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ORIGINAL RESEARCH——

Background: The treatment of hepatocellular carcinoma (HCC) in the era of individualized therapy mandates a multidisciplinary
approach and therefore the cooperation of physicians from multiple medical specialties. Treatment selection is based on the stage
of the disease. The most prominent staging system is the Barcelona Clinic Liver Cancer (BCLC) classification system.

Methods: We conducted a retrospective cohort study of patients with HCC treated in our department. Patients were originally
staged based on the BCLC classification system. However, a multidisciplinary team refined the BCLC classes, using clinical data and
biomarkers to tailor an individualized course of treatment.

Results: The study population was 63 patients who were BCLC staged at diagnosis as follows: very early (5 patients, 7.9%), early (38
patients, 60.3%), intermediate (14 patients, 22.2%), and advanced (6 patients, 9.5%). Thirty-two patients (50.8%) were treated with
surgery and 31 patients (49.2%) with locoregional treatments. The 1-year, 3-year, and 5-year survival rates in the surgery group
were 81.3%, 52.9%, and 18.9%, respectively, whereas in the locoregional treatment group, the 1-year, 3-year, and 5-year survival
rates were 71.0%, 38.7%, and 19.0%, respectively. The mean overall survival was 35.42 4 23.54 months for the surgery group and
28.42 £ 23.0 months for the locoregional treatment group. In the surgery group, the mean overall survival of the patients treated
with surgery alone was 26.68 4 21.97 months compared to 48.18 & 20.26 months for the patients treated with surgery followed
by locoregional treatment for recurrence.

Conclusion: In this study, patients treated with hepatic resection had higher survival rates than patients treated with locoregional
treatments. However, this superiority did not reach statistical significance (P=0.426). Thus, locoregional treatments are highlighted
as a valuable alternative to surgery, particularly when hepatic resection is not feasible. Finally, patients who received locoregional

treatment following surgery had significantly higher survival compared to patients treated with surgery alone (P=0.038).
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INTRODUCTION

Hepatocellular carcinoma (HCC) is the fifth most com-
mon malignancy and the third most common cause of death
related to cancer worldwide.” In Europe in 2018, 82,470
new patients were diagnosed with HCC, while 77,370 died
from HCC.? The treatment of HCC in the era of individu-
alized therapy mandates a multidisciplinary approach that
involves physicians from various medical specialties. The
arrows in the quiver against HCC are plenty. The most
prominent include liver transplantation; hepatic resection;
ablation techniques such as radiofrequency ablation (RFA)
and microwave ablation; transarterial chemoembolization
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(TACE); and systemic therapies such as sorafenib, lenvatinib,
and regorafenib.3* The cornerstone of treatment selection is
the stage of the disease.?® A plethora of staging systems has
been proposed. In Europe and the United States, guidelines
for the management of HCC have been developed based on
the Barcelona Clinic Liver Cancer (BCLC) staging classifica-
tion system.3”

Regarding treatment, liver transplant and hepatic resec-
tion remain the gold standard for very early and early stage
patients with HCC. For intermediate and advanced stage
HCC, the guidelines recommend TACE and oral sorafenib
treatment, respectively.®” For patients who progress on
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sorafenib, treatment with regorafenib and radioembolization
has been associated with increased survival.®® For terminal
stage patients with HCC, only supportive care is provided
since there is no indication for tumor-directed treatments.®

Transplantation is often not an available treatment option
in many countries, including Greece, principally because of
the shortage of grafts. Based on Global Observatory on
Donation and Transplantation data, the total liver transplants
per million of population (both from living and deceased
patients) in 2018 was 2.07 in Greece vs 25.24 in the United
States.’® This extensive lack of grafts transforms an actual
treatment option into a utopian dream. As a result, physi-
cians in many countries are required to choose alterna-
tive courses of treatment to transplantation. Our study pro-
vides our experience in the multidisciplinary treatment of
HCC using hepatic resection, TACE, and ablation techniques
under the BCLC guidelines.

METHODS
Study Design and Patient Selection

This study was conducted at the Papageorgiou General
Hospital (PGH) in Thessaloniki, the second most populous
city in Greece. As a tertiary hospital, PGH receives patients
from Thessaloniki and patients referred by secondary hospi-
tals from the surrounding geographic regions, thus serving
a region that represents approximately 15% of the country’s
population. Our study was conducted in accordance with the
1964 Declaration of Helsinki and its later amendments, and
the hospital institutional board review (IRB) granted a waiver
of patient consent because all data were extracted from the
patients’ medical records in an anonymized manner with no
risk of personal data identification. Following IRB approval,
we performed a comprehensive search of our department’s
records to identify all patients who were treated for HCC
(International Classification of Diseases-10 code C22.0) from
March 1, 2010 through November 28, 2019.

Preoperative Assessment and Interventions

As recommended by the European Association for the
Study of the Liver (EASL),® our surgical team assesses
our patients upon diagnosis based on performance sta-
tus, tumor burden, and liver function, and patients are orig-
inally staged based on the BCLC system. Subsequently,
patients are discussed in an oncology board that con-
sists of physicians of multiple specialities, including oncol-
ogists, internists, radiologists, anesthesiologists, and sur-
geons. This multidisciplinary team, using clinical data and
biomarkers, refines the BCLC classes to tailor an individu-
alized course of treatment for each patient. As a result, a
patient may receive a treatment that does not correspond to
his or her BCLC class. During follow-up, the oncology board
assesses patients multiple times to evaluate the progression
of their disease and determine further treatment.

Hepatectomies are performed by 4 general surgeons, 2
senior staff and 2 residents; 2 anesthesiologists, 1 senior
staff and 1 resident; and 2 surgical nursing staff. All hepatic
resections are radiofrequency-assisted regarding the tran-
section of the liver. Vascular occlusion techniques are not
performed. All hepatic resections are described using the
2000 Brisbane nomenclature.”’ TACE is performed under
local anesthesia through the right common femoral artery.
Selective and superselective angiographic runs are per-
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Table 1. Characteristics of Patients at Time of Diagnosis
(n=63)

Variable Value
Mean age, years = SD 67.8 £1.27
Sex

Male 50 (79.4)

Female 13 (20.6)
Comorbidities

Alcohol consumption 20(31.7)

Hepatitis B virus positive 26 (41.3)

Hepatitis C virus positive 4(6.3)

Hypertension 31(49.2)
Bilirubin level, mg/dL

<2 54 (85.7)

2-3 5(7.9)

>3 4(6.3)
Albumin level, g/dL

<2.8 4(6.3)

2.8-3.5 12(19.0)

>3.5 47 (74.6)
International normalized ratio <1.7 63 (100)
Alpha-fetoprotein level, ng/mL

<200 51(81.0)

200-500 4(6.3)

>500 8(12.7)
Ascites

None 48 (76.2)

Controlled 15 (23.8)
Model for End-Stage Liver Disease score

6-11 49 (77.8)

12-14 10(15.9)

15-19 4(6.3)

Note: All data are presented as n (%) unless otherwise noted.

formed to reveal all the vascular anatomy of the liver, as well
as any existing variants or parasitic vasculature to the tumor.
All feeding arteries to the tumor are then superselectively
catheterized, and a homogeneous mixture of the indicated
chemotherapeutic agent is injected.

Data Collection and Definition of Outcomes

For each patient, we collected information regarding
demographics, comorbidities, radiologic and laboratory
characteristics of the disease, staging of the disease at the
time of diagnosis, therapeutic procedures, and overall sur-
vival. We also collected information on the type of procedure
(surgery, TACE, RFA), length of hospitalization, and periop-
erative and 30-day mortality. Length of hospitalization and
30-day mortality were calculated considering the day of the
surgery as day 0. Survival was calculated in months from
the day of confirmed diagnosis by either computed tomog-
raphy scan or biopsy until the day of death. The exact date of
death was obtained from National Healthcare System data.
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Preoperative laboratory and radiological assessment

Lesions Number

CTP PS
Solitary Lesion n=38 (60.3%) A:n=52 (82.5%) 0:n=8 (12.7%)
Early Multifocal Disease n=6 (9.5%), B:n=1 (17.5%) 1: n=29 (46%)
Multifocal Disease n= 19 (30.1%, C:n=0 (0%) 2:n=26 (41.3%)

N-M Status
NO: n=61 (96.8%) N1: n=2 (3.2%)
MO: n=61 (96.8%) M1: n=2 (3.2%,

Vascular Invasion
No: n=60 (95.2%)
Yes: n=3 (4.8%)

A

Solitary Lesion Size
Less than 2cm n=8, (12.7%)
Between 2-3cm n=8, (12.7%)
Between 3-5cm n=6, (9.5%)
More than 5cm n=16, 25 4%)

Criteria
PS=0

Criteria
PS=0-2,CTP=A-C

CTP=A Solitary Lesion >2cm
Solitary Lesion <2cm Early Multifocal Disease

v y

|/

>

Criteria Criteria
PS=0 PS=1-2,CTP=A-C
CTP=A-C Vascular invasion and/or
Multifocal Disease N1 and/or M1

f Stage 2 - Intermediate \ Stage 3 - Advanced
n=6 (9.6%)

n=14 (22.2%)

Stage 0 - Very Early / Stage 1 - Early \
n=5 (7.9%)
Surgery: n=15

n=38 (60.3%)
Surgery: n=1 TACE: n=8
RFA: n=1 RFA: n=4
Surgery + RFA: n=2 Surgery + TACE: n=8
Surgery + TACE + RFA: n=1 TACE +RFA: n=2
\ Surgery + TACE + RFA: n=1 j

f Surgeries Performed (24/38) \
Segmentectomy: n=10
Bisegmentectomy: n=4

Left Medial Sectionectomy: n=3
Left Medial Sectorectomy: n=1
Left Hepatectomy: n=3
Right Anterior Sectorectomy: n=1
Right Posterior Sectorectomy: n=1

Surgeries Performed (4/5)
Segmentectomy: n=3
Bisegmentectomy: n=1

Surgery: n=3
TACE: n=5
RFA: n=1
Sub-classified + Surgery: n=3
TACE + RFA: n=1

TACE: n=6

K Surgery + TACE + RFA: n=1 /

(" Surgeries Performed (7/14) )
Segmentectomy: n=1
Left Hepatectomy: n=1
Extented Left Hepatectomy: n=1
Right Posterior Hepatectomy: n=1
Right Hepatectomy: n=3

Right Hepatectomy: n=1

. A

- J

Figure 1. Patient assessments, classifications, and treatments (n=63). Hepatic resections are described using the Brisbane
2000 nomenclature. CTP, Child-Turcotte-Pugh Score; PS, performance status; RFA, radiofrequency ablation; TACE, transarterial

chemoembolization.

Patients who were still alive were censored from the study
based on their last follow-up date.

Statistical Analysis

The statistical analysis was performed using SPSS v.25.0
(IBM Corp.). Categorical variables are described using fre-
quencies and percentages. Quantitative variables are pre-
sented as means + SD. Survival statistics are presented
using the Kaplan-Meier survival curves and survival tables,
censoring patients who were still alive. Survival curves were
compared using the Mantel-Cox test (log-rank test). Pairwise
comparisons over strata were conducted to compare sur-
vival among the different BCLC stages. Any test with P value
<0.05 was considered statistically significant.

RESULTS
Patient Demographics

The study population consisted of 63 patients with HCC.
Baseline characteristics of patients at the time of diagno-
sis are presented in Table 1. The population included more
males than females, with a ratio of approximately 4:1. The
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patients’ mean ages at diagnosis were comparable: 68.6 +
1.44 years in the male group and 64.92 + 2.62 years in the
female group.

Staging of the Disease and Treatment Groups

Laboratory and radiologic characteristics were used to
classify patients’ disease based on the Child-Turcotte-Pugh
(CTP) and BCLC staging systems. Figure 1 illustrates the
classification procedure and correlates the stage of the dis-
ease with the course of treatment.

Patients were divided into 2 treatment groups: the surgery
group and the locoregional group. Thirty-two patients
(50.8%) underwent a surgical intervention, and 31 patients
(49.2%) received locoregional treatment.

In the surgery group (n=32), 13 patients (40.6%) also
received locoregional treatment—TACE, RFA, or both—for
recurrence. Nine patients (28.1%) were admitted to the
intensive care unit following surgery. The mean length of
hospitalization for the surgery group was 9.77 + 3.53 days.
Perioperative and 30-day mortality rates in the surgery group
were 0% and 6.3%, respectively (n=2).

Ochsner Journal



Table 2. Patient Survival by Disease Stage and Treatment Group

Christou, CD

Mean Overall Survival,

1-Year 3-Year 5-Year

Stage/Treatment months £+ SD Survival, % Survival, % Survival, %
Disease stage?®
Very early (n=5) 51.18 £ 14.70 100 100 50.0
Early (n=38) 35.14 +24.0 84.2 47.4 20.7
Intermediate (n=14) 27.76 £ 19.64 714 41.7 83
Advanced (n=6) 579+3.15 0 0 0
Treatment group
Surgery (n=32) 3542 £ 2354 813 529 18.9
Surgery alone (n=19) 26.68 +21.97 68.4 36.8 22.1
Surgery and locoregional (n=13) 48.18 +20.26 100 76.9 171
Locoregional (n=31) 2842+ 230 71.0 38.7 19.0

aDisease stage was determined by the Barcelona Clinic Liver Cancer staging classification system.

In the locoregional group (n=31), 19 patients (61.3%)
were treated with TACE, 6 patients (19.4%) with RFA, and
3 patients (9.7%) with a combination of both techniques.
The remaining 3 patients (9.7%) originally received locore-
gional treatment because their carcinomas were defined as
unresectable, but during restaging following the locoregional
interventions, their carcinomas were downsized and down-
staged to resectable.
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Survival Statistics

The mean overall survival of our patients was 31.97 +
23.36 months. Table 2 provides the survival statistics by dis-
ease stage and treatment group.

Figures 2 and 3 are Kaplan-Meier survival curves by
disease stage and treatment group. In Figure 2, the pair-
wise over strata log-rank test showed statistical significance
of each stage when compared to the others (P=0.001 to

BCLC Stage
Stage 0 - Very Early
Stage A - Early
Stage B - Intermediate
Stage C - Advanced

Survival Number of patients alive (n/Nr)
(months)
1 5/5 37/38 14/14 6/6
3 5/5 36/38 13/14 5/6
6 5/5 35/38 13/14 2/6
9 5/5 33/38 13/14 1/6
12 5/5 32/38 11/14 0/6
18 5/5 28/38 7/14 0/6
24 5/5 25/38 7/14 0/6
30 5/5 19/38 6/14 0/6
36 4/5 17/38 5/14 0/6
48 3/5 12/38 3/14 0/6
60 1/5 5/38 1/14 0/6

0O 20 40 60 80 100 120
Survival (months)

Figure 2. Kaplan-Meier survival analysis of overall survival based on the stage of the disease. N; total number of patients in the
group.
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Figure 3. Kaplan-Meier survival analysis of overall survival based on the type of treatment (A and

B). Ny, total number of patients in the group.
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P=0.046), except between the early and intermediate stages
of the disease (P=0.304). In Figure 3A, despite providing
higher survival rates, the superiority of surgery did not reach
statistical significance (log-rank test P=0.426). Figure 3B
shows that patients who underwent surgery followed by
locoregional treatment had significantly higher survival rates
than patients who underwent surgery alone (log-rank test
P=0.038).

DISCUSSION

This retrospective cohort study, despite being small,
yielded several findings. Regarding the course of treatment,
we demonstrated how the cooperation of physicians among
different specialties, through an established oncology board
that performs regular follow-up of patients, can lead to
an individualized course of treatment for each patient. It
is essential to highlight that our multidisciplinary oncology
board decided on a course of treatment for several patients
that was different from the treatment advised by guidelines.
Other teams have reported such discrepancies, described
as treatment stage migration.'>13

Regarding survival based on the stage of the disease, sur-
vival rates between the early and the intermediate stage
of the disease, based on BCLC stage, were not statisti-
cally different. EASL clinical guidelines for the management
of HCC acknowledge the affinity between these 2 stages.
Therefore, the guidelines recommend the use of clinical
data, molecular classes, and biomarkers, besides tumor bur-
den, CTP class, and performance status, to further facilitate
the treatment allocation and the understanding of outcome
data.®

Regarding survival among the different therapy groups,
even though hepatic resection provided higher mean overall
survival and higher survival rates when compared to locore-
gional treatments, its superiority did not reach statistical sig-
nificance. These findings highlight the importance of locore-
gional treatments as a therapeutic alternative to hepatic
resection, particularly when surgery is not feasible. In addi-
tion, treatment with locoregional therapies following surgery
proved to prolong survival when compared with patients who
underwent surgery alone.

Several other studies have highlighted the importance
of locoregional treatments in the management of HCC.
TACE, besides being an alternative for surgery, can be
used as a neoadjuvant agent for downstaging a tumor'4;
as a bridge, along with RFA, for patients awaiting liver
transplantation’®'®; to manage a ruptured HCC'’; and as an
adjuvant therapy after resection.'® For lesions <2 cm, RFA
has shown equal survival rates to surgery, while the surgical
risk is avoided.®

Nevertheless, deciding between hepatic resection and
nonsurgical treatments is controversial, especially in specific
clinical settings. An example is performing hepatic resection
when the liver has low functional reserves. While some stud-
ies recommend hepatic resection only for patients with CTP
class A and report poor surgical outcomes when hepatec-
tomies are performed in patients with high Model for End
Stage Liver Disease scores,?*?! several teams perform hep-
atic resections in patients with limited functional reserves
(CTP class B).?>?% In addition, while current guidelines for
the treatment of HCC recommend TACE for the intermedi-
ate stage of the disease,®’ several surgical teams perform
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hepatectomies at this stage®*?” and even recommend that
BCLC stages be revised.?*?7

Finally, various biomarkers, such as microRNAs, could be
used to classify HCC at a molecular level.?®2° The integra-
tion of molecular classification in the staging of the disease
would allow for more targeted interventions and would clar-
ify which patients are most likely to benefit from each ther-
apeutic choice in the armamentarium of treatments in the
management of HCC.%0

Our study has limitations. The small patient population,
especially in terms of the different treatment combinations,
limits the statistical power of our results. The retrospective
nature of our study could have introduced information bias.
Further, this study includes only patients that either pre-
sented in our department or were referred to our depart-
ment for potential surgical treatment. As a result, patients
who were referred by secondary hospitals or private doctors
to transplantation or internal medicine departments are not
included in this study.

CONCLUSION

Our study demonstrates the importance of locoregional
therapies in the management of HCC both as an alternative
to hepatic resection and as a therapy for recurrence following
hepatic resection. In addition, we highlight the importance of
a multidisciplinary oncology board in tailoring an individual-
ized course of treatment for each patient that may not cor-
respond to the treatment recommended by the guidelines
based on the stage of the disease.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This study was presented at the13th Annual Conference
of the International Liver Cancer Association, September
20-22, 2019, in Chicago, IL, USA. The authors have no finan-
cial or proprietary interest in the subject matter of this article.

REFERENCES

1. Ferlay J, Soerjomataram |, Dikshit R, et al. Cancer incidence and
mortality worldwide: sources, methods and major patterns in
GLOBOCAN 2012. Int J Cancer. 2015 Mar 1;136(5):E359-386.
doi: 10.1002/ijc.29210.

2. Ferlay J, Colombet M, Soerjomataram |, et al. Cancer incidence
and mortality patterns in Europe: estimates for 40 countries
and 25 major cancers in 2018. Eur J Cancer. 2018
Nov;103:356-387. doi: 10.1016/j.ejca.2018.07.005.

3. European Association for the Study of the Liver. EASL clinical
practice guidelines: management of hepatocellular carcinoma.
JHepatol. 2018 Jul;69(1):182-236.
doi: 10.1016/j,jhep.2018.03.019.

4. Sandhu DS, Tharayil VS, Lai JP, Roberts LR. Treatment options
for hepatocellular carcinoma. Expert Rev Gastroenterol Hepatol.
2008 Feb;2(1):81-92. doi: 10.1586/17474124.2.1.81.

5. El-Serag HB. Hepatocellular carcinoma. N Engl J Med. 2011 Sep
22;365(12):1118-11127. doi: 10.1056/NEJMra1001683.

6. Bruix J, Sherman M. Management of hepatocellular carcinoma:
an update. Hepatology. 2011 Mar;53(3):1020-1022.
doi: 10.1002/hep.24199.

7. Heimbach JK, Kulik LM, Finn RS, et al. AASLD guidelines for the
treatment of hepatocellular carcinoma. Hepatology. 2018
Jan;67(1):358-380. doi: 10.1002/hep.29086.

8. Bruix J, Qin S, Merle P, et al. Regorafenib for patients with
hepatocellular carcinoma who progressed on sorafenib
treatment (RESORCE): a randomised, double-blind,

277



Muiltidisciplinary Treatment of Hepatocellular Carcinoma

placebo-controlled, phase 3 trial. Lancet. 2017 Jan
7;389(10064):56-66. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(16)32453-9.

. Lee VH, Leung DK, Luk MY, et al. Yttrium-90 radioembolization

for advanced inoperable hepatocellular carcinoma. Onco
Targets Ther. 2015 Nov 20;8:3457-3464.
doi: 10.2147/0TT.592473.

. Data (charts and tables). Global Observatory on Donation and

Transplantation. www.transplant-observatory.org/data-charts-
and-tables/. Accessed July 1, 2019.

. Belgihiti J, Clavien PA, Gadzijev, et al. The Brisbane 2000

terminology of liver anatomy and resections. HPB (Oxford).
2000;2:333-339.

. Reig M, Darnell A, Forner A, Rimola J, Ayuso C, Bruix J. Systemic

therapy for hepatocellular carcinoma: the issue of treatment
stage migration and registration of progression using the
BCLC-refined RECIST. Semin Liver Dis. 2014 Nov;34(4):444-455.
doi: 10.1055/5-0034-1394143.

. Roberts SK, Gazzola A, Lubel J, et al. Treatment choice for

early-stage hepatocellular carcinoma in real-world practice:
impact of treatment stage migration to transarterial
chemoembolization and treatment response on survival.
Scand J Gastroenterol. 2018 Oct-Nov;53(10-11):1368-1375.
doi: 10.1080/00365521.2018.1517277.

. Parikh ND, Waljee AK, Singal AG. Downstaging hepatocellular

carcinoma: a systematic review and pooled analysis. Liver
Transpl. 2015 Sep;21(9):1142-1152. doi: 10.1002/1t.24169.

. Han K, Kim JH. Transarterial chemoembolization in

hepatocellular carcinoma treatment: Barcelona clinic liver
cancer staging system. World J Gastroenterol. 2015 Sep
28;21(36):10327-10335. doi: 10.3748/wjg.v21.i36.10327.

. Sapisochin G, Barry A, Doherty M, et al. Stereotactic body

radiotherapy vs. TACE or RFA as a bridge to transplant in
patients with hepatocellular carcinoma. An intention-to-treat
analysis. J Hepatol. 2017 Jul;67(1):92-99.

doi: 10.1016/j.jhep.2017.02.022.

. Kim JY, Lee JS, Oh DH, Yim YH, Lee HK. Transcatheter arterial

chemoembolization confers survival benefit in patients with a
spontaneously ruptured hepatocellular carcinoma. Eur J
Gastroenterol Hepatol. 2012 Jun;24(6):640-645.

doi: 10.1097/MEG.0b013e3283524d32.

. Liao M, Zhu Z, Wang H, Huang J. Adjuvant transarterial

chemoembolization for patients after curative resection of
hepatocellular carcinoma: a meta-analysis. Scand J
Gastroenterol. 2017 Jun-Jul;52(6-7):624-634.

doi: 10.1080/00365521.2017.1292365.

. Xu XL, Liu XD, Liang M, Luo BM. Radiofrequency ablation

versus hepatic resection for small hepatocellular carcinoma:
systematic review of randomized controlled trials with
meta-analysis and trial sequential analysis. Radiology. 2018
May;287(2):461-472. doi: 10.1148/radiol.2017162756.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Delis SG, Bakoyiannis A, Biliatis I, Athanassiou K, Tassopoulos N,
Dervenis C. Model for end-stage liver disease (MELD) score, as
a prognostic factor for post-operative morbidity and mortality
in cirrhotic patients, undergoing hepatectomy for
hepatocellular carcinoma. HPB (Oxford). 2009
Jun;11(4):351-357. doi: 10.1111/j.1477-2574.2009.00067 .x.
Ryder SD; British Society of Gastroenterology. Guidelines for
the diagnosis and treatment of hepatocellular carcinoma
(HCC) in adults. Gut. 2003 May;52 Suppl 3(Suppl 3):iii1-8.

doi: 10.1136/gut.52.suppl_3.iii1.

Harada N, Shirabe K, Ikeda Y, Korenaga D, Takenaka K, Maehara
Y. Surgical management of hepatocellular carcinoma in
Child-Pugh class B cirrhotic patients: hepatic resection and/or
microwave coagulation therapy versus living donor liver
transplantation. Ann Transplant. 2012;17(4):11-20.

doi: 10.12659/a0t.883689.

Harimoto N, Yoshizumi T, Fujimoto Y, et al. Surgery for
hepatocellular carcinoma in patients with Child-Pugh B
cirrhosis: hepatic resection versus living donor liver
transplantation. World J Surg. 2018 Aug;42(8):2606-2616.

doi: 10.1007/500268-018-4493-1.

Torzilli G, Donadon M, Marconi M, et al. Hepatectomy for stage
B and stage C hepatocellular carcinoma in the Barcelona Clinic
Liver Cancer classification: results of a prospective analysis.
Arch Surg. 2008 Nov;143(11):1082-1090.

doi: 10.1001/archsurg.143.11.1082.

Ho MC, Huang GT, Tsang YM, et al. Liver resection improves the
survival of patients with multiple hepatocellular carcinomas.
Ann Surg Oncol. 2009 Apr;16(4):848-855.

doi: 10.1245/510434-008-0282-7.

Ishizawa T, Hasegawa K, Aoki T, et al. Neither multiple tumors
nor portal hypertension are surgical contraindications for
hepatocellular carcinoma. Gastroenterology. 2008
Jun;134(7):1908-1916. doi: 10.1053/j.gastro.2008.02.091.
Torzilli G, Belghiti J, Kokudo N, et al. A snapshot of the effective
indications and results of surgery for hepatocellular carcinoma
in tertiary referral centers: is it adherent to the EASL/AASLD
recommendations? An observational study of the HCC
East-West study group. Ann Surg. 2013 May;257(5):929-937.
doi: 10.1097/SLA.0b013e31828329b8.

De Stefano F, Chacon E, Turcios L, Marti F, Gedaly R. Novel
biomarkers in hepatocellular carcinoma. Dig liver Dis. 2018
Nov;50(11):1115-1123. doi: 10.1016/j.d1d.2018.08.019.

Ziogas IA, Sioutas G, Mylonas KS, Tsoulfas G. Role of microRNA
in the diagnosis and management of hepatocellular
carcinoma. MicroRNA. 2020;9(1):25-40.

doi: 10.2174/2211536608666190619155406.

Tsoulfas G. Current perspective in the management of
hepatocellular carcinoma: time to get personal! J Investig Surg.
2020 May13;1-2. doi: 10.1080/08941939.2020.1747576.

This article meets the Accreditation Council for Graduate Medical Education and the American Board of Medical
Specialties Maintenance of Certification competencies for Patient Care and Medical Knowledge.

©2020 by the author(s); licensee Ochsner Journal, Ochsner Clinic Foundation, New Orleans, LA. This article is an open
access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution (CC BY) license
oY (creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/legalcode) that permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in

any medium, provided the original author(s) and source are credited.

278

Ochsner Journal


http://www.transplant-observatory.org/data-charts-and-tables/
http://www.transplant-observatory.org/data-charts-and-tables/

