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B HacTosLee BpeMa S1anapoCcKonuyeckas nuenoniacTuka HabupaeT NoNyAspHOCTb B AETCKOM YPOAOrMK U3-3a MU-
HUMaNbHOW MHBA3MBHOCTM MO CPAaBHEHMIO C OTKPbITOM CTaHA4APTHOW NUENONAacTUKoi. Tem He MeHee, UMelTCA OC-
HOBHbIE «KPWUTUYECKME» 3aMeyaHmMs Mo NOBOAY AAHHOW METOAMKM NMeNonNacTUKM y AeTel, KoTopble 3aK/ao4aloTcs B
BO3HMKHOBEHUMW HEKOTOPbIX TPYAHOCTEM MPU CONOCTaBNEHUM TKAaHEN U MHTPAKOPNOPaNbHOM Ha/IOKEHUN LWBOB M3-3a
OrpaHMYeHHOro AOCTYMHOMO NPOCTPAHCTBA. Kpome Toro, CyLecTBeHHbIM HeraTMBHbIM MOMEHTOM /1aNapOoCKOMNMYECKoM
NMeNonNacTUKK ABNAETCA AUTENIbHOCTb ONepaLMm, 0CObEeHHO Y Maaglueli BO3pacTHOW rpynnbl AeTeld. HecmoTps Ha
BCE NPEMMYLLECTBA CBA3AHHbIE C MUHMMA/IbHOMN MHBA3MBHOCTbLIO, CYLLECTBYIOT U a/ibTEPHATUBHbIE METOAMKM ONepaTuB-
HOrO NIeYeHMs, KOTOPbIe MOKa3bIBaOT 4OCTAaTOMHO BreYaTsoLWMe pesyibTaThl.

Hamu 6bina Bnepsble BbINONHEHA KMUHMATIOPHAA» OTKPbITasa MUEeAonaacTnka y pebEHka ¢ BPOXKAEHHbBIM MAPO-
HedpPO30M C XOPOLIMM GYHKLIMOHANbHBIM M KOCMETUYECKMM pe3yabTaToM. Kpome Toro, AaHHbIl AocTyn obecneynsaeT
LUMPOKYIO SKCMO3ULMIO MUENOYPETPAIbHOTO CErMEHTA U NETKYHO MaHWUMYAALMIO TKAHAMM.
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«Miniature» Approach for Pyeloplasty in Children:
Primary Use Experience Report
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Currently, laparoscopic pyeloplasty is gaining popularity in pediatric urology due to less invasive compared to the
open standard pyeloplasty. Nevertheless, there are basic “critical” remarks about this pyeloplasty technique in children,
which involve some difficulties in comparing tissues and intracorporeal suturing due to the limited available space.
In addition, a significant negative point of laparoscopic pyeloplasty is the duration of the operation, especially in the
younger age group of children. Despite all the advantages associated with minimal invasiveness, there are alternative
methods of surgical treatment, which show quite impressive results.
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In our practical work, we performed minimally invasive open pyeloplasty: with a miniature incision, in a child
with ureteropelvic junction obstruction with a good result. In addition, this access provides a wide exposure of the

ureteropelvic junction and easy tissue manipulation.
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BBepgeHue

POXKAEHHbIN rnapoHedpo3 (Br) Bcnen-

CTBME O0O6CTPYKUMM NMenoyperepasibHoro

cermeHTa (MYC) ssnaetca Hanbonee pac-
NPOCTPAaHEHHbLIM BUAOM OBCTPYKTUBHOW yponatum
cpeau aeten nepsBoro roga KusHu [1]. B cBoux uc-
cnepoBaHuax W. Krajewski M coaBT. oTMeYaltoT, 4To
B nocnegHee Bpems AOCTUIHYTbl Bosblne ycnexu
B AMArHOCTUKe U nedveHuu Bl nyTém BHeapeHua B
LWMPOKYIO MEAMUMHCKYHO MPAKTUKY BbICOKOMHGbOP-
MaTUBHbIX METOA0B AMArHOCTUKU U BblICOKO3bbEK-
TUBHbIX METOA0B fiedyeHus [2]. OaHaKO, MO MHEHUIO
E.A. Oliveira c coaBT., HECMOTPA Ha HenpepbIBHOE
pa3BMTME HayKM U NPOrpecc B MOHMMaHUK 3TUONa-
TOreHeTUYEeCKMX OCHOB M MOCNEACTBUN BPOXKAEH-
HbIX MOPOKOB Pa3BUTUA MOYEBLIBOAALLUX MNyTEW,
No-npexHemy, CyLecTByeT MHOr0 AMCKYCCUOHHbIX
BOMPOCOB OTHOCUTENILHO BblibOpPa MeToda XMpyp-
rmyeckoi Koppekuum obetpykumm MYCy aeter [3].
[onrve rogbl OTKpbITan pacysieHsowas nuenonia-
CTUKa, NnpeanoxkeHHas Anderson 1 Hynes B cepegu-
He NpOoL/IOoro Beka, bbln1a OCHOBHbIM METOA0M XU-
pyprudeckoro neveHuma obctpykumm MYC c BbICOKUM
nokasartenem ycnexa [4]. O4HaKo, HEKOTOpPblE KHey-
[0BNETBOPEHHOCTMY», CBA3AHHbIE C 3TUM AOCTYMOM,
TaKMe Kak A/IMTe/IbHbIN Noc/ieonepauoHHbI bone-
BOM CUHAPOM, NPOJIOHIMPOBaHHOE NpebbiBaHWE Na-
UMeHTa B CTauMOHape, NPOAO/IKUTENbHOE Bbi340-
POBNEHME M OCTaloWMecs He 3CTeTMYHble pybupl,
NPUBENU K YBEIMYEHUIO MHTEPEeca K MUHUMAJbHO
WHBAa3UBHbIM anbTepHaTUBHbIM MeTogam [5]. Ta-
KMM obpas3om, B nocsiegHee Bpems H6OMbLIMHCTBO
OETCKUX YPOJIOrOB B CBOEWN KIMHUYECKOM NPaKTUKe
nsberaet 6onbwmx goctynos [6—8]. Mo mHeHuto F.F.
O’nol 1 coaBT., y AeTen paHHero Bo3pacta AOCTyn C
MWHUMa/IbHbIM Pa3pPe3oM MOXKET NPMBECTU K Obl-
CTPOMY BOCCTaHOB/IEHWUIO pebeHKa M cnocobcTeyeT
COKpaLLeHMIO Bpems npebbiBaHUA NauueHTa B CTa-
unoHape [9].
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OnucaHue KIMHUYECKOro cny4asa

MpuBoanm cobCcTBEHHOE KAMHUYECKoe Habsto-
Aexue. bonbHoM T. 9 mecsues. AnarHos: BpoxkaeH-
HblM rnapoHedpos IV cteneHn cnpasa (Knaccuou-
Kaums Society of Fetal Urology) [10]. O6cTpyKuus
nuenoypeTepasbHOro CerMeHTa.

M3 aHamHesa: [laTtonorna BbiABAEHA aHTEHa-
TanbHO npu Y3W. Mocne poxaeHuAa ann3onos nu-
enoHedpuTa (He MOTUBMPOBAHHbIE MOLBEMbI TEM-
nepaTtypbl, NaTONOrMYECKME U3MEHEHUA B aHANM3aX
MOu4M) He Bblfo.

Mpw obcnenoBaHMM: B aHaNM3ax MOYM U KPOBU
NaTONOrMYECKUX U3MEHEHWI He BbiABAEHO. 1o AaH-
HbiMm ¥Y3U, npasaa no4vka 66 x 29 mm, TonwmHa no-
yeyHoM napeHxmmbl 0,5 MM, YalleyHo-10XaHOYHanA
cuctema (Y1C) pacwupeHa, nepegHesagHui pas-
mep noxaHkm 35 mm. HYaweukn anametpom 20 mm
(puc. 1). QaHHbIX 3@ HaAMYUA KOHKPEMEHTOB HET.
JNleBaa noyka 62 x 25 Mmm, TOALWLMHA NAaPEHXMMbI MO
cermeHTam 10 mm, YJ1C He pacimpeHa.

PucyHok 1. CoHorpamma npaBoii NoYKku. TonwwmHa noYeyHon
napeHxumbl 0,5 Mm, nepegHesagHU pa3mep I0XaHKK 35 mm
Figure 1. Sonogram of the right kidney. Renal parenchyma
thickness is 0.5 mm, anteroposterior dimension of the renal
pelvis is 35 mm
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Mo AaHHbIM KOMMbIOTEPHOW TOMOrpadum, KOH-
TpactupoBaHue YJ1C cBOeBpemeHHOe, paBHOMeEp-
HOW WHTEHCMBHOCTU. Tonorpadus obeux noyvek
WMHTaKTHa. lpaBaa no4yka pasmepamm 68 x 30 mm,
TONLWMHA NoYeyHoM napeHxmmbl 0.6 mm. YJ1C npa-
BOM MOYKM PE3KO pacCLUMpPEHa, YaLleYKK CraaKeHbl.
dBaKyaTopHaa GYyHKUMM MPaBOM MOYKM HapylleHa.
JleBaAa noyka pasmepamm 65 x 28 mm YJ1C He pac-
LUMPEHa, TO/ILMHA NOYeYHON napeHXxnmbl 8—10 mm.
dBaKyaTopHas GYHKLUMA IEBOM MOYKM HE HapyLLeHa
(puc. 2).

Mo gaHHbIM AMHAMMUYECKOWN PEHOCUMHTUIPadUm
(MAG3) mectononoxeHune obenx novyek obbl4HOE.
OTmeyaeTca 3amegieHMe HAKOMAEeHUA U BPeEMEHM
noayBbIBEAEHMA M30TONA CrpaBa — 0OCTPYKTUBHASA
KpuBad. CeKpeTopHaA W 3KCKpeTopHaa GyHKUuUK
CneBa He M3MeHeHbl — HOPMabHbIA TUN KPUBOW.
PasgenbHan GyHKUMA npaBon nouku 46,4 %, nesoi
no4ykn — 53,6 % (puc. 3).

B gekabpe 2019 roga BbINO/AHEHA onepauuma:
OTKPbLITAA pacyieHAoWasn NMenonaacTmka ¢ MMHU-
aTopHbIM aoctynom (no Anderson-Hynes) cnpasa.

Onepauuto BbINOMHAM B NONOKEHUN NALMEHTA
Ha 1eBOM DOOKY C Ba/IMKOM B NOSCHUYHOM 061acTy.
MonepeyHbln paspes ganHoih 2,0 cm 6bin npous-
BeaéH (small flank incision) no linea axillaris media
Huxke Xl pebpa cnpaga (puc. 4). MocnonHo pacceye-
Hbl TKaHM 40 6polWmnHbI. MNocneaHsa oTBeaeHa me-
AvanbHo. HaliieHa noxaHka NpaBoOM MOYKM, B3ATa
Ha WwoB-AaeprKanky. MNpu sbigeneHnm MNYC crapanmco
MWUHMMM3IMPOBATb MOBMIM3ALMIO MOYETOYHMKA B
AUCTaZlbHOM HanpaBAeHUW ANA COXPaHEeHMUA afek-
BATHOro KpoBoObOpaleHnsa. Mccekanm cTeHo3upo-
BaHHY 4vacTtb MYC ¢ nNpoao/ibHbIM pacceyeHnem
MOYETOYHMKA. MpK HaNOXKEHUN ypeTeponnenoaHa-
CTOMO3a NPUMEHSANU HenpepbiBHbIN wos Vicryl 6/0.
TexHUKY HanoXeHMA aHAaCTOMO3a BbIMOHAAN NO 06-
wenpuHAaTon metoamke Anderson-Hynes. B gaHHOM
cny4yae Mbl NPeAnoYInN BHYTPEHHEE APEeHNPOBaHUE
MOYETOYHUKOBbIM CTEHTOM THMA «ABOMHOM CBUHOM
xBocT — double pig tail». MapaHedpanbHOe npo-
CTPaHCTBO He ApeHnpoBaan. PaHa bblia NocnoiiHO
ylwiMTa MHTpagepmManbHbiMK WBamMK. KposonoTeps
meHee 5,0 mn.

PucyHoK 2. flaHHble KT-yporpadum (c KOHTpacTHbIM ycuneHuem): rugpoHedpos cnpasa
Figure 2. CT-urography data (with contrast enhancement): right-sided hydronephrosis

Reference BSA 3

Split Uptake Interval (min) 2 D 30

Radiopharmaceutical 3.5 mCi 88m Technetium DTPA
Presyringe Counts (Kcpm) 635
Postsyringe Counts (Kepm) 74

Net Injected Counts (Kepm) 561

Method Adu|

Hematocrit 0.00

f—

Tahle of Result Summary

Parametars Left Right  Tofal 'g
Split Function (%) 536 46.4 §
Kidney Counts (com) 31217 27033 58250 [%]
Kidney Depth (cm) 2.020 2.030 @
Uptake (%) 5.566 46820 104 i
GFR (mlfmin) 51.0 441 951 g
Normalized GFR (ml/min) 4938 O
GFR Low Normal (ml/min) 0.0
Mean GFR {(mUmin) 1180
Renal Retention 0.508
Time of Max (min) 3.000 87.0
Time of % Max (min) 174
Time from Max to ¥ Max {min) 144
PucyHok 3. iInHamuuecKan peHocunHtTurpamma (MAG3)
Figure 3. Dynamic renoscintigram (MAG3)
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[OnAa KoHTpona guypesa U afleKBaTHOro ApeHu-
pPOBaHWA B MOYEBOWM My3blpb YCTAHOBAEH KaTeTep
Foley Ne 6 Ch. MpogonkuntenbHOCTb onepaumn co-
ctasuna 70 muHyT. lMocne onepaumm nposeseHa
KOHTPO/IbHasA 0630pHasa yporpadua - pacnonoxe-
HUWe CTeHTa ajeKkBaTHoe. B nocneonepauuoHHOM
nepuoae nauuMeHT He HyXAJanca B ONUOWUAHBIX
aHanreTMKax. Pe6EHKy pekomeHA0BaHa BEPTUKaNM-
3aumA cpasy nocae NpPobyKAeHUA.

PucyHok 4. Bua KoXXHoOro paspesa
Figure 4. Type of skin incision

MepBble cyTKM HabnogeHWA: guypes no moue-
BOMYy KaTeTepy cocTtasun 550 mn, 4yto cBmaetesnb-
cTBYeT 06 aAeKBaTHOM GYHKLMOHMPOBAHUM MoYe-
TOUYHMKOBOTO CTEHTA, LBET MOYM C HE3HAYUTE/IbHbIM
remopparmyeckmum oTTeHKom. [puém Hectepous-
HbIX NPOTMBOBOCMNA/INTE/IbHbLIX MNpenapaToB OTMme-
HEeH Ha 2 CyTKM nocne onepauuu.

PebeHOK BbINMCAH M3 CTALMOHAPa C PEKOMEH-
JauMAMKM Ha 3 CyTKM Mmocne onepauuun. 3a nepmog,
HabAoAeHMA UPPUTATUBHbIE CMMNTOMbI HE OTMe-
Yyanmcb. OcmoTp Yepes mecAL, Nocse onepaumn: na-
6opaTopHble NOKA3aTeNM KPOBU M MOYM B Npeaenax
HOpPMbl. MOYETOYHMKOBbIN CTEHT YAANEH.

KoHTponbHoe Y3U nocne yoaneHua cteHTa: npa-
BadA NOYKa pasmepamm 63 x 26 MM, TONLWMHA NOYey-
HOM napeHxumbl 7 mm. Y/1C paclwmpeHa, nepeaHe-
3a4HUIM pa3mep IoxaHKn 10 mm, Yalieykm ao 8 mm.
JleBan noyka 6e3 nsmeHeHui (puc. 5).

O6cyaeHue

Mocne Toro, Kak nanapocKonuyeckas nuenonna-
CTWUKa BrnepBble b6blna onucaHa 1993 rogy [11, 12],
NOABMNOCb MHOFO Ny6AMKauMii 0 nanapockonuye-
CKUX MnuMenonnactukax no cesoeit 3pPeKTUBHOCTH
NPaKTUYeCKM He ycTynatowme TPaguUMOHHbIM OT-
KpbITbiM meTogam. B 2001 rogy C.K. Yeung u coasrT.
coobwmnn 06 nx NepBom OnbiTe PETPONEPUTOHEO-
cKonunyeckon nuenonnactkm y 13 naumeHtos [13].
Mpw 3TOM cpeaHAn NPOAOIKUTENBHOCTb ONepaLLmin

BecTHUK yponoruu
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PucyHok 5. CoHorpamma npaBoii NOYKU Noce yaaneHus
cteHTa. MNepegHe3agHuit pasmep noxaHkm 10 mm,
YalleyKku - 4o 8 mm
Figure 5. Sonogram of the right kidney after stent removal.
Anteroposterior dimension of the renal pelvis 10 mm,
calices up to 8 mm

coctaBmna 143 muH (o1 103 go 235), uto cBs-
33aHO C OrpaHMYeHHbIM PaboyMm MPOCTPAHCTBOM,
KOTOpOe 3aTpyAHAET Ha/l0KeHNEe MHTPAKopnopab-
HbiX WBoB. Mo mHeHnto UN.M. KaraHuoBa n cOaBT.
lanapocKonuyeckas peseKuMoHHas nuMenonnactu-
Ka C NpeMmyLecTBaMm MUHUMaAbHO MHBA3UBHOM
XUPYPruuM, OaéT O0CTaTOYHO YAOB/ETBOPUTE/IbHbIE
pesynbTaTbl, CPaBHUMbIE C pe3y/bTaTaMu OTKPbITOM
nuenonnactku [14]. ABTopbl NonaratoT, YTo nanapo-
CKOMMYeckas nuenonnactuka 6yaet passuBaTbheA
B KayecTBe 30/10TOr0 CTaHAapTa npu nevyeHun BI.
C.T. Bpyb61eBCKuUiA U COaBT. MPULLIJIA K TAKOMY e 3a-
KNHOYEHUIO, NPOBEAA MUCCNeAO0BaHWE, BKAOYMBLLEE
90 petelt ¢ Bl B Bo3pacTe oT 2 mecAaueB Ao 17 net
[15]. Mo AaHHbIM aBTOPOB OCJ/IOXKHEHUA MOAYyYEHbI
Bceroy 4 (4,4 %) naumeHTos. C.I. boHaapeHko un I.T.
AbpamoB MonaratoT, YTO JlanapoCKONMYecKas nue-
JIONNacTUKa y AeTen rpyaHOro Bo3pacTta TeXHUYECKU
OCYLLECTBMMA, MO AJIUTENIbHOCTU HEe OT/INYaeTcs oT
aHaJIOTMYHbIX onepauuin y AeTen cTapero Bo3pac-
Ta W CONPOBOXKAAETCA MUHMUMA/IbHbIM KOJIMYECTBOM
OC/IOXKHEHUI [16].

OfHaKo HEeCMoTps Ha TO, YTO NanapocKonuye-
CKas MMenonnacTuka npusHaeTca Kak apdeKkTus-
Hbl, Ma/IOUHBA3UBHbI METOA XUPYPrUYECcKo Kop-
pekumm Bl c ycnewHbIMU pe3yibTaTaMK, HEKOTopble
aBTOPbI CYMTAIOT ee [0BOJIbHO C/IOXKHOMN B NaaHe
OBNAAEHUA XUPYPTMYECKOM TEXHUKOM, 0COBEHHO Y
AeTten paHHero Bo3spacta [17]. Tak, S. Cascio u co-
aBT., NpoonepupoBas 11 geTei B Bo3pacTe A0 ABYX
net c Bl, nonyumnu peunamsHyto obctpykumto MYC
y 2 (17 %) naumnenTos [18]. Kpome TOro, 0CHOBHOM
TPYAHOCTbIO NanapoCKONUYEeCcKoM NMenonaacTmku
ABNSAETCA MHTPAKOPMNOpPabHbIl LWOB, KOTOPbIN cro-
CcOb6CTBYET YANMHEHWNIO NPOAO/IKUTENIbHOCTM Onepa-
umm [19].
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B Hapeae npeogonetb TPYAHOCTU, BO3HUKA-
foLMe NPy 1anapoCcKoNMYeCcKon NMenonnacTuKke, a
B YaCTHOCTM NPU HAaNOXKEHNU WBOB, MHOIMe aBToO-
pbl OTAAOT NpeanoyYTeHne MUHU-UHBA3UBHOM OT-
KpblTOM nuenonnactuke [6—8]. A.M. Kajbafzadeh
M COABT. MOANAralT, YTO OAUH pa3pe3 pasmepom
10-15 mMm, KOCMETHYEeCKN bosiee NpuUBAEKATeNEH,
yem 3 MAN 4 NanapoCKONUYECKMX OTBEPCTUA C 06-
Wwen 4NMHHOM, 06bIYHO NpeBbiwatoweit 20 mm [8].
Mpu aTom, No aaHHbIM V. Singh 1 coaBT. cpeaHsas
NPOAO/INKUTENbHOCTb OTKPbITOM MNWENoNnNacTUKK
C MMHUMANAbHbIM AOCTYNOM COCTaBaAeT 63 MUH,
YTO OYEHb BA*KHO 0COBEHHO y AeTelt paHHero Bos-
pacTa [6]. Bonee Toro, K. Job 1 coaBT. B cBOEM UC-
cnefoBaHUM MOKasanm, YTo NPOOnepmMpoBaHHbIe
nmmn 74 naumeHTa ¢ Bl yepes muHu-goctyn, 6biam
BbINMCaHbI N3 CTaLMOHapa B TeyeHne 24 4acos no-
cne onepauum [20]. ABTOpbI NOMAratoT, YTO Takan
OTKpbITaA NMenonnacTMka MOXKeT BbINOJHATLCA
Kak ambynaTopHas npoueaypa. E. Ruiz n coasT.
YTBEPXKAAOT, YTO HU OAWMH M3 NALMEHTOB, Mpo-
onepupoOBaHHbIX MUHU-A0CTYNOM, HE HYXKAaNCA B
onuMonaHbIX npenapaTtax B nocseonepauMoHHOM
nepuoge [7].

B HacToswee Bpems OMbIT 1aNapoOCKONMYECKOM
NUeNonNacTUKKN y AeTel B HAlLel CTPaHe He BE/IUK.
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3TO MOKeT BbITb CBA3AHO KaK C TEXHUYECKOW C/IOXK-
HOCTbO BbINO/IHEHMA 1aNAPOCKONUYECKUX [O0CTY-
NnoB y AeTel, TaK U C MMEIOLMMCS UHCTPYMEHTaMM
M BO3MOXXHOCTbHO BUAEOTEXHUKU. B npeacrassieH-
HOM K/IMHWYEeCKOM HabnoaeHun pebeHKy npose-
OEeHa PEKOHCTPYKTUBHO-MNACcTUYEeCKaa onepaumsa ¢
MCNONb30BAaHMEM MAZIOMHBA3UBHOIO «MUHMATIOP-
Horo» goctyna ¢ 20 mm pa3pe3om 6e3 Kakux-a1mbo
OpeHaXKHbIX TPybOK, YTO MO3BO/INAO BbINUCATL Na-
LMeHTa U3 CTaluMOHapa Ha 3 CYTKM nocne onepa-
uMn. Mbl MONYYMSIN XOPOLLIMIN pe3ynbTaT B paHHEM
nocseonepaunoHHoOM nepuoge: 6bicTpoe BOCCTa-
HoB/leHMe pebeHKa, NoJIHoe YCTpaHeHMA OBCTPYK-
UMM Ha ypoBHe MYC, oTcyTcTBME HEOBXOAMMOCTHU B
aHaNreTUKax, OTCYTCTBME OONbLUMX HE3CTETUYHbIX
nocseonepaunoHHbIX pybuos.

3aknoueHune

CnenyeT OTMETUTb, Y4TO «MUHUATIOPHAA» OTKPbI-
Tana NMEeNonnacTUKa y AeTeid MOXKET SABUTbCA BbICO-
KoapdeKTUBHbIM, 6e30nacHbIM, TEXHUYECKU Nerko
BbIMO/AHAEMbIM Y KOCMETUYECKMM METOA0M XMpPYp-
rMYeckon Koppekuumn obeTpyKkumm MYC, KoTopbiit
obecneumBaeTr MMUHMMAabHOE MpebbiBaHME nauu-
€HTa B CTaLMOoHape.
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