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Figure 1. Recipient’ s hepatic vein dissection

Figure 2. Donor MHV tributaries were anastomosed with
recipient hepatic vein. Segment 5 branch with left hepatic vein
and segment 8 with middle hepatic vein.
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Figure 3. Intra—operative doppler ultrasonography shows good
patency and flow of reconstructed hepatic veins.
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Table 1. Patency and congestion rate of reconstructed MHV
tributaries

Good Patency N POD #7 POD #21
Segment 5 36 27 (75.0%) 31 (86.1%)
Segment 8 21 13 (61.9%) 14 (66.6%)

No Congestion POD #7 POD #21
Segment 5 36 27(75.0%) 31(86.1%)
Segment 8 21 15(71.4%) 17(81.0%)




Table 2. Volume increment by the presence of patency vs.
congestion

Patent Good (n=20) No (n=16) p—value
POD # 7 1525+21.1% 146.7£23.3% 0.439
POD #21 176.0£25.8% 161.5£24.1% 0.093
POD #7-21 116.2£10.3% 108.3*= 9.7% 0.034
Congested Yes (n=14) No (n=22) p—value
POD # 7 150.4£22.1% 149.7£22.3% 0.926
POD #21 161.6£253% 174.6+£25.7% 0.143
POD #7-21 108.1£10.1% 1159%10.1% 0.039
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