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How to Predict Ovarian Response in COH for ART
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HANE e A7 Frt] wet FElE (fecundity)o] HATTRE AMEE o]r]
282l =3} (uterine aging) R Th= WA2] %3} (ovarian aging)’} 2%
o5 Azt (Navot et al.,, 1994), dA 9] "o EA)ets YAIIAE (primordial follicle)
Ao Zasted gal
6~7 < 10°7H ¢} *@*Uﬂi (germ cell)e Eﬂ-o}_ﬂ Jot FA Aoz 1~2 X 10°7]1 &
of o]2H FA Al ATl oF 25% % A "ok 37HAR-El s AT o}
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o] 20~24M17ol2k &elA .21} (Menken et al, 1986) ¢3/39]
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A ZT} Ovarian reserveZ A oj3te AL &l
T+ 7HY e SHE agsteiof sh Ao Sl whE
#HAHC A9 7]%5 (ovarian function)S ovarian reserved] Azpolar E}Okﬁ} 7“‘} H
(ongoing pregnancy rate)©} ©]2] &k 74/\}C-»1 end-point©] 1 47}«] pool 2
5 = W, BERAA A F7] #HAE (cancellation rate), il EF E, FE,
Szke) = vllobe] = FF hCG wk Blo) 97 Pale] #lo) end-pointZlE FHE k. o
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BRE o) Aol Beiglon ol Fslel YAS YA 5 glolok hvl, ek vakHel g
Z2 448 AU 4 Yolok k. Apeol whetd] A5

A= ‘5};(}_0,] A%, ovarian reserve, W¥H]8H3
7} ApdstEofol al9 WA wHg-o] B kS (poor responder), IS (high-responder)& #<1a}
3 Esied AEe G WEe Agsis slo) Fasith

B Zoll A= ovarian reserve® 3obelal AAHAEE B} gk Whag] v Al 2 Qale) sHEAE
d5sl7] figh oherst HAREo] Ao} AMEE a1 ol ojol dAl AMR-E I 0E ovarian reserve
testE 7 o] FAollA] Fef wdel disle] Yolr iz} gl

1. Female age

ATEA Aol A 7pdE R o) 20t Mol 7 810 304 o) FollE AT AMHo] YFo] F
31 364 ool FASHA gadtta delid 9drt (Nader and Berkowitz, 1991, Magarelli et al., 1996).
A o] ARE T v1Ee Hrh whgos AMEE 4 Atk Scott®) Hofman (1995)2 &4 &
A5 Z clomiphene citrate challenge test (CCCT)7} AAH01 ofAdEollx] ddddo] dalge] Fa3 4%
Zpo} A1t ovarian reserve’t AE Bake) - Ay Agle) BRI Gl9E KHolER 319 C‘ﬂ

} oty e u) oAl At gvarian reserve test® & 1Eisloiok @C}J— T B

1 A8 fhatol A dalef] tigt o Folxts 9i#o] 714 ¥% FSH (follicle stimulating hormone) &I
EEP o] $53k4] gris ZAapgo] o) AFalEe oled Baso] gith RaAAe A oA A9
Aalel] tigh dlE o) BE AFENA cut-off ARG 354004 37 R ATF Aol EF3 28 tikelihood
ratio {(LR)E 0.7~4.8% 9]3% v} (Bukman#t Heineman, 2001).

1,045 A2 rle Tl AlslE Y ATl édfi ojAde] - didol 714 ¥F FSH

ETRT A9 FRAAS At qm o 2 o=datetar 5193 714 8% FSH F57F 10 UL ©]
A 271 5/&{ uigtel oA T AelEAA e ARrt A5 BT (Chuang 5, 2003). Craft
(1990):= 404 ©]4e) AL tH Fo 2 B GIFT Ale Ay} A9 Wxl g AREgk gzt Ae 94l
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ol wi, %’&‘go A, Ty JAbE AMEe WAl FElFol e g Al dalEe] Ea
Frakgo] strhe Va% ﬂ@ Bl Qe A® Zobo] mE ojeg Wate] YA 9dE meiotic
spindle W47} 52 A 713 W3z dajolAlg ol wlele] ggo] Frlsty] W]l A
o5 AzZFslar I} (Pellestor et al., 2003). it Yeh 5 (2005) 42|58 o] &3 HgolA] reproductive
aging ovary®l| 4 oxidative stressol] thal ¥ol7}d ] Wbyt glg-S At o]id W3} reproductive
aging?) A A WMEts Zygda ko) wdlo] whE Wi )% wslel) ojgh AsekA) B4 &
M EakdTh

o] Bl oFel BEg 238k Axto]X| vk ovarian reserve ZHOIAE ARl o &<l
(rough parameter)$] 7 Zth Zeu} AeleAr)s 52 A gk A 34 AF Y F7he 7IA
% FSH 35, A1 9% B, 55, 43 7158 b1 4, o4 7% wiote] &5 alof wjepe] F4
BE g A YAE, take-home baby rate 5 EE FhTHGE ] & |
Qeonm szl Bl ghxjol iy A&E B Halel g5l B9l 88 dAlaks Ao YA
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2. Endocrine test
1) Basal serum follicle stimulating hormone (FSH) level

Y7AF7] 3Rl FAE 714 EF FSH v 7H 32 ovaran reserve test® W IS E (follicle
cohort)7} AJ4bsh= inhibin-B 2 E,2] 4} HalAol 9] HHo}7] (feedback) EE ZAdte A
221 whfolt}, ScottQ‘r Hofmann (1995)% Oﬂ‘v’ﬂi} FHE Aasgo] st 7] 1 %—g FSH 5%7}
AHET B £& dlEoxaln 5191, Martin $ (1996) 97357] A3zdol =48 EF FSH 5%
7F 20 UL Ol*o“’_ F71o A PAale] muu iu’f& uh Atk whdo) zili’l?’(é*lagl A} Sl 9
oJA 1¥o] 713 EF FSH T ERT o UL dEdaele BHIE v}t (Hall 5, 1999).

714 d% FSH X tjd tlF-29 A7EL ALTAAE T4 A= A=, Bukmant
Heineman (2001)2 ©] 97E 5 A5 92 ZHe] o]&o] 7153 AFSo| s} likelihood ratioEs 1.
D33k 7Y AFE M AFEE 71X "F FSH F59 cut-offs 10.8~25 TU/LE TFY8H%1 3L end-point

v YAE, 549 A9 £, T F4E olddk 714 % FSH 57t @ e hiRaE
o] © Z Wigsle] FEH UIx] £y Bk Z7ME 714 dF FSH ¥%59) lkelihood ratios 1.8~
5.1013i ¢}

van Montfrans 5 (2000)2 2431 9475715 713 404 AW A4 F 714 EF FSH %71 10
IU/L o]/l 5078 9] A2 & o] A3hH (subfertile) w3 AHE A371E ¢ 5052 oA Al
FHARE 3~7dF 34 B @zt AolA T T Atolol] 7FdE Y] 2ol rt glukar B
gto] 74 A& (cumulative pregnancy rate)ol] thet 714 EF FSH FE9] dSEE A2 wigd
T8 2 e AelAE Ago] Qvka #3383t

van Rooij & (2003)2 7]A @% FSH ¥ 57} 15 UL v]gho] 1t 414 01449l s0He] o3} 714
FSH 9% $%7} 15 UL o]/do]i 404 o]3lel 3689 ojAdE dldoz g A dyollA o
W, YA1E, AGES vasitl 714 8% FSH $%57F 5718 404 o]dte) 852 A vk
o] Aol wh2 F7] HA o] FUA, wolojxlo] AP Bl AdE R AL YAlEol &
UL 714 EdF FSH 527 52 @2 404 o]ite] 352 7] AAE2 Wolovt Aoy A
% YAlEe 31 7]A €% FSH 558 Hole 3L #XER oyt g Afoam 714 g5
FSH F%=7F 719 Fav 858 1 o digh ZEet d&5Aael vide] A"e Ao A Ha)
o Qo] glrkal Bk vb Itk (Creus 5, 2000). 714 EF FSH ¥Et® WAhY Axroe WAt
A S sk T £& dEQdAR] v oY Ad#e WY Hhe WY A& wdsie

Ao g AlsHrt

Bancsi 5 (2003)2 A AFAA & DAl A Firo
FSH F%o t§ meta-analysisE Al3I5ich 714 3
oA FEEY “ﬂzce B o) A3 dlEs
o] Fakrol vk A 71317F dow A e)4A ]E4 AE d58k7] g %_‘ Sl (TOUth) 4

AFE 85 Qrha Fsol

R1Ee) SRolM 717 WF FSH e A9FAE] 4 YA dag dEelds Ui
7) SR 2T 404 ol BUFY £ HEE R PYASES BT YUEO] B
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W AQAolA = S ETL Yol 714 dF FSH H571 S7H oAdel diRRol Alel4A A
S odald ThsAde] Qe AL HR Q4" gk FUME 713 8F FSH FE9] Aelo
consensus®| A, AL W] zbol, FSH FE9t 4ale] #HAL meks) o

offthe A 5 A3} dldle] s2jaleio} ey,
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2) Basal serum estradiol {F,) level

W)= 18~204] ool HE 169U A5 A o) Zrto] whel Bol A 40~454) o Aol M=
Bt 104Y0] sed a3 71 A 3dAlo] el Fol o HalEE Ao 7|15
T A 2o olyjg vyl EES A

;8
o
=
R
e

i oo
H:l I

] T9& 7] 27 UF B, 3 v wd w=A F7EA7]aL V]
dF B, 357F 5718 dxolA A BH|EE inhibino] Z7hE o] HalEAolad A BEHlEE

FSHE Alstoz W47 A3Ye] =48 4% FSH 5571 #23 22 E, $57F 27150
o= Aol 714 dF FSH F7h S7kE0] 9lat By E/F AR Ao vy shu ek
= A o] wkgo] AshEch

Al rgAlzel Aab d5A22A 713 45 FSH Fsh A
%’-v"‘-OI glol gheh AP E A F7]004 80 pgimL o3l 717 EF E FrE Eolt s?w

© 80 pgml PR BAE T} vmele] F7) w Y& Wekn Fr) Hagol w3kor /)4 @
FSH 557} 15 UL o402 27hd 7298 Aslaholn ofdls] Yago] Wil F7] 480] sol

al

o} (Smotrich &, 1995). th& AP X 714 EF E, FE7t 31~75 pgmls] $AHe} wlmsked 30 py/
mL Ul ghapo A X & Qlalgo) f-oEhA ekal 75 pgmLe x¥EE A
UTFAL BT BT (Licciardi 5, 1995). A2 717 €% FSH ¥ %2 nole 3
pg/mL VIREe] 71A €% B, ¥EE Hol:= ¢ 04}—?7} ZOLC}i'— o g}gir:} (Buyalos 5, 1997).
1A EF FSH Fkol FMAeR v)4 d% B, L
F08 aiejsks A dlgte] AA5E e ESEE
Smotrich -, 1995; Buyalos %, 1997).

gy, 713 "F B, ke JAlg 2o o] glrke Bialw flojA] (Scott 5, 1989) ovarian
reserve?] %ol QX 714 AF E, TR AL obal vk oix7 ek,

3} Basal serum FSH/LH ratio

15 IU/L vIRke] 712 8% FSH 555 Kol 414 v|vk 749 2] o Aol A Alge
A7H57] A3 Z?ﬁﬁ& FSH/LH B]7} 36 o] #$ spuljehfol ofsh &3k x
717 % FSH §&7F F71st7) ol del ZF7katchs K37t AUtk (Mukherjee 5,
A4 %1_7”‘/152 zva AAlseol EE 20~25412) o4 T 40~45419) ofAdelA FAEF7] A
1~4Y0 =73k FSH, LH, FSH/LH B]o] A& gg4dol 3t gI7olA 7|4 EF FSH ¥k

Aatoll b2 714 22 =AY (Kim 5, 1997). webA] 714 €5 FSH/LH ul9] & na @

"

vgho] ge).

§m

4) Serum inhibin—B level
714 & FSH w7 vha w28 o&al7] 918k gapzle)ar 7 uhlol ) SRRk FSHE
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WA WESo] thEF 2P M) AR A FERE 294 T2 Eo) i3 YAl BkeS MR o7 ut
PotA= R} olEHo® WA YA E (granulosa cel)ol A A4 E B2 0] ovarian reserveS
7 2 akgeitta B 4 gled), o2 e HollA nhibin ovarian reserveS VERHIL A9 AlE

B S
=37) 1% moh BAAQ) IARA B ATAEE) FEg wol gt
Inhibin o] F2]E| = (dimeric polypeptide)5 1719] o unit By, s “F 7S] P unit® 74 0]
inhibin-A ¢} inhibin-B 7 isoforme] &A1&t} s eba|Ee) ALE-olth Inhibin-At T2 FA|7]o] #H]
E%ﬁ% inhibin-B= 2 FE7]o] 281H= inhibin-AE L7 270 B FEE Hotprt WEy)
7o) B, ®Est 2748 A% ga)r] Bole] HnH2 mol7] wRe] SAGE o HulE= 7
owg AR RS HEEE BTk B 4 9l3 inhibinBE WEERs X 8] o) ¥
Es Zoz xgz}ﬂtq inhibin-B ¥57F GE7] AJRAlS] WE J4S ukedskad ovarian reservee}
B
Seifer & (1997, 1999)% HA-thET drolA D4F7) 23U 548 T inhibin B F5E7F 45
pg/mL PRIl o ol A] kA o) wk-o] AlahElo] 9Jom UAlgo] Wil ovarian reserve 216}9} U] 8
= A ARE gol: oA whe 7)) 83 FSH EholE 8}31 71 @ inhibin-B2] E5
7F stekehal B 18RIl inhibinB ¥ A} 71 @F FSH wXko) W3lod ovarian reserve?] 7
st wrals z7] A keln F4sieich
Inhibin-B7} ' WHES) & 5271 I 4 glrhs o]de] ATk g 9 ATEolAE
e 7] #a 2 Al A-HE dSshed oA #xe] yolek 714 dF FSH
oo 2 e °é7] FETh= B 50 gith Inhibin-A9} inhibin-B7}
5 = 27 dFstcd 2 avtdoln ojae] o] AelF
il Bk 9lvh (Hall 5,
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1999; Creus %, 2000).

Inhibin-B2| =7 *l Z1ek dEiste] SR s AlAE A 4~6d F A inhibin-B FE7F B
H *X}Sﬂ Fob e AUBAES Bovks ¥ia1E0] it} (Eldar-geva 5, 2000; Fawzy 5, 2002). Yong
S (2003)= AL}FAAE F719 o7 A7)0l inhibin-BE Z=435+9131 down-regulation® ArEjol A 3}

%E st FSHE A& Folgt o] A3 phibin-B 571 58 3 79 714 935
AR 83 oY, Urbanesek 5 (2005)8 WAaAEF7] Oé&ﬂ =23} iphibin-B TE& A4

Aleo] A dbdsi] Eahs wbd) Wab Fol Ao ZA5 inhibin-Be] EEE A 9|FAAE
3} oF dadel e A i E.LO}O% inhibin-Bo A1 dynamic study®] &-84d& ]/\}0}03‘5}‘ FSH
B3 GnRH agonist®] ARgoll uhE inhibin-B2} dynamic test¥ Ipujek-f5ol thek o) whgyh #a
03 A A FA G 2ol £A% 212 9F nhibin-B ¥59] H84& o}z 3 E.““?"f 2
oh ey W whgS o 53h7] Y8 inhibing] HAAY B8 YA Hoh B8 A7t B
o5 AtgHE),

5) Serum anti—Miillerian hormone level (AMH)

Anti-Miillerian hormone<> Miillerian-inhibiting substance (MIS)2}31E 8}5] transforming growth factor-B
(TGF-B) familyoll £38FiL 32312 Sertoli celiof 4] 34 5 o] ‘40}0 gjo} wretabg ol 4 Millerian duct2]
HahE sk BA0It ool Al YuhAEe] Siste) TS FA719) QANER AR

-70 -
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E AFHD 7] FEE (antral follicle)7) ol A FSHo| #1zba U EES FUshs A Bgo] ook
AMH Fae A7 St upet 74510 (de Vet et al, 2002) Ao 4 i
557} ovarian reserve?] SUAE ALEEH 4 2101 (Te Velde and Pearson, 2002) WHE7) Z7]o) 1
52 4% AMH ¥5E ALFAASdA A58 WAt o Fotke) fao] ules ®avt U
(Seifer %, 2002).

van Rooij & (2000)2 A9)FAFAAS 2 11982 thy oz 3 A3 dFor] 4% AMH &
E7F 529 4 (antral follicle count, AFC) 2 E5H ‘ﬂ'x}ﬂ Fob dastAl #EEe] o Bag
Hp glom FUE 47 ATE A 7 AFY B F g BEgh kS oSkt glojA
7P ST TS BYa 9% AMH FEE AFCe A9 vlEtdlon 714 9% FSH w54
mhibin-B X=X} 9535 } chal Ralskolch GASTE Aldigh 239 9] #xlEo)A @3 FSH, LH, E,,
mhibin-B F57F 70 & A 2te 9% AMH F5= HskA] it

2
A
o
>
C

Pefiarrubia 5 (2005) IVFIACSIE A&k 808 9] of ol A F=7] Al&F Wz F7] $o 44 AMH
S At A5 A3 714 23 FrET AAAFIER Fo sdA SAHE 3

4 AMH 57 YA 9 e oS 2 ulasl= Zlo g W yskgdch
B4 AMH FE2) W97k W19 WA AMH B4 7]$0] ol 27k 483 0] 9l @o} B0
g =AY HEol e ABOR AMHE B2 7)% #7te] AEE AP faAE A% g o

3. Dynamic tests
1) Clomiphene citrate challenge test (CCCT)

CCCT+ £ A8 8139 354 o)) 89 #xelA] 7Md58 e d&5d 4 rfal ]"1 =Tk
o] AAk: €AF7] A3de] 714 €% FSH 555
& 5U FAF T EARF7) A 104 éw FSH
7 MASE 07 ELE] = A9 ovarian reserve] THAE ol& 8 4 9lr) A} ovarian rcscrve“é‘ 7hzl
A M= clomiphene 501 3 W o] o5t AMAME E,, inhibin-Bel &j8le FSH7F dAldch cCe
35/(1] n]u}g] 2%/\}140] x(l)lg}%ﬂ% 7};} o%x%oﬂ ] 1?_0315 Ao qu Hﬁz};}i 3_4 TR E ou]x%o
B AN B GERA T 9ubd o s LHYY FSHRCH ‘:1 ol Astcl Ovarian reserve 7} %)

& Al A= ol @ ofAe) wbHo] FSHYF LHE T ¢ Bo] At Hed, ozl 71xe e
o] oMo xe e FIF o)A inhibin BY B,7F BTk HA A ‘_Q#i CC7t HaEkrAlE 2k
FSHE 2ulshs g5 54 |9y 71doe] Eojgr] medl 2oz Aztd

Bz g gl Auk 2ol shxjol A Aldl® AT E] likelihood ratiool] tH3h <d A 43571 A3

o)y

E'L

Al‘lO \‘L

of
7t A1049] €3F FSH ¥59 7]52 10~26.03 IU/LE thoksld il end-point™ QJAIE0]91aL HIA
4 Bz 6.2~14.59] positive likelihood ratio® ATl 10~35% HEoNA] B2= AT (Bukman and
Heineman, 2001). ¥4 Aabe 300) 28kE] Al2tsio] dRe] Fotoll webr] v] &8 aaels
] ok ol AAF7|ME B daES Borh A4 CCCT AFE Hols ofi]e
Fpuf kol Tl wk-g-o) Eﬁ il 7)A FF FSH ¥ L2 @502 AMEsts 7 B} ¢tz
FATE (Scott, 1995). Watt 5 (2000)% 4041 o) 4ol of oA 713 ®F FSH F127F 111 WU ©1%d]

o

|
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7t CC Fol ¥ 4% FSH 5271 135 IULE W& 2% galol 49T 497 gidoh 2is
g el @zl A CCCT7h Aldiselok gk F348k31h Jain 5 (2 004)% ovarian reserve AHHALE
A& 7)A Q% FSH 5% CCCTE H| X3 meta-analysisE B8 =dl F A 9A1E 9538
o AR 4 Aoe F8504 G A dae 49 Al dig d5dAkE 7831
TR ELO}‘?iE}.

A WA e AlE F7) ol CCCTE A 3EY 404 mIRke] 35379 ool A Al 483
AelF s F718 IR & T34 ATolA ATHA ?a]ﬂi]' CCCT Az} Afole] Hul& 7
7b #2E3IY. 4% FSH 559 71%5—% 10 IU/LOIR oy 97457] A3 E= 10¥ A FSH =71
2l Yo} BEHol dalo]l HEE 4 gl EF FSH ¥ 7I&#
< 2 5 AT @e oA L’%‘O ool A cccTe A7t fFARH vl d A ek Al
TN g Agol zto)7t 902 4 Stk (Yanushpolsky 5, 2003). CCCT A ¥73F7] 104l 54
3= FSH 559 F7|3+e] Wol4dg AAsy] Ak dFolA F7] 1t foeh atol& wilony dal
A= #AHo] 91T} (Hannoun 5, 1998).

(=]
S
c
.
-
<
-
2
rS
ol
o
2,
b
oX ol
of
S}
-0,
3

CCCTE Y=t tigh 26% % URMAo® 7]2 EF FSH wxRch o] 913=r Foka 4eA
Ao EolExE 96% HAER FAbslth 2#iBFE CCCT7F £% 7|4 8% FSH &0 2 WY
A g B dbeT 848 215 sl ALEE ‘RJELP 714 "% FSH s=7F 47golzd
CCCTe] w2 F7HAQ] o]50] §l& oz Azttt

2) GnRH agonist stimulation test (GAST)

I-88F0] GnRH agonistE T3] ILE HHEZ 07 Fojshd HslraleAs €A12 25 GnRH agonist
9] initial flare-up effectoﬂ o)3lo] LH9} FSHE thekoz FulslAl Har o]ol] tgh vk 0= il A
© 24A17F oJujoll E, Bu|7) F7E e ol AMAEEER WA} & digh WA wkge] &
# glc} olg)dk YA WkS-o] AEI} ovarjan reserveS HFEEI FHE 4 dE dEe & whgg
thar AZtEo] 316k Ao} GASTO|T (Broeckmans %, 1998). GAST ZAF WS 47457] A o4

o] d% E, 52 =7%3% F GnRH agonist®! leuprolide acetate 1 mg& 3| 3AF g+t GnRH agonist
Fol 24417 Tl AAF7] Aol dF B, FES SHslo] 9357 A2 B, ¥EE W @, =
AE3~Ey2 @ko] 105 o]l ZA-folle shdf Al AHE F e 32y 71 & Ao
T 3tk 270 dF E, %9 Wl g tE cutoffE ALRSIY B e BRld d1E
o} ]+ ovarian reserve«] dlZol glo] 9%k o]F0] YAt} (Padilla 5, 1990; Winslow 5 1991). A|$]
FAANE B2 17798 g2 § A A7oIA GnRH agonistell ©} 3 FSHe} E, 559 T7HE
Brysb7) Yool W7F7) 2, 3, 490l FSH, E,, FSH/LH ratio’} A H A= Fhajghf-eo] gk i
Bk Beislo) whdhE Wy o] o) By 2] F) Alojoll Myt §AE dado]l HarE ST (Ranien
5, 1998). 358 2] A9)5AHAI%E ko] A] GnRH agonist 13] 5] 5 inhibin-B (7] A A&} A5 F ¥ 5
o] et E, (Z1AAS} A F w59 ahE iRl gigh vkt B e o] AT (Ravhon
=, 2000).

AZN7A GASTZF Aol A A& AoE dFstet] dolA 714 €5 FSH 58 543t

= 7
weh o §884E ob YaksA) ek

N

rir
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3) Exogenous follicle stimulating hormone ovarian reserve test (EFORT)

EFORTE YAF7] Aol 713 €% FSH, B, 355 &35 FSH 300 [UE Foigk ¥ 24A1%F
T2 UHF7) Aol B, v58 539 714 EF FSH 5% 2 dF E, ¥59 F

Afolu A& JAlg oA 39 Ao AAlE FrlolA Bxte] W ALE 58] fste]
AHEET) 91914 FSH 5o & 2447k = ) F5 Aol 30 pgml o3l -9 30 pgmL ©]
g1l A9-Brh whh vheo]l £ Ho g q=g 4= Ut (Fanchin 5, 1994).
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