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Introduction: Results of Sofosbuvir based regimens for hepatitis C (HCV) recurrence after liver transplantation
are available from well-designed clinical trials. Most of the data is from deceased donor liver transplant (DDLT)
setting, and data on “real world” experience for HCV recurrence after living donor liver transplantation (LDLT)
is limited. Material and methods: Consecutive 78 patients who completed Sofosbuvir based HCV treatment after
liver transplantation were included. Following Sofosbuvir based regimens were used; Sofosbuvir + Ribavirin
(n = 58), Sofosbuvir + Ledipasvir + Ribavirin (7 = 5), Sofosbuvir + Daclatasvir & Ribavirin (# = 15). Treatment
was given for 12 weeks (triple therapy) or 24 weeks (dual therapy). Results: A total of 74/78 (94.8%) patients
achieved end of treatment response (ETR) while 4 did not achieve ETR. A total of 68/76 (89.4%) patients
achieved sustained virological response at 12 weeks (SVR12). while 2 are waiting for 12 weeks follow up after
ETR. Twelve patients had history of failed previous treatment with Peginterferon and Ribavirin after LDLT, all
these patients achieved ETR and 11/12 had SVR12. There was no statistical difference in response rates between
genotype 1 or 3. Eighteen patients (16 on Ribavirin) had hemoglobin < 8 g/dl; two patients complained fatigue
in absence of anemia. Conclusion: Sofosbuvir based regimens are safe and highly effective in treatment of HCV
recurrence after LDLT. (J CuiNn Exp HepaToL 2018;8:121-124)
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epatitis C virus (HCV) related liver disease is a

common indication of liver transplantation in

India and western world. Post-transplantation
HCYV recurrence occurs in all of untreated patients. HCV
recurrence after liver transplantation was associated with
graft fibrosis, cirrhosis and decompensated liver disease. =
* Successful treatment of HCV after liver transplantation
improves outcomes consiclerably.S HCV treatment after
liver transplantation was effective only in a minority of
patients and with significant side effects in the Peginter-
feron era. The results were even worse for genotype 1 than
genotype 3.°% Outcomes of HCV treatment improved
markedly in terms of sustained virological response and
adverse events after introduction of direct acting antivirals
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(DAAs).” Most of data is available from well conducted
trials in the deceased donor liver transplantation (DDLT)
setting. We describe our experience of Sofosbuvir based
treatment regimens for HCV recurrence in living donor
liver transplant (LDLT) recipients.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

The study was conducted at a tertiary care center in North
India. It included patients who underwent DAA treatment
for HCV recurrence after LDLT from April 2015 to
December 2016; the data was collected prospectively.
The study was approved by the Institutional ethics com-
mittee. A total of 78 patients who completed 12 week
treatment, or had no response on treatment were included
in this analysis. Post liver transplantation immunosup-
pression protocol consisted of a triple drug regimen in the
first 3 months including Tacrolimus, Mycophenolate and
Steroids (tapered in 3 months). The work up before HCV
treatment consisted of complete blood counts, liver func-
tion tests, renal functions tests, HCV RNA quantitative
(before treatment) and HCV genotype. Complete blood
counts and liver function tests were done every 2 weeks
during treatment. HCV RNA was repeated at 4 weeks, 12
weeks or 24 weeks (at the end of treatment) and 12 weeks
after end of treatment. The following definitions were
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used; rapid virological response (RVR) was defined as nega-
tive HCV at 4 weeks of treatment, end of treatment response
(ETR) was defined as negative RNA at the end of treatment,
sustained virological response was defined as negative HCV
RNA at 12 weeks after end of treatment (SVR12). Selection
of patients for DAA treatment for HCV recurrence after
LDT was based on clinical indications or in presence of
biochemical (abnormal liver function tests) and liver biopsy
findings when available. Liver biopsy was done as per the
clinical indication. HCV treatment was started 12 weeks
after LDLT or earlier (<3 months) if patient received pulse
steroids for acute cellular rejection (DAA started to prevent
flare up of HCV) or a liver biopsy (done for abnormal liver
function tests) showed HCV recurrence. Sofosbuvir
(400 mg) once a day and weight based Ribavirin was used
for total treatment duration of 24 weeks before availability
of Ledipasvir or Daclatasvir at our center in India. This
regimen was not used after availability of Ledipasvir and
Daclatasvir. The patients received 2 DAAs (Sofosbuvir plus
either Ledipasvir or Daclatasvir with or without Ribavirin
after availability of Ledipasvir and Daclatasvir at our center.
The treatment duration was planned for 12 weeks (triple
therapy) or 24 weeks (dual therapy with DAAs or Sofosbu-
vir + Ribavirin). The data is shown as number, percentage
and median (25-75 IQR). Two groups were compared with
Fisher's exact test or Chi-square test (categorical variables),
Student's ¢ test (continuous parametric data) or Mann-
Whitney test (non parametric data).

RESULTS

The study cohort included 78 patients (57 males and 21
females) who completed treatment for HCV treatment or
had no response (not able to achieve HCV RNA negative
status till end of treatment). The mean age of cohort was
50 £ 7 years. HCV treatment was started after a median of
21.8 months post LDLT, 57 were males and 21 were
females. The baseline characteristics of study cohort
and selection of patients for treatment are shown in
Tables 1 and 2. The mean HCV RNA before treatment
was 6 x 10° IU/ml. HCV treatment was started at 12 (IQR
2-27, range 1-90) months. Forty-nine patients underwent
liver biopsy at some point before HCV treatment for raised
liver function tests. Twelve patients had acute cellular
rejection [biopsy done at 3 (1-5) months], 25 patients
had histological HCV recurrence [biopsy at 7 (1-18)
months] and rest of 12 had other diagnosis (mainly ische-
mia reperfusion injury. Ten of 25 patients with biopsy
proven histological HCV recurrence had stage 1 or 2
Ishak's fibrosis. HCV treatment was started along with
pulse steroids for histological proven acute cellular rejec-
tion in 12 patients. The following Sofosbuvir based regi-
mens were used: Sofosbuvir + Ribavirin (n = 58),
Sofosbuvir + Ledipasvir (n =4), Sofosbuvir + Ledipasvir
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Table 1 Baseline Characteristics of Study Cohort (n = 78).

Parameter Result
Age, mean (SD) 50 + 7 years
Sex 57 males, 21 females
HCV RNA IU/ml 1.3 x 10"
(2.1 x 10°-4.9 x 10°)
Genotype
1/3/4/6 17/55/5/1
Follow up before HCV treatment 12 (2-27)
months, median (IQR)
Prior treatment exposure to peglFN 13
AST at treatment [U/L 56 (34-102)
ALT at treatment IU/L 72 (44-133)
Transplant to HCV treatment 12 (2-27)

with DAAs interval months

Table 2 Selection of Patients for HCV Treatment (n = 78).

Initiation of treatment

Number of patients

Treatment started at the time 12
of pulse steroids for biopsy
proven acute cellular rejection

Treatment started due to 41
abnormal liver function tests

Treatment started at 3 months 5
without raised liver function tests

0Old transplants, treatment initiated 20
at availability of direct acting
antivirals

+ Ribavirin (n =1), Sofosbuvir + Daclatasvir (n=11),
Sofosbuvir + Daclatasvir + Ribavirin (n =4). The SVR
rates according to treatment regimen and genotype are
shown in Tables 3 and 4. Twelve patients had history of
failed previous treatment with Peginterferon and Ribavi-
rin after LDLT, all these patients achieved ETR and 11/12
had SVR12. Treatment was started <3 months after LDLT
in 21 patients due to pulse steroids (for acute cellular
rejection) or histological recurrence or abnormal liver
function tests; SVR12 was achieved in 16/19 (84.2%,
SVR awaited in 2), which was not statistically different
from patients with treatment initiation after >3 months,
52/56 (92.9%), P = 0.395. Three patients had marked stea-
tosis (>60%) at liver biopsy along with other features of
HCV recurrence; 2 of these had SVR12 with Sofosbuvir
+ Ribavirin regimen and SVR is awaited in 1 patient with
Sofosbuvir + Daclatasvir + Ribavirin. SVR12 was achieved
in 20/22 (90%) patients with a histological recurrence of
HCV recurrence and in all patients with fibrosis.

Comparison of SVR Versus Non-SVR Groups

A total of 8 patients had no SVR; either treatment failure
(n = 4) or relapse (n = 4). All these patients were compliant

© 2017 INASL.
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Table 3 HCV Genotype and Treatment Response (n = 78).

Genotype 1 Genotype 3 Genotype 4 Genotype 6
N=17 N=55 N=5 N=1
Treatment response ETR 16/17 ETR 53/55 ETR 5/5 No response to treatment

SVR 15/17 (88.2%)
no response in 1, relapse in 1

SVR12 in 49/54 (90.7%)
Relapse in 3, no response in 2 SVR12 awaited in 1

SVR12 in 4/4 (100%)

SVR awaited in 1

Table 4 Treatment Regimens and Response in Whole Cohort (n = 78).

Sofosbuvir + Ribavirin

Sofosbuvir + Ledipasvir + Ribavirin

Sofosbuvir + Daclatasvir + Ribavirin

n=58 n=5 n=15
RVR 54 (93.1%) 5 (100%) 15 (100%)
ETR 54 (93.1%) 5 (100%) 15 (100%)
SVR12 51/58 (87.9%) 4/4 (100%) 13/14 (92.8%)
Awaited in 1 Awaited in 1
No ETR 4 0 Y
Relapse after ETR 3 0 1

to therapy. When these patients were compared to patients
with SVR12, there was no significant difference regarding
age (50 £ 6 years in SVR group versus 52 £ 14 years in non
SVR group, P = 0.705), pre treatment transaminases [AST 55
(34-95) versus 73 (31-152), P = 0.664 and ALT 72 (44-116)
versus 88 (38-246), P = 0.368 in SVR versus no SVR groups),
HCV RNA levels [1.3 x 10° (1.9 x 10°-3.6 x 10°) versus
6.1 x 10° (2.8 x 10°-3 x 10”) in SVR versus no SVR group,
P =0.501). Liver transplantation to treatment interval was
13(2-30) versus 5 (2-12) in SVR and non SVR group,
P =0.426. All the patients with fibrosis (n = 10) and history
of ACR (n = 12) achieved SVR12. Diabetes was presentin 2/8
(25%) of non-SVR patients as compared to 16/68 (23.5%)
patients with SVR, P = 0.732; we do not have BMI data at the
time of start of DAA treatment. There was no difference in
immunosuppression regimens in these groups. All non-SVR
were males, although it was not statistically significant,
P=0.157. SVR rates were not different for genotype 3
(49/54, awaited in 1) as compared to other genotypes
(19/22, P = 0.683. Although SVR rates were lower in Sofos-
buvir + Ribavirin (51/58, 87.9%) as compared to other regi-
mens (17/18, 94.4%), it was not statistically different,
P=0.671. The 8 patients in non SVR group were retreated
with Sofosbuvir + Ribavirin + Daclatasvir or Ledipasvir; 2
has achieved SVR, 5 achieved ETR (and waiting for 12 weeks
period to test for HCV RNA) while 1 is on treatment.
The adverse event profile of HCV treatment is shown in
Table 5. Eighteen patients (16 on Ribavirin) had

Table 5 Treatment Related Adverse Events in 78 Patients.

hemoglobin <8 g/dl, 3 of these patients were in early
treatment initiation group (<3 months post transplanta-
tion). Two patients complained fatigue in absence of
anemia. None of patients had acute cellular rejection or
renal dysfunction during DAAs treatment.

DISCUSSION

Recurrence of untreated HCV after liver transplant is
universal. In absence of effective therapy, HCV recurrence
was associated with significant morbidity and mortality in
interferon era.® Peginterferon and Ribavirin treatment for
post transplant HCV recurrence was associated significant
side effects and poor SVR rates and SVR rates were worse
for genotype 1 as compared to genotype 3.%% With evo-
lution of DAA based therapies, these patients could be
treated with more efficacy and less side effects.” '* The
Solar 1 and 2 trials included post transplant cohorts
treated with Sofosbuvir, Ledipasvir and Ribavirin and
showed good SVR rates. The SOLAR 1 study achieved
>95% SVR12 in patients without cirrhosis or with com-
pensated cirrhosis, the SVR rates were 60-75% in patients
with severe hepatic impairment.9 The SOLAR 2 cohort of
post-transplantation patients also reports similar results;
>90% SVR in patients with or without compensated cir-
rhosis while 5/7 for Child's C patients.'” The DAA based
treatment is also shown to be highly effective in HIV
infected post transplant patients also. In the study by

Adverse event Hemoglobin <8 g/dl

18 (16 of these patients
were on Ribavirin)

Number of
patients (%)

Fatigue

9 (7 of these had hemoglobin
<8, 2 complained fatigue

Acute cellular rejection or renal dysfunction
None

without having anemia)
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Castells et al.; SVR could be achieved in all 22 patientslsg
multiple studies have shown safety and good efficacy of
DAA based regimens. Several findings are common among
these studies; advanced fibrosis is associated with poor SVR
and side effects occur mainly in Ribavirin arm.'*** A
systemic review including 1730 patients treated with Sofos-
buvir based interferon free treatment showed 90% SVR in
post transplantation patients. SVR rates were lower for
patients with advanced fibrosis.””> All the patients in cur-
rent study had early stages of fibrosis and thus it was not a
significant factor between SVR and non-SVR groups. It is
difficult to differentiate acute cellular rejection with HCV
recurrence sometimes and certain histopathological fea-
tures favor one over other. Most of the studies on use of
DAA post-transplantation are in DDLT setup, and data on
its use in LDLT patients is scarce.”” The current study
shows that Sofosbuvir based regimens are safe and effective
in LDLT also. The SVR rates are slightly lower in current
study despite absence of cirrhosis in treatment cohort
possibly because we used Sofosbuvir and Ribavirin initially
due to unavailability of other DAAs. The Sofosbuvir based
regimens were also effective in prior Peginterferon treat-
ment failure group as 11/12 could achieve SVR12. We
noted adverse events mainly in Ribavirin group. The cur-
rent treatment regimens are quite safe in terms of side
effects. The incidence of adverse events was 8.3% and only
3.3% discontinued treatment due to side effects in the
reported systemic review.”> The optimal timing of HCV
treatment after liver transplantation is not clear. We found
early treatment (<3 months after transplantation) quite
safe and effective. The SVR rates should improve further
with recent availability of other DAAs (Ledipasvir, Dacla-
tasvir and Velpatasvir) in our setup. To conclude, we pres-
ent our experience of DAAs for treatment of HCV after
LDLT and found a good SVR rate. Sofosbuvir based regi-
mens were well tolerated following liver transplantation
with minimal side effects. Anemia was usually seen in the
Ribavirin group. Early institution of DAA post liver trans-
plant was also safe and effective.

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST

The authors have none to declare.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

Mr. Yogesh Saini (research coordinator) and Mr. Manish K. Singh
(biostatistician).

124

CHOUDHARY ET AL

References

1. Berenguer M. Natural history of recurrent hepatitis C. Liver Transpl. 2002;10
(suppl 1):514-S18.

2. Dumortier J, Boillot O, Scoazec JY. Recurrent hepatitis C after liver transplan-
tation. World ] Gastroenterol. 2014;20:11069-11079.

3. Gane EJ, Portmann BC, Naoumov NV, et al. Long-term outcome of hepatitis C

infection after liver transplantation. N Engl ] Med. 1996;334:815-820.

4. Berenguer M, Ferrell L, Watson ], et al. HCV-related fibrosis progression
following liver transplantation: increase in recent years. | Hepatol.
2000;32:673-684.

. Berenguer M, Palau A, Aguilera V, Rayon JM, Juan FS, Prieto M. Clinical
benefits of antiviral therapy in patients with recurrent hepatitis C following
liver transplantation. Am J Transpl. 2008;8:679-687.

6. Saigal S, Choudhary NS, Saraf N, et al. Genotype 3 and higher low-density

lipoprotein levels are predictors of good response to treatment of recurrent

hepatitis C following living donor liver transplantation. Indian | Gastroenterol.
2015;34:305-309.

Ghany MG, Strader DB, Thomas DL, Seeff LB. Diagnosis, management, and

treatment of hepatitis C: an update. Hepatology. 2009;49:1335-1374.

. Raziorrouh B, Jung MC, Schirren CA, et al. Antiviral therapy for recurrent
hepatitis C after liver transplantation: sustained virologic response is related to
genotype 2/3 and response at week 12. Eur | Gastroenterol Hepatol.
2008;20:778-783.

9. Charlton M, Everson GT, Flamm SL, et al. Ledipasvir and sofosbuvir plus
ribavirin for treatment of HCV infection in patients with advanced liver disease.
Gastroenterology. 2015;149:649-659.

10. Charlton M, Gane E, Manns MP, et al. Sofosbuvir and ribavirin for treatment of

compensated recurrent hepatitis C virus infection after liver transplantation.

Gastroenterology. 2015;148:108-117.

Poordad F, Schiff ER, Vierling JM, et al. Daclatasvir with sofosbuvir and ribavirin

for hepatitis C virus infection with advanced cirrhosis or post-liver transplan-

tation recurrence. Hepatology. 2016;63:1493-1505.

12. Manns M, Samuel D, Gane EJ, et al. Ledipasvir and sofosbuvir plus ribavirin in
patients with genotype 1 or 4 hepatitis C virus infection and advanced liver
disease: a multicentre, open-label, randomised, phase 2 trial. Lancet Infect Dis.
2016;16:685-697.

13. Castells L, Llaneras J, Campos-Varela I, et al. Sofosbuvir and daclatasvir in
mono- and HIV-coinfected patients with recurrent hepatitis C after liver
transplant. Ann Hepatol. 2017;16:86-93.

14. Seifert LL, Vorona E, Bester C, et al. Interferon-free Sofosbuvir-based anti-HCV
therapy after liver transplantation. Ann Transpl. 2015;20:561-568.

15. Forns X, Charlton M, Denning ], et al. Sofosbuvir compassionate use program
for patients with severe recurrent hepatitis C after liver transplantation.
Hepatology. 2015;61:1485-1494.

16. Pungpapong S, Aqel B, Leise M, et al. Multicenter experience using simeprevir
and sofosbuvir with or without ribavirin to treat hepatitis C genotype 1 after
liver transplant. Hepatology. 2015;61:1880-1886.

17. Brown Jr RS, O’Leary JG, Reddy KR, et al. Interferon-free therapy for genotype 1
hepatitis C in liver transplant recipients: Real-world experience from the
hepatitis C therapeutic registry and research network. Liver Transpl.
2016;22:24-33.

18. Pischke S, Polywka S, Proske VM, et al. Course of hepatitis C virus (HCV) RNA
and HCV core antigen testing are predictors for reaching sustained virologic
response in liver transplant recipients undergoing sofosbuvir treatment in a
real-life setting. Transpl Infect Dis. 2016;18:141-145.

19. Ciesek S, Proske V, Otto B, et al. Efficacy and safety of sofosbuvir/ledipasvir for

the treatment of patients with hepatitis C virus re-infection after liver trans-

plantation. Transpl Infect Dis. 2016;18(3):326-332.

Dabbous HM, Montasser IF, Sakr MA, et al. Safety, efficacy, and tolerability of

sofosbuvir and ribavirin in management of recurrent hepatitis C virus genotype

4 after living donor liver transplant in Egypt: what have we learned so far?

Hepat Mon. 2016;16:e35339.

Coilly A, Fougerou-Leurent C, de Ledinghen V, et al. Multicentre experience

using daclatasvir and sofosbuvir to treat hepatitis C recurrence - The ANRS

CUPILT study. J Hepatol. 2016;65:711-718.

Fontana R], Brown RS, Moreno-Zamora A, et al. Daclatasvir combined with

sofosbuvir or simeprevir in liver transplant recipients with severe recurrent

hepatitis C infection. Liver Transpl. 2016;22:446-458.

23. QuY, GuoY, LiT, etal. Efficacy and safety of sofosbuvir-based interferon-free
therapies for hepatitis C in liver transplant recipients. | Gastroenterol Hepatol.
2017;32:740-748.

w

~

[ee]

11

jary

2

o

21.

—_

22.

N

© 2017 INASL.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0973-6883(17)30435-8/sbref0230

	Efficacy And Safety of Sofosbuvir Based Regimens For Treatment of Hepatitis C Recurrence After Living Donor Liver Transpla...
	Material and Methods
	Results
	Comparison of SVR Versus Non-SVR Groups

	Discussion
	Conflicts of Interest
	Acknowledgements
	References


