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H E

H . W2 H 2K BRI A A\ (Ozurdex) % P8 P 5 ik L 2€ (retinal vein occlusion, RVO)4k X B3
7K (macular edema, ME) 573, X HUEEARFIOCT 4 2L 7 BFHR FARVO B A TG UM R R . J5ik:
] B AT T . 1EE2018-6/2019-12 T K FEi2 Wi ARVOLK R MEKI 31513 LIR/E AR T &R . IRIEHBEH L
[UT )& & (central macular thickness, CMT)4)A: CMT < 600 um#(15fR), CMT > 600 umZH(16ER); R
1 & B TR AEL M B 55 (serous retinal detachment, SRD)4)~: SRDZ (130R), JESRDZH (18HR).
31ERIHITHRIFMERE N Ozurdex BN . MERFEXT L& IGITRI G &0 A A (ARG /514 d. 1 mo. 2
mo. 3 mo. 4 mo. 5mo. 6 mo)JEEHFIEM /1 (best corrected visual acuity, BCVA). CMT. HRJE.
HRE. ARRM. &5 SHEAREE, EAF14 dE6 moEE WBCVARE. CMT T F4(P < 0.001).
CMT < 600 umZHBCVALL T CMT > 600 um# (P < 0.05). FEART- /514 d. 5 mo .6 mo CMT < 600
um# CMT/E FCMT > 600 um# (P < 0.05). #EA/54 mo. 5 mof.6 mo, JESRDZBCVA{LTSRDA.
CMT/MTSRDA(P < 0.05). SHEAGFT#EAT L, A 514 dE4 moBEIREFA (P < 0.05). CMT > 600
um X & HSRDK BH H RKEE TCMT < 600 um XA EFFSRDF (P < 0.05). £il: Ozurdex®] PA7E6H
HNIRFERVOZ KMEEEBCVA, [#KCMT. #4 BEHEMESE K, CMT > 600 umX&FFSRDK)EETEE
SRR . VISAMER#ZE DL KF LSRDERVOEEMHEHHER.
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Abstract

Aim: To observe the efficacy of intravitreal dexamethasone implant (Ozurdex) for the treatment of
macular edema (ME) secondary to retinal vein occlusion (RVO), compare the efficacy in different
OCT types and explore the prognostic factors of RVO patients. Methods: Retrospective Study. A to-
tal of 31 cases of ME secondary to RVO diagnosed in our hospital from June 2018 to December
2019 were selected as the research subjects. According to the central macular thickness (CMT),
they were divided into two groups: the CMT < 600 um group (15 eyes) and the CMT > 600 um
group (16 eyes); according to the existence of serous retinal detachment (SRD), the patients were
divided into the SRD group (13 eyes) and the non-SRD group (18 eyes). All patients were intravi-
treally injected with Ozurdex. The best corrected visual acuity (BCVA), CMT, intraocular pressure,
recurrence rate and adverse reactions were observed and compared at each time point (before
implantation, 14 d, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 mo after implantation). Results: Compared with pre-injection,
BCVA was increased and CMT was decreased from 14 d to 6 mo after injection (P < 0.001). BCVA in
the CMT < 600 um group was better than that in the CMT > 600 um group (P < 0.05). Before im-
plantation, 14 d, 5 mo and 6 mo after implantation, CMT of the CMT < 600 um group was lower
than that of the CMT > 600 um group (P < 0.05). At 4 mo, 5 mo and 6 mo after implantation, BCVA
in the non-SRD group was greater than that in the SRD group, while CMT was lower than that in
the combined SRD group (P < 0.05). Compared with pre-implantation, intraocular pressure in-
creased from 14 d to 4 mo after implantation (P < 0.05). RVO patients with CMT > 600 um and SRD
were more prone to relapse (P < 0.05). Conclusion: Ozurdex increased BCVA and decreased CMT in
patients with ME secondary to RVO within 6 months. However, some patients with ME will relapse.
Patients with CMT > 600 um and SRD were more likely to relapse. The severity of the baseline ME
and the presence of SRD are prognostic factors in patients with RVO.
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1. 518§

PP 5755 ik BE 2 (retinal vein occlusion, RVO) /& A K T R 55 A0 I s 242 1 585 — KA I S L A9 [ 1] »
RVO FEMA R 7 1) 5% 5 B2 R 3 & BB /K fif (macular edema, ME) [2]. K XN 7E RVO 4k & ME K4 K JEH
RAFEBAEHI[3]. M ZE KA B AR FF)(Ozurdex®;  Allergan 2 ))/FE A —FlokE ¢ i £ 2K R 259 T
2017 £El [ 24 5 I B BB b UE A T RVO 4k & ME B 0367 « ASHIE 78S Ozurdex ¥A77 RVO 4k
ME, BFHAE OCT FREsr4, XFH 6 4~ F A 17 Gl T et 7, SR TS A G R 2=
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2. MREFHE
2.1 W&

(=1 AA A . 26X 2018-6/2019-12 iz T3 31 7] RVO &3 31 IR N AN R INARHE: 1)
e >18 %5 2) AiEIREKHAE. St AT =43 45{X (optical coherence tomography, OCT, R Fifg{its
Spectralis SD-OCT)5 IRJE 7L & ML & A2, 12 W8 RVO 4k & ME; 3) BB 10 [ JE i (central macular
thickness, CMT) > 250 um. HEBRFR#AE: 1) 6077 BT S ARl v S b B B R SR 245 el I 8 N B AR TR
“¥-(vascular endothelial growth factor, VEGF)Z5%7); 2) G471 1 mo 4= 5 B FH il Wl B2 B &R s 3) vayT kAT
BRI F ARG T T ANEETFAR; 4) A5 6 LEE HLIRGR R %R 5) &IFHAahzm BCVA
PRI o

BHIRYEIELE CMT 434: CMT <600 um 41(15 R), CMT > 600 um £ (16 BR); 525 &Rk
kR i i 5 (serous retinal detachment, SRD)Zr: SRD #H(13 i), F SRD 4118 iR). Fr M t4T Bk
BN Ozurdex 697 . AHBFITIEL T BTG 2 diflt.

Figure 1. Data of 1 CRVO patient. (a), (b) and (c) were the fundus photography, OCT and
FFA of the patient before treatment. (d) and (e) were the fundus photography and OCT of the
patients after Ozurdex implantation at 1 mo

B 1.1% CRVO B2EHMER, (@) (b). ()PAABERITRIAIRIERME, OCT. FFA;
(d)y (&) RNAEHEEN Ozurdex ;8¥7 1mo SRUEREKEEHE. OCT

22. Bk

221 FRFEE

1) i EEZEMERES. 2) AR 3 RITMHEA 0.5% /2 mb BRI, &K 4 K, &R
o 3) BUMEML, A ER R AT - PRLRG HRVBAT 2R BRI 3 7, H 0.09%~0.11% 2R 4 B B B 0175 v 40
. 4) WHUHFET, BB R Ozurdex H 1) 22G LB & FIEA RS, {EFE 2 YL 3.5~4.0 mm
PUBAL 2 IS 4% R AZEHIT 2 “IE” [— 75, Ozurdex ML NIEFSIANE . 5) TCHMREAL KM H . 6) 1
NFERL AP BIRE, KRBCRHALARIR . AJE 4RSI 2 SR B IR TR e, RER 4 K, F
Bi—fH.
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2.2.2. MEIEHR
A BERART AN S 14dy 1 mo. 2mo. 3mo. 4 mo. 5mo. 6 mo 4744k . BCVA (ETDRS

A7) BRJE(Goldman R 11) 5 CMT(CR A g 6% Spectralis SD-OCT)K#r, [5]I WEEA LHRHA B %
N A B FERRE . FRE X s CMT B UUAEAT AR — Ik 7 45 B A B AH B3 in 200 um DL EBE BCVA 5
A LE R 10 SRR L
23. G ¥EA®

KH SPSS 23.0 B AT B THE 40T Bt ERRT & RS0 BT 255, PAX +s Ron; THEuE
BLEA N (%) 7R K R 5 k56 P8 38 — AR AE AR T B B R L AN TR 3 2 2 T I S R 2R SRR B
AR B H — B E R It R TR R SR R E R R 7 255 i LG Y7 HT 5 BCVAL. CMT LA
JHRE, KA ZREENETT Z 0 LR E Al REITRTE 1 BCVAL. CMT, 2N LLBCR H
LSD-t #6556, ZHIA] ELECRK FHMOSIFEA t #5506, P <0.05 NZEFA Gt L.

3. R
3.1 BE—MRER

RVO #3331 %, Hrf BRVO: CRVO Ny 13:18; 5. <y 14:17; S fy. dFsimAdly 10:21. &
PR 54.84 £10.68 %, TR FE 6.61 £ 6.28 Mo,

3.2. ENGE#E BCVA, CMT RERET

BFERITHT G BCVA HEHATHLEL, W A8 B Geit22 & X (F = 23.356, P < 0.001). SHHARTH#ETEL
B, MNJG&ABEVIRE] BCVA 45, ZRASH#E L (39 P<0.001). A5G 2mo, BCVA #5iE
B KPR 28.52 MR, WL 1.

BFERITHT G CMT AT Lese, B () 208 B it 54 8 (F = 31.901, P < 0.001). S5 AT #E4T LLEL,
NG &ANBEVIR ] CMT T, ZRA500 %8 L (3 P <0.001). NG 2mo, CMT FFEMEREHAKCE
Y RBE 377.20um), WL#E 1.

BEVRIT R IR AT LREL, B T R B Gt 228 (F = 9.721, P < 0.001). SHEAFTEAT ELAL,
MG 14d 2 4mo BEMREA S, ZRA SR L E P <0.05), HdiE NG 1 mo IR F i B 57
¥17h i 4.20 mmHg), WL 1.

Table 1. Changes of observation indexes after Ozurdex implantation

%z 1. Ozurdex NG &M EIBFRHITH(X £ 9)

AT 14d 1 mo 2mo 3 mo 4 mo 5mo 6 mo

BCVA 37.74 + 56.38 + 63.06 + 66.26 + 65.79 + 60.35 + 55.77 + 54.09 +
(NF8BE) 22.82 18.75 15.76 15.44 18.22 20.79 25.48 5.59

P <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

CMT (um) 635.26 + 339.94 + 279.97 £ 258.06 £ 285.38 £ 389.24 + 397.68 £ 4535+

199.20 109.27 40.67 24.09 99.24 203.62 191.37 235.34

P <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

B i (mmHg) 15.15 + 17.56 + 19.35+ 19.03 + 16.97 + 16.35+ 15.79 £ 15.53 +
o g 2.98 4.45 7.28 5.78 3.23 2.95 3.01 2.70

P <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 0.007 0.114 0.215

7E: Feeva=23.356, P<0.001; Femr=31.901, P<0.001; Fuy =9.721, P<0.001. EMHKF 1 P N SR LLEHIE.
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3.3.CMT <600 um 85 CMT > 600 um ¢4

3.3.1. CMT <600 um 285 CMT > 600 um A—iR SR L8
PIZH— R 22 e St (P > 0.05), EAATELM:, #EILE 2.

Table 2. Comparison of general data between the CMT < 600 um group and the CMT > 600 um group
5% 2. CMT <600 um 485 CMT > 600 um A—AR BRI xTEL

fatw CMT <600 um 41 CMT > 600 um 4 Fa P
R % 16 15
G : &) 8:8 6:9 0.313 0.575
BRVO:CRVO 6:10 7:8 0.267 0.605
SR JEERILAY 4:12 6:9 0.797 0.372
WRIE(X £s A) 6.30 £5.98 6.94 £ 6.51 -0.906 0.389
FER(x s @) 54.88 +10.01 54.80 + 11.72 -0.213 0.833

3.3.2. CMT <600 um 485 CMT > 600 um 48 BCVA Et%:

P2l BCVA b, 2 A RIS () 2508 e it 2% (F am = 8.937, P <0.05; F ww =23.709, P < 0.001),
L HEA G5 U(F =x = 1.500, P > 0.05). CMT < 600 um 24 BCVA 1T CMT > 600 um 4.(P <
0.05). CMT <600 um Z15 CMT > 600 um 2L N J5 % ] £ BCVA BB RI = (3 P < 0.05), W%
3 Kl 2,

Table 3. Comparison of BCVA between the CMT < 600 um group and the CMT > 600 um group
52 3. CMT <600 um 485 CMT > 600 um 28 BCVA LEE(X +S, PFR)

o AR %4 LR 14d 1 mo 2 mo 3mo 4 mo 5 mo 6 mo
CMT < 16 43.94 64.12 + 69.76 + 7229 73.71 70.06 £ 65.72 + 66.88
600 um ZH. 20.54 11.007 9.88° 8.62° 7.30° 13.69° 22.31° 19.67%
CMT > 15 3153+ 48.65 + 56.35+ 60.24 + 57.88 = 50.65 + 45.82 + 41.29 +
600 um 2. 23.88 21.84° 19.64% 18.44% 22.32° 22.44° 25.12° 26.89°
F sz 8.978/23.709/1.500
P stz 0.005/<0.001/0.168

E: ®P<0.05 VS [FAMART, P >0.05 VS [FHMNG.

BCVA

100
-~ CMT <600 um#

804 == CMT > 600 um?H

60

404

BCVA (1~7HF)

20

L] T T T 1 L T

FIAH 14d 1mo 2mo 3mo 4mo 5mo 6mo
]
Figure 2. Comparison of BCVA between the CMT < 600 um group and the CMT >

600 um group (*P < 0.05 VS before implantation in the same group)
2. CMT < 600 um £85 CMT > 600 um £8 BCVA EL&(*P < 0.05 VS [E)¢BE N FI)
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3.3.3.CMT <600 um 85 CMT > 600 um 48 CMT L&

P4 CMT Lk, ZHIAl. WAl 22 BN A Sivh 5 8 X (F am = 16.841, P < 0.001; F i = 39.042, P <
0.001; F »» =8.386, P < 0.001). MZHAENJG & ANFEVI ) A CMT S48 R 4R BT R 438 P < 0.05). 14
AT NG 14 d25 mo & 6 mo CMT < 600 um 21 CMT {i&-F- CMT > 600 um 41(#4 P < 0.05) . A\ J&5 1 mo-

2mo. 3mo /& 4 mo P4l CMT 8z R Lgiith 5= L (4 P >0.05), W3 4 K& 3.

Table 4. Comparison of CMT between the CMT < 600 um group and the CMT > 600 um group
52 4. CMT <600 um 285 CMT > 600 um 26 CMT EEE(X +S, um)

il MR % TR 14 d 1mo 2mo 3mo 4 mo 5mo 6 mo
CMT < 16 478.00 = 302.06 + 279.00 £ 258.29 + 261.82 + 343.94 + 305.53 336.76 £
600 um 2H. 108.68 57.43% 39.21% 22.14% 27.84% 178.42% 111.18% 158.37%
CMT > 15 79253 377.82 280.94 + 257.82 308.94 + 43453 + 489.82 + 570.24 £
600 um 4 132.20° 135.19% 43.26% 26.57% 135.49% 222.09* 212.44% 245.34*
F sz 16.841/39.042/8.386
P stz <0.001/<0.001/<0.001
t -7.274 -2.127 0.185 0.310 —1.488 -1.582 -2.916 -3.108
P <0.001 0.041 0.854 0.759 0.148 0.124 0.007 0.004
7E: °P <0.05VS RIHART, °P>0.05VS RN
CMT
1000
-8 CMT <600 um#i
800 —— CMT > 600 um#].
E 600
2
s
Z 400
200
* * *
+ + ot
0 1
1111

T T T T T T T
FEART 14d 1mo 2mo 3mo 4mo 5mo 6mo

fif 1A

Figure 3. Comparison of CMT between the CMT < 600 um group and the CMT >
600 um (*P < 0.05 VS before implantation in the same group, *P < 0.05 VS anoth-

er group at the same time)
& 3. CMT < 600 um 85 CMT > 600 um £ CMT ELE(*P < 0.05 VS [F]4EHE A

A, "P<0.05VS A8 [E—RE)

3.3.4. CMT <600 um 485 CMT > 600 um 488 X KL
CMT <600 um 214 4 HR(26.67%)5 %, CMT > 600 um 414 11 iR (68.75%) % %% . CMT <600 um 415

RFEMLT CMT > 600 um £, = 5.490, P < 0.05).

34. JESRD A5 SRD 4R

3.4.1. 3F SRD 4B5 SRD {H— # R EL 5
PiZl— R 22 R g2 () P > 0.05), BAAEbE, FERE 5.
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Table 5. Comparison of general data between the non-SRD group and the SRD group

% 5. dE SRD A5 SRD B—AR &R b Es

izt 4 SRD 4 SRD 41 Fa P

R % 18 13 -
MG %) 8:10 6:7 0.009 0.925
BRVO:CRVO 8:10 5:8 0.111 0.739
SR A JEGRITY 5:13 5:8 0.394 0.530
(X s H) 5.95 +5.48 7.52 + 6.94 -1.379 0.179
FER(X s %) 54,94 +10.51 54.69 + 11.35 -0.201 0.842

3.4.2. 3k SRD 45 SRD £H BCVA tt#:

izl BCVA Lb&:, BfiE. 22 BN A Gt 2 X (F we = 27.439, P < 0.05; F »z =7.091, P <0.05), 4
[ RN TEGe 2 7 L(F i = 1.946, P > 0.05). 4 SRD Z1iE N J5 14 d & 6 mo BCVA AR = (3 P
<0.05), SRD 4 NJ5 14 d & 4 mo BCVA AN AT HEm (3 P <0.05), HEAJG 5mo & 6 mo BCVA 5
TN ZE e o gt % L (3 P > 0.05). HAFIAIEANG 14d % 3mo, W2 BCVA L& #%5% .
LG 4mo. 5mo % 6 mo, 3F SRD 41 BCVA it SRD ZH(¥) P <0.05), W% 6 K /4 4,

Table 6. Comparison of BCVA between the non-SRD group and the SRD group

52 6. dE SRD ¢H5 SRD #H BCVA LEE(X +S, MNFH)

I34H AR LiEPN[] 14d 1mo 2 mo 3 mo 4 mo 5mo 6 mo
4k SRD 41 18 3750+ 55.78 ai 64.06 ;t 68.00 ;t 68.94 ;t 68.28 ;t 65.28 ;t 64.00 ai
23.86 20.50 16.78 13.79 16.57 19.05 23.64 26.25
SRD 41 13 38.00 £ 57.06 + 61.94 + 64.31 + 62.25 + 51.44 + 45.07 £ 42.94
. 22.36 17.21° 17.21° 17.36% 19.85% 19.48% 23.76" 22.88"
F wimpnsigzen 1.946/27.439/7.091
P stz 0.173/<0.001/<0.001
t —-0.99 —0.031 0.438 0.677 1.189 2.275 2.152 2.113
P 0.921 0.976 0.664 0.504 0.244 0.030 0.041 0.045
F: P <005 VS FAEAR, °P>0.05 VS [FAEAR.
BCVA
100
-o- ESRD#
80 = - SRD#|
1 60 =
<
S 404
@)
jaa]
20 =
0 1 ¥ | 1 1 I | ] ]
fLART 14d 1mo 2mo 3mo 4mo 5mo 6mo
IR )
Figure 4. Comparison of BCVA between the non-SRD group and the SRD group (*P < 0.05
VS before implantation in the same group, *P < 0.05 VS another group at the same time)
& 4. 3k SRD 485 SRD A BCVA ELEZ(*P < 0.05 VS E4HIE AT, 'P < 0.05 VS tAEE—
A aD)
1349 Il AR 1= 2718k
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3.4.3. 3£ SRD 4H%5 SRD 48 CMT L&
P4 CMT LLA, 2H1A] IR 22 BN A Sivt 5 8 X (F am = 6.317, P < 0.05; F ww = 37.102, P <0.001;
Fxs =5.314, P <0.001). 3 SRD 415 SRD 214 A\ J5 14 d 2 6 mo CMT 344 [RI ZHAE A 11T F B4 (3 P < 0.05).

R MHANJG 14d. 1 mo. 2mo K 3mo, M4l CMT ZR L4247 X (P P >0.05). HAJ54mo. 5

mo /% 6 mo, 3F SRD 41 CMT {kF SRD #41(¥J P <0.05), W.7% 7 K& J4 5.

Table 7. Comparison of CMT between the non-SRD group and the SRD group
%2 7. 3E SRD A5 SRD #H CMT EEE(X S, um)

axil AR %L WG] 14 d 1 mo 2 mo 3mo 4 mo 5mo 6 mo
JSRDA 18 589.56 + 341.67 + 280.89 + 261.33 % 288.72 % 308.72 + 334.39 + 356.06 +
“ 189.52 127.59° 47.60° 26.88° 126.27° 152.29° 168.75° 206.07°
SRD 41 13 698.54 + 338.00 + 278.94 + 254.38 + 281.63 + 479.81 + 48531 563.13 +
“ 188.63 88.37° 32.70° 20.74° 59,73 220.01% 184.94* 222,50
F sy wipses 6.317/37.102/5.314
P sy w21 0.017/<0.001/<0.001
t -2.110 -0.113 0.269 1.096 0.079 —2.064 —2.053 —2.211
P 0.055 0.911 0.790 0.282 0.938 0.048 0.047 0.035
7¥: %P <0.05VS FAMART, °P>0.05VS AR
CMT
1000 =
- Ji:SrRDA
800 = SRDZ|
T 600
"=
=
5 400
200 7 ‘
* » Y
+ + 1
0 I I 1 1

| 1 1 1
FEARFT 14d 1mo 2mo 3mo 4mo 5mo 6mo
I i)

Figure 5. Comparison of CMT between the non-SRD group and the SRD group
(*P < 0.05 VS before implantation in the same group, *P < 0.05 VS another

group at the same time)
Bl 5. 3£ SRD 4H5 SRD 46 CMT LEE(*P < 0.05 VS RI4AAE AT, P < 0.05 VS

48 (8] [5]— Pt &)
3.4.4. dE SRD 45 SRD A& A FELL 3R
41 SRD #H 45 5 1R (27.78%) & &, SRD 4145 10 IR (76.92%) & % - 4F SRD 41 & & FAK T SRD 41(* = 7.300,
P <0.05).
35 FRRE
PG BEERENERA I A N bR M BERE . IR RS EHIFRAE. A 4 HR(12.90%)H 3
BREGE T Hm, 35 3 AT
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4. g

RVO 4k & ME W e ST FIIR R - A A0 3255 2 MEDE - S AR A8 AR B IR+ 2 VEGF B4 9% [3] [4]
B Rz R AT R ) SR 2R T8, AT B ME [5] [6]. Ozurdex A& —Fifl fz i i R I R v pl
AV, FENBEESAA P JERTE 6 mo AR ZE KA, 58 AR ff v — ALK 7]. 18151 4 RVO &
AN Ozurdex J& HIARAY, P LAE B IKIE dhy skimis . KOG i SBEK IR « ANHI T A B0 -
Ozurdex 7] 7E 6 mo WA ZGIT RVO 4k & ME, Bk CMT, #2155 BCVA, X5 Haller Z£[81HF 7S AH— 3o
£ 9% Ozurdex FIZGAREN J1#WE TR B FEN 2 mo B, B A A i SEK AN IR E 2R 213 ng/ml, N 3 mo
IR EE LN T 1/200, JBAWREE4RS: FIE[9]. AWK I, Ozurdex A J5 2 mo B &3 BCVA #& =5
NEE, CMT FRENEE, X5AB 1% M K IAEYIA 9]

REAEAHEFLLL 400 um %Lk ME T EREE T4, DAURF RVO B 0RIT G TS 2 4[10]. &
WA 28 H2(90.32%) CMT > 400 um, CMT HEALECRI P 3548 [FBS £23 600 um (7 %k: 606 um, 3%
fH: 635.26 um). Kk, AHFITIEHL 600 um A5 R REEL ME = B REFEHEAT /4 AR
NJ& 3mo I Ozurdex 745 24 F#{f CMT < 600 um F1 CMT > 600 um & # CMT.Noma Z[11]#F 7t & 8l RVO
BE PR VEGF AN %R-6 /KT5 ME M HEREE R EMIC, XPIREEL CMT B BT
REAEAT S0 /™ B A SR o FRATTHEN Ozurdex A8 3 mo JE B OB FEKAA IR D, AR LU I LR ME %
R T R IE OB, SRS B CMT B, ME 2K . AWK CMT > 600 um 44 BCVA
KT CMT <600 um £, X#E/R¥IUE CMT A g2 RVO B3 TG fmi R 2 2 —, 1X45 Lin Z5[12) A1
T4 AR .

SRD 7£ RVO & HH WL, AWF 7 H 34 13 R (41.94%) H ¥ 49 SRD. %T SRD /& 755401 RVO i
& TEASRATAE 41 . Poon ZE[13]AF 58 &I RVO &3 SRD B WIAEN VAR EHL 6 mo JE A B RIMES
MR, 1E#IANAETE SRD I REZ RVO T RUF—MEhR. 1M Maggio S [14]0F ALK, K& IH
SRD H# % BCVA Hl CMT i E B L & 3F SRD (i . AR R4 &M £ AJS 3mo N, SRD
H54F SRD HHE T giit % 2 RIEAS IR R . WA JS 4 mo JF4h, SRD ARIEASMIIRERE
PEMCTHE SRD 4. ALY HIF SRD B A ™ HIRIE N, B A =R VEGF
T AT P2 B B RG B 43-1 [15]. Ozurdex R\ 3mo J5 B b 2 KA k2D, A JE L& I SRD &
T RN, SEUT A SRD HRE T B2 o K48 I B 40 I 75 2 BB o0 [U M — 07 9 SRR Sl UR
SRD PFHLIE 7 6 BaZ 2% 5 00 X ik € 25 i RN K 4% IS B 41 00 45 Pk [14] . IX B2 & 9F SRD B BUR 2 KR
Kz —,
AHEF A 15 IR(48.39%) ME HIL ¥ Bk, PR KN 82 4.33 mo. FATTHEE 1 ANRI 4 ) 52 Kk %,
RIS ME ™ 8 K A7/E SRD B HEESGE KR S TREESGER KB EABN 3MNH LG FHEE
AR IR, B R EEIRIE Ozurdex SKIGTT -

Ozurdex #ix 3 E 1) H R IE AR E T F[16] [17]. A#FFH, 9 HR(29.3%)HEL THRE > 25 mmHg ek
AF, SRR 2GS, IR 2 IEE K. I Ozurdex 1697 )5, 75 2% VISR A IR
JEAB L, HR T oo 2B 7 L R P et AR R 24470 SR 4 il IR I

BT AW SR B A & D B BIBPERT 7E, fAE— € RBR . RN AW 5T 7 A RE 2 4 ULAC, v REAFAAE
— . TEARRME T, 75N H A K BE VI [F R ER T 52 RVO 3 T R 3R . A0 s
AP RER RSB AT RE 2 RVO BETE MR R —, KEFANT T LA .

5. &hig

Ozurdex A {E 6 N F NHEE RVO 4k Rk ME % BCVA, B4k CMT. Ozurdex H A J5 34> ¥ ME 2>
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Sk, FHE RN 433 mo. #4h ME 8™ 8 K47/ SRD KB EER S E R EREETEF M
N Ozurdex R4EFHIT 2. #IUh ME %25 M 75 SRD 2 RVO B HE ¥ m N & .
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