES D EATKE L, 8T Y ADMEFEMEIE DOEFIZETV) & L7z,

IETFVADHERYE (BX) OHRATM
HRZT7 Y b ALTHL [HREIER QR ], [RaiHERESR (F)] o7y 205N
EEheh C (59) Tholz/d, RN AIE TV ZA0MFENE (38S) 13 C (59) ZkE L7,

WEED/INT > AFHT

R REBATER MBS (uretropelvic junction obstruction @ BL'F UPJO) ®EFIZ & o T
ENRHEENDL L, Tabb BRI 12X - T, BEER %5, WIRMIMR, RERISEZR &)
DFFN, BHEREOMRIHONL L BEZ Lo THE LLHEBEOHNZDOLDOTHY, "I @
T MNILTHD, ), [MBEAIHERER] BEBECES>THTLLZVWHETHY E o7
TANIATHD, WTFNRLZEF YV ZAOMEMEIZC (39) LELARVb oD, LPIZHXRALP O
RIS ZNL ETH Y, MREIHERERIFENRLRLL VIR RIB S N2, F72,
LP IZHAR RALP TFEMRMAEM T2 2 L 2 METE 287 ¥ RIEZ L, UPJO IC & % KE
FEDO B, AYELSMA T TRIL S AON, S 5ICHEEC EEE LIRS 7 & KM IR R
HOE, BRAORAER, HRHARES, SEREOKTENZ S, SMARELUET 5, 77
MM T L) LI2BEERETHCEERL, @ M —= 7oA A LT 5 —
LADLE, LW REMNREMET T, LPIZHARRALP 2179 S #RELTLIVEEZ LN,

BE - MROMES - FL

BEEEROILDSD & HICaRy PEBEFME A TORMS N, EHEE % g% <
O XA S TV 20 NS, AR TR ZNL EOERMEIHONL Z LT,
B - TROMEICOBP L 720-EMCLZITANONS L E 2 Hb, RALP X 2020 44 A A
SIRBIER S TV %, SRIOMETIET A MROFHIILIT> TS, RALP I LP & F U
HEThrb7-0, BHEAMIFASETH S,

LA, SR SRAF TR W &, BREBIREER T A % A0S 25
HFHETAHI L, MXRPFHEPLEHTHL L, DS, SR 2179 ETIEMA BN 7 21 A7
IET %0 72, HBERDOEFRICOWVTDH, £ ITWRMEIC X 2 5% & AR O W % i 72



THDOELTWAEY, BARR L FERHERHICOWTED O Did v, 5%, LP &£ RALP
DIEFBE R LT 20 THhIUE, 29 LABEREFORIEEZAT - 7REH AR AL ELE 25
b, £, AR EZ/NBERAEZXNETIRFE 2170722835, SHED ISR -
FAHTRE ] DG RN IE—EH TR S 7z,

S, Tl CE o727 PALALLT, ®EW - FROBE - F—=7h—7 -3 M
EVFFOND, ZOIED, REBHEICOWTH T TETB LT 4H%ORELEEL LN D,
F7EAE, WA S 1 AR R R E 10kg K20 AL EAD RALP ICHF 2 W2 2 Cnd, &
I L7z WIFAMIC RALP AAE L) 2R €7 ¥ 23R v, RBIGR S, RALP % %3
LIEREAHE 2 CTB Y, 2021 4 1 H 5 513 BB @ National Clinical Database 08§k 23
—3&N7ze 29 LHEROEGO D &, Gk, AT RALP ICHT 27 Y ZADRIMAE £
s,

(OR =% v Xt (odds ratio), MD =3t (mean difference))

TOKDHEHEET S | TORDF<HETS | THBROKIFHIIHE | THOROKDRHELER

521
(GRUVHER) (580 \HE2%) T% (55LH#) 9% (GRUHES) Bl

0.0% (0 %) 100.0% (14 4) 0.0% (0 %) 0.0% (0 #) 0.0% (0 £)




& & (CQ13~14)

BEBERE L0 AR L LT, £ 5 < B TANIC X BB Afil (ORC) AMThh T & 7275,
1993 4E1Z de Badajoz E & 78IS FEEME 4 (LRC) Z#iG L Y, DAEICHBWTH 2012 4F
WCBRBRIGR S 7zo $72, 2003 4F Menon S12 & D 0 F v b3 PAHNIC X 5 BEbE 4 (RARC)
DY STk, Bk dOicB0RICE R L, DAEICHE VT 2018 FISHRBIGR S iz,
JEREGE FAT R TR v bR FAM O iR EICE ), LRC/RARC X ORC & if OEE#EAT & 22 D)
2O B BRI T 2B ARM I 5T LRC/RARC 23 S N5 212D WTid, ORC
(2T LRC/RARC i3 P I AR 2 2 @I H 2 oo, i34 7% A bHiER
B OBEFERIZBEVWTORC L =RV EHS, —HMICIIHREINS Y, — KT, RFET
W E W E R CEOMEZ AT A0 B VT HHERI N PITEITEK S, T2, BEEEfE
DIRBEEE 2 AKEN T XTI (ICUD), HEESNTITH 2> (ECUD) 2oV T, KKREL
THERODHDLEZIHATH 5,

KAA FF4 >~ Tid, LRC/RARCIZHDZHEDH B, 1) RARC O % v 72 R 2 1R
HEE LTk (ICUD) 13RS a7, 2) clinical T3 o JRIFTHEATBEBERE 12k 2 a4 4%
B ic BV CEESE T Tt (LRC/RARC) IR SN 5%, IC2oWTHY Rz 72, CQ &
LTI EFeho 7228, BEi#Eic2o W T b RIS LRC/RARC 2 CE 20 b HE L T —
X THb, RlE 2R E LIFRIER SN 5%, M A O R 50 10 fil 20 3 & BE Tl & £8
7 Y, EREE R T & S THER H R IS SRR AR A 5 727, WD TORBITO
HETH DA, 5l ETH o T RARC I & 2 BB il o BAH o B2 T2,
propensity score matching X ¥ 7-JEE kL L HELE R L -7 FOWMENH D, TDIHIC
IEFYARTHLEER RV OO LT LRC/RARC BT 2 LEid v & %
Zbhb,

LRC/RARC R 7ZHEELETHY, BOBVWIEF Y ALZLVONREETH L, AFA K
FTA VTRTRELRRY T U7 Y AR BOMET 2R 72, FM7T 7 b 23 A OREE R i
HOFMFHIC LD LA b RE V. EOMREBINT 2008, 4 K54 V225 TEDS
DT BHEMPO) A7 RHLDER L ECHEICRET S EVET L,



RARC DigE%xMHV-REEmEE UCHIEARR
BEZEEi% (ICUD) (3ARE5 R IEZE ;% (ECUD)
ERBLTHIBIh DD

RARC DiEZRWRBEMEE LT ICUD 2175 225 < HET %,
772 LR T ORRER, B4 DEFICISUT, BEICERPAHZRFT I NETDH 5.
HROE ; 5HUHRE, TEFVADEEY (EX) ;C (585LY)

B st

CQEaEELRRKRRBEL LIEER

BUA B R BT |2 DB 2 IR AR 1E, S F &% 2liasis ST b, 1969 4712 Nils Kock
2 & ) B THA S 7z Kock Pouch”, 44013 BPESE I 0HE 5 augmentation (2 S 7z lmll &
B % 9 Mainz Pouch?, 1985 412 Rowland %12 & - THif & L7z Indiana Pouch® 7 &3 %
yTd o720 LA L Kock Pouch 3B HEIEFLISIZBIT % &P *, Mainz Pouch % Indiana Pouch
IR OFFEHEDE 22O N o fzo BUED R L 4o T % I BHE X
Bricker (2 X Y 1950 4F ¥, #lEMEIE Couvelaire 12 & 0 1951 4R IC3REG S 72 O ARIBIIEIEHRE B 12
BUF BIREEE M, AR EE RN e EHE 2R T 5720, WREFHEIZ & - THIAE
TRBELRMNTH D, BFy MRS EMN (RARC : Robot-Assisted Radical Cystectomy)
BB REZ MM T, WRRENRRNT &) VSHiSRERICa Ry b2 T7 Y Ry F 07 LT, &
AL TR WL & B - BB o 3E i & AT O IREEAMR #2418 (ECUD: Extra-Corporeal Urinary
Diversion) &, TR ML ) RPEN TR TORBERTH 2 55%§ 2 ERPENREEZR ICUD:
Intra-Corporeal Urinary Diversion) ® 2D )ik dH 5,

REEROBE

A CQITH LT 2021 4 3 H F T & 1L72 3wk % robot-assisted radical cystectomy, urinary
diversion, intracorporeal, extracorporeal ® 4 O F -7 — FB LIP3 KD F - L TREZIT-
7oo ZORER, TRy NIRRT 5 SCHkIZ AT 630 kD D, LT RToOF—
77— R TIE 66 ST S N7z 1IRAZ ) —= 2 7T 43 SCHkASkRAb S, 18 SCHRICBIL T 2
RAZ) ==V T#fio72e 2RAZ ) ==V FTIEARCQDIHRDOEKRT 7 b A THL “Mitstrbt
SEDWAD”, “FREE WM & B2 5L LCRE L, RIS 18 STk T S vz,

RARC D42 8 & B & [ %5 o Btk % R L 72 ARE 2880 RCT™Y <&, BT & [ Bk
DFHTITH ECUD BHWHN TS, —J, 4O RARC O KIZHEv, ICUD o M %R
FTHGE T 2 TV B, ERE, ROk 28 Mgk, RARC 972 #1 @ International Robotic Cystectomy
Consortium (IRCC) @7 — & X— Z 2B W T, 20054E120% TH - 72 ICUD O E|E 2%, 2018 4RI
LARD 95% ERIEINZHMLTHB Y, T OMIANISHEEN (0%2 5 23%) (2T, BEEE (0%
MO T3%) TEXVHEETH-7" LA L, 20224 BAEICB VT, ICUD & ECUD % [k L 72



RCT 3F7ERT, TNZNOMREREN DD 2 L 2 RS L LED D 5o

T NAL  HTRABHE

JREGZET TR Mk b RE 2 ME L 22 MBEAHEICEHLT, AT+ I AELSL  DREGIX
HWFZECld, ICUD & ECUD OB TZDFRARIIHEA IRV EREI L TWS Y05 [cUD ©
ML B O A IHERAER MRV & § 25558 210 233 5 —J7,  FHRI R MR 72 5 Blek A 2212 35\ T
(&, ICUD TABHERERVPAZFICHV EHRE SN TWwE M2 72721, ZOEFIX LTI, 1
i) A 2 7 347 T High grade O & HHEICE X% < Y, BIEHICAIEOTIEIZRD LY L 3hT
Wb,

7 NAL2  FTEEHE
TR LT, A% 7393 ATIZICUD & ECUD XE & 4 2 85255 v 08B0 a3
ECUD ® 3%, F7213 ICUD O F AN 2 vy HEddH ), —EDRMRIE %V,

FINDAS  HinE - HimE
M & BRI B LT, EARMIC ICUD @ A AN E, Bl & b 12K & v ) i 101819 s
%<, ICUD ofEE VR 5,

T NhLA  HETERBE

WHRAERHBICE LT, WMBICAEEIZVEWVI XFTF) Y 2AOHE B 3% 0n—7,
ICUD THPIED L\ & ENFEFIRTIRIFZETIZ ICUD OB BEVE VIR MY ThHh, Thd
—EDFRIIHE SN TR,

TIRNALDE BEXR
HFEEICB LCid, ICUD THBICHERMENE WA AT TF I Y ZAOHEY 8H 55, %<
OHETIE TR INTES T, FHMENEEE VW2 5,

L IOE TIZ ICUD & ECUD DFHli O A& AT - 7245, WS ho 23 EL D72 v, BUE
ICUD TIZmp8EE 2479 2 L A% <, ICUD #BEMIZ O W T2 L T b L IXF Vv,
Lt%, MBS, B 2RI T ICUD & ECUD ORIz R A3, aXRy M BT
¥tk Ar 584 T ICUD & ECUD 24 5 \hWw 5 “Hybrid” d#Ef§ 5 LEHH %, 72 ICUD
OWINMZ XY, REWEIIEAE%Z I 5 $7- 912 indocyanine green (ICG) % A\ 7z ML 2-M 0 A
BRI NTEB Y 7, 5535 % 55 lio ko 5 b, ICUD & ECUD o2 B W T, RCT
REORIET VA LNVOECIIRIIAFAE LRV 209 2, £72RARC 2 E#H#E L %2> TH
AL, RBENO Y 4T, ko THhtEgR S—=vr7h—7, BEUNZPERERCERER &
DORBEOWMF DA THT, UL TZOELORFEIIOVT VARV, LA L, ICUD idHiiE - #ifi
HOBPHEC)FIRADH Y, HEEELFL LTHRTICUD 252 IR LA-X 912, AT
ZDOWIA D Ho RARC IZB 1) B JREEZ M OEIRICIB VT, ICUD & ECUD, ZhZNDFE &K



HaeBf L7z LT, TS O e OREFNIZIE T, HEIZEHRTHZRET RS TDH
5o Gk, AFTH ICUD JEFIOFER], REIBOMNT, Hilf X % RCT OMEFVLETDH 5.

TETVADOMHEEYE (M) OMEEFHE

WBRLZT77 ML THD [0l : MBEHEOWY )], [02: Pk oEH &%) oy
Y ADHEEEIZVTFNRL C (§9) ThoZo7e®d, EARMNAIEY T Y A0MEE (RE) & C §) 12
P L7z,

WEED/INT > AFHE

S OME T, RARC 2179 BEIZE o T [MEAEIEDWA ], [FikH /] (& ECUD &
HARTHL» AN ZRTI LI TE LD o7z, LaL, [HILE - @i ]| i2onTig,
IUF Y ADMEEZIHOPBEZICE > THEFLWRIRLEZEZON, “BOT Y NI LATHE, —H
(WA H B DMK B LV [FFE - BRBVOWMN] ZEHFCE>THELLZVWHRTHY
DT M ALER, REZ-EORBIPEOLN TRV, DEX), Wwihd T ¥F A0fEE
PEIZEH VAT RARC 2179 IS LT ICUD %255 < ST B I2HE - 720

£E - MROMERH - FL

2022 4EBE, ICUD 25— MRICIE L 2T AR SN T WA EIZE Vv, LA L, ICUD IZHEFH O H1k
WEMEEERE DL, GOHEZ BT X 2 WML SIEROSICHA 7200 LTRZIFARD
nNpllbhd, 2720, BERERHERNZZT2EHICE > T, ICUD2ECUD 22 &0 b, IR
ZHOME HEEtA, WEEE, JREREE,rRE) PEETHL L IHETH L, K72 ICUD
DRETORBEERICBVTHETLLTWS EIZSVEEVBLIRTIE, M4 ORI B MEE - &
Yhk+SICERL, BEOEGBIUBKSAORED ST 2T, FWF—2 048 - 0%
HOBYNHWT L 729 2 TOMKOREZE T EETRETH S,

| smaz

TOEDMHERETD | TORDFHHETS | THBROKDTF R | THOROEKD MR B L
(RO VHEESR) (550 \HEER) T2 (550 1) % (GRUHESR) *
0.0% (0 %) 93.0% (13 %) 7.0% (14) 0.0% (0 4) 0.0% (0 %)




Clinical T3 QBT T BIEH L TR
ICBVTIEIESEFH (LRC) /0Ky MBI B F i
(RARC) I3BIBE4#7 (ORC) LB THBE N BH

Clinical T3 D EFEITEEMREICX T BB SMERMICE L TRREFM (LRC) /OKRY b3xZ

EEIEHEFMN (RARC) %175 &%&FHHET D,

7e72 LR PiTE DORRER, B4 DEFICIHLUT, BEICHAVYHHEZRAITNETH B,
HRORE ; 55UHERE, TETVAOHESEME (BX) ;D GEEICHELY)

B s

CQZzEERRKRFABELLEETR

05 e i T P T D i Vx5 A IR R B R B IbE e Bl (LRC: Laparoscopic Radical Cystectomy) &
BRI AR (ORC: Open Radical Cystectomy) % H#L7- RCTYY, oK v ik ati
Bl (RARC: Robot-Assisted Radical Cystectomy) & ORC Z ML 7= RCT™ 12Xk 2 F v &
12X 0, LRC K U'RARC ODHHEIIBMAZITANSGNTE T2 b 00, FFTETEENRE 2RI
fTHN7z RCT WXHAEF TICME L, BISIIZEIC X 23E T 72135 RCT O TN ITHE R 2 520 %
BETH L,

REBEROBIE

K CQ IZx} L T radical cystectomy, locally advanced, robot assisted, laparoscopic ® ¥ —7 — K &
V3ARDF -G L THRREAIT o720 T ORR, 43 XA S N7z 1IRAZY) — = 7T 29 ik
DRSS, 4R LT2RAZ ) =20 7 %4757 2IRAZ ) —= Y 7 TIFACQ DD E
K79 b ALTHLD MEGIHEOKT", “EARomm”, “HillE - WROKT" 2372258
d & U THRET L, 3L 10 SCHRDS T 2 vz,

10 SCHROBEEHE LRC vs ORC 34 ™, RARC vs ORC 5 #i *"''", LRC & RARC O#i% 1 #id
299 % 5725 RARC vs ORC D 1#i#3 RCT, ZOMIMIZr — 22> b — VA Y 74 Tho720

FTIRNBL  TEAGHE

LRC & ORC OHIEIZB VT, MBEGIHEICHL TR TRy ¥ 54 —2a7<vF 7 (PSM:
Propensity Score Matching) % 47- 7= Huang 5 @55 ” (LRC 158 il vs ORC 158 fil, = ¢T3 ¥4
EBE5 D 43%) TIE, ERERICBWTY, pT4 2130 YA HEEREE (N+) OFEFICBWT
b LRC TEEBHERD R E SN TBY, KD 2HWTIEEL LTV RV,

RARC & ORC ®HEIZHE VT, itk & BHEICH LT PSM %17 5 72 Zennami 5 O#Hif "V (RARC
60 %1 vs ORC 60 B, = ¢T3 45 RARC 28% vs ORC 32%) T, RARC (Z &4 PHiE R e 4 L
T ADEEH PN L EHE L TW5 25, Sharma 5O 2 (RARC 65 i vs ORC 407 fil, =
pT3 #4112 RARC 47% vs ORC 46%), Guang 5O ¥ (RARC 19 # vs ORC 21 B, = ¢T3 #



13 RARC 47% vs ORC 38%) T4 &6 M O Clavien-Dindo 703 M E VL O A HHEICZE X R 2o
T2EMELTWS,

TINAL2 EFJXR

LRC & ORC D IZB W T, AEfFRICEH L T Huang 513, pT4 F 7213 N+ OJER Tla 4475
(OS: Overall Survival) (Zi3Zix Wb 00, SAEM ALK (PFS: Progression Free Survival)
I ORCHETRIFTH o2 WE LTS "o ZOMD 2 #2355\ Tid Celen 505 ¥ (= pT3 T
& 72 LRC 35 #il vs ORC 39 #il % %4, = ¢T3 #41& LRC 57% vs ORC 64%), Rios 5 D #H# ¥ (pT3
Td 72 LRC 108 B vs ORC 108 il % %4, = ¢T3 ®%4 LRC 16% vs ORC 13%) T3 MEF5sAAE
WM (RFS: Recurrence Free Survival), OSIZZEIZFED Loz ENTW5S,

RARC & ORC O I#RIZB VT, EHFFHIZE LT RARC & ORC # B # LR L RARC O 2 4E4EF
KDL VER i L7z RAZOR trial ® (RARC 150 # vs ORC 152 #, = ¢T3 $##&1& RARC 14% vs
ORC 14%) O THHFIZ 5T pT3 FEBI J U pT4 FEBIC BT d RARC & ORC @ PFS 1271332
DRV EEZWE LTS, NCD O F— % % FEIZHT L7z Reddy 5 OE " Gl % pT3-4N0
and pT (any)N1-3, RARC 2544 ] vs ORC 9,062 ) Tix OS Jt0F30 H, 90 HAEMFHRIZEZHD %
WE ERTWAh, Zennami 5O Y TIid= ¢T3 HEBI% 14 & L7224 7#HT T RFS, CSS 127 % 7
DRV EEREL T2,

7INALS  HlE - i

LRC & ORC ®HEIZHB VT, HMIMEICH L TIZ# U T LRC BECHBICHIMES D h otz b &
hTws ™,

RARC & ORC ORIRIZBWT, HIMEICH L T4MmoHE " TERERTVED, wihd
JREGEATIER 721 TOMEHIAITb T, RFTEITRE B S ko 38— b Tk i
- I3 RARC THEI A h oz ShTwn s 819,

7 NALA  FTER

LRC & ORC DHIKIZB VT, FHBIICOWTEIIAD Ehoizt EhTns ™Y,

RARC & ORC @O RIRIZB VT, FMEEMICE L TAMOMETEREINTVE 25, WINb /AT
HEATHE B 720 ToMEHIT bR TV R S FEREITEGI LA S G2k o 2 & — T4l
ICB LT RARC THEIIERET 2 L@ shTwng o1,

TINHLD  BRE

LRC & ORC ®MI#IZB VT, FHHIH LT Huang, Rios 5 ¥ 137%#0F, Celen 51& LRC
HCRITHEOEENE D -2 L 8E L TWw5 2%, LRC B CHAMLFHEE 2 21 T 5 &KW
B IRE I TnE Y,

RARC & ORC O IHZIZ BT, FHHEHICHE LT RAZOR trial® KU Zennami & O "V Tld 4
HEMTEZED RV ERE LTV 5D5, RFEITRES TOMTIZfTbh T, RARC OEW
AR IZ DWW T 13 22 26 D% 2 S UU4E L 72 International Robotic Cystectomy Consortium (IRCC)



database % f##7T L 72 Hussein & O " (446 ), LR rPJeiE 548, &K 14 4, = pT3 fEflid
43%, N+ FEBNIX 24%) TIEEEHEHE 51%, Clavien-Dindo 20738 1T EE DL I 23%, 10 4F RFS, CSS, OS
DZFNZFN59%, 65%, 35% & I, RO ORC ODEMNE E LKL THEBEO LW 2L Tw
%o

IEFVADHEERYE (BX) OHMSFHE

HRETT M ALATHD [QL: MBEIHEOWA (3) ], [Q2: AR (3% ), [Q3: il
B EOKT %)) 2z, TRCETLIEREE [Q4: FHRHOERE ()], [Q5: M
KON (E)] oOwFhd T ¥F Yy 2A0MEEIED GEFICIEV) Tholld, &kl F
YAOEENE (BRE) 1E D FEFICE) 1ICPE L7z,

BWEEDINT > AT

Clinical T3 O Jy T AT RS 253 2 B A BRI 12 BV CIERESE T4 (LRC) /1R v 33
JEGE T (RARC) ORATICE 5 [ S HEDRA ], [HEARoRN], [HilE - @O T
BREICES>THFEFLWHIREEZON, "B OT7 Y N ILATHD, —F, [TMHHOEERE], [H
FEOBM ] ZBEICE S THFI L ZWHIRTHY, “E D77 M LTH5,

LRC & ORC O HZIZHB W T, HIME2 LRC TR WAEITW TR OMETLRBETH 5725,
FHEDPEN T LG THRM SN TB VIEFAOBIUCIZ T+ G 2179 LEXID L, — 5T
Rios 5 D55 ¥ TIEEFCHRHLFREDTEIT S T &, LRC O TIEATRI L ReE D
JifT SN TV BEEIRN T E AR L TV A REE D & 5. Kubota 513 54 10 cT3-cT4 O )5
I AEAT PEIE G (20 U CAT AT 2 AT L 728 & AT L 72 %2 o 72 BEI2 B 5 LRC DR # %R
I, MaattE, minE, FREEEICEEED o2 b 00, 0S, FEFRAELEER (CSS:
Cancer Specific Survival), RFS (RHT & OBEIEN) (2B W TR bk i i CHRICETTh -
22l EHEL TS 'Y, RARC & ORC @ H#ZIZ3H VT, RARC i3 RAZOR trial® o4 7##i T
pT3, pT4 FEBNZ BT ORC & 2 FEFEFBAMFRIETAD LV WG I, r—Aa3 v tu—
VAZFAIZBVTH RFS R CSS 12V E T 2% Y 2380, SFEMICB VT AHEICH
MEDSPRNZERS, RFTETEICT L TLMEISSIER L T S el PRI, Lo LE
FrMEAHEBNCBE L7z RCT 138 <, 200 OmERNCBE L Iiia, FAKER, FEs CabEiL
Tor—A3 Y Ma—)VAY T4 W70, HEEEFUSIE T RG0SR EEEZ bR S,

PEXY, 27y 2oMEEITVTNID D GEFICHEV) TH S, Clinical T3 @ JFFT#AT
i e V2 0k 3 2 B e A B A 12 3 W T LRC/RARC 28 ORC 1245 % & ¢ 2 Fi 1338 59, LRC/
RARC %55 H#ERET 212 E 572,

BE - MROMER - £#2L

JERESE T, TRy FIRTMIE—HRIILCREMINTETEY, ZOBEBISH T2 E8HE - il
OFIE, BERES T, Ry FEETRIHEINDL EEZ 5N 5H. LRC, RARC & & IZHRBRIGR
ENZAKTHY, BHETORARIIREEDL RV,



| smaz

TOEIRHITT S | TOEIBHIET S | THRNESTHE | ThRNES B HESE .
(R VHESE) (850 #59) 3 (5L VR T3 GRUHEE) *
0.0% (0 &) 92.0% (12 %) 8.0% (1 4) 0.0% (0 %) 0.0% (0 &)




& & (CQ15~16)

ARIE T R4 H5 4 (radical prostatectomy: RP) &, 4FICHAfE4dy 10 4E DL F o B P
RIS LT, AR AT & S hvTw A, BRI, BICFM (open radical prosta-
tectomy: ORP) »S85F ), MEFEGE FARWGIIRI VIR &R (laparoscopic radical prostatecto-
my: LRP) ## T, 5 H T bAENIIBWTH 2R v b T EMRAIH IR/ BT (robot-assisted
radical prostatectomy: RARP) A< K L TwWhb,

2020 4EA\CFAT S NAZMIREHEIESE P A A F I 4 ¥ (B3R 8BV, [HIZBREIC LT
JERESE T TRy b IR TSR T & A5 2 | L9 clinical question 2% LT, [HI
SEWRFE SRS B IEEGE TR 1 R v b SRS TN, BT & F S D B VIR IS
79 2 EDHMEIRTE D (EIEE2 ZEFYALANLVB).| &8N Twas Y, & clinical question
2% LCid, FIZLRP/RARP & ORP % M L 72 AE R LB (RCT) DY AT T4 v
2 L¥a—"? LRP vs ORP ® RCT —#*, RARP vs ORP ® RCT —# " B L O'Z Dt ”,
TR—MFEDOA YT FY AT 2 b LR E S, BRCHEE, RS ORE,
R SR, AR PEERERE 1B L C1d LRP/RARP & ORP &[4, 3 L < 1& LRP/RARP ®
BAEDRENT WS, WREEESE TR AT A 74~ (30 AT TURD, VA7
XTFA v L =SBRSBI 4 3o clinical question (2%H3 % answer & K X <
B2 5L RHEIZZR <, LRP/RARP & ORP iZ[[{% % L < 1Z LRP/RARP DM AR I N T
Who TMIME, WO, MigIREER, Mg rErERkEEICB517 5 LRP & W L 7256 0
RARP DML Y AT 4 v 7 LEa—C X DG SATw2 Y LaL, HoO®wRCT
PARLTVSEZE, RMEEOMENFLELTwEILY, Y2535 4 v 2L Ea—Tik
MisAES, R A7 BEOEE, V) GO, WEOBBRFMER LR EOERSELE
bR 2 L 7 &% limitation £ £ X SN b

AKHALRI4 2 (FHEA) T, 3L 7% 5 clinical question #3.T72o $74bH RP D
B HAEAS, BRI THRBEEAF CTH S Z L A5, LRP/RARP 2B % JRAZERG 14l & 4
FRIAT TN FE R & T TGS L 72,

1. FREEZBGLEM (CQ15)

ORP % LRP I2BWV T b k4 IREZEB LN O TROWMEA SN T E 7225, RARP OEHIZ X
DB EEEA I E L7222 Ik D, S5 ICENAIME S N7z RIGEE I o BHNE,
7 FE fETHL Y, mAETME LT, Ly ABERA, MRS, RENEERRA, R
R, ORISR R, N AT 2 & ORREER LM S HE S hTw b, FHETM
LT, TREBEFE, RiBERE, Z15 % & bE7 complete reconstruction 72 & DRI EE) 1k
MAEmEINT WD, Tz, MiRFME LT, BERSETAY > 7, BEESHES intussusception
% EORIEEF MDA SN T WD, E51Z, REWAEIC X 2MBIREFHADEEIZONVT
DG DD, TNOLOREKE IO S B, LF 7 ARG, MR, BREEFHE KLY
ET Y AL NRVDECIREEED IR TH 5 Lo bhize L LARDS, KRIEER Lo
WMERTLBOIREL BZVARIHPLEFT D ALNVICEZLTLE) 2 &, 7240 high



volume center IZBIFAHENLZEFT Y AL NLVDN— 225 TWAH I LR EDNA, T ADK
EVZ LT HEEPLETDH), SOLIBHAPLETH D, T 72REZED LM Oz EIR
FTHBICIE, BETRSREGICRE BT L L, JRESEN LM oS B lEY % +5%
BEINEZRETHLI L2 BHICELRETH S,

2. HEERFEFH (CQ16)

ORP 2BV TIE SN MR GET M OM S, LRP/RARP IZBWTHAENEIN TS, §¥F
\ZRARP I2B W T, HEAMRHEMEMEomMEICEY, FHNZN-FVE TR vwsTh
#ETIE ARV LRP/RARP IZB VT, HERBIA T (FhRMERBIRA T - IRIEER M) & L
THEINZ OO, BINA T ADHFAET LU RESDH Y, IS5RIMHAPLETHL, 72
ZOBHRHFEED T EEEINLERETH S,



FISIRSIEIC T BIEIEET / 0Ky MR iR S
HBRRAIC BT, RERBBITDHERINDZH?

BILBRIEICXT T DRRIESR T/ OR Y MIERIIAREMBFRMICE T, REFSREZMERHORKRE
RUEZBNE LIERREDIEME L TITS &2 #RET 5.
HRORSE ; MUOHE, TEFAOHEEM (8X) ;B (FiEE)

BISLARFEICXT T DRRREE T OAR Y MERINIREWRMICEWVT, LF U ARBFZMERTHN
DFRRFELEE BN E LIREREBLEME L TITO ZE2H[HHRET D,

WRORE ; 550\ HE, TEFAOHEREY (8Y) ;B (PiEE)

BIALBRFEICK 9 DRREEEE T O/R Y MABRISLIREFERRATICH VT, BESERREE, KERETE.
BRI IR SE7F, B1EEHE, Complete reconstruction ZREZERSIEMTE L TITO 2 &%
FHHRTD. HROBRS ; HUOHE, TEFURAOEEYE GBRY) ;C (3BLY

BIMLAREICK T BREREEE T OR Y MREAIIRSFERMICH VT, AERHET, DAL
A>T, BERESEER intussusception &, EiHESIC KD EMKEMS, BEMESRZAL
TeBEREFREM) & Z RRZRGLEMT & U TITD Z EIFBARERERD TE RN,

HROEX  #RBLL, TETVAOHESENE GEX) ; C (FHLY)

B s

CQZzEERLEBRAELE LIEER

B SZIBRRE RS9 B IEIESE T/ 1R v b SRR IR AR 12 331 B IRRZERG 1A &, A 12 DR 25
EUEIELWEND LN, FAOMACBTLELIELT > TV, ZORIZHLTEREL
TERIRRZ R 2 EDVBHETH S,

RRZERG LA 34 A HE SN TED, WL o TZETF Y ALV HHERRZL Rk b
ZERH, MBI L 720 &b, MRERATICE L TIE, CQL6 IZFFMINI ALk L 72,

OiR#F (preservation)
<LFIAEREF>
REEROBE
ARCQ, VF w7 AWeiAF (Retzius-sparing: RS) I2xf L T, Prostatectomy, urinary incontinence,
continence, retzius sparing ® 4 D F —7 — KN THE 1T o7z, FORE, BEEET Xy b



PRI A TR (B3 2 SCRKIZ 40T 67 M st &7z TIRA 7)) — = 2 7T A9 fwashrit S i,
I8FMICHLTC2RAZ ) ==V I AT 5720 2IRAZ V==V 7Tk, KCQODOBRDODEKRT Y NI A
Tho MBREER", Wbtk 237:588EE LTOREL, &ENIZ2H (X2 T7F) A1
W, AU E 2k — MFZE LA At s he b,

T NALA L ATHRREE

RS FHIIDOWT, A5 7 F ) Y APEmMME SN TS, RFOWETIE3IMDOT v & 2 LI
AR (RCT) Z2&®5 14 OWEARIRESNCTB Y, MW, 5123 7 H H ToOREH =K A
REHBLTHBEICERTHL I EMMHRINTVDE Y, B b Tldd 523 Hood technique &
WA MRIT BV TR ) REFIRDSE W & W) EFAEFRE DD D, IS NLEMELL T
% Z L5 RS FHOREERIMEFHI A 2 B % IS L Tw 2 Y,

SN2 28T, RSICKB2HELREROYEIMESINTEDY, HormBEEbHL I L
Mo, T ML UERREE - 4% - EEEE 9 M) IR E LR LG L 720 RCT, il & Ihk—
MIEEERDORA Y T7FY Y ATEEILTHE Y, T ADMFEEIT B () &L 7,

T RNHL2 : WriRRR MR

RS FHE1d 7 AR S Widi B E R AT 7 B 2 B EENTVBD, ko2& 7F1) v A
TEAETH (B TRBEEREIEBVD OOk E LCTIERMR & 22370 <, Zofubiing 46
JEFIZBWTHIERE L ETRD LNV,

i S N7z 28 T, RSIC & ) B bk R OB ERO 2 525 72 RCT, ¥ — A3 ¥ P — VA ¥ 741
FHOXAETF )Y ATHY, WmbptEs (F - BEEI X)) IRELIR, —¥T7 v ZAOMFEME
B () LHBFL 7.

TETYADHERE (GRX) OREFHE (1)
HRET Y M ALTHL WRIREEH, Wikt oz sy 2oMEMEE, B () Tho
727, EWLRIET Y ZAOMEE RE) B () ISHREL L.

< PRHZRTFFT>
CQl6 ZH

<ERLSAERIRTF >
BRREROBIE

A CQ, MWEMEeSHIIRAF 2% L T, Prostatectomy, urinary incontinence, continence, bladder neck
preservation D 4 DO F —7 — FTHREZ 1T o720 ZTORRE, BEIEGET aXRy b ZIEF R4S
MBI 2 CHIE BT 70 st SN7ze 1TIRAZ ) —= v 7 CTUmABHAN S, 36/ L
T2RAZ ) == T hATo72, 2IRAZ ) == 7 TlE, KCQDIMEDEKRT 7 b A LTHL I
BRIREEM", “Wrombe =R & £72 538 L UTHRE L, M5 (Y A7<7 14 v 27 LE2— (SR)
3#i. RCT 24) At shz*",



T NHLA  HEREE

i e S B A A & B SRR IR R 2 LI L€, Kim S 3-4 » H, 125 H, 24 » HTOR
EENIA E IR CRIFCH A 2 L 2 S L TWw A (p=0.001, p=0.002, p=0.03)", F7:, fho
3OV THME 12 » H T TORIEFNCOWT, BERSERRGEHE CAEICRIFTH o2 ML
VC\/‘Z} 577)O

b S N7z 48T, BERSETEA S X 2 A BLRREROWEIRESNTBY, W74 HE %
bHbHI s, T MALL (RIREEM - 4% - EEE 9 M) K& L8R LAl L7z, RCT,
B E 2k — MFEEERD A S 7F ) P ATHELTBY, T 7 v AOMFEMIE B(R) &HIE L7,

T NDL2  Biimkm SR

o e SR IRAT (P 9 BDBRWrvm B 3 12 B U T, w0 S SR C o0 Y BB i B P S ASHE N 9 % W] R
MRS S SR LMD LD Y, Mo 4 i TRBEEETERIRAL & UMW R o B3 E Bk
B v SR S Tw s 27,

R S N7 48T, BEESEERIEAR S X 2 Wi B P 31 23R b e d o 720 RCT, Wil & Ik —
MFFEERD A S T F YL ATHED, NATAY A7, FEEE F-EEHEZ2EZEL T
2 1 Wkt (5 - HEE S M) IRE LR, TV AOMERILC (55) LHBL7z.

o

pa

WBEAFNFERICEL T, AP HREOERIT I N TV RW I L2 O MmN 2w
L35SR L MEHo72b0D Y, BESHIRIRA & AL F MR A E B R v E T 5 HED
%\ F 7 PRI R, WEMATRY — 2, REH T —FVEENRICET A4
HEAFED5NT (p=053, p=0.96, p=0.88, p=047), BEDESEERIEAE % 17 > 72 BE CRENCSHIR R A2 134
irorz (p=0006) LHMESNTWDS Yo PLEXY, BEMSHERRATIC & o T EAF 20 0% R A5 23]
fFsN2WREEEREVWEEZEZONL, L L, MiERERNIIIERSERRA O AR 53, BEH
AARIRAE R R R IR, BB PR A R ERSEE L TWw L EEZ 5N TWw5, 7o,
RIS TR C OB BRIE SR IC B L Cld, AR ARBIIMNERD S wv e 35 MEFL VA, Bk
SHERIRAT A, o TR IR SR T ORI R I3 T 205 LN AW Z EA1HD SR I - T
WHEENTWE, SNSREBHPLORETHDL I L, Ml —BMUR R, NMTRAYVAZRE
DOMED D Do VL EX D FIIIHEICKT S ST 0Ky b3 ER IR ERMBRAT I B W, JRE
BB IEAN & L CBEBESHIRIRAE O A PEOFHMIIRER & £ 2 %

TETYADHERME (RX) ORAFHE (K1)
HRZT Y M LTHD WERRER", "Wk o7y 20MERE, Theh, B (1),
C (59) Thotzlzd, &RNAEICT Y AOMENE BRS) 13 C (3) 1CPE L7z,

<RE&RRTF>

A CQ, MEEIRAIIX LT, Prostatectomy, urinary incontinence, continence, urethra @ 4 ffl®
F—T— FTHEEZITo72. TOMR, BEESGT 2Ry b33N R B9 5 SCHkid 4
WTOIMmAMI I NIze TIRAZ Y ==V T2 MM SN, 0MICEHLT2RAZ ) —=V



TEfol20 2IRAZ ) == 7T, RCQDWDEKRT T ML THDH “MEIRER", "Wl
P % R 8HEE LTREL, BEMIC2HR (A5 T7F )AL, 7 v 7 2Lk (RCT)
1#) shi shz-4Y,

T NALA  TERE

7 I R O RERIEAA IS LTA Y 73 ) VAR LRBE SR Tw 5 Y N — P
HLENTWVDE4DO0% (n=1,738) DT L OHT, METERIZ X 5RERE Imm LK (every extra
millimeter of MUL) (Z/REEHINIE F COWIM 2 4 =14 L7z (HR: 1.05 95% CI: 1.02-1.08), %
7o, A LB L MUET Y A LD Y, v AHOHEDOH D 11 W% (n=6993) D F
LT, MATRERSRCHIZECTICHELARICS, 6, 127 HORERSHEICRFTH - 72
(p=0.004, P<0.0001, p=0.006) . SIEHESL L NEBI DI —N—F v T2 FTEL B0 T, Rl
£ Imm 5 (every extra millimeter of MUL) (2R JZEI4E F T O WM 2 4 &2 404 L 72 (OR: 1.09,
95% CI: 1.05-1.15)c MLEX D X & 7 F1) ¥ A TIXaEI &R BRM I B CHTET R 8 B & 1R EE ]
CIEOMBERT EREMNTTTWE, L L, AKX 7H 0 ¥ 23T % < WGBS X
RRERDEEBZ B L 7-BETCTh 5o A CORBERIFMEIREICL > TRE-TWE N, TRy
FXBEFMOATIZZR L, HERIEESE T 2 T ICEATW D R EMEN S D 5, —T7, TRy
b SRR g T R VIR 44 12 3 W T bladder neck plication stitch @& M Z #iEtd % RCT 25—t
txnTws Y, Urethral plication stich® ) (n=79) &7 L (n=79) #HEK3T2L1, 3, 641
BORBHIGERICH L EZRD D572 (p=0.860, p=0423, and p=0.719) A RCT TIIJRBERIE
RBICHEH5T L2 5N 5 TH 5 bladder neck plication stitch (XM IREEHNC B L 2o v & 4%
ATV 5, ZOMRIIIRERIER & i VIR SRR R R R OB AR L7z A 8 TFHY) Y AD
R ETEME L2 LAL, WS oRBTHL L, 1% 1%8OTF25—10F4H, 1#HRo
HOMETTH BEFEDINA T AN D Lo Ph b X JRERIERAYHT 745 O 2 R B HNC B3 %
WREMEDS RV EE 2 Db —T, WIS 3 2 EESE T v R v b SBRan VIR SRR 12 B v
T, REEP IR L L CORBEREAAZIT) S 2iliT 267V A HTldtweEz 5hb,

il 27z 28T, RERIRAAIC X 2 REHADOZEEI—EOHG 2R L Twb, £O—F, N
A7 AN A7, B F-EEHEORBEL®WL, 7Y My a 1l (GFHRREH - 3% - EEEI M)
BRERMEDPOTEF Y ZAOFMEEMIZC (55) &K L7z,

IEFUAOERYE (BRX) ORETHME (R 1)
FERETI VLA THDL MBREH OLEF UV AOMENEDC (§Y) Thol:720, &M%
IV T AOMEE (BE) HC (39 LHWL7

<BERLIREERT>

A CQ, I Bl VIR I IRAR 2% L T, Prostatectomy, urinary incontinence, continence, puboprostatic
ligament ® 4 D ¥ —"7 — FCTHREEIT 5720 TOME, WWEFET 1Ry b SCRH IR &R
VB 2 SCRRIZ AR T 4 Mt Shze 1IRA 2 ) —= v ZCTA3mABA s, 1HICB L T2
RAZ ) ==V T RATS72 2IRAZ ) ==V 7 TlE, RKCQOIBKDODEKRT I ML THDH “Miitk



PREEW", “Wrimbathd” Z23:7-53ME L UCOMEt L, SEIC 1Homx (RCT 14#) 25k s h
7219,

T NALA AR REE

R JR3 P i 7 BT VSRS 3 2 R A PR PR G i B AR BR AN 12 35 U A 0w VR A IR AT AN X D I
IR RN T 2 IREEHI O A AVEZ M) % RCT 25 1 iy ShTw s 00 ARSERIZINE 1 7 IR 5
WY (n=37) 12X LEHIRAE (n=37) T138, 14 A, 24 0REHFEIHEZIZEIE (p=001,
p=0.009, p=0.0001) TH Y, —FHTI3I»HTRIAEEN LD -7z (p=028)0 ABFFETIFHE Al 7 It
B iy A i B O PR BN % 53 5 Lt iF Twbe LarL ,ﬁﬂl%%@lﬁﬁ®RGﬁ6
HHZE, JEREDDRL, RCT THAHIZH b oTERETICIESD XA (GFEk, HHEET
%Aﬁ)?%#A%TK@ﬁ%wﬁﬁT%%ouiibﬁjﬁﬁ_ﬂﬁéﬁﬁﬁT/U$ybi%
TR AR BT, JRAREER; Il & U CTHME T 2B o A O A P O FFlT N & & 2 5,
M S N7z TRRC, RS, R ORIERICHE S T2 ShTwb, Ll
L, NATAVAZ, E—HERLEOEBLML, 77 bAA 1 GRREEM - 3% - HEE 9 M)
i, KREBHEIPOIETFT V ZOMFEMIZC (5Y) EHBIL 7,

TETVAOHERYE (BE) OMRAFHE (F1)
HRETT M ATHL “WERER" OLET Y ZOMFEEDC (§5) Tholzlzd, KM%
TEF Y AOMFENE RE) b C (5) LH L7,

<AEBBIRETE>
REREROBE
A CQ, WM EIEA 2% LT, Prostatectomy, urinary incontinence, continence, endopelvic
fascia D 4 DO F —7 — FTHMEEIT o7z, ZORE, WEHEHET 0Ry bR AR IR B
5 SCHRIZ A IR T 57 WA SNz 1IRAZ ) —=V ZTH5 M RIS, 2#ICB LT 2%k A
IV =2V TR T 072 2IRAZ ) ==Y I TR ACQ DIRDEKRT 7 b AT B “RIREH",
WIEERTERT & oML LCRES L, BRI L MO@m e (RCT 1##) A&z,
RIREIC BT M BRIREERNL, 53, 6, 12 + H ORI QOL (EPIC urinary domain) TPl
ENTVEY, WTNORKTY, WEBHFEAC X 2HB YR TRO bk oz, T2, i
BAPHE, MinE, FAEER, AR, BERECBVWTIABELEZZIRD P72, 2F 0, K
FEER AR & L CoOWNERRHEIRA L, MRRAROUGESIRICZ L, WERHERIEITE v
Zibhb,

IEFUAOERY (BX) OHRETHE (&1)
FERETI N HLATHD MBREH OLEF oV AOMENEDC (§Y) Thol:720, &K%
IV T AOMEE (BE) HC (39) LHWL7



O3 (reconstruction)
<{REEFHE>
BRBREROBE

RCQ, BEEFEIIX) LT, Prostatectomy, urinary incontinence, continence, posterior reconstruction
DAHDF =7 — FTREEAT o720 TORR, WEWEST 1Ry bSGRE SRR BT %
SCHKIE AT 54 Al S 7ze TIRA 2 ) —= 0 7 C2T MM S, 27T MBI L C2 kA 7 ) —
SV TR ol 2IRAZ ) ==Y TR, KCQOIMODEKRT T M ATHD “WitkREER", "W
Wl PEER" 2 BB E LTRETL, ®EMIC 6 MOimL (RCT 2#, non-RCT 2#§, 7 —A3
Yha—VAE T4 280 A St T,

7 RNDLA  fiTRREES]

RCT ®9 5 1 %3 Mhith 3 » HE MU COREERNICEZ RO Lh o 72087, 1M ME1HH, 3%
IV 2 TR RER R EE O 5 A3 B\ SRS LA Ol 2 6 - A TIIRBEHICE 2 B0 e o 72 ¥ itk 1
71 A E TORMBEHIOWTHRE L2285 1E, RCT 2316 ¥, non-RCT 2514 Y, r—2av
FE— VAT A D28 T DARTH o 7288, TRTHBEF R B BIF 2 REEH 278 LTz,
—7J5, itk 3 HREEOREERICOWTIE, 1#O RCTY & 1RO%BAINEH% " THREREND
FiHREFE SRTW2A, Mo 1D RCT™?, 20 non-RCT™", 10k M &A%Y Tl
FERNC A RO o 72,

SN2 6T, HEEHEE, WEFENORERSEICES T L3N TwS, RCT, non-
RCT, ¥ —Aa Y ba—=VAZ T4 TFHIILTED, 77 M A1 (EREEM -5 EYE 9 ) 1,
KEBMEPOZE TV ZAOMIEMIE B () LHIBIL 72

WrombmlEss, WG OHE, e, TR IHRE DS o720 O TEMEEMIZAEZ RO 272,
Db Xy, REEETFRIMNE L CoRBEREL, Mgl AT TORMERNZEETLZ L L 01T)
CEMHEREND, —T, Witk 3 2 AUBEDREFICOW TR BREREOFG I 2 hrdHoThdD
ThELEZOND,

TETYADHERME (RX) ORAFHE (K1)
HRZT T M LTHL” WRKEER", "Wrinlathsx" o7 v ZOMENED, £I2B () Tho
727w, ERNRIET Y AOMEE (RE) B () LHETL7.

<ArEERE>

A CQ, BiEEFFE % L T, Prostatectomy, urinary incontinence, continence, anterior reconstruction
DAEHDF =7 — FTHREERAT o720 TORMR, WEWEST 0Ky bSCRE AR T %
THRIZ AT A5 A SN 7z0 1IRAZ Y —= 2 7T LI2MARA S, 33MmICB L T2RAZ Y —
SV TR T 2IRAZ ) ==V TR, ACQDIWEDEKRT 7 M ALTHAH MR, “Wr
Wi & 7o p kL LT L, I 3O (RCT 1 #, #2210 & 3k — MFSE 2 )
i & e



T NAL  HTRRES

RCT D 1M, #7—7VkEE2H, 3 HTHMLTWIEH, WINORETHIRERNICE
BHEIHED Lo =), BAME IR — MFZED D B LTI, BIBEMREEIC BT, itk 1 »
AD 1R Sy FF2 MREPEZICBI L T2, 39 1T, Mitkl, 3, 6, 12+ DR
Bl G LTV B2, it 3 » HORBERHOAPEEICHH L Tw Y,

M S N7z 3HET, BiREF RO RIS T B AR IEBUE L KIS b, RCT, %A
Ik — MIFERTIHMEI L T 525, NAT7RAY A7, FE-EHHEOREDLMRL, 77 M4 1 (FRRE
Bl 2% WEEEOM) I3, KXBME, TUFYA0MEERZC (39 KWL 7z

o b Ve, iR A ORE, e, TR MR EIIRED e oo DE XD, RIEED
Al & L CoREERIE, Witk 3 4 H £ TORBIREEN 2 5H SRS 220°, MEICE5
RROHED H Y, REWLHERLEEZ LN,

TETYAOHERE (RX) ORAFHE (K1)
KT M LTHD WRRER", "Wk o ¥ 7 2A0MHEN), 3412, C (59) TH-
7272, NG IET Y AOMEE BE) b C (59) LHETL7.

< Complete reconstruction >

A CQ, Complete reconstruction (ZxJ L C, Prostatectomy, urinary incontinence, continence, complete
reconstruction, total reconstruction ® 5D F —7 — N THERE T -7 TOMR, BEHEHET o
ARy SRR AR B % SCERIE AT 38 Al S fze 1IRAZ ) —= > 7 °C 17 fns
B, 20MICBLC2RAZ ) ==Y T &lTolze 2IRAZ ) —= v 7 Tid, KCQDIEOHEK
TN ATHD WtRREER", “Wrmh =" &£ 88 UTHRETL, mmIC 1 ot (£
5T7FN YA L) oSz,

T NBDLA  HTERES]

AYTFYYANTIE, Wikl 2 4, 12, 24, 52 HOREEFZZ N LTV 2525 wWIh ok
FIZBWTH RO ELRUE 2072 L2 L7425, Complete reconstruction DR % i
TR B &, HCEur v, aemmmis, BRSE % CoMERfoF RS M RNICH Y, 2
NOMRDENT L BN, T ADFEIREVETFHREND,

S 172 1 # T, Complete reconstruction {EIREEHILFH IR LT, —EORIFZ R T & MK
Nb, LLads, WICHE—ERoRE M, 7Y M A1 BRESH - 2% EEE 9 &) 13,
KEBHME, TEFY 2OMFEEEC (55) LHBiL7z.

Wb e R, i ariE, WiE, PR, &7 — 7 VRELRIEm BRI 2RO B h o 7o
VLB XY, JRIZER IR & LCT® Complete reconstruction (&, MiRREEH] % o & & 5 W REMEIZ A
WIZHDHd0O0, FEMRDEVLE DY, BMHERTLIEELRVEEZLND,



TETYADHERE (GRX) OREFHE (1)
HRZT T ML ThHD WHBRREER", "Wk IR o7 > 2O ENED, 12, C (59) TH-o
72728, ERINGETIET Y ZAOMFEE GRE) & C (59) LHKL7z.

O#8F#7 (reinforcement)
<PEBLSEER ARV > T >
RREROBE

ACQ, MEMESEER A1) >~ 7 12%f LT, Prostatectomy, urinary incontinence, continence, bladder neck
sling ® 4 DO F —7 — FTHREEIT o 720 ZOMR, BIFEST /aKR v b SXHEF IR 2B
5 CHRIZAER T A9 A SN2 1IRAZ ) —= v ZTAT A BRI SN, 2SI LT 2% A
I == T Aotz 2IRAZ ) ==V TR, AR CQDIWDEKT 7 b A Th D “WHIREH",
W ER 2 R ML LTHETL, M9 1RO (RCT 14#) A4l s 2,

WRREEFNIZOWTIE, W21, 3,6, 12 v ATRHMES N TV 2D, WINORETOMEREE, Bk
FEEA ) ¥ T HOMBEH THERUEMR BT ON L h oo —T7, MEEIHE, Mk, FaEEH,
PERERE IS O W T H WA THE L ZIIRO L oles Lahto T, REEP IR & LT ORISR
AN Y7, WRREE 2 S S € AR, DI IEIRIIWEEE Z R 5N b,

IEFADHERNE (BRX) OHRETHE E1)
ERETY ML THD WERREEH, “WimkEER o ¥ s v 20EMD, 3212, C (59) TH-
Tele, BEMAIET V AOMIENE (BS) b C (55) LWL,

<BEBE%EER intussusception ;&>

AR CQ, WEBESHER intussusception #:12%} L T, Prostatectomy, urinary incontinence, continence,
bladder neck sling ® 4 D ¥ —"7 — R CTHRFEEIT- 720 TOFRE, BEESHE T Xy bR
SRR T 2 SCHIZ I T L0MA I SNz 1RAZ Y == ZFTAmPBAI SN, 6Mic
BLC2RAZ ) ==V T aAT57220RA 2 ) — =V 7 TR, ACQD#MDEKRT 7 b H A TH 5 M
BRIRESH]", “Brumb e £ B0 5L LTORET L, &EMIC 1 MomL (R & a4k — Mifgt 1
W) Al s P

RMEICBT M ERERE, A7 —T7VvikE®2H, 280, 2, 77 HOHKE#E QOL
(EPIC urinary domain) TiFli& N TV 525, I 7 —TF VIKEH 2B TO R, FEESEE
intussusception R THELWEN RO bNze T2, Wimbath, Mtk A 0HE, I, TR,
BT =T VHBERICWHER CHERZZRBO Loz, 2F ), JREEEBG I & L T ORISR
intussusception 1%, MZIREHOUERFIIRENTH Y, WHELRHERIIEREEEZZ 5N D,

IETYAOHERE (GRX) OREFHE (K1)
HERZT Y M ATH S WRRER, "Wk tER" o7 v 2 OfEFEND, 812, C (59) Th-o



Tele, BEMNAIET V AOMIENE (BS) b C (55) LHBL72.

OBEBtREM &R
<EfHEaC KB EMREMS >
REREROBE

A CQ, It S IC X ABEMIREY A3 LT, Prostatectomy, urinary incontinence, continence,
continuous suture, running suture O 5D F —7 — N CTHREZIT o720 TORE, EHEGET 0 Ry
I SRR T AR RN L2 B 9 % SCHRIEAER T 21 ATl S 7ze LIRA 2 ) —= > 77T 10 M Askest
SN, WML T2RAZ ) ==V TR T o720 2IRAZ ) —= V7 TlE, RCQ DIDEKT v
N LTH D WRREER", Wik ER" 27253 LR L, REIIC 2o (RCT
L#i, A& 7TV YA L) Al &he o,

JEWESE T/ 2Ry bR E PR AERER I B W CHERE A X D ENIREWY & HIRERNICS 2 5
RO L vl e he & & W ke A & JLIR L 72 RCT 2% 14, s kike & & Wikide & (interrupted
suture) ZHB L2 A 7FH ) YA LG SR TnD %, %o RCT (&, JEPES T4
T BRAtT DM IRE W) AR 1 B B B IR ke & 81 61 vs. MmNk e & 81 41 o Hise il
T, itk 3 " H TOREERZIZ, 494% vs. 69.1% (p=0.011) & Mj¥iHiekE G ORE CTHEITH 2o 7245,
#i#% 6, 12 20 Tl 815% vs. 864%, 91.4% vs. 938% & MBI HEAZBD LD o720 T2, WA
AL T ECIRON D o720 AF T H ) AT, SifEad TR E <, BIR
HBREAGREDOIER D 57285, itk 3,6, 12 0 H BV THiHRE L EVIZAS NP 5727,
T/, 77U —FROYTHIICBCTHEESET, Ry FEEOWThOT 7u—FI2B8nT
SIRAHNCE L CHGE A ORI A SN o7z WA Y 75 Y AZEEN2ME—D RCT 14,
JERESERBD F B TABEG 2 3R & L2@sTh 0 *, BHESE T aXy b i IR %
SHRELZZRCT X 1D Bh oz LK DIEREGET /0Ky b SCERa0 VR AR BRI 35 v Clifi
FEBIT X BIEMRE W IR ICEERG A & U CRIBIICHESR S NS L 1TV 2 v,

TETYAQHERME (GRZ) ORAFHE (K1)
HRETT M ALTHD WEREH" O Ty ZOMFENED, C (5) Tholizd, &M
LRIET Y AOMIENE (RE) b C (59) LHE L7

<EBHRHERERICKDERKEVE >
BREREROBE

ACQ, MM 2 AMMERRARIZLLBEIREY A 2K LT, Prostatectomy, urinary
incontinence, continence, barbed suture ® 4 O F —7 — R TMRRZIT -7, TORR, BEHESHET
S0 Ry bR AR B 5 SCEKIE AT 19 Ml Sz, LIRAZ ) —= v 7 D%,
OMICEHLT2RAZ ) =20 T & 70720 2IRAZ ) —= Y7 TlE, ACQDIDEKRT ™Y M &
Thb WRKEER", “MrombmtkR" 2 E725H0k8EE UTHEIL, REMIZ5MmOm3C (RCT 3 #,
AZTFVYA2H) A S i T,



I 855 T BT 37 A AT D B R B A 12 B W TIRRZERG IR & U CHBMERE & 5% & JEA TR
BHROMEM % B L2 RCT X 1A D e TRy b IRV IRETRMT TIZ RCT A% 3 MAEAE L
WFRORERIZ BT i pad free i A7 77 CRODRCT Z2HLYATITA Y
JV¥a— /X875 )R 2HH Y, RCT Ll & BISED A M S oG5 & #A10
EBBMELECMEL YD L Y, 200X 5 TF ) YA E B EHBMRES ST H WA,
A BNERE A% & el U CHERE B A RIS 5 72 PV Wi To A & 7 1) ¥ AT, itk 1, 3,
6 A AWM IBUT B IREEMIIERH IS B L CHBMERE A% L IR AR TR B -2 Y T 72,
FOAYTFI Y ATHMHR4-6H, 3HH, 6-12 0 HITBVTHEICE I, -7 ZDx¥
7 F) VA TRBEEMROGEZ I L2 TR T b TB Y, BEERR 2 1T - 728 T o
R EREA A EDOEPEFRIE D O o 722, BEERMREZIT> T WEIZBWTIE, JFEARME
Retr s LI L CHBMERE G R 2 W 72 B CRANEDIAERDE - 72 % AR AR 135% D
KA VI, IREMGE G LTI 52 ¥, 200X 5 7Y VAT, Fili7 7u—
FHEDENN X BN TAWGEAET Bo 72, L OWMEDRITH IR OREFTH 0, Rk
TH5WVIEHVIRY A ZOKEEFNICHEL TEER LR ORMDTD 5, YL EXY, JEEEGET
O R Y b SCHE AR AR BRI B0 B BRIV AR IS BRERE AR 2 I B T & 8 IRREER) 14
ELTHHTH S LR TE v,

IEFUAOERY (BX) OHRETHE &1)
FERLTY M HIATHS “MRRERH OV F v ADMFEMED, C (§5) Thol7z0, KW
HRICTFT U AOMFEE GRE) HC (59 EHErL7.

WEEDNT 2V AFM

RR R VRS2 &2 A B TR L CTAT ) IRAREERT Ikl DR I IE SR T 1 R b S8 49
BRAbiic & 2 "B AR, WA ERREET ot IE, BRI THILWHIREEZEZ O, &
DT M ALTHD, —J, “WimbptEs", "AfbPmEss", “Him&E", “FHEH", “27—7
VEREBIHT, AR BEFICLoTHILLRWRERTHY, “E OT Y M AL THD, K
REG I O T, HBEBEFE, L5 AWERAE, BEDESEEAT, JRERTEAR, JO5 i T i Ar,
WIBEFEE, Complete reconstruction (I22OW T, DT 7 M H A (BEHEICES>THFEFLWEIEE) o
HWREL, TETVAOMEEED DD I &h 0, BT IR 3 2 IRREER; 147 % 3
B’T DICEoTze —F, WEBHELA, BEWRELAY » 27, BESEE intussusception %, M fwhE
G X BERIREY &, ABMUERES R HOZBERIREY G, 07T M AoRHE LT3/
L, WIS TE R, LHIBT L 72,

BE - TROMIER - FL

PRRZERG A&, BEIESET 1R Y b SCRRAT IR AR BT OB BN T ) W TH 2 2%, [l
KEIAFTORBRBHROFMHNTIT DN Do WRSTEHIN T 2 BH LK - BRFOZMIIZ B L
ZRONDo



| smaz

HEFEL 1 ¢ BISZIE L B IEIESE T 1Ry b SRR AR IS B VT, RREEFE 2 Al TR

WORKEYEZ AL LRKER Il & LT ) 2 & 23T %
TORDBHETD | TTOLDHEHRTS | TOARVKIFHHER | ITOBVE DA AR B L
GRULVHELR) (55U \HESR) 95 (B5L ) T2 (GRUHESR) *
80.0% (12 4) 20.0% (3 %) 0.0% (0 %) 0.0% (0 4) 0.0% (0 )

HERESC 2 1 WIS BRAE (N B IESE T 0 R b SHRANIR AR IC B T, LTy AR

Wit O R 2 3% % B & L7 R Al & L) & & 288 T 2,
TS ESRHET S | 175 ESBHLET S | TRV ESHHE | B ESH HEE .
(B VHESE) (850 #:39) 5 (L) 55 (LR *
0.0% (0 ) 100.0% (14 4&) 0.0% (0 %) 0.0% (0 %) 0.0% (0 )
HERESC 3 BISERRAA O 2 eSS T O R Y N BRI IR AR I B LT, B ERA, IR

BEIRA, 08 pi IR iR, BB, Complete reconstruction % R &R 1417
ELTH ) T 2GRS 5,

FOEIRHRTS | TOEIBHIET S | ThRVESTHE | ThRNESHHEE s
(ALVHEE) (B30 \i22) % (5L \H#ESE) T3 (RLHES) *
17.0% (2 4a) 83.0% (10 &) 0.0% (0 %) 0.0% (0 %) 0.0% (0 &)

HEIE 4 BRI ST AIEESE T u Ry NIRRT IS B W T, PR A,
JEBESEER A ) >~ 27, BEBESEER intussusception 122, HERESIC X ABERIREW A, A
AR E I OCIZBNREW & % IRIEED R & LTITH 2 LB RHERSTE v,

TOEDEHETS | TORDHEHETS | THBROKDF IR | THRVED MR EmHL
(BEU\HES) (550 \HEER) T2 (550 ) % (GRULMHELR) *
0.0% (0 %) 0.0% (0 £) 27.0% (4 %) 0.0% (0 #&) 73.0% (11 48)




CERESTTE 0 Ry b SRENIIR ARS8 B IREZER AT O T €T Y A LAV L OHESRE

iz IEF2LA HEE
1. ;BFF (preservation) LF2 2 AT B GEL
THAEIR T B 5L
fEMIEtAT (& GEI
RERER c g5l
BB IR IAE @ GG
A& EEEET @ il
2. T (re construction) 1R B Bl
AIERE © EE
Complets reconstruction G EE[
3. #58 (reinforcement) FEmRSEERR o 3L
Bl ER Slintuss us ception; @ 73l
4. BEREEWSE WS LS S EMREDS @ il
Bt RS RIS A ERRIED S C L

* CQ16 14



SIS T AIEIESE T / 0Ky NRIBRT G2 H
BAIcHLT, MEREEMIERTER (SE
EEBTEEN - REBSIER) LUTHBTESH?

BIILBRIEICXT T DRRAESR T /ARy MIERIIAREMBFMICE VT, MiRETFF M2 HMERTF
T (BHEEHRRERTFFI - FREZBHLEAM) ELTITO I ZHHET B,
HROMSE ; 550\ HE, TEFAOHEEM (8X) ;B (FiEE)

B st

CQZzEELBRKRFBLE LLEER

MEIESE T /1 AR b SCHR AT SR AR IS B B kA T, ARl iR A S UNIR EE ] % 2
HIELMEDVDH LY, TOBHLEIETE > T0aVv, TOMICHLTHRLE LTHELRIREEZRT
ZENBHBTH D,

REREROBE

K CQ IZ%F LT, Prostatectomy, nerve sparing ® 2l F — 7 — FTHEZIT\, ZORE, B
WEGEN /1Ry b3 BRn IR ARG BRAN 12 B9 % SCBkIZ 480 T 1,686 MiAsiil Sz 1IRAZ ) —=
Y7 TLO09 A E N, TOMICBLC2RAZ ) ==V T fio720 2IRAZ ) ==V 7T,
KCQDIMDEKRT 7 M A ThHD “WkEERRRE", “WRRER" 2T 8L LTREL, &
IGCTH (A5 7 FY) YA 6#, RCT 1##) AHishs '™,

HI TR AT 1% O B VERE R 1 QOL DX MDA 5720, Mpia A CTHRE MR D) A 2
PN EZ R SN BIEBNH LTI, MfERA T EE T2 NS MATH L. HRTHRICBNT
Walsh & ¥ ASFR0E L 72 fif ) 5 AOAR T4 0 B 32 IR BRAN 12 & 0 3% ] L 7 Ml e AR o, J e
BT 0Ry N RTINS B W TH ARSI TW A,

77 NALA RS

JEWESE T, TR v b SR HT R AR B 2 B 2 5 0 B VERRRE IS B L CUXBAC T4 & AR IS,
PR IETAT A & Jeik U CHRIRATE TN, F 72 FrAREAE T4l & JRiR L Cmi iR AT B4l Tl o 5
PERERE D EIZ BIFCH B MY JEIESE T B X 0Ky b 3ERT IR AR AT & BT S A Bt
LEDTRITTIEH B DS, 2D A Y T F 1 3 AT Intrafascial MEEAEFM 13 Interfascial AIFER
FEFA & I L Tl 0 BB RE D MBI LA T - 72 27,

SN2 7THD S H 5T, WRRATFMICE 2B BUEREORENRE SR TEY, W
OAGBEEE DL LD, T A AL (REDEEEE - 4 - EEEIRN) IRESRFRLE
FHii L 720 RCT, ¥ — A2 Y FE—WVAY T4 FHEDAYTF )T ATREDY, TET 0 ADMEE
PR B () LML 7,



T NDL2 : HiEREE

PR AF T 23T B O JREEMNC BT I RIS B L T, AR IR Ar T I o et FR i AE Tl & e
LT, T R R AE T AR B AR AR Tl &l LT Y, £ 72 Intrafascial #U AR T 13
Interfascial #FEHRAF T4l & R LT 3Y, MBEOREHOLHEEZBO L ZEDBEROAF T F ) T A
WBWTRENT WD, REHIOYEITH B AL RO 7RI L T, 6 HUNTOAE
HEZRDIZMERCHTE 12 » ARETOARRELZRO-HwELE, MEICL Y RE>Twh,
SN2 T/HOH B AT, MAREAETMNICE 2 HERMBRREHOLELHE SN TEY,
O RMEEDH D 00, WK - BEE 8 M) TR E LR LG L7z, RCT, 7 —
A2y O=VAZFAFEROAZTF )V ATHY), TEF YV AOMELEIB () LHIBFL7

7 NHLS i TESE

JERESET /0 R v b IARRO R SRR IS BT 2 Wi ERICE T2 22 771 Y RICBWT,
R IEAE T TR AR Tl & e LT Y, % 72 Intrafascial MfEIRAE T 13 Interfascial MkEIRAE
T & L LT, BB E SR ORI R0 2 o 72 47

SN 7DD B 3#T, FREA TN & 2 Wik oI %2> 72, RCT, 7—
232y bA—= VA FAERDAZTFY TV ATRSLD, "NATAYVAY, F—EWzrEEL,
Wb ks (- EEET7 X)) 3SR, T T A0MEEZ C (59) LHBTL7.

T NDLA  ECRABRE

JEWESE T 1R v b SRR R REBRAT I BT A MR A LA PR ICBE LT, R IAE AT 1
A IR RAR T & )i LT Y, Intrafascial #EiAE T4 13 Interfascial fEIRA: T & el LT, &
LI TR DOWEIIRD o7z Y

SN2 7THO D B 28T, FRAATHNC L 5 ELFNERFEOEIRD b > 720 RCT, 7 —
AV PA=NVATTFAEERKDRATTF) Y ATEDLN, NAT7TA) A, FEHEE F—-HE
BEEL, HALFERESE (5 BEE6 M) NS 2RR, T T A0MEMITC (59) &HWT
L7z

MRBE T T2V ATFITA v 7 L 2a— A 7F Y Y 2FWwFNRd ak— Mifgessh
DO RETH Y, BIRNA T APEEGE LTV AIEENHH L, Fak— MIREDOIZEA
EIEB DL WHEED S OWMETH D Z & 2 2HHICE S LERH 5,

ITEFVADOHEEN (HX) DS
ERETY NI LTHD MEIEERE", “WRIREH oy 2o, B (h) THho
Tolz®d, BRI YT Y AOMEE RX) & B () IClRE L.

WEED/INT > AFH
FRR) PR i SZ I 2 A9 % SR S0 L TAT ) dii il Ar OF FIRIEESE T 1 R b S S I Al Bty
WX B, CiiigghiE e, CWRIREERT ofER, BFICLoTHILVWIREEZ LR, R



DTV NAEThH D i WRBER,
BT EHICE > TIFE L RVARTHY,

WVREIIT,

AL SRR,

‘",

TR
T DT N LATH DD,

-

WOTT I HA (BEICESTHELVEIE) OFPKEL, TUF Y AOMEED BN 05,
R JR3 P R 7 B S LR B A P 2 AR T 5 10 R 5 72,

BE - ROMIESR

- RE
AREIRAF T, BERESE S 0K b SRR A SRR OB B INTT ) T H 5 2,

[e] 4ty

KEIAFTORBRBHREOFHNTIT DN Do WIRSTEHIN T 2 BZ KK - BRFORMIIZ B L

ZRbhb,

| EL

TOEDMHEETD | TORDFHHETS | THBROKDTFHR | THORODEKD MR B L
(RO VHEER) (550 \HE2R) T2 (550 ) % (GRUHEER) *
13.0% (2 %) 87.0% (13 £&) 0.0% (0 4) 0.0% (0 4) 0.0% (0 %)




& &t (CQ17~18)

BREEET OKR Y MXEWBZEEEM

BEEzE L (Pelvic organ prolapse: POP) &, fif#s FHEIER AT B F F#05R EEIE TR R HEAESE IR,
PEPRRERE 5 70 & H R ARG Rl E), MIEE 2 S W 5N A EE L QOLEETH S,

FREDANNV =T Th 5 POP DML, H—FHi COLBVLENHE L V-0% { ik
B B0 FEHENTAN NIRRT W BRAT + B W7 v [z Ay, 00 AR E TS e Aly, A8 i o o Al 72
& ? native tissue repairs (LLF NTR) RIEMSHM, A v 2797 b 2H0EREEAY ¥ 2
(Transvaginal mesh, LN TVM) Fli2sd %0 F 728808 0405 12 138 X045 i & € 47 (Abdominal
sacrocolpopexy, AN ASC), MEIFESE TG IEE M7 (Laparoscopic sacrocolpopexy, BAF LSC),
2Ry XA EEEM (Robot-assisted sacrocolpopexy, PLF RSC) 3% 1), Zhbiddx
TAv Y2777 baHwMATHhs,

TVM FAliid 2004 2> 5 AFB TR S N, F 5 & iAF T EMEPENICEE S 2 LA 7% WIR
BRERICESTHHBELR T W ENLRAMICER Lz LEL, Ay Bl EHFAEOE
PREDSBLT 5720, RERMEEGFE (FDA) » 58X v ¥ 2 AT 2 HE 2400
(209 B 525 2008 4F - 2011 4RI &Y, 2019 41213 FDA 25 TVM R IV 5 Tl F v
FBEURA Y ¥ 2 DWGEEAFIE L 72720, BORTIREMIRD L7 A TIIBEPTFE X v ¥ 2
ZHW72 TVM PO A ERATEETDH 5.

AT D LSC 13 1994 4E1Z Nezhat 5 2 12 & ) #5 S TUKE, ASC & BBBRIC A
Motz 5 M, REBAMKRE L TR TER L7z, ARIBTIE 2014 £ IWRAR X 0 Mk
ST R4l & U CORBIDGIR S 1, 2016 4F 12t ABF o 13 B2 SE R 2> & LSC DS PRBRINHEL & 72
D, BFE POP 123§ 2B Rl 0 &2 & LTRHICE R L TWbH, LSC Ot id 75 i
RHEWTIBL A —EIRTH B0 FEBILINIBEIE R B 2 G0 L - 8RO THEZ A LT
VABEDL LI LA, DeLancey D L)V I RIAFREOMBE S Z R L 7248+ 1c#E e
5 Y AR LSC BRI TIRHILLATONT WD, L, A v ¥ aifAMBRREEE: TERFD
FHIEZ ERiaklZ & o TLSC OFHICTRRLEHREDSDH Y, T2 A v ¥ 2 G ) GOFE R
JEFMIIE R VA PHEIC D ERDILETH b,

RSCEFMET Ry b2 HVDE Z & THRHADENZAR— XA TORBERRESH 2 E O
BEOBCFEEE L DVEHIAT) TENTE, XA ML AL FREEES LM TH %,
2004 4£12 Di Marco 5 12 & 0 i SNCTUURE, Rok & AbIc ¥ fe L7zo ARFBTIE 2020 41247
BRI S 1, LSC & 412 POP ICXH§ 2 HEHEM O~z #Ho T 2 e PHI NS,

ABTA K4 TlE, CQL7 & LTLSC &fupfgsFifi (NTR & TVM) Olb#R, CQI8 & L
TRSC & LSC # R L, LSC B £ ' RSC D EDIFIZOVTIE T ¥ AZED W RET 217>
7o ZOFREDWANDPS DT ¥ ¥ MURLIBERBRR VAT T4 v 7L a— /" XA¥T7F T X,
F—A2Y PA—=VAY T A EDORHERIIHEDVTEY, SHROREI SO T ARSI
SNb,



SRR LTS TS IR EE #T I Ol
RER GEREPRIEA Y 1FH) EHATHIE
XhBH?

FEREER T B IEEEM Lt DEXNFMICLE N TRLIZHREDPEFULTH Y, BENHASHE
BFLUT CHMEDND & S ARMEDIENZ EDSHIHRET S,
HROEE ; 5B5UHRE, TETVADEEY (BX) ; B (PiEE)

B st

CQZzEERRKRFABE LLEETR

NE S T Al IS [ EAT (LSC) & native tissue repairs (NTR: IR F-EHE + IS w2 LAt , Al
TR [ Al | IR BETL A 7 &) R X v ¥ 2 (TVM) Tl 7 SR8 T4l & T, iR
BIFCRMPEIES D v E OMEDND 525, BB O 5 BB 51T 2 B2 w
TREZ-> TRV, TRHDORICH L THFERE L THHLRREZRT ZENEHETH 5,

MRFFEROBE

A CQ I L T Pelvic organ prolapse, Uterine prolapse, Vaginal vault prolapse, Cystocele,
Laparoscopic, Sacrocolpopexy, Vaginal Mesh surgery, Native tissue repair, Sacrospinous
ligament fixation ® 9 fED ¥ — 7 — N THREEAT o 720 G BIESHIICT U CTIERESE a8 g E et &
MOERTA (PERERREE A v ¥ 2 Flr) 1T 2 CHRIZAERT 279 STkl S 7z 1 kA 2
V) —= 27T 261 CHRASERAL S, I8 CHKICBH L C2IRAZ ) —= V& AT\v, R IIC 13 SCHRAS
i =7z,

T NBDLA  EEEIRARE
(R AR ] (CB9 Z2amCi3 11 aASRE4 L7ze 209 B LSC & TVM Fili & i L 725w
3 SR I N BE D 5 & AEILEGAER (RCT), 2 &l RCT o, 15sAasx ¥
THFIVTAIWLIETr—AI Y PE—VAY T4 Tholze EHIT,LSC & NTR & Il L 7531
4L Dr =AY PA—=)VAY 74 Tholzo LSC & TVM T ORBEA L LT, IR HM:
KRIZ L2 RCTY T, itk 2 4E O 19 H AL LSC THIEIC X < (LSC vs TVM : 77% vs
43%, p<0.001), FHTFHFEHKD > 72 (LSC vs TVM : 5% vs 22%, p=0.006) . E&wWLE (0-100) 1%
LSC#HECHBEIZE D> 72 (87+21 vs 79+20, p=0.002), F 7z, Stage III U\L@ﬁﬁﬂiﬁﬂgJi@’%‘ﬂ%Hﬁ
W (pelvic organ prolapse : POP) B#HTo RCT? TIE, fRHISHEHEEED X ' POP H3sI12 X
5 HFMHIIFETH o 720 Stage T UL EOREIER 2 #7520 1% % RCT (PROSPER &%) O
RWIRE Y Cld, MR 44ETCHRRBAEICLSC TEWbon, Zofho POP-Q (pelvic organ
prolapse quantitation) TIXAEAELR L, BREBIUVHBICL2HTMELAES I L H» -7z (LSC
4.3% (1.6-102%) vs TVM 5.8% (24-12.6%); OR 0.74 [95% CI 0.17-3.0]; p=0.76), LSC & NTR %



R L7z RCT AT TSR WA, 100 I EOfEMZ &Ly —A 2y ha— IV A ¥ 7 4 OfEED
S IR AR R RS LR E Wi S hTwn g 77,
7 ML (FFEIE SR EEE ) ICES LWL T v ZOMEEIE B (%)
L7

7 NDL2  AMEAEHHE

CREA A BEE ] BT 230 1L GiseATe S Lze 29 5 LSC & TVM Fili & ik L 725
3IE, 3EXATRCT, 1#3Cid RCT o, 15 i#x97+u/x 2XiEr—Aa > b

O—JVZA¥ T4 ThHo7zo LSC & NTR % [L#R L 725 AL Dr =AY A=V AY T4
TH o720 LSC & TVM FAii @ i ] A BiiE 12 B L T, Stage TIT DL - o> il flsg B 3 . o B A ik 2 I
BFETORCTY (L, FAMIIEPHEICAH 213 %A 5 720 Stage 1T UL OBEIKE %2 F50 BF 1203 5
RCT (PROSPER i) OAPHEIZDWTOMIT Y Tl&, itk 1 ELNO Grade TIT L EOAHHEE
LSC THEIZA L d o 72 (LSC=0.8%, TVM=94%, treatment difference 8.6% [95%CI 3.4%; 15%];
p=0.001), MHEEHIEE LT, A v Y2 UL AREREIFASETH 72, 20X HIZLSCITB W
TOAY V2B EDRA Y Y aHEEIESRE SN TVEOERVPLETD 5. HEREICE
LT, RCT O#EHEA SHMi% 1 4E TR TVM ICH BISHERRR S L WY 2%, itk 4 SETIRAS%EY
&l S T OPESCIKER 1Z LSC TH B RUGE L T /228, TVM Tl A B R WH 3O L h o
ZEREENTWS Y, LSC & NTR # Hig L2 #i5 <, AMMAHE S TH - 12,

T b A A2 FRIIGOHE 4 EEE 8 M) ICEU LMD T v ADMEFEMIE B (PERE)
L L7z

7IRNAL 3 HIIE
[ | ST A3 8N L DI b, 3FHTHRCT, 5amXidr—Aa v b
H—V A% T4 Thotzo LSC & TVM FAfo MBI LT, LSC THlLRIE Ao 72 5910,
LSC & NTR % Wik L=t ¢, A% Tdh 722",
T AL 3(HME- - BEES 5 CHEMS LR LD T ADMENET B (%) & Lz,

T NHL 4 SR B

[iRFERE O] ST 2 Tl Lz 2095, 3TARCT, 4iizr —A 2
YME—= VR F T4 THolze LSC & TVM TR OMHAERE HEICE LT, RCT 2 MTIIA B
%< %, Mo RCT 1 TR LSC THEIZHE D -7 (hdefi2 H vs 3 H, p=001)", LSC & NTR
ORIEIEREHEUE, LSC THEIHD 5727,

T M A4 BRAERE H B A% L 5 ) ISEMU L@ O ET v ADMFEMEIL B (hEEE)
L7

77 NHLE D FHTEFRE
[ PR BT 3 sE 7o CAsi%4 L7z 2095, 3 A RCT, 4w idr—Aa» bu—
VAZ T4 Tholze LSC & TVM MO FPAHMEERICBI LT, LSC THEIC R o7 248, F72,



LSCENTRAZHK L7z — 23 PO =V A Y F 4 OHHEIZBWT, FMEERIZLSC TEP - 727,
T N A5 (FAMRER - E - EEEAE) CELLZMLOTE T Y AOMFENIE B (FEE)
L7

T NHLG BAXNHE

[BAFRIE] ICHT A3l EL Lz WIND 3 r— A2y ba— VA% 574
THY, LSC & TVM FIHB IO NTR OFAia 2 ML TiE, LSC THWI EPME I Tw
Z)II*IS)O

T rHA6 CEAMRIE -4 EEEIE) ICESL-HLOIE T Y A0MEEIEC (FHw)
L7

IETVAOHERE (BX) OREFHE

HEEP AN~ I ROEELT 7 I 5 ThSH[01: A6 A) 1, [02: MG 0HE %) 1,
[O3: Wi (%)), [04: MifEREHE (3] oL ¥ 7> Z0MEMEIEB (M) Thh, 2
WaTE7r >y A0MFENEZ B (W) 1ZHE L7

WEED/INT > AFHT

Ji 1 9 B e s 96 % 5 o i BRI 2R A0 L LSC 3t o B R Toaly (PR LR £ v ¥ 2 Tif)
E AT RG] WSS ETH Y, [RMAGHE ] ZFESELT T M| 2347% < [
BIEBEH BN E O BHICE > THF LWIIREEZON, OT I VWA THD, —H,[F
WiER ) A EICEL TBRAMBR] 3 LSC TRV ERLBFIHT L AVIIRTHY, ED
TIMNIATHS, MUTHEDOT Y M H A BECES>THFEFLWRIR) OIF)I»KEL, €57
YADHEEEDE N LS, BRI L OB FMIC AR TLSC 255 #EET 5 12FE -
720

BE - MROMESRH - FL

LSC 3% ¥ e a Bt LCHEHTH B, Xy v aBlih Loy ¥ 2 A IHE I3 2
D9 5DT, BEFTEHIZBWTIENTR Fili b EBRKICEZD, +0%4 Y 7+—aF-arvkr bz
%o FRICERE SN OIS T EE IR T 2 LERH D, 80 Il LoMREO R wEHE T,
JEOWATE LD RIS S BIEDO VO ED L LTERT H2RETH 5,

| smaz

TOEDMHEETD | TORDFHEHETS | THBROKDTF R | THOROEKD MR

5=
(RO VHEER) (550 \HEER) T% (50 ) % (GRUHESR) wREL

0.0% (0 %) 100.0% (15 4&) 0.0% (0 4) 0.0% (0 4) 0.0% (0 %)




SREEHICHLTORY MBI RERR (RSC)
IZBERESE T (LSC) EHATHBINZN?

RSC I LSC & s L TRREISMBEC RIS HEIR RS T, FHREARVEOOHMEIF
LSRVMERDSHY), SBREREICHT 2FEMEE LTEDIEBESHN TR, EB5EBRLT
HRLL. HROBE ; #2340, TEFVAORENE GBX) ; A GALY)

B st

CQZzEERRKRFBELLEETR

RSC 1 LSC & Hei U TR A BRI & DRE XA T H Y, REBRIEVEHTTI—= 7
=T DN E OWED D B A5, TR LR R RO W TIEHEAE £ > TWirv, RSC D
MESTFIZOVTHLENTB O TR ZRE L 2o THBY), TNOOMICHLTYEREL
THHIERIREEZRT ZLDVRBTH S,

RBREROBE

A CQ 12%) L T Robotic surgery, Laparoscopic, Sacrocolpopexy @ 3 ® ¥ —7 — K THEZ1T -
720 A EMRAFBAI KT LT ARy b SCHR AN I [ e ity & BERESE AL I 1 e AR 12 B % SRR A ER T
278 CHRAIE S 720 TIRA 2 ) —= > 7T 265 CHASRAE S, 13 CBRIC L T2 kA2 ) —=
YT RATV, BAEAIC 11 SCERASRIE S 7,

T NALA  REIFRRRAE

[ARH RG] CRBT 2L 8 LAY Lze DD, AWML ATTF YT A, 3FX
A RCT, 1&id RCT OBEIMNEMETH -7z, TRy M HEMEEEZEN (RSC) & IEHESE Ml s
BEM (LSC) DBMMAEE L CRiTisR®I3 83% (17/206), 82% (17/208) k4T, Pelvic
Organ Prolapse Distress Inventory (PFDI), Urinary Distress Inventory (UDI), Colon Rectal Anal
Distress Inventory (CRADI), Prolapse/Incontinence Sexual Questionnaire, EuroQol-5D (EQ-5D)
REDQEBRMRIEIAEEZAD WY LHE ST 5, Wik OMEFNE(LE POP-Q T
W9 % &, Aa Ba, Ap, Bp HOAEEE RPr->72b00, C/D HokYLfEls RSC -8 vs LSC -7
(P<0.0001) & RSC THEICWEX B 7270 1B OMH IR 13 RSC 100% (33/33), LSC
97% (32/33) TH 0 ¥, SHOMEMICB T B HEFREHREAMAF SRS,

T M AL EHFEGR - WA BEE IR MU LmLOIE T Y ZOMEET A (5]
w) L7z,

7 RNBL2  EMEAEBHHE

[ERHABE] ST A2mCE TMmAEYL Lz 2D L, S AYTFIY TR, 23N
RCT TH - 720 RSC & LSC OFAMIGHAEICE LT, BERATE, Wi, REEIJE, de novo
BT R S EDOGPHERY 2 v ¥ 2 U5 AFAER Y ZRA%TH Y, Grade MY EOERE %



WG BEREF AR D AEEII R VY LHE SN TWwWAH, RSC 12 LSC X 0 BEZITE A% (OR
=035, [95% CI :0.15-0.79]: p= 0.01), REMEiAH (RSC 2.2% vs LSC 3.1%), M44EH (RSC 0.6% vs
LSC 1.1%), RE¥486: (RSC 02% vs LSC 0.0%) % & Offih & PHERIIA EAEZ RO L o727 M,
HUHERIZFASTH L EMESNTNS Y,

7y b A2 (A ADHE - F&% - BEE S &) ICHY LAMXOIET v ADMEEIE A (5
W) kL7,

TINHALS: HinE

[ | CBS 2EIE 6 s Lo 20 B, 5HLAASTHY VX, 1#HLARCT
THh o7 MIMEIZHE LT, RSC 50ml vs LSC 155ml (p<0.001) ©, RSC i3 LSC & ¥ 58ml A7z \»
(p=0.0006)", [ L < 95ml 47w (p=002)? & RSC THEIIA AWV EHESATWDS, —F, A
7 F) YR KB 2HETIE, FAER 114ml, 160ml (p=0.36) ", 41ml, 60ml (p=0.11)" &4
B DS, RSC T W 2R L7z

T MA A3 (Wil EEES M) ICEY LMLoY Ty ADMEET A (Rv) & Lz,

VAN VN = =
[ AR (SB35 MDY Lze SO H, ATIHEATTF Y VA, 3w
RCT T& - 72. RSC & LSC & m%ﬁ’xﬁﬁ’ﬁmtwﬁuff 1&, RSC 2B\ TP AikE H o T K A3
HERTWD (RSC 2459 45 vs LSC 2059 45, p<0.001) Vo F 722§ EIRHA & Tl T (RSC TIZ7
Y Fy ¥z, LSC TIHIEEEE T) BT 2 REM O Tk RSC 202 47, LSC 179 47 & RSC T
TR OER 2072 (p=003) 2%, SEOTREH TIIAEAEZRO Lo WELDH S Y,
T N A A (FARRER - E - B 5 00 M LMD T v ZA0MFEMIE A (Rv) & L7z,

TINALE  Z—Z2Th—7

[F—=0 7 h—T] T EMmIE 2SN L CO2MLIETr—AI Y PE—AF T4
Tholeo 9—=v 7 H =TI LT, RSC & LSC ®HEHEHI R WA, — iz aRy M EETF
WAOIPERDIERESG T & MR L T —= v 7 — 713 <, RSC BT 10 BILLFE O FER] Tk
25% O T O MEiE 2 o ¥, 20 Bl2 A B LT RTORIETTHIEHOEHRD shz ' &
HHESNTWD,

TIMNIAS (F—= 0T —T 2 HEEIM) ICEY LML DOIE T AOMEEMEIZ C (59
W) kL7,

TIRNHL G BERMHE

TR CBT 2303 4 RSN Lize 2R A Y TF Y VR, 23 LARCT THo
720 TR R CIE RSCIZ LSC LI LT, TRy ML OBRMEALRMEIFEICL 2T R M0
WEERBZIENL WY, T, FRSERWABHTORBETIAEESZVE SNIREDLD
% (RSC $12586 vs LSC $11573, p=0.160) *';

T MAL6 CERAMNE - & EEEIN) KEL LMLoY T v ADOMEMIZB (FFE)



& L7

TETFVAOHERE (BE) OHREFHE

HEREP 4~ IMOEEBLPEKRLET 7 A LATHS [OL: RHZEREGRT (FSF) ], [02: A
WA PHE (F5%) ], [03: i ()1, [04: Tk ()] o7 r A0MHEMEIE A ()
THY), &I ET Y Z0MHEEE A (Rv) IZHE L7

HEEDONT AT

BN LT RSC 1 LSC & ARTEEE O [FH ARG [RMNAHE | 38
WESTHREIFLLHAFEOT I VA LTH D, T2, [HINE] [F—=V7H—T7] IZEHFICL -
THFELVWHERLEZON, ROT I VI LATH D, —F, [Tl [EARRE] FEE T
FLLRVWHRTHY, EOT I M AL THb, MEUTEROT Y M 2ARA%ETHY, TEF¥
ADWEEED TN L5, BB LT RSC 1Z LSC & R THBOELIIH S TR L,
EELEBIRLTYBWICES 72

BE - TROMIER - FL

B BRI BB K L C RSC 1& LSC & ek U C A il & & B J £ I3 M4 T, RSC O Tl
FRRRL 554, HIREED 7% AMREERERTYD L EZ 5N 5, BEMOERE MY
L CTAIClafrbaz# 1 RSC & LSC RGO FM B TEMIIETH 5, %3, LSC LRIBKIZRX v
VaEAPHENKR I D570, BEMANTAY Y Ve DIDBYAZIZOWTTHA VT 4 —
LR Ty b E e LR RS 2 LD b D

B z=az

TOKDHEHEET S | TOLDT<HRETS | THBOKDIFHIHE | THOROKDRHELE L L
(GRUMHESE) (55U #E29) T5 (55U H#) T% (GRUHES)
0.0% (0 £) 0.0% (0 %) 0.0% (0 #) 0.0% (0 #) 100.0% (13 42)




# & (CQ19)

REBERFHFISH (Ureterocystoneostomy: UCN)
WAERL R E W

JEE e R A% (Vesicoureteral reflux: VUR) DAVEHUIEHE D gold standard (&, Bk UCN T
Hbo ZFOWINHIF5I% "V VA, FHEICKX 2MAI2ET 5720, &567% 5 KERER
LI N TV D, RFBTI 20124 4 RN 7 70 — F O JEREGE T B2 e P T4t (GUBEIE T 4105
Transvesical ureteral reimplantation: TVUR) »YBRFRIGR S 7ze Z oM, BN T 7'a —
F T& % Cohen %% Politano-Leadbetter (PL) %% 5mm A — b 3R CTHEESET (KEKT)
(AT o IRA DB I1E Cohen #:75 2005 4E ¥, PL #:43 2015 4 ¥ Tdh o 720 AFETIF 2009 4F 12
Kawauchi 5 2SR#ICHE L Y, & 512 Naitoh 5 3R % > 2 EHBERE & & O
BIC LIS L TVUR OF A2 s Lz ¥ — kT, —#oktik® 2k& TVUR £ 1 b
AL 7 71 —FTHh 5 Lich Gregoir T4l &2 JEWESE T ICHEfT ST b, RAIFE R v bR
JEiJPESE T Lich Gregoir TAASEHIC R > TW A 7 KIET 2016-2018 4E 1247 b7z VUR D44EH
WG DR AT TIE, BABUCN 68%, MEFESE T Al (ERESE, TR v b I3RMERES) 6% & ik
ENTHY, BEHESET FHIEMK UCN © 1 IR cd 72 ¥ AN BE D NDB 7— & X —
A& B L, 2014 4 4 A ~2021 4E 3 A @ 7 4 CREEIR 3 5 FA4l7 (K809-2) 5,386 4, MEMESE
TEEBEPI AR (K809-3) 547 D &8k - 7= (7 7 & A H 2022/11/6), TVUR 2B UCN ®
W1EBETHY Y, KELFAEOMEBITH - 720

BEXKRE

ERRE L, REEDS Tmm D EICIERLZRETH L, ARBRTZH0HL 0D, 58
PREBICT (<40%) RIEMBIEDG &, SFHIEROBIE & 22 5, ERIRE O FAMIL, RE KD
adynamic segment Z WL, KWIREZM IR L, SBT3 22 BERicHw a3
bo REWHOFP:E LT, REZITY 7272 plication #: (Starr #:, Kalicinski ) &, J&
B %YM % excisional tapering 75 %o 2023 4F 4 HBAE, B RREIIEBBTHICmZ,
TVUR MRBEIGR S TV 5% BBFM TN - A2 SREICT 7 —F 95 2 LAk
TH 525, TVUR BN T 70 —F DA THAT L 2T NE% 5 % BRI ZAR—2
TORK - EFMELEL T LI LMD, MFEIE LBV, BORTRBEWNT 70 —F TolE
JPe85 T Lich-Gregoir #: ', Cohen 'Y, ©R v MBS T Lich-Gregoir i ', Cohen "
DG SN T WD, CHRERIZ X 5 T case series 9 i3, Bt UCN vs TVUR O A [ & 2 58—
MIFZE L aSC Y % @i 7z 2006 4E Kutikov 51d, EAREICH LT TVUR 213 Lo THEL
720 ELRIRE 5B (3 BIIC tapering JRETEH) % Glenn Anderson i CTH WA %17\, 3611
AOHE (72 1B, JRIE2 B 2 ROBMITIEDO WV b TERd o7 P it L7z 10 5
226 51D 9 H TVUR 258 & T & 7201d 221 BT, 561 (2%) 13K — MiE#E=, A3k
ZJEDMRE T open conversion & 7 5 T 7z, EBTIEHRED S OHEH 150 6] (68%) &b
% MR TE YT 0 S OWEEAT 42 Bl (19%) Th o7z Vo FMEFEROF1E 38 % T,
WAERE 2 DA TH o 720 REEIIE 123 61 (56%) [2fThIN Tz, ZDWNFRIE, Tapering



171 B, Plication % (Starr) 52 1 TdHh - 720 W& J71% Cohen 7% 133 B (60%) &b % <,
KT modified Glenn Anderson i 62 ] (28%) Tdh -7z, FMiEHEILAMBIT, F¥ 165 57,
W FI T 235 53 CTh o 720 BEEE TOMMIZTFH 7 H & B ED - 72205, BHRIREIC D]
HTF =T IWVCHLREAT v NEIMEL Lz e Bbh s, i % < REEILRARIL L 720
&, 87-100% & BAF % HiHiTH > 72c Wang 51, TVUR & BB UCN & DR % T, AIH D
FREHIEZREVWD OO, REBIRIIARICHEL, Mihd X OGO GIEEZD %R, MRk
BEHERED - 72 MELTWAS Y, case series HETIEF ¥ A LNV DEWIREIZ R A -
7275, ERREICH LToO TVUR X, BB UCN & 0 b PATEERNIZ R VA, &6HEIRD % <R
HEALRR 2 IS8 X B 7



[eI0)| Febt PRI U T RERESE TIERL A i i X
naH?

EERtRES IS U CRRIEEE TIREMAFMN 255 <#RT 2.
HROME ; 550HR, TETVADHEEN (BX) ;D GEEICEHELY)

B s

CQzEERBRFFL LLER
TVUR (2 VUR B L CERREIH LCTHERN T 70— 5 T17 ) IS T T4l T, 2012424 H I
PRBUNR S 7z 2023 4F 4 HBUE, AFETHATC & 2 ME— OIS T TS 42 50 € OAHMEICH
LTHRE LTHMARREZRT I EDRHETH ), WIRGEHESI T 74 N7 4 >~ Tid, 2020 4
a7 2L LTI kiFshiz, SREHEROMMCHE:, CQ & LTI kiFshiz, ERRE
B LTI TR %o

RFFEROBIE

K CQIZxF LT, 1) transvesical/vesicoscopic/transvesicoscopic/pneumovesical/pneumovesicoscopic/
pneumovesicum 2) ureteral reimplantation/ureteroneocystostomy, 3) vesicoureteral reflux/
megaureter/ureterovesical junction obstruction ® 3FEMH DO F — 7 — N THMERZIT-72 (MZEH :
202241 H 22 H)o ZDHEH, 1RAZ ) —= 7 T68 X, hand search TH S N7z 1 #iXA
Mahiz, o) bEEZIRLEY 2D OEF 298 ICH L T2RAZ ) —= Y T #iTo72, 2
RAZ) ==V 7T, KCQOT I M A ATH2 “Mithdhmig s, “GOE", "Wk
ZME L7zo TVUR & Eﬁ)‘ﬁz UCN # [t L7z RCT ciﬁﬁ Ladrolzds, A& ak— Mgz 4
A SCRR 72 T S ST 1 RSO R N R RIS 23 FSCAsil S Zze TVUR ICB W CEREA
#ED Cohen #: & PL (23?» bivTsh, il kl:i’ﬁﬁ%ﬂ‘ L7z

RRIER

TVUR D) O #Hi1d Cohen 452005 4 2 T, PL#EA 20154 Y Th o720 LHLTHIE SN T
W72 TVUR #EBIE I 692 1T, Cohen 4% 589 6, PL LAY 103 BITH > 720 BABIZ 23 Hlo A
THo72DT, WAFNIES RO LS, NREIOAROKE & Lz, FarERE, 355
£25%T, AR 6 DA TH o720 FHFARERMNIE, F B 146 £55 4 (Cohen 3 143+ 57 43
PL £ 170+71 47), Wil 191+57 4> (Cohen #: 166+85 43, PL % 221+8747) Th - 720

T NAL A IEETRIERE
W DEFKE LT, VCUG TVUREEMER LD EHHNEELE LEFL/ZEZ A, Cohen i
93.1%, PL #:93.9% T, Bl UCN ORI 959% " & ik 5 L 1FIZFA%ETH - 720



TINDL2: GHHE

G PHIEIX 54/668 (8%) IZFL 54, Cohen i 46/569 (8%), PL i2:8/99 (8%) &fiztilicz=iZAoh
72/ 72. Open conversion DHHEEIX, 26 B (3.9%) T, Cohen ¥ 20/569 (35 %), PL #6/99 (6%)
ThHolzo MPEHEEL LT, A7 ¥ FERA6H, BEENRRIERE~D CO, K 21 #, K— B
No 7V (B, MEA R, TIEREEIRIELC X 5 IE) 13 %] % 5 btom&A%r&LflﬂﬁﬂW~
YIRFEGORBES B, WEEkzE 3R ROz, [N E IR T% < % 5 5B ISR — N
TN EEbE 5 L EF 34 B THEIHERL 54 B0 63% HSFR UCN 1212 R — ]‘Egl_@/\ﬁ:rf&)o
7oo WENRIRGS OREFIHERE, A — MEER) B X ORERBD S ORIEEAD CO, AR & &
b s BENOLEATIE, TVUR ICHEBMNZGIHETH ), FMOMERIIATETH S5, RE
PNV — YIREBR ORI, K— MREIC X o THE L2 EED S IRDSEREN ISR TL 9 72012
BIAHGT, BERPHHREEZ 235, BHEORENV— Y ZHRAET ST L TUHET S, K—
MEEIBERSGE AT A FTIAThTBY, EHRof 1 K- MIBEBEOH Y &) 2R L 22 E
THZEVRTH D, BK=ZATMNEOBRIEZRESITT H121%, 2 38— &AM EHIZEW
THEDRL, AT HICELS EREO~NDT 2 %Xﬁiﬁlﬁblﬁ DAREIET b > A VO A L < 7%
HEHEENTVS ", LALadbfE2 3E—OMBELZELTE, BEREOHYEY 2 HE$
LIEHEDH 5, Yeung 1%, 2 3K— bOMEZ LRIGEH L XV ORI EICE 2 &2
WLTWD Y, MRS W2 5725 BEEEZ PHTEURIAEZ T2 2 &2
T&, FMEEETAIENTE Db, JBEATOWIRA, TVUR PR OEES X OF K
I EEbLNS,

VA VNS (i 2 A=E

WitR PR H U 341 H (16-60) Th o720 MimBITld, Cohen %32 H (1.6-44), PL %42
H (20-60) TH -7z Bl UCN & e [A%5E & Bbhzz, M o#HE T TVUR GBI UCN £ b
FMREIIZR , PAREIIRRS 2 b OOTERE HBIZA%S L @G shTwnz ™, HEOHRE T
TR, PAEEIIRASEE 20, fEREIEIAZCHEL Z>TETWE Y,

It?/l@ﬁiﬁ(ﬁé)@ =i

i T & 725X 1E, case series EHRAME IF— Mg LDOATHY, TEF Y ALXNVIFLNL
DT&otoitﬁﬁ&?@FﬁAf%érmﬂﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁ%g(ﬁﬂ,Kﬂ:ﬁﬁﬁ(%ﬂOﬂl
T Y ZAOMERIZVTNRE D (FEEICHIH) Tholizd, BRMNATYE T v AOMEE (RS)
D FERIZEI) 1P L7z,

HWHEED/NT > AFHE

e LT, RHE TR 2 L, MBURIEAD D 7% AR <, He ABEIE, Rl 248 %
MHRBHITO5NB, ELELTEEAE T T, PAEOT —F v 7 AR— 2 TORKENH BERE A HRE,
BRI TS5 5,



BE - mMROMERH - FL

BEUHREZIILO LT 5 major P D% 25, BEEGETFHLO Ry MBS TN 2 &0
minimally invasive surgery (MIS) IZiE&#b > TETWL, LML SEEHEETH S VUR R
ERREICHE L TIE, BB UCN B EH TH S, AFTIE TVUR 3HE—D MIS Tdh % 5%, HAbiyii
MEGME S 7 TNV EORBRREIENS T EKR L TwE ERF WV, S4RICK TIIROMENE
HIB IO Ry b3EMEPES T Lich-Gregoir b AIBITEA SN D W RN H 5, BHMED HBL
FTAREUCNIZBWT, X DEAEMIEN MIS (&, B UCN 12 U722 ith 3 & etk 2 it T &
g, B - hRICZANLGNS L BbI s, VUR RERIRE OB Z YT 5 WIRERFHE I,
B UCN, TVUR IZIZ THERBIRE L TH 59 MIS OFMFHICEH KT 2 2 L THH
B o 7Y A GEIRDTRE & 72 B0 MIS ORI &2k 10 &, Bt UCN & &R RIS
HIENEEND,

| R

FOEIRHRTS | TOEIBHIET S | ThRNESTHE | ThRNESHRHESE s
(ALVHEE) (B3 \2E) % (5L ESE) T3 (RLHES) *
0.0% (0 &) 100.0% (14 %) 0.0% (0 %) 0.0% (0 %) 0.0% (0 &)




& & (CQ20~21)

BYERBERBIIHBEHENLEETH ), AR S RBEE RIS RIET 5 2 L%,
[ 7 ST B A RIEEOWT OIS DFAEL, BTlE, B %) Efaies LT,
85 ) P D 59 R0 s 22 5 DR DWHNIC K o TRW S D 2 L% o MOFL T, FERROEE
ZRT 2 EDNE L, BIERTHGMRARICEAER IN 2L HZ 0,

BERIE, PIREFICE ) ZEPNE 5 720b, FFRNICHBNIIRT 225, RUEERETH S
MERBHENHRICE AL ZEDL, FMICIHMRBEPOBEAEIRKOSNL I LD
T, 2o k) o, KIBTI 2016 42 5 WIS T RIS VIR (Laparoscopic
Urahal Resection LAF LapUR ) 23RBEINIR & 72 o 72h%, ZFOREMRLAHNEICE T 57— %1%
A7y, LapUR 3% K3 Ao ¢, HAL: (LESS: Laparo-endoscopic Single-site Surgery) &
5 WIEIKILE, (RPS: Reduced Port Surgery) 2 & 2 g FIRBESS UM (LT LESS/RPS-
UR) diTbN2IHIHoTETED, LNEAUNESOFMBHRLAICERLTETV S,



B RIS REICH LIS T RIS Z IR Ml
BENDH?

RERRERRBICK U CRIZEE T RIREVIRMZ1TD J & &5 <H#ET S,
HROME ; 550HR, TETVADHEEN (BX) ;D GEEICEHELY)

B s

CQZzEELRRKRFABELLEETR

BRI A A0 3 5 BHURIEE IR (Open Urachal Resection LR OUR) & JeEs IR I
BYIBAT (Laparoscopic Urachal Resection PLF LapUR) % g L7z RCT & BIAE F TITMEV, A
BT 2 720, MEDS ZH Rk X 2 PEBIO%A M EBEMHIETH Y, KB LT
ERfseix 1 e e

COHAFFA YORRIE, T LTRADRERBEERETH 545, —&F, AR 2
EPLDHTFT—=F IMHEL T b,

LapUR 28HE3ET & 20089 o, A, BEWRE, MXoOBESEOmA & HEZEEEI DWW THRES
EMRTzo BEME L CTEMER ARYIH, BREWEEE L TR R B X OV, U
o, BHMEE L TCPMEMRAREE, 2L2EEZLT7Y VAL LTGEEL, 77 b
KT EIRHti R AT o 720 72720, AN, BEWEE, WRORSHME LREOKET 7 P A LAIZ 1IN
I L TWa b Tk, #HREOIEDOBICD, BAMICHI Lz, 72, Fiiids, RED
A HIELZEBRITATH LU L, HEOFHIMO TEHELT Y M AL TRED LA, REEIC
BWTIE, MEOBEPHOTENTHLLETPHMEINL L, BIUVEOBEKRTHIEZFMGL X9
ERZIE EDOOTEMMORBBELET LI L LE2EELT, EELATY M AICREDER
o7z,

RFRAERDOBE

A CQ IZxF L C, laparosopy/laparoscopic, urachus/urachal, laparoscopic surgery vs open surgery,
surgery, pediatric/child D520 F — 7 — FB L3O F —iar ) CH#ExiT-7- (M#EH :
20224E1 A 15 H)o ZOMER, 1IRAZ ) == 7 T07m XAt sns, coo b, mEGmL,
SE BRI B DS 7 RS, EEES B 2 E 2 R L 2R 2 MM L, 2IRA 2 ) —= 0 T &
720 2IRAZ ) ==V 7Tk, KCQOTT M HATH2D “GHHE", “WEE LN, “ Akl
M7, BRI ORI, TR IS T 2RO M, FEFIES OUR L OB OHM, 7%
CrfdEl UTHETL, R 9 mChshit Sz,

T INDLA  BHHE

AIED DPC 7= R—=A % M7z 18 F LT DMK BT % LapUR 306 1 & OUR 576 0 [k
2L, Mo EHHE (49% vs. 44%, p=061), MiEARHE (48 H vs. 45 H, p=0.16), ABi#
JH (4,929 US $ vs. 4725 US $, p=0.31) 12713 % > 7275, LapUR TH B\ RIS 235 A2 > 72 (191min



vs. 134min, p<0.001) Z EDSHEENTWS Y $72, AUHEICH LTE, b i3sEssz v 2?
%> Lap UR 2847\ (68.3ml vs 165ml, p<0.05) ¥ & #ti%#, LapUR & OUR W b i
F1d 70cc KiTH Y, BRHICERODLE IR VEZ L ONS, MikHIMICE LTt RPS 4 —
23 =X TLH, MBI X 28E2HEY ShTwsd, ThUSOHEIZ 2V, Hiko
BIES (26% vs 21%, p=064), MIEEAHHE (0.7% vs 0.0%, p=0.12), WEEGE (1.0% vs 1.6%,
p=056) & LapUR & OUR TWIN L HEEIZRDO TV, X512, [FE (6 AR, 6 205 12 7%,
1345 18%) 2BV TH ZORAEFEICHEAIRD T AVEREIATHS Y,

T NDL2 L ERE EREHE

AWM OWT LapUR & OUR % LR L 223513 2 w8, 10 L RICBE7UIE LapUR & OUR &
D HEORENEZIENEOHESH S Y, 72, HILX (LESS: LaparoEndscopic Single-Site
surgery) & 5 WIEIEILE. (RPS: Redeced Port Surgery) 12 & 2 RESEIBRMIZOWTIE, FEREE
BT 5 B VR ARG S Tw b 77

7 NBDALS  ABRHAR
ABHIRIC BV TIE, 27w 12 L o#iis L LapUR 2% & § 235 25H 5 (53 H vs 105 H,
p < 005",

TIRNALL ;KB tEEE
Wit 001X LapUR CTEEWEIANC 5 5 (p=0.05)", & % W I3 &= AR % £ TOHM A3
LapUR THEW & 0HENH S (112 H vs 156 H , p<0.01)”,

7 NALS  FHEEE
INBUBE 22 BIERIFZR 1 BV T, AR LapUR CEET 5 & 35 & Y L 200w & o 49
25,

IEFVADOHEEN (HX) O#HEFTM
CQINTAHIEF AL, WTFNIDEDr—2a2 2 ha— VAT T35 — A3 — X2
HEDLDTHY, TUEF RAIFEFITEI W &I 5,

HEEDONT D AT

CQICHTHIETFT VA, FEFICHHND OO, WEED 9 105 6 MOABHE, G SERFHI,
AR, m 853, 122V Tid LapUR (28843 % 2 F 71345 LHIMT S, HEEEEDSS MO
FMBERICOWTOAR, LapUR ICENDH LD FEME LB S NS, UELrSHRANRIZEED
INT U ATIE, LapUR IZEED D B L2t 5,

£ - MROMIER - FL
COMAROEZELRT Y b A LATWLEE RN D 2725, SOOI LTI, LapUR IZffifi %



BB EENL CITRRIEAVRIR SN Do BEDOTER, FRicd X 2570% BF - iROMfES! - A%
& LT, LapURICEMMMfEZ AL, HET 2SS b,

V&Y, LapUR X OUR & H L TR MIZIER § 2 WHetED H 50 MM 7 7 ~ 7 2
2B L T LapUR %°%5 o T 2 W PRI <, RIS R BA MO TIRENR T W B W REMEA VR S
N % 3T 7% o LapUR IZ BMEREERAICH L TIT o THORWEEZ LN LD, SROIEFO
EMEMBLETH D, $72, SHETHOROBIEMREVETH L2 Lnb, Lt opig
fF7E 3 & OV IR & BERIC X 2 MGEEDSE T b0

| z=es

TOEEHRETD | TORDFHEHETS | THBROKDTFH R | THRVED R B L
(BRUVHESR) (550 \HE2R) T2 (550 ) % (GRULMHELR) *
0.0% (0 £&) 100.0% (14 4) 0.0% (0 #) 0.0% (0 #&) 0.0% (0 £&)




RIEREERBICHLUT, BAR (LESS: Laparo-
endoscopic Single-site Surgery) #»23UMERFL
1% (RPS: Reduced Port Surgery) FREEEYIBRHT
[SHERE NS H?

RMREERRBICH LT LESS £7213 RPS (CK B RIRBEVIBRMT 21725 £ 2B HET B,
WROME ; BUOHR, TEFAOHEMN (EX) ;D GERICHELY

B s

CQZzEERRKFBELLEER

BYIRIBAE BT 5 BEE S F IR IBLE Y Bl (Laparoscopic Urahal Resection LLF LapUR) &
¥ F1, 3, (LESS: Laparo-endoscopic Single-site Surgery) & % 13k Lz (RPS: Reduced Port
Surgery) 2 X 2 RBEEIBRM (LT LESS/RPS-UR) & Z Mk L 72 RCT IZHAE £ TITiEw,

ZOHAFTAOMRIE, L LTRAORMRBEERETH 5%, —, NRICBES 5 H
RS L F=F BIMFL TV 5,

LESS/RPS-UR (334 & IR EM: % H 1912 LapUR 22 H R4 L 7241 CTH 5o LESS/RPS-UR A%
HRTE L) H, BFEWMEE L LZEMOMD SHEREICOVTHREIE MR 72, BHWLE LT
HORARMZ I X B0 B / KWEHE, 2otk UCTHEPHE ABNIMSFMREM 2 EE L7
TIALELTEEL, 77 M ATLIHMiz To720 72720, &7 7 MO AZLTULHMITL
727 b ATIERL, HREOTEDOBICOREMIHW Lz, 72, Filivs, REOWHELZH
BLERITAETHLULE, BROAEIHBO TEELT Y M LATED LD, ARBIZBWTIX
WHROHEIBDOTHTHLLETFUMENL L, BLXUEOEKTHEXZML L5 LB 21X M
D TRMMOBBBIR L ETHI L E2EEL T, ERLRTY M AZEEDRDP 7

MRFFEROBE

AR CQIZXF LT, laparosopy/laparoscopic, urachus/urachal, laparoscopic surgery vs open surgery,
surgery, pediatric/child, LESS:Laparo-endoscopic Single-site Surge, RPS:Reduced Port Surgery,
Tanko, cosmetics D 9 DD F—7 — FB X2 MO F —fw3L Y THMHEZITo72 (MFkH 120224 1
H15H)o TO/RE, 1RAZ Y —= v 7 T3 @mXhPii ahiz, 209 b, B\, FEGIHRE
RGBS e i S, EER B2 SRS L 4A3ESCERIIE L, 2IRAZ ) —= Y TR T 70, 2
RAZ V== 7T, KCQDOT 7 M A LTHDH "R/ FWaHE", “GOE" “ARHH",
CFAEERT B SRR OA N, EFABCHR OB OA R, RERIEEEE LTHE L, RENIC
7L S 7z

I NALA ERE AR
LapUR & L 72 LESS/RPS-UR O E A&, EF O LWFFMisHW2 & TH b L



END, Gl FENFGICIZE R ARMZBE  body image scale / cosmetic scale, total body
image / total cosmetic score, visual analog scale # H\W/725FliAA 2 SN TEB Y, wTFhoHy
b LESS/RPS-UR (& 2 B/ £ M3l 25 i v & £ Tw b "™, body image scale 134 @ body
image DZALIZOWVWTOERMFETH Y, 4Bl 5 >DEMAH v, 20 M CRfAFRIZE, i
#® body image ~NDZEVBENWI ERRLTWD, F72, cosmetic scale 13 Al DAl DY
MIZEC, 7ERBERHEiO 3 >0 % 0, 21 Ml CEAGRITE, WA OEN 2L ED w2
LR L TW5h, 2, body image scale / cosmetic scale # F\2 72 2 DD X TIEA BEAEDIIR S
nTWws", 5% LapUR 21 B, LESS/RPS-UR 36 Bl % fichiead L 725 L Tld, LESS/RPS-UR 0
cosmetic scale (17 vs 21, p=0.049) A ZICHVEHRE LTS Y,

TIRNHL2 A

LESS/RPS-UR (25} 5 G HHERIZ 0-10% & HE STV BT SHED ) LT 55 TH -
TH 36 3FY, 30FIH 26 Y LABOMEICE LT L, TOIEFLEAENABRETHY), WTh
DENEGe b BRAFIRFICTHEBE L T 5 Y SERRDS DR VH 0D, LapUR & FEAEE ALY,
A O G PHERIIFAETH L EEZ HNL,

7 NHL3 0 ABREAR

LESS/RPS-UR ®F35 A el 1% 4-6 HALEE & O G258 v "9, LapUR & Felig L 72 375 T3,
Wi AB O EUIFA%TH B (4 vs 4, p=0938, n=57) L DMWLEDH A, ABHHIIHEICHEH Y (76
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