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COSMESIS AND BODY IMAGE AFTER LAPARO-
ENDOSCOPIC SINGLE SITE DONOR NEPHRECTOMY
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Kenta Takavasu, Takao MisHiMmA, Kenji YosHIDA,
Motohiko Suci, Gen Kawa and Tadashi MATSUDA

The Department of Urology and Andrology, Hirakata Hospital, Kansai Medical University

Using a questionnaire, we objectively assessed the body image of donors who underwent conventional
laparoscopic donor nephrectomy (L-DN) or laparoscopic single-site donor nephrectomy (LESS-DN).
Subjects were 15 patients who underwent an L-DN and 15 who underwent an LESS-DN.  The question-
naire consisted of the Body Image Questionnaire (BIQ), including a Body Image Scale (BIS) and Cosmetic
Scale (CS), and a Photo-Series Questionnaire (PSQ). A higher score indicated a more favorable assessment,
and patient scores were compared. Subjects were also asked which procedure they preferred if they had to
undergo donor nephrectomy again. Pain was assessed by comparing the number of times an analgesic was
administered during hospitalization. The average BIS score was 18.7 points (out of 20) for patients who
underwent an L-DN and 19.5 points for patients who underwent an LESS-DN'; those who underwent an
LESS-DN had a significantly higher score (p=0.03). Patients who underwent an L-DN had a median CS
score of 17.5 points (out of 24) while patients who underwent an LESS-DN had a median CS score of 19.1
points ; those who underwent an LESS-DN had a higher score, but the difference in average CS scores was
not significant (p =0.123). The average PSQ) score was 7.1 points for patients who underwent an L-DN and
8.8 points for patients who underwent an LESS-DN ; the higher score for LESS-patients was statistically
significant (p =0.01). Patients who underwent an L-DN were administered an analgesic a median of 4 times
during hospitalization (range : 3-10 times) while patients who underwent an LESS-DN were administered an
analgesic a median of 2 times (range: 0—4 times), which was significantly less (p = 0.01). Patients who
underwent LESS-DN had a better body image and better cosmetic appearance than those who underwent L-
DN, thus indicating the usefulness of LESS-DN. However, a more prospective larger study needs to be
performed.

(Hinyokika Kiyo 61 : 265-270, 2015)
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Table 1. Donor characteristics

L-DN LESS-DN
(n:15) (n:15) vaiue

8/7 (53.3%) 4/11 (26.7%) 0.048
13/2 (86.7%) 15/0 (100%) 0.151

PR (B2 %)
Fa e/ %)

P (%) 52.5+11.5  50.3+10.9  ns
BMI (kg/m?) 22.7£2.7 23.8+3.0 ns
FATHER (53) 228+55 208+ 23 n.s
i (ml) 58.1+37.8  60.7%57.2  ns
FRUEET Cr (mg/dl)  0.69%0.11  0.64%£0.08  n.s
P Cr (mg/d)  1.05%0.15  1.01£0.16  ns
s (4F) 3.87+1.79  1.05=0.55 0.001

o) 5, itk 6 7 AL ERE L T 543000 % f
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Table 2. Body image questionnaire: D -® (body
image questions), ®-® (cosmetic ques-
tions)
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Fig. 1. Photo-series questionnaire.
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Table 3. Results of the body image questionnaire

LDN  LESSDN
(n:15) (n:15)  Prvalue

Body image scale (D-®)
Cosmetic scale (©-®)

18.7£1.3  19.5%£0.5 0.030
17.5%2.7 19.1%£3.3 0.123

RO Lo 7z (p=0.123). €512, L.LDN O T
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Table 4. The results of male and female of the body
image questionnaire according to surgical

75 20154F

Table 5. The results of L-DN and LESS-DN of the
body image questionnaire according to

procedure gender
L-DN (n: 15) Female (n: 18)
Male Female L-DN LESS-DN
(n:8) (m:7)  Povalue (n:7) (n:11)  Prvalue
Body image scale (D-®) 19.3+0.7 18.1*1.6 0.048 Body image scale (D-®) 18.1%1.6 19.4+0.9 0.039
Cosmetic scale (®-®) 18.9£2.5 15.9%1.9 0.011 Cosmetic scale (&-®) 15.9£1.9 19.8%0.5 0.038
LESS-DN (n: 15) Male (n: 12)
Male Female L-DN LESS-DN :
(n:4) (n:11) FPrvale (n:8) (n:4)  Palue
Body image scale (D-®) 19.0+2.6 19.4+0.9 0.979 Body image scale (D-®) 19.3%0.7 19.0%2.6 0.221
Cosmetic scale (©-®) 19.3£2.2  19.8%0.5 0.165 Cosmetic scale (©-®) 18.9%£2.5 19.3%*2.2 0.784
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Fig. 4. BIS and CS scores of L-DN or LESS-DN versus duration of follow-up pereiod.
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