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Abstract

The standard treatment for advanced ovarian cancer is primary debulking surgery followed by plat-
inum-based combination chemotherapy. In recent years, a new treatment approach has become in-
creasingly popular, which involves neoadjuvant chemotherapy followed by interval debulking sur-
gery. Before formulating a treatment plan, a detailed assessment is necessary, based on the possi-
bility of achieving satisfactory cytoreduction and the patient’s overall condition. Currently, many
studies have proposed preoperative scoring models to predict the possibility of primary cytoreduc-
tive surgery for advanced ovarian cancer patients, aiming to achieve satisfactory cytoreduction out-
comes without affecting survival prognosis while minimizing the incidence of surgical complica-
tions. These models include the peritoneal cancer index and Eisenkop score for evaluating the ex-
tent of pelvic and abdominal dissemination, the surgical complexity score for assessing the com-
plexity of the surgery, the Fagotii laparoscopic score and the corresponding postoperative compli-
cation scoring system for evaluating tumor burden through preoperative laparoscopy, the Suidan
score based on preoperative CT, the RO score for predicting the possibility of RO resection, and com-
prehensive predictive models combining multiple scoring systems.
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1. 5|8

O SR g 2 DL P L B A IR 2, 2022 AR BT R AT S M o, O B R AR T
FUME . B IO A B N B, AT i E M AR T RGO MR AL, (LR T ESURE[1]. fEK
KSR, ISR S0 T 3R JE o R e A, B S RO RS, BT = BUR I R IR A HOR, K
Z A0 0 S B R R R B RS, 20 T0% M B 1R 2 Wi OB 2 M I s som b5 7%, 1
FAE SR A A ZRAN L) 20% [2]0 R T W6 b e 14 O S i3, FERIGTT 77 S I 4R iR 48 B Jsk KA (primary
debulking surgery, PDS)J5 b 78 #H1 NEEAEAA SAZBEALST o X T LEAR T PPAl Mk DL 2 B0 7 akfeg 2 BB AR
AR B F 4k A S = 1 BB, R ATAT B B AL T (neoadjuvant chemotherapy, NACT) 5, #3474 ] 1Y
96 4 i 93 K A (interval debulking surgery, IDS)HA T PDS V697 7 R EAR.  H il &A 20 I AR
BOAUESE T NACT +IDS A& AT PDS B AT , LA B /N B AR A KU [31-[6], [R]F Kehoe 1 Vergote
S N BV FTIE R B RO )5 A2 W S 9 530 1) A 57 930 f 5200 DR 2R [ 5] [6] 0 % T ffiy e () A, 2 ik 3
RO VIR, & HEMHATERICE T A, HEESECT BARBIRIE R AR A G RN, HerH
NACT + IDS JRI7 /7 5,  VABRARTF AR I RAE AR, A ASBEE RO DIBRZE. IR, MR s NACT +
IDS R AT Z[7], K1, NACT +1DS 7 K [ IR BAR 35 R e o SEAR i@ B AR A7 s, W] R
SRR AT IR T — 50 B BT AR, DAUER S 150 25 i E XU . RIS, 30k PDS R
WS Fr iy K 1) 7 B S5 T ACRE AT AT RERE R A S A Fe 4607, WO 0 O S0 1) TR VB ST MR AL,
BRI Ay 1) — o U 11 O 6 S0 58 20 I T 30 % DA B e 47 s Z2BE VT BRAR K, YR YT 7 /A RAARBE 1A B} e
IR EM AW . B R 2B 0 RGiKIX 4 PDS Il NACT + IDS %, BFEARRT: BEFEEE
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. Fagotti FEIEBE P>+ Fagotti K5I AKAEVESr Suidan ¥4+ Eisenkop W4r FAREILMEVE. P
455 ZMUFor RGN LRGN A S, SOt B AT 0 09 SL8 R BT PR AU FU gt R R AT 400k, DU
IR R =

2. FESIERFRIIR
2.1. EREEIER

fIEE 598 5 $(peritoneal earcinomatosis index, PCI)Rl PCI ¥£43[8], Zi¥0 RGH) 12 M A T % E s &
P 98 () A I fie 8 7 tms DAl o PCI VP93 R G0N M0 o0 S W e S W DX 38, DA =5 i 2 . U]
BR AT % 28 L R U B T e BRI 2 9 AN IX s O-HBERER. 1-47 B 2- BREER. 3-75 BRE. 4-%
MEE a5 S-IEMBEE . 6-FfE . T- GRS -GN m5HE; HEXIESRN: 9-2lE LB, 10 &
NE 11 BB 12-[81 1 R B8] Wl AEAS DX R B K AR 2R, 25 0 R W AT 0 43, ikl <0.5cm
140, WER/MIT 0.5 em~5 em Z[814F 2 45, ikl > 5 em BUE FORFEVETE 3 40 X 13 ANX A4S 5
HTHFE PCL &5y, RUNIERSmIE S . PCT FEE0hE B TPl 0 8 i e g (1 JI B 1 SR B2, 0P 2 T A
I ARHT CT B0 MRI 5453875, thnT DUR I I s 8 80T B F AR ERET A . Asp S5 AN[91WF 7R H, B o
B 55 PCL 55505 00 A5 A7 I TR AL AR AR A7 I TR) 238 AR G, i 78 ROC HIZR 3R CT A PCI 4531
I S8 N 24.5 43, Kaplan-Meier 43 #7 S R AT PCI > 24.5 43 (B H AL T X In—1£%; M FRIKE
PCI a4 FHE N 18.5 43, PCI<18.5 (EH WA A AEIS BN 46.3 H, PCI>18.5 HI & 1R AL A7 I
824 28.9 H(p < 0.001). Sanson && A[10]/IHF 7050 HIZAN T 25 PDS I NACT + IDS & #, WA G
[1)°F-3) PCI #6505 N 11.4 F110.6, ZF TG HER L(p=0.28), B/-F14 PCI 5508 10.8, ZRH R
Frigsr, PCIAREUE SR A AE ML 55 K 2 (p < 0.001, HR = 1.05, 95%CI 1.02~1.08), {H PCI #5% 5 it
JR A AT RIBEA AH DA

PCI P53 DALSAR AT A i, ST g 22 I s S DX Sl AT 7 R, %020 38 FH T 2 M s ok
Jpd, AN 0 O S, MO BN 2 . SR, 1% R GO T R 7 A PR A R % RE B ifn i 2%
R FE bR KT, ARBTR— PCL VF5 M MR S ACEAN R B, RIGHN R8T 77 SRR A7 TS 1T R
SEAARE, JEENT PCLVFr IR bR B A TUS FAH S R 1 — B 0T 4ot .

2.2. FRERMTFS

FARE Z M V5> (surgical complexity score, SCS)H Aletti 25 N[111#¢H, ZiF0 R FARUIBRNE
HATENIES, | 2 NECHE: 2 FENM IR KRMETIRR . I E g 18 E 3k Y]
B, Wi s IR RS . ANmYIRR: 2 WA KEPIs. Yk, kR EaEr)
BRARTE 3 750 ARYE R T ARG AL P NI AR (<3 7). PERERIRE~T 7). mEEAR(=8 7).
2011 4 Aletti 55 N[ 12383 — W2 OB SRR HEAT 7 300E, %0 SN B W TE I T 4252 PDS,
ZINE SN RFER . FARAERFEE . ML . FIGO 40 /e SR ML N & . M iEHE 7
— 4% PDS HIEENRE: 1) iR B R (MR B R A R > 4 om B85 1593 kb BRI 46 4% ) Bl
FIGO 73 IV #: 2) 38 ERIFIA B 22 (ASA) P4 > 3 4 BOR AT L% A & K < 30 g/Ls 3) ik > 75
%

SCS PP NFAREAETT IR, SFARVIBRNAHAT T ENTT, Bt — P REs S 7 BEE
SRARSIRS (G AR )2 M % e B E 152 PDS ARk, W00 S0 B MAE R, RREIR
A E R S RN TR 2 MR, FI A Re 5K % PDS MY T MR R FARE AR, BFR4

BEWAER . RBRIRL(T 52 KTFARBIRETT), SbAh, IR S 3 22 A BA ) BB R B 3 g o2 R K.

=

o &
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2.3. Eisenkop ¥4y

gz 1 fiizn, 2003 4 Eisenkop %5 A [ 13158 TSI S5 s 7y N ALIX . A BRI AR,
RE FFIIXAEXER. + ). £ ERIROKMIE. B4 . M. 5. #dh. &k, &
JFRME . AR ZsCEESE . BEEE. BB T EREN. BREE. B ORE ). MRS #HRE
e R XONG, TR, NmREL, GRS, RTIEEE), TR IUSSY > 11 AR B E AL
AP A AR T2 6~10 2R (p = 0.05), 1MPF < 5 M HIEE GG EMRT 6~10 2 E &P =
0.01). S52EHTH A P2, Bisenkop 55 N5 — UCRK I Mk R 4552 RIG LA PEAY, 2009 4 du Bois 55
N[14PFRrZ e BIREME. T BAIEPREENLIRIGR B, 1IB-1V 0N S 2 A A7 1005 7T LA B 457
FAFskai. SR, 2019 45— IR B LI RO HER I8 2% B R A 8 =5 30 ik 55 7k B2 45 35 43 A e el s O B
e BE AR R, TSN 647 4] IIB-TV S ON 8L B, 45 RRHEZ M N4 iE HAR A2k 2
EEFAAR B A AR ) G2 22 7(65.5 A vs69.2 H, p=0.65), PiZH i b A ok i A= 77 I a] B B
AEAL, 3575 25.5 H(p=0.29). Bt 7830 A bk T 45 75 F AR S 10))™ B - R H AC0E A AR 8 5 151 (12.4% vs 6.5%,
p=0.01), RJF 60 RILT-FMEZE 5 TAEMELSEFE HARLG.1% vs 0.9%, p = 0.049) [15]. 2024 3% HE
SRR E M 4% (National Comprehensive Cancer Network, NCCN)F8 /g 45 H AT VR U8 A 7 V) 5 A B 5445 27
BOR R EREE T BE AR EL 4, F R slkIRE ARt B D) BRI R 97 BT % B8 T REFE RS IRk B2 45 . (AN IR ARy
X, HAEBIUT RAGMEMESERAR . HAET, W o0 S s 85 52 B8 LBk MBS E AR 12
TVET R AL, VAL bR £ g I bk 2 45 52 B 0 ) B R A FE B 2 I R AR Sk

Table 1. Eisenkop scores
%= 1. Eisenkop ¥4

fifdl o3 IX FEAER B Vo
To R Wkt 0
R R A/BRA A R T < 50%KIIRUIERT 1
R A/ RA R R > 50% M ARLRTH 2
RICIBWLRI R G/ BB A SRR 248 TR B Gkt 3
TE AT DLkt 0
ZEl NI R & 1
T ERIR o W S s 2% 2
N NI B S R R K, B, M. S, ARt R E 3

SRI A
AR AC FH 0
. T REIE B AN EE RS e, R/B B R SR 1
REBERER) T Z R a i, BREER T E M. BERER . F/ECE R IR I 2
KPR ILER), BREERTBRENAER RS 3
TE PR ] 0L RBA PRI 2 0
BEREEME PHMEAMRESS, K <lem 1
5 FHPEWREL S, 5K >1cm 2
A DR R BE P P RS 5 7 EL 3
JE PR AT L5 AL 0
< 50% R iE 1
i > 50% 5 R FhiE 2
1RIRAN/ B RN B KRG R PR 7 4 3
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2.4. Fagotti E=HIT5Y

Fagotti %5 A[16]F 2006 4 H —A> b1 I s B ER & VPAl IR S VE 0 R4, T8I VPN IR RS B 1 IR
SRR 15 31 I8 i 55 T - B (Laparoscopic predictive index score, PIV), M TG AL A B 441 51 £ g2 ) Fi 88 61
fifo RSB TR RIS DURRHE: 1) IR 2) IR, 3) MRS, RIEZEYE 4) W
¥R, RIBEEDPIR, W R R B REEENE; 5) MERL: 6) BRI 7) HEELLER,
FEAMFAETE 2 2, B B08 PIV 3650 24 PIV AT 2~8 20, AR TR A E 400 75%. 64k, 24 PIV
> 8 If, AWWEVIFRZEN 100%. 2013 4F Fagotii 55 A\ M)— 2 O RTIEPERT FE[ 17100100 KRG AT
E, JExt BB NI AR B P gRiIA : 1) BEI™E 2 R 2R, 2) IRNLEN 2R
Miee: 3) ZRIHEIEIRZIR, MRERMZ R 4) KMEZ R, MERKMEES ZH KRS, 5) B
EZRFTATHYIN: 6) BEEMEMENRIE: 7) FIERMAERML > 2 cm. ZWFERE, BT 2R
EBYEMIE R SEN B ISANE . R RAEYs, EERREAR, TRSRBEESEsE iR, HX
Je IR AT R B AL

2021 4 Tang 28 \[181%F Fagotti 1743 REGUHEAT T WA, [RUEIME AT T 162 B8 A _E iz 1 01 S s
W BAF1 Fagotti 85 ¥E 20 ) ROC BiZk R IAR AUC N 0.955, & T RET CT #4510 0.755, 24 PIV &k
fEN 10 Zrif, BHPETRIMELE] 100%. Bh4h, ZHFFE 2R SHTER, F6E8. FIGO 20 #1. TR MR K
/N PIV > 8 43 & VA AR AE RN TG 2 R A A7 INF ] AR S 9305 820 R 3%

2023 4F Saner % A[19] B> #1112 613252 NACT +1DS (1) TI-IV 50 $ g, ghN T2
Fagotti 174> MiZ i 1 7.8 P& %5 IDS |1 3.9 (p < 0.001), #i4#iBhikyT J5 Fagotti tF4> < 6 HIHEE (n = 96)
H1, 90.6%1) 3 S RO VIBR . 537 22 #11(18.6%) 45 NACT J& Fagotti 1F/r4 >8, AU Fy ] & 52
BT RO VIBR, KZH(72.7%)1E IDS JEH IR kLA B o« B 5038 K I AFagotti W45 1DS YR 45 5 %
PIAHSE, SZPL RO VIRR &35 IRIAFagotti 1740 & 3 i T R1/2 VIBR(=4.9 vs —2.2 vs 0.6, p < 0.001). 14k, 4
TR IIZ T . RHT Fagotti 743 LA A AFagotti #2 & 44 A A7 I AL Tl A 2%

A Fagotti I 821F 7, 2016 4E Vizzielli 25 A\ [20]8IRGIEMERE 52 7 & 3£ T Fagotti Y7 A 5 3T &
SEVPASIAY, DAPPAT PDS ARG HF ACRE RS, F-ARIFRGELL MSKCC 73 & 4 Abr#E[21], ¥ MSKCC >
3 MAEEARGEIFRIE. 2 HEDHT ERESPIRSTE(ECOG-PS). IE/KE . IMiE CA125 /K. PIV #§
BOR A G I RORE AL R, FERSL RS ESPIRESTES > 2 40(1 40). JEKE > 500 mL (2
43)~ I3E CA125 > 1000 U/mL (1 43%)« PIV > 8 43(5 43)~ PIV 4~6 432 43). iZWF TR L5 0~2 40 N1
A 3~5 PR R RS > 6 43N R o

Tang 1 Saner %5 A [18] [19]HIHF 5Tt T Fagotti V7375 UP S5 va 77 H 19038 FH PEFIRE 1% . Fagotti 71
43 AT oT O SR g A BH e B T AN 2 A, AR R DAV T e S S PR R e L. AR R E VR TT R
AT, AR IR B AR A B AT VEARVT AL, T 5 H WI ORI AR R T AR I RRE o k5% B8 A0 A 1A
g7 AR . H T Fagotti VF4r RGHET 12 R TG IRSLER, SR, 6 Aa B 4R A A v o FEE A0 T 1 R e =
I F ARSI METT . JeA, REFTReR PR T A M R, X 2 s I 23 R A2 A0 U VRN B 0
IR, BTGB EIATLE AL

2.5. Suidan ¥45

2017 4, Suidan %5 Nl —WATHEME . JEBENL. 29O ImRIREE, 45 & 1R IREFIE AR 2R E, JF
BT — ATV DR A Iae 5% B 155 1l 1) 22 A8 B AR Y [22] o I PRAFAE JAH BB W - 4F i > 60 2/ (1 43)-
I3 CA125>600 U/mL (1 43) ASA ¥4 >3 20(1 7). G EARMEESS: BRI/ RAZA 2). IHEW
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HHFTTRAZR(L 40)s BTTCL ERER R RSS2 (1 4) TRiB M/ N RESE (1 43 o - EEEEKQ2 4)-
JHFE &5 /T BRI 25 AR (2 40) ANMEFER A > 1 em 2 7). W RIE LSRR A4 7). 2R R IR
9 >9 43I, 5 96%I B R 5% B 993 kL (residual disease, RD)> 1 cmo 24515 6~8 411, 87%M ¥ RD >
1em, 1248598 3~5 0f <2 i, X—HFh 68%H1 45%.

2020 4E Gu £ A\ [23][mEEZ 4T T 31 4] FIGO TI-IV # b Bz 1t 01 88 s, Y5 Suidan $R40 Y,
{EZ A 58 B IE H 7 R 5 BT S ATL BT 2 f2 48 (Positron Emission Computed Tomography, PET) VP43 k4%
fiE, TWiAR CT fifi. 2% Feng 55 N[24]10RF 5T, R4E PET o040 A i g S Aef . > 2 40) A gE 471
(<2 47), WFFE R MR R EE 5K HT PET W4 &3 1IEAH(p = 0.008), ROC HiZk FfY AUC N 0.797,
FKIARAT PET VP2 i 58 4= VD B — 2 Tl 8 71(95% C10.633~0.961, P = 0.01).

Zx b, Suidan VPAMBALKEIG RFFAEFISCAR = RHAEAR G &, B4 TOUIU WGk 300 O 539 ac)ed 45 R A3 7, 3
FEARKRA B Z RFEAR . ZdCIG RS KA S Suidan VP43 I HER 1 .

2.6. RO 1S

2016 4 Dessapt 55 A\ [25 [T — TGN 123 15105 51 S0 03 0 B v 23, B AR08 . e i &
R AR A VPG IR Fa 2, e — T RO VIBRIIPESY RS, WARLMEI R : Fi#k > 60 % (4
) RETAR IR BAUNIRILSZ R3 50) EBIEIRE > 10 403 40). & FERILE S 0~3 3 IHH
4.4% B FH N RE LI RUR, AL > 7 R 42.9% 0 B E IR TR AR > 1 em. AL ALE TN
TRTER (R, H LR S R RS B PR R RSk

2.7. FAETAER

2022 4 Piedimonte %5 A\ [26]45 G 24 A7 I PRAS H AR PSR, BT FRE R MVE5r . Suidan ¥F55
[11] [22], FFRH—I0U D 554 TRAR T (integrated predictive model, IPM), F LL43 )2 ik H B8 PDS F
(R, DASEIE 008« B WIF RORE R AR 2T 32 HOR 5 o/ IR AT o BF 5T [ 234 7 185 43l
FIGO II-1V ] b Bz RGP 8l 8, 2% Straubhar 55 A [27][/ 7T, Piedimonte 5 A% 3¢ | Suidan P43 (1)
I RAHFAEHS 235 LA K 3R (patient factors, PE)SRIFAT & AR REIROL, TR T H S BARIMEM R : 1) ke
<60 %0 45). 61~70 H(145). T1~80 (2 48)« >80 % (3 43); 2) ECOG 488 0-1 440 43+ 2 k(1 43).
3~4 Z(4); 3) MIEARAKT: >35g/L (0 45) 30~35g/L (1 43) <30 g/L (2 73). %A% LR IR R
PR GHAT(LIE 1), BETILHIEA1T PDS .

1]

A PIBR VB -5 PFIF4r>2 &G Suidanilsr>5 G| Alettith/r>9 5+ PDS

T 1 1 1

2 & P &

¥ ¥ ¥ v
NACT NACT NACT NACT

Figure 1. Integrated predictive model
Bl 1. RENRERIZE

PR E S HERR T AN UIRRE IVB WIS, BE: R, B . ARTUIRIK 2 KT mEis. £
RAERFRS « BB A TTLLE > 1 em B9 ZKELEE 2 R . WEFUR Youden $ UK S KA B LA
R, 0T 3% PDS M, SKIl RO VIBREOBUERYE )Y 85%, $EA1EN 75%, Youden R%0CM 0.6, #E
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WAFE R 85%. MLAL, WEFURIAEFTE AL > 1 em FIEE T, RAT Suidan ¥E4 38/ F 6 4, 80%f) &
# Aletti P53/ 9 43

HHAE A EAEL, A TR A TN A MK, 45 7ol RERiE PDS E# 12 Il
HERE, NEZERRILEER . AEAKTE. ECOG PF4r) . R i il F AR E 2 FEE A e, ik
PR VRS 642 T DA S 0 e e e 30 R 1 O S0 SRS TR IR ST 0, T 8 [0 B SIZ B3 A 0 AR 5 I RO TR 9K
Ao BRI, ZAE B Z N R TS b, AL A RO 2 R A AR S R, TR BE 2 OKEEAR
Z L FURIE S .
3. &8

X REIOE S, TRV TR T AR, SEOLRRIRR R EE IR T B s, M BRI He AR
TR REAE A SCHL AR B R RO ROR , EEA RN TR KU, BOA IR ™ 5 N SRR DL = AN RE 52 2 2%
MISMREF A Bl B AT I 2/ R R AR DR R e, SRR T UIRRYE RIS ER AR TR KU,
i3 R A -

BN TS O0 SR R, BB R R RO S, LA — 20 1R B0 53 T e A AR AN [R] 1R iR £
H, AT % AT UMK TR IR G 13, — B2 — N A H T PR A 1) . o] 1 301 B 55088 8
Wria T A, NOEIEMA RN, AZ M HR, ST ORRTVEA H e Ve T i . Rk, R
Ve TR SER I RS, LN HE AR AR

SEERIVE R DONIRREEIM SR AT TT ik, B 4B R EERER . T E 2R TARH
REAT~ MR R N kLY HGEE . IS R AR SV SEZ AN, 1 R GURE T B AR 2 DL T
SBE B JRE 25 R AN T AR R, T AN A ARSI PAS 122 0T 149 3 L

SR, SEMRIIT 0 RGEA K. FEIRRSEE A, IRREIMVI R 456 B BRSO ImRF KR
AMFAR BREE LA EEBIAFIK PGB, 58 KK ETE R8I0 T7 )7 R RS A R, R E A TE
MG rs. thin, BMEPF D RGP FARNE B, HEH AR FARERERL, L FEREI TS
PP B E PR ZPE R P AR VIBRYE G, U5 BB TR Bhoh, X FATHHBIA T S, R
PIRIEHAR ST BORAMST A R, AR SE PRI DL FE T AR, 6 OR 8 E RAG I BAE (BT T RCR

gi BRIk, W0 B A BV T RSN A T R AR TS AN A RS T U . PR RGN
DAL R 2 1338 A BEAT WA R A B R BT R B A T IR B TR, HArE MR AR B BEEE
SEWRTCRRN, WIR AR BUSE R A RUNPPE T BL D9 U190 S 5 i R SE A IR T RCR

E&WE

HIRT A ARNF L0 H 5 B(cstc2021jeyj-msxmX0120).
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