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Pestome

AKTyanbHOCTb. BbibOp ONTMManbHOro METofa NeYeHWsi CTPUKTYP MOYETOYHMKA TpaHCnaaHTata
MOYKM OCTaeTcA aKTyanbHOW 3ajadeil COBPEMEHHOW TpaHcnnaHTonoruu. Ha cerofHAWHWIA AeHb
CYILeCTBYIOT KaK pafiMKanbHble, TaK U MAaNOMHBA3MBHbLIE BAPUAHTbI, KAXKABIA U3 KOTOPbLIX UMeeT psj
npeuMmyLLecTs U HefoCTaTKoB. [lo cux Nop NpoAoaKaeTca NOUCK NyTel ONTUMU3ALMKU ONepaTUBHOTO
NledeHus, BKIOYAA pacluMpeHmne UCnoib30BaHNA MaNOMHBA3UBHbIX TEXHONOTWIA, OfHAKO HA faHHbIN
MOMEHT OHO3HAYHOMN aNbTePHATUBbI OTKPLITOMY METOAY HeT

Llenb — ynyywuts pesynbratbl fedeHUs CTPUKTYP MOYETOYHWUKA MyTeM BbIABAEHWUA ONTUMANbHOTO
MeTOAa NeyeHus.

Marepuan u metopbl. [lpoBefeHO peTpOCNEKTMBHOE KOTOPTHOE OfHOLEHTPOBOE CpaBHUTENbHOE
aHanuTU4Yeckoe uccnefosaHve 80 peLMnUEHTOB MOYEYHOro annorpadra. YyacTHUKK Bbinu pasge-
JIeHbl Ha Fpynnbl B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT NpoBefeHHoro neveHus. [pynny REU (47 naumeHToB) coctaBuam
nauMeHThl, KOTOPbIM BbINOJHEHA OTKPbITaA onepauma ¢ GOpMUPOBaHNEM peypeTepoHeoLMCTOaHa-
cTomo3a. YuactHukam rpynnsl NTN (17 nauyueHTOB) B 30HY CTPUKTYPbI GbIAN YCTaHOBAEHBI HUTUHOJIO-
Bble cTeHT-rpadThl. Peuunuentam rpynnsl POL (16 nauueHTOB) NpoBeAEHa YCTaHOBKA NONMYpPETAHO-
BbIX cTeHTOB Tuna Pig-tail.

Pe3ynbrartbl. YnyylweHue dyHKUMM TpaHCNAAHTaTa OTMEYEHO BO BCEX rpynnax uccnenosaHus. Hau-
6onee 3hheKTUBHO BOCCTaHOBNEHUE DYHKLMM Npoucxonuno B TeyeHune 1-ro mecsaua. Cnycrs 12 mec
nocse KOPpPeKUMUU CTPUKTYPbI ObIN0 0OHAPYKEHO HapacTaHWe YPOBHSA KpeaTMHWHA B rpynnax Mano-
uHBasneHoro nevenus: REU 115,5 (104,5-160) vs NTN 278,3 (150,85-477,6) vs POL 188,8 (162,1-
339,9) mkmonb/n, p=0,002. PacnpocTpaHeHHble NOCAeONEPaLMOHHbIE OCNOXKHEHUS, TaK1e KaK Neil-
KOLUTYpUs, reMatypus U GakTepuypus, Habalo4anuch NpeuMylLecTBEHHO NOCNe CTEHTUPOBAHMS.
Ncnonb3oBaHue nonnypeTaHOBbIX CTEHTOB yalue accouuMpoBanoch c neikountypueii: REU 17/47
(36,17%) vs NTN 5/17 (29,41%) vs POL 9/16 (56,75%) y4acTHUKoB, p=0,24. [puMeHeHNe ManouHBa-
3UBHOI METOAMKM CNOCOBCTBOBANO CHUMXKEHMIO ANUTENbHOCTY rocnuTanu3auuu: REU 12 (10-16) vs
NTN 6 (4—11) vs POL 5 (3,5-15,5) gHeit, p=0,004.

3aknioveHne. OTKpbITas KOppeKLUA OKasbiBaeTcs 6osee NpeanoyTUTENbHON B GONBWKUHCTBE Cly-
YaeB B CBA3M C PafiMKanbHbIM YCTPAHEHMEM OCNOXHEHWUS U MEHbIUMM PUCKOM peuunpmnea. CTeHTUpo-
BaHWe NPeACTaBAsET YCNewHyo U 6onee NPeAnoYTUTENbHYIO afibTEPHATUBY OTKPLITOMY MeTOZY AN
HEKOTOPbIX rPynn NaLUeHToB.

®uHaHcupoBaHue. VccnefoBaHmue He UMENO CNOHCOPCKON NOAAEPXKKY.
KoHnuKkT uHTepecoB. ABTOpbI 3asBAAKOT 06 OTCYTCTBUM KOH(IMKTA UHTEPECOB.
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Abstract

Background. Choice of optimal treatment for ureteral strictures of a kidney transplant remains a
relevant task of modern transplantology. To date, there are several radical and minimally invasive
methods, each of which has a number of benefits and drawbacks. The search for ways to optimize
surgical treatment, including the expansion of the use of minimally invasive technologies, is still
ongoing, but at the moment there is no unambiguous alternative to the open method.

Aim - to improve the results of treatment of ureteral strictures by identifying the most optimal
surgical method.

Material and methods. The participants were divided into groups depending on the treatment
performed. The group (REU) (47 patients) consisted of patients who underwent open surgery with
the inposition of ureteroneocystoanastomosis. The participants of the NTN group (17 patients) had
nitinol stent grafts installed in the stricture zone. The recipients of the PAL group (16 patients)
underwent the installation of polyurethane Pig-tail stents.

Results. Improvement of graft function was noted in all study groups. The most effective restoration
of function occurred during the first month. 12 months after stricture correction, an increase in
creatinine levels was detected in the minimally invasive treatment groups: REU 115.5 (104.5-160)
vs NTN 278.3 (150.85-477.6) vs POL 188.8 (162.1-339.9) mmol/l, p=0.002. Common postoperative
complications such as leukocyturia, hematuria and bacteriuria were observed mainly after stenting.
The use of polyurethane stents was more often associated with leukocyturia: REU 17/47 (36.17%)
vs NTN 5/17 (29.41%) vs POL 9/16 (56.75%) of participants, p=0,24. The use of minimally invasive
techniques contributed to a decrease in the duration of hospitalization: REU 12 (10-16), vs NTN 6
(4-11), vs POL 5 (3.5-15.5) days, p=0.004.

Conclusion. Open correction is preferable in most cases due to the radical elimination of the
complication and a lower risk of recurrence. Stenting is a successful and preferable alternative to
the open method for some groups of patients.
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TPUKTYPbl MOYETOYHUKA OTHOCATCA K 06WMPHOM

rpynne OGCTPYKTUBHbIX YpONaTWii, CBA3AHHbIX

CO CKNepo30M BCE CTEHKM MOYETOYHMKA WAn
OTAENbHOrO ee y4acTKa, Yalle AMUcTanbHoro, B obna-
CTW ypeTepoBe3uKanbHOro aHacTomo3a. OcHoBbI-
BaACb Ha AaHHbLIX pAAa TPAHCMNJIAHTAUWMOHHbIX LEeHT-
poB, 3T0 Haubonee pacnpocTpaHeHHoe yponoruye-
CKOe OCNOXHEHWe Mnocne TPaHCMNaHTaUMK MOYKK,
yacTtoTa pa3BuTMA KoToporo coctaenset ot 0,9 go
34% [1-5]. OcHoBHOM npobnemoii ABAsETCA No3f-
Hee NposiBneHne 06pa3oBaHNsA CTPUKTYPbI, U3-3a Yero
3aboneBaHne MOXKET OCTaBaTbCA ANUTENbHO HE Juar-
HOCTMpOBaHHbIM. [Ip OTCYTCTBMM CBOEBPEMEHHOM

KOppeKLNUM AaHHOTO OCNOKHEHUSA MOXET BO3HUKHYTb
cepbe3Has yrposa yTparbl (YHKUMKM TpaHCnnaHTata
noyKH.

Ha cerogHAWHUA fAeHb CylecTBYeT LWMPOKUN
CNEKTP KaK paAuKanbHbX, TaK W ManoMHBA3MBHbIX
PEKOHCTPYKTUBHO-NNACTUYECKUX OnepaLuii, no3so-
NAWMX BOCCTAHOBUTb Naccax Mouu. K pagnkanbHbim
MeToAaM JIeYeHUs OTHOCATCA NlanapocKonuyecKoe
WNU OTKPLITOE MCCEYEHUE MATONOrMYeCKU U3MEHeH-
HOTO y4acTKa MOYETOYHMKA U (hOpPMMPOBAHUE HOBOTO
aHacTomo3a [6]. Ycnex onepauuu npu Takux MeTofax
KoppeKLuuu coctaBnset go 81% [7, 8]. Momumo pagu-
Ka/ibHbIX BMELIATENbCTB, CYLEeCTBYIOT IHA0YPONOrHUYe-
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CKMe NpoLeAypbl, Cpeau KoTopbix Haubonee pacnpo-
CTpaHeHa 6anNoHHaA AuNaTauus Co CTEHTUPOBAHUEM
MOYETOYHUKA. ManonHBA3UBHbLIN MeToa JieyeHusa
BO3MOXHO BbIMOJIHUTL YPECKOXHO aHTerpagHo Mog
PEHTFEHOKOHTPOIEM, @ TAKXe PEeTPOrpafiHo TpaHC-
VYPeTpasibHO C UCMONb30BaHNWEM HedpoypeTepocKona.
PeTporpagHbll MeTOA MCMONb3YeTCA pexe B CBA3U
C TEXHWUYECKOW CNOXKHOCTbIO, 0OYCIOBNEHHOW aTu-
MNUYHBIM  pacnoJioXeHnem ny3blpHO-MOYETOYHUKO-
BOro aHactomo3a. [onoXuTenbHbln pe3ynbtaT Mano-
MHBA3MBHOTO JleYeHUs COCTaBNsEeT 0Kono 58% [9, 10].
Mpu cBOeBpeMeHHOM OMepaTUBHOM JleYeHUN CTPUK-
TYp AaHHOE OC/IOXHEHWE, COMAaCHO MHOTOLEHTPOBBIM
UCCNeAoBaHUsAM, He OKa3blBaeT 3HAYUTENbHOMO BMUSA-
HUA Ha BbXXMBAEMOCTb TPAHCNJIAHTATOB U peunnueH-
ToB [11-13].

Lenb wnccnepoBaHMas — yYAyuylWUTb pe3ynbrathl
neyeHna CTPUKTYP MOYETOYHUKA nyTeMm BbiABNEHUA
HaubGosee ONTUMANLHOTO METOAA JIEUEHUS.

Matepuan u metoabl

C uenblo oueHKkN 3ceKTUBHOCTU METOLOB Jeye-
HUA CTPUKTYP MOYETOYHWKA TpaHCMNaHTaTa MOYKM
NpOBEfleHO PETPOCNEKTUBHOE KOTOPTHOE OfHOLEH-
TpOBOE MCCnefoBaHue, KoTopoe BKAUYUNo 80 peum-
NUEHTOB, NPOXOAMBIUMX OOCNEfOBaHWE W JNeyeHue
no noBOdYy AAHHOTO OCNOXHeHWUs B Y «MuHckuin
HILL xupypruu, TpaHCMAAHTONOTUM W TeMaTonorumuy»
¢ 2011 no 2023 r. Ha oCHOBaHWM XMpypruyeckom
TaKTUKM ObiNU BbIAeNeHbl 3 rpynnbl UCCNefoBaHUS.
B ocHosHywo rpynny — REU (47 nauueHToB) BOWM
peuunueHTsl, KOTOpPbIM B XOAe Onepauuu Bbinof-
HEHO MCCeYeHMEe CTPUKTYpbl MOYeToYHWKa M dop-
MWPOBAHME YpeTepOHeOLNCTOaHaCcToMo3a Mo aHTu-
pedtoKcHo BHyTpUNy3bipHON meTopmuke (peYHLA).
B rpynnax cpasHeHus NTN u POL npuHumn neyeHus
3aK/0yancs B CTEHTUPOBAHUU OGNUTEPUPOBAHHOO
yyacTka MOYeToYHMKa. Npou3BeneHa pekaHanm3sauus
CTPUKTYpbl GannoHOM NO NPOBOAHUKY C NOCNefyto-
lWen YCTAHOBKOW CTEHTa MOYeTOYHMKA. [na neyeHus
nauuentoB rpynnsl NTN (17 yenosek) Gbinu Mcnonb-
30BaHbl HWUTUHONOBblE CTEHT-rpadThl. YyacTHUKaM
rpynnel POL (16 4enoBek) ycTaHOBNEHbl [ByXneT-
JIeBble MONUYPETaHOBbIE MOYETOYHUKOBbLIE CTEHTI
Tuna Pig-tail.

Monbop CTEHTOB OCYWECTBASACA WHAMBUAY-
anbHo, B 3aBMCMMOCTM OT PACroJIOXKEHUs, NpoTsa-
XEHHOCTU CTPUKTYPbl M AHAaTOMUYECKUX OCOOEHHO-
CTeil MOYeTOYHMKA rpathTa, OCHOBBIBAACh HA AaHHbIX,
noayyeHHolx npu cuctynorpadun. McnonbzosaHbl
cnepyoume Mopgenum HUTMHONOBLIX cTeHToB: URS-
A-10-120, URS-A-10-100, URS-A-8-100, URS-0-
R-8-100, BIS-0-T-10-60 (Allium Medical Solutions,
N3paunb), WallFlex RX Stent Uncovered 8x40 mm,
8x60 mm (Boston Scientific, CLLIA), Micro-Tech stent
8x40 mm, 8x80 mm (Micro-Tech Endoscopy, CLLA),

Jaguar 8x40 mm (Balton sp.z.o.o., Monbwa). Takxe
VCTaHOBNIEHbl nosnuypeTaHoBble cTeHTbl: Pig Tail
8Frx160 mm 1 9Frx160 mm (Balton sp.z.0.0., MonbLwa),
Contour VL Ureteral Stent 4,8Fx22-30 cm (Boston
Scientific, CLUA).

Cratuctuyeckas o6paboTka npoBofMNach
c ucnonb3oBaHuem naketa Statistica 10. Mexrpynno-
BO€ CpaBHEHWE KOJINYECTBEHHbIX AAaHHbIX NPOBOAUNN,
npumeHsas Kputepuu ManHa-Yuthu (U), Kpackenna-
Yonnuca (H) u kayecTBeHHbIX NMOKa3ateneil METofoM
¥2. Pe3ynbTaThl pacyeToB NpeAcCTaBiieHbl KaK Mefu-
aHa, MHTEepKBapTUIbHBIK pa3max (25-75%) 1 ypoBeHb
3HAYNMMOCTU ONA KOJIMYECTBEHHbIX AdHHbIX, a TaKXKe
abCcoNoTHblE, OTHOCUTENIbHbIE 3HAYEHWUS U YPOBEHb
3HAYMMOCTU 1A KayeCTBEHHbIX Nokasarenei. Metop
KannaHa—Maiepa ncnonb3oBaH LA OLEHKU BbIKM-
BaeMOCTM peLunueHToB noyku. Mpu p<0,05 paznnuusa
CYUTANIUCL CTATUCTUYECKU 3HAYUMBIMHU.

Pe3synbTathbl

C uenblo OLEHKM pe3ynbTaToB PasfiNyHbIX METo-
LOB KOPPEKUMM CTPUKTYP MOYETOYHWKA TPaHCniaH-
TaTa, @ TakkKe ANA UCKIOYeHUs (HaKTOpoB, KOTopble
MOMK NOBAUATL HAa [AdHHble pe3ynbTathl, NpoBeAeH
aHanu3 femorpaduyeckux, KAMHUYeCKUX W nabopa-
TOPHBLIX MOKa3aTtesieil NoCTonepaLMoHHOro nepuopa.
PesynbTaThl aHanu3a CpaBHUBAEMbIX MoOKa3aTeneit
B 33aBMCMMOCTW OT METOfa NeyeHus CTPUKTYp Moue-
TOYHUKa TpaHCﬂJ'IaHTVIDOBaHHOI‘/'I NOYKKU NpeacTaBieHbl
B Tabnuue.

CpepHuit BO3pacT peLUnneHTOB B rpynnax nccie-
posaHua coctaun: REU 45 (33-61) vs NTN 54 (41—
58) vs POL 51 (40,5-56) rog, p=0,98. Cpepu Bcex naum-
eHToB npeobnagany MyxuuHsl: REU 29/47 (61,7%) vs
NTN 12/17 (70,59%) vs POL 10/16 (62,5%) 4yenoBsek,
p=0,8. 77/80 (96,25%) rpadToB 66N MOAYYEHBI OT
LOHOPOB CO CMepTblo Mo3ra. B rpynnax cpaBHeHus
TpaHCNAAHTaLMA NOYKM OT LOHOPA CO CMEPTbI0 MO3ra
6bina npoefeHa y REU 44/47 (93,62%) vs NTN 17/17
(100%) vs POL 16/16 (100%) peumnuenTos, p=0,33.
C momeHTa TpaHCNNAHTaLMK 4O ONepaLmn no KOppek-
umum cTpukTypsl npowno REU 68 (18-152) vs NTN 159
(82-185) vs POL 87,5 (77,5-183) gHeit, p=0,03. 54/80
(67,5%) CTpUKTYp pa3BUAKCH NOCAe TPAHCMNAHTALMUM
nepeuyHo, 26/80 (32,5%) 06pazoBanucb MOBTOPHO.
MepBuyHble CTPUKTYpbI AnarHocTupoBaHsl y REU
46/47 (97,87%) vs NTN 7/17 (41,18%) vs POL 1/16
(6,25%) nauneHTos, p<0,001.

Moteps ctentoB npousowna B NTN 9/17 (52,94%)
vs POL 11/16 (68,75%) cnyyaes, p=0,35. B Hacros-
WeM MccnefoBaHUM ANUCNOKALMA CTEHTOB Ciyyanach
Tonbko B rpynne NTN, yTo ABnANOCH OCHOBHOW Npu-
uuHol ux yaanenus: NTN 6/17 (35,29%) vs POL 0/16
(0%), p=0,009. AHTerpagHo 6bino ycTaHOBNEHO GONb-
WIMHCTBO CTEHTOB BO BCex rpynmnax cpaBHeHus: NTN
16/17 (94,12%) vs POL 11/16 (68,75%) y4acTHUKOB,
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CpaBHeHme ,quorpaquecr(le N KNINWHUYECKNX OaHHbIX B rpynnax nccnepoBaHnsa

Jllemozpagpuyeckas xapakmepucmuxa 2pynn
Mon:
MYXKCKOI 29/47 (61,7%) | 12/17 (70,59%) | 10/16 (62,5%) 08
HEHCKUi 18/47 (38,3%) | 5/17 (29,41%) | 6/16 (37,5%)
Bospacr, roasl 45 (33-61) 54 (41-58) 51 (40,5-56) 0,98
Tvn poHopa:
CO CMepTbio MO3ra 44/47 (93,6%) 17/17 (100%) 16/16 (100%) 0,33
POLCTBEHHbIN JOHOP 3/47 (6,38%) - -
Bpems nocne tpaHcnnaHTaumu 68 (18-152) 159 (82-185) 87,5 (77,5-183) 0,03
TvN CTPUKTYpSI:
nepBuYHas 46/47 (97,8%) 7/17 (41,18%) 1/16 (6,25%) <0,001
BTOPUYHaA 1/47 (2,23%) 10/17 (58,82%) | 15/16 (93,75%)
TocieonepayuoHHbIe OCIOKHEHUS
Jlefikouutypus 17/47 (36,2%) 5/17 29,41%) 9/16 (56,75%) 0,24
KonuyecTso neikounToB (06LWMi aHann3 Moum) 0 (0-25) 101 (75,5-102,5) 101 (25-104) <0,001
KonuyecTso neiikountoB (MUKpOCKONUSA) 8,5 (5-18) 10 (5,5-23) 10 (4-35) 0,95
bakTepuypus 16/47 (34%) 6/17 (35,29%) 7/16 (43,75%) 0,78
Tematypus 24/47 (51,1%) | 10/17 (58,82%) | 11/16 (68,75%) 0,45
Konuyectso sputpouuToB (06Lnit aHanu3 Moyu) 30 (1-90) 50 (10-91,5) 103 (50-103) 0,08
KonnyecTBo 3puTpounToB (MMKpOCKONWUSA) 27,5 (6-100) 22,5 (3-67,5) 11 (5-100) 0,83
QyHkyusa epagpma nocne onepayuu (YyposeHs CbIBOPOMOYHO20 KDeAMUHUHA, MKMOJIb/ 1)
fepes 1oyt (1:éf§175) (202?237) (173,3158—75%)0,15) 0.5
145,2 168, 190,
Hepes 1 mec (11;227,1) (154,56335,35) (149,2(328,6) 0.25
157,05 167,2 163,1
Hepes 3 mec (126-269,9) (127,5-295) (142,1-269,9) 0.17
11 2 1
Hepes 12 mec (104,55—,51)60) (150,8?277,6) (162,18—8;’:9,9) 0,002
Moka3sartenb paboThl CTEHTOB
Bpems paboTbl cTeHTa, AHM - 274 (63-528) 51 (45-88) <0,05
MoTeps cTeHTa - 9/17 (52,94%) 11/13 (84,6%) 0,07
[lncnokauus cteHTa - 6/17 (35,29%) 0/13 (0%) 0,01
AHTerpagHas ycTaHOBKa CTEHTa - 16/17 (94,12%) | 9/13 (69,23%) 0,07
BbixusaeMocms mpaHCNIGHMAMOB U peyunueHmos
Yrpata rpagra 5/47 (10,63%) | 4/17 (23,53%) | 3/16 (18,75%) 0,4
Bpems paboTbl yaaneHHoro TpaHCMNaHTaTa, AHM 212,5 (66-706) | 254 (62-1391) | 148 (110-2350) 0,96
BbnkuBaemocTs:
1-netHas, % 91,3 87,5 82,35 0,4
5-netHaa, % 89,13 76,47 82,35 0,29
10-netHsas, % 89,13 76,47 81,25 0,37
CMepTHOCTb PeLuUnueHToB 1/46 (2,17%) 0/17 (0%) 2/13 (15,38%) 0,06
Yacmoma 8bIN0JIHEHUA NOBMOPHbIX BMeWamenscma U 0umebHoCMb 20CNUMAU3ayuu
MoBTOpHbIE BMelATeNbCTBA 16/47 (51,06%) | 8/17 (47,06%) 9/16 (68,75%) 0,26
[nuTenbHoOCTb rocnuTannsaumm 12 (10-16) 6 (4-11) 5 (3,5-15,5) <0,004

p=0,06. Bpems hyHKLMOHMPOBAHMUA CTEHTOB COCTABMUO
NTN 274 (63-528) vs POL 49 (36,5-113) pHeit, p=0,05.

C uenbio OUEHKM BOCCTAaHOBNEHUA (YHKLMM
TpaHCMNaHTaTa nocne JeYyeHUs BbIMONHEH KOHTPOJb
YPOBHA CbIBOPOTOYHOTO KpeaTuHuHa. Mocneonepaum-
OHHbIW YPOBEHb KPeaTWHUHA Yy BCEX KaTeropuit peLu-
nueHToB coctaBun REU 244,1 (180-375) vs NTN 305
(202-437) vs POL 187,05 (173,35-300,15) mmonb/n,
p=0,55. Cnycts 1 mec HabnAAN0Ch BOCCTAHOBNEHMUE
¢yHKUMKM TpaHcnnanTatoB: REU 145,22 (113-227,1)
vs NTN 168,9 (154,5-225,35) vs POL 190,35 (149,9-
248,6) mmonb/n, p=0,25. Yepes 3 mec nocne Koppek-
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LMW CTPUKTYpbl OTMEYEeHO [anbHelilee yiydlleHue
nokasarteneit 3kcTpetopHoit dyHkuum: REU 157,05
(126-269,9) vs NTN 167,2 (127,5-295) vs POL 163,1
(142,1-269,9) mmonb/n, p=0,17. Pe3ynbtatbl cpaBHe-
HUA YPOBHA KpPeaTWHMHA, U3MepeHue KOTOporo npo-
BeAEHO cnycTa 12 mMec nocie KOpPpeKLMn CTPUKTYPSI,
Obinu cnepyowumu: REU 115,5 (104,5-160) vs NTN
278,3 (150,85-477,6) vs POL 1888 (162,1-339,9)
Mmmonb/n, p=0,002.

JleiikounTypus nocne npoBefeHUs KOppeKuuu
CTPUKTYp 6blna o6HapykeHa B 31/80 (38,75%) cny-
yasx. Haubonee u4acto neiKouuTypus OTMeYanuchb
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OLIEHKA PE3VNILTATOB JIEHEHUA CTPUKTYP MOYETOYUHUKA TPAHCTIAHTATA NOUKH s

y NauMeHTOB C nonuypeTaHoBbiMM cTeHTamu: REU
17/47 (36,17%) vs NTN 5/17 (29,41%) vs POL 9/16
(56,75%) yuacTHuKoB, p=0,24. bakTepuypus BbisiB-
neHa 'y 29/80 (36,25%) nauneHTtoB. Cpeaun peuunueH-
TOB 3HAYMMbIX OTNMYWI B BO3HUKHOBEHWUW bakTepuy-
puu BbiABNEHO He Obino: REU 16/47 (34,04%) vs NTN
6/17 (35,29%) vs POL 7/16 (43,75%) cny4aes, p=0,78.
KonuyectBo neiiKounToB Npu MUKPOCKOMWUM OCafKa
moum coctasuno: REU 8,5 (5-18) vs NTN 10 (5,5-23)
vs POL 10 (4-35) knetok, p=0,95, KONMYECTBO NENKO-
uMTOB B 06LEeM aHanu3e Mouu: REU 0 (0-25) vs NTN 101
(75,5-102,5) vs POL 101 (25-104) knetok, p=0,0001.
l[emaTypus OCNOXHWMNA NOCNEONepaLyUoHHbIA nepuop,
B 45/80 (56,25%) cnyyasx. KonuyecTso peunnueHtos
C [LaHHbIM OCNOXHEHWEM GblIO0 OAMHAKOBO BbICOKUM
Bo Bcex rpynnax: REU 24/47 (51,06%) vs NTN 10/17
(58,82%) vs POL 11/16 (68,75%) uenosek, p=0,45.
MoacyeT 3pUTPOLMTOB NMPU MUKPOCKOMUM OCaZKa MOYM
LeMOHCTpUpoBan cnepytouwue pesynstatel: REU 27,5
(6-100) vs NTN 22,5 (3-67,5) vs POL 11 (5-100) kne-
TOK, p=0,83. AHanoruyHble aaHHble, NONyYEHHbIe aBTO-
MaTUYeCKWUM aHaNM3aToOpOM, NOKa3anu pasnuuus, 6nus-
Kue Kk 3HayumbiM: REU 30 (1-90) vs NTN 50 (10-91,5)
vs POL 103 (50-103) knetok, p=0,08. Mogo6Ho ypoBHIo
NIefKOLMTOB B MOYE, Haubobliee YNCIO IPUTPOLUTOB
o6HapyeHo B rpynne POL.

MoBTOpHbIE BMewWaTeNbCTBa MOCNAE  KOppeK-
UMM CTPUKTYP MOYeTOYHMKa notpebosanuch 33/80
(41,25%) peunnuentam: REU 16/47 (34,04%) vs NTN
8/17 (47,06%) vs POL 9/16 (56,25%), p=0,26. Mano-
MHBA3WBHOE JleYyeHWe MO3BOJWNO COKPaTUTb BpeMsA
NleyeHNs nNauueHToB B cTaumoHape B 2 pasa: REU 12
(10-16) vs NTN 6 (4-11) vs POL 5 (3,5-15,5) fHe#t,
p=0,004.

OueHKa BbKMBAEMOCTH annorpadTos NPofeMOH-
cTpupoBana cnepywoume pesynbratel. 68/80 (85%)
TPAHCMNAHTAaTOB Ha MOMEHT WUCCNefoBaHUA YHK-
unoHupoBanu. OfHONETHAA BbIKMBAEMOCTb COCTa-
Buna REU=43/47 (91,3%) vs NTN=15/17 (87,5%) vs
POL=13/16 (82,35%), p=0,4, 5-netHas: REU=42/47
(89,13%) vs NTN=13/17 (76,47%) vs POL=13/16
(82,35%), p=0,29.

06cyxpeHue

OuHamuka BoccTaHoBNEHUS YHKLMUM TPAHCNNAH-
TaToB YCTaHOB/NEHA NPW NPOBEAEHUN BCEX UCCNepye-
MbIX METOLOB XWPYPruyecKoi KOppeKuuu CTPUKTYP,
OfHaKO Haubonee 3HEKTUBHOE CHUKEHUE YPOBHA
CbIBOPOTOYHOTO ~ KpeaTMHWHA OTMeYaetcs nochne
BbinonHeHus peYHUA, uyto, no-Bugumomy, cBA3aHO
C pafuKanbHbIM ycTpaHeHueM CTpukTypbl. OTKpbITas
onepauus cnocobHa CHU3UTb BEPOATHOCTb PeLMAMBa
CTPUKTYP, OOHAKO OHa accoUMMpOBaHa C BbLICOKUM
PUCKOM nocneonepauuoHHbIX OCnoXHeHuin [14, 15].
CornacHo nony4yeHHbIM pe3ynbTataM, Cpean peuunu-
€HTOB, Yy KOTOpbIX NMpeobnafanu paHHUE CTPUKTYPbI

BbINOJIHANCA PeyTepOHeoLMCT0aHacToMO3, B TO BpeMs
KaK yCTaHOBKAa CTEHTOB Npou3Bogunace npu obpa-
30BaHUU CTPUKTYp B Gonee No3fHue cpoku. [laHHble
pasnuuus 06ycNoBNEHbl TEXHUYECKUMU BO3MOXHO-
CTAMU U 6€30NaCHOCTbIO Pa3NIMYHbIX METOLAMK KOPPEK-
u1mn. OCHOBHbBIMU MPEUMYLLECTBAMMU MATIONHBA3UBHBIX
MeTOA0B ABNAITCA MeHbLAA TPABMAaTUYHOCTb W BO3-
MOXHOCTb NIeYEHUS CTPUKTYP NPU HANUYUKU MeANLUH-
CKWUX MPOTUBOMOKa3aHUN K PaanKanbHoO Xxupypruye-
CKoit Koppekuuu [10, 16].

OCHOBHbIM HEJOCTAaTKOM CTEHTUPOBAHWA ABNA-
eTCA BbICOKAA YacToTa yTparhl CTeHTOB. KOHCTpyKuMA
HUTUHONOBBIX CTEHTOB YacTo He obecneynBaeT NioT-
Hyl0 (UKCALMID K CTEHKE MOYETOYHMKA, YTO MpPUBO-
BMT K aucnokauuu. 0CoBEHHOCTbIO MONNYPETAHOBbIX
CTEHTOB ABNAEGTCA KOPOTKUN CPOK (PYHKLWUOHMPOBA-
HUS, YTO XapaKTepu3yeTcs HeAOCTaTOYHbIM CPOKOM
ans dopmupoBaHus kaHana [9]. Hanuuue uHopog-
HOTO TeNa B BWAE CTEHTA MOBLIWAET PUCK TPaBMaTu-
3aLMK MOYEBbIBOAALMX NYTE U NEPMAHEHTHOTO BOC-
naneHus, HeCMOTPS Ha MCMoJb30BaHWe BUOCOBMECTH-
MbIX MaTepManoB Npu U3roTOBNEHUM CTEHTOB. YacTble
3aMeHbl MOMMYPETAHOBbIX CTEHTOB 06YCNOBAMBAIOT
NOBbILWEHHBI B CPaBHEHWUM C APYTUMM FPYNnNamu puck
NeiKouuTypuun. B rpynne peuunueHTos, KOTOpbIM Gbl
nposeaeH peYHLA, ocHOBHbIMKM MpUYMHAMKU MOBTOP-
HbIX XUPYPrUYECKUX BMELIATEeNbCTB OKa3annuch Heoob-
XO[MMOCTb [PEHUpOBaHWA numdoLene, reMaToMbl
M cepoMmbl. AHanu3 BbIXWBAeMOCTW rpadToB nocne
KOppeKLNUM CTPUKTYP NoKasal, Y4To nofyyeHHble Hamu
pe3ynbTaThl COBMAfJAOT C AAHHBLIMU APYrMX TpaHC-
NNaHTaLunoHHbIX LeHTpos [11, 15, 17].

3aknioyeHue

PagukanbHble BMeWaTenbCTBa 0KasblBaloTCA Npea-
noYTUTENbHBIMU B 60ﬂbLUVIHCTBe Ccny4aes, Npu Hanu4unu
KOPOTKOI AMCTanbHON CTPUKTYpbl (A0 3 CM) B CBA3M
C NOJIHbIM €€ YCTpaHeHueM, 6bICprIM BOCCTaHOB/IeHNEM
beHKU,I/II/I TpaHcnnaHTata N MeHbWMUM PUCKOM pelmanea
Nno CpaBHEHUIO C MaJIOMHBA3UBHbIMU TEXHUKAMU. I'Ipm
NOBTOPHOM BO3HWKHOBEHUM 3a60NEBaHUSA, NPOTAKEH-
HbIX CTPUKTYpax (6onee 3 CM), MHOXECTBEHHBIX y4acT-
Kax 061UTepaLum MOYETOUHNKA, PACTIONOKEHUA CTPUK-
TYpbl B LLEHTPaNbHOI UAKU NPOKCUMANbHOI YacTu MOYe-
TOYHUKA, NPU HEOCTATOYHOI /INHE MOYETOYHMKA ANs
NpoBeAeHUs PafuKanbHOM Koppekuun 6onee addek-
TUBHO CTEHTUPOBAHWE y4acTKa CTPUKTYPbl C UHAUBU-
AyanbHbiM noabopom cTeHTa. MpumeHeHe ManonHBa-
3MBHOW KOPPEKLIMM COKPALLAET BPeMsA rocnuTann3almm
3a CYET HU3KOW TPaBMaTU4HOCTU U NOBbILWEHUA pea6m-
JIMTALMOHHOTO MOTEHLMANA, YTO 0COOEHHO BaXHO ANs
NOXWUNbIX U NALMUEHTOB C KOMOpPOUAHOCTbIO. B ciyyae
He3(eKTUBHOCTU KaK OTKPLITOW, TaK M MHOrOKpar-
HbIX ManOWUHBA3UBHbIX onepau,vu7| W OTCYTCTBUA KPUTU-
4ECKOr0 CHMXEeHMA (YHKUMM rpadTa pekoMeHAoBaHa
HedpocToMus.
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