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WAEIEHAS RN ZED LI N0, ENNDEELTA T4 2B TMEBEBICHT 5
HHER L L L CHER SN T W B, T, BERESE T B YIBRM (laparoscopic partial nephrectomy,
LPN) 2YMEREFH & LT TRBIICITbNTE 2D, ZoMSEIEE <, IEME»D R E
BB L ORAIEO BT IS E 2R OBEILETH L L ERTWwD Y, —F, uXy Mk
BB ER Y BR AT (robot-assisted partial nephrectomy, RAPN) & 2004 4F 12 #) & CTHids X LT LLR%,
% HHEMFRIEB X OERBEO ZR T RHBSE0BN B ERL, €OF—=VTh—7
W LPN I LSRN L5, BREZPOIZIASER L, SR/MEEHII T 5 B L
LCRHMENDDH 2 "y RAPN BAIICB VT, Gl B & L CHifT S /- % fiik 3L R oE
ORI HAERZZTTY, 2016 E IR S N, ZOBREBEICE/REBDIHEMLTBEY, 5%D
IEERE T 2 EBIC BV THLEE ZHs Tnd 2 e 3PS5,

L2 L, HEHSUBRMOMKIIHmMOTERTH ), EHE~OFERE, EEIIRORMMZE, 5k
Bk, FEEEFICH L THRALT 70 —F B RBEN TV LD, SHRIKBEFM L %Kk S
F57:0128, MRORBEIZIT 2 ) MAPLETHLEEZONL, Tz, BEEBHYIRA O
SR, EGIEICRE SRR, BHOKRE S, ES L OWHIRGFITEEI NS, ERORIK
B U BR A (open partial nephrectomy, OPN) 1ZH L, JFICIREETMIZB W TZE OMEIMATEE
THa Yo L7zdtoT, WEREPMIC L 2 B WM OB E0#EIE X, BIRTIE 4em LT O Tla
JE3F T B & ENTWAEA, Tlb LA EOKE 2, BMEICALE S 2 M5, B, btk
HE 955 55 0 LR 5 JE D i WA ME 2 BE S5 1% LT, RAPN % il & L 7 ARR B T4 0 ) 2 v hr i
FRL T DR E D) m2s, FERT BRI T 2 MO EEREE LTHEIT LN,

TR I R AN AT B BV TR e B4l (LPN, RAPN 3B X O° OPN) MO % Mk L 72 KM
BUEME AL BGRERIE, BAED L ZAHMITIN TV, 72, OPNIIH L TIREEFHE LTo
LPN B X U'RAPN % F & O CTHEMN L T At 13ME <, R SFEHOFMIL, 2 siis
L CHBNCEHE ST W5 FEICIRITDO RAPN O 2 2 W K % KL TWwb b o LR S5 95,
RAPN |24 L T® OPN & % 3 LPN O 2 WM L T 280 % K 2150 T be L7zhio
TARTA FIA4 2IZBITF 5 CQIE, 3 L B IR O BRIR A § 20780 BLR 2 o L 72
BOTRERNWT EARERMENLTH %,

INFTITHEINTIFZ—-IMREBLOI VAT T 4 v 7L 2= " A¥T7F ) I AHIIBW
TiE, OPN &ML TLPN & %\ & RAPN (&, firep s, FMNAOHE, A BB o S s
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BMEDH B & DRERIZ—FH L T 5B, T 7, Wil % 259 2 BEE, BB~ DRITE, ik B e 2L,
Widm B k=, iR FEREEICOVWTDH, OPN &KL CTLPN & %\ id RAPN O #:% /R L Tw
BWEDNL D, —BHLERRIIESR TR >,

OPN & LPN @ HIZIZDWTIZ, Gill 57255 1,800 Bl 5727 — % — 2@ L, OPNBEICH L
LPN #Ei%, FAvIeR, b diis s X OCA BRI BNICE N T 7228, IRBEMIR B X Ok & PR o
HIETIIE - TH Y, MEEMOMBERELILEIRASETH o2 WELTWAS Y, OPN & RAPN
OHIBICEHLTIE, Wub? BLUXiab” KX YVRfTENZIAFYTFA v 7 LEL—/ AFT
FU Y ADKERSHEENT VS, HHICBWTIE, FF3418H 2% & L7z 8D T2 T L,
OPN (ZH. L RAPN %%, b, FAT&06E, AR O mIZERTW225, FeliE R <,
TR ORI B L% SO OFMEB ZFASThH - 2 LARERTw D Y —T, HETI
7119 M O L H B 1372 3551 Bl & R xf 5 & L, OPN 2k L RAPN 28, firp b, #ifc & PR,
ABHIBICEN TV L OfFREIRE SN TS Y, F72, Ficarra biE, ¥~ v F FR7—7F1 ¥
ADFHIZ X Y OPN B & OF RAPN Hif7#1 % 200 652 L, o2 @ LIELTw5 Y,
ZNIZ L 5L, RAPN#EIZ OPN BRICH L, firdpimaEAss 47z <, MG PHE O BE b w28, i
MG E S, WM OFMEER, Mh&0HE, BrmbrEs, meEEELs s cdo72. M
BEIZ Chang 513, v F FX7 =73+ ¥ A& Y 122 15 2H1H L7 OPN, LPN 3 X Of RAPN
FEAT B0 O B & LR L 72858, RAPN #fidfho 2 B e L, b i, AR B X Oz ig v
B O EAFOMICENTEBY, LPNHIMo 2TIC L, FaREH R - 7243, fil#E
IZOWTIR 3BEMICEZ D o HE LT 7,

kXD, LPN & %\ & RAPN 2 X 22 EF11E, OPN L FEEOHIEMRE AL, TiizE
B L ORI A PHEOEKBALIC BV TIE OPN X DV ER TV A IR RIE SN, LaL, BURT
VB R4 E) By D A7 ORI B 22 FL MR I FAE L e Wiz, ek B & T & o REER, S o IR
EARRATNCHEIRL, EAEICRERMNZ#BINT S LRI NL, 72, RAPN OZH %K
BIOZHE D RRERTFA OBISIERIZ K0, BB U By o iy 2L EFAlf 12 ISR B 2 [T D &
D, 51&Ht & S B0 2 R BGR O MR Z2 5N 2, FEHIEE L OB L e L &
L7 BRMIBGE D X 0GB 72 REIRAT 2 JifT L C O B H D L E 2 bhd,

TIOZEEHMBTE | TOIEERETS T\ Ez T\ Ez —
(BRUVHESR) (550 \H#E2R) RETSD (FBUMER) | #ETD (GAVVHER)
100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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BE - REBICHUTHERST MR TEaN?

BE: - REBEICETDRERFMSFAMFNELR L TERETHY, &H T2 ETOEFTIE

HEIRICEZRDT, HETZS. WBE 2 TEFVALAILC

J e

Tt - RAER (LEREE EEE) IS0 2GRS EM O B L ORE 2 IR 2 &0k
T5HDTH b, mIIRE T Low grade TH IUIIRE T VI BRAT + IR EREEHT W & b B L5
B, RATA FIA4 7 TEIEMESE T RIRE MM (laparoscopic nephroureterectomy, PAF LNU)
DR, Zatk, BIGHECOWTHENS,

JFELI9IIE, 1991 4FIZ K E O Clayman S ASBFESE TERBRN & 13 Lo Tl L7z Vo WAEDE S 13
PRAE 1 2 R EIICYI$ 5 2 W T LNU 2 L TWw5 Y, 205 FHREOWREICE
BIRCTATIC & 2 DA, BENIRAE % BN H | &3k < pluck %, BENIRAE O A % BRERIIE] &
%< stripping # Y, REEEPE b 0y h — 2 RE L TR TR 2470 B Rl Be R ES
WMESNTEZPT, o) BEBEFHATA 75 =2 M2 TEHARD 5D 59 flo
wataidn Y,

1) Wit ¥ 60 » A oft@BigE<, 2361 (39%) \CATA 77— BN TBY, 209 %
16 B (27%) THiADFRO N7z

2) PRI DFRAE L TV 2IERIA 17 B (29%) 12780 H 7z

3) TERRAT OB JEEGE T THEAT L 72356 TRAFRAE 112 S IS 2558 L 729 b & % 720,
T HERRAE A 1 R0 26 FE MG B CUlEAM R IZF F L v

Ao T WS,

INhoofinzzlF, DHETIZBIE LNU G EPESE T ISBRMERN 2 17, TEHREDRIETE
U & 5 BT CITVv, BIRE Z —SRIC TIEMYHAI2 5§ 2 Dh% v, 2002 FF121E
LNU 28 A E ORBE#EIG & 22 ), LNU bERRZ# E LA fThNb L) Ik o7,

B3 S PESE T (transperitoneal approach) & % BE$E T (retroperitoneal approach) 2%
» 5, WA TlE working space D )i\ transperitoneal approach 238 S Tw 2 %19 s HAT
I3 retroperitoneal approach 23% o WHISEMNEFM I T2 7 7 — Milld - 8 13 m4ERHEG R
W12 B W T 2015 4E 1247 72 LNU 1 transperitoneal approach 336 ] (21%), retroperitoneal
approach 1252 1 (79%) T& - 7=, 1990 £ 5 2015 4EDHKEF % & T b transperitoneal approach
1910 %1 (14%), retroperitoneal approach 11571 %1 (86%) T& 1, AKI T K& 55 @ % Bl T
retroperitoneal approach A%R X v 5 | % e 72 1V,

0Ky bR RS T RR A &R (robotic LNU) 3B/ CIIEMEBEHO VD ED L 5 THD,
TEIREDEE S BEHESE NI ) BHEPL DS, HARTIERBRED L 2o TWwiv, XoT, Ry A
K A4 »Tlid robotic LNU IZ&H® TW i\, ZBiESTDH robotic LNU & B IR & R4 (open
nephroureterectomy, ONU) O#llFgEME% ik L7z 513 F 72 7% v,

JE PG T B IR 2 Bl (laparoscopic nephroureterectomy, AT LNU) & BBUE R4 44 Bl
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(open nephroureterectomy, LLF ONU) % It#& L 72 Randomized Controlled Trial (RCT) &/
BRFZe s — o ST b (ONU 40 ] vs LNU 40 )2 532009 4 & Rk, F 72145 ) X HF
FWEDRLTE G P, oBEERL™™ bBRL, FMAIHE - BERESICEA L
D& DU IR,

MR RIIMEDHRO TL VD, TaxRy 54 237 & KREEMST (ONU 3016
%] vs LNU 754 B) 125 TABIELEIE ONU 1.1% vs LNU 0.7% CTHEER 2 ho 72 (p=026)"",

MR LNU BETH B 2w W) HE2H 5 — 5T, MEERICEZRD RV E DR
HhdH oY, EmERICE LTI o KBUBET (ONU 3016 #1 vs LNU 754 ) 1235W\T LNU &
THEIME A > 72 (ONU 154% vs LNU 10.3%) ',

TR A X HET, LNUBETREVWE W) HE Y 2355725, RCTTIREZEDLH-
7- 12)

M EPIHERIZZ O RCT CRFGRGIHEZ RO Lo 2 ERWMEN TV B2 Y, Bl o KB 7
WrCld LNU BECH KA > 72 (ONU 4.7% vs LNU 21%) ™,

WA PHERIZRCT IZBWTHEET 0% Th o 72 2. Mok sIa S WZEmEE 2, 1o KB
JRMTIC BT b MBI R A PHERICE 2 0 2 h o 72 (ONU 169% vs LNU 15.1%)

AW LNU Ol 3B B2V E T 5 RCT 2 &8RO 21 235 558, #E437%
WETLHADBRAIMEES bbb,

BEEP PRI L TR IS < O HEEPHL E b0 RCT ICBWTIEMAICEZBD Lo
721 =75, 2007-2014 4EICHIG SN 72 18 DB A M EWIFE 2 B LI L7z A F TF I Y AICE B &,
LNU BEICAH IS S CBENTER 22072 7 BBARXAY T F Y Y A 4O%AINEHETIE, Wi
FERBOTHEN Y,

HE8% - RS (ERNER 2B <) BXOYWREFRMALS (Cancer specific survival (CSS)) (&
RCT 2B VTR Z B L5727, LA L pT3ER D L < i3 high grade IE#F IR S & ONU

HCTHBEIZCSS NEholzbMEEINTWE, BAMEMIEICBWTY CSSIZEEZRO LWV EDH
LESAT AN 13,16, 19)O

I RESIRER
FHTEERETS SzEERETS | ThhleE Fhh\NzEs i
(BB VHESE) (3B \3E12) 1BRTS (HUOHE) | HETD GALVHSE)
0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

I Future Research Question

ERICZE T Y AL RVOEVELIEA 7% <, RCT X LNU & ONU Z g L 72/MiEED & D78
—OREEINTVDEIDRTH b,
W T3 DLEOFEBNC BT 2 HIHETEIC D W CHIRE M TR e a2 th 9 2 &8 L v
720 YOREERE IO W T LNU Tld ONU &Y Ui ghiE OB, i s s )
SHORDA WV, VI MERDHL Y,
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& o T Future Research Question & L Tl
1. T3 PLEC B 2 itk
2.0 Y SEERE O EDOES; (LNU vs. ONU)
BHT 5. ) YNHEEICHE LTI OBBNERD FO MM Z RCT MENE I N L,
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EGEBIER T —IcH U TR B E R TE 20 ?

FEREEE T N — BRI IERABMRNICHEB LT, N —0FERD PREAH BRI EESND
RERIETVADDHY), BRMEOELELFTES D, HETEZS,
WRE1 IEFVALANILA

§ e

ARERBRICBT S FF—BHRIUN I, BELRRS V74 TICHT 2R TH Y, el IR
D BT BEREASHER T R BT H B0 - T, BIEEGRETFMOBEHICB VW TIdZaet, REEEL
HERBEL DING Y ANEETH Do KETIE 1995 4E12, AFFTIE 1996 F12, WO THEEESET K —
BERHUR  (laparoscopic donor nephrectomy: LDN) 25#Hif: S T LAk, AFRTIE 2008 4E 12 # 4
BRI (ZEAK) (SRS TA 2SRRI S L, LDN IZA SR XN BICE - TWw b, 2016 FEE i
FEBI O HARBAIL X L 2IRATIX, AKIBD FF—BERIUN O XD 95% L FASRERESE T4 T17 b
NTHBH, BEIZLDN 3FEERXE VR S, ACQTIEX, TFEToOHET, LDN 255K N+ —F
FREUT (open donor nephrectomy, ODN) & LT, £O7 7 ML DBEZTESLELHHD0%
52020, LDN 2RI N2 02 Wi T %,

2018 4EHI1E £ TIZ, LDN & ODN % H# L 72 meta-analysis 12 X 209213 44 ™, RCT 12X 5%
M 8 Y MESNTWE, TRHEDRCT DI b 4fEA—aF— bOWETH S T FF—
BRI O 7 7 b AL UCHEZEROIAS, S0HE, Wi, BAEEE A ngak +F
rER], BEAMARE L7 L LT, KWL REEAEICE L Cid LDN 28 ODN (2t L T <
N, BAMICE LTI LDN 2585 < s s, i, SPHES X OBRE G L Tk
%07 b H &R L, FHERIZLDN X ODN X h Ewv, ULk, £&&%#A% L LDN i ODN
WL, TEF VALV A Tl HERINS,

LDN IZBT 2 EELMROBIRKEE LT, Ny F7 Y2 MiBIOBER, B X ORBEE S BBEED
77O —FOERY DD, WVTNOWHELRELSOT I M A 22 RTIEF Y 2ARREINRTES T
FEMRICBWTENHETIT) SEPRBEEZOLND, FRELAOERIIME A O K F—0 55
BERE R MAT D SIS & ) BIRE NS 720 RCT IZIdAIN & TH 575, 4 LDN 13/ LDN & (3[4
DT M LERTREDNL L ZEDTWD, FREE, —HORiETITbTw 5 HILA R
T (LESS) 12ft#E X N5 reduced port surgery (RPS) Z#¢H L7z LDN IZ2oW T, &gt o
HACTEMMZEOL TV AREVWES 2 5,

2018 4EBIFE £ TIZ, LDN & ODN % H#% L 72 meta-analysis (2 & 282813 4 @ ¥, RCT 12k %
WFeid 84 " M s hTwd, SHHEDRCT @9 b 4fIERA—Ik— FO#EETHL ¥, 55
B OWFEFR L OREREZ MK L T, FF—FERIUOT Y A AL L TEELEREOMAIL, LT
DX IHEHT 5o

T EAZE T IC B LT, 3751 Bl LDN B X 18 2843 1 ODN % f#Hr L 72 meta—analysis TlZ,
B L EMmE SN TnD Y, £72 /702 —o LDN 244 61 %, #[E o LDN 601 §1 % O T
b, WEBNE D o720 LA LKED 1991-2001 @ LDN 5,168 FlOHT TlE, 2 ADFETHIAH 1,
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SR 5 B OMifigE 1 AB LA 1 ATHY, LDN OIELEHRIZ 0038% LW shTng 7,
H—Ji7k T® RCT 12 & 25853 CTld ODN 3/100 %1, LDN 2/100 BT, L% A X &, FilifigE,
fige7e &2 & % 12 » HUHOFRE 2 G S Tw b2, FEEE, -7,

ABEREICE L CIE, MERIE 4 8 @ meta—analysis 1 X AR X TR L HESN Y, 3950
RCT 12 & 298 Tl ODN O A5 & OFERD WG S Twp 75, —J5, H—HigkTo RCT

TIEAPHEIC X 2T 2 LDN @ 8% T#HH 7245, ODN TlREOLeh o7, Lk b, 40HE
WL CTZOERIIMEICIVEHTH LD, LDNIZODN L VTV ALV B CTRHI%EEZ D
N5,

HWIMEIZE LT, LDN TOH & %% H il & 0 %4> 25 meta—analysis 12 & 5 2 #i OWF 5255 L T
HEENTWD B9 L LMo meta—analysis 3 X O RCT I X 5 4 DOWFZeTlE, i i c
BREEBOTHRW MRS g g SRRl I 2 HiF% o RCT 12 X 5892 T ODN 12
H#ELLDN THEICS o727 DEX Y, HinEICB L TLDN i3 ODN I LT 57> 2

LNV ATHEEEZEZONS,

BHIERERRICEI L T, 1B L Y ¥ v Ml creatinine il 122 W Tl 2 #i @ meta-analysis
BLU2HMORCT 12X AWML TR L SR TWwp BTSRRI RE R 35 X OFS B IE
(DGF) ®#if 1% meta-analysis 12 & % 2 DD TR TH - 72 Y, EBHIMEER (WIT) 1%, 1
D RCT IZ L BUEICB VT LDN THEICE,P-72LOWMEDDH 578, BHEREICIIEEL 2
Dolz®, DXy, BAEEAEICEH L CTLDN 8 ODN I, T¥F Y ALV A THESEEEZ LN,

PEIRIZE L T, ﬁ,ﬁ‘ﬁiﬁé‘?éﬁﬁﬁ 1% 3 # @ meta—analysis®™® B X 5 % ® RCT 2 & % W %8 i
S22 s ODN 2K L LDN THEICA W E i ST bo & 2 2 713 meta—analysis O
MY BLXORCTICL % 22000% %% T, LDN D) G EICED o720 DEX Y, &HICH
LTLDN 2 ODN EHELIEF Y AL AN A Tl SN 5,

WA EFEICE L CiE, ABRHIRIZ 48 © meta—analysis®™® 3 X V3 @ RCT 2 X 2 Wi
L EBH o IDN THBICEMLZEHME ST b, BHBER T TOMMIZ 3O meta-
analysis™ ®'® B X U4 #i D RCT 12 & B 0723 252 Tld LDN TH BB L7z L M ST
Who F7-fEHEREE QOL (SF-36%) 7 ¥ — ML %5 32D RCT T, LDN THARMAENH &
CHRIICEE L 728w ) 2220 Dk Xy, [EAMEICE L TLDN i3 ODN LT EF v X L
NV A TESHER I NS,

FHEERICEI L CIE, 3D RCT 12 & 2HFZE# 31238\ T LDN T3 160-270 4, ODN T 140-
170 3 L BELRIEESRE SN TP meta-analysis 12 & 5 4 O LICBWTH LDN THHE
RIEEAHE SN TWS ¥, Ui L, ODN EABEEZVWEDRCTIZEA%EbH 5 *, it>T,
FATRERICEI LT LDN (& ODN [ZE#R LHESE S e,

AVEICB LTI, BOESIZRCTICEZ 200212k %L, LDN TIZAZICEM LW
5 B BEMIRIET ¥ — MIRCT ICX 2N L OATH Y, LDN THEIZA I T AN
7278, BMEEAAWEED 72O ZEF Y ALRXVIEB ET 57, 9em ONEIR/INIIE ODN & LDN
® case control AFZETId, MFWMLEET 7 — P TEEIRDTVEWVE, ftoT, BEMEIIOWVWT
LDN (& ODN 12 L T EF Y A LNV B TH LR SIS 25, ODNOFORESIZEbLEZ LN
%o
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| zasumez

TOCEEWBETD | TOIEERETD T\ Ez T\ Ez —
(BRUVHEER) (55U \HE2R) RETS (BUMER) | #ETD (GAVVHER)
87.5% 12.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

I Future Research Question

AL (LESS) % reduced port surgery (RPS) 12X 5 K+ —BHREMAAIETHIHRHEINTE
TWwb, HfLX LDN (LESS-DN) &tk LDN & DT, ZHh T 2P meta-analysis"”
L 3#D RCT™ 12X WD HE XN TWw b, Gupta b D meta—analysis & & 2% T, BEE
9% 13 LESS-DN CTHEKH: LDN ISR LA ISR Lz & ShTwa Vs LA L Autorino 50
meta-analysis |2 & 2178 ClE, MR i X OEUESRME A B L2ds, Tl oA E LR
MEREE, BEBITROGER EAFED SN Y, A0HE, FEERE (AR, WIT, Bk
it (DGF %38i%), 12 7 HEFTHOL Y ¥ ¥ Milik creatinine i, HEHEWEEICH L T3 FET
® meta-analysis ® RCT THEZ T E XN TV WY, fit5 T LESS-DN 1Z5¢£%: LDN 12 ik
LT, EIICH LT3R SN L 25, REURCHAEICH L CRERT 2T Y Ad R,

| IEE2A

/NY B7 A+ LDN (Hand-assisted laparoscopic donor nephrectomy: HALDN) & #¢3#E:12 X
% LDN L 0T, S F T 3#i D meta—analysis'™ & 4D RCT™ 12 X AWM LAH %o
TR B X O WIT 122w T, 3§D meta—analysis (2 & 50%2 T, N ZF1 HALDN T LDN
L) AFEIH <, HALDN 2° LDN ICHER L CHERE STz 7, Lo LABHE, MidibimeE, A
B, 7721000 Creatinine fili, 122WTlE, 3 ## D meta-analysis (2 & 2078 TR & Mt ST
w3 Y, AEEORE, Dols 5d RCT 2 X 2HF%2T, SF-36" % H\v»C HALDN & LDN THE %%
RBOT, EELLERINDL T,

FEMLE LDN & &K LDN & ol Tid, Mzt 7 > 2132 L <, RCT 2 & 2 WFZe#kis i3 7%
Vo 4RO TR — NS 312 L7 meta—analysis® 12 X AW T, A0, M i, AR,
TR B L WIT 122V T, MFICABEEZRO TRV, 7 — A58 % & T 100 F1LL_EO%E
B8 % #5261 M DI HD  meta-analysis 12 & AP Y T3, %I LDN THEBE LDN
B L T, BRERGEBEL (DGF) &, MEHRGRERS L UREBITRIE RIS
ZVWEINTWED, TEFYALNVIECEEZERZLND, NV FT VA MIBIT S 45 B3 >0HE
JEE LDN & 6 LDN T matched pair analysis Tl&, &OHE, A iig, BE#EEE, BHE
PeRE, PAEEMB L O WIT 1220V T, $RTOHEHTHEAZRO TV RN,

72 LDN &4 LDN & O #Tld, 2N T2# P meta—analysis™'” & 1§i® RCT” O#ME1dH
%o 28 WDk — MiFZEDH B\ case-control BFZEIZ 2D ¢ meta-analysis'” Tlid DGF 3 X Ol
JEDFERDPNEEIZA LDN TE oz & SNTW DA, 15 #ii D case-control Af 781235 { meta-
analysis' 12 & ZWFZ850 LTI TR, IS, A A0HED A 124 LDN T4 0o 72 & #til
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ENTWVWD, E—D RCT? 12X 2H5ETIENY FT7 Y A2 NCTOWRET, FHiRM»AZI24 LDN
TEDPS 2, MOT Y M AT RCEASETH - 72 s
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BEZREB TR EBREICHU TSI R
TEH?

B TEEV AN BEEREBTRBENEICH LT, FHRMEEVSARRE AHHER
LREEEFREASTHY, MERBEENT BRSNS HB LN DHETES,

WIBE 2 IEFVALNILC

§

IR AEBATER P ZE I3 5 B AU O S 1E, &N - IR 72 & oA IERS], 5 B R RE AL
TR &ETH D, BRIREBITIHMZEOEEMAIIFE T (Open pyeloplasty, EA'F OP) T3 1),
WD T RAF RGN 2 B L CT& 720 LA L, FRICHEEBFHIR S R BB BT OP DR
Mz, X VIRBRELZEBREORRENL TN TE 2o 1980 FEMAME I8 L NHEEE T B
WHIASE TR T 5 i AR B R A & ST WA 25, 6 o 5 K A3 A8 72 1ML 45 R0 R4S e A A 75
7 BN & BREBIR, FOR KB 2 BT BB TIPS T35 2 £S5 Tw b 2 4R,
PIBLER T4 O AAR B8k & B T4 O s W IR R R & I & 24Tl & L CIERESS T RSBl (LP)
DRFE SN Y. LP AT S 2006 4F 4 A ARBRIER S 22 L5, TAEZ OIEBIEIZAE 2 B
LTwb,

KITA BT A 2 TIZOP &I L7z LP OEHBGE, 2ok, IR B2 S oW THRET 2175 7275,
WFRHIHEHADPSDRCT RV ATITA v 7 LE 2 —DRERICESIVTEY, SHBOKTLLDOLT
EF v ZRIMAIRE S N

BRIRERBAITE S (Uretero—pelvic junction obstruction, YA N UPJO) 2%} 3 % JE % T & 3
et (Laparoscopic pyeloplasty, LLF LP) & BIEE &IEHAT (Open pyeloplasty, AN OP) & @
HEWZe1E, RCTOAF 7+ YT A12Y RCT22Y i &N Twb, Zofli4onakr—
N 4opsr—2ayba— V"W E2REL LTKRTA FFA4 V206K L. UPJO 136% b 4R
DEWERERBEH O —2TH Y, Lz 11 SCikd, 7 CEAVRNEZ WS & Lz#iETh - 72,
F 72 11 STk 2 TSR IEIE 7 70— F 12X B LP & OP 2 L 72 Th - 726

FHBAICEH LTI DDA T7F YAV A, 22D RTC #&E 9 LT XTIZBWTLP, OP &
DETHEDIZVERE SR TVE Y iBAIEICHLTI2D A% 7+ 1) ¥ X, 320 RTC
et 10 LT RTTLP, OP X O TEDI RV EREIN TS T8 & HEICI L T5 X
BRCHER SN, RTClL D% &te 3 S0k ™2 CHURHIBE N EA LP BECAHEICA W EHE SR Tw b,
FAMEERNICE LC7 XBkCleigE N, 2% 7F1) T X, RTCZENZEFN1 D% & 5 CHLTLP #EAS
HEICEVWERE STV 050 5 gk, BIMICE L TERENR 13Tk, 2 Sk DB
HEIcE & o7,

BAMEICELT LPOLEOP L) BENTBY, FRICAIONE, &SI1d OPHTARMIE H -
ZEMEL TS, L LEEREM R BEAEN s wa &, 252 & 515% o BHIETF
MBI ZXIC LTV ARWnZ &, FARRE 1 ROATRHREKR 7 70 —F12X 5 LP L OP OfETH -
727, BB LT 23XHkE B2, LP, OP LD TEN Lozl LTW5E Y,
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LP 3iasuoi, SOHERAERICEH L TOP &2, FMEMICHLTIROP L) HEVWH D
DRI LT OP & ) ARSI D e w/zo, UPJO BEICH LTHERTE 5, Lol
AV BHICH L TP %2, EERMER & E TORBHIEDOENARE BT 5720,
IO 2HHIZOWTRAF TOREFMDOER LN PBLETH S,

| zasumez

IOEEHMBETE | TOIEERETS Thi\NZE% T\ Ez -
(GRUVHESR) (55U \HE2R) RETS (BUMHEE) | #ETS GRUOHER)
28.6% 71.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

I Future Research Question

JE g T eIk (Laparoscopic pyeloplasty, BLF LP) oA, ©R v bSZIBIEREGE T B 5K
#li (Robot assisted pyeloplasty, PAF RP) 2% { ity SN 5 & )12k o720 KIENRESEBIENES
RV, FMREMOEMIHFOND I 00 LP X DV IKEELREE 25 WHEENH 5, 2 5HI1C1F0
Ay MEROMERIZL Y, reduced port surgery % & te ¥ 7z 2R BB S SN W EEMED D 50
A TEVFEZRBNBE SN TES T —HOMHE THRITSNTVWRIZE EE-TBY, 5%BE MO
PRIRIGR D 72 O (B FR R R OMGEE & BRI L2 OV THE R ZIENOEHILETDH 5,
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535 A i Y e S o e IR =
Ry MBI EEF IR TEEH?

FEREEE TS / OR Y NARBERER T MR IE, FHREIER<Z2H00, HmEN DL <,
RHABRRESORAMHEHEDRRFMICE OBV DS, HETZS.

WIBE 2 IEFVALNILC

§

T EHRE L3 B e b A di ety O BEHEA UL B T4 (Open radical cystectomy, PAF ORC) TH
%75, 1990 FFEAA b OWIRZFFFHFIRIC B 2GR TR o 2 2% k2T RIZ, S5 % 5 RFEN%
383K U 72 B e85 T e A1 B4l (Laparoscopic radical cystectomy, LAF LRC) ®u Ry b
T4 (Robot-assisted radical cystectomy, PAF RARC) 28#is & Twb,

BEedE 1253 % LRC 1E, 1993 4E1Z de Badajoz E HICX o TR LD THE Y &h, Z0#HE~4 12
TR L, AFECTl 2012 FEICPRBRINER Sz LA L, LRCIZEKENMES - #itk%h & ol
S E DB WFEALEET, PN R 25720, BEERFMICHGEL MG - F— 2050
TEEENDE Z EAEW Y,

—7J7, RARC i, 2003 4EiZ Menon 512 X » TiZ U THAE Y SN CTURE, 5FIKEZ Oz
HIZIR L, AFTD 2018 AF IR S M7z, 4k, EINIZBIT 2 FMiZEe Ry FBEoOEm
HIZEL, RARC ElifUIa¥ 42 P EN 5,

—&M 7% LRC 3 £ ' RARC @@ iE, ORC & [MARIC, #FRIEHE O 2 il B rEp e, BCG
PPUEREIE E R NG, FRREYIBRAIA T RE % 256§ 5 RAEMEREIERE 72 & CTH %25, bulky &Y ¥
INHiRRE, T4 7% EORPTETRE, RO MG S, SRR, W - 5o TR U
IR 2 A9 HIEBIIE, LRC/RARC DEIEA SERIVST 27, & 2 \WIHE Z058)S O W s 28 & 72
%59, F7-, EMMOSNE - EIRM 2 BT 2720, BEOLIME SR - IP0EREHHE 2 A3 2 REG
% ETIE, FENSKREF 2 ZOMoBER L DEHE L, EHOTHIZOE o RE21T) 2 &
HFLw,

LRC BL U RARC DFMFHAT v 713, TNENETOERIDH L SDD, JEARWNIZIZ ORC
CHELTHB Y Y, EEIREEIN B X O & SHIgRiE T & Bk TIT b,

KAA KF A4 Tid, ORC &I L 72 LRC B X ' RARC oZea, HAEEME, SRRz LI
DVTHHZIT 572725, WINLBALSDRCT RV ATVYT 4 v 7 LE 2 —OkREIZHESNTE
D, SHOKEIPSLOIEF v ZBIMBHHEEINS,

LRC & ORC ZHi L7z RCT 3% &V, A& 7F V¥ 23 28" &2, FMHIECHRE,
WINDORCT THLRC, ORC &£ H120% T, ZBLWVEHREEINTWD, BUFHEEIZONT
iE, WTFRORCT TH LRC, ORC DB TENZWEREENTEY, 120X 57+ )Y AP T
LRC ®7575 ORC & Y @R 0D v E i SN Tw 51300, RFTRRwming % & & E
KRIZIFEDB RV ET B HDOHLV, RIS HEICOWTIE, Sa0HE """, EETLEVEIHE
WLy 2 M g 02l LT, LRC O S ASHVETHRCTRAY T FY AN H D
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%%, LRC & ORC DM TRM M A I, FHCEE 2 AIHE Y RS E T 53 05% v, M,
WIFNDRCT, AF7FV Y ZATHHLPIILRC DHFHNORC X W v HBEshTnb, —4,
TR OWTIE, FEAEDRCT, A7+ Y282 LRC DA A ORC & 1) v & #f
BEXNTW5S, LA L, REEROMRRY v XHZREOMP, S OICIMEORBREXFST
RBERDT 7 N DB B0, LRC OEMICH 72> TE, Shiak #r - Ep oK Z /xR L,
EEIZEISZ T2 0ER D D, S 512, RARC OFEEIZHEV, 4513 LRC BT 2 #5259 5
N X R (I

RARC & ORC . L72RCT IZ4 W5 9, 27+ Y ¥ 29 B XU propensity score
matching (LLF PSM)'"™™® i ST b, ML RIE, 3L A LD TRARC, ORC &
HIZIZIZHEMTHY, EXFGVEREIN TV, FHFERERIIOVWTIE, 320 RCTY Tidid
WENTHEST, 120 RCTY BLUPSM? TIZ RARC, ORC DM TEDZWEREEN TV S,
JREAPHEICOWTIE, 120X %7+ ¥ 29 TRARC @25 0RC & ) &8 HHESA R WE
WS NTWVAHA, 42O RCT Y Tid, &a0HE, BEELRAIEICHE LT, RARC & ORC i
SELIE SN TW5S, MIMEICE L TIE, 320 RCT®™ TRARC ®5250RC X Y 47w & it
ENTWD, —F, FMEEHIZOWTIE, 320 RCT*™™® T, RARC @425 0RC & ) Ewv &
INTWwW5b,

| zasumez

TOE=HRTD | TOIEERETS Tbhir\NZE% Ibhi\NZE% -
(GRUVHESR) (55U \HE2R) RETS (BUMEE) | #ETS GROHER)
0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

I Future Research Question

RARC IZBEL T, REEZIAZARIEN - RESMHEEO T ITIT ) A, ) Y 3HIEE O#PHIZ E 2
F TN L, SHIMEELELTLHEIIZ . 51T, RARC HOFREHELR LR A
T M A EEGREIICTE DRV, AFTIE, 2018 4F 4 HEEN T, RARC 3% FL e 2 i 729
Mgk TORRBEIL & 2> TBY, BANMBEOMGE 2 L2 GOREBILLZEMIIONVT, 6% 5
SEBIOERE DSV TH 5,
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BT RSE I U CRERRESE T Oy NEiEREREsS
FIHBTEDHD?

RIAZRRFEICXT T B IRREETFAMT / QR Y PIRRIEEFMIL, FARFNERSFHDWVIEEFL LIS
175

ZEDHRTED, WRE2 IEFVALANILB

J e

RGP T IR A BRART (X, B PR A S (o0 2 AR AR SR & I R AR AR SR BT H EBEALEDS,
TRAEI TG & Hoi LRI X e A L GRS B W CEEB S N -ME— DL TH ) Y, BUEIEI
A Rt I AR Ay 10 4F DL b oo BRIRPERT VR B 10§ 2 BRI & o TV B BTl D
BFCICAR T OF ERG 2 R S EHEREIRA 7 £72 35X < Walsh 512 & D BSE S 7z gl 2= E
AR SRR AT R AN 3 1982 4RI i S Y, SADLRE, AR, AARERACEE, AT ME R pE b
DA ERZITZNLG & R L TR L, KiiIdE {Arbhiz, 512, BT & iR L CTihk
LI A3 O N 2 IERESE TR OB 3 ICEE L2 726 Lz FIRFMORENEZHA S, i
PHARREIAT % X1 5 X { Schuessler 512 & V) B¢ S L7z I EGE T ARG Y AT 2 Bt &4 Bl (Laparoscopic
radical prostatectomy; LRP) (& 1997 4R IC W @232 * ¥, Guillonneau 512 & ) Z DA
VL e &Nz LRPIE, #$ETEEICHE A B 5 2 MBI E S 00RBRTH Y,
KENTHHHBFIC X 2R EWOBGEDSHREL o722 L0 5 —E D LA Sz 1999 4121
SR B LT HHEZ SR DES Ll FEAEL J#E & L 72 daVinci surgical system 3B %E &
M, 2001 FFICIZmAO TR v b STRRMIAR AT IR 2T (Robotic radical prostatectomy; RARP)
DD SN Tz Yo Menon 5 ¥ 32002 4122 DO FHZMT % L, RARP I3 F FWCkZ HubIC
TR AERET, 012F A TORBINES D L, ChMBAMICE L L. SRS LRP BL
RARP 2B Wi, #EFOILAE SIEEIC L S oozing DRI L - T, MihIicBIg I s ERY O
R 70 GERRASTTRE & 72 0, A 22 Sl T30 L MR - TR O M ESWIFE I 7z b oD, TOH
BICOVTOIE T Y APRFTRLTWE L IREFERRWIRRTH S,

JEWESE T 1Ry b3 FARIBRYHI AR 4 FF (Laparoscopic/Robot-assisted radical prostatectomy,
LRP/RARP) & BRI ET IR 41 (open radical prostatectomy, ORP) % bk L 72 A%
LGB (RCT) DY AFYT 4 v 2 L a—2—##EshTwsb Y, 4 RCT ICB L Tk LRP
vs ORP @ RCT %—#t”, RARP vs ORP ® RCT 23—# ¥ 3 L O’ 2 et 'V 23 ST 525,
WENOFE DT TN A XAVNS K, FErE I X 2~ O Th 5 2 LITERER
BY Do F72, AR—MREDO A5 7 F ) ¥ AGBBEHASEE STV 2 P, BB LT,
RCT 128V TAALAEM FH531E ORP T 9%, RARP T3%Tdh Y, [HZEMMAIT CTld RARP & ORP
B O FSEPEZAE . S g, BEEEVERRNT ClE RARPIFICB W THEICRIFTH -7z (p=002) Z &3
Wi SN TV Do WV EREIERNAEFRC OV TEFHMEAE TH > 720 BEO I F— gD 2 ¥
7+ 1) ¥ A Tid LRP/RARP & ORP & O THIFEEIZOWTIEMETH 5 &L OHEIL v, Wiks
BHEICBI LTI RCT O#EHR Tl RARP # 4%, ORP # 9% TIIIZFSETH - 72 (p=0.052), THK—

MEZED A% 75 1) ¥ A TIE LRP/RARP BEICA L SN Tw 54, M=, wIiho

17
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RCT T% LRP, RARP, ORP & $120% T, X LW EHMEINTWD, MiRREEHIZE L Tid,
RCT IZBWTHif% 6 8, 1238, 24 AR COHPERBEE QOL (EPIC urinary dmain) %5, RARP #f
EORPHEDHICBWTHEENEDON o2 EFMEIN TS, HED I F— MFED
AZTF) T ATIEIMBIREERNCE LT RARP O H SR TH 5 L il SNTWw b, iR R
FEICBI L Cid, RCT ICBWTIIMifE 68, 1238, 24 JKET T RARP # & ORP BHIZIZIZF%STH -
720 BEOIR— MDA 5 7 F ) ¥ ATIIMRIREES], Wi B IERRE L 12 RARP O AR
HFThaEHEINTVS,

| zasnzez

TOCEEHRETD | TOIEERERTD Tz Tz e
(BRUVHESR) (550 \H#E2R) RETS (BUMER) | #ETD (A VHER)
33.3% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 16.7%

I Future Research Question

LRP & ORP, RARP & ORP Zh 2N % ik L - /AL IR T Z 2 h— R BT o DR
BHESNTVEZDATH L, VT NOHE D KBIB CHRMME I L D ERiSh, RN EY
B OBH 2 LB L 72 ¥ TV 4 O S WEERILILEEERTH ), BEIC RARP 258 & LiR&E L
7eBURE IAIEE SATRME L TB Y, BUEDTK & { BIZHH O B\ VR 2L EGRER O # R A3 2
EENTWD, T/, MBI ICHES TR, &Y A7 ARG ICH S % LRP/RARP O
#, AHITHBIFS LRP/RARP O 2 A ME 2 &, S UME 2 LELE T5HEIIZL, Thboift
RIS 2 MR OSBRI SN D,
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BRMBHICH U TS TS EEERILRT
EB1?

FRPEERE SML B EEEM (St OM NI TRIZHRRPRFH 5 VISENTEY, BAMNREH
EFFEFUT THMED DL K ARBMEIENCEDSHRETZ S,

HREE2 IEFVALANILB

§

B, By T EAER AN S TR BEAERCHEERE IR, YRR RERE 5 7 & H B A G R0 i g,
PEGE) 72 EAWT 55 QOLEETH 5. BRI OMRITIE, 18X MR + I Wi 5 2
5, AR B e AR, B RR IR BE TR 72 & @ native tissue repairs (BLF NTR) XHER$HAMT, £ v
VaEMwbEEE A v ¥ 2 (Transvaginal mesh, LF TVM) Fili R Xl g E 47 (Abdominal
sacrocolpopexy, LLF ASC), MEWESE Al IR 27 (Laparoscopic sacrocolpopexy, LA LSC)
REWD D

WA, BAPETH Xy Y22 HOREMRXOBILIC X > THEMESIKRE B L. T4b
LR E A RAATE, WIRESBFHEIZ L o THEAT L3 TVM FAAEN T H 2004 4F DI K& L 72,
oL, Ay va@e EOEIHED2D, RERMERGFE (FDA) 205K A v ¥ 2 T B
§ % HIE G PHE IR T 2 EEAT 2008 4F - 2011 AR IS SN2z 0, FEEA v ¥ a FNIERCR TR
WA L7z Vo —J5, LSCIRIEREGEEAMN D HEA (P, 1991 4RI B S 7z P Rt i 2014
AR TREWESE PREBERE AT ] & U CORBRE I 72 o 72 IR I LIGsD, 2016 4-12 [HEESRE T AlE S
B | & LTI S, 2HICERLDDH 5, LSC O RV#EINMIERIBO TE, T4bH
TEB, ERmECH 205, FREHEROT CRLBEOHVERBE OS2 RO L7 — A% \»
ZEH 5, DeLancey ® L~V I RIBHBAL DI % £ 58 L 72 Wattiez 5 OMR 2 ICHEL 72, Wb b
[7 7 Y AKX LSC BEAETIIfTONE I EDE v, 72720, Xy ¥ a i ABEBRE S 15
AR O W2 EFHIZERHREDS D Y, TEIIZ b4 i X 2 8EDR D 5720, FiEREO
BIIVTLHBESTE W,

RIS RERL (BEMEdR) x5 2 & el I Tl O 1B MG IS B LT, 2016 4F @ Cochrane review
I2X0, EBNB L OCFBMEIER, HRIOSTSHPMERIE, TVM2°NTR £ ) AEICEL,
JEEPEIRREER A v ¥ 2 ST 2 PN, BERLIEEGFEA I, TVM ASNTR & ) HEITHE
WZ e, TVM EHFWN MBI B 7205, FRBEESHHEDIE) A 7 w2 E29REN
72V E MR (B BEREB) 1R LTiE, W U< 2016 4E @ Cochrane review (2 & 1),
TVM & NTR IZFASOEFHTH 525, TVMIZA v ¥ 2B A7 035 2 &, ASC/LSC 1 F#iHy -
ZBIWEFEER, BIIONT 2 BHFME, MROREIELHLFmOFRERIE, NTRR TVM L) b4
L, BARAEMRTHEZEDRENSY,

KHA T4 0TiE, LSC L Z2ofofiix (ASC, NTR, TVM) % Z¥ 7 ¥ AT WTIHIEKL,
LSC DHEZEEE LT DWW THRGET L 72,
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OLSC 1 ASC L HERTHEIETEZ B0 ?

LSC 1M REBIHT LT, ASC & [A5 O IR A RCT Y BX O Ay 7+ 1) v 25 T
RENTWDS, 72 LSC DT IIZE W2 2%, e i A3 2 < AR R A3 >89, gy
EPREFERIE RS Y 228, Mite 4 Ly AFA(1E LSC TR Y. B EBIZ 012 T LSC
THWEOHIESLE W OWEDH S Y A, AF T+ ¥ ATIEIMBERERIEZRY, Ay va
B A DRSS AR, BRMRIZA%TH S 7 Coolen 5D RCT TH, Mk EIREED G-
FAliERI1Z LSC16.7%, ASC10.8% & AEXIFR WL (P=012) AURsh7z ¥,

PLEX D, LSC % ASC & Il L C % ol # Ml s L OCHFMRZ /R L, HiEs54 s
CABRMBAEWZ Lo dfERshs, (HREL- ZET72 A A)

@LSC & NTR L HEXRTHESRTE B0 7?

IR 3BV T LSC & NTR Tifr 2 Hefk L7z RCT 3 HIAE £ TISHEN DS, [745 DL O ff 5 22 1 iR 5
B O BRI T VARGGRLTRINT WS, Wil ", Wi Y, PR e 1012,
WG IE AR 1 12DV TIE NTR Tl & W% Th 5. FAHERIE LSC 2SAZICEW 22 25, i
BABEH 83 LSC A I Y, 2EMPICH TR Ay F1) — A L 7% - 72% A NTR (i
TE A A, AT B EAT) 5.1% 2%t L, LSC 4.3% T, LSC 2WH KR TH - 72 (P=0.03)
EHESNTWS Y, 72750, LSCIZBWT A v ¥ 2 A HEHRE ST ¥, Ganatra 50
AZTFY AT, LSCO A v ¥ 2 BMFAFRIIFY 27% (0-9%) LIKWDS, 09 b
5AELL E O TIE 87-90% ML= A5, Ay Y aBIICIEMICHO VEENLETDH
%o

MEXYLSCIENTR EHRT, Ay v aBZHDOY 227950 PHERIZE WD, B2 E 5
AL DL TR RMERAME L, M A IHERS AR M E T AR ARICE N L b
"ashb, EREE2- TEF X B)

@ LSC & TVM Fili & e RTHEIR T X 5 ?

LSC & TVM Tl % ik L 225 SIS I3/ RBE D RCTY A E ax— M2 & 74 B2 33b 5,
i Wi s IO 2 JR et 4L & L 72 RCT C, LSC ik 2 4F D - B IR HE R 1L 77% T TVM FAlr @ 43%
EHARTHBEICENRTED (p<0001), BRMRIZZNEN 5%, 22% L AZIH RN E (p=0.006)
DRENTT, ZOMOHRE TIIEH FAEFRIZ RS 2 B 5 I bR 2 g b
L 723 Tld LSC OBERMMEATR SN2 0 JEMABHE T2 & X v ¥ 2 A HE 7 o%k%
X LSC & TVM TR TH B0 FAMMMIE LSC 258w 72 23, Ml & LSC A3 7\ 11920

DLEX D, LSCiZ TVM & Mg U TR B H R I A BICEN, FMAEHEE X v ¥ 2
HMAPHEDRERIFALEUTTH Y, HPEMRLHMESR LRV E RSN, (ERE2 -
IV 5 A B+)

29



| zasumez

TOCEEWBETD | TOIEERETD T\ Ez T\ Ez —
(R HESE) (55U \HE2R) RETS (BUMER) | #ETD (GAVVHER)
0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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| IEEZA
SERMEERRE YR (VUR) IC3X9 2EREEFMH

VUR X $ % RS FA 2L, BT & MARICEERN 7 7 —F LB T 7 —F03% 1
BEBEN 7 7 a — i [HERESE P BRI AT ] & U CRRBRIGER S, BEbeAL 7 7 a — F 13 e R R 1
fREINTW5E, 72, BWekZduiza Ry b SZPRIEPESE T 35 b kAl O #5035 ks S hvTw
Bh, ARIBIZBOTIIEBARIGRT, LHEEBICHIRE IR TV RV,

BEBEP 7 70— 1%, BIRCTA & B e VIR (91-96%) G ST w2 Y, APHEICH L
TIE, MERENIRTE, Waiskze, MRG ED3H 5. WETZZOWTIZBR TR EMETHY 7,
AR A IHEDIERIZ LS L OWED D 5 Yo BT & ik L AR ok, Tolh:
MIZEV DS, WkOERA %R <, ABHEAYER S, BEEICERSL Z BT ons Y, F
MR I X D KX RIEDSH HH Y, #30 loRERZ ODIE, B L % TH &% learning
curve DEMAASLNE T LHEbRTEY, BEETHOTSR ML —= v 7 &2, BT
WX BHPIERMICEHA L 2B ThNE, HITTEATFINTHHLEEZ S,

BEMEAL 7 T —FIi2B VT, BT L #Ea CEIIE (935-100%) 2GS hTw s Y,
ERHEICIE, RGO, ERENRRE, REREOWMEDDH B OB RS T 7 a —F D4 HHE
TH 2 WAERNC B0 B HERBEEICOWTIE, BT & 0 IS Tl o A4 v & o iy
DB, BEWIT T O —FORME LTIE, BRERB LAV ED S, itk OB MR SR A
A, MRPBEETHLZENRTENE Y, FAEMICE L Tid, BERNT 7o —F Rk,
B D REZIEDSDH ) 0 BB ORBMEFERICLIDDDEEZ LN,

VUR E/NRBIHZ <, RIS/ R BE R /N IR 25 B R DS TEEE 3 2 htiix (2% < S 5 2 AN B
5o LAL, ISk TIEWNBSEMEAFERLCHBRTM2TTbN, &%, EEGETM %
EOTENENOBHIZOWTIIREA B E 2 AT Bo

COEHILERLDY, FHFMEEEEFMLIK L2 RCT ZIGHETIT2bTB567, H
RIZBWT, EEGETR 2 HEIEL ) 5% evidence I35 TlE v, LA L, BEMEICEN, KW
PO HNZ ey, BESETMBRIICBT S X)) v M HHRIHEET 5. Al oresett & 31k
DRI RIRE DR E NS,
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| IEEZA
BERESR T FRERE VIBRAT

PRIBEERBIHBN EINGRETDH Y, 2Bk IRBAEER BT 2 BRESE TN 0 Hidi 13 20 JiEf)
UTOb0ONEHTHL, 72, BETM O outcome & BB I N2 IFIT LA LRV,

MRS T IR VI RAMICIE A A S R— b2 IERICECIERT 7 70 —F Ll HICELS MG 7 7 a—
FRHb, WATR=DP2EHZOTIR=DITITH) T EDEL V. TETIE, L VERRELRMAE LT,
ALK TR AN TV S,

N PSS T R IBAS VI BN O F3 TAREERTIZ, 70-100 20 F2EE (35 2325 150 43) D#ED L 10, I
BEBIIL - #& 6 DA WP B O A S TR BN 2T B W RE AT E Vo FRICIEOMAIZE L T,
&3 _RTYRT 5 HEND, B s FREE QWM (KN) THET L2 HELZEEEIET
bho WEM EBAMNEZ RO T, WEBZWKR L2 ETRENZBER 2T LI #iEdbd s Y,
FHBFH B L OFEREHEICE LT, BETHRE olEIZ/NEFO 2 METHRENTBY, THiEH
GARBCY Bk, AERE H B BIIE T & 0 b SRR TRV D - 72 > Db X ) ST
PRIBASUIBRAN CIIEE 2 A5 PHE X% <, feasible i TH 5 LTS %0

AR R Lo2odH % AL FAM L, LA E K L CRMFRIZ RV, R H X, FEL
WEEsNTWD Y, AL, SRS TR TR T b+ EAE W & OGS Y,
EHICHAR TR LRIV BERTOALHE IR TV DS 7y BN M THB T & ik S hz
X2

HATIE, 2014 4E2 & BEIREEE T IR UIBRM 2SR E 2 0, HEOEHRE LTI TIZHE S
NTVWBHEND L. REFRESEBNINTH S Z L OERTIUE, BURCTHE T & EESE
FMOTT M A A EBEEWICHEKET LI LIIRETHZ, LrL, Pl Ld, BEPESETIREEY
BITOARIETOT 7 b h 2%FAEL, Raele feasibility IZDOWTHRTAZ LIZHEETHL L EZ
5o
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