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Topic: Comparison of Adenoma Detection Rate Between Three-
dimensional and Standard Colonoscopy: A Multicenter Randomized
Controlled Trial

R OF %5 fF 2= Chang et al. Endoscopy. 2025 Jan 7. doi:
10.1055/a-2510-8759. online ahead of print

#F&:
R R 5 ( Adenoma Detection Rate, ADR) it § »c% M+ % & % &
(Colorectal Cancer, CRC) w4 F2a57v= & o = & (3D) B i Ap s> & 8 e
- (2D B o B B R 8 T8 AHET T Y B P T /2 ADR-
By ap itk 2D & 3D < B4 ADR o pt S A P SREISHR
Bk ¥ % i E s 40 ez W RBE N A b s el 2D 2
3D - A &M G Aptk: ADR (1 8 R- RAEDLF W b) o T B F dp ik
42 n T3 ﬁ{}g’; (flatadenoma) ~ + i HJ]UE; (right-sided adenoma ) ~ i1 HJ]UE;
( proximal adenoma ) ~ &2 R % ('sessile serrated lesion ) % :&f# ’ﬁ&fé’;
(advanced adenoma) g ip| S o pt AT 3 £ o~ 348 £ % ;é—‘ﬁ » #H ¢ 158 £ &
fed 2D 2160 4 £ fel 3D e o A% A PF R 43D 2 (9.842.6 » 45 ) 22 2D
2 (94431 ~nds) 2 FalgFx A8 (p=021)-3D =2sHn ADR ¥ 3> 2D =
(53.1% vs.38.6% - difference (95% 1z #f % & ): 14.5%(3.7-25.4 )>p=0.0094 )-
3D & 7 ﬁu@‘gﬁﬁ@] R F S BERSE L AT ﬁu%; (35.0% vs. 21.5% -
difference : 13.5% (3.7-23.3) > p=0.0076 ) ~ + ] 9;}{}?; (26.3% vs. 15.2% -
difference: 11.1%(2.2-19.9)>p=0.015 )~ 17} ’Jﬁu;g";( 38.1% vs. 23.4% > difference :



14.7%(4.7-24.7 )-p=0.0045 )~5-9mm * -|: z’v’ﬂﬂf‘]uég(45.0% vs. 31.0% - difference:
14.0% (3.4-24.5) > p=0.010) - # ™ &“&;{*Iﬁsw’% ( sessile serrated lesion ) v
A ”ﬁﬁ” (advanced adenoma ) =g iR & A 2/l & *‘i*F FAR M RAE
7 3D ""’%iﬁfﬁﬁsb sk 2 5?)"’:"%6/? * (ADR)>» @ % g%ﬁ%‘ri‘gﬁﬁégﬁtfﬁﬁf-&
¥ o

3D vs 2D Colonoscopy for Adenoma Detection
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3D colenoscopy Improves ADR, especially detection of flat and proximal adenomas
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Topic: Prophylactic clip closure in preventing delayed bleeding after
colorectal endoscopic submucosal dissection in patients on
anticoagulants: a multicenter retrospective cohort study in Japan

% > ¥ ¥ B =% Takada et al. Endoscopy. 2025 Jan 3. doi:
10.1055/a-2505-7315. online ahead of print
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Topic: EUS for the evaluation of esophageal injury after catheter
ablation for atrial fibrillation

F % " F B =5 Karl Akiki, MD, et al. Gastrointestinal Endoscopy
Volume 101, Issue 2, February 2025, Pages 385-390
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Topic: EUS-guided coiling plus glue injection compared with
endoscopic glue injection alone in endoscopic treatment for gastric
varices: a systematic review and meta-analysis

sl %‘? EF 22 Cynthia Florencio de Mesquita, et al.
Gastrointestinal Endoscopy Volume 101, Issue 2, February 2025,
Pages 331-340.e8
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https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0016510724034746?dgcid=raven_sd_via_email
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