AN AEAQ] E4HE 8t Bagtuxl g,

Method: 5919) E2118E] S3F A} @7,XXY 49 2 47,XXY/46,XY 19)), 8571004 23A -4
g Ao o] 5 1dox= AFAE AR (gjaculated sperm)E, W X] 400 A= fresh multi-
ple TESE sperm& ©]&3}ch. 41 wiole] 8 Z7] A=A 1/l &7 MEE AFH ! XY H
17 = 188 FAA o & CEP probeE ©]-83t] FISHE AlRstgict wl-¢-2te] B Uol= 296+
124) (Mean£SEM)S 29, 943& 9] 42 AZuetEol 1doA sien 19 58 dde
fAct

Results: ¢o17 & dxle] = 12712 o|F ICSIE Al#stY 76718 48 (2PN) ¥%loH,
B FAEL 65316.0% (MeantSEM)o|Ich STHE A)H F FISH dedo] 7Fsd wiol F o]
2o} 7hsd A otz #AE A$E 397169%FE UERon, o) tiE AolA X)Y,189 s}
o A4 wiole] FEo] 53%2 Hid vie} FARSIGITE v B G d$ FISHZ T A4 vl
obEE U HAAHE Aoz Bug vl glt) 8F7] BFo|A ojd]e] sFsEiglon, H 25105709
g o] 43I]itt. olF 244 PAlo) AFste] ARG A A JAGHA L, HFHoE
Agotg vt Bohslich v wiolz Ak AES FAA o)l whet EAE] B, X YEH
Ao} ol dg ZHe wjote] ulgo] 459+53%% o, 175 189 FMAe)] tlgh o]4A] Hl&o] 432+
58%F AQAA 4 A o)A FEo] FUMEE ¢ 4 Utk

Conclusions: ©]49] A¥g Ay FFFNA £33 a3 ANAHE 9 vzZEE o
3 AT AleA] AAUAR ol AR o)A el Aol FIIHER oo i3t AbA AH
o] o]Fojof s, A} FHAGE ALFoN FAH o] L dpgste] Bt AEEH Ale
£ 5 g Aoz AZgdr.

P-3 6,3928) 2] YAAZA YA AR A FY%
AlgF7] ol A ufjolo]Ale) Alwjgh
F719) g A

Background & Objectives: Palermo 5ol &3] AT ANAAARAFEYUS (ICS], intracytoplasmic
sperm injection) EE o]F ICSIE 5 UWHAQl Aoz Ao AHPY oeket
5ol BYA gl o]&EoA 23 gtk B AFLME 19933 ICSIE B8t A Yalo] A3
olE Tt A= ICSI WS B9 FEEH o Algsta Yok £ A7 AL ICSIE F
g 6392571 T wioto] 2ol Aust A5 BAFo=H 1CSIo] YolH AT 847 FUUXA
Brkskedl 1 3o glt)

Method: 1994358l 2001'd 1297}A] At oA <) shd a4 Al8E ICSI F7] 5 wlo}o]
Aol A 47F7] (3.8%)9) YHAAE oy L] me B

Results: uijofo] 2ol Asjgl 2475718 Ay-H oz A Ao oy 2} vjolo] o] Asfsh
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TAME 8 F0] 15.1%E Holojalo] JFeHrolA 182%RTH Axd Ao Yehdon (p<0.0l),
1 PN#} 3 PNOJ &9 glojA e Zh2} 2.6%, 73%E ESTh 53] 3PN H|Eo] oAl wfofo]2]d]
AEE TANE 18%F B9 £ AFAIGNA et wjotoldel AT T3 {AXE RAT
(P<0.01). 3+ 131571004 dape) AFellr) 1] ¢& Ao @ ek on ofr)elis severe granulation,
degenerative sign, abnormal morphology 5°) EHTE A3 540l YT AAE /AL ICSIE N Y
g A5 477715101 o] f £Ao] AF o]Foix|z] o} wlolE oA F FUTE HAFY ol
T 8 47T viotol Ay AlgoRel ARAAN Yl AR Jehdt

Conclusions: ICSIE A|F3 F wljo}Z o]t 4 ¢l 790 lojA tlR2 dlol Fxpe s
7V FA FAY AR BEAo] A2 A9 YehE Aoz AlgHr.

P-4 The Comparion of Clinical Outcomes between GnRH
Agonist and GnRH Antagonist in Normal Responders

CW Park, HO Kim, KJ Yoo, JY Jeon, IS Kang, MK Goong
@it osojsh, AYAL YU AR, YA 2 e

Background & Objectives: To assess and compare the clinical outcomes between GnRH agonist short
protocol and GnRH antagonist multiple dose protocol in normal responders,

Method: Retrospective clinical study. From January 2001 to December 2002, IVF cycles with normal
responders who were basal FSH <10 mIU/ml and below 35 years were included. 782 cycles (679 patients)
were performed controlled ovarian hyperstimulation (COH) by GnRH agonist short protocol in which
GnRH agonist was intiated on menstrual cycle day 2 followed by exogenous gonadotropin on cycle day 3.
58 cycles (53 patients) were performed by GnRH antagonist multiple dose protocol in which multiple doses
of 0.25 mg GnRH antagonist were intiated on follicle >14mm or E2 >150 pg/ml. We compared the clinical
results such as total gonadotropin dose for COH, E2 on hCG administration, the numbers of retrieved
oocytes and the pregnancy outcomes such as implantation rate (IR), clinical pregnancy rate (CPR), delivery
rate {DR) per embryo transfer cycles between two groups. Statistical analysis was performed using Student-t
test and Chi-square, p<0.05 was considered as statistically significant.

Results: There were no differences in mean age, infertility duration, basal hormones between GnRH
agonist and GnRH antagonist groups. There were no significant differences in E2 on hCG administration,
the numbers of retrieved oocytes and cancellation cycles between two groups but significantly higher
gonadotropin dose for COH were needed in GnRH antagonist group (30.21+12.2 vs. 41.1118.4, p<0.001).
There was significant difference in the IR (13.6% vs. 19.3%, p=0.028). The CPR (30.9% vs. 40.0%) and
DR (26.2% vs. 30.9%) were higher in GnRH antagonist groups but statistical significances were not found.

Conclusions: Though more gonadotropin doses were necessary for COH in GnRH antagonist group, the
IR was significntly higher than GnRH agonist group. The significantly higher IR may induce higher CPR,
DR in GnRH antagonist than GnRH agonist group. GnRH antagonist multiple dose protocol would be an
alternative method for improved pregnancy outcome compared with GnRH agonist short protocol in
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