Results

RESULTS

This work was conducted on 100 patients with clad#CV infection . 50 of
them(steatotic group) showing hepatic steatosib@nhistopathological examination
of the liver biopsy, all of them are of mild stesiy the other 50(non steatotic group)

showing no steatosis on liver biobsy.

Table(8)shows comparison between both studied gragpregard Age .this
table shows that no statistically significant diffiece could be detected between both
studied groups as regard age.

Table(9)shows comparisdretweerstudied groups as regard Gender. this table
shows that no statistically significant differenceuld be detected between both
studied groups as regard gender.

Table(10) groups shows comparison betwstrdied as regard body mass
index(BMI). this table shows that no statisticallsignificant difference between
both studied groups as regard BMI.

Table(11)showscomparison between both studied groups as regatthda
blood sugar(FBS).this table shows that no stasidyidifference could be detected

between both studied groups as regard FBS.

Table (12) shows comparison between both studiesupg as regard
prothrombine time(P.T). This table shows that reststally significant difference

could be detected between both studied groupgyasd®.T.

Table (13) shows Comparison between both studiedpg as regard serum
albumin. This table shows that no statisticallyngigant difference could be detected

between both studied groups as regard serum albumin
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Results
Table(14) shows comparison between both studiedpgras regard serum

AST .this table shows that no statistically gigant difference could be detected
between both studied groups as regard AST.

Table(15) shows comparison between both studiedipgras regard ALT.this
table shows that no statistically significant efffnce could be detected between both
studied groups as regard ALT.

Table (16) shows Comparison between both studiedpgr as regard serum
bilirubin.This table shows that no statistically igraficant difference could be

detected between both studied groups as regarchdslioubin.

Table (17) Shows comparison between both studiexlips as regard
inflammatory score(l.S).this table shows that theat®tic cases had higher I.S

compared to non steatotic cases with statisticagjgificant difference.

Table (18) shows comparison between both studiedpgr as regard fibrotic
score. This table shows that steatotic group hhleer fibrosis score compared to

non steatotic group with statistically significalitference.

Table(19) shows comparison between both studiedupgroas regard
hemoglobin(Hb).this table shows that no statistycaignificant difference could be
detected between both studied groups as regard Hb.

Table(20) shows comparison between both studiedipgras regard white
blood cells(WBC).this table shows that no statmlycsignificant difference could be
detected between both studied groups as regard WBC.

Table(21) shows comparison between both studiedupgroas regard
platelets.this table shows that no statisticalggngicant difference could be detected

between both studied groups as regard platelets.

/6



Results
Table(22)shows PCR at week zero(before treatmbist)table shows no

statistically significant difference between bothdsed groups as regard HCV-RNA
level..9

Table(23) shows PCR at week 12.this table shows 38aases (76%)in
steatotic group achieved early virological resp@ES®) and became PCR
negative,the other 12 cases(24%) did not achiev® BWd discontiued therapy.in
non steatotic group 42 cases(84%) achieved EVR,8tloases(16%) did not achieve
EVR and discontinued therapy.with statisticallynsiigant difference between both
studied groups(p-value 0.024).

Table(24) shows PCR at week 24.in steatotic gr@fpcases (92.2%)were
PCR negative and 3 cases(7.8%) were positive awdmlinued therapy.

In non steatotic group, 38(90.5%) cases were negatd 4 cases(9.5%) were
positive and discontinued therapy.with statisticadignificant difference between

both studied groups(p-value 0.021).

Table(25) shows PCR at week 48. in steatotic gr88(®4.3%) cases were
PCR negative and 2 cases(5.7%) were positive ascbmlinued therapy.in non
steatotic group there are 35 cases(92.1%) PCR imegand 3(7.9%) cases were
positive and discontinued therapy. with statishcaignificant difference between
both studied groups(p- value 0.032).

Table (26) shows PCR at week 72 (6 months afteroériceatment).this table
shows 30 cases(90.9%) were PCR negative and 3(gd%é3$ were positive in
steatotic group.in non steatotic group there is9BZ%) cases negative and 3
cases(8.6%) positive.with statistically non sigrafit difference between both studied

groups.

Table (27) shows the sustained virological resp(@¥R) between both

studied groups . this table shows 60% respondeetaurtti viral treatment in steatotic
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Results
group comparable to 64% in non steatotic group ittistically non significant

difference between both studied groups ( p- val089).

Table(8)
Age Steatotic Non steatotic
M ean 38.98 35.25
+SD 8.93 5.64
t. test 0.639
p. value 0.528 NS

NS = non significant

Table(8)shows comparison between both studied gragpregard Age .this
table shows that no statistically significant diffiece could be detected between both

studied groups as regard age.



Results

mean value

Steatotic Non steatotic

O Steatotic B Non steatotic

Figure (7)shows comparison between both studiedpgr@s regard Age .this table
shows that no statistically significant differenceuld be detected between both

studied groups as regard age.



Results

Table(9)
Sex
Total
Male Female

_ N 31 19 50
Steatotic oo

% 62 38 100
Non steatotic ._.'_\l._._._._._._._._3.9._._._._. ._._._._._.2_9_._._._._._._._._._EC_) .........

% 60 40 100

N 61 39 100
Total ~  pmrmrmrmrm e

% 61 39 100
Chi-square | X° | s

P-value 0.325 NS

Table(9)shows comparisdretweerstudied groups as regard Gender. this table

shows that no statistically significant differenceuld be detected between both

studied groups as regard gender.
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Figure (8)shows comparisdretweenstudied groups as regard Gender. this

t diffiece could be detected between both

ignifican

table shows that no statistically s
studied groups as regard gender.
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Results

Table(10)
Body massindex Steatotic Non steatotic
M ean 24.8 23.1
+SD 0.96 0.59
t. test 0.582
p. value 0.963 NS

Table(10) groups shows comparison betwsardied as regard body mass
index(BMI). this table shows that no statisticallsignificant difference between
both studied groups as regard BMI.
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mean value

piesiiseiisisssiissiisiiiess

Steatotic Non steatotic

Steatotic B Non steatotic

Figure(9) groups shows comparison betws&died as regard body mass
index(BMI). this table shows that no statisticallsignificant difference between

both studied groups as regard BMI.
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Table (11)
Fasting blood sugar Steatotic Non steatotic
Mean 80.1 75.12
+SD 6.96 4.32
t. test 1.523
p. value 0.635

Table(11)showscomparison between both studied groups as regatthda
blood sugar(FBS).this table shows that no stasidyidifference could be detected
between both studied groups as regard FBS.
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Figure (10)showsomparison between both studied groups as regatohda
blood sugar(FBS).this table shows that no staaibyidifference could be detected
between both studied groups as regard FBS.
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Table(12)
Prothrombinetime Steatotic Non steatotic
Mean 12.66 12.95
+SD 0.39 0.36
t. test 0.852
p. value 0.629

Table (12) shows comparison between both studiesupg as regard
prothrombine time(P.T). This table shows that raststally significant difference
could be detected between both studied groupgyasd®.T.
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Figure (11) shows comparison between both studiesupg as regard

prothrombine time(P.T). This table shows that reststally significant difference

could be detected between both studied groupgyasd®.T.
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Table(13)
Serum albumin Steatotic Non steatotic
M ean 4.45 471
+SD 0.47 0.45
t. test 0.528
p. value 0.321

Table (13) shows Comparison between both studiedpg as regard serum
albumin. This table shows that no statisticallyngfigant difference could be detected

between both studied groups as regard serum albumin
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mean value

Steatotic Non steatotic

O Steatotic B Non steatotic

Figure (12) shows Comparison between both stugiedps as regard serum
albumin. This table shows that no statisticallyngigant difference could be detected

between both studied groups as regard serum albumin
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Table(14)

Mean +SD t. test p.value

ASTO | ron steatolc | 3670 1445 1.253 0325
ASTL no?wtes?éc:;gtic gggg iggi 1.325 0.142
AST2 nost“ltes?é(:;(itic gg?g 2; '9634 1.523 0.258
AST |~ ron'seaioic | 4190 1509 0358 0528
ASTE o reatoic | 3960 1257 0428 0147
ASTI2 | on Sieatol | 2650 o1 1.925 0142
ASTIS | ron stoato | 32.00 527 2325 0368
ASTH0 | on steatolic | 3590 247 2395 0.369
AST24 no?wtes?éc:;gtic g;gg 297..2707 2254 0.085
ASTES | emioie | 5220 o 0417 074
ASTR | ron seaioic | 3560 1513 0951 0088
AST36 no?wtes?éc:;gtic ‘21?1;8 385..6402 0.753 0.095
AST0 | on steatolc | 2720 1025 0951 0075
ASTH | on seatoie | 2780 17 2220 0.064
AST48 nosntesita;c;ttlgtic gggg 165.é3651 2.014 0.055

Table(14) shows comparison between both studiedpgr@as regard serum
AST.this table shows that no statistically ¢igant difference could be detected

between both studied groups as regard AST.
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Figure (13) shows comparison between both studiedpy as regard serum
AST .this table shows that no statistically ¢igant difference could be detected
between both studied groups as regard AST.
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Results

Table (15)

Mean +SD t. test p. value
Ao [ e | wet |98 | o | oom
T ovetesois | agso | tege | 4%%2 | 008
T ovematis | are0 | e | 0% | 0o
AT oveteaois | aos0 | asos | 048 | 0ew
T omsemoic | a0 | izee | 2% | 0&%
AT no?wti?gggtic ggég 3;f135 3.253 0.222
AT no?wti?gggtic g;jg 361..3479 2141 0.055
A e - i
AT no?wti?gggtic ‘31(9)83 39?6696 2.302 0.147
e no?wti?gggtic g;gg 492..4068 1.921 0.105
AT no?wti?gggtic gggg 461..8807 1.456 0.325
T I onsteaote | z3so | ser | X% | oz
AT no?wti?gggtic g;gg 290..7323 1.221 0.419
AT no?wti?gggtic gigg 1& 5511 1.365 0.099
ALT48 no?wti?gz)attlgtic ‘21388 370..2033 0.951 0.632

Table(15) shows comparison between both studiedpgras regard ALT.this
table shows that no statistically significant eifnce could be detected between both
studied groups as regard ALT.
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Figure (14) shows comparison between both studiedps as regard ALT.this

table shows that no statistically significant efffnce could be detected between both

studied groups as regard ALT.
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Table(16)

Mean +SD t. test p.value
O e % 1 | oss
B T — —— -
e | e e 22| sws | oa
B —— T
R e e
BT o —— I I
B T a——— I I
s |2 8| oy | ow
B T ——— I
R e e eI
L s | 2| o | oo
L s |8 8 oo | oo
oo | e |2 | 0w | oom
| e |22 | owms | oow
PILs no?wti?g:tlgtic gi 1421 0.421 0.621

Table (16) shows Comparison between both studiedpgr as regard serum
bilirubin. This table shows that no statistically igraéficant difference could be

detected between both studied groups as regarohdslivubin.
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Figure (15) shows Comparison between both studiedps as regard serum
bilirubin. This table shows that no statistically igraéficant difference could be

detected between both studied groups as regarohdslioubin.
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Results

Table(17)
I nflammatory score Steatotic Non steatotic
Mean 8.62 5.52
+SD 1.50 1.27
t. test 2.325
p. value 0.048

Table (17) Shows comparison between both studpedips as regard
inflammatory score(l.S).this table shows that theat®tic cases had higher I.S

compared to non steatotic cases with statisticadjgificant difference.
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mean value

Steatotic Non steatotic

O Steatotic B Non steatotic

Figure (16) Shows comparison between both studienips as regard
inflammatory score(l.S).this table shows that theat®tic cases had higher I.S

compared to non steatotic cases with statisticadjgificant difference.
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Table(18)
Fibross
Total
Fl F2
) N 22 28 50
Steatotic e B R -
% 44 56 100
Non steatotic ____I_\l________________z_f_s ......... _._._._._._.2_4_._._._._._._._._._._5.9 ......... _
% 52 48 100
N 48 52 100
Total ] S e -
% 48 52 100
Chi-square | X° | 285
P-value 0.034

Table (18) shows comparison between both studiedpgr as regard fibrotic
score. This table shows that steatotic group hhmjl@er fibrosis score compared to

non steatotic group with statistically significalitference.
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Figure (17) shows comparison between both studiedps as regard fibrotic
score. This table shows that steatotic group hhmjleer fibrosis score compared to

non steatotic group with statistically significalitference.
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Table(19)

Mean +SD t. test p. value

I eneemoie | as7e | ri | 0S8 | o
" I eneemois | 1ser w7 06 | osw
i nosntes?(tec;ttfgtic 1133.646 i?? 0.959 0.205
" I ensemoic |12y | res | 0% | oa
"0 enseoie | iter | ras | 0% | o4
"2 | onsemoic | loes | rss | 058 | o8
" onsemoi | izas | T | 0478 | o3
e nosntes?(tec;ttfgtic ﬁig 1_;5667 0.628 0.417
e nosntes?(tec;ttfgtic 1111.620 iig 0.055 0.099
" onsemoic | iris | aea | 04 | ods
"% | onsemoic | lose | ras | 0% | oos
" onsemoic | oes | i7a | 020 | oom
O onsemoic | iras | pgs | 0% | 00%
"0 | ovstestoie | i1y | Tag | 088 | 08
" oneemoic T oes | 1sa ] 07 | 020

Table(19) shows comparison between both studiedupgroas regard
hemoglobin(Hb).this table shows that no statistycaignificant difference could be

detected between both studied groups as regard Hb.
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Figure (18) shows comparison between both studredps as regard
hemoglobin(Hb).this table shows that no statistycaignificant difference could be

detected between both studied groups as regard Hb.
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Table(20)

Mean +SD t. test p. value
oo | smte oot I | | ome
e nosntes?(tec;ttfgtic gigg 1;03; '7798 0.638 0.454
e nosntes?(tec;ttfgtic jggg 101f§%5 0.428 0.807
R ey o — 0 i
MO omeaiote | atio | immao | 220 | 06%
N oneteatoic | aoe0 | aorop | 0% | 0122
e no?wti?;?;gtic iggg 2915999.2650 2.369 0.254
O oneieaoi | a0 | eriiss | 091 | 03%
T —— i W
e no?wti?;?;gtic gggcz) 1856331.5777 3.69 0.854
e no?wti?;?;gtic ggég 1735606?'8349 2.104 0.258
1Bese no?wti?gggtic 43124712 2819913 3.254 0.147
N onsteatotic | aea0 pe | 235 | 0369
e no?wti?;?;gtic gggg 1612224.76 5.285 0.520
WBCHS [ eatoic | 380 PoT | 4™ | oaw

Table(20) shows comparison between both studiedipgras regard white
blood cells(WBC).this table shows that no statmlycsignificant difference could be

detected between both studied groups as regard WBC.
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Figure (19) shows comparison between both studredps as regard
white blood cells(WBC).this table shows that ndtist&ally significant difference

could be detected between both studied groupggasd&VBC.
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Results

Table(21)

Mean +SD t. test p. value
P [ | e | mme | L | o
P s | vee | wet | o | oum
T oneteaui | oooao0 | mwmei | 330 | 024
T oneteauic | 1emo0 | asmps | Y47 | 0075
o | semoe [ | st o | ous
T omsestote | 1zasos | sarai | 05 | o3
" omseote | aasros | sssasy | 0758 | 082
T omseaote | aamsos | amoes | 091 | 0257
T omseatote | 1aios | speps | 074 | 080
T omsestote | 1svios | aaiap | 1992 | 0204
I omsestote | 1soio0 | pepmrs | 0%2 | 02
T omseaote | ianaos | aeass | L2 | 0068
T onseatote | 1eso0 | amas7 | 320 | 098
T onseote | aataon | apvess | 0% | 0251
PLT48 | onseatolc | 137610 | arizos | M1 | 009

Table(21) shows comparison between both studiedupgroas regard
platelets.this table shows that no statisticalggnsicant difference could be detected

between both studied groups as regard platelets.
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Figure (20) shows comparison between both studredpg as regard

platelets.this table shows that no statisticalggngicant difference could be detected
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between both studied groups as regard platelets.



Results

Table(22)
Pcr O Steatotic Non steatotic
M ean 441378 247543.3
+SD 67524.8 31248.7
t. test 1.586
p. value 0.069

Table(22)shows PCR at week zero(before treatmkist)table shows no
statistically significant difference between bothdsed groups as regard HCV-RNA
level..9
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Figure (21)shows PCR at week zero(before treatntlist)table shows no
statistically significant difference between bothdsed groups as regard HCV-RNA
level..9
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Results

Table(23)
Pcr 12
Total
+ve -ve
) N 12 38 50
Steatotic e e B R -
% 24 76 100
Non steatotic _._.'_\l. _______________ 5 __________ B S .4_?_._._._._._._._._._._5.9 ......... _
% 16 84 100
N Y. 80 100
Total ] S e -
% 20 80 100
chi-square | X* | 8%
P-value 0.024

Table(23) shows PCR at week 12.this table shows 38aases (76%)in
steatotic group achieved early virological resp@a¥®) and became PCR
negative,the other 12 cases(24%) did not achiev®R BWd discontiued therapy.in
non steatotic group 42 cases(84%) achieved EVR,8tlcases(16%) did not achieve
EVR and discontinued therapy.with statisticallynsiigant difference between both

studied groups(p-value 0.024).
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Results

Table(24)
Pcr 24
Total
+ve -ve
) N 3 35 38
Steatotic @0 - R N -
% 7.8 92.2 100
Non steatotic _'_\l _______________ 4 ____________________ ?’_E.g_._._._._._._._._._.fl.% .........
% 9.5 90.5 100
N 7 73 80
Total ] S e
% 8.75 91.25 100
Chi-square | X* | 4%
P-value 0.021

Table(24) shows PCR at week 24.in steatotic gr@fpcases (92.2%)were
PCR negative and 3 cases(7.8%) were positive audlinued therapy.

In non steatotic group, 38(90.5%) cases were nagatid 4 cases(9.5%) were

positive and discontinued therapy.with statisticadignificant difference between

both studied groups(p-value 0.021).
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Figure (23) shows PCR at week 24.in steatotic gr@pcases (92.2%)were
PCR negative and 3 cases(7.8%) were positive awdtinued therapy.

In non steatotic group, 38(90.5%) cases were nagatid 4 cases(9.5%) were
positive and discontinued therapy.with statisticadignificant difference between
both studied groups(p-value 0.021).
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Results

Table(25)
Pcr 48
Total
+ve ve

) N 2 33 35
Steatotic e B R -

% 5.7 94.3 100
Non steatotic _._.'_\l. _______________ 3 __________ B S ?’_E.’_._._._._._._._._._._?’.? ......... _

% 7.9 92.1 100

N 5 68 73
Total T S e -

% 6.8 93.2 100
Chi-square | X° | 88

P-value 0.032

Table(25) shows PCR at week 48. in steatotic gr88(94.3%) cases were
PCR negative and 2 cases(5.7%) were positive ascbmlinued therapy.in non
steatotic group there are 35 cases(92.1%) PCR imegamd 3(7.9%) cases were
positive and discontinued therapy. with statishcaignificant difference between

both studied groups(p- value 0.032).
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Figure (24) shows PCR at week 48. in steatotic grd8(94.3%) cases were
PCR negative and 2 cases(5.7%) were positive ascbmtinued therapy.in non
steatotic group there are 35 cases(92.1%) PCR imegand 3(7.9%) cases were
positive and discontinued therapy. with statisticaignificant difference between
both studied groups(p- value 0.032).
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Results

Table(26)
Pcr 72
Total
+ve ve
) N 3 30 33
Steatotic e B R -
% 9.1 90.9 100
Non steatotic _._.'_\l. _______________ 3 __________ B S ?Qi?_._._._._._._._._._.?’.§ ......... _
% 8.6 91.4 100
N 6 62 77
Total ] S e -
% 7.8 92.2 100
Chi-square | X° | A®8
P-value 0.009

Table (26) shows PCR at week 72 (6 months afteroériceatment).this table
shows 30 cases(90.9%) were PCR negative and 3(gd$é3$ were positive in
steatotic group.in non steatotic group there is9BZ%) cases negative and 3
cases(8.6%) positive.with statistically non sigrafit difference between both studied

groups.
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Figure (25) shows PCR at week 72 (6 months aftdroérireatment).this table

shows 30 cases(90.9%) were PCR negative and 3(gd$é3$ were positive in

there is9B2%) cases negative and 3

IC group
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cases(8.6%) positive.with statistically non sigrafit difference between both studied

groups.
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Results

Table(27)
Steatotic Non steatotic
SVR 60% 64%
X? 1.417
P. value 0.099

Table (27) shows the sustained virological resp(@¥R) between both
studied groups . this table shows 60% respondeetaurtti viral treatment in steatotic
group comparable to 64% in non steatotic group wittistically non significant
difference between both studied groups ( p- val089).
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Figure (26) shows the sustained virological resp(®¥R) between both
studied groups . this table shows 60% respondeetauitti viral treatment in steatotic
group comparable to 64% in non steatotic group stdtistically non significant
difference between both studied groups ( p- val089).
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Results

Statistics

Statistical presentation and analysis of the pitestrdy was conducted, using the
mean, standard deviation , and chi-square tesP855/.16.

1- Mean value (X) : the sum of all observations divided by the nuniddesbservation:

@ _Zx
n
Where 2~ = sum & n = number of observations.

2-Standard Deviation [SD]:
It measures the degree of scatter of individugktias around their mean:

Z\x—x\_z
D=0
n-1

4-Chi-square the hypothesis that the row and column variablesirdependent, without
indicating strength or direction of the relationshiPearson chi-square and likelihood-ratio

chi-square. Fisher's exact test and Yates' codattesquare are computed for 2x2 tables.
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