(‘x\edlclne &

Journal of

5O
uoper??

2
&
S
E
=
G
2

:2155.9619.8Y,
ozsn. mssenn
op (O

Liu et al., J Nucl Med Radiat Ther 2011, 2:1
DOI: 10.4172/2155-9619.1000106

Nuclear Medicine & Radiation Therapy

Research Article Open Access

Interventional Oncology — Avoiding Common Pitfalls to Reduce Toxicity

in Hepatic Radioembolization

David M Liu"?*, David Cade?®, Darren Klass’, Christopher Loh?, Justin P McWilliams? and David Valenti*

'Department of Radiology, Vancouver General Hospital, University of British Columbia, Vancouver, BC, Canada
2Angio/interventional Section, UCLA Department of Radiological Sciences, David Geffen School of Medicine, University of California Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA

3Sirtex Medical Limited, Sydney, Australia

“Division of Interventional Radiology, Department of Radiology, McGill University Health Centre, Montreal, QC, Canada

Abstract

Within the setting of hepatic neoplasia [primary and secondary], selective internal radiation therapy [SIRT],
also known as radioembolization has become an accepted procedure, incorporated into the armamentarium of
multidisciplinary oncologic care. The procedure itself requires an understanding of mesenteric vascular anatomy,
tumor vascular patterns, liver metabolism, and chemotherapy. Given the complex nature of the treatment, unique
toxicities, and complications may develop from multiple etiologies.

Strategies to reduce toxicities and complications as they relate to SIRT can be stratified into two broad categories:
factors involving vascularity/vascularization, and factors involving the underlying liver parenchyma. The purpose of
this manuscript is to provide the reader with a systematic review of the most commonly presenting toxicities, their
etiologies, prevention strategies, and suggested therapeutic options in a practical, and concise manner. A brief
discussion on the common misconceptions regarding toxicities will be included.

Introduction

The principles of radioembolization involve the intended deposition
of radioactivity into the microvascular bed of a biologically active
tumor utilizing a carrier-based delivery mechanism in a technique
that has been described as far back as 1965 [1]. Although simple in
concept, multiple considerations must be made in respect of the
desired radiation dose delivered to the tumor, the required total radio
activity, to achieve that radiation dose, the specific radioactivity, of each
microparticle, and the physical characteristics of the microparticle,
in addition to the physiologic and anatomic environment within the
targeted microvascular bed.

In spite of the over 15,000 human administrations of selective
internal radiation therapy (SIRT) in routine clinical practice [using
both ceramic, and resin microsphere platforms], many common
misconceptions persist regarding the presentation, incidence, and
etiologies of toxicities leading to suboptimal dose administration,
and suboptimal treatment. For instance, a common misconception
that sterile water results in significant complications, toxicities, and
vascular spasm has never been substantiated. Comments regarding
the superiority of the administration of a larger dose [either through
increased specific activity per microsphere, or through the application
of partition modeling] go without merit or evidence, and in fact are
contrary to published literature and do not take into account the
microdosimetric response, or provide supportive objective outcome
measures that justify this position. Optimization strategies in the
context of chemotherapy, and cirrhosis have never been addressed by
consensus, or evidence based outcomes. These incorrect assumptions
translate into inconsistency in therapy and ultimately clinical outcome.

Optimized treatment strategies include standard considerations
such as performance status, prior chemotherapeutic, and tumor biology/
site origin. In addition, given the novel strategy in the application of
SIRT, further consideration to tumor morphology, hepatic vasculature,
and tumor micro vasculature also warrant consideration. Failure to
incorporate all of these aspects into an appropriate treatment strategy,
not only in terms of quantity of radioactivity, but also the point of
administration of the radioactivity may result in toxicities that can

be divided into two major categories, those that which are related to
vasculature considerations [macrovascular considerations such as
anatomical variation, and point of administration, as well as the micro
vasculature characteristics of the tumor], and the underlying liver
parenchyma. The intent of this manuscript is to provide a summarized
overview of the potential toxicities relating to SIRT, and to offer
potential strategies in the mitigation of these toxicities.

Hepatic vasculature as relating to toxicities: macrovascular
anatomy/nontargeted embolization

The safety profile of SIRT ultimately depends on the ability
to understand, and optimize both the macrovascular aspects of
delivery [point of catheter administration, vascular anatomy,
vascular optimization], in addition to the micro vascular aspects of
delivery [arterio-venous shunting, tumor to normal parenchymal
microparticle uptake ratio, and abnormal perfusion]. Balancing the
appropriateness of the point of implantation with the potential of
delivering particles into non-targeted areas remains the profound
challenge of radioembolization. Current guidelines, and prescribed
activity determination are based primarily on safety profile as opposed
to intended tumor radiation dose due to the multiple factors that exist
in both a microvascular, and macrovascular domain.

As well described in the literature, anatomical variations within
the hepatic arterial anatomy can result in nontargeted embolization
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leading to deposition of microspheres [and consequently radiation]
in a quantity that results in clinical sequelae/complication/toxicity.
Simply put, the majority of toxicities from selective internal radiation
therapy involving the gastrointestinal tract occur as a result of nontarget
embolization [due either to failure to identify vessels that have their
origin from the hepatic arterial tree that then depart the liver, or reflux
of microparticles resulting in implantation in nontargeted/intended
regions]. A discussion regarding the identification and optimization of
vasculature is beyond the scope of this manuscript, however readers
are directed towards the extensive published review articles, and
angiographic approaches for further elaboration [2-5], however for the
purposes of illustration, readers are provided with a brief discussion
of the most common vascular considerations and their clinical
presentation.

The hepatic arterial system may demonstrate anatomical variation
in over 30% of presentations in a far greater percentage of patients
may present with conventional anatomy which may complicate the
location or method of microsphere delivery [4] requiring an exquisite
understanding of the range of anatomical variations. As a result of
the high variability, microsphere deposition may occur potentially
anywhere from the distal esophagus to the jejunum including
gallbladder and pancreas. Currently, there is no predictive method of
estimating cytocidal radiation or embolic dose to terminal vascular
beds, therefore it must be assumed that any nontargeted embolization
[regardless of the number microspheres, or amount of radioactivity]
may be toxic. Furthermore, the potential of non-targeted embolization
as a result of neovascularization, and collateral flow developing from
previously optimized vascular beds during the interval between
mesenteric angiography/vascular optimization and implantation has
been reported [5,6] further emphasizing the need for detailed re-
examination of vascular supply immediately prior to the implantation
of the microspheres.

The most common complication as result of nontargeted
embolization is the inadvertent deposition of microspheres within the
stomach. The right gastric artery [with its high variability of origin, and
appearance| remains the most likely culprit, resulting in irradiation
of the lesser curvature of the stomach, and radiation ulcers that may
range from self-limiting [with steroids, acid suppression, controlled
diet, motility agents, and sodium bismuth], to severe gastritis or
perforation resulting in emergent bypass surgery [7,8]. Following coil
embolization and hepatic vascular optimization, the development
of collateral variant pathways to the stomach and duodenum are
common, and may result in gastroduodenal radiation-induced disease
[9]. Adequate identification and coil embolization of all identified right
gastric arteries [as per the recommendations of the REBOC consensus
panel] remains a mandatory step prior to selective internal radiation
therapy [3]. Gastroduodenal ulceration rates in excess of 10% have
been reported in several series; incidence decreases significantly with
improved recognition of the right gastric artery, identification of the
endpoint of microsphere infusion, and catheter skills that develop
with increasing operator experience [10], and is a complication that
amongst experienced operators should fall well below 2%.

The cystic artery remains a vessel of controversy, and must be
considered in all forms of embolic therapy. Fortunately, involvement
of this vessel leads to relatively few sequelae, with the vast majority of
severe presentations published as case reports [11,12]. Collectively,
the incidence of radiation induced cholecystitis is rare, with less than
1% requiring surgical intervention however described within the
literature [13-15]. Controversy remains as to whether prophylactic coil

embolization of the cystic artery is required prior to administration of
microsphere therapy. Recently, McWilliams et al. [16] confirmed the
safety of prophylactic gel foam and coil embolization of the cystic artery
prior to implantation. The results have demonstrated a trend towards
decreased complications when utilizing gel foam pledget immediately
prior to radioembolization procedures, which according to the authors
conclusions may be the optimal method of dealing with potential
implantation of microspheres at the time of administration [16].
Whether or not the cystic artery requires prophylactic embolization still
remains controversial however if the need is identified for protection
of the cystic artery, this technique can be performed safely and without
complication.

Pancreatitis secondary to non-targeted embolization is likely to
have a multifactorial etiology, including the possibility of associated
toxicity from antineoplastic drugs, non-targeted embolization resulting
in ischemia/obstruction, and of course the direct radiation effects
from yttrium-90. Although described anecdotally, no specific case
report relating to radiation-induced pancreatitis has been published
in contemporary literature. However, pancreatitis associated with
liver embolization has been described, utilizing both terminal embolic
agents, as well as chemoembolization techniques, further emphasizing
to the operator the importance of vascular optimization, and intense
scrutiny during implantation to minimize the potential for reflux
[17,18].

Non-targeted embolization resulting in other sequelae within the
gastrointestinal, and hepatobiliary tract have been described on a case
report basis. Biliary sclerosis, small bowel radiation-induced injury,
and radiation-induced enterocolitis have been described, with the
majority of reports having occurred following single session whole
liver SIRT administration [4,13,19-21].

Techniques for optimization from a vascular perspective require
an understanding of normal anatomy, anatomical variations, and
intrahepatic flow patterns in the context of embolic therapy. Advanced
maneuvers such as super-selective catheterization, and multiple
segmental implantation minimize the potential for lower order
vessel reflux, and subsequent non-targeted embolization. Along this
spectrum, the concept of segmental administration and radiation
segmentectomy, enables highly accurate implantation within specific
segmentsand potentially extraordinarily high radiation doses [in the
order of 1200Gy to the tumor, and 300Gy to the surrounding liver
parenchyma] in very limited liver volumes thus resulting in complete
destruction of both tumor and normal parenchyma. Barring any
arterio-venous shunting and acceptable liver function, this becomes an
effective strategy when dealing with oligo-metastatic disease that has
well-defined vascular pedicles, potentially minimizing of the potential
for non-target embolization by minimizing the amount of exposed
tissue, and performing the implantation deep within the tumor
vascular plexus [22].

Portal vein thrombosis

Traditionally, the presence of portal vein thrombus [most
commonly in the context of hepatocellular carcinoma (HCC)] has
been an absolute contraindication for chemoembolization and bland
embolization due to the concerns regarding the possibility of tumor
embolus. The poor prognosis of this presentation is emphasized by the
abysmal median survival of 5.4 months in the setting of symptomatic
or vascular invasion or extra-hepatic spread [23,24]. However, with the
carrier-based delivery mechanism applied in SIRT, current literature
suggests that selective internal radiation therapy is acceptably safe
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and remains effective in the context of portal vein thrombosis.In the
setting of hepatocellular carcinoma, median survival has been reported
to range from 7.9 to 17.2 with the application of resin microspheres
[25,26]. These encouraging results suggest that the carrier-based
mechanism of delivery of radiotherapeutic in the setting of portal vein
tumor thrombus may result in improved outcomes as compared to
historical survival in the presence of macrovascular invasion, and also
provide a potential setting in which the synergistic actions of multi-
targeted kinase inhibitors [such as sorafenib] may complement the
theoretical mechanism of action of the radioembolic by counteracting
angiogenesis, and up regulation of compensatory mechanisms [27,28].
Results are pending based on a number of phase III trials examining
the utility of radioembolization with adjuvant multi-kinase inhibitors,
however for the purposes of discussion regarding toxicities, the
application of radioembolization in the setting of portal vein tumor
thrombus result in an acceptable safety profile, and tolerability,
with a trend [retrospective, and single arm prospected] towards
improved survival. Due to the primary therapeutic mechanism of Y90
microspheres being local irradiation as opposed to ischemia, it has
been demonstrated that radioembolization may be better tolerated
than traditional embolization or chemoembolization in patients
with PVT. Lack of an embolic effect of Y90 microspheres has been
further demonstrated by reports showing a decreased incidence of
postembolization, compared with chemoembolization or transarterial
embolization, resulting in an increased quality of life as compared to
older trans arterial techniques [29].

In the setting of SIRT as a monotherapy , time to progression in
those patients diagnosed with PVT was 8.0 months, with a median
survival of 10 months as reported in a retrospective series of 108
patients, with similar findings reported by Tsai et. al., in a retrospective
analysis of 22 patients with PVT, demonstrating a median survival of
7.7 months, significantly higher than previously reported survival in
the setting of macrovascular invasion and PVT [25,26]. Similar results
have been found in retrospective analysis, with median survival time
reported in the order of 10 months [30]. In the setting of portal vein
thrombus, toxicities in relation to elevated liver enzymes, and incidence
of fulminant hepatic failure has been acceptable, thus demonstrating
utility of radioembolization in the setting of portal vein thrombosis
[31]. The improved outcomes of SIRT as compared to best supportive
care, and previous attempts at embolic therapies suggest that toxicities
associated with this procedure in the setting of portal vein thrombosis
are clinically acceptable. Results are pending from three phase III trials
(SORAMIC, SIRveNIB and STOP) examining the utility of radio-
embolization with adjuvant multi-targeted kinase inhibitors however,
for the purposes of discussion regarding toxicities, the application of
radioembolization in the setting of portal vein tumor thrombus results
in an acceptable safety profile and tolerability, and minimal toxicity,
with a trend [retrospective, and single arm prospective] towards
improved survival. Due to the primary therapeutic mechanism
of yttrium-90 microspheres being local irradiation as opposed to
ischemia, it has been demonstrated that radioembolization may be
better tolerated than traditional embolization or chemoembolization
in patients with PVT. Lack of an enduring embolic effect of yttrium-90
microspheres has been further demonstrated by reports showing a
decreased incidence of post-embolization syndrome, compared with
trans-arterial chemoembolization or trans-arterial embolization,
resulting in an increased quality of life compared to older trans-arterial
techniques [29].

Tumor and parenchyma shunting: radiation pneumonitis

Microvascular and macrovascular arterioveous shunting may occur

within the histologic architectureof a tumor as a result of mechanisms
related to angiogenesis, vascular erosion, and autonecrosis resulting
from tumor parenchyma outstripping its own vascular supply.
Furthermore, in situations of compromised hepatic reserve such as
cirrhosis, arteriovenous and arterioportal shunting may also occur in
non-neoplastic liver parenchyma due to degenerative transformation
(e.g. cirrhosis, edema), vascular obstruction (venocclusive disease),
and trauma (percutaneous tracts, biopsy etc) [32-34]. Regardless of the
cause, arteriovenous shunting or sumping results in a bypass conduit
for therapeutic payload from the target capillary bed, into the systemic
circulation. Under normal circumstances, if the therapeutic payload
bypasses the hepatic vasculature and liver, particles may have the
potential to collect within the next capillary bed within the circulatory
system, which exists within the pulmonary parenchyma [32].

Although there is a high statistical probability some microspheres
will pass to the lung parenchyma, clinical manifestations are rare and
have been reported as result of excessive liver-to-lung shunting from
large arteriovenous in the liver, exclusively in patient with HCC. The
clinical manifestation of excessive radiation dose to the lungs, termed
radiation pneumonitis include dry non-productive cough, progressive
exertional dyspnea 1-6 months after therapy, chest radiography and
CT demonstrating excessive patchy consolidation with sparing of the
lateral edges of the lungs and fissures [35,36].

The reported incidence of fatal radiation pneumonitis in
contemporary literature is rare and essentially comprises case reports.
The largest population was described in 1995, and constitutes the
largest study population to date. Fatal radiation induced pneumonitis
was only reported in two cases (n=80), with both cases receiving
greater than 30 Gy to the lungs based on a uniform distribution model,
which has resulted in the general consensus that overall lung exposure
must be less than 30 Gy to mitigate this potential fatal complication
[35]. Pursuant to these data, the REBOC expert consensus panel on
radio-embolization has reinforced the recommendation that based
on current information, single session exposure to the lung should
be calculated at less than 30 Gy based on partition model, and for all
intents and purposes, this is become the standard radiation dose limit
for the lung [3].

The actual deposition of microspheres [in clusters, or concentrated
in specific vascular beds] may have a significant impact on micro-
dosimetry and consequently on the local radiation dose however,
cannot be modeled in a predictive fashion given current dosimetric
methodologies [37]. To further support this position [and introduce
further controversy], a recent publication directly addressing the
incidence of radiation pneumonitis following radio-embolization
determined that assuming uniform lung distribution, in a population
of 58 patients receiving greater than 30 Gy exposure based on partition
modeling, none of these patients developed clinically significant
radiation pneumonitis, or imaging findings associated with radiation
pneumonitis. 10 patients presented with pleural effusions, atelectasis,
and ground glass attenuation as incidental findings without clinical
manifestations. In this series the liver-to-lung shunt fraction ranged
from 4.2% to 45% [mean lung shunt fraction 20%] [38].

Asaresult of these findings, it may be concluded that the commonly
practiced reduction in prescribed activity due to the presence of
nominally excessive liver-to-lung shunting (defined as >10%) should
not be performed. Instead, a prescribed activity reduction should
only be performed in those cases where the lung radiation exposure
[assuming a uniform distribution] is greater than 30 Gy. Utilizing
both body surface area [BSA] and partition models, situations may
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arise where arbitrary prescribed activity reduction may still result in
excessive radiation dose to lungs as a result of high body surface area
[BSA], large liver as a result of tumor infiltration [partition], borderline
pulmonary shunt perfusion, and possible pulmonary compromise
[surgery, COPD, emphysema]. As a result, a more refined and safer
methodology is a determination of exposure to the lungs based on
standard partition methodology with an understanding of the inherent
limitations of this method, with the assumption of uniform lung
distribution. Utilizing this model as opposed to arbitrary prescribed
activity reduction in cases of excessive liver-to-lung shunting, provides
the additional safeguard of ensuring that [assuming uniform lung
distribution] the pulmonary parenchyma does not receive an excessive
radiation dose that is likely to result in lung pathology and clinical
sequelae [3].

Liver parenchymal considerations

Underlyingliver parenchymaasitrelates to toxicities: Historically,
utilizing conformal beam external beam radiation, the phenomena of
radiation-induced liver disease (RILD) has been recognized in whole
liver doses as low as 35Gy [39]. Given the well-defined phenomena of
angiogenesis arising from hepatic arteries and directed towards tumors
[40], selective hepatic arterial administration results in preferential
deposition of radioactive microspheres into the dense microvascular
plexus of the tumor, while minimizing the radioactivity deposited
into normal liver parenchyma. Although technetium-99 macro-
aggregated albumin [MAA] scans have been commonly accepted as
surrogates for radioactive microsphere deposition, much controversy
still exists regarding the correlation in biodistribution of the two types
of particles [41,42]. Despite the limitations in determination of the true
microdosimetry within the tumor due to the variations in vascularity,
cumulative dose from ceramic microspheres have been reported as
high as 482Gy administered over several sessions without significant
toxicity as reported by Young et al. [43]. The long-term implications
of such large radiation doses and their association with radiation-
induced fibrosis and/or radiation-induced liver disease was not
described in the analysis [43]. Recent studies investigating the use of
ceramic microspheres in the setting of hepatocellular carcinoma have
noted that increased risk of liver toxicities are observed during single
administration of doses of greater than 150 Gy [44].

The long-term clinical sequelae of excessive parenchymal exposure
to yttrium-90 microspheres is still unknown. Liver damage associated
with radioembolization has been a poorly understood phenomenon
with limited clinical data. As the presentation of RILD is rare, small
retrospective data sets constitute the majority of experience. The
largest and most detailed prosepctive series to date, reported by Sangro
et al. [20] consisted of a population of 45 patients without evidence
of previous chronic liver disease. Following an exhaustive analysis of
pre- and post-treatment variables, and diagnosis with both primary
and secondary tumors of the liver (in both chemotherapy-naive
and chemotherapy-treated settings), classic presentations of RILD,
(mimicking siniosodal obstruction syndrome and presenting within
60 days of treatment) were found more commonly in patients who
had received previous chemotherapy, elevated pre-treatment bilirubin
levels, and large radiation dose to normal liver but independent of
receiving chemotherapy after radioembolization [20].

Cirrhosis

The complex interaction between the microvascular capacitance
and the hypervascularity of a metastatic or primary neoplasm within
the liver parenchyma ultimately dictates the ratio of microsphere

deposition within the tumor and parenchyma compartments.
Typically, the hypervascularity of the tumor far outweighs the
“normovascularity” of the liver parenchyma, resulting in a preferential
deposition of microparticles, and thus radioactivity, within the tumor
itself. Factors that may result in a compromise of hepatic function
secondary to inflammatory or post-inflammatory processes such
as nonalcoholic steatohepatitis [NASH], chemotherapy-associated
steatohepatitis [CASH], or viral hepatitis, and conditions resulting
in fibrosis or compromise of hepatic function may lower the safe/
acceptable threshold of radiation dose and embolic load of the
underlying liver parenchyma.

As defined by Young et al. [43] if patients are stratified based on
Okuda score, those patients with lower stage hepatic compromise
may tolerate higher radiation doses without liver toxicities suggesting
that the degree of cirrhosis, or liver compromise may affect the non-
tumorous liver tissue’s ability to recover from radiation insult [43].
Furthermore, investigation with ceramic microspheres in the treatment
ofhepatocellular carcinoma demonstrated prognostic factors associated
with increased toxicities to be the following: treatment total bilirubin of
greater than 3.0mg/dL, and associations of toxicity with higher single
session liver dose [44].

A trend towards higher radiation dose administration [which
may result in increased and excessive liver parenchymal exposure]
has developed in clinical practice without evidence, or support. In
previous publications, tumor response for hepatocellular carcinoma
has suggested an improved survival in those patients receiving >120Gy
exposure based on open laparotomy, and intra-arterial infusion with
liquid scintillation counting of multiple liver biopsies in a population
of 18 patients [45]. This initial publication had essentially provided
the standard partition model dose that is commonly used in clinical
practice. However, fundamentally limitations remain as to the
understanding of tumor response utilizing low linear energy transfer
(LET) sustained low-dose radiation therapy. To further this point of
controversy, recent publications have described significant increases in
radiation exposure which have been deemed acceptable in the order
of 390 Gy during multiple sessions of administration. However, it is
important to note that these publications have overlooked late-phase
RILD and the long-term implications of SIRT, examining only the
relationship between acute liver dysfunction, and amount of prescribed
activity [43]. Furthermore, and just as important is the fact that current
prescribed activity models [BSA, and traditional partition models]
assume uniform distribution of particles within the compartment
of implantation, which is fundamentally incorrect. Currently, the
microvascular capacitance, or tumor to normal uptake ratio is not
accounted for, likely resulting in excessive radiation deposition within
the tumor itself [when utilizing the partition model]. Theoretically,
with improved understanding of dose administration, predicted
dosimetry as it pertains to tumor response will likely result in decreased
overall radiation exposure to normal liver parenchyma, thus decreasing
toxicities associated with patients presenting with compromised
hepatic function. In spite of these limitations, currently, standard
acceptable methodologies remain the partition modeling technique,
and body surface area determined presribed activity as outlined by the
REBOC consensus panel [3].

Contemporary strategies for mitigation of complete hepatic
parenchymal collapse, manifesting as radiation-induced liver disease
have included prescribed activity reductionin the setting of chronic
inflammatory conditions, heavy pre-treatment with chemotherapy,
or prior surgical resection resulting in a decreased functional liver
volume, as well super-selective techniques [which serve to concentrate
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Class Complication/Toxicity Incidence (%) Reference | |Management
Constitutional Fatigue 28-52 22,69,71 Self Limiting Steroid
Abdominal Pain/discomfort 16-19 22,69,71 Self Limiting Steroid Analgesics
Nausea 6-13 22,71 Steroid Antiemetics
Hepatic/Tumor Analgesics Antiemetics Bismuth
p Gastritis 5 10 Motility Agent H2 blocker or Proton
Vasculature A .
pump inhibitor Partial gastrectomy
Cholecystitis 3 (1% requiring surgery), case reports | 13-15 Observation Cholecystectomy
Radiation Pneumonitis 0-6 35,38 High dose steroids
Hepatic Parenchyma Biochemical Liver Toxicity: Grade Ill or higher 6-07 22,4344 Self Limiting

(ALP, AST, ALT, bilirubin) (transient)

Radiation Induced Liver Disease (RILD) or failure |0-20

Diuretics High dose steroids
20,44,45,70 |Defibrotide Low-dose heparin
Ursodeoxicolic acid Pentoxyfylline

Portal Hypertension; Fibrosis Case Reports 13,19,72 _(I?I?Ds;rvatlonal
Biloma/abscess 1 14 Observational Drainage
Ascites 11 (advanced liver disease) 69 Drainage
3 cases (more common after second .
Encephalopathy treatment) 44 Lactulose Supportive
Hemobilia Single reported case 44
Systemic Toxicities  Pancytopenia Case Report (likely due fo free 73 Supportive

Yttrium-90 unbound to microsphere)

Tabe 1: Summary of commonly encountered toxicities, reported incidents, and potential management options.

the activity within visualized lesions as opposed to micro metastatic
disease] such as sequential lobar administration, selective segmental
administration, and high-dose segmental administration [viz. radiation
segmentectomy technique]. The differences in specific toxicities and
safety profiles between sequential lobar administration and whole liver
adminstration have not been investigated but intuitively, preservation
of liver parenchyma from exposure to radiation [based on both the
stochastic, and deterministic models] should result in decreased
parenchymal compromise. Current standards for the treatment of
radiation-induced liver disease include diuretics for mild cases and
sustained high-dose steroids and possibly defibrotide for more severe
cases and associated veno-occlusive disease seen in the acute setting.
Sangro et al. [45] also suggested preventive measures such as low-
dose heparin, ursodeoxycolic acid, and pentoxyfylline for patients
deemed to be at high risk. Nevertheless in remains that the long-term
implications of post-SIRT fibrosis have not been fully investigated nor
has an effective treatment strategy been instituted following profound
sustained chronic radiation-induced liver injury [45].

Chemotherapy

As the energy associated with beta particle emission [electronic]
is defined as low LET radiation, which is driven by free radicals
[hydroxyl radicals], the biological damage results in the creation of the
highly reactive molecules originates from unpaired valence electron
propagation. Commonly referred to as indirect action, this type of
biological damage is highly susceptible to chemotherapy sensitization,
and as with any radioactive source, consideration of the synergistic
effect must be made and incorporated into a prescribed activity plan
and method of administration.

In the context of SIRT, the synergistic effects of free radical
generation resulting in increased vulnerability to chemotehrapy,
and by the same token radiosensitization, may result in injury to the
normal liver parenchyma as a result of failure or compromise of repair
mechanisms. It is well-established in the literature that specific classes
of chemotherapeutics may act as potent radio sensitizers. Furthermore,
many of these chemotherapeutics may have preferential metabolism to
their active metabolites within the liver [46-53].

The phenomena of radiosensitization/chemosensitization have
been used to advantage in earlier reported experience with SIRT in
the treatment of liver-dominant metastatic colorectal carcinoma. SIRT
in combination with concomitant hepatic arterial infusion of FUDR
or systemic infusion of 5-fluorouracil has been reported, with the
synergistic effects resulting in either statistically significant delay in time
to progression [54] or improved overall survival [55]. In a small phase
2 randomized trial, single administration of radioembolic in addition
to a regimen of systemic 5-fluorouracil/leucovorin chemotherapy
resulted in increased time to disease progression as compared to
5-fluorouracil/leucovorin chemotherapy alone, and prolonged overall
survival with acceptable toxicities [median survival of 29.4 months
versus 12.8 months], with neutropenic sepsis developing in a single
patient [n=21] [56]. Tolerances to multiple types of chemotherapies
have been established for a number of different regimens. In a phase
I dose escalation trial utilizing irinotecan, maximum tolerated
dose was achieved without de-escalation, suggesting that full dose
administration of irinotecan in patients who experienced relapse after
previous chemotherapy can be well-tolerated for doses as high as 100
mg/m” with median survival in this population of 12.2 months and
progression free survival of 6.0 months, experiencing self-limited
abdominal pain and nausea, lethargy, and anorexia [57]. Similar
acceptable toxicities have been demonstrated a phase III trial with first-
line FUDR administration [55], as well as in a phase II trial in a heavily
pretreated chemotherapy-refractory (i.e. salvage) population with
concomitant protracted infusion of 5-fluoruracil [54].

The phenomenon of radiation recall [which can occur months
to years after previous radiation exposure] has been an issue of
concern regarding internal organ damage secondary to high-dose
radiation [58-60]. Although this is been rarely observed, as per the
conclusions of Sharma et al. [63] those patients undergoing first-line
chemotherapeutic regimens utilizing a platinum-based therapeutic
regimen may require a dose reduction in the initial cycles in order to
minimize radio sensitization, which is thought to have accounted for
the increased incidence of neutropenia in the study population. Like
other platinum-based compounds used routinely in chemoradiation
[cervix, head, neck, esophagus], the radiosensitization effects of
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platinum based chemotherapies are well known in the context
of external beam radiation, with toxicities presenting [primarily
neutropenia] at doses of greater than 60 mg/m?* [61,62]. Similar dose
reductions have been recommended in patients receiving SIRT and
platinum based therapies based on phase II first-line trials [63]. In
summary, these chemotherapeutics may make the target organ [in the
case of radioembolization, the liver] susceptible to radiation-induced
liver failure [20].

However, prior chemotherapeutic exposure, external beam
radiation, and other types of radiosensitization mechanisms have not
been demonstrated conclusively to increase the incidence of radiation-
induced liver disease [RILD]. Recently, two multi-center prospective
clinical trials have reported the safety and efficacy of the use of SIRT
in metastatic colorectal carcinoma patients who had been heavily
pretreated with, and were refractory to, all standard chemotherapies
and available contemporary biologic therapies. In both studies, the
body surface area method was utilized to determine prescribed activity
with resin microspheres in a single session whole liver administration,
with no significant toxicities or manifestations of radiation-induced
liver disease [54,64].

The use of radioembolization as monotherapy in the context of
heavily pretreated patients with systemic or biologic therapies although
demonstrating safety, should be performed with an understanding
of potential compromise of hepatic reserve secondary to conditions
such as chemotherapy associated steatohepatitis, (CASH) [65],
chemotherapy associated siniosoidal obstructive syndrome (SOS) [66],
prior liver resection, or potentially vascular endothelial growth factor
inhibitors (anti-VEGF agents) [67]. In general, prescribed activity
reductions by as much as 25% have been recomended in those patients
who have been potentially compromised liver parenchyma however no
currently accepted guidelines, or consensus has been reached on this
issue.

Constitutional symptoms

Self-limiting clinical toxicities/constitutional symptoms are also
noted, and inherent to SIRT therapy. Approximately 20 to 50% of
the population has described CTC SAE v3.0 grade fatigue that is self-
limiting, beginning approximately 48 hours after implantation, lasting
up to one week [68,69]. Symptoms can be controlled through low-dose
steroid administration [in non-diabetics], which may also treat mild
nausea and anorexia [57].

Nausea and vomiting [grade 3 or greater] have been reported in
as many as 20% of patients undergoing radio-embolization [55,70].
Management with a low-dose steroid or standard antiemetic therapy
may control the symptoms, which typically resolve within 1 to 2 weeks
treatment. Mild abdominal pain is commonly reported.

Late onset of nausea, vomiting, hematemesis, anorexia, or bloody
diarrhea may indicate potential gastrointestinal ulceration secondary
to non-target delivery into the gastrointestinal musoca. If symptoms
present in a delayed fashion, further investigation may be warranted
through endoscopy, or cross-sectional imaging [including the arterial
phase] to identify mucosal bleeding, inflammation, or perforation.
Table 1 provides a summary of commonly encountered toxicities.

Summary

Toxicities as related to radio-embolization can be divided into two broad
categories: complications resulting from non-target embolization due to reflux/
aberrant vascular anatomy [resulting in damaged organs in the mesenteric
vasculature] and arteriovenous shunting [resulting in radiation induced
pneumonitis], and compromise of hepatic function secondary to liver parenchymal
injury [resulting in radiation-induced liver disease, or acute hepatic dysfunction].

As a result of these unique and severe complications, optimization of the intra-
arterial implantation of yttrium-90 microspheres is obtained through adequate review
of patient history [liver function, lung function, chemotherapy exposure, computed
tomography angiography], detailed interrogation and optimization of the mesenteric
anatomy [through highly detailed angiograms, super-selective catheterizations,
and appropriate redistribution/embolization strategies], and adequate assessment
of technetium-99 MAA intra-arterial injection to determine pulmonary shunt fraction
to allow for determination of partition model-based radiation dose to the lung mass.
However, inevitably post radio-embolization syndrome [presenting as fatigue,
abdominal pain, and elevation in liver transaminase levels] is common and self-
limiting. Differentiation between self-limiting and transient clinical toxicities and
those that may require more aggressive therapy and/or intervention is an essential
component of this treatment paradigm (Table 1). Anatomical variations, and
unintentional reflux of microparticles still represent the majority of complications
and present as an inflammatory process relating to the end organ [gastric,
duodenal, pancreatic, pulmonary,cholecystic] implantation.

The underlying liver parenchyma also warrants equal consideration, as this
appears to be a significant factor in the presentation of RILD. Compromised hepatic
function appears to be the key factor and as a result RILD may manifest at lower
radiation exposure levels as a result of pre-existing chronic inflammation or hepatic
compromise. Dose reduction strategies should be implemented to minimize the
potential for irreversible damage to the liver in this setting however, this realm
remains an area of active research and no definitive guidance has been elucidated,
thus creating further challenges in the determination of appropriate prescribed
activities of yttrium-90 microspheres.

References

1. Ariel IM (1965) Treatment of Inoperable Primary Pancreatic and Liver Cancer
by the Intra-Arterial Administration of Radioactive Isotopes (Y90 Radiating
Microspheres. Ann Surg 162: 267-278.

2. Lewandowski RJ, Sato KT, Atassi B, Ryu RK, Nemcek AA Jr, et al. (2007)
Radioembolization with 90Y microspheres: angiographic and technical
considerations. Cardiovasc Intervent Radiol 30: 571-592.

3. Kennedy A, Nag S, Salem R, Murthy R, McEwan AJ, et al. (2007)
Recommendations for radioembolization of hepatic malignancies using
yttrium-90 microsphere brachytherapy: a consensus panel report from the
radioembolization brachytherapy oncology consortium. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol
Phys 68: 13-23.

4. Liu DM, Salem R, Bui JT, Courtney A, Barakat O, et al. (2005) Angiographic
considerations in patients undergoing liver-directed therapy. J Vasc Interv
Radiol 16: 911-935.

5. Abdelmaksoud MH, Hwang GL, Louie JD, Kothary N, Hofmann LV, et al. (2010)
Development of new hepaticoenteric collateral pathways after hepatic arterial
skeletonization in preparation for yttrium-90 radioembolization. J Vasc Interv
Radiol 21: 1385-1395.

6. Louie JD, Kothary N, Kuo WT, Hwang GL, Hofmann LV, et al. (2009)
Incorporating cone-beam CT into the treatment planning for yttrium-90
radioembolization. J Vasc Interv Radiol 20: 606-613.

7. Murthy R, Brown DB, Salem R, Meranze SG, Coldwell DM, et al. (2007)
Gastrointestinal complications associated with hepatic arterial Yttrium-90
microsphere therapy. J Vasc Interv Radiol 18: 553-561.

8. Nair J, Liu C, Caridi J, Zlotecki R, George TJ Jr (2010) Gastroduodenal
ulcerations as a delayed complication of hepatic metastasis radioembolization.
J Clin Oncol 28: e735-736.

9. Ogawa F, Mino-Kenudson M, Shimizu M, Ligato S, Lauwers GY (2008)
Gastroduodenitis associated with yttrium 90-microsphere selective internal
radiation: an iatrogenic complication in need of recognition. Arch Pathol Lab
Med 132: 1734-1738.

10. Lim L, Gibbs P, Yip D, Shapiro JD, Dowling R, et al. (2005) A prospective
evaluation of treatment with Selective Internal Radiation Therapy (SIR-spheres)
in patients with unresectable liver metastases from colorectal cancer previously
treated with 5-FU based chemotherapy. BMC Cancer 5: 132.

11. Coldwell DM, Hottenstein DW, Ricci JA, Wengert PA (1985) Emphysematous
cholecystitis as a complication of hepatic arterial embolization. Cardiovasc
Intervent Radiol 8: 36-38.

12. Simons RK, Sinanan MN, Coldwell DM (1992) Gangrenous cholecystitis as a
complication of hepatic artery embolization: case report. Surgery 112: 106-110.

13. Szyszko T, Al-Nahhas A, Tait P, Rubello D, Canelo R, et al. (2007) Management
and prevention of adverse effects related to treatment of liver tumours with 90Y
microspheres. Nucl Med Commun 28: 21-24.

J Nucl Med Radiat Ther
ISSN:2155-9619 JNMRT an open access journal

Volume 2 ¢ Issue 1+ 1000106


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14327011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14327011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14327011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17516113
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17516113
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17516113
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17448867
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17448867
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17448867
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17448867
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17448867
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16002500
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16002500
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16002500
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20688531
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20688531
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20688531
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20688531
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19345589
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19345589
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19345589
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17446547
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17446547
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17446547
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20823407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20823407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20823407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20823407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20823407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20823407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20823407
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16225697
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16225697
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16225697
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16225697
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/4016806
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/4016806
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/4016806
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1621217
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1621217
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17159545
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17159545
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17159545

Citation: Liu DM, Cade D, Klass D, Loh C, McWilliams JP, et al. (2011) Interventional Oncology — Avoiding Common Pitfalls to Reduce Toxicity in
Hepatic Radioembolization. J Nucl Med Radiat Ther 2:106. doi:10.4172/2155-9619.1000106

Page 7 of 8

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

. Atassi B, Bangash AK, Lewandowski RJ, Ibrahim S, Kulik L, et al. (2008) Biliary

sequelae following radioembolization with Yttrium-90 microspheres. J Vasc
Interv Radiol 19: 691-697.

. Crowder CD, Grabowski C, Inampudi S, Sielaff T, Sherman CA, et al. (2009)

Selective internal radiation therapy-induced extrahepatic injury: an emerging
cause of iatrogenic organ damage. Am J Surg Pathol 33: 963-975.

. McWilliams JP, Kee ST, Loh CT, Lee EW, Liu DM (2010) Prophylactic

Embolization of the Cystic Artery Before Radioembolization: Feasibility, Safety,
and Outcomes. Cardiovasc Intervent Radiol.

. Lopez-Benitez R, Radeleff BA, Barragan-Campos HM, Noeldge G, Grenacher

L, et al. (2007) Acute pancreatitis after embolization of liver tumors: frequency
and associated risk factors. Pancreatology 7: 53-62.

.Chey V, Chopin-Laly X, Micol C, Lepiliez V, Forestier J, et al. (2011) Acute

pancreatitis after transcatheter arterial chemoembolization for liver metastases
of carcinoid tumors. Clin Res Hepatol Gastroenterol.

.Jakobs TF, Saleem S, Atassi B, Reda E, Lewandowski RJ et al. (2008)

Fibrosis, portal hypertension, and hepatic volume changes induced by intra-
arterial radiotherapy with 90yttrium microspheres. Dig Dis Sci 53: 2556-2563.

Sangro B, Gil-Alzugaray B, Rodriguez J, Sola |, Martinez-Cuesta A, et al.
(2008) Liver disease induced by radioembolization of liver tumors: description
and possible risk factors. Cancer 112: 1538-1546.

Willemart S, Nicaise N, Struyven J, van Gansbeke D (2000) Acute radiation-
induced hepatic injury: evaluation by triphasic contrast enhanced helical CT. Br
J Radiol 73: 544-546.

Riaz A, Gates VL, Atassi B, Lewandowski RJ, Mulcahy MF, et al. (2010)
Radiation segmentectomy: a novel approach to increase safety and efficacy of
radioembolization. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 79: 163-171.

Giannelli G, Pierri F, Trerotoli P, Marinosci F, Serio G, et al. (2002) Occurrence
of portal vein tumor thrombus in hepatocellular carcinoma affects prognosis
and survival. A retrospective clinical study of 150 cases. Hepatol Res 24: 50.

Llovet JM, Bustamante J, Castells A, Vilana R, Ayuso Mdel C, et al. (1999)
Natural history of untreated nonsurgical hepatocellular carcinoma: rationale for
the design and evaluation of therapeutic trials. Hepatology 29: 62-67.

Hilgard P, Hamami M, Fouly AE, Scherag A, Miller S, et al. (2010)
Radioembolization with yttrium-90 glass microspheres in hepatocellular
carcinoma: European experience on safety and long-term survival. Hepatology
52: 1741-1749.

Tsai AL, Burke CT, Kennedy AS, Moore DT, Mauro MA et al. (2010) Use of
yttrium-90 microspheres in patients with advanced hepatocellular carcinoma
and portal vein thrombosis. J Vasc Interv Radiol 21: 1377-1384.

Llovet JM, Ricci S, Mazzaferro V, Hilgard P, Gane E, et al. (2008) Sorafenib in
advanced hepatocellular carcinoma. N Engl J Med 359: 378-390.

Rimassa L, Santoro A (2009) Sorafenib therapy in advanced hepatocellular
carcinoma: the SHARP trial. Expert Rev Anticancer Ther 9: 739-745.

Steel J, Baum A, Carr B (2004) Quality of life in patients diagnosed with
primary hepatocellular carcinoma: hepatic arterial infusion of Cisplatin versus
90-Yttrium microspheres (Therasphere). Psychooncology 13: 73-79.

Inarrairaegui M, Thurston KG, Bilbao JI, D’Avola D, Rodriguez M, et al. (2010)
Radioembolization with use of yttrium-90 resin microspheres in patients with
hepatocellular carcinoma and portal vein thrombosis. J Vasc Interv Radiol 21:
1205-1212.

Salem R, Lewandowski R, Roberts C, D’Avola D, Rodriguez M, et al. (2004)
Use of Yttrium-90 glass microspheres (TheraSphere) for the treatment of
unresectable hepatocellular carcinoma in patients with portal vein thrombosis.
J Vasc Interv Radiol 15: 335-345.

Ho S, Lau WY, Leung WT, Chan M, Chan KW, et al. (1997) Arteriovenous
shunts in patients with hepatic tumors. J Nucl Med 38: 1201-1205.

Sugano S, Miyoshi K, Suzuki T, Kawafune T, Kubota M (1994) Intrahepatic
arteriovenous shunting due to hepatocellular carcinoma and cirrhosis, and its
change by transcatheter arterial embolization. Am J Gastroenterol 89: 184-188.

Walser RH, Haldemann AR, Rosler H, Koranda P, Kinser JA, et al. (1996)
Diagnostic angioscintigraphic evaluation of malignant hepatic tumors before
catheter embolization: determination of shunt, flow distribution, and reflux.
Cardiovasc Intervent Radiol 19: 77-81.

Leung TW, Lau WY, Ho SK, Ward SC, Chow JH, et al. (1999) Radiation

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

1.

42.

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

pneumonitis after selective internal radiation treatment with intraarterial
90yttrium-microspheres for inoperable hepatic tumors. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol
Phys 33: 919-924.

Lin M (1994) Radiation pneumonitis caused by yttrium-90 microspheres:
radiologic findings. AJR Am J Roentgenol 162: 1300-1302.

Kennedy AS, Nutting C, Coldwell D, Gaiser J, Drachenberg C (2004) Pathologic
response and microdosimetry of (90)Y microspheres in man: review of four
explanted whole livers. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 60: 1552-1563.

Salem R, Parikh P, Atassi B, Lewandowski RJ, Ryu RK, et al. (2008) Incidence
of radiation pneumonitis after hepatic intra-arterial radiotherapy with yttrium-90
microspheres assuming uniform lung distribution. Am J Clin Oncol 31: 431-438.

Minsky BD, Leibel SA (1989) The treatment of hepatic metastases from
colorectal cancer with radiation therapy alone or combined with chemotherapy
or misonidazole. Cancer Treat Rev 16: 213-219.

Breedis C, Young G (1954) The blood supply of neoplasms in the liver. Am J
Pathol 30: 969-977.

Ho S, Lau WY, Leung TW, Chan M, Chan KW, et al. (1997) Tumour-to-normal
uptake ratio of 90Y microspheres in hepatic cancer assessed with 99Tcm
macroaggregated albumin. Br J Radiol 70: 823-828.

Leung TW, Lau WY, Ho SK, Chan M, Leung NW, et al. (1994) Determination
of tumour vascularity using selective hepatic angiography as compared with
intrahepatic-arterial technetium-99m macroaggregated albumin scan in
hepatocellular carcinoma. Cancer Chemother Pharmacol 33: 33-36.

Young JY, Rhee TK, Atassi B, Gates VL, Kulik L, et al. (2007) Radiation dose
limits and liver toxicities resulting from muiltiple yttrium-90 radioembolization
treatments for hepatocellular carcinoma. J Vasc Interv Radiol 18: 1375-1382.

Goin JE, Salem R, Carr BI, Dancey JE, Soulen MC, et al. (2005) Treatment
of unresectable hepatocellular carcinoma with intrahepatic yttrium 90
microspheres: factors associated with liver toxicities. J Vasc Interv Radiol 16:
205-213.

Lau WY, Ho S, Leung TW, Chan M, Ho R, et al. (1998) Selective internal
radiation therapy for nonresectable hepatocellular carcinoma with intraarterial
infusion of 90yttrium microspheres. Int J Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 40: 583-592.

Dunne AL, Mothersill C, Robson T, Wilson GD, Hirst DG (2004)
Radiosensitization of colon cancer cell lines by docetaxel: mechanisms of
action. Oncol Res 14: 447-454.

Gold DV, Modrak DE, Schutsky K, Cardillo TM (2004) Combined 90Yttrium-
DOTA-labeled PAM4 antibody radioimmunotherapy and gemcitabine
radiosensitization for the treatment of a human pancreatic cancer xenograft.
Int J Cancer 109: 618-626.

Raben D, Helfrich B (2004) Angiogenesis inhibitors: a rational strategy for
radiosensitization in the treatment of non-small-cell lung cancer? Clin Lung
Cancer 6: 48-57.

Zhou H, Kim YS, Peletier A, McCall W, Earp HS, et al. (2004) Effects of the
EGFR/HER?2 kinase inhibitor GW572016 on EGFR- and HER2-overexpressing
breast cancer cell line proliferation, radiosensitization, and resistance. Int J
Radiat Oncol Biol Phys 58: 344-352.

O’Neil BH, Tepper JE (2005) Gemcitabine radiosensitization for rectal cancer:
step forward or dance step? Cancer J 11: 110-112.

Kleinberg L, Gibson MK, Forastiere AA (2007) Chemoradiotherapy for
localized esophageal cancer: regimen selection and molecular mechanisms of
radiosensitization. Nat Clin Pract Oncol 4: 282-294.

Fuhrman CB, Kilgore J, LaCoursiere YD, Lee CM, Milash BA, et al. (2008)
Radiosensitization of cervical cancer cells via double-strand DNA break repair
inhibition. Gynecol Oncol 110: 93-98.

lllum H (2011) Irinotecan and radiosensitization in rectal cancer. Anticancer
Drugs 22: 324-329.

Hendlisz A, Van den Eynde M, Peeters M, Maleux G, Lambert B, et al. (2010)
Phase Il trial comparing protracted intravenous fluorouracil infusion alone or
with yttrium-90 resin microspheres radioembolization for liver-limited metastatic
colorectal cancer refractory to standard chemotherapy. J Clin Oncol 28: 3687-
3694.

Gray B, Van Hazel G, Hope M, Burton M, Moroz P, et al. (2001) Randomised
trial of SIR-Spheres plus chemotherapy vs. chemotherapy alone for treating
patients with liver metastases from primary large bowel cancer. Ann Oncol 12:
1711-1720.

J Nucl Med Radiat Ther
ISSN:2155-9619 JNMRT an open access journal

Volume 2 ¢ Issue 1+ 1000106


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18440457
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18440457
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18440457
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18852678
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18852678
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18852678
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21063871
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21063871
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21063871
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17449966
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17449966
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17449966
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21316325
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21316325
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21316325
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18231857
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18231857
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18231857
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18260156
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18260156
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18260156
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10884753
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10884753
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10884753
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20421150
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20421150
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20421150
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12243792
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12243792
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12243792
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9862851
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9862851
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9862851
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21038413
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21038413
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21038413
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21038413
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20691606
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20691606
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20691606
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18650514
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18650514
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19496710
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19496710
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14872525
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14872525
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14872525
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20598574
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20598574
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20598574
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20598574
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20598574
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20598574
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20598574
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20598574
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9255149
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9255149
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8304300
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8304300
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8304300
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8662162
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8662162
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8662162
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8662162
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7591903
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7591903
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7591903
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7591903
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8191985
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8191985
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15590187
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15590187
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15590187
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18838878
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18838878
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18838878
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2700316
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2700316
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2700316
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/13197542
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/13197542
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9486047
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9486047
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9486047
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8137482
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8137482
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8137482
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8137482
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18003987
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18003987
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18003987
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15713921
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15713921
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15713921
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15713921
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9486608
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9486608
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9486608
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15490976
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15490976
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15490976
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14991585
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14991585
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14991585
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14991585
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15310417
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15310417
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15310417
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14751502
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14751502
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14751502
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14751502
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15969985
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15969985
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17464336
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17464336
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17464336
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18589211
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18589211
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18589211
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21160419
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21160419
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20567019
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20567019
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20567019
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20567019
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20567019
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11843249
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11843249
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11843249
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11843249

Citation: Liu DM, Cade D, Klass D, Loh C, McWilliams JP, et al. (2011) Interventional Oncology — Avoiding Common Pitfalls to Reduce Toxicity in
Hepatic Radioembolization. J Nucl Med Radiat Ther 2:106. doi:10.4172/2155-9619.1000106

Page 8 of 8

56.

5

i

58.

59.

6

o

6

=

62

63.

64

Van Hazel G, Blackwell A, Anderson J, Price D, Moroz P, et al. (2004)
Randomised phase 2 trial of SIR-Spheres plus fluorouracil/leucovorin
chemotherapy versus fluorouracil/leucovorin chemotherapy alone in advanced
colorectal cancer. J Surg Oncol 88: 78-85.

.van Hazel GA, Pavlakis N, Goldstein D, Olver IN, Tapner MJ, et al. (2009)

Treatment of fluorouracil-refractory patients with liver metastases from
colorectal cancer by using yttrium-90 resin microspheres plus concomitant
systemic irinotecan chemotherapy. J Clin Oncol 27: 4089-4095.

Ortmann E, Hohenberg G (2002) Treatment side effects. Case 1. Radiation
recall phenomenon after administration of capecitabine. J Clin Oncol 20: 3029-
3030.

Saif MW, Sellers S, Russo S (2006) Gemcitabine-related radiation recall in a
patient with pancreatic cancer. Anticancer Drugs 17: 107-111.

. Friedlander PA, Bansal R, Schwartz L, Wagman R, Posner J, et al. (2004)

Gemcitabine-related radiation recall preferentially involves internal tissue and
organs. Cancer 100:1793-1799.

.Freyer G, Bossard N, Romestaing P, Mornex F, Chapet O, et al. (2001)

Addition of oxaliplatin to continuous fluorouracil, I-folinic acid, and concomitant
radiotherapy in rectal cancer: the Lyon R 97-03 phase | trial. J Clin Oncol 19:
2433-2438.

.Khushalani NI, Leichman CG, Proulx G, Nava H, Bodnar L, et al. (2002)

Oxaliplatin in combination with protracted-infusion fluorouracil and radiation:
report of a clinical trial for patients with esophageal cancer. J Clin Oncol 20:
2844-2850.

Sharma RA, Van Hazel GA, Morgan B, Berry DP, Blanshard K, et al. (2007)
Radioembolization of liver metastases from colorectal cancer using yttrium-90
microspheres with concomitant systemic oxaliplatin, fluorouracil, and leucovorin
chemotherapy. J Clin Oncol 25: 1099-1106.

. Cosimelli M, Golfieri R, Cagol PP, Carpanese L, Sciuto R, et al. (2010)

Multi-centre phase Il clinical trial of yttrium-90 resin microspheres alone in
unresectable, chemotherapy refractory colorectal liver metastases. Br J Cancer
103: 324-331.

65

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

7

N

72.

7

w

.Ryan P, Nanji S, Pollett A, Moore M, Moulton CA, et al. (2010) Chemotherapy-
induced liver injury in metastatic colorectal cancer: semiquantitative histologic
analysis of 334 resected liver specimens shows that vascular injury but not
steatohepatitis is associated with preoperative chemotherapy. Am J Surg
Pathol 34: 784-791.

Rubbia-Brandt L, Mentha G, Terris B (2006) Sinusoidal obstruction syndrome
is a major feature of hepatic lesions associated with oxaliplatin neoadjuvant
chemotherapy for liver colorectal metastases. J Am Coll Surg 202: 199-200.

Agarwal V, Sgouros J, Smithson J, Lodge JP, Razack A, et al. (2008)
Sinusoidal obstruction syndrome (veno-occlusive disease) in a patient
receiving bevacizumab for metastatic colorectal cancer: a case report. J Med
Case Reports 2: 227.

Salem R, Lewandowski RJ, Mulcahy MF, Riaz A, Ryu RK, et al. (2010)
Radioembolization for hepatocellular carcinoma using Yttrium-90 microspheres:
a comprehensive report of long-term outcomes. Gastroenterology 138: 52-64.

Lewandowski RJ, Thurston KG, Goin JE, Wong CY, Gates VL, et al. (2005)
90Y microsphere (TheraSphere) treatment for unresectable colorectal cancer
metastases of the liver: response to treatment at targeted doses of 135-150 Gy
as measured by [18F]fluorodeoxyglucose positron emission tomography and
computed tomographic imaging. J Vasc Interv Radiol 16: 1641-1651.

Riaz A, Lewandowski RJ, Kulik LM, Mulcahy MF, Sato KT, et al. (2009)
Complications following radioembolization with yttrium-90 microspheres: a
comprehensive literature review. J Vasc Interv Radiol 20: 1121-1130.

. Gonsalves CF, Eschelman DJ, Sullivan KL, Anne PR, Doyle L, et al. (2011)
Radioembolization as salvage therapy for hepatic metastasis of uveal
melanoma: a single-institution experience. AJR Am J Roentgenol 196: 468-
473.

Ayav A, Habib N, Jiao LR (2005) Portal hypertension secondary to 90Yttrium
microspheres: an unknown complication. J Clin Oncol 23: 8275-8276.

. Mantravadi RV, Spigos DG, Tan WS, Felix EL (1982) Intraarterial yttrium 90 in
the treatment of hepatic malignancy. Radiology142: 783-786.

J Nucl Med Radiat Ther
ISSN:2155-9619 JNMRT an open access journal

Volume 2 ¢ Issue 1+ 1000106


http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15499601
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15499601
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15499601
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15499601
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19652069
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19652069
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19652069
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19652069
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12089233
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12089233
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12089233
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16317298
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16317298
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15112258
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15112258
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15112258
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11331322
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11331322
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11331322
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11331322
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12065561
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12065561
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12065561
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12065561
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17369573
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17369573
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17369573
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17369573
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20628388
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20628388
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20628388
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20628388
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20421779
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20421779
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20421779
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20421779
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20421779
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16377516
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16377516
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16377516
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18620573
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18620573
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18620573
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18620573
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19766639
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19766639
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19766639
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16371530
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16371530
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16371530
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16371530
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16371530
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19640737
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19640737
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19640737
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21257902
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21257902
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21257902
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21257902
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16278485
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16278485
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7063703
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7063703

	Title
	Corresponding author
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Hepatic vasculature as relating to toxicities: macrovascular anatomy/nontargeted embolization
	Portal vein thrombosis 
	Tumor and parenchyma shunting: radiation pneumonitis
	Liver parenchymal considerations
	Cirrhosis
	Chemotherapy
	Constitutional symptoms  

	Summary
	Table 1
	References



