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Assessment of Ovarian Response
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1. Introduction

o]A19] ovarian reservel= Aol F7hel whel FashA Hi, olo] whel AAFEol HAsA |
o} 9JAde) xaAQl AAsEe] A 3045E AlgED 30t) Fute] o]2W s&stEe] M 41
A7 5 QAEE s 2aste ZAog BuET vt (Spira, 1988). olefd dH I AHdE 425
ae s A4 Atg A vAA Hed, AYFANES TF Aot &4
TP e 354 o]Fe] BHds] 7haskE kS Holv (Templeton et al, 1996), ©|&]gh B3 vfjo} 2
g9 714 AT FUsA BRHT) Brockmans et al, 2006). TEHA g AH 2 HejeA
HEEE oasts ul$ 83 Azt AZEnh a8y dFd nE A FiE )
27} )¢ A5t (te Velde and Pearson, 2002) (Figure 1) ©edt d#vto 2 Fujahf ol g ¢
o] W n FAFAAEe] ANE FEE dEsPlE otk &, dH R FHL voldx 73
ovarian reserve’t A0l Q1E A7t A v, A Eo] A4EE i vold 4MYdx
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Figure 1. Variations in age at the occurrence of specific stages of ovarian ageing (te Velde and Pearson, 2002).

-79-



Symposium (1V) » Assessment of Qvarian Response

WA ovarian reserve’t 2 FAEE A9t Q7] ditolt) dAHeRE X, e AT e
o] B3 &7 (poor responders)® LE 18] MFAA] FAle] spede] W & E U
A%, nZol = E3la FlEFEA FEI £ YIS g F doiA Al 7hsAde] & A
HE 38 sk Zo] Fa3it) ol #& TFEFOEN ATREA LAY AR A

Sujafx dhel Mels JE3) (individualization) & F ow BEIAsHA bl @& AHee
&L NEdhe RS F3HAY, ovarian reserve’t T} o] A4S Hel| AYFA Azl AlFE
ARt 5 FA Aol 7HsE F Utk

AR ovarian reserved H7Meta Tl ghGo] oigh Wae] W3S oEE] 98 thde AL
Eo] ALgHI gich B A e #A AHEE I I ovarian reserve testdt T AFA s ol
AAH T e FAPE] dis) dotia, 53] ol ArbEEe] FHul@fxo ¥ poor responsed]
o Zof glojAe] f-gAdol disiA Yol iz} gt

II. Markers for ovarian response and prediction of poor responders

1. Static tests
1) Basal FSH

YAZET] 3dAol] 43 7|2 EF FSH F %5+ ovarian reserve®] ZHEAQ X FE, FA A
5]E inhibin B9} estradiol®] &5l that feedback S WIS AN EAFVE 7 AT
718 4 9lon, ol2g ExlA BERANEE APstE AHE dATY i BE dAE9
Zag BFY 5 Jrh Scott9)d Hofmann (19952 714 ¥F FSH7} &R ¢ $& A &FAA e
2 3L, Martin 5 (1996)2 1,86832) AATAHFIE B4 e AFolA 714 EF FSH %71 20
miU/mL ©}3?) Z-folls gale] itk Busisivh vk Aegales 2o oSl Joid A
ol 714 ¥%F FSH ¥ =RT o] e d&ixtds 2% Ut} (Hall etal, 1999).

van Montfrans 5 (2000)2 #2120 Y4F7E 7k 404 v)g AA F 714 8F FSH 5571 10
miUmL ©}4¢) 3} age-matching2 3+ 50789 oM JAGEE 3~737F 53 AEg 3A-
ET A7NA F o Ateld] 7idEe] Abojrt glvtar Budte 3 UA1E (cumulative pregnancy
rate)o] thE 714 EF FSH 559 dEFEE AYAA w@sr]E 7HA e #xjeAe Alghol
Qitkar 435} van Rooij 5 (2003)2 714 ¥F FSH F%7F 15 mIU/mL P|3he] 3t 414] o]44%1 50
o] A3 7|4 ¥F FSH F57} 15 mlUmL o]/de]aL 404 o}kl 36 oJ4S didez o A

b2 Aol wad] ubg, JAlE, AAAEE vESith 714 8% FSH ¥%7F S7HE 404 o)t
FAEL Furgog Q% F7) HA&o] FUAT, vloto|2ol AdHE A9 24E ¢ A
dAgol BU%1, 71A F FSH F=7F 53 & 414 o] EAEL F7] HAEE Wi
&2 714 ¥%F FSH 5571 52 32 3Asun) sigith £33 2,057% 9]

E 340189 AlFAAE F718 AR & thE dFeME 71X d%F FSH} ¥
< BAENA F7] Hago] FoAstAl wdkx, FosHA A5 IR AHEUAL AL b)
of7} el A=At Ag, 714 dF FSH =9 £4E, I ES Fos 44BAE BolA ¥tk
384] olste] Ae AAolM 714 ¥F FSH ¥57F & 4$ udZA FSH 58 B-$el vls)
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FISA B ATt FHBS RAOM 377] FUAY TA AEo} BATL 403%0] ot Ao

2 BIE AT} (Abdalla and Thum, 2004). &, 7]4 8% FSH %+ YA 2 Bk 3" 4xbe
Mg wdsted o F& d5AAR0 9hd o4 AR dxte o BoE dxy AL gsle
Ao Almslh w}aw F& 7|4 85 FSHE Hol: 3& 04*30 A Aego gt AF g
T BT g 7hsA H]m Fonw AHYrAAEE AlEs) B 4 Ut} (Toner, 2003).

714 8% FSH §529) %4A F7)4kole] W (mtercyclic vanauomo} FA7h € F Atk o2
F71Atol o] WS FSH kvt A 98lel A wE 24 &Xvt FSHF AsEo] 98 He 2
ALt Asltta Buso] Ut (Scott et al, 1990) Lass & (2000)2 714 8% FSH &7} 12 mlU/mL
o] 4Rl BAXE gigoE yhEs)A FSH kEm #As) 2 A7 40%A ohe F7)0) FSH 57} 12
mlU/mL ©|3t2 ZAE oM o] F-% 404 vTre] Falexi= vlud F& AAF BT &t
717 8F FSH v%7F & 49, ¢ *éﬂ °ﬂ€ﬂ°1 e A UEAA F43o 4 seE 2Y o
G EE AFE A& Fgsigith ey SR A FSH $57} 10 mIUmLE 71Ee 2 WE
o] e Wl AMLlFHAlE F71E PG O dFME uEFEe Al At
folgt Afol7} 9188 Basle] FSHe Wz *h—} FSH7} A% WY of djaied Alaete
el vkEg A7)t (Abdalla and Thum, 2006).

Poor response®] <&l loix 2] 714 ¥F FSH wx9 T disirxe ?}7\% % FSH 5¢}

“l

}

Az Ao B3 21759 AP Eﬁa meta-analysis 23 713 8% FSH ¥X % poo
response2] <& 9l %‘354 AEHE BT, Jale] gFo) M= ‘7’%% o &L ii’if-’-‘l}
w2t 713 €F FSH s=v #3hgl A9 %Z}‘Jf"ﬂ Ak A 7Ex7E den AYgrRrlEY

AINE &3ty Y5t "ror‘g“ 3t A3 (routine) AALEE 8381 @vta B33k} (Bancsi et al,
2003).

Ag7ixe) A dike AYs uE 714 9% FSH RS A4S B 37 Akg, Ae ud
g, e JUER FRRAZL A, fow 45 BY A9E, B9 Fe A

Hld AHde JAES 71 & ATh 20 mlUmL o9 = § ndgE oA By e <
& 7IiEk7] oA AR, H2 g Beol= AedeAAEe] §717F HA] etk Jujdh ke o
gt poor response?] <50l QloiA 71A EF FSH =9 44HQl 7= Agdeleln Alag)

2) Basal estradiol

¥ 7o) ZolE 18~ 20Aﬂ l of ol Al Bt 16.9Y0] A gk, A Frho] ule} Folx A 40~454]2]

ool M= Wt 10490] et oelg AL gl ofdodld HAEFV] A 3l BEe] Fdol
t] A8EE Ao 7]l mw A Ar} (Sherman et al, 1979). MATHAlE A o FARRA]

714 d% FSH =9 HHAQ 714 €% estradiol Fxof thet A1 Eo| glo} =, AFAAE
A F714 80 pgmL ©]/d2] 714 EF estadiol FEE Holyr FAEL 80 pgml VW] FEE B
ol e vty F7]9 dalgo] Wikl F7] HAagol w%en 714 8% FSH v%7} 15
miU/mL ©]422 F7Hd A8 ALdstdx s dalgo] di F7) Hih&ol FUATh (Smotrich
et al, 1995). th& Aol A= 714 ¥ F estradiol 57t 31~75 pg/mLgl #HApe} v]wEted 30 pg/mL v
Tl Fxpol A A& algo] FolshAl wkal 75 pgmlE e A9 dale] AR x| ekt
B sk} (Licciardi et al, 1995). Frattarelli %5 (2000)& 2,47681¢] AAF 7|14 3% FSH %18 ¢l A
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AN & 712 BAG Ao 7|4 EF estradiol FE=7F 20 pg/mL gkl AL} 80 pg/mL o}
A ABe %71 "*gOI Tr4 A FHeEE EJ_oP*E} :*LEM F717t 4*?421 S = AH7 7

1& 24~50A%H AL e 3 Ao dAHd wE 7|4 EF estadiol®] Fkol Aol
7t glgo] BREAL (Lee et al, 1988), 714 d% estradiol F=9 A& Alololle fojg AA L
= AT A% glo] (Scottetal, 1989) 714 BF estradiold] A4AQ 7HAE =& X7}t ok

3) Inhibin B

Inhibin B¥ transforming growth factor (TGF)-B superfamily member & 3JUtE 19850 M S22 £
AAHAL, T TR 2] w2} inhibin A%} inhibin B 7 7F 9] HE7} EAlst=d F 7HA
& %L-ESHH 243k Aol 7HEslizl AL 1990t Syt o] o]t} (Groome et al., 1994). Inhibine ‘¢
242} granulosa cellofA BAEY HaA2HE ) FSH £¥]& ZAstE 7150 dFo] 4#A gk
U Hi@y 2 go] dansiel Bjdhies] dANkE dSA xR g rhsditte A7 2
b Bg Ak AALAAE Frlo A7l Al 3YA inhibin B 557} 45 pg/mL V|1 ool A
T Eo] ARke-g ol Uil At A AUt HLLQ%*W (Seifer et al., 1997), =&
ovarian reserve A3tZ <13 TR 5A] poor response S Hole AJ0lAM A 714 EF FSH ¥ %
g Bdol= B33 inhibin B F%71 AstH] e 740] AL, o= 714 ¥F inhibin B
o] & 7|14 ¥F FSH 5E9 o] AZE7] o|ddd Zasty] AFgtE A& AAske 22
o]t} (Seifer et al, 1999).

HojfEel vhe G B2 Inhibin B FHA7]e] #aM B 7HA] ATFEC] FEo] g
g, Yong 5 (2003)2 =3lA] down-regulation®] "LEHOHM T RFEE $8le FSHE A& F
3k Fol Z73 inhibin B =7t AFHE G 7PY S AdxE 3, R EE
A12Hek 2] 4~69 A 2] inhibin B HE7F AHE b9} 3:’:1”3 FHRBAE B AT Aol
B 5 A} (Eldar-Geva et al., 2000; Fawzy et al., 2002). =3+ Urbancsek 5 (2005)2 3= A 145
ol %43 inhibin B FEE 83 S AEt HA Roke W, JdA AF L9 inhibin B2
T AR U, ol Hioks, AAS ASdHE 8T XNEL Nk E WA FPg
A7 ZFAAME 714 EF inhibin B FE ¥]8) FEFE 5L, hCG F1L2| inhibin BS F=
ﬂ*ﬂﬂ%%Eﬁl@ﬂﬂﬁﬂgV%%%ﬂJ‘WAJ 16 588 o4 4 23, poor responders] o Zol]
AN 714 EF inhibin B FEE F% 2to]E Holx] o3& Wb AudfiE 5UA9} hCG T
29| jnhibin BEEE #93 2to]E B} (unpublished data). Creus 5 (2000)2 A FAHAEA] F7]
#H4e d=o] YoM Aol dE3 714 EF FSH $57F 714 % inhibin B2 F5of vls] ¢4
st apgich

A7 e dF 292 238 B o inhibin B2 5T ovarian reserveS W38t gk
Ao}l FaaAzE JA N, JujdfiE W39 g glojA 714 ¥%F inhibin B % Brie Tl
HHE F7) 9 =7 98-S & 4 Utk Poor response®] dlF AALEA A H&AHL2 I
HERE 7] F706 S T 2ok VA 8% 559 784 20% Hrlsjor st 714 ¥
% inhibin B ¥5¢| poor response fFHAAt2A 2] FRAL obF] el A7} Qlrta AtEEH.
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4) Anti—Millerian hormone (AMH)

Anti-Miillerian hormone (AMH)= TGF-B superfamilyll 43} homodimeric disulfide-linked glycoprotein .
£ Miillerian inhibiting substance (MIS)E} L% E&]v] B4 elole] 18 £3} AJ71FE Sertoli cellol A A
A Eu)He] Millerian duct®] E3HE fEdhes 2H8-2 she o R 48A givh 22iv AMHE 94
gololl M= Bl # 36545 F29 granulosa cellol A A4 Buls]7] AjFtsle] @) A7p4] Rl
= Aoz g

& AMHE A28 ovarian reserve marker 2 A #Alo] W2 E 3 QlEd)], De Vet & (2002)2 A4 ¥
AF7E AW e o4 (20~354)S e R i 26 (1L.1~739) HES T 927 &7
FE2E 358 548 23 8% AMH 555 folsiAl 74g ¥, FSH 9 inhibin B %, 19
AFCE WA gttt ABEUHE crosssection 418 AJHE A3} AMH F59 AFCY) d#ol
2} Zashs S Bk £8 AMH F53= AFCY #-93 ABAAE Yehidch o3 e A#
AlE ©]F Fanchin 5 (2003)2] 418§ F3iM = U= A=T, = FSH, estradiol, inhibin B 501} 8
&to] AFCSF Pi¢ B2 AE#EAE JeRNIT van Roolf 5 (2005)2 14 819& thdo g Hit 4d
o] 747 (Hi A% 3964, 43.640)08 2RI AFCE A% 7 AHE SR Ed, F A
oA AMH, FSH, % inhibin B 557} 98t 2}o]E BT, AFCY E, 35 #9F #}o|& Holx
ororc), gt zh Al Mol A el ABAAE cross-section F43F A3k AMHSE AFCYro] F Al
BolA Agnt foldk AHEAE VERIYA, FSHS inhibin BE 404] o]to At FEad W s
Bojow zh gl wislte] JHAE FAE s W AMHYE 7MY 58 298 B9 of2st
AT AHE wBoZ HAEE AMHZE o4 AAEEH RAE st o AR AR 24
AEEH VA, & follicle pool®] AW Bkd, Awate] Gl FAA, T4 (longitudina)$] W3},
tehlle] oAde] <

—

~

EogR =S

—_

o

fe:

i

ey gli= AN Wt SN BE S50 B4E 2ol whE 45 Fa
g £ Ui vk e

S
g wtgste M 58 Auea 4E

=3 AMHE AduF ) 45 dadAes B A BT AEEA gv AR HiHY
t} (La Marca et al,, 2005). 22} 11 AMH, inhibin B, FSH, estradiol, AFCS A4l F7]ol] AXA w8543 4
A Hwg A7 AMHZE BEF713E Habrt 7H He e 2HE B23len 3§ FHo
2% NE2HE 408 4§ F Atk REUTh (Fanchin et al, 2005). 3 AMHE A2]F7]¢] o
uw Ao HHstels & Aoyt @i S B} (Hehenkamp et al., 2006; La Marca et al., 2006b). <]
79 dF 2HES Aed BY, AMHE Yold met (&Ao" 7hhste e Hol, 7j&E
o] T2 marker0l i3] 1 W37} o] AHMRE AFEHD, HF o)Fd= HEHA FEUE
E4E /M3 glch w3 WHEEA A Aear|zke wsbrt Aa Aeisr] oA AAL A7l mE
ol HolA ¢ret) wEhA AF7kA] ezl o marker U 58 A% Y FAa AREA
Agg o & Ug Aol AZtED.
A 5ol AMHE PR EA] G oEXREA S At Yg B dTE0] o|FolH
=d 714 8% AMH FE5v AAASE2Ee] Fo%, Adujaire] 717h hCG F9¥ 9] estradiol

(om

o«

At} Seifer F (2002)9] AFoA F7] FEZ] AMH FEE FHEGEA] AukeFoA] Raturgq
o wls) felatA WA SALUCH, AMH FEE AFHE Ixeel fod AuaAg Bk wa
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Wi Aukgg dF8l7] 93 logistic regression 4] 23} AMH:= FSH, inhibin B, estradiololl |3}
S € B3on (ROCuc 0.85) )= AFCY ol&3 (ROCyyue 0.86)3 EU3 ZAapic)
thz B XFA7|E EHL 0902 ¥t} (van Rooij et al, 2002). o]} H
3 AR F7] 598 SAT AMH 557F W] vk o5 F2 A Eo|9, inhibin
BEU 438l A+ A3% SR AT (Muttukrishna et al., 2004). Poor response®] ool 104
AMHO] BAHE olF7x] BHA 0 Z QAAFH cut-off value’7} EA3HR] kT Holt) Poor response
9] dES A% cutoffd] BE F 7bx] AFNA 025~1.13 ngmLe ko) AAIHRA Y} (Tremellen et
al., 2003; Ficicioglu et al., 2006; La Marca et al., 2006a) °}2]7}A] A€l gt AA ST = &)}
TBHEA] G &S R S @F AMH =7 JATA v)dalTel vis #9
3wt Bu% oA (Hazout et al, 2004; Eldar-Geva et al,, 2005) YA GISA B2 A9 Hdo) thgt
NE A 5 A, a9 htss A ARER 1ol (van Rooij et al, 2002; Penarrubia et al,
2005) o} 7R Qa9 dFo glojA= wito] Qith o]e] dT AAES E W AMHE FuiE
EA] GARESY A5 gloiM 71Ee] HQPAA TR 48 AEHn AAE I AFCH TS
wdEeg vkn AzbEn a2y AFCY) 2 $9E SXslE x| Eoln], mEkd A Al o
7b EAsta B3] AARREY] EA A Avte H& negohd Bl bl AxEA AMHY
I 62 woia & 4 Qgick 2 AMHY] 8-S dsidE BEskE S EF F

w9l FuA Fol Fyo| Aasiofop ek

r
w
s
L
=
8

o 0O
i

2. Dynamic tests

1) Clomiphene citrate challenge test (CCCT)

Clomiphene citrate challenge test (CCCT)® A& 9] 354] o]4e] £l &AjolA 7Idsd s A5
F A= dhioZ A AAHAT Navot et al, 1987). o] HAFE €7F7) A 3Ye 714 8% FSH
5.

FEE AT A 5YEE A 9474 WY clomiphene citrate 100 mgE 5UZF FoiF T ATV
A 1094 FSH 8% 558 A% 2357 A 3¢ =& 1099 FSHY}F vl @A o7 275
744 ovarian reserve®] g & 4 gk A ovarian reserveS 7 EAkol A= clomiphene Fo7
T ¥l o5l WAkl estradiol, inhibin Bl 2]te] FSH7 A€}, 22} ovarian reserve’} 32
oMol M= oleidt 4 HuY 7]™e] EoJE7] wlie] FSHYT A A AAlse] FSHe %7t %
3t €th. @3 FSH ¥59 7158 10~26.03 mlU/mLE tdslA 2 u¥gn v|3aa Zdats 300
ZHRE AREe AR Zle wEks © £ #FHA o @i F7)80 ol A
F71ME W AAEE BT} (Bukman and Heineman, 2001). 53 A4 Z3tE HolE oJAe 3}
o] tigh whee] ¥ E9ky V1A dF FSHE @502 AMSHE ZA$RY Rignr) ot
(Scott et al, 1995). Watt 5 (2000)2 404 o]4te] oAdollA 7|2 EF FSH ¥ =7} 11.1 miwmL ©]4H]
At clomiphene 9 F FSH %71 1358 Wy 4% 4ol Ags 297 ksl Busie] 3
#o] ghxjo Al CCCT7} A= ojof ghrpa FAaic). 404 w|whe] oA 353759 483F7]9] Aol
ANES B4 AT A7 cCCT 29} Uil AF 7he4l Tole fofgt def AaaArt A,
AAF7) A 39 == 1044 FSH 557} 20 mlU/mL o] A= YAalg &7} #aEo] ¢Jalo]
E7F5% 9% FSH ke 7|&EAE 818 4 ok sl 28 viAY dzetx Az wet <

rU
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A&l Zol7k Aok et w3 BAHF7] A 394 FSH 527t AR Fe= A 1094 5%
7b AsEe AoH A ree] AFE] RopAA HAT 4AF7] A 344 FSH TE7F 45
ol e Afole Al 1089 s=o Aaele] vledk dAl 4FES BATh CCCTS Poor response
A& H#E g systemic reviewol] A CCCTH= 71# @5 FSHel vl&f] 2% o7t Eokor} Bolx
© F718kA 0}714 Q8|8 rAghchia Bastich = 714 8% FSHY vlasx CCCTE A8
Al F7141 o] 58 glen] meElA] ovaran reserve A2 MEHALE ALEEY]E ojfun AEXY
t} (Hendriks et al., 2006).

olde] A+ AAE FHH E o cCCT+ 7I1A EF FSHY A= *ﬂR 4 ANE HE Y
poor response 5ol ¢lof ofn7} %3}31 g gy 3E 49 Heole vAY 248 B
oltjets g4le 7 & wiAE 4= 319‘34 714 ¥% FSH %ol Hlﬁﬂ’ﬁ 7HARI ol5o] g0
AHAAZA S 7= 4] 8 o= Alsigr)

2) GnRH agonist stimulation test (GAST)

GnRH agonistZ ¥t Hshpraoj Al YA KO E initial flareup &3l 28] LHS} FSHE #1)
A Hla olo] tigt HkEo 2 dAolA estradiol HHI7F F7HEEY ol AAAFEEEL AT
Aol digh dAaRkgol 2 low o2 Jdankg-o HXT) ovarian reserved WIS A7te]
o] 1td o] GASTolth AAFAHAE 4}t 1779 PP Z g AFH AFo)A GnRH agonist
o £]3+ FSH} estradiol =2 =718 Hrlst7] $16to] FSH, estradiol, FSH/LH ratio”} 3 H A=
el Pl ik %i‘%}oﬁr TEste] W) J¥ el 9 estradiol 52 F7F AfolellMwt $-2f
g Aol BT} (Ranieriet al, 1998). L8 3579 A5+ A% $atol M GnRH agonist 18] F
o] & inhibin B9} estradiol Huij -0l ofgt vk} foldk AHAAE 2T} (Ravhon et al, 2000).
A7 GASTZF AArAA e Al dFol JojA] 714 EF FSHETE f&3lths FAE o3
HEshA] ot

3) Exogenous FSH ovarian reserve test (EFORT)

EFORTE 714 8% FSHY estradiol® &3} FSH 300 IUS FoJ3 F 24417 %)) estradiol 2}
FEE 43t Zolth 714 €% F59) estradiol®] F7F AE7F A FAAE] RS SRR
AEET) 714 % FSH 5%7} 11 mIU/mL PiRke)al, estradiol F7F A X7} 30 pg/mL o)Atold Y4
2ol & A2 o &3 4 Ut} (Fanchin et al, 1994). CCCTS} EFORTE H]w 3k x84 219u9)

A Aol A BFORTNA 2 7‘31{. % estradiol®} inhibin BS] 717t @i F ¥t AHE IR}
TE oEet=d M 838 AR Buskdt) (Kwee et al., 2003).

3. Ultrasonographic markers

1) Antral follicle count (AFC)

AFCE z7] BE7lo] A4 2802 A% 47 10 mm VIV GESFE HHEd A2
AFCol| 2= W] A7 Aot} 2k7he] Ajol7} Qlvh AFCE AYFBAleolA Qg It
=9} F7)H 49 ol Flalye] Bigl vl qlu} (Tomas et al, 1997). 1498 2] A5 & 7718 At
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o7 g HEE A7 AFC] mel A TOE Lol (<3 4~10, 211) AFAr e 22E vl
89S W AFC7} 3 ol8lel & thE F ol u|sle] F7] ol oAl =kl (68.8% vs. 5.3
and 0%) AFC7} S7Fghol] ma} JAl&o] FokAle 43S °*E} (0,23.7, 36.8%) (Chang et al., 1998).

A#HEIT AFCY #A B FAAR HAHFIE 2 A M Y AFCY @A BE Aol M A
o] 45 25~4649) 162959 ARZ A4S ez JIY]) X)) AFCE SHTE ARC
= ddy 243 A94S HAT 374 o]Hdl AFCE J H 48%9] AT HIow o]Fo=
117%94 HaE BT A&FHEE F €457 AFCY AP L FT5=h (Scheffer et al, 1999).

5 (2003) o8] 7}A] ovarian reserve test oA AFC7F A#E 3} 1 £& dBAHS By A¥
9] Z7}o) WE AFCY ZHAE monophasicd} d 38%9] AAE Bt B3tk ik A WX
AdFArlE F710 dFete B2 1208 S o ks Ay Aol F dag4, 714 8
% FSH, estradiol, inhibin B % % AFC”} poor response®] 7Hd £ o&xgtn Bt
(Bancsi et al., 2002). T=&F Yong 5 (2003)2 H¥7] 2719 ¥F FSHS A7) 5719 AFCH AH €
daret 5P o7 o] gle FYe At Hasklth Hendriks 3 (2005)% AFCS} 714 8
Z FSH w50 @3 43719 AFE wel43 A3} AFCE poor response®] o5& o] $-4=319] 0,
714 8% FSH ¥l vls) o YFsisivtn Rasigla, o)ejst 23S wigo R HosAA &4
ovarian reserve B 7FE 93 first choice2 il FA8I3A T}

2) Ovarian volume

Ha847 AN E FrioA gz wheate] Al #3F glREe] AT ¢
|42 ellipsoid formulaZ AR&-3te] AtERlo, o FAL3, AA dAag =
&9 §A o] AMEHIAUT 7MY ®Wol AHgE 7ES B R lﬁi‘iﬂ"} ojgkel ek 140
Ae tgdoR 3 AeE Ao Gags 3 om’ vIREI A$ 7] FHa9 840l 50% ool
32 F7F AxHA e Ad® FosA A2 G AHHAT (Lass et al, 1997). LY
HLdFAAle 718 Al 1662 44 e st Fag8H7 2~5 mm2] small follicle] 7}
ot Bl dF e vhEae] Aol e AFME dAe £4L small follicle®] ok AV
ARXARE AH Y GAGs BAVE 0D, small follicle?] $27F dagdoh) dFR ¢35 Ui
uh2-9] ol E2lxlek 3 W&k} (Tomas et al, 1997). Pellicer 5 (1998)0] 354 wlWte] poor responderE
ez AgE dFolME dAGAE AN T} vlasjr] fo§ apolE Holx] ATl
274 2~5 mm<] small follicle 7§+ poor responder®l Al 21314 A A FAH AT HA82 3} AFC
#3277 9] AFE debEA st vlugt vl 2J8HH poor response] dEo Slo] AFCE Ya£H
of vlal] FrelstA €3 5L BP o™ poor response2] AlET BEEI] AFCTlo] LA #
8-40] Atk B H YT} (Hendriks et al.,, 2007).
AA7Ae] A7 2HE B B o AR 7)F olste] dAEAe Fuladfime Ay sbEAdo)
S& AAHE 270 A% poor response®] &3 FASAE AFCO) B L fEAe] ¥R @

Le]
F=N
[e] 2~
£ & 4 r}

\

do HE

3) Ovarian stromal blood flow
Engmann % (1999)& A4 %83} pulsed DopplerS AF&-38o] ZAE WA 717 peal systolic velocity
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(PSV)7} 714 ¥ FSH X7 47431 oJAdollA A%, 714 85 estradiol ¥ %, FSH/LH ratio®} H] il
& o FjPie 8 '8“’ 7t S8 dEAA e o AAHEe] dAsA /A" W PSV7L 1
c/s F7HH w}a} 5 PR 7% Stk Basigich gk d#o] Fristel] wet 3ak4
power Doppler2 73838 WA 7|3 HoE-327}F 7hAhdivhe A3 23% BaHAT (Pan et al, 2002).
ey ARt jé?l‘ a7 psvel o] gloke A A Qo] At E dA 71HE R
poorresponse | HQ1AkZ A o] e FUHQl 91F Hed Rew ALg®T (Ngetal, 2003).

4. Controversies on routine ovarian reserve test
Broekmans & (2006)> 714 &% FSH, estradiol, inhibin B, AMH, AFC, ovarian volume % ovarian

reserve marker$} CCCT, GAST, EFORT -2} dynamic test ®H 2] poor response o5& 3} 41 of 58 o
e =5 HAs Ay gjRie] FdAYe] FEn ke Beks) &S 1o o]F Arle] g4

Aol U ARGl Aghdo] Arkal Fdakqlrth S o] 5 o|F FHAPIHEC] poor response
& dFsted dode o LJ of Zrofl vl F& AFHEE BAF7]E SHX|RE poor responseE 4|5
4 Aok e JAHe s XaAEe] Wyl 3 341 ] A ZERRE olg A 44 &84
2 &7 grha 3ok

Zeft o]2g Fgell thEfA ovaran reserve testss B U A2 517}9} Ak 9loja £ o3k o
& 8, AA} AXMAFEEE| starting doseS EolyE Ao MHHE GAFE Folx EIda v}

=
A3l 2t % ovarian reserve testv wUF-E-9] XM AA ] oM FR3F 240} H 4 Qdvke wb
&‘ )

2 A7|5 2 At} (Balmaceda and Schwarze, 2007). @A AREE 1L 9= ovarian reserve test Zoll= 2

S O 202 NG AR F A BIE U T, S AR DY
ol T A B g dA3ereH 94T AFHS vl dlonl RN FATke o

poor response”} A 5E = ¢ ﬁblﬂ AHe Al MACRE TS B8 F e AT uiA
g 3= glun Atgec) e X anhie] AAH ol o st ARATI At IFF Xf
A8o] AR Zo 2olA ovarian reserve test®} 7FE X|upR|A AFE oz ek Hei= gk A}
¥

lll. Ovarian response after surgery

1. Ovarian cystectomy

i) 3 FYe] AAZ Y3l cystectomytt AlW8EAL Y F ovarian reserve’t FAZTHE Bk
1ct. Somigliana % (2003; 2006)> AFSUEHE T 71E} A FEY] BAAEE EAAE AW F
[e)

AelerPgAes B A4S U g At FuiRhE & G AT foshA BAES
RISttt o]2fd duh= v A AHEY 17 Adeke dA[shE &7l (Nargund et al, 1996;
Ho et al,, 2002). ©[2]3} ovarian reserve®] A= 58] ®{uwie AA & ALdFEAr &S A =
£ Algsof a= B ofAdollA ulA= Ggko] Attal & 4 lom, webA 14]91/‘2“‘]?‘3] o A
Hol e 44 e HABRE ol dA FF &G Alddel 31 qRE AAHsE Aol
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Fositty & ¢ vk a8y AZUHES TS da 93] FEAAE F AYdsAA s 9
3k wkg-o] z}ol7} QItE ATFE 1oJA] (Al-Azemi et al,, 2000; Canis et al., 2001; Marconi et al., 2002)
olA7A = HE3 AEE WErle FE st

2. Salpingectomy

GHEE (hydrosalpinx)®] A7 EE G Fale] AR FoE Qld) d#s AASHA 2 AL oY
g #=0| ovarian reserve] At TAIA P4 FAFFo] GHOZRE & FEo| EA35A
AR FAFFo] AAY F 7] Wil 2 7FsAe] g F Utk dHeFol e 9AE i
o2 FAMASE AW H9-< proximal tubal divisionS A F, 2Elal dEeFe] ¢glE gz
g v AT dRHAeS A A 75 T EF FSH 527t st Assisie

proximal division& Al&§ ol B3] FSH F=7t FodsAl w9ka, duidf=Al G2 AF7t
& AR hCG FAYY estradiol F% A FHHAEE A 88 FollA] proximal divisiond A
A Lo}t 2T 2ot %94'5}731 wokth AHE dAs JA] dHEAE ol "1 "r’ri’qﬁ'}ﬂ | AAA

T AAEH FAHEolE 3 Aol §1UT) (Gelbaya et al, 2006). ¢ R EAES Al HS =&
S A BE Fof daiet 4401] e BA] 32 BHE G WS HjuE 03‘?‘01]’\1 =& A¥
g Zo] Hkgo] %43} A Zasdthe A4 Z237F U 9 (Lass et al, 1998), Y@ AAlE 159

FHuf@frice] gk dAaRkEoll f23 po|7t fivke AHAE o] (Strandell et al, 2001) FFEA| S0
BFEA] WA 7] 5o 13}9} o] dvta riole of =& Xt ik £33 GHkaF AA)
7t AeAGAEA] dAlgel Al rldsiy dageFe] A7 AYFEAdred ARE YA
tge A7 GA deng AL ge]l Bag A9 hydrosalpinx®] X B8] AAdlE Al
38 o] a3k} (Ozmen etal, 2007).

3. Myomectomy

g% AAE (myomectomy) 2] ovarian reserved] 3ol i3t AE 22U HYA R A
ool 3 AFFY AHe o]Fo tAv)E #E ATA 71A EF FSH, estradiol T, Wi
22, AFCE 374 ovarian reserve] 2|3t Wsh= BFEX] AT (Tropeano et al, 2004), A5
AMAe, AF2FEAE, AFHEEE AP F9E 23 nug Apdye g Aden
Ag2ELAAE, ATHEENY 7€ F d27Fe F% davlEe xole #AHA Ut
(Hovsepian et al, 2006). WebX A AAlE Fof dirse Asol] disia w&3 FAE vk
I AlE €k

IV. Conclusion

ALrAE Y3 HulFF5A] ovarian reserve test®] FFAQ EHL2 Al 7hFAdd digk &3
ARE AFE = Jojot s Yilo] BrM53 5](74 e 4= 9lojof st dANL @A) 4%53
I ¥ ovarian reserve test FollE THEEIE SECE AAE dEE 4 e A QY AR
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t}h A9 AFC, AMH 59| AP Fhujdbflcdl oigh die] vhe-g o Sehed 78 o5
& BAFa 9lo] $438) ovarian reserve test2A1 Y] 7H5A-E BT itk &% olF AHAPHS B
g3a AAYgr)Ee] g5 A% A3t FAHe o & AoE ARy dadE, WERTE, A
T 59 AA FE 9 da7Ee Adtel gEiME o} A7A BEE ZAES 7] FE Esold,
mhehA] xﬂﬂ?@*]é‘é’— A8l iz Bxjol A= o]dt & Aol st NFe AP E
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