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Table 1 Results of ISCD Bone Densitometry Precision
Calculating Tool

PE(%) 826 (within 1,9%)
LSC(%) 2,288 (within 5,3%)
MTI (years) 1.144

* PE(The precision error), LSC(the least significant change),
MTI(monitoring time interval)
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Fig. 3 CT image, patients with abbdominal girth diameter
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Fig. 5 The Aluminium Phantom's resultant irnage
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Table 2 Average each of the equipment

Equipment Mean+SD
Lunar Prodigyl 1.263%£.0020
Lunar Prodigy2 1.250%.0047
Lunar Prodigy3 1.259%.0053
Hologic QDR 1,092%,0060
Hologic Delphi 1,068%,0039

* BMD Value(g/ cm’)
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AXog Fogt zpol7h S & 4 AUATHTable
3). 1y EdHxE el b‘—lﬁ} S H 15cmoA Hi
UL ZRS 1,246 g/cm®0|QaL, 19 cmol|A] 7P 2R I
U ZHS 1,233 g/em’E UrEMH 1.05%2] #3}S kel

s,

Table 3 Each of averages of BMD result

oft Hu

Depth(cm) Mean+SD o]
15 1.246%.0038
16 1.240%,0064
17 1.2324.0032 0.026
18 1.235%.0029
19 1,233%.0086

* BMD Value(g/ cm’)
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Table 4 Results of both with and without gas

Gas Mean+SD p
presence 1.241+.1126 557
absence 1.237+.1092 '

* BMD Value(g/cmz)
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Table 5 Results of both with and without solid food
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* BMD Value(g/cmz)
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Table 6 Results of both with and without water

Water Mean+SD P
presence 1.254+.1504
- 618
absence 1.215%.1132

* BMD Value(g/cmz)
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*Abstract

The Influences of Bowel Condition with Lumbar Spine BMD Measurement

Joon Yoon - Yun-Min Kim" - Hoo-Min Lee - Jung Min-Lee - Soon-Mu Kwon - Hyung-Wook Cho -
Yeong-Han Kang' - Boo-Soon Kim? - Jung-Soo Kim®

Department of Radiologic Technology, Dongnam Health College
Y Dept. of Diagonostic Radiology, Samsung Medical Center

Bone density measurement use of diagnosis of osteoporosis and it is an important indicator for treat-
ment as well as prevention, But errors in degree of precision of BMD can be occurred by status of pa-
tient, bone densitometer and radiological technologist. Therefore the author evaluated that how BMD
changes according to the condition of the patient, As Lumbar region, which could lead to substantial ef-
fects on bone density by diverse factors such as the water, food, intentional bowels. We recognized a
change of bone mineral density in accordance with the height of the water tank and in the presence or
absence of the gas using the Aluminum Spine Phantom. We also figured out the influence of bone miner-
al density by increasing the water and food into a target on the volunteers, Measured bone mineral den-
sity through Aluminum Spine Phantom had statistically significant difference accordance with increasing the
height of water tank(p=0.026). There was no significant difference in BMD according to the existence of
the bowl gas(p=0.587). There was no significant difference in a study of six people targeted volunteers in
the presence or absence of the food(p=0.812). And also there was no significant difference according to
the existence of water(p=0.618).

If it is not difficult to recognize the surround of bone in measuring BMD of lumbar bone, it is not the
factor which has the great effect on bone mineral density whether the test is after endoscopic examination
of large intestine and patient’s fast or not,

Key Words : Lumbar Spine BMD, BMD Equipment, Bowel Gas, BMD Influences, Osteoporosis
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