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Abstract

In candidates for hepatectomy, different techniques to induce liver hypertrophy and modulate the future liver remnant are
available. However, their use in specific clinical scenarios is highly heterogeneous and there is no consensus about minimal
safety standards needed to incorporate these strategies into routine clinical practice. The aim of this position paper was to
summarize newly available evidence in the field and compare medical practice among different hepatobiliary surgical units
to evaluate the transformative potential of liver hypertrophy techniques in surgical oncology. This paper sets the stage for a
future structured consensus on the application of liver hypertrophy techniques before hepatectomy.

Keywords Liver hypertrophy - Portal vein embolization - Liver function - Liver volume

Introduction

Post-hepatectomy liver failure (PHLF) significantly
increases both morbidity and mortality after liver surgery.
[1] To prevent PHLF, different techniques have been devel-
oped to induce liver hypertrophy and optimize future liver
remnant (FLR), including portal vein ligation (PVL), por-
tal vein embolization (PVE), and two-stage hepatectomy
(TSH), associating liver partition and portal vein ligation for
staged hepatectomy (ALPPS) and double vein embolization
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(DVE)/liver venous deprivation (LVD) [2]. The multiplicity
of these approaches provides evidence of specific limitations
of each technique and the desire of clinicians to reduce the
risk of dropout from curative surgery at minimal risk to the
patients’ well-being.

Since so many options are available, choosing the right
technique for the right patient may be challenging. One has
to consider the oncologic indication of the intended liver
surgery, the patient performance status and comorbidities,
the underlying liver function and volume, and the expected
outcomes in terms of FLR hypertrophy, drop-out and peri-
procedural/operative morbidity [3].

However, the application of hypertrophy techniques
across different hepato-pancreatic-biliary (HPB) surgical
units varies considerably, being influenced by personal
preferences, experience, and local resource availability. Lit-
erature on the subject is heterogeneous and there is limited
consensus on which is the best technique for specific clinical
scenarios or the minimum safety standards required for their
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implementation in routine practice. A recent survey dissemi-
nated within the Italian HPB community to investigate avail-
ability and use of techniques to induce FLR hypertrophy
highlighted the perceived importance of these approaches to
enhance resectability rate, but also empirically supported an
unusual variability in indications, protocols, and minimum
volumetric cutoff values across different centers [4].

Materials and methods

A core panel comprising 41 Italian experts (surgeons and
radiologists) belonging to the | GROWtoH community was
identified by the Organizing Committee (LA, EJ, FR, MS).
The organizing committee shared a tentative list of topics
and clinical questions with the expert panel until a final doc-
ument was obtained. Within each topic, a subgroup of clini-
cal questions was assigned to each expert. The expert team
was responsible for identifying relevant evidence through a
comprehensive literature search on the assigned topic (using
PubMed, MEDLINE, EMBASE, Scopus, Cochrane Library,
and Google Scholar electronic databases). The output of the
work from experts was presented during a dedicated meeting
held in Bologna (Italy) in January 2024. During meeting,
an external review board was invited (PMB, KO, ES) to
assess the process and promote critical discussions. Based
on the literature search and the quality of evidence, recom-
mendations were drafted and proposed during a second “I
GROWtoH meeting”, held during the AICEP congress in
Padua (Italy) in April 2024. Each proposed recommendation
was revised until a>90% agreement was reached among all
members of the working panel. The revised final draft was
externally reviewed by the external review board.

The final report is divided into two parts: 1. Techniques to
induce liver hypertrophy; 2. Candidates for surgery.

Techniques to induce liver hypertrophy
Portal vein ligation (PVL)

Portal vein ligation, first proposed by Honjo and colleagues
in 1975 [5], involves the ligation of the portal vein branch
that supplies the part of the liver to be resected (usually
the right portal vein), thereby redirecting the blood flow
to the remaining segments and stimulating FLR hypertro-
phy. PVL can be performed by laparotomy or by a mini-
mally invasive approach. [6] According to a recent meta-
analysis, mean FLR increase induced by PVL was 38.5%
(95% CI 29.2-47.7) [7] and a waiting period of 4-6 weeks
is observed before the second stage is completed. Since
the formation of intrahepatic collaterals from segment 4 to
segments 5 and 8 may limit the hypertrophic response, [8]
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alcohol injection distal to PVL has been advocated to reduce
the recanalization of the occluded portal vein and increase
FLR hypertrophy [9].

What is the current role of PVL?

Feasibility and reproducibility of PVL have been reported
in both open and minimally invasive approach. [6] PVL is
usually employed in two-step procedures (e.g., two-stage
hepatectomy or associated liver partition and portal vein
ligation for staged hepatectomy, ALPPS) where a first sur-
gical step is required usually in case of bilobar colorectal
liver metastases (CRLM). [10]

Expert panel recommendations

e PVL should be reserved for cases where a first surgical
step is required (e.g., clearance of the FLR) such as in
two-stage hepatectomies or ALPPS;

e PVL can be combined with parenchymal splitting or
alcohol injection to limit the development of intrahepatic
collaterals, thereby increasing the rate of FLR hypertro-

phy.
Portal vein embolization (PVE)

Portal vein embolization (PVE) was first described by Maku-
uchi et al. in 1984 as a preoperative method to induce FLR
hypertrophy. [11] This technique involves the occlusion of
the portal flow to the hemiliver to be removed using various
embolizing agents, such as polyvinyl alcohol particles, coils,
gelatin sponge, n-butyl cyanoacrylate (NBCA), lipiodol,
and fibrin glue. PVE may be performed via a transileocolic
approach (TIPE) during laparotomy or by a percutaneous
transhepatic (PTPE) [12] or transsplenic approach [13]
using ultrasonic guidance under local anesthesia. The TIPE
approach requires surgical cannulation of the ileocolic vein
and is usually performed as part of a two-stage resection in
hybrid operating rooms. In the transhepatic approach, the
portal branch to be occluded is accessed via either ipsilateral
(tumor side) or contralateral puncture. The main advantage
of transhepatic ipsilateral approach is a lower risk of FLR
damage. However, the acute angulation of the right portal
vein may result in the displacement of embolization materi-
als after catheter removal. [14]

Is PVE superior to PVL?

According to two recent meta-analyses [7, 15], PVE is not
superior to PVL in terms of FLR hypertrophy. Morbidity
and mortality did not differ significantly between the two
procedures. However, PVL usually requires dissection of the
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hepatic hilum, and adhesions resulting from this procedure
may increase the complexity of the second operation.

What is the best radiological approach to PVE (access,
embolizing agents)?

According to the meta-analysis of Abulkhir et al. [16], PTPE
and TIPE do not significantly differ in terms of major com-
plications although PTPE was associated with greater FLR
increase, whereas TIPE had fewer drop-outs between stages.
Similarly, no significant differences in complication rates
were observed between contralateral and ipsilateral PTPE
approaches.

Regarding embolizing agents, the use of NBCA appears
to result in greater hypertrophy compared to microparticles
[17] or polyvinyl alcohol. [18]

Should embolization of segment 4 be routinely performed
in candidates for right trisectionectomy?

Embolization of the S4 branches of the portal vein has been
shown to result in a significantly greater increase in FLR
volume compared to right PVE alone in patients scheduled
for right trisectionectomy. [18] However, this approach may
increase the risk of unintended occlusion of the left portal
vein and, consequently, of the FLR, limiting its widespread
adoption. Nonetheless, there is no clear evidence in the lit-
erature that S4 embolization significantly increases PVE-
associated complication rates.[19, 20]

What outcomes can be expected after PVE (hypertrophy
rate, drop-out, peri-procedural morbidity)?

According to a recent systematic review, approximately 20%
of patients did not complete the second stage of the proce-
dure. Among the reported causes of drop-out, tumor pro-
gression was the most frequent (14.2% of cases). The mean
interval between PVE and hepatectomy was 36 days (range
21-84), with a mean FLR volume increase of 37.9 + 0.1%
(range 20.5-69.4%). The procedure-related mortality rate
was 0.1%, and the major complication rate was 0.4%. [12]

Expert panel recommendations

e PVE is the recommended standard hypertrophy technique
in patients requiring FLR augmentation.

e The choice of approach (access site and/or embolic
agent) should be at the discretion of the interventional
radiologist;

e The use of n-butyl cyanoacrylate glue (NBCA) appears
to result in greater hypertrophy than other embolic agents
and is therefore recommended;

e Embolization of S4 is cautiously recommended only in
patients undergoing right trisectionectomy and should be
performed based on interventional radiology expertise as
it may increase the risk of accidental FLR occlusion.

Double vein embolization (DVE)/Liver venous
deprivation (LVD)

Double vein embolization (DVE) is a technique which
selectively occludes both the hepatic vein and the portal
vein, either simultaneously or sequentially, to enhance FLR
hypertrophy. By increasing portal flow to the non-embolized
segments and minimizing intrahepatic collateral formation,
DVE stimulates a more robust regenerative response. First
introduced by Hwang et al. in 2009 [21] as a sequential res-
cue strategy for patients with insufficient FLR (<40% of
total liver volume) after PVE alone, it was further devel-
oped by Guiu et al. in 2016[22] who proposed simultaneous
embolization of both portal and hepatic veins in patients
with inadequate FLR volume. Typically, DVE consists
of right PVE combined with right hepatic vein emboliza-
tion (HVE); middle hepatic vein embolization may also be
considered in patients undergoing right trisectionectomy
[23] For HVE, an Amplatzer plug is placed approximately
10-15 mm from the hepato-caval confluence. When glue
is injected distal to the plug, the procedure is referred to as
liver venous deprivation (LVD). [14] Contraindications to
DVE/LVD include ipsilateral tumor thrombus and clinically
relevant portal hypertension. [3]

Is DVE/LVD superior to PVE?

According to a recent meta-analysis including eight com-
parative studies and six retrospective DVE/LVD case series
[24], this study was associated with a higher resectability
rate and greater FLR hypertrophy compared to PVE without
increasing procedural morbidity. These findings suggest that
DVE/LVD may serve as a primary hypertrophy strategy, par-
ticularly in patients with very low baseline FLR volume or
function. [25] However, definitive conclusions await results
from two ongoing prospective multicenter randomized con-
trolled trials comparing DVE/LVD to PVE. [26, 27]

What is the best radiological approach to DVE/LVD?

Both transhepatic and transjugular approaches have been
employed for DVE/LVD with similar safety profiles and
comparable outcomes in terms of hypertrophy and resect-
ability. [28] The transjugular approach offers the advantage
of fewer hepatic punctures, potentially reducing intrahepatic
trauma. Conversely, the transhepatic route allows distal glue
injection, which may help prevent the formation of intrahe-
patic venous anastomoses.
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What outcomes can be expected after DVE/LVD
(hypertrophy rate, drop-out, periprocedural morbidity)?

Systematic reviews and meta-analyses have reported FLR
volume increases ranging from 36 to 67% within a median
interval of 17-31 days. Resectability rates vary between 67%
and 100%. In single-arm studies involving 175 patients, 146
(84%) proceeded to successful liver resection. The main
reason for drop-out was disease progression (11.8%), while
only 1.4% failed to achieve sufficient FLR hypertrophy. As
shown in a recent report by Maina et al. [29], adhesions at
the hepatic vein confluence and/or at the hepatic hilum or
Amplatzer plug misplacement in the right hepatocaval con-
fluence after DVE/LVD may both potentially increase the
risk of intraoperative vascular injury.

Expert panel recommendations

e DVE/LVD is the recommended first rescue procedure in
case of insufficient hypertrophy following PVE;

e In the near future, the use of DVE/LVD as a primary
hypertrophic technique is expected to significantly
increase in patients who require intensive FLR augmen-
tation. However, results from the ongoing RCTs are not
yet available and no definitive recommendations can be
made at present time;

e The choice of performing a simultaneous or sequential
approach as well as choosing between DVE or LVD
should be at the discretion of the interventional radiolo-
gist.

Two-stage hepatectomy (TSH)

Two-stage hepatectomy (TSH) is a feasible and reproduc-
ible surgical technique to increase the chances of resect-
ability in patients with bilobar CRLM. The most frequently
adopted approach includes clearance of the left lateral sector
or left hemiliver (by surgical resection or thermal ablation)
as described by Adam et al [30]. Either PVL [31] or PVE
[32] may be performed to induce FLR hypertrophy, prior to
subsequent right trisectionectomy/hepatectomy.

What is the current role of TSH?

TSH is still a widely used technique in case of bilobar liver
metastases when the clearance of small FLR is required.
When compared with Associating Liver Partition and Portal
vein ligation for Staged hepatectomy (ALPPS), there is still
much debate on which is the best technique in terms of both
short- and long-term-outcomes, especially considering the
only RCT published in this regard and the available meta-
analyses which, however, comprise only retrospective series
[33-36].
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A few case series of laparoscopic TSH have also been
described in recent literatures [37], [38], [39]. No significant
differences after propensity score matching were found in a
recent study between laparoscopic and open approach [40],
but the minimally invasive first stage seemed to limit adhe-
sions in the second stage. [41]

What outcomes can be expected after TSH (hypertrophy
rate, drop-out, peri-procedural morbidity)?

According to the systematic review of Lam et al. [42], post-
operative morbidity and mortality after stage 1 were 17%
(range: 0-26) and 0.5%, respectively. The drop-out rate was
23% with interval disease progression being the main reason
for non-completion of the second stage (88%), followed by
inadequate FLR volume (4%). Postoperative morbidity and
mortality after stage 2 were 40% (range: 20-56) and 3%,
respectively. All postoperative deaths were related to PHLF.

Expert panel recommendations

e TSH is still a widely adopted and validated technique
to treat patients with bilateral CRLM and can be safely
performed in patients with bilobar CRLM and low FLR;

¢ A minimally invasive approach to the first stage, if poten-
tially feasible and safe, is recommended.

Associating liver partitioning and portal vein ligation
for staged hepatectomy (ALPPS)

Associating Liver Partitioning and portal vein Ligation for
Staged hepatectomy (ALPPS) was first named “in situ-split
hepatectomy” and described by Prof. Hans Schlitt in 2012.
[43] Despite the high mortality reported in the early experi-
ence with the ALPPS procedure, [44], [45] more favorable
results have been reported in recent years. [46] Improve-
ments in the original technique (PVL and total splitting of
the liver) such as mini-ALPPS (i.e., PVE and partial split-
ting), the minimally invasive approach to stage 1 [46] and
the use of functional tests to reduce the risk of PHLF have
been described over the years. [47] Both PVE and PVL can
be performed and currently no evidence supports the use of
one technique over the other. However, PVE seems to limit
surgical adhesions at the hepatoduodenal ligament, facilitat-
ing second stage. Similarly, both total and partial splitting
can be performed possibly providing similar results in terms
of FLR hypertrophy and most likely, a lower morbidity rate
in partial ALPPS. [48] This effect can be also explained
by the higher rate of minimally invasive approaches associ-
ated with partial parenchymal splitting. The combination of
DVE/LVD and liver splitting has recently been described
[49], representing a possible strategy to obtain further and
more rapid increase of FLR volume.
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What is the current role of ALPPS?

ALPPS represents nearly 2% of all liver resections accord-
ing to a recent multicenter Italian report [46]. In general,
ALPPS should be reserved to patients with very small FLR,
borderline resectable tumors approaching the FLR or failed
PVE/DVE/LVD (namely “rescue ALPPS”) [50], [51].

When compared with TSH for CRLM, rates of compli-
cations were similar between these two techniques accord-
ing to a recent RCT. [33] However, when looking at two
other recent meta-analyses, major complications were higher
in the ALPPS group while 90-day mortality was similar
between the two groups. [34], [35] Despite a higher rate of
resectability in ALPPS which may explain the higher OS in
the ALPPS group as shown in the LIGRO trial, [36] the pub-
lished meta-analyses in this regard did not show any survival
advantage of ALPPS over TSH. [34], [35]

In HCC, another peculiar indication may be represented
by the presence of portal vein thrombosis [52] which is usu-
ally a major contraindication to PVE. Conversely, high mor-
tality associated with ALPPS in biliary tumors [53] likely
constitutes an absolute contraindication to its use in this
setting. Published risk scores may help in selecting these
patients, thereby avoiding the futility of the procedure. [54],
[55], [56]

What outcomes can be expected after ALPPS (hypertrophy
rate, drop-out, peri-procedural morbidity)?

Median FLR hypertrophy prior to the second stage opera-
tion after ALPPS for primary liver malignancies was 54%,
ranging from 6.7 to 133% in a recent systematic review
[57] even though heterogeneity among the included studies
must be considered (interval days, quality of underlying liver
parenchyma, type of splitting). After the initial adoption of
this technique, morbidity decreased from 52.4% in 2012 to
28.5% in 2020 according to the data from the ALPPS Italian
registry. Mortality remains high with variable rates accord-
ing to the indication for surgery: [45] in particular, mor-
tality in ALPPS for perihilar cholangiocarcinoma (pCCA)
was reported to be as high as 48%.[53] In a more recent
single-arm meta-analysis, the estimated mortality for pCCA
was 22%, still limiting the use of this technique in these
patients. [58] Resectability after ALPPS was reported to be
higher when compared with other hypertrophy techniques.
More specifically, the feasibility rate (percentage of patients
reaching stage 2) in a meta-analysis comparing ALPPS and
conventional staged hepatectomies was 97%. [59]

Expert panel recommendations

e ALPPS can be justified in case of very small FLR, failure
of previous hypertrophy techniques or borderline resect-

able tumors near the FLR when a high risk of drop-out is
expected;

e ALPPS can be safely performed in CRLM setting provided
that careful selection of the patient is carried out;

e ALPPS should be avoided for biliary tumors (particularly
pCCA) due to the associated high risk of mortality;

e Although PVE or PVL both can be used interchangeably to
occlude the portal vein as can partial or total parenchymal
splitting, PVE and partial splitting are recommended;

¢ A minimally invasive approach to the first stage, if poten-
tially feasible and safe, is recommended.

Trans-arterial radioembolization (TARE)

Trans-arterial radioembolization (TARE) has emerged as
an effective locoregional therapy for primary and secondary
hepatic tumors in which trans-arterially injected yttrium-90
(°°Y)-loaded microspheres act as a vehicle for delivery and
administration of radiation with a low microembolic effect.
TARE can be performed selectively on the tumor to be treated,
targeting a precise segment or even an entire liver lobe. Lobar
radioembolization, also known as radiation lobectomy, was
first described in 2009 as an incidental imaging finding of ipsi-
lateral hepatic lobar atrophy and contralateral lobar hypertro-
phy after lobar TARE. [60] When tumor biology is tested by
not resecting in short intervals or increasing waiting time in
the presence of effective chemotherapy, TARE may be helpful.

Can radioembolization have a role in inducing FLR
hypertrophy prior to liver resection?

According to a recent systematic review [61], TARE resulted
in contralateral liver hypertrophy ranging from 26 to 47% over
an interval ranging from 44 days to 9 months. However, the
studies were retrospective in nature and heterogeneous, with
substantial variations in terms of the disease treated, underly-
ing liver disease, Y dosage and delivery, number of treatment
sessions and timing of hypertrophy measurement.

Expert panel recommendations

e TARE can be used as a loco-regional treatment to achieve
downstaging of unresectable or borderline resectable
tumors when a test of time/biology is intended, but it is
not recommended as a primary method to induce FLR
hypertrophy.
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Candidates for surgery
Pre-operative assessment

Liver volumetry was first described in 1979 by Heymsfield
et al. [62], but it was only in the mid-1980s that it began to
be used to estimate the volume of the FLR in donor hepa-
tectomy [63] and prior to oncological liver surgery. [64]
Since then, hepatic volumetry has become a standard part
of preoperative assessment before any major hepatectomy.
Liver volumetry can be performed manually using either
CT or magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) [65] However,
as manual volumetry is time-consuming, semiautomated
and fully automated methods have been developed. No
significant differences in accuracy have been reported
between manual and semiautomated methods. [66] Fully
automated volumetry is less time-consuming [67], but its
advantage over semi-automated volumetry remains to be
demonstrated.

Is hepatic volumetry still the gold standard before liver
hypertrophy techniques and prior to surgery?

Although no randomized studies have directly compared
methods to assess preoperative FLR adequacy, volume-
try is generally considered as the gold standard to assess
the risk of PHLF. However, as outlined in the recent
E-AHPBA-ESSO-ESSR Innsbruck consensus guidelines
[68], the role of volumetry may be limited in cases involv-
ing rapid FLR hypertrophy techniques (e.g., ALPPS) or in
the presence of underlying liver disease, such as steatosis,
cirrhosis, prior chemotherapy, and cholestasis. In these con-
texts, a functional assessment in addition to volumetry is
recommended although two-stage hepatectomies were not
included in the consensus algorithm [68]. The correlation
between liver volume and function has been shown to be
lower in two-stage hepatectomies compared to one-stage
procedures, supporting the use of functional tests in all these
cases [69]. In patients undergoing PVE alone, a routine use
of a functional test such as hepatobiliary scintigraphy (HBS)
may help avoid unnecessary additional hypertrophy proce-
dures [70]. Interestingly, in a single-center study by Guiu
et al., functional gain appeared to exceed volumetric growth
following DVE/LVD much more than after PVE [71]. Never-
theless, only a few prospective comparative studies between
volume and function assessment have been published so far.

Expert panel recommendations

e Remnant liver volume remains the gold standard for
assessing the risk of PHLF before major hepatectomy,
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but the use of imaging-based liver function tests is rec-
ommended in conjunction with volumetric analysis.

Which is the recommended formula to assess liver
volumetry?

According to a recent multicenter study [72] reviewing all
available formulas to estimate total liver volume (eTLV),
the two most accurate ones were those by Vauthey et al.
based on either body surface area (BSA) (1267.28 x BSA
— 794.41) or body weight (BW) (18.51 x BW + 191.8). [73]
Use of these formulas helps reduce the risk of TLV overes-
timation and FLR underestimation, thereby balancing the
need to avoid unnecessary hypertrophy procedures with the
risk of PHLF. However, Vauthey’s formulas have only been
validated in Western populations and may be less reliable in
patients with previous hepatic resections, significant weight
changes, or underlying liver disease. [74] Alternatively,
measured TLV (mTLV) is calculated by manually measur-
ing the total liver volume and subtracting the tumor volume
using either CT or MRI. Ribero et al. [75] found that: mTLV
underestimated eTLV in 60.1% of cases, mTLV was similar
to eTLV (+2.5%) in 11.1%, and that mTLV exceeded eTLV
in 28.8% of cases. This suggests that mTLV is not only more
labor-intensive but may also underestimate the risk of PHLF,
making eTLV the preferred method. [75] Truant et al. [76]
found that the FLR/BW (cutoff: 0.5) was more predictive
of PHLF than the FLR/TLV. However, their study included
only 31 patients, limiting the strength of their conclusions.

Expert panel recommendations

e Use of Vauthey’s formulas to estimate TLV and to cal-
culate the FLR/TLYV ratio should be preferred over other
formulas.

Functional tests

What is the best functional test in regenerative liver
surgery before and after hypertrophy techniques?

Hypertrophy techniques often result in an inhomogene-
ous distribution of liver function. [77] Therefore, dynamic
quantitative tests such as indocyanine green clearance,
which measure global liver function, are insufficient when
used alone to assess PHLF risk in patients undergoing FLR
hypertrophy.

In this context, imaging-based tests that assess segmental
or regional function—such as nuclear imaging and func-
tional MRI—are more appropriate. Among these, hepa-
tobiliary scintigraphy (HBS) with *™Tc-mebrofenin has
been validated in both one-stage and two-stage hepatecto-
mies particularly in ALPPS [47], where standard volumetry
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showed poor accuracy in predicting PHLF. [78] Moreover,
HBS with 99mTc-mebrofenin has also been demonstrated
to potentially reduce the number of unnecessary PVE com-
pared to liver volumetry alone [70]. Although the 2.7%/min/
m? cutoff remains widely used to identify patients at risk of
PHLEF [79], recent studies have proposed alternative cutoffs
based on PHLF severity [69]. Nevertheless, existing cutoffs
may result in false positives for grade B PHLF, emphasiz-
ing the need to interpret HBS results in combination with
volumetry and other influencing factors (e.g., cholestasis,
middle hepatic vein removal) (Fig. 1). Future standardization
of imaging protocols and analysis (including radiopharma-
ceutical availability) has to be accomplished to allow com-
parisons across centers and to establish shared thresholds for
predicting PHLF [80].

Gadoxetic acid-enhanced MRI is a promising imaging-
based functional test, but due to a lack of clinical studies,
there is no consensus yet on which indexes should be used
in this context [81].

Expert panel recommendations

e HBS is the recommended functional test for estimating
FLR function before and after hypertrophy techniques,
particularly in rapid hypertrophy procedures such as
ALPPS or DVE/LVD;

e HBS should be used together with liver volumetry to
assess the risk of PHLF;

e Gadoxetic acid-enhanced MRI is a promising imaging-
based functional test but no specific recommendations
can currently be made regarding its use.

Fig.1 Decision-making
algorithm for surgical planning
based on future liver remnant
(FLR) volume and function.
The table presents clinical
recommendations according

to the combined assessment

of FLR volume and function.
When both parameters are
adequate, upfront surgery can
be performed without the need
for portal vein occlusion (PVO).
When either or both parameters
are inadequate, further clinical
data (patient history, comor-
bidities, laboratory findings,
cholestasis, age, and middle
hepatic vein [MHV] resection)
should be considered before
proceeding. In cases of insuf-
ficient volume and function,
PVO is recommended, followed
by surgery once adequate values
are achieved

FLR-volume

Adequate

Not adequate

Adequate

Not adequate

Cutoffs (Fig. 2)

Which volume cutoff should be used in healthy livers?

Several FLR volume cutoffs for safe liver surgery in healthy
livers have been reported generally ranging from 20 to 25%
of TLV [82-84], [85]. Without the use of functional tests
however, it is impossible to exclude an underlying liver dis-
ease. For this reason, a higher cutoff would be safer. In the
living donor liver transplant (LDLT) setting, despite a lower
reported PHLF rate due to stringent patient selection, post-
transplant peak bilirubin and INR have been demonstrated to
be significantly higher in patients with FLR <30% compared
to those with FLR >30%, suggesting this cutoff as more
appropriate in this setting [86].

Expert panel recommendations

o The recommended minimum FLR cutoff volume for
upfront major hepatectomy in patients with a healthy
liver is 25% of TLV;

¢ Since without the use of a functional test an underlying
liver disease cannot be definitively excluded, a FLR vol-
ume >30% of TLV is recommended to minimize the risk
of PHLF as in the LDLT setting.

Which volume cutoff should be used in steatotic livers?

Liver steatosis can be a characteristic feature of meta-
bolic-associated steatotic liver disease (MASLD) or the

FLR-function

Recommendation

Adequate No PVO - Upfront surgery

Consider other data before
deciding to proceed with
PVO/Upfront Surgery *

Adequate

Consider other data before
deciding to proceed with
PVO/Upfront Surgery *

Not adequate

PVO - Surgery after achieving

Not adequate adequate Volume/Function

* patient history, comorbidities, disease, laboratory findings, MHV removal, cholestasis, age
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Fig.2 Recommended future liver remnant (FLR) volume thresholds according to underlying liver parenchyma condition. FLR cut-off values are
stratified for normal liver, chemotherapy-associated liver injury (CALI), cholestatic liver disease, and cirrhosis

consequence of prolonged exposure to chemotherapy
agents such as irinotecan. [87] A recent meta-analysis
revealed a significant association between the presence
of moderate (>30%) steatosis and the increased risk of
postoperative complications and mortality [107]. Liver
steatosis or more in general chemotherapy-associated
liver injury (CALI) is difficult to predict preoperatively
with conventional imaging such as CT. Conversely, MRI-
derived proton density fat fraction (MRI-PDFF) or con-
trolled attenuation parameter (CAP) [88, 89] appears to
be able to quantify liver steatosis although no correlation
with liver volume has been demonstrated so far. In a recent
study by Narita et al.[90], in patients undergoing inten-
sive preoperative chemotherapy (> 6 cycles of oxaliplatin
or irinotecan regimen with or without targeted therapies)
with a FLR/mTLV or FLR/eTLV less than 37.7% or 43.6%,
respectively, FLR augmentation was recommended.

@ Springer

Expert panel recommendations

e The recommended minimum FLR cutoff volume for
upfront major hepatectomy in patients who received
intensive preoperative chemotherapy is 35% of TLV.

Which volume cutoff should be used in cholestatic livers?

Cholestasis is well-known to be associated with impaired
hepatic regeneration. [91] However, its role before and after
PVE is still not clear. More specifically, it is unclear which
cutoff of total bilirubin should be achieved before safely
proceeding with hypertrophy techniques. [92], [93, 94] Tra-
ditionally, a total bilirubin level of 2.7 mg/dl (50 mmol/L)
has always been recommended before surgery or PVE [95].
Even though a FRL <40% has frequently been used as an
indication for PVE in pCCA patients [96], a recent multi-
center study from Olthof et al. [97] showed that a cutoff of
SFLR >45% was associated with lowest rate of PHLF (17%)
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in perihilar cholangiocarcinoma. For this reason, a volume is
not always a reliable factor in these patients where functional
tests can also be useless given that cholestasis may affect
the uptake of several molecules, such as indocyanine green,
mebrofenin and gadolinium [80].

Expert panel recommendations

e The recommended minimum FLR cutoff volume for
upfront major hepatectomy in patients with cholestatic
liver is 40% of TLV;,

e Although a bilirubin less than 2.7 mg/dl is suggested
before PVE, no definitive recommendations can be made
on the optimal pre-procedural level;

e Low (£2.7 mg/dl) total bilirubin levels are recommended
when using liver functional tests (e.g., hepatobiliary scin-

tigraphy).
Which volume cutoff should be used in cirrhotic livers?

Cirrhosis is often associated with portal hypertension, fre-
quently jeopardizing the possibility of major hepatectomy
due to the associated risk of PHLF. However, functional
evaluation has allowed the extension of the pool of patients
who could be more safely submitted to liver resection.

o Chronic liver o

Possible presence of

According to an expert consensus meeting, PVE is usually
indicated in cirrhotic patients when the FLR is <40% of
TLV. [98] Estimation of the underlying grade of fibrosis/
cirrhosis and portal hypertension may be safely done using
transient elastography (ultrasound or MR) avoiding the need
for and consequent risks of percutaneous liver biopsy.

Expert panel recommendations

e The recommended minimum FLR cutoff volume for
upfront major hepatectomy in patients with proven liver
cirrhosis is 40% of TLV;

e Liver cirrhosis should be assessed preferably using tran-
sient elastography or by other non-invasive methods;

e Liver function assessment should be always performed
together with conventional volumetry to assess the risk
of PHLF in these patients.

o Cholestasis o Chemotherapy-associated

: = ~ e disease/portal chronic liver disease o Extended resections liver injury
i Disease sp.et,‘{flc hypertension o Unilobar required o Unilobar/Bilobar
: characteristics o Unilobar o High risk of rapid o High risk of liver failure o High risk of rapid disease
E o High risk of liver failure disease progression progression
X Intrahepatic Perihilar .
Hepatocellular Carcinoma Cholangiocarcinoma izt e Colorectal Liver Metastases
(HCC) . (CRLM)
(icCA) (pCCA)
*
Suggested primary PVE PVE PVE PVE or TSH*or
technique l . l ALPPS* .
Suggested alternative DVE/ LVD or
e ‘ apps+ B DVEL ' ovewvo W ove/vD B
Suggested rescue
technique ‘ . I I -

*In case of bilobar disease
** |n case of portal vein thrombosis

Fig.3 Summary of surgical strategies to enhance future liver remnant
according to different indications. ALPPS = Associating Liver Parti-
tion and Portal vein Ligation for Staged hepatectomy; DVE =double

vein embolization; LVD =liver venous deprivation; PVE =portal vein
embolization; TSH =two-stage hepatectomy
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Indications (Fig. 3)

Which hypertrophy techniques should be considered
as the first choice in hepatocellular carcinoma (HCC)?

When searching for studies analyzing different preoperative
strategies to increase resectability in HCC, a systematic
review and meta-analysis including a total of 411 patients
showed that resectability and FLR hypertrophy were higher
in ALPPS compared to PVE and radiation lobectomy but at
the expense of a higher rate of complications (38%) [99].
However, ALPPS can be considered in cases of portal vein
thrombosis or failed PVE [100].

When TACE + PVE was compared to PVE alone, com-
bined loco-regional treatments showed more favorable
results in terms of resectability, overall survival, disease-free
survival, and percentage increase in FLR. [101]

Data on DVE/LVD in the setting of HCC are still not
available with no specific outcomes data in the subgroup of
patients with HCC. Possible hemodynamic changes follow-
ing LVD may include a lower arterial buffer response due
to hepatic vein embolization and an increased risk of portal
hypertension (a possible role of HVPG gradient measure-
ment to decide for PVE versus LVD may be speculated).

Expert panel recommendations

e PVE is the recommended approach for liver hypertrophy
in patients with HCC and normal liver function;

e Research on the possible use of combined PVE or DVE/
LVD with loco-regional treatments should be encouraged.

Which hypertrophy techniques should be considered
as the first choice in intra-hepatic cholangiocarcinoma
(iCCA)?

Induction of hypertrophy of FLR is needed in the setting
of iCCA as major and extended resections are frequently
required. Disease progression is the most frequent cause of
drop-out, still affecting a significant proportion of patients
(up to 38%, as reported by Nevermann et al. [85]). No meta-
analyses comparing different hypertrophy techniques in iCCA
alone have been published so far; however, PVE is still con-
sidered the standard approach in patients with insufficient
FLR, resulting in a significant decrease in PHLF and 90-day
mortality in patients with iCCA undergoing major liver resec-
tion. [102] Despite the International ALPPS registry reported
a decreased morbidity (29%) and mortality (7%) and supe-
rior overall survival compared to palliative chemotherapy,
[103] biliary tumors in general (CCA and pCCA) have been
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demonstrated to be a significant risk factor for 90-day mor-
tality in the latest report of the Italian ALPPS Registry. [46]

Outcomes and results of DVE/LVD in iCCA have not
been specifically reported yet, but their safety and efficacy
have been shown in other indications for liver resection. The
advantage of DVE/LVD over ALPPS in iCCA patients could
be the avoidance of a surgical procedure (as candidates to
hypertrophy techniques generally have unilobar disease)
while shortening the waiting time before surgery.

Expert panel recommendations.

e PVE is the recommended approach for liver hypertrophy
in patients with iCCA.

Which hypertrophy techniques should be considered
as the first choice in pCCA?

PVE is proven to be safe and effective, increasing the resect-
ability rate in the setting of pCCA and being associated
with reduced risk of liver failure and mortality in high-risk
resections as reported in the matched cohort of patients who
underwent PVE for pCCA and compared with those who did
not undergo PVE. [104] In a recent European survey, PVE
was indeed the most frequently used technique in the setting
of pCCA while most centers still do not have any experi-
ence with DVE/LVD [105]. No meta-analyses comparing
different hypertrophy techniques in pCCA alone have been
published so far.

Early studies and case series have shown that DVE/LVD
can induce a better hypertrophy of the FLR in terms of liver
function and volume within a shorter time frame compared
to PVE. In the case—control study by Marino et al., post-pro-
cedural FLR function, calculated using 99 m-Tc-Mebrofenin
hepatobiliary scintigraphy, and kinetic growth rate were greater
in the DVE/LVD cohort compared to the PVE cohort. [106]

While ALPPS may enable faster FLR growth compared to
PVE, mortality data are discouraging. International ALPPS
Registry reported a mortality of 48% in 2017 [53] and even
though more recent series tend to show better results of
ALPSS in pCCA with a 22% mortality rate [S8], the use of
ALPPS should be discouraged in pCCA. [107]

Expert panel recommendations

e PVE is the recommended approach for liver hypertrophy
in patients with pCCA

e Data on DVE/LVD are promising but still preliminary;
no recommendations can be made at present.
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Which hypertrophy techniques should be considered
as the first choice in patients with colorectal liver
metastases?

Portal vein embolization (PVE) is a validated and established
technique to increase FLR volume in patients with CRLM and
a small FLR [108], [109]. In patients with bilobar CRLM and
small FLR, TSH has been the standard approach for several
years. After the introduction of ALPPS, preliminary results
were characterized by elevated mortality and morbidity rates.
Nowadays, these outcomes have been shown to be comparable
to TSH with even higher resection rates in favor of ALPPS as
suggested not only by the LIGRO trial [36]. [33] However, when
looking at two other recent meta-analyses, major complications
were higher in the ALPPS group while 90-day mortality was
similar between the two groups [34], [35]. Despite the higher
rate of resectability in ALPPS which may explain the higher
OS in the ALPPS group as shown in the LIGRO trial, [36] the
published meta-analyses in this regard did not show any survival
advantage of ALPPS over TSH [34], [35].

Data on DVE/LVD specifically in the setting of CRLM as
an alternative technique to PVE in staged hepatectomies are
promising. The DRAGON 1 trial, which included 102 patients
from 42 centers, aimed to evaluate the safety of the proce-
dure, reporting a resectability rate of 90%, severe morbidity
of 34%, and mortality of 6%. [27] Two RCTs comparing PVE
and DVE/LVD in patients with CRLM are still recruiting and
results from these studies are eagerly awaited.

Expert panel recommendations

e TSH and ALPPS can both be considered for patients with
bilobar CRLM but no recommendation can be made in
favor of one procedure over the other. The choice of surgi-
cal technique should be left to the surgeon’s discretion and
tailored to the case;

e Data on DVE/LVD are promising but still preliminary;
no recommendation can be made at present pending the
results of ongoing RCTs. Until then, PVE remains the rec-
ommended approach for liver hypertrophy.

Which hypertrophy technique should be performed
in the setting of liver transplantation (RAPID)?

The RAPID technique (Resection And Partial Liver Trans-
plantation With Delayed Total Hepatectomy) has been
recently described for patients with nonresectable colorectal
liver metastases utilizing left lateral or left liver splits from
deceased or living donors [110, 111]. Among all available
portal vein occlusion (PVO) techniques that could be used to
increase the transplanted liver in the interstage period, PVL
has been described as the procedure of choice. Functional
imaging tests such as hepatobiliary scintigraphy may have a

potential role in RAPID to support the decision to complete
the second stage of hepatectomy [110, 112].

Expert panel recommendations

e Portal vein ligation is the recommended hypertrophy tech-
nique in RAPID setting.

Discussion

The I GROWtoH position paper highlights the transforma-
tive potential of liver hypertrophy techniques in surgical
oncology. Deep inconsistencies and lively debate across
institutions in treatment strategies, together with the rela-
tively rare use of these techniques, increase the difficulty
to generate robust evidence on this topic, hence widening
divergence. By advancing the understanding and implemen-
tation of these methods, patient outcomes can be enhanced
and the horizons of surgical intervention for liver tumors
further broadened.

To achieve this, continued research is essential to refine
these techniques and develop standardized protocols. In
this context, | GROWtoH provides a valuable platform for
ideas exchange and working on collaborative projects, going
beyond its foundational role in documenting national trends.
Its prospective registry structure enables multicenter studies
that can offer critical insights into patient selection, proce-
dural efficacy, and long-term outcomes especially for newer
techniques such as DVE/LVD. Furthermore, a national regis-
try scenario without previous screening of centers according
to activity caseload offers an ideal environment to evalu-
ate the safety of complex surgical strategies in a real-world
setting. Additionally, exploring combined approaches (e.g.,
PVE or DVE/LVD with locoregional therapies) holds poten-
tial to enhance the effectiveness of existing liver hypertrophy
methods. Emerging pharmacologic adjuncts—most notably
small-molecule MKK4 inhibitors, which promote hepato-
cyte proliferation and dampen stress-kinase signaling—may
further increase the speed and safety of postoperative hyper-
trophy and therefore deserve formal future evaluation along-
side each technique [113].

While we recognize that the methodology of this position
paper has inherent limitations, particularly the absence of
formal grading of evidence and recommendations, we sub-
mit that it represents a significant step forward. It reflects the
collective effort of the Italian surgical community to build
consensus on key aspects of regenerative liver surgery, lay-
ing the groundwork for future evidence-based guidelines and
ultimately an international consensus.

@ Springer



Updates in Surgery

Funding Open access funding provided by Alma Mater Studiorum -
Universita di Bologna within the CRUI-CARE Agreement. This study
was not supported by any funding.

Declarations

Conflict of interest The authors declare that they have no conflict of
interest.

Ethical approval All procedures performed in studies involving human
participants were in accordance with the ethical standards of the insti-
tutional and/or national research committee and with the 1964 Helsinki
declaration and its later amendments or comparable ethical standards.
This article does not contain any studies with animals performed by
any of the authors. The local ethics committee waived the requirement
for formal ethical evaluation.

Informed consent Not available.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source,
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in
the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a
copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

1. Rahbari NN, Garden OJ, Padbury R et al (2011) Posthepatectomy
liver failure: a definition and grading by the International Study
Group of Liver Surgery (ISGLS). Surgery 149:713-724. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.surg.2010.10.001

2. Miiller PC, Linecker M, Kirimker EO et al (2021) Induction of
liver hypertrophy for extended liver surgery and partial liver
transplantation: state of the art of parenchyma augmentation—
assisted liver surgery. Langenbecks Arch Surg. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s00423-021-02148-2

3. Memeo R, Conticchio M, Deshayes E et al (2021) Optimiza-
tion of the future remnant liver: review of the current strategies
in Europe. Hepatobiliary Surg Nutr. https://doi.org/10.21037/
hbsn-20-394

4. Ratti F, Serenari M, Aldrighetti L et al (2023) Cornerstones and
divergencies in the implementation and use of liver hypertrophy
techniques in Italy: results from a nationwide survey for National
Registry set up. HPB. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hpb.2023.07.304

5. Honjo I, Suzuki T, Ozawa K et al (1975) Ligation of a branch of
the portal vein for carcinoma of the liver. Am J Surg. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0002-9610(75)90389-X

6. Are C, lacovitti S, Prete F, Crafa FM (2008) Feasibility of lapa-
roscopic portal vein ligation prior to major hepatectomy. HPB.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13651820802175261

7. Isfordink CJ, Samim M, Braat MNGIJA et al (2017) Portal vein
ligation versus portal vein embolization for induction of hyper-
trophy of the future liver remnant: a systematic review and meta-
analysis. Surg Oncol. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.suronc.2017.05.001

@ Springer

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Van Lienden KP, Hoekstra LT, Bennink RJ, Van Gulik TM
(2013) Intrahepatic left to right portoportal venous collateral
vascular formation in patients undergoing right portal vein
ligation. Cardiovasc Intervent Radiol. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s00270-013-0591-5

Russolillo N, Langella S, Perotti S et al (2018) Alcohol injection
into the portal vein prior to ligation increases liver regeneration
rate. HPB. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hpb.2018.02.637

Adam R, Imai K, Castro Benitez C et al (2016) Outcome after
associating liver partition and portal vein ligation for staged
hepatectomy and conventional two-stage hepatectomy for colo-
rectal liver metastases. BrJ Surg 103:1521-1529. https://doi.org/
10.1002/BJS.10256

Makuuchi M, Takayasu K, Takuma T et al (1984) Preopera-
tive transcatheter embolization of the portal venous branch for
patients receiving extended lobectomy due to the bile duct car-
cinoma. J Japanese Pract Surg Soc. https://doi.org/10.3919/ringe
1963.45.1558

Van Lienden KP, Van Den Esschert JW, De Graaf W et al (2013)
Portal vein embolization before liver resection: a systematic
review. Cardiovasc Intervent Radiol 36:25-34

Zurcher KS, Smith MV, Naidu SG et al (2022) Transsplenic
portal system catheterization: review of current indications and
techniques. Radiographics. https://doi.org/10.1148/rg.220042
Bilhim T, Boning G, Guiu B et al (2024) Cirse standards of prac-
tice on portal vein embolization and double vein embolization/
liver venous deprivation. Cardiovasc Intervent Radiol 47:1025—
1036. https://doi.org/10.1007/S00270-024-03743-8
Pandanaboyana S, Bell R, Hidalgo E et al (2015) A systematic
review and meta-analysis of portal vein ligation versus portal
vein embolization for elective liver resection. Surgery. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.surg.2014.12.009

Abulkhir A, Limongelli P, Healey AJ et al (2008) Preopera-
tive portal vein embolization for major liver resection: a meta-
analysis. Ann Surg. https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0b013e3181
5f6e5b

Ali A, Ahle M, Bjornsson B, Sandstrom P (2021) Portal vein
embolization with N-butyl cyanoacrylate glue is superior to other
materials: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Eur Radiol.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00330-020-07685-w

Soykan EA, Aarts BM, Lopez-Yurda M et al (2021) Predictive
factors for hypertrophy of the future liver remnant after portal
vein embolization: a systematic review. Cardiovasc Intervent
Radiol. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00270-021-02877-3
Bjornsson B, Hasselgren K, Rgsok B et al (2020) Segment 4
occlusion in portal vein embolization increase future liver rem-
nant hypertrophy — a Scandinavian cohort study. Int J Surg.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijsu.2020.01.129

Kishi Y, Madoff DC, Abdalla EK et al (2008) Is embolization of
segment 4 portal veins before extended right hepatectomy justi-
fied? Surgery. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.surg.2008.05.015
Hwang S, Lee SG, Ko GY et al (2009) Sequential preoperative
ipsilateral hepatic vein embolization after portal vein emboliza-
tion to induce further liver regeneration in patients with hepa-
tobiliary malignancy. Ann Surg. https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.
0b013e31819ecc5c

Guiu B, Chevallier P, Denys A et al (2016) Simultaneous trans-
hepatic portal and hepatic vein embolization before major hepa-
tectomy: the liver venous deprivation technique. Eur Radiol.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00330-016-4291-9

Piron L, Deshayes E, Cassinotto C et al (2020) Deportalization,
venous congestion, venous deprivation: serial measurements of
volumes and functions on morphofunctional 99mTc-mebrofenin
SPECT-CT. Diagnostics 11:12. https://doi.org/10.3390/diagn
ostics11010012


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.surg.2010.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.surg.2010.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00423-021-02148-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00423-021-02148-2
https://doi.org/10.21037/hbsn-20-394
https://doi.org/10.21037/hbsn-20-394
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hpb.2023.07.304
https://doi.org/10.1016/0002-9610(75)90389-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0002-9610(75)90389-X
https://doi.org/10.1080/13651820802175261
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.suronc.2017.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00270-013-0591-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00270-013-0591-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hpb.2018.02.637
https://doi.org/10.1002/BJS.10256
https://doi.org/10.1002/BJS.10256
https://doi.org/10.3919/ringe1963.45.1558
https://doi.org/10.3919/ringe1963.45.1558
https://doi.org/10.1148/rg.220042
https://doi.org/10.1007/S00270-024-03743-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.surg.2014.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.surg.2014.12.009
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0b013e31815f6e5b
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0b013e31815f6e5b
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00330-020-07685-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00270-021-02877-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijsu.2020.01.129
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.surg.2008.05.015
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0b013e31819ecc5c
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0b013e31819ecc5c
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00330-016-4291-9
https://doi.org/10.3390/diagnostics11010012
https://doi.org/10.3390/diagnostics11010012

Updates in Surgery

24.

25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

Korenblik R, Van Zon JFJA, Olij B et al (2022) Resectability
of bilobar liver tumours after simultaneous portal and hepatic
vein embolization versus portal vein embolization alone: meta-
analysis. BJS Open. https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsopen/zrac141
Cieslak KP, Huisman F, Bais T et al (2017) Future remnant liver
function as predictive factor for the hypertrophy response after
portal vein embolization. Surgery (United States) 162:37-47.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.surg.2016.12.031

Deshayes E, Piron L, Bouvier A et al (2020) Study protocol of
the HYPER-LIVO1 trial: A multicenter phase II, prospective and
randomized study comparing simultaneous portal and hepatic
vein embolization to portal vein embolization for hypertrophy
of the future liver remnant before major hepatectomy for colo-
rectal liver metastases. BMC Cancer. https://doi.org/10.1186/
$12885-020-07065-z

Korenblik R, Olij B, Aldrighetti LA et al (2022) Dragon 1
protocol manuscript: training, accreditation, implementation
and safety evaluation of portal and hepatic vein embolization
(PVE/HVE) to accelerate future liver remnant (FLR) hyper-
trophy. Cardiovasc Intervent Radiol. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s00270-022-03176-1

Della Corte A, Santangelo D, Augello L et al (2023) Single-
center retrospective study comparing double vein embolization
via a trans-jugular approach with liver venous deprivation via a
trans-hepatic approach. Cardiovasc Intervent Radiol. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s00270-023-03538-3

Maina C, Aldrighetti L, Ratti F (2024) Unexpected findings
after hypertrophic techniques for major minimally invasive
hepatectomies: intraoperative pitfalls and management strate-
gies. Ann Surg Oncol 31:5640-5641. https://doi.org/10.1245/
$10434-024-15447-x

Adam R, Laurent A, Azoulay D et al (2000) Two-stage hepa-
tectomy: a planned strategy to treat irresectable liver tumors.
Ann Surg 232:777-785. https://doi.org/10.1097/00000658-20001
2000-00006

Kianmanesh R, Farges O, Abdalla EK et al (2003) Right portal
vein ligation: a new planned two-step all-surgical approach for
complete resection of primary gastrointestinal tumors with mul-
tiple bilateral liver metastases. ] Am Coll Surg 197:164-170.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1072-7515(03)00334-X

Jaeck D, Oussoultzoglou E, Rosso E et al (2004) A two-stage
hepatectomy procedure combined with portal vein embolization
to achieve curative resection for initially unresectable multiple
and bilobar colorectal liver metastases. Ann Surg. https://doi.org/
10.1097/01.51a.0000145965.86383.89

Sandstrom P, Rgsok BI, Sparrelid E et al (2018) ALPPS improves
resectability compared with conventional two-stage hepatectomy
in patients with advanced colorectal liver metastasis: results from
a Scandinavian multicenter randomized controlled trial (LIGRO
trial). Ann Surg 267:833-840. https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.
0000000000002511

Moris D, Ronnekleiv-Kelly S, Kostakis ID et al (2018) Operative
results and oncologic outcomes of associating liver partition and
portal vein ligation for staged hepatectomy (ALPPS) versus two-
stage hepatectomy (TSH) in patients with unresectable colorectal
liver metastases: a systematic review and meta-analysis. World J
Surg. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00268-017-4181-6

Diaz Vico T, Granero Castro P, Alcover Navarro L et al (2023)
Two stage hepatectomy (TSH) versus ALPPS for initially unre-
sectable colorectal liver metastases: a systematic review and
meta-analysis. Eur J Surg Oncol. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejso.
2022.11.010

Hasselgren K, Rgsok BI, Larsen PN et al (2021) Alpps improves
survival compared with TSH in patients affected of CRLM: sur-
vival analysis from the randomized controlled trial ligro. Ann
Surg. https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000003701

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

Fuks D, Nomi T, Ogiso S et al (2015) Laparoscopic two-stage
hepatectomy for bilobar colorectal liver metastases. Br J Surg.
https://doi.org/10.1002/bjs.9945

Levi Sandri GB, Santoro R, Vennarecci G et al (2015) Two-stage
hepatectomy, a 10 years experience. Update Surg. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s13304-015-0332-1

Bozkurt E, Sijberden JP, Abu Hilal M (2023) Safety and feasi-
bility of laparoscopic right or extended right hemi hepatectomy
following modulation of the future liver remnant in patients with
colorectal liver metastases: a systematic review. J Laparoendosc
Adv Surg Tech. https://doi.org/10.1089/1ap.2022.0609
Okumura S, Goumard C, Gayet B et al (2019) Laparoscopic
versus open two-stage hepatectomy for bilobar colorectal liver
metastases: a bi-institutional, propensity score-matched study.
Surgery. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.surg.2019.06.019

Levi Sandri GB, Colace L, Vennarecci G et al (2015) Laparo-
scopic first step approach in the two stage hepatectomy. Hepato-
biliary Surg Nutr 4:345

Lam VWT, Laurence JM, Johnston E et al (2013) A systematic
review of two-stage hepatectomy in patients with initially unre-
sectable colorectal liver metastases. HPB 15:483—491

Schlitt HJ, Hackl C, Lang SA (2017) In-situ split’’ liver resection/
ALPPS - historical development and current practice. Visc Med
33:408-412. https://doi.org/10.1159/000479850

Schadde E, Raptis DA, Schnitzbauer AA et al (2015) Predic-
tion of mortality after ALPPS stage-1. Ann Surg 262:780-786.
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000001450

Serenari M, Zanello M, Schadde E et al (2016) Importance of
primary indication and liver function between stages: results of
a multicenter Italian audit of ALPPS 2012-2014. HPB 18:419—
427. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hpb.2016.02.003

Serenari M, Ratti F, Guglielmo N et al (2023) Evolution of
minimally invasive techniques and surgical outcomes of ALPPS
in Italy: a comprehensive trend analysis over 10 years from a
national prospective registry. Surg Endosc. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s00464-023-09937-4

Serenari M, Collaud C, Alvarez FA et al (2018) Interstage assess-
ment of remnant liver function in ALPPS using hepatobiliary
scintigraphy: prediction of posthepatectomy liver failure and
introduction of the HIBA index. Ann Surg 267:1141-1147.
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000002150

Wu X, Rao J, Zhou X et al (2019) Partial ALPPS versus complete
ALPPS for staged hepatectomy. BMC Gastroenterol. https://doi.
org/10.1186/s12876-019-1090-1

Della CA, Fiorentini G, Ratti F et al (2022) Combining laparo-
scopic liver partitioning and simultaneous portohepatic venous
deprivation for rapid liver hypertrophy. J Vasc Interv Radiol
33:525-529. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JVIR.2022.01.018

Enne M, Schadde E, Bjornsson B et al (2017) ALPPS as a sal-
vage procedure after insufficient future liver remnant hypertrophy
following portal vein occlusion. HPB. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
hpb.2017.08.013

Chebaro A, Buc E, Durin T et al (2021) Liver venous deprivation
or associating liver partition and portal vein ligation for staged
hepatectomy?: a retrospective multicentric study. Ann Surg
274:874-880. https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000005121
Vennarecci G, Ferraro D, Tudisco A et al (2019) The ALPPS
procedure: hepatocellular carcinoma as a main indication. An
Italian single-center experience. Update Surg 71:67-75. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s13304-018-0596-3

Olthof PB, Coelen RJS, Wiggers JK et al (2017) High mortal-
ity after ALPPS for perihilar cholangiocarcinoma: case-control
analysis including the first series from the international ALPPS
registry. HPB 19:381-387. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.HPB.2016.
10.008

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsopen/zrac141
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.surg.2016.12.031
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12885-020-07065-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12885-020-07065-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00270-022-03176-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00270-022-03176-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00270-023-03538-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00270-023-03538-3
https://doi.org/10.1245/s10434-024-15447-x
https://doi.org/10.1245/s10434-024-15447-x
https://doi.org/10.1097/00000658-200012000-00006
https://doi.org/10.1097/00000658-200012000-00006
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1072-7515(03)00334-X
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.sla.0000145965.86383.89
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.sla.0000145965.86383.89
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000002511
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000002511
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00268-017-4181-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejso.2022.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejso.2022.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000003701
https://doi.org/10.1002/bjs.9945
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13304-015-0332-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13304-015-0332-1
https://doi.org/10.1089/lap.2022.0609
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.surg.2019.06.019
https://doi.org/10.1159/000479850
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000001450
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hpb.2016.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00464-023-09937-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00464-023-09937-4
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000002150
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12876-019-1090-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12876-019-1090-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JVIR.2022.01.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hpb.2017.08.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hpb.2017.08.013
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000005121
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13304-018-0596-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13304-018-0596-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.HPB.2016.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.HPB.2016.10.008

Updates in Surgery

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

Huiskens J, Schadde E, Lang H et al (2019) Avoiding postop-
erative mortality after ALPPS—development of a tumor-specific
risk score for colorectal liver metastases. HPB. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.hpb.2018.11.010

Linecker M, Stavrou GA, Oldhafer KJ et al (2016) The ALPPS
risk score avoiding futile use of ALPPS. Ann Surg. https://doi.
org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000001914

Capobianco I, Oldhafer KJ, Fard-Aghaie M-H et al (2022) Devel-
opment and internal validation of the comprehensive ALPPS pre-
operative risk assessment (CAPRA) score: is the patient suitable
for associating liver partition and portal vein ligation for staged
hepatectomy (ALPPS)? Hepatobiliary Surg Nutr. https://doi.org/
10.21037/hbsn-21-396

Baili E, Tsilimigras DI, Moris D et al (2020) Technical modifi-
cations and outcomes after associating liver partition and portal
vein ligation for staged hepatectomy (ALPPS) for primary liver
malignancies: a systematic review. Surg Oncol 33:70-80. https://
doi.org/10.1016/J.SURONC.2020.01.010

Golriz M, Ramouz A, Hammad A et al (2024) Promising results
of associating liver partition and portal vein ligation for staged
hepatectomy for perihilar cholangiocarcinoma in a systematic
review and single-arm meta-analysis. Cancers (Basel) 16:771.
https://doi.org/10.3390/CANCERS16040771/S1

Schadde E, Schnitzbauer AA, Tschuor C et al (2015) System-
atic review and meta-analysis of feasibility, safety, and efficacy
of a novel procedure: associating liver partition and portal vein
ligation for staged hepatectomy. Ann Surg Oncol 22:3109-3120.
https://doi.org/10.1245/s10434-014-4213-5

Gaba RC, Lewandowski RJ, Kulik LM et al (2009) Radiation
lobectomy: Preliminary findings of hepatic volumetric response
to lobar yttrium-90 radioembolization. Ann Surg Oncol 16:1587—
1596. https://doi.org/10.1245/S10434-009-0454-0/TABLES/5
Teo JY, Allen JC, Ng DC et al (2016) A systematic review of
contralateral liver lobe hypertrophy after unilobar selective inter-
nal radiation therapy with Y90. HPB. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
hpb.2015.07.002

Heymsfield SB, Fulenwider T, Nordlinger B et al (1979) Accu-
rate measurement of liver, kidney, and spleen volume and mass
by computerized axial tomography. Ann Intern Med. https://doi.
org/10.7326/0003-4819-90-2-185

Van Thiel DH, Hagler NG, Schade RR et al (1985) In vivo
hepatic volume determination using sonography and computed
tomography. Validation and a comparison of the two tech-
niques. Gastroenterology. https://doi.org/10.1016/0016-5085(85)
90005-8

Okamoto E, Kyo A, Yamanaka N et al (1984) Prediction of the
safe limits of hepatectomy by combined volumetric and func-
tional measurements in patients with impaired hepatic function.
Surgery 95:586-592

Gotra A, Chartrand G, Vu KN et al (2017) Comparison of MRI-
and CT-based semiautomated liver segmentation: a validation
study. Abdom Radiol 42:478-489. https://doi.org/10.1007/
S00261-016-0912-7

Takamoto T, Hashimoto T, Ogata S et al (2013) Planning of
anatomical liver segmentectomy and subsegmentectomy with
3-dimensional simulation software. Am J Surg 206:530-538.
https://doi.org/10.1016/J. AMISURG.2013.01.041

Takamoto T, Ban D, Nara S et al (2022) Automated three-dimen-
sional liver reconstruction with artificial intelligence for virtual
hepatectomy. J Gastrointest Surg 26:2119-2127. https://doi.org/
10.1007/S11605-022-05415-9

Primavesi F, Maglione M, Cipriani F et al (2023) E-AHPBA-
ESSO-ESSR Innsbruck consensus guidelines for preoperative
liver function assessment before hepatectomy. Br J Surg. https://
doi.org/10.1093/bjs/znad233

@ Springer

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

7.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

Serenari M, Bonatti C, Zanoni L et al (2021) The role of hepato-
biliary scintigraphy combined with spect/ct in predicting sever-
ity of liver failure before major hepatectomy: a single-center
pilot study. Update Surg 73:197-208. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$13304-020-00907-2

De Graaf W, Van Lienden KP, Van Den Esschert JW et al (2011)
Increase in future remnant liver function after preoperative por-
tal vein embolization. Br J Surg 98:825-834. https://doi.org/10.
1002/bjs. 7456

Guiu B, Quenet F, Panaro F et al (2020) Liver venous deprivation
versus portal vein embolization before major hepatectomy: future
liver remnant volumetric and functional changes. Hepatobiliary
Surg Nutr 9:564-576. https://doi.org/10.21037/HBSN.2020.02.
06

Olthof PB, van Dam R, Jovine E et al (2019) Accuracy of esti-
mated total liver volume formulas before liver resection. Surgery
166:247-253. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SURG.2019.05.003
Vauthey JN, Abdalla EK, Doherty DA et al (2002) Body surface
area and body weight predict total liver volume in western adults.
Liver Transpl. https://doi.org/10.1053/jlts.2002.31654

Martel G, Cieslak KP, Huang R et al (2015) Comparison of
techniques for volumetric analysis of the future liver remnant:
implications for major hepatic resections. HPB 17:1051-1057.
https://doi.org/10.1111/hpb.12480

Ribero D, Amisano M, Bertuzzo F et al (2013) Measured versus
estimated total liver volume to preoperatively assess the ade-
quacy of the future liver remnant: which method should we use?
Ann Surg. https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000000213
Truant S, Oberlin O, Sergent G et al (2007) Remnant liver
volume to body weight ratio > 0.5%: a new cut-off to estimate
postoperative risks after extended resection in noncirrhotic
liver. J Am Coll Surg 204:22-33. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jamcollsurg.2006.09.007

Nilsson H, Karlgren S, Blomqvist L, Jonas E (2015) The inho-
mogeneous distribution of liver function: possible impact on
the prediction of post-operative remnant liver function. HPB
17:272-277. https://doi.org/10.1111/hpb.12348

Schadde E, Ardiles V, Robles-Campos R et al (2014) Early
survival and safety of ALPPS first report of the international
ALPPS registry. Ann Surg 260:829-838. https://doi.org/10.
1097/SLA.0000000000000947

de Graaf W, van Lienden KP, Dinant S et al (2010) Assessment
of future remnant liver function using hepatobiliary scintigra-
phy in patients undergoing major liver resection. J Gastrointest
Surg 14:369-378. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11605-009-1085-2
Rassam F, Olthof PB, Richardson H et al (2019) Practical
guidelines for the use of technetium-99m mebrofenin hepa-
tobiliary scintigraphy in the quantitative assessment of liver
function. Nucl Med Commun 40:297-307

Wang Q, Wang A, Sparrelid E et al (2022) Predictive value of
gadoxetic acid—enhanced MRI for posthepatectomy liver fail-
ure: a systematic review. Eur Radiol. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s00330-021-08297-8

Abdalla EK, Barnett CC, Doherty D et al (2002) Extended
hepatectomy in patients with hepatobiliary malignancies with
and without preoperative portal vein embolization. Arch Surg
137:675-681. https://doi.org/10.1001/archsurg.137.6.675
Vauthey JN, Chaoui A, Do KA et al (2000) Standardized meas-
urement of the future liver remnant prior to extended liver
resection: methodology and clinical associations. Surgery
127:512-519. https://doi.org/10.1067/msy.2000.105294
Shoup M, Gonen M, D’Angelica M et al (2003) Volumetric
analysis predicts hepatic dysfunction in patients undergoing
major liver resection. J Gastrointest Surg 7:325-330. https://
doi.org/10.1016/S1091-255X(02)00370-0


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hpb.2018.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hpb.2018.11.010
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000001914
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000001914
https://doi.org/10.21037/hbsn-21-396
https://doi.org/10.21037/hbsn-21-396
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SURONC.2020.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SURONC.2020.01.010
https://doi.org/10.3390/CANCERS16040771/S1
https://doi.org/10.1245/s10434-014-4213-5
https://doi.org/10.1245/S10434-009-0454-0/TABLES/5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hpb.2015.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hpb.2015.07.002
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-90-2-185
https://doi.org/10.7326/0003-4819-90-2-185
https://doi.org/10.1016/0016-5085(85)90005-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0016-5085(85)90005-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/S00261-016-0912-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/S00261-016-0912-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.AMJSURG.2013.01.041
https://doi.org/10.1007/S11605-022-05415-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/S11605-022-05415-9
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjs/znad233
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjs/znad233
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13304-020-00907-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13304-020-00907-2
https://doi.org/10.1002/bjs.7456
https://doi.org/10.1002/bjs.7456
https://doi.org/10.21037/HBSN.2020.02.06
https://doi.org/10.21037/HBSN.2020.02.06
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.SURG.2019.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1053/jlts.2002.31654
https://doi.org/10.1111/hpb.12480
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000000213
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jamcollsurg.2006.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jamcollsurg.2006.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/hpb.12348
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000000947
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000000947
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11605-009-1085-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00330-021-08297-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00330-021-08297-8
https://doi.org/10.1001/archsurg.137.6.675
https://doi.org/10.1067/msy.2000.105294
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1091-255X(02)00370-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1091-255X(02)00370-0

Updates in Surgery

85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

95.

Kishi Y, Abdalla EK, Chun YS et al (2009) Three hundred
and one consecutive extended right hepatectomies: evalu-
ation of outcome based on systematic liver volumetry. Ann
Surg 250:540-547. https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0BO13E3181
B674DF

Kim SH, Kim KH, Cho HD (2023) Donor safety of remnant liver
volumes of less than 30% in living donor liver transplantation:
A systematic review and meta-analysis. Clin Transplant. https://
doi.org/10.1111/CTR.15080

Zhao J, van Mierlo KMC, Gémez-Ramirez J et al (2017) Sys-
tematic review of the influence of chemotherapy-associated liver
injury on outcome after partial hepatectomy for colorectal liver
metastases. Br J Surg 104:990-1002. https://doi.org/10.1002/
BJS.10572

Karlas T, Petroff D, Sasso M et al (2017) Individual patient data
meta-analysis of controlled attenuation parameter (CAP) technol-
ogy for assessing steatosis. J Hepatol. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jhep.2016.12.022

Qu Y, Li M, Hamilton G et al (2019) Diagnostic accuracy of
hepatic proton density fat fraction measured by magnetic reso-
nance imaging for the evaluation of liver steatosis with histology
as reference standard: a meta-analysis. Eur Radiol. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s00330-019-06071-5

Narita M, Oussoultzoglou E, Fuchshuber P et al (2012) What
is a safe future liver remnant size in patients undergoing major
hepatectomy for colorectal liver metastases and treated by inten-
sive preoperative chemotherapy? Ann Surg Oncol 19:2526-2538.
https://doi.org/10.1245/s10434-012-2274-x

Yokoyama Y, Nagino M, Nimura Y (2007) Mechanism of
impaired hepatic regeneration in cholestatic liver. J] Hepa-
tobiliary Pancreat Sci 14:159-166. https://doi.org/10.1007/
S00534-006-1125-1

Chang X, Korenblik R, Olij B et al (2023) Influence of cholesta-
sis on portal vein embolization-induced hypertrophy of the future
liver remnant. Langenbecks Arch Surg. https://doi.org/10.1007/
S00423-023-02784-W

Yim J, Hyun D, Cho SK et al (2019) Effect of hyperbilirubinemia
on hepatic hypertrophy after portal vein embolization and liver
failure after hepatectomy in primary biliary malignancy. J Vasc
Interv Radiol 30:31-37. https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JVIR.2018.08.
006

Serenari M, Pettinato C, Bonatti C et al (2019) Hepatobiliary
scintigraphy in the preoperative evaluation of potential living
liver donors. Transplant Proc 51:167-170. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.transproceed.2018.04.087

Makuuchi M, Thai BL, Takayasu K et al (1990) Preoperative por-
tal embolization to increase safety of major hepatectomy for hilar
bile duct carcinoma: A preliminary report. Surgery 107:521-527

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

106.

Higuchi R, Yamamoto M (2014) Indications for portal vein
embolization in perihilar cholangiocarcinoma. J Hepatobiliary
Pancreat Sci 21:542-549. https://doi.org/10.1002/JHBP.77
Olthof PB, Wiggers JK, Groot Koerkamp B et al (2017) Postop-
erative liver failure risk score: identifying patients with resect-
able perihilar cholangiocarcinoma who can benefit from portal
vein embolization. J] Am Coll Surg 225:387-394. https://doi.org/
10.1016/JJAMCOLLSURG.2017.06.007

Vauthey JN, Dixon E, Abdalla EK et al (2010) Pretreatment
assessment of hepatocellular carcinoma: expert consensus state-
ment. HPB (Oxford) 12:289. https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1477-
2574.2010.00181.X

Charalel RA, Sung J, Askin G et al (2021) Systematic reviews
and meta-analyses of portal vein embolization, associated liver
partition and portal vein ligation, and radiation lobectomy out-
comes in hepatocellular carcinoma patients. Curr Oncol Rep.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11912-021-01075-1

Berardi G, Guglielmo N, Colasanti M et al (2022) Associat-
ing liver partition and portal vein ligation for staged hepatec-
tomy (ALPPS) for advanced hepatocellular carcinoma with
macrovascular invasion. Update Surg. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s13304-022-01277-7

Liao Y, Cai Q, Zhang X, Li F (2023) Sequential transcatheter
arterial chemoembolization and portal vein embolization before
hepatectomy for the management of patients with hepatocellular
carcinoma: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Update Surg.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13304-023-01571-y

Glantzounis GK, Tokidis E, Basourakos SP et al (2017) The
role of portal vein embolization in the surgical management of
primary hepatobiliary cancers. A systematic review. Eur J Surg
Oncol. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ej50.2016.05.026

Li J, Moustafa M, Linecker M et al (2020) Alpps for locally
advanced intrahepatic cholangiocarcinoma: did aggres-
sive surgery lead to the oncological benefit? An international
multi-center study. Ann Surg Oncol. https://doi.org/10.1245/
$10434-019-08192-z

Olthof PB, Aldrighetti L, Alikhanov R et al (2020) Portal vein
embolization is associated with reduced liver failure and mortal-
ity in high-risk resections for perihilar cholangiocarcinoma. Ann
Surg Oncol. https://doi.org/10.1245/s10434-020-08258-3

Ratti F, Marino R, Muiesan P et al (2023) Results from the euro-
pean survey on preoperative management and optimization pro-
tocols for PeriHilar cholangiocarcinoma. HPB. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.hpb.2023.06.013

Marino R, Ratti F, Della Corte A et al (2023) Comparing liver
venous deprivation and portal vein embolization for perihilar
cholangiocarcinoma: is it time to shift the focus to hepatic func-
tional reserve rather than hypertrophy? Cancers (Basel). https://
doi.org/10.3390/cancers15174363

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0B013E3181B674DF
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0B013E3181B674DF
https://doi.org/10.1111/CTR.15080
https://doi.org/10.1111/CTR.15080
https://doi.org/10.1002/BJS.10572
https://doi.org/10.1002/BJS.10572
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2016.12.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2016.12.022
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00330-019-06071-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00330-019-06071-5
https://doi.org/10.1245/s10434-012-2274-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/S00534-006-1125-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/S00534-006-1125-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/S00423-023-02784-W
https://doi.org/10.1007/S00423-023-02784-W
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JVIR.2018.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JVIR.2018.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.transproceed.2018.04.087
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.transproceed.2018.04.087
https://doi.org/10.1002/JHBP.77
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JAMCOLLSURG.2017.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.JAMCOLLSURG.2017.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1477-2574.2010.00181.X
https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1477-2574.2010.00181.X
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11912-021-01075-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13304-022-01277-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13304-022-01277-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13304-023-01571-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejso.2016.05.026
https://doi.org/10.1245/s10434-019-08192-z
https://doi.org/10.1245/s10434-019-08192-z
https://doi.org/10.1245/s10434-020-08258-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hpb.2023.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hpb.2023.06.013
https://doi.org/10.3390/cancers15174363
https://doi.org/10.3390/cancers15174363

Updates in Surgery

107.

108.

109.

110.

Lang H, De Santibaifies E, Schlitt HJ et al (2019) 10th anni-
versary of ALPPS - lessons learned and quo vadis. Ann Surg
269:114-119. https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000002797
Shindoh J, Tzeng CWD, Aloia TA et al (2013) Portal vein embo-
lization improves rate of resection of extensive colorectal liver
metastases without worsening survival. BrJ Surg. https://doi.org/
10.1002/bjs.9317

Dueland S, Syversveen T, Solheim JM et al (2020) Survival fol-
lowing liver transplantation for patients with nonresectable liver-
only colorectal metastases. Ann Surg 271:212-218. https://doi.
org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000003404

Konigsrainer A, Templin S, Capobianco I et al (2019) Paradigm
shift in the management of irresectable colorectal liver metasta-
ses: living donor auxiliary partial orthotopic liver transplantation
in combination with two-stage hepatectomy (LD-RAPID). Ann
Surg 270:327-332. https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000
002861

Authors and Affiliations

Matteo Serenari'~
Ugo Boggi® - Alberta Cappelli® - Matteo Cescon’? - Umberto Cillo' - Alessandro Cucchetti
Francesco De Cobelli*'3 . Fabrizio Di Benedetto'* - Giorgio Ercolani
Alessandro Ferrero'® - Felice Giuliante® - Gian Luca Grazi'” - Enrico Gringeri'? - Salvatore Gruttadauria
Francesco I1zzo?° - Marcello Maestri?' - Paolo Magistri'* - Marco Massani?? - Vincenzo Mazzaferro

111. Line PD, Hagness M, Berstad AE et al (2015) A novel concept
for partial liver transplantation in nonresectable colorectal liver
metastases: the RAPID concept. Ann Surg 262:e5—€9. https://
doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000001165

112. Coubeau L, Fontaine A, Ciccarelli O et al (2024) In-depth clini-
cal, haemodynamic and volumetric assessment of the RAPID-
type auxiliary liver transplantation in non-cirrhotic setting; are
we simply dealing with a transplant model of ALPPS? Ann Surg.
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000006475

113. Zwirner S, Abu Rmilah AA, Klotz S et al (2024) First-in-class
MKK4 inhibitors enhance liver regeneration and prevent liver
failure. Cell. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2024.02.023

Publisher's Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

- Francesca Ratti** - Mohammed Abu Hilal® - Francesco Ardito® - Giammauro Berardi’ -

211 . Luciano De Carlis'? -

- Giuseppe Maria Ettorre’ - Massimo Fedi'® -
18,19

2,11

23,24

Riccardo Memeo?® - Federico Mocchegiani®® - Cristina Mosconi® - Damiano Patrono?” - Matteo Ravaioli' -

Fabrizio Romano?® - Gianluca Rompianesi?® - Nadia Russolillo'® - Andrea Ruzzenente° - Carlo Sposito
Roberto Troisi?° - Giovanni Vennarecci®' - Luca Vigano3%33 . Marco Vivarelli®* - Giacomo Zanus

2324
3435,

Pedro M. Baptista3637-383%. Karl Oldhafer - Erik Schadde®'#>*3 . Luca Aldrighetti** - Elio Jovine***

>

Matteo Serenari
matteo.serenari @ gmail.com

Hepato-Biliary Surgery and Transplant Unit, IRCCS
Azienda Ospedaliero-Universitaria Di Bologna, Via
Albertoni 15, 40138 Bologna, Italy

Department of Medical and Surgical Sciences, Alma Mater
Studiorum, University of Bologna, Bologna, Italy

Hepatobiliary Surgery Division, IRCCS San Raffaele
Scientific Institute, Milan, Italy

Vita-Salute San Raffaele University, Milan, Italy

Department of HPB Surgery, University Hospital
Southampton, Southampton, UK

Hepatobiliary Surgery Unit, Fondazione Policlinico
Universitario A. Gemelli IRCSS, Universita Cattolica del
Sacro Cuore, Rome, Italy

Department of Surgery, San Camillo Forlanini Hospital,
Rome, Italy

Department of Surgery, University Hospital of Pisa, Pisa,
Ttaly

Department of Radiology, IRCCS Azienda
Ospedaliero-Universitaria Di Bologna, Bologna, Italy

General Surgery 2—Hepato-Pancreato-Biliary Surgery
and Liver Transplantation Unit, Padua University Hospital,
Padua, Italy

General and Oncology Surgery, Morgagni-Pierantoni
Hospital, Ausl Romagna, Forli, Italy

@ Springer

12 Department of General Surgery and Transplantation,

School of Medicine, Niguarda Hospital—University
of Milano-Bicocca, Milan, Italy

13 Department of Radiology, IRCCS San Raffaele Scientific
Institute, Milan, Italy

Hepato-Pancreato-Biliary Surgery and Liver Transplantation
Unit, University of Modena and Reggio Emilia, Modena,
Italy

Hepatobiliary Surgery Unit, USL Toscana Centro—San
Jacopo Hospital, Pistoia, Italy

Department of Surgery, Mauriziano Hospital, Turin, Italy

HepatobiliaryPancreatic Surgery, Department
of Experimental and Clinical Medicine, University
of Florence, Florence, Italy

Department Abdominal Center, UPMC (University
of Pittsburgh Medical Center), 90127 Palermo, Italy

Department of Surgery and Medical and Surgical Specialties,
University of Catania, 95124 Catania, Italy

20" Division of Surgical Oncology, Hepatobiliary Unit, Istituto

Nazionale Tumori IRCCS Fondazione “G. Pascale”, Napoli,
Italy

21 Division of General Surgery 1, Department of Surgery,

Fondazione IRCCS Policlinico San Matteo, 27100 Pavia,
Italy

22 Regional Center for HPB Surgery, Regional Hospital

of Treviso, Treviso, Italy


https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000002797
https://doi.org/10.1002/bjs.9317
https://doi.org/10.1002/bjs.9317
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000003404
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000003404
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000002861
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000002861
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000001165
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000001165
https://doi.org/10.1097/SLA.0000000000006475
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2024.02.023
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-1471-8585

Updates in Surgery

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

Department of Surgery, Division of HPB Surgery and Liver
Transplantation, Fondazione IRCCS Istituto Nazionale
Tumori Di Milano, Milan, Italy

Department of Oncology and Hemato-Oncology, University
of Milan, Milan, Italy

Division of Hepato-Pancreato-Biliary Surgery, “F. Miulli”
General Hospital, Acquaviva Delle Fonti, Bari, Italy

HPB Surgery and Transplantation Unit, Department
of Clinical and Experimental Medicine, Polytechnic
University of Marche, Ancona, Italy

General Surgery 2U-Liver Transplant Unit, Department

of Surgical Sciences, Azienda Ospedaliero Universitaria
Citta Della Salute E Della Scienza Di Torino, Universita Di
Torino, Turin, Italy

School of Medicine and Surgery, Hepatobiliary Surgery,
University of Milan Bicocca, IRCCS San Gerardo, Monza,
Italy

Division of HPB, Minimally Invasive and Robotic Surgery,
Transplantation Service, Federico II University Hospital,
Naples, Italy

Division of General and Hepatobiliary Surgery, G.B,
University of Verona, Rossi University Hospital, Verona,
Italy

Department of Hepatobiliary and Liver Transplantation
Surgery, A.O.R.N. Cardarelli, Naples, Italy

Department of Minimally Invasive General & Oncologic
Surgery, Hepatobiliary Unit, Humanitas Gavazzeni
University Hospital, Bergamo, Italy

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

Department of Biomedical Sciences, Humanitas University,
Milan, Pieve Emanuele, Italy

Department of Surgical, Oncological and Gastroenterological
Science (DISCOG), University of Padua, Padua, Italy

Hepatobiliary and Pancreatic Surgery Unit, Treviso Hospital,
Treviso, Italy

Laboratory of Organ Bioengineering and Regenerative
Medicine, Health Research Institute of Aragon (IIS Aragon),
Saragossa, Spain

Biomedical Engineering Department, Carlos I1I of Madrid
University, Madrid, Spain

ARAID Foundation, Saragossa, Spain

Biomedical Research Networking Center in Hepatic
and Digestive Diseases (CIBERehd), Madrid, Spain

Department of Surgery, Division of Hepatobiliary
and Pancreatic Surgery, Asklepios Hospital Barmbek,
Hamburg, Germany

Department of Surgery, Rush University Chicago, Chicago,
IL, USA

Chirurgisches Zentrum Ziirich (CZZ), Klinik Hirslanden
Zurich, Zurich, Switzerland

VISCERA Lucerne, Hirslanden St. Anna, Lucerne,
Switzerland

Department of General Surgery, IRCCS Azienda
Ospedaliero-Universitaria Di Bologna, Bologna, Italy

@ Springer



	Liver hypertrophy techniques: a position paper from the Italian Group of Regenerative and Occlusive Worldwide-used techniques of hepatic Hypertrophy (I GROWtoH)
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Techniques to induce liver hypertrophy
	Portal vein ligation (PVL)
	What is the current role of PVL?
	Expert panel recommendations 


	Portal vein embolization (PVE)
	Is PVE superior to PVL?
	What is the best radiological approach to PVE (access, embolizing agents)?
	Should embolization of segment 4 be routinely performed in candidates for right trisectionectomy?
	What outcomes can be expected after PVE (hypertrophy rate, drop-out, peri-procedural morbidity)?
	Expert panel recommendations 


	Double vein embolization (DVE)Liver venous deprivation (LVD)
	Is DVELVD superior to PVE?
	What is the best radiological approach to DVELVD?
	What outcomes can be expected after DVELVD (hypertrophy rate, drop-out, periprocedural morbidity)?
	Expert panel recommendations 


	Two-stage hepatectomy (TSH)
	What is the current role of TSH?
	What outcomes can be expected after TSH (hypertrophy rate, drop-out, peri-procedural morbidity)?
	Expert panel recommendations 

	Associating liver partitioning and portal vein ligation for staged hepatectomy (ALPPS)
	What is the current role of ALPPS?
	What outcomes can be expected after ALPPS (hypertrophy rate, drop-out, peri-procedural morbidity)?
	Expert panel recommendations 

	Trans-arterial radioembolization (TARE)
	Can radioembolization have a role in inducing FLR hypertrophy prior to liver resection?
	Expert panel recommendations 



	Candidates for surgery
	Pre-operative assessment
	Is hepatic volumetry still the gold standard before liver hypertrophy techniques and prior to surgery?
	Expert panel recommendations 

	Which is the recommended formula to assess liver volumetry?
	Expert panel recommendations 


	Functional tests
	What is the best functional test in regenerative liver surgery before and after hypertrophy techniques?
	Expert panel recommendations 


	Cutoffs (Fig. 2)
	Which volume cutoff should be used in healthy livers?
	Expert panel recommendations
	Which volume cutoff should be used in steatotic livers?
	Expert panel recommendations 

	Which volume cutoff should be used in cholestatic livers?
	Expert panel recommendations
	Which volume cutoff should be used in cirrhotic livers?
	Expert panel recommendations

	Indications (Fig. 3)
	Which hypertrophy techniques should be considered as the first choice in hepatocellular carcinoma (HCC)?
	Expert panel recommendations 

	Which hypertrophy techniques should be considered as the first choice in intra-hepatic cholangiocarcinoma (iCCA)?
	Expert panel recommendations. 

	Which hypertrophy techniques should be considered as the first choice in pCCA?
	Expert panel recommendations 

	Which hypertrophy techniques should be considered as the first choice in patients with colorectal liver metastases?
	Expert panel recommendations 

	Which hypertrophy technique should be performed in the setting of liver transplantation (RAPID)?
	Expert panel recommendations 



	Discussion
	References


