7]

2020 4

A PR A BT

=~  vol.45 No.5|Z

MmEsNEE s % —F

AN H-

-

afi 3L 73

= oD

B INnELZDT

BHOEELET,



TR 14T vol 45 No. 5 (20200 509-517
doi: 10.11272/jss.r514

MEARAE{EER TR VenaSeal ™ Closure System (2 & 2
T IR AREZ S

WU ®HIIC

2010 9, NIENRIRAE 2 g 2 AT P BERY i A
fREEI Iz 2 D, el AL E N E T ERTH -
722 R )y By ks S AT INBER R N FB 1T L
7=, ZOEALIZEORBEBIBNE e & 2 Y =
N7 P LT, HbD R ARE Tl A
ZENMfEIZ A e FATHIC BT, fhiis
L—H—¢ L <i3Ei8i A 7 — 7 0 % 8050 CHl
WLARSHEREEITD 20, BISNOTF =9y
MBI BT b —D2D8LTH S.

20199, Hiz=lze 7 /77200 = &0
LA PN RS R 0 23 PR BRI 02 2 0, NIERIR
WEO BRI A 72, KBRS T iz
T =T NG FFCEIET S0, #H
WE T 0 (5% O M {% I MAT N BERY il & Wt 2 %
2020 -1 H, MBI IE N ¢ 2 fF HHZ il v+wm
iz kA2 WAL L 72, S, £ 72 AKBRELED
MY sMEnENTHED ST EWT En
S, Wz 2Bl & 2 AT ISR i IR T4
LT OW G W A S 5

WTRBIREERDES

LS PN AE X Bl 2% O B IR & A 72 2011 4 LLRE,
Z bYWy ¥y Rk L, Ay e il A
WED EFIIZ 2 - 72, AT INBER) 7 0D J2 i i i’ &
PRABOD ZRPEIZ, IR RS A% PN 10 il ) B 4%
BEO(JESE) BOIDTK DWW N, B0
DWW E [ FHEERIRAE 2 H 2 A% PR e A
1 F54 0] TEDHLNTHBY, MATFHREE

Takahiro IMAT © P50 5ORELIIAT 7

SH =B

Sl

aHIWVTIE, L —H — 32 M Biolitec H-a)i&'
F1470nm L — % — (Leonardo®) & &7

AL S a5 1140 R B2 VA S o 1 H s fé’lz'}‘&
i 13 K [E] Covidien t1 @ ClosureRFG ™ generator
& 717 — 7L (ClosureFast ™ catheter) 7' [ 4
TIRS WKL T3 (Fig. 1). IMLAFNBEXIh 13
Z by B IRHHAREE T H B4, EHIT
(endovenous heat-induced thrombosis) X if#
PO IHELRETH D, FHIEHITIZOWT
1300 1% 10% FEED R EH L G T 32,

B ERERIEEBH K VenaSeal ™ closure

system

Plnii & 0 Ka @y ¢k 25 2 (AVM) 1284 % Ml
PNHIRZBWT, Y7272 9L — b REER
(n-butyl- -cyanoacrylate: NBCA) (IHIW 61T
W, ZOfh, ERPPEERRETF TIEL I E
WTHIAL{EHENh, 7 /27290 — M3k
EEDOEVWERITH 5 ilik s h T/ 2015

At

Fig. 1 L —+# — %% & @i
Ak 1470nm L —# — (Leonardo™) & M
127 ) R L& OB T v 45—, B K
|#] Covidien 1@ ClosureRFG™ ¥ = 1 L — % —

& 517 — 7 )L (ClosureFast™ catheter) (7 ri{i
) R EHA VTN, a4 T4y

Iy R 2



EEDLT /7200 — FEMOZMAT R
{i & Ji1 #li #8 #4 VenaSeal ™ closure system &, #f
7= 7% TREMFIRSET G & U CIEIBRM @i S s
(Fig.2). ZD%, KEW THBKNE RIFT
Bl I ENSTY ] GESENC IO TIRIL S A
ST &7z, BT AT A WU & & 2 IS e
2 i % Thermal ablation & fEFR4 5 DIz L T,
s FEFEEAM LD MTEHEE S0

Fig. 2 VenaSeal ™ Closure System
BEM 77799 0v—1}), F1ARVY
HY, SFeHF—FI, 7Er4 ¥V b O F 4 —H,
SPed 4 L4, Imlb o, Gy AR
YH—F v T, 00354 FIRHALFTA Y
180cm THEK XT3, (G Lii{) a4
TAXLY Dy i BRA2H

BT R T vol. 45 No. 5 (2020)

(CHEIE K W E I AT EE S (tumescent local anes-
thesia : L FTLA) AT H H NTNT ablation
(Non-thermal and Non-tumescent ablation) &
Whbihd k5124 - 7. T ONTNT ablation i3
SRR & 2 1% 00 RS SR{SEIRER2 RRAE AR 2 08¢
TE DI L%, TR & LEoBRRU
M E RIS 2 2 LD KO TH 5. ek
DIULAF BRI IR T, Z OMAF AR A
WA (Table 1). BLEOD & 5 44T, 2019
.3 FNZENTHBIREE 2 7. DATIR44E
BN THEAINLIETH S, YBETIZ20204 1
FHZIEN T2 fHIC AR ASEA L 72 (Fig. 3).

Table 1 LAY INZEHR fRiod Fi 5

fhivh - il e O VR

KOOGS 2TRRAE (TLA) 2349
5 R VY (1 O 27 AL T
nIRINBER R Bl (EHIT) 232wy
AR oo ]k

(AL I o S A S R P L PAY N
th e fim A

HEP SRy NN/ N

Fig. 3 2020 -1 J1, Bl 2 fF FHC A e ke e 4 hG L 7=




TR PR vol. 45 No. 5 (20200

8 7/ 729V — b &iMlizT (Fig.5). F-ili

e SEFBEWEA A F TR MAT £ 2 L
fpiiz > TIZYL— &Y D200 TO0.035inch A4 FoA4 v —A%BL, [
LITREETS. HANTFIVEZ L8 % 50, 2 PETFa—He AV —-22HATS. JRH4
FIVDES! hmumw =¥, ZOfEXC FodAY—¢e44Lv—2%8i:L-% 40D
FRTOREE WS S (Fig.4). > 7 /772 Fa—HENLTLT7 /72— &iliz-L7
L= P& LES YV ORETF L 2RV H Y AT —FTNEMGPNNIAT S, B CHER
ISR, Hroay %8| &h5F—FLNIC LS, T —TLOKNE RIEABEFIRES

(saphenofemoral junction : LIF SF)) & L < i3k

T I TN =L )

Fig. 4 27 /720 — D7 HED - Fig. 5 © z
FALIHBETH 52, N F I VDL MM FAARYYH 2L, Hvnay s
A 2, ORI BT O A 9 EHlEIT—FALALZELLT I 72 L —
5. b A 72

E) =

Fig. 6 77 — 7 LMDk
A, D: VenaSeal ™ Closure System B, E @ #§J43 % 5 — 5 L (ClosureFast™ catheter) C, F: 1470nm L — # —
(Leonardo®) DS slim 7 » 4 73— SPJ: saphenopopliteal junction, (& (e IR 45
F POF )




g
g

l!)/lli
3zl

Fig. 7
K R el Ot (/0 AV Bl S/ LN ¥ )

BT — FIL DR

m R3.6 ﬂl’ 6‘;’“1

Fig. 8 SFMIfED # 7 —F LDk
SE] 4 & 2cm AN A1 7 — 5 )L o i 4 Wt
L, FOEBETTFILOHAT—FLOHKY 254
1Z3cm 41 <. SFJ: saphenofemoral junction, (A {E
NI IRAR 5

(e # ik 2 & &  (saphenopopliteal junction :
LI FSP)) 76 5ecm D/ {E'H' 5. NT—F
LOII—(IREEH L, L — X2 n I & Il
Bz sy (Fig.6). 17— 7L ON%m
IZRA A LU L = A A RN2HD, T
OEVFFFIINLFTIFLY - AT —-FLDK
WHEIRRE L THEIETCE 5 (Fig. 7).
EZF I B 5cmDOFHEEEIC {;) H T — F DRk
G (1 LG T (T S 5 W IO I
s EIN#EZ 728, HBETIR .,mud)/)' 52cmlil 7
F=TFALDOEMEAEL T (Fig.8), TO#%T
FILOAT—TFLOHKD 255
frifiZaE L T3, MmN 7 /720 L -

PAEAT onu--Uum@%‘”t*tmﬂuf tv HU" ”

Ao s St
O ik

- 3CMm JI’ VT

HITFie R itk vol. 45 No. 5 (2020)

TR INEY

ARG LTINS,

T2V = EBARIRNANGIAT
VMY 5728, BT Bl (%
nxg7u—1\bv»q:mrm <9
ﬂ!’]i”l:)u 35

U= %A T =T LOEROTHIMZH T (&
aiib A 6 2~3cm), WL S THHRHEGOR
%MMMHYEWL YT I)T oYL — b HHER
MIRNANTHATSHZ &% PPid 5 (Fig.9).
FilEra—7 L"H:Jﬂ LEMWG, Hryoay v reyl
Z3MERFL COIOMIDY 7 /72 L=}
PHEAT S, EAR EREL<HATF-FL%E]Im
SN THhS a3y 7 %25 E3FMIRISL, > 777
7L —F&0.1I0mLENMFEATS. £

o H
P AT —FNLE3cmEITH S, [alkkiz:
BIDIEEZNMA S, ZOFKIE> T /7200 — b

010mliEALT, 3cmA T —F A5\ T,



BEERIETLR vol. 45 No. 5 (2020)

513

Table 2 FEMHHRMEDAR

n Length (cm)

Injection pulls Volume CA (cc)

Great saphenous vein 19
Small saphenous vein 7
All 26

27.2+6.4 (12-34)
12.5+4.4 (7-19)
23.6+8.7 (7-34)

0.9+0.2 (0.7-1.3)
0.5+0.1 (0.3-0.6)
0.8+0.3 (0.3-1.3)

9.3+1.5 (6-13)
4.8+1.5 (3-7)
7.9+3.2 (3-13)

CA: cyanoacrylate.

Table 3

BEER

‘Characteristic

Mean=+SD (range) or number (frequency)

Age, years
Gender

Female

Male
Body mass index, kg/m?
Mean proximal thigh GSV diameter (n=19), mm
Mean largest SSV diameter (n=7), mm
CEAP clinical class

C2

C3

Cda/b

71.8+9.7 (48-89)

12 (66.7%)

6 (33.3%)
27.41+4.5 (18.6-31.5)
6.411.6 (3.6-9.2)
4.41+0.9 (2.9-5.7)

10 (38.4%)
8 (30.8%)
8 (30.8%)

GSV: great saphenous vein; SSV: small saphenous vein; CEAP: clinical-etiology-anatomy-pathophysiology.
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Table 4 Kaplan-Meier Method i & % RHEFAEE

Timepoints (days) Occlusion rate (%)

7 96.2
30 92.0
90 92.0

Kaplan-Meier Method
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Table 5 EBNHIREALB 2 © PHAH £ T o i

From SF l to thc ()L(,lll(lt.d stump
From SPJ to the occluded stump

7 days (mm)

20.3£14.5 (7.6-66.5)
7.0£6.8 (0-15.1)

30 days (mm)

20.8%11.5 (6.5-55.0)
10.8+£9.7 (0-26.2)

SFJ: sapheno-femoral junction; SPJ: sapheno-popliteal junction.
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Table 6 %%

After operation 7 days 30 dm S

VAS 0.630.7 (0-2) 0.240.5 (0-2) 02405 0= 7)

VAS: Visual Analogue Scale.
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Table 7 ik Bheoz Ly
Description Day of onset Resolved at 1 month SAE
Phlebitis 17 Yes No
Bleeding from a hematoma 19 Yes No
Allergic reaction 32 Yes No

SAE: severe adverse event.
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