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I. SERUIKEREBLOHRE BN EAEDZHRET VT X L

1. ERMAKBEDCSET7ILTY XL (K1)
DR EARBHEDZ I BT DY E. ZDFEFIZEDE IR
BRATIRE M E X AR MK EHE (ureteropelvic junc-
tion obstruction : UPJO) &, ZM DAL DIHE R E THIeidE-
Ao
@BICUPJOD ;A EHEMETHIVEZE R A D347 D
NDAS, WREBEMEOYAITKEEDIREE R SR, R
F—=IHE DR SN BIEBLFM A AD T A3
THhh b,

2. J\ERMKEBIE (UPJO) DEEETILT Y X L (H2)
O, KGR 5 V3 A4 W A5 L% VR I
R, BEWERETRODBEIEN SV FORRISHEE MR
T Rk B grade s A FFAN & 7 50
(@SFU%r¥grade 1-2CTH UL, EIIANHBE TMRAE TR
WEIZEEATI,

(®grade 3DWH. B HAT% £ (anteroposterior pelvic di-
ameter : APD) 2L, BEEMEDOATORMEILL
LAY EERNRY ) 7T A DB DA L Do
Dgrade 4D A SBLIZFIRL V7 57N X D5 Z4T )0
OFRL /27574 TH B HEHE (differential renal function :
DRF)&JRF L — T %5l § %75, T4l # it IZDRF <40
%\ FLF—Y A E, DRFIE T HE>5-10%% %A B9 H
WL Cid 5,

(®grade 40 BEARBHEASBAELL_LMRBE L 72356, H AR
PR CTET RS AL EN L,

UPJOD HAAREBIIR/ZIZI G Do THEL T, 2070
SEMEMEKREHEDEE T STOUE. Thbb Rk #se
PR HEVEFNEATIHEDIAIV T REITDONT
—EDIRENIR V. TIUT, AEBEDFITIC B RS
JUTHRBBETAIENHESIN TV LIS, KEIED
grade. &A% & % # B L 7-randomized control study
(RCT)MBFEAELEINTWRWIEIGEN T %, 2Dz,
UPJOIZ XA MEE 5 7K B DB AN E AR IR E L T
%o L2l A MMNIZERCEFREIIRINTEBY, oh
Db L\ HERE A K B RE O ek a8 1 2% 35 KO Al 38 I o0 1]
IZDOWCELIR § 5,

3. BRBREZBER

SFUZ#EVIC X Agrade 1-20 KB FEIZ AR IE DN O H
SRR ATE WY grade 3—4D KB EIC B THIK G
O ERFAT BB HEV SN TOBIEDS, KRBT
T EREE - BOW R £ B L TR
ENBZeEid, LaLARDS, HARBRREZYLEL Tkl
B ICERREDO K T 21T 5000529, ZnZk
Mo, BMERRELRSCICHIRLY V7574 D5 I, 21
RIFHMEOLE CROBEBIE D RSN LR b, ZORBBIE
ORI AT Y 2=, KEEOREE B LB HREICLD
FIE SN EAS, MAEOHITYAIV 71OV TIZRE 7200
Fv, LA, AR BIE M A o232 Bk R iAo
BRI A T P ABOEEIERIEI D

BWIRIEZR BT RETED B, M OB LIRS h O
AT BEE 7259

4. BEREDEDDHRE
WSO UEITE. MEEREICEIZKEREOREL
9mTc-MAG3 (technetium- 99m mercapto -acetyl-3-triglycine)
HHNEYTc-DTPA (technetium- 99m diethylenetiamine
pentaacetid acid) \Z&BFIRL /7574 TOGERERE, JRE
LF—VIRED G SN D, ZNHDORAE B2 A R H
WL CHRIE TS OIEDNREN D,

5. FBERH L UFHEIS O HIE
B HEBAIARBOLABRATHY), ThRM250H
BEMHRETES, RIBBEERAE TR O S/PEETTO
IKERE D80 % FEFEE H AR T A28 HBTBYD, £
BWBIZEIROEMITE VR Do KEEE DT E AISFUSJH
grade 1-2CTHNE, BB S HRE CRBBIE2IT
Yo KEREDFEPEL ZOBARREREIBIEL TVAHI LIS
NTBY, SFUSFICIZKEEDORE. H5HVIZAPDY
PEFERFTEHREICBVTEEIIEN S, AW TOHKE
REFHA AT TOMETTIX, FHAPDOZEIZENFN
9.4mm&29mm& T A AE B TAPDDS A BT K EWO,
APD<I2ZmmTIEEEED) X713 <. APD>20-30mm
HHWISFUGHE grade 3L LT AN A
P38 - APD>40mm—50mm Cldearly pyeloplasty#®
TN AZELL N, BE AR DK FD I T T E I AT
DONTWEHEDDH LD, SLBFIRL /7T 7 4 DAL
REGbETHREN TS, LA L. APD<20mmPD ¥ &
13 DREZIEHHPICHY'Y, FIRL /77188 % 17D
B EMAEDOR TORBBEIDTHETH S0
FMRALRLOFIRL 757 03EFE T EIc B
THELSEERAETH), ELVEITLEODE TIEM LR
WRENRITIUE RSV, FIJRL 27574 Tld 55 B
BEBICIRFLF =Y ORENFFMSN L, A TD, 5F
FERBIZIBH ST E D L TIROEERDDE B b %, SFU
S Ograde 3—-4DFEEEELL LOKERE. DRF<40% DIE
BIASE B RRAL T R K EHE B L Vo - F Al A D fE B K
TOTHLIENS, KEBIEDWED LV BBIZEh 05
BRI T AR BROIREED—DLINTVEIY, X5
12 RV =Y OIREHHEFE T S E DB EfHIEL L5,
FRV 27574 TOT 1/203 R B P ZE D FFAfiL I3 8 S 5719,
T B ORI LDV EDOM B0 HLH— T, HEK
EIEOFHHEAHBIL TBY TSI OIRFEL L THE HE Dk
FHOLALN D, ZOTEND, FIRL /7 FTT4TOHZER
7 — IS B 7 FAE IS TRV ATE [ T REREE b
. European Association of Urology (EAU) ®20154 A K
FTAVTHH BT LEBITFM IS OIBELL T b,
(http://uroweb.org/wp-content/uploads/EAU-Guidelines-
Paediatric-Urology-2015.pdf)
MR Y 2=V EZDFERDEDRANTOWTIE, T
W B P A2 17V, SFU% Fgrade 3—40 3 A1
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MRV 27574 ToHERERZ T 5. F#EIGIE. DRF
<40%. RFLF—=Y AR, DRFIETHE>5-10% %K E1
WCHIBTLIRET SN b0 —BIOMATFMBEILEZRETHIE
R ZEDEL, Boh H RIS RIS L2 B B AE A1l
oy SEDRFTIUE TR 1 (early pyeloplasty) 28 @RS
. BRI ERCE RN 52, DRF<10% B4 A s 42 7
OB A TORHE G % B L OB SR O E 1 4 AL
BB RBEDLEHEDHE SN T B2P)

Ll o T IS B AR A 7 S uE RSk
WABIORIRL V7 574 COHEFMEITI. BolEg iz
IKEIEDIE D LI B R IK T A R0 o U T/
A (delayed pyeloplasty) 28 5 220, Tz, 5 KB
JEDS R WIS L 7235 & CIX B HRE O F 1213 L. SFUSH
Tgrade 4D & FEREREHSE L LML 72356 B AR
B CET RN AP RTINS,

FIRL 7ML Z D AS Y 2 — VI X early pyeloplasty.
PRAFBORGEEREE, BREBIED S Tii#1T (delayed pyeloplasty)
DO EIFTHHEN B, ZIUZEY, B IREBRPLE G Tl B
BEIRAEDODE R E L TN AT O, S OB kiR %
EFEMICEDEED R A FE N 250, F 72, delayed
pyeloplastyl3 & T L7 B REZ K T R ORI IE S )5
ZELHSNTBY, PHOFIAIV T2 TRV,

hydronephrosis, UPJO, management, guideline, pyeloplasty,
indication® ¥ —"7—F CPubMedt & L 7-287#u %°5. Ll
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PR AT ER @ B £ (ureteropelvic junction obstruction : UPJO) DR RIZ. £ HFASHAS-LTHY, PN K8 R
UREFz, JRER)—7) LA RS ERE (REIME) BRATHAIEDN S\, MEFEALE SRS DL, B 5
RMHEVEIE S - WL ORI ERIRE 08T 5. BTS2 R REEL TRE2ODNIAHTH 5,

HEIE KR EIEIE. NRPEEN S A MAE RE ORI D2 v R IBOIEFRMEKREREIIR A& M L2828

1. EXRMKBENESE ERER

FRBAKEIEELL, BFh - EHRBIORELZ ST REH
FERMCILELZ-REEZR T, ZOHERIEIHKLTHY,
UPJOASIRBIAE A L, IR 5 (vesicoureteral re-
flux: VUR). JR % B e % 47 &6 28 a8 B % (ureterovesical
junction obstruction : UVJO) & (K1), UPJOEUV]OIZ,
HEHIIRAERA TORERHEICI->TRILHETD
%V, UPJODERIEL W T2 5L CwhizH, AHTH
HTENL\N,

REEIIEDRE CHALREZEL. ZEHETH
MBS, BERIIRHML CEIELR L, REd
BLLEH I PAZETHIIKEREE D, BRI IEE 25
R EFTEET 5, B0 METHETHICERESEL
TEGERDY), EELET S

LEITHBHIA ADSL BN 555, HAREBEECS 2REBID &
bo ZD0, IREZIEMICIRL. T E IS M7 G- IR
FHIFEIATICE S HETH b,

2. UPJOMIRA. RIE, mRE
1) wH
HAEFT 5 I S 7 5 B UPT O PN (K 1 i s i 512 & B
DOV E|DBEL, B ERREMBFICLEBDIE AW,

=N FERBOEFEEUPJOTIIRZME M IREATHLIL
BE, HIEDK KA, NWRESLUISNEETH-T
by BARRAEG LS AL R R AR L D =
K7 AR G063 Y B3 DI FIIAWT,
PRPEE SRR OB 52D RBH 59,

a) DAV Pt s

WIPED PR R BIRRE TR PE P ZE 2 48 L. W BLRY 2 D%
REMZREE A T %o IEHHBOIRE AT OE W) H
%L WIHTEHZED IEfEZR E 3o BIOZ A3 R
(27o72b 07, B RIGEESD), RIS TR E B OMILY
PRAERAE LR =T e AR R 3 25T b,
PRAEBRME LB B — 7 DRI, 05-5%5) L Sh T
WBH JEBIEUPJODY 13, 5% M LA R,

PAY DR S S D B B, 18-100% Y MR ASH Y, i 5
PEUPJO T PN R Pl 8 5 S5 D B BE I3 18 % & A7), AT
RIS BFL TWAIEN S v, F/o, IRERES
W REBEO M RIEIXIEF AL IR L Twde UP]
R T B DR 7T B3 D TUPJZ A TD
WRE DRRE B OIRE DB E SN TV 5,

b) AR 5 I
OEFEME © 2783 2% T LM ME SIS TRE
MELRON T, IEERRIEZT TWD, B THRERET

[PREE R RS
REPPRES

FERMKEEDERER
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ARAEMBE P RDE VERTHY. $HEEI311-58% 131019
T BOMT4-38%% RBELTWAERIESNTWEY, &
BB AR R 2SS R IE RN % LT3 505 1L o
INREIN G NS DS KBRS AT %o B A AT
FTARIL72A 5T INEBVILE S M 2T 5X927%0,
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