DOT :10. 160167j. 1000 ~5404. 2003. 16. 011
25 16 Vol. 25 No. 16

1428 2003 8 ACTA ACADEMIAE MEDICINAE MILITARIS TERTIAE Aug. 2003

I E iS5 1000-5404(2003)16-1428-03

R AL, XS ( . . 400038)
. HIW . 70% + 60% 50 %
(ROLT) , . / . / . R I
70%.60%.50% ROLT 1 91.67%, 75%, 75 %, 25%; 2 83.33%, 75%, 58.33%, 0. I
70%ROLT 1 83.33% 25%. , 70% .60 %+ 50 % ROLT
1 83.33%, 75%, 75%. 33.33%;2 75 %, 66.67%, 66.67%, 0. 1
50% ROLT . .
. g , I /
(2.2840.12) % ( / >60%); 1l ;
: R575.5; R617; R657. 3 . A

Experimental study of the reduced-size orthotopic liver transplantation in different

steatotic rats

YE Sheng, HAN Ben-li, DONG Jia-hong (Institute of Hepatobiliaty Surgery of PLA, Southwest Hospitab Third Military Medical University,
Chongqing 400038 China)

Abstract. Objective To observe the survival time, pathological change and liver regeneration in different
kinds of reduced-size liver transplantation in steatotic rats. Methods Rat models of different kinds of reduced-size
orthotopic liver trarsplantation were performed by modified two-cuff vascular anastomoses and end-to-end suture for
bile duct to obsewe the recipient body weight, graft weight, recipient original liver weight, histological and pathologi-
cal and electronr-microswpic findings in comparison with those of the whole rat liver transplantation. Results One-
week survival rate of the whole liver transplantation, 70% reduced-size liver transplantation (ROLT), 60% ROLT
and 50% ROLT group (grade I steatotic donor) was 91.67%, 75%, 75% and 25%, respectively, and 2-week
survival rate was 83.33%, 75%, 58.33% and O, respectively. In grade II steatotic donor. 1-week survival rate of
the whole liver transplantation and 70% ROLT was 83.33% and 25%. As to donor livers with microvesicular steato-
sis» 1-week survival rate of the whole liver., 70% ROLT, 60% ROLT and 50% ROLT was 83.33%, 75%, 75%
and 33.33% and the 2-week suwvival rate was 75%, 66.67% 66.67% and 0. The survival rates of 50% ROLT in
grade | steatotic donor and livers mainly with microv
groups. The l-week survival rate of 70% ROLT was very poor in steatotic donors in grade II. Pathological findings
after operation included liver regeneration and mild lymphocyte infiltration in portal space, the amelioration of the
steatosis in some cases and dilation of the central vein and sinusoids. Conclusion To obtain long term survival of
reduced-size liver transplantation using steatotic donors, the GRBW should be over (2.28 4-0. 12) (the ratio of graft
to recipient liver weight over 60%;). Steatotic livers in grade II should not be used as donors in ROLT. The steatosis
can be ameliorated after operation.
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A3 75. 00 58.33
’ ° A4 25. 00 0.00
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Tab 1 Changes of recipient liver weight before and after
transplantation(g, n=12, x s

Grafi/ recipient

original liver
weight (%0)

Al 26.43E14. 71 10.294+0. 8 * 10.4540.16  3.5640.36  101. #+4.18
A2 28).58£9.95 10.3610.2 7.104H0.41  2.5340.15% 68.60+3.80
A3 27.33E12.3 10.23H0.D 6.3240.29  2.2840. 124 61.8+2.32
A
Bl

Recipient Recipient origi ral
body weight liver wei ght

Grall/ e ciient

Gow body weight (%)

Grafi weight

281.75£16.20  10.4340.% 51940.25  1.8340.16® 49.2+3.29

2B.97£15.2  10.1140.21 10.3140.27  3.61£0.29  101. P£3.07
B2 2P.91E13.07 10.25H0.3 7.3340.55  2.5840.16  70.68t£4.91
D1 25.7611.3%  10.6510. 2 10.440.37  3.580.25  97.#+2.31
D2 28L91E17.D  10.41H0.46 7.4140.64  2.6240.18  71.61£5.27
D3 274.3349.69  10.2810.2 6.5040.26  2.2910.20 61 1814.89
D4 284.66=8. 18  10.2540.% 5.2100.24  1.820.08  50.&+3.17 2 26 d

*; Camparison of liver weight in the groups( F=0. 96 P<0.05); #. A2 B2 vs . (HEX 200)
D2(F=0.985, P=0. 348); A A3 15 D3(+=0. 199 P=0.844); ¥ A4 vsD4(1 Fig 2 Disappearance of steatosis and enlarged sinusoidal space
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