EHA0YPO/OT A

CpaBHuTeneH aHanm3 Ha Gleason score oT npegonepaTeHaTa
NPOCTaTHa OVONCKA 1 PafrKaiHa NPOCTATEKTOMMS
NPV NaLUMeHT C KapLMHOM Ha NpOCTaTHaTa »1e3a

Comparative analysis of Gleason
score from prostate biopsy and
radical prostatectomy in patients with
prostate cancer

PE3IOME

BbBeaeHue u uen: Gleason score e BaeH NporHocTiYeH GakTop npu onpegendHe
Ha TepanesTUYHOTO MoBejieHye NP NaLMEHT C NPOCTaTeH KapuMHOM. pocTaTHata
Ovoncua ce NpeBbpHa B 3MaTeH CTaHAAPT 3a NOCTaBAHEe HA XUMCTONOMMYHA AMarHo3a
U [aje Bb3MOXHOCT 3 LUMPOKO MpUNaraHe Ha paAuKkanHata NpoCTaTeKToMKA, KaTo
METO/1 33 PAAMKANHO XMPYPTUYHO NIeveHHe Ha NOKANM3NPaHIA NPOCTATeH KAPUMHOM.
Mo nuTepaTypHI aHHI Gleason score, onpezienieH Npu XUCTONOrMUHOTO M3CNeiBaHe Ha
npenapara oT paaukanHa NpoCTaTekToMUA B FONAM NPOLIEHT OT NaL|MeHTHTe e M0-BUCOK
0T T031 NpU NPoCTaTHa broncud. LienTa Ha HacToALLeTo NpoyyBaHe e Aa Ce M3neaga
npomaAHaTa Ha Gleason score Npu MauueHT ¢ 6UONCUYHO 0Ka3aH KapLMHOM Ha Mpoc-
TaTata NoANOXeH! Ha PAAMKaNHa NpoCTaTekTOMIA

Marepuanu u metoau: Hanpagu ce peTpoCneKTUBEH aHaNi3 Ha JaHHUTe Ha 31
NoCe0BaTeNHIA NaLeHTy 3a nepuoaa Axyapu 2015 1. — anpun 2016, npu Kouto e
V3BbPLIEHA CTaHAAPTHA 10-TOYKOBA NPOCTATHA 0MONCUA, C NOCNe/iBaLld PAAMKANIHa
NPOCTATeKTOMMA. DAXa aHaNM3MPaHK AaHHUTE 3@ Bb3PACT, CTOMHOCTI Ha NPOCTATOC-
neLuduutua auTuren (PSA) n cpasHeH Gleason score 0T NpoCTaTHaTa buoncusA u paau-
KanHata NpoCTaTeKToMMA.

Pesyntatu: CpejiHata Bb3pacT Ha nauuenTuTe Oelle 66 roauHn (57-77 roauu), a
(pefHara cToitHocT Ha PSA- 11,30 ng/mL (4,86+28,50 ng/mL). Ipn u3cneasaHuTe na-
LMEHTY C Hal-BICOKA YeCTOTa CNlef] TPaHCPeKTaHa b1oncua Ha npocTatata e Gleason
score 3+3=6 (13 nauvenTv - 44 %) n 3+4=7 (7 nauentu - 23%). Cnen u3sbpLIBaHe
Ha paanKanHa NpocTaTeKToMUA Npy 17 NawueHTy Ce yCTaHOBM NOBULLIaBaHe Ha Gleason
score CPAMO XCTONOTMYHIA Pe3yTaT 0T NpejLecTBaLLaTa b1oNcuA Ha NpoCTaTaTa,
npu 11 He Ce yCTaHOBY NPOMAHA, a NPy 3 Ce YCTaHOBY HamanABaHe Ha Gleason score.
(nep n3BbPLIBAHE Ha PajIKanHa NPOCTAaTeKTOMUA B rpynata nauuenTy ¢ Gleason score
34-3=6, e yCTaHOBABA NOBMLUABAHe Ha xucTonatonorinyHua Gleason score npi 7 na-
UneHn (53,8%) kbm 3+4=7, 33na3eH 3+3=6 npu 4 naunerti (30,8%) 1 Hamane
- npu 2 nauvenTy (15,4%). He ce yCTaHOBY 3aBUCUMOCT MeX/Ty Bb3DACTTa Ha NaliueH-
TUTe 1 natonornyHuA Gleason score.
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ABSTRACT

Introduction and objective: Gleason score (GS) is an important prognostic factor
when deciding on treatment of patients with prostate cancer. Prostate biopsy became
the gold standard in the histologic diagnosis of the disease and prompted the wide use
of radical prostectomy for the surgical treatment of localized prostate cancer. Multiple
studies have found that a significant percentage of patients have higher Gleason score
from radical prostatectomy specimens compared to prostate biopsy. The objective of
this study is to compare Gleason score from prostate biopsy and radical prostatectomy
specimens of prostate cancer patients.

Material and methods: The clinical records of 31 consecutive prostate cancer patients,
who underwent 10-core prostate biopsy followed by radical prostatectomy between
January 2015 and April 2016, were retrospectively reviewed. Data on patients’ age,
prostate specific antigen values and Gleason score from prostate biopsy and radical
prostatectomy specimens were analyzed and compared.

Results: Patients'mean age was 66 (5777 years) and mean preoperative PSA - 11,30
ng/mL (4,86-28,50 ng/mL). The most common Gleason scores of prostate biopsy
specimens were 3+3=6 (13 patients - 44 %) and 3+4=7 (7 patients - 23%). Gleason
score analysis following radical prostatectomy revealed higher GS in 17 patients, no
change in 11 patients and lower GS — in 3 patients. Of all patients with biopsy GS of
343=6, 7 (53,8%) were found to have GS 3+4=7 following radical prostatectomy, 4
(30,8%) had no change in GS and 2 (15,4%) had lower GS. There was no correlation
between patients'age and pathological GS.

Condlusion: The results of this study suggest that a considerable proportion of patients
undergoing radical prostatectomy are found to have a higher Gleason score compared to
preoperative prostate biopsy. These findings should be considered during preoperative
staging and grading of prostate cancer and treatment decision-making.

Keywords: Gleason score, Prostate cancer, Prostate biopsy, Radical prostatectomy
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3aKntoueHue; Pe3ynTaute OT T0BA NPOYYBAHE NOKA3aXa, Ue MPH FONAM MPOLIEHT 0T
nauveHTITe, NOANIOXEHU Ha PaavKanHa NPoCTaTeKTOMMSA, € Hanlie HapacTBaHe Ha
Gleason score cipsMo NpezIoNepaTBHOTO GUONCUYHO U3CEABaHE, KOeTo TpAGBa Aa ce
VMa NPeAiBA NPY NPE0NeaTIBHOTO CTaAMPaHe Ha NALMEHTTE C KaPUUHOM Ha MPOC-
TATaTa ¥ MOCTABAHETO HA MIOKA3aHIA 38 PAAKaIHa NPOCTATEKTOMMA.

Kntouosu gymu: Gleason score, Kapunrom Ha npoctatata, lpoctatha ouoncua, Paau-
KaNlHa npocTaTeKTomus

BbBELEHNE

KapuuHOMBT Ha npocTaTtata € Hal-4ecToTO 3/10Ka-
yecTBeHO 3abonABaHe MpW MbXa M BTOPO MO CMbPT-
HOCT cnep KapunHoma Ha 6enua gpob [1]. B muHano-
TO, AMarHo3aTta MpoCTaTeH KapLuMHOM cCe MocCTaBAle
CPaBHUTENHO KbCHO NOpajn H1CKaTa cneundryHocT 1
YYBCTBUTETHOCT Ha M3MOJI3BaHUTE ANArHOCTUYHU METO-
. BbBexpgaHeTo Ha npocTtatocneunPpuuHnA aHTUreH
(PSA) 1 NpuNoXXeHMETO My B KOMOVHALMS C AUTNTANTHO
PEeKTaNHO M3cnefBaHe, TPaHCPEKTanHa exorpadusa m
TpaHCpeKTasnHa broncra Ha NpocTaTaTta rnog exorpag-
CKW KOHTpON nofgobpuxa paHHaTa AMarHocTMKaTa Ha
NPOCTaTHMA KapLyuHOM [2].

MHoroToukoBaTa npocTtaTHa tru-cut 6uoncus, us-
BbplleHa nop exorpadckm KOHTPON, BbBefdeHa OT
Hodge et al. npe3 1989 rognHa, nocteneHHo ce npe-
BbpHa B 3/1aTeH CTaHAAPT 3a NOCTaBAHE Ha XUCTOMO-
rMyHa AmarHosa 1 onpepensHe Ha npefonepaTvB-
HUsA rpenguHr Ha Tymopa ¢ Gleason score (GS) v page
Bb3MOXHOCT 3a LUMPOKO NMpuiaraHe Ha pafnkanHaTta
NPOCTaTEKTOMUA, KaTO METO 3a PafMKalHO Xupyp-
FMYHO NleYeHre Ha NOKaNM3MpPaHNA NPOCTaTEH Kapuu-
Hom [3].

Gleason score (GS) e BaxkeH NPOrHoCTNYEeH pakTop
npv NauyveHTn C NPOCTaTeH KapLWHOM W € eduH OT
dakTopuTe, BNusewwm Bbpxy n3bopa Ha TepaneBTUYeH
METO[, 3ae[iHO C KIMHWYHUA CTagui Ha 3abonsABaHe-
TO, Bb3pacTTa Ha NaLMeHTa 1 NpocTaTo-crneunduyHmNa
aHTureH [4]. [loknagBaHUTe B nuTepaTtyparta CpaBHU-
TeSIHM MPOYYBaHMA YCTAHOBMXa cflaba Kopenauwus
mexay 6uoncnyHus Gleason score 1 XUCTONOTMYHUA
rpenauHr Ha npenapaTta OT paguKanHa NpocTaTek-
Tomua [5-7]. HAkon aBTOpM yCTaHOBMXa NOBMLLIABAHE
Ha Gleason score B go 50% ot cnyyanTe ¢ GroncuyeH
pe3ynTtaT BucokogndepeHUMpaH KapuMHOM U Hama-
neHve Ha Gleason score B go fo 80% ot ciyvyaunTe C
HuckoandepeHumpaH KapumHom [8,9]. Tean npomeHn
B Gleason score nMaT Ba’kHO NPOrHOCTUYHO 3HaYeHKe
1 TOYHOTO onpefensHe Ha XUCTONOIMYHUA FPengmHr
npu nNpocTaTHa broncya e oCHOBeH GaKTop Npu 13-
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60pa Ha TepaneBTUYHO MOBEAEHNE — PAANKAHO Je-
yeHue (pafuKanHa NpPoCTaTeKTOMUA, paanoTepanns)
VN1 n3vyakBaTesHo HabnwoaeHue (AS).

Llenta Ha HacToALLETO NPOYyYBaHe e Ja ce u3cneaBa
npomsiHaTa Ha Gleason score npu nauneHTy c Guoncuy-
HO AOKa3aH KapLWHOM Ha npocTaTaTta, MOAJIOXKEHN Ha
paauKanHa NpoCcTaTeKTOMUA.

MATEPVIATT N METOLN

/13BbpLIK Ce peTpoCneKkTMBEH aHanmM3 Ha JaHHWTe Ha
31 nocnenosaTtenHmn NaUVeHTUC NOKanM3npaH KapLumuHOM
Ha MpOCTaTHaTa »K/1e3a, NPV KOWUTO € M3BbpLUeHa CTaHaapT-
Ha TpaHCpeKTanHa 10-ToukoBa NpoCTaTHa G1oncKsa noga
exorpadCky KOHTPOS C NocsefBallla PajiMkanHa npocTa-
TeKToMMA B neproga M. AHyapn 2015 1. — m. anpwun 2016r.
bAaxa aHanu3upaHy OaHHWTE 33 Bb3PacT, CTOMHOCTWU Ha
npocTatocneundnyHma aHTureH (PSA) n cpasHeH Gleason
score OT MpocCTaTHaTa BLUONCKA C TO3M OT XUCTONOMMUYHOTO
n3cnefBaHe Ha NpocTaTaTa cnef pafvKanHaTa npocTatek-
TOMUA.

OnepaTtuBHaTa TexHMKa Ha MpocTaTHaTa 6uoncus
BKJIIOUBALLE aHeCTe3nA C MHTPAPEKTaHO NPUNOXKeHne
Ha NJOKANHOB ref 1 u3BbpLuBaHe Ha 10-TouKoBa Tpy-
KbT 6rioncua nof TpaHcpeKTaneH exorpadpckm KOHTpon
¢ 18G nrna no cxemata 6+4 ToukoBa 6uoncus. Pagukan-
HaTa npocTaTekToMUA Gelle M3BbPLUEHA MO Knacuye-
CKaTa ornepaTvBHa TeXHUKa onmcaHa ot Walsh et al. ¢
numdHa ancekums, CbobpasHo npenopbKkuTe Ha EBpo-
nernckaTa acouunauus no yponorus [1,10].

PE3YJITTATI

CpenHaTa Bb3pacT Ha naumeHTuUTe Helle 66 rogHmW
(57+77 rognHn), a cpegHata ctonHocT Ha PSA- 11,30 ng/
mL (4,86+28,50ng/mL).

Han-uecto cpelwaHuat 6ruoncnyeH Gleason score
6ewe 6 (3+3) npu 44% oT NaumeHTuTe. PaznpeneneHne-
TO Ha nauneHTuTe no Gleason score e npefcTaBeHo Ha
our. 1.

CpaBHuTeNnHMAT aHanm3 Ha Gleason score cnep xuc-
TONOrMYHOTO U3CNefiBaHe Ha npenapaTa OT paguKkanHa
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TPSA Ha naumeHTH
cnpomsHa Ha GS

TPSA Ha naumeHT!
6e3 npomaAHa Ha GS

TPSA Ha naumeHTn
CHamansBaHe Ha GS

Our. 3 CpaBHuTENEH aHAN3 Ha CpeHIATE CTOMHOCTY Ha PSA B 3aBUCMMOCT OT
NPOMAHATA Ha GS Cnef| paanKanHa NpocTaTekToMua

MPOCTaTeKTOMUA YCTAaHOBW MOBMLLABAHE CNPAMO 6U-
oncnyHua rpenguHr npu 17 (54,8%) nayneHTn n Hama-
naaHe — npu 3 (9,7%) naumeHTn (dur. 2).

CpegHuTe cTONHOCTU Ha PSA 6Aaxa Halt-BUCOKM NMpu
naumneHTuTe ¢ HamaneH Gleason score (¢ur. 3)

BrioncmyueH GS 4(2+2) ce yctaHoBM npu 7% OT BCUY-
KW MauuveHTK, KaTo Npuv NonoBuHaTa oT TAX c/ef pagu-
KasiHa MpPOCTaTEKTOMUA XMCTONMOTMMYHOTO WU3CNefBaHe
nokasa GS 6, a npu octaHanute - GS 7.

Mpw 53,8% oT naumeHTnTe C BroncuueH GS 6 (3+3)
Ce yCTaHOBM noBuLaBaHe Ha GS Ha 7 (3+4) (dur. 4)

Mpwn 28% ot naumeHTnte ¢ GS 7(3+4) n 25% c GS
7(4+3) e yctaHoBeH GS > 7 cnefi XMCTONOTMMYHO n3cnea-
BaHe Ha npenapara OT pajuvKkanaHa NPoCTaTeKTOMUA.

47

] NaumeHTn C noBMLIaBaHe Ha GS

[ | MNaumeHTn c HamansBaHe Ha GS

35,48

[ | MaumenTy 6e3 npomsHa B GS

Our. 2 Mpomana Ha GS cnied N3BbPLIBAHE Ha pajikanHa NpoCTaTeKTOMMA

[13anasen GS 6 (3+3)
[lygennuen 657 (3+4)
I Hamanen GS 6 (3+3)

Our. 4 Mpomana Ha GS el paanKkanHa npocTaTekToMuA Npy NaLueHTH ¢
Oroncnuen GS 6 (343)

OBCbXKIOAHE

Gleason score (GS) e BaXkeH NPOrHocTnyeH $hakTop
Npu NaumMeHTV C NPOCTaTeH KapuWHOM 1 € eauH OT
daKkTopunTe, BAMAELM BbPXY M300pa Ha TepaneBTUYEeH
meTtog [4]. lnpokaTa ynotpeba Ha HOMOrpamu B Knu-
HUYHaTa NpaKTMKa Npu AnarHocTnkata 1 onpegensaHe
Ha TepPaneBTMYHOTO MOBEeAEHME NPW NPOCTaTHMA Kap-
LUMHOM, HanaraT fia ce onpefenu ToyHocTTa Ha Gleason
score OT NpocTaTHaTta buoncus. [JoknagsaHuTe B nnTe-
paTypaTa CpaBHUTENHU MPOYYBAHWA YCTAHOBMXA Cra-
6a kopenauua mexpy 6uoncuuHua Gleason score u
XUCTONOMMYHMA FPeNAMHI Ha NpernapaTa OT pajnKaHa
npoctatekToMusA [5-7]. B meTa-aHanu3 Ha Cohen et al.,
BkAouBaw, 14839 naumeHTn, aBTOpUTE YCTaHOBABAT
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CcbBrageHne Ha 6uoncnyHmAT GS ¢ TO3M OT paguKan-
Ha npocTatekToMmA Npu 63% noeunwwasaHe — npu 30%
1 MOHMXaBaHe - npu 7% [11]. B gpyro uscnensaHe Ha
Mian et al., cpaBHeHMeTO Ha GS OT XMCTONOTUYHMA MNpe-
napat oT broncuATa 1 TPaHWA XMPYPryeH npenapar,
nokasBaT Kopenauuma B okosio 50% [12]. Capitanio et al.
aHanu3upat cepua oT 301 mauMeHTN C HUCKOPUCKOB
KapUWHOM Ha npocTaTtaTa no Kputepumute Ha D" Amico,
KOWTO ca MpemMuHanu npoctatHa buoncua n nocneg-
Balla pafuvkanHa npocTatektomua. CbBnageHNeTo Ha
Gleason score mexay 6MoncnYHNA 1 TpaHUA XUPYpP-
rmyeH npenapat e 47,5% [13]. B HaweTo n3cnensaHe
HabntogaBaHMTe CbBMAZeHMe, NMOBULLIABAHE 1 Hamans-
BaHe Ha GS ca, cboTBeTHO, 35.48%, 54,84% 1 9.68%.

Pe3yntatnte oT npocTatHata buoncua un TpanHuA
XVIpypruyeH npenapaT MoraT fa ce passinyaBaT Mo HA-
KOMKO NPUYNHY, KaTo CyOeKTMBHa OLleHKa Ha NaTosora,
HenpasWIIHO B3eTy NPobu, HeJOCTaTbYHO MaTepman 3a
XWCTONOTMYHO M3CNeABaHe Unn Manbk 0b6em Ha Kapuu-
HOM C BMCOK GS B 6roncnuHmna matepuan [14,15]. Mpoc-
TaTHUAT KapLuHOM e MmynTudoKanHo 3abonsasaHe, Koe-
TO Ce BM3yanusnpa TPyaHO nop exorpadcky KOHTPON.
MN3BbpluBaHeTo Ha 6, 10 nnn 12-ToukoBa 6uoncua nog
exorpadCckm KOHTPOS BKIOYBA Masiku Nno obem npobu
OT NpeauneKUNOHHNUTE U CYCMEKTHUTE 3a Pa3BUTUE Ha
KapuuHOM Ha npocTtaTaTa 30HuM. ToBa € npuumHa yec-
TO [la ce MponycHe 30Ha C Hal-Bucok Gleason score.
PasnuuHu npoyuysaHuA BbpXy CbBMALEHMETO Mexay
6roncnyHua 1 natonormyHma Gleason score c nosuwa-
BaHe Ha 6posi Ha BMONCUYHUTE NPOOU MoKaszaxa npo-
TUBOPEUVBY Pe3ynTaTy, KOETO He onpasaaBa Heoboc-
HOBAHOTO MOBULIABaHe Ha 6posA Ha B3eTuTe NPobu Npu
eflHO mM3cnefiBaHe C Lien MNoByLaBaHe Ha TOYHOCTTa Ha
6uoncnyHmna GS[1,11,12,16].

Opyro obacHeHre 3a noBuwaeaHe Ha Gleason score
npy NOCTONePaTMBHOTO U3C/eBaHe e BPeMeTO OT 13-
BbpLUBAHETO Ha broncuaATa Ha NpocTaTata 4O MOMEHTa
Ha 13BbpLUBaHE Ha orepaTuUBHaTa UHTepBeHLMsA. B npo-
yuBaHe Ha Freedland et al. Bbpxy 895 Mbie € HIUCKOPU-
CKOB MpOCTaTeH KapLUUHOM, aBTOPUTE He YCTaHOBABAT
cuUrHNUKaHTHA Kopenaumua mMexay BpemeBus MHTep-
Ban ot broncuATa 4o paguKanHaTta NpocTaTekKToMmaA u
HanMureTo Ha BUCOK GS, NO3NTMBHA pe3eKUNOHHa Nn-
HUA NN eKCTPANPOCTaTHO pPa3npoCcTpaHeHe Ha 3abo-
naaHeTo (p<0.05) [17].

Mpe3 2012 roguHa Epstein et al. ny6nukyaBaxa
Hal-ronsAMOTO MpPOYYBaHe, OMMCAHO B JIUTepaTypaTa,
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BKNOYBaWo 7643 nauueHTn. ABTOopuTe aHanuimpat
Kopenauuata mexgy 6uoncuyHua n gedpuHUTMBEH
Gleason score. Mpu nauneHtTute ¢ GS 2+3=5 n 3+3=6
(36,3%) ce HabntogaBa nosuweHne Ha GS. B rpynata ¢
GS 3+4=7, nonoBuHaTta OT C/lyyauTe He ce YCTaHOBABa
npomsHa B natonornyHua GS. O6wo 58% ot cnyyaumte
MMaT cbBnagawy 6uoncmyeH 1 natonorvyeH GS npu
cTonHOCTU 4+5=9 n 5+5=10. Bcneactame Ha Hanpase-
HWA aHanu3, aBTOpuUTe YCTaHOBABAT Ye MOBMLLABAHETO
Ha Bb3pacTTa 1 Ha PSA 1 NOHW)KaBaHETO Ha TErNIOTO Ha
TpalHWA npenapar, ca dakTopu, KOUTO onpesenaT no-
BMLLIABaAHETO OT 6moncnyHma GS 2+3=5 u 3+3=6 npu
pagunkanHa npoctatektomus [18].

B Haweto npoyuBaHe Hal-yecTUAT OuoncuyeH
Gleason score e 3+3=6 npwu 13 nauneHtn (44%), cneg
Hero no yectoTa e Gleason score 3+4=7 - npu 7 nauu-
eHTn (23%). Cnep 13BbPLUBaAHE Ha pajMKanHa NpocTa-
TeKTOMUA B rpynata nayuneHtu c Gleason score 3+3=6,
Cce yCTaHOBfiBa MOBWLIABaHe Ha XMCTOMATONOIMMYHKA
Gleason score npu 7 naumeHTn (54%) kbm 3+4=7, 3a-
naseH 3+3=6 npu 4 naumeHTn (31%), HamaneH npu 2
naumeHTn (15%). OT BcMuKKM naumeHTn, 17 ca ¢ npoms-
Ha B Gleason score — 55%. He ycTaHOBMxMe Kopenaums
MeXxay Bb3pacTTa, CTOMHOCTUTE Ha tPSA 1 npomaAHaTa B
6uoncnyHua n natonormyHmsa Gleason.

My6nukyBaHUTe B nuTepaTypaTta faHHW U HawmTe
pe3yntaTv npegnosarar, ye ca HeobXoaMMU HOBU WH-
CTPYMEHTM 3a NpeAcKasBaHe Ha NpomsaHaTa B Gleason
score 3a nogobpsABaHe Ha NpefonepaTMBHOTO CTaupa-
He 1 TepaneBTMYHO MOBedeHVe NPY NauneHTuTe C fo-
KanusnpaH NpocTaTeH KapLHOM.

SAKITOYEHWE

PesynTtatnte OT TOBa PETPOCMEKTUBHO MpPOYYBa-
He MoKa3BaT, Ye Mpu roffM NPOLIEHT OT NaLUeHTUTe,
NOANOXEHWN Ha paguKasHa NPOCTaTeEKTOMUA e Hanuue
HapacTBaHe Ha Gleason score cnpAMO yCTaHOBeHMSA
npy npegonepaTMBHOTO OMOMNCMYHO UK3CNefBaHe.
Te3u pa3nukn TpabBa Aa ce MMaT NpeaBuA NP Npego-
NnepaTrMBHOTO CTaAupaHe Ha NauMeHTUTe C KapLMHOM
Ha npocTaTtaTa, u3bopa Ha MeToh 3a JieyeHne 1 no-
CTaBAHE Ha MOKa3aHWA 3a M3BbPLUBAHE Ha pajuvKan-
Ha npocTatektomus. brioncmuHma Gleason score nma
3HAUWTENIHM OrpaHMYeHUs B CMNOCOOHOCTTA CU TOYHO
Ja npeackasBa naTtonornyHua Gleason score, ocobe-
HO NPV NaLMeHTUN C BUCOKoanbepeHUnpaH KapunuHom
npu 6uoncnyHoTo n3cnepsaHe. bbaely npoyysaHus,
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BKJ/IOUBALLM HOBU OUOMNCUUYHM TEXHMKN W TYMOPHMU
MapKepy BepOATHO Le MoaobpAT CbliecTByBallaTa
CUCTeMa 3a NpefonepaTBHO CTafMpaHe Ha MpocTart-
HVA KapLUVHOM.
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