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zhsl@vip.163.com; EER BEEEZERFTS —WEERFILAF, L& 200433, Email ;
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[RE] M#H R ARN LR, BRI (pancreatic cystic neoplasm , PCN) [ H} 5%
ARG, PONAR & 2R AR S ALY PON AR W) 2 RRPE AU RS 4 W 25 5. i T HETE N
B2 AH I AR, S ECPCN I R IZWbR A — 2 B 0 ) R 284 . AR r 456 E N4
WFFEHE R, BT PON I PRAEAR FEAZ kP 8512 W LA B 1 S s S0 [l B, 4R D 17 SR 8 L, B AERR
LI [ PON 2 Wtk AN M BE VTR , (2 ik 227 R &, BE— 2D 3R THZR BTS2 Wr 5167 7K F-

(kER]  BRAME, bR REVE;  ESRA; 2B R

Chinese guideline for diagnosis of pancreatic cystic neoplasm (2022)
National Clinical Research Center for Digestive Diseases (Shanghat); Pancreatology Commiitee of Chinese
Medical Doctor Association
Corresponding author: Li Zhaoshen, Department of Gastroenterology, The First Affiliated Hospital of Naval
Medical University, Shanghai 200433, Email: zhsl@uip. 163. com; Jin Zhendong, Depariment of
Gastroenterology, The First Affiliated Hospital of Naval Medical University, Shanghai 200433, Email:
zhendjin@126. com; Li Xun, Department of Surgery, The First Affiliated Hospital of Lanzhou University,
Lanzhou 730013, Email: lxdr21@126.com

[ Summary] With the development of medical imaging technology, the detection rate of pancreatic
cystic neoplasm (PCN) has increased with years. PCN has a variety of types with significant differences in
biological characteristics and malignant risks. At present, the lack of Chinese guidelines or consensus results
in different and unstandardized clinical diagnostic criteria of PCN. According to the recent research progress
home and abroad, based on the problems involving clinical menifestations, imaging or endoscopic diagnosis
and follow-up strategies, this guideline formulated 17 recommendations to standardize the diagnostic
strategies and monitor the follow-up procedures, promoting multi-displinary integration and further
promoting standardized diagnosis and treatment for PCN.
Pancreatic neoplasms;  Neoplasms, cystic;  Ultrasonography;

[ Key words ] Diagnosis;

Image; Surveillance

Ji¥ Jig & V4 I8 (pancreatic cystic neoplasm , PCN) /&35 i
TR T AE b B RR () 0] J5T 4 20 S s P A,
A0 $5 B PR 2 IR (mucinous cystic neoplasm, MCN )T
BN FL Sk R WM M8 (intraductal papillary mucinous
neoplasm, IPMN) | 3¢ ¥ ¥4 & I 4 (serous cystic neoplasm,
SCN) S P A8 FL 3% bR b 987 (solid pseudopapillary neoplasm,
SPN ) Fl# P 4 28 P9 4335 i 98 (eystic neuroendocrine tumour,

eNET) o #843 PCN A7 15 87y TR Hik 3-8 i 1 XU, P81t
HERNS W HA B E IR R L X PON R 2EATREDT Y
2RSSR RAE AR A (5) PR 3 e 88 A 28 [ e
WEGRLIG R AL EIRYT o BUEER BT PCNAEAR AR A
I 1)t T e R i A 4 9 S A AE 2015 4 58 [ B
“F 23 (2015 AGA) 5 ™" . 2017 45 [5] b [ HiR % 27 2% (2017
TAP) 45 B * 2018 4 RCUM I i 2 11 i 788 BF 52 /1N 41 (2018

DOI: 10.3760/cma.j.cn321463-20221209-00573
s HE 2022-12-09 AXmE HE

5| B AR ST - 18 2 1 A0 I R 15 A4 A5 vt (10 ), o [ S U I 2 J o 2 M 25 2 2 . [ 4 1 i
JE 2 W (2022 4R ) 1] B AR T 1k N BE 4%, 2022, 39(12): 949-960. DOL: 10.3760/cma. j.

¢n321463-20221209-00573.
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ESG) 8 12018 4F 32 [# H i ~# B (2018 ACG) 5 ™5
83 [ s 4 e e R P o A7 A 1 22 LS ) 8, T [ N
Bl = AN FE R R, S B PCN G R Wik A — = 5
Y Rl R S . A, H SRS A I IR = =g
O (13 ) R ep ) R U P 25 JR A 2 Tl 2% B 2 3k, A 4
THALNBE SRR MBI RBZ RN A G R KPR 0 & &
W E N AP SCHR , FF 45 & TR B, R A MR Delphi i, i1
Z R B S ARHE Ay X MRS PCN I BRAEIR A5 5
BRI W LA K B 5 TR S5 12 AN I PR IR, L4 T 17 257
BIL(RD . A7 R R 2= — MR B B e B
F6 FE R RN B AT R R AE T S AT T A M .

A A5 1 L T L A G VA L E S PP AN (grading of

recommendation assessment, development and evaluation,
GRADE) J5 ¥ , B e B R 3 R (A) R (B) AR (C) RAIG
(D)ANEFEG KEHERE R i 55 24900

— PCN &3] lla R AERIG?

HFRI 1 K5 PCN TR , T E bR AR
45F PCN T3, EHE BT &t . D HEFESRIE . 55)

RZHBPCN AR K, H 2 51.1% 3 5= 4R i
I 5 3 AP DG R A B L IR OB S R R

AT RE S A 52 200 IPMN 4R R B R 1A 6, Xk
FECE 1) 2 A T R B 3 S AR R AR 5k R R
BANAE PN R I ST R LA B il 3 V8 A0 B v 45
HEA T 14 9 A A28 U, W] 5 50 AR A A Pk 25 A 42 40, (A5
P I NN I T RESZ B . 4k & T 5 A BH 2E R4 4L 1
JE IR 2245 25 7 N A I A3 I AR JE o PON 34 T IR
AR AN R A TSR S AR, 7 AR B A
FIAk & T RE TR B 2E IR A B MR BRI A .
FIRE IR (9 & 2E 25 0 A e A 6 (HJR A R A TR
FEARRY PCN s,

T8 Ak PON £ TC A ek, (A 7R SRR R
B s A RE R PCN B35 10 L B4 5, R 509%0~84% 7 Ho
FEERM PCN St IR — T A T 13 Wi 58 2
FEAN AT VAL T R A IPMN A5 B 06 210, 1 % R A
IPMN %A% 2 [i] (1) AH 56 P 5 55 (OR=1.6, 95%CI : 1.0~2.6) .
— I A 134 651 F R g 35 BB 98 45 5 R, PON Hx B UL JE
AR NE IR (69% ) , LR hy VR B 0 5% (38% ) JHEAR % (36% )
WO (18%) .15 9 (18%) i ¥ A Yt (5% ) Fl 4 J5 1 Jik
(49%)"', FEX 4L PCN FAR B H Y, 449% L ERR %, H
WIS M PR il 3% PON AT 51 2 b IR 2 | I

R P E PR A2 W R DR T T L

e R [7)

eI

PCN &5 | Il ARAER G 2
A AR A48 T FH T2 7 PCN?
EUS &7 N F A PCN 19 8247

KZEPCN TCiER , T A e R IH 45 F PCN JIr k.
MRIK; A /12 B PCN A 1 35 572 .
AR IR R AA AR B K A>3 om BELETT>5 mm FERERS S ol fb | E IR

3K>5 mm | JFAE AP O B R ZE 45 R LSS IR (CA19-9 THE ARG K T >
5 mm/2 4SR5, AT BUS #E— 234
EUS A HA SR 2=k A5 v] 42 55 PCN B2 Wi B2

EUS-FNA/FNB (38 b 42

K} FRAAR AR A A BB 2 M B9 PCN 8 EUS-FNA/FNB 1] BEI AR 167 SR MR

#Y17 EUS-FNA/FNB,,

IV 64 A S YR A 1 %o F R E M A HEA TS SIS W7 SRR AT NP 22355 A A YE AR I L CEA ) 4 BRI B2 KRAS/GNAS Sk R 28
A5 3B AT HF 451 PCN 28

EUS-TTNB A Lt EUS-FNA 2 5 51 5 PCN BYi2 Wik ik 7 EUS-TTNBAH [t EUS-FNA fiE i 22 5 PCN fUiZ Wi BE , W]} EUS-TTNB A R 5
[ o i i

WEAEA RO % Fe85 nCLE 3 ] T PCN f 7
CE-EUS & 75 °] I F T4k PCN A9 5 2

nCLE B HFHUATFARIGY T M TG HERR SCN 9 PCN 4 .
CE-EUS T @078 i fit, @ iUfdi ] CE-EUS #E— 2P A BELE Y, I8 A B T4

&P 5
CE-EUS -t BURESESY S B 43 b (4 3 BE SR AL , T 2155 A8 AR T RE 1
H B XHRAE AL EFT EUS-FNA,

MD-IPMN B MT-IPMN 2 75 7547 48 s A A

]2 PCN B35 187 4] hy Bl 75 46 2.7
W5

B I B S AE G SR PRAME L) 25 50 ) MD-IPMN &% MT-IPMN HE 7277 08 A A Ar
LW 18 MCN B IPMN () JCAE R PON B4 T AR S5 4 14 He 3 18790 S Bt 5

AR KU AR B SCN A8 A WORR AR A T AT

RIS A 7585 Sk PON BE DT AT Y fe e 9 2

4% MRIEEA MRCP 7E & IPMN 5% MCN ) Bifi 5 16 25 7 3 .

EUS 8% CT 1] {E N 775 MRIZE & B8 1 B A6 A 5k o

PCN B R fe (LRl W= 2 A7

HEAF IO EAE G2 1Y TPMN B MCN w] AR 5 4 /1N 52 1 0 Bt 3 S s

EEfENEZ A IPMN B, MCN é’%ziﬂ'%i?(mu]ti-discip]inary treatment, MDT) J5
KATFARE VLA 64~ H 4T MRIB VS o

T PCN A JBR IR LR M s EUS il A A B AL AR 5 EUS-FNA/ENB Sy A A 55 |5 451 28 M 0 /3% 46 s EUS-TTNB Syl 7 B2 51 3
BTG R ARG AR s nCLE S 41 UL SR B2 0 AP B 5 CE-EUS DX LU B3 EUS ; MD-IPMN Ay 32 A5 8 Jl -3 45 R LSk DR 8 v b
IR 3 MT-IPMIN S iR RTS8 PO FL R B PR IR 5 MR 34 B 155 MCN A 86 PE S HRORT 5 SCIN g SR 2 AR s MRCP Ay L 47 [

HEAS i 5
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BEXE T 40 2 DL B SR 20k 1 R A R 4 i iy AR A T R
A

K HLPCN AR5 EAEAR , P UL %o A 4 S o bR 5 22
FREmEAT I RS . 2018 4F ACG T RI R Y, Ny PRI boKs
SEAR UA B F PN P80 o AR 4 p 180 A8 2 R RMA AT 2
PCN B E W12 W T B , (A2 Wi e P (R, N EE LAY
MR YRR R FORAE A2 W PON, 1 45 & HAb i W T A B F B
LR FIWT .

Z AR FKRER A T2 PCN?

BFEE N2 MRIKZE 2 H PCN B E E 5 . GIEdE

i : A HERE GO 58

T8 bR P R R O , PN X S TR R 4 .
MRI #4 T2 AU A% (T2 weighted imaging, T2W1) S8R 843
W AU, R R E S, 30 T PCN BHVER = . Hak,
MRI 55 — A~ 8% 51 J2& fl St Bk BRI A 1R (magnetic
resonance cholangiopancreatography , MRCP) , HA KB K
T2 ¥R, R T2 A% 15 (4 T2WF 51, BB 1 i ik
B 1] (500 ms BA 1), BFRAEEIR RG-SR B TKEES ), &
TR A IR Ry S EE AR T PON 5 4 X &
B AR . Hirp =4k MRCP(3D-MRCP) #1338 n] 3 i &
WE A, T B AR 5 A R A A T S R
IPMN 5 FLAt PCN A %51 TR, MRLELA 3807 4R 4 415y
PR, U HJE TUIMAUR A (T1 weighted imaging, TIWI) , X
% B PCN PN ) BE S 5 HA e A A 3, 454 % Lo 3 5
BYSRALRAE , AT DLW PCNJE A A AW ] . feJs , MRLHp
B R BOMALUN 1% (diffusion weighted imaging, DW1)J&—FhJt
BIETEMLE IR N K 5 F 9 1802 SRS UG AR &8
LY AG AT ECAR AL T A A BRI, K M PON A5 T
AR 1] $ BE A TR, S SCN 15 [H A 28 1 43 b Jif 92 e 531
M E TS,

ZIWFFE LS TR W CTi2 W PON BYER R 39%~
61.4% , MR1IZ Wi PCN [ 1R %8 50%~86% ; 7 PCN R %1
e 5 7 T, CT 14 1 B %% N 61.9%~80% , MRI (1 ¥ 1 %
55.6%~87% ; PET-CT 12T BE M M5 72 1) R ABUE y 85.7%~
100% , HEHZR F7 88%~95%. 534, 2021 AF—TRYY A 17 I5fiff
FERIZE RSP Hr4s S R , MRIAT CT %251 PCN R 1) R 45
£ (P=0.822) Fl4F 5 B (P=0.096) 22 S ¥ oGt it24 8 L, ™
T AT Yo WLZE A 1] — B B IR 58 45 28 S R, MRTAE X 43S [+
JHY PCN J5 T (W W58 & 18] — B Ry v 4800 JR] i, AN )
BT 78 25 R W, MRT B A CT AH EUAT Ao B — 5245 446 A 7]
BN PCN 2 Wi i i % 2 &1 CT R MRI H i 76 3%
] 45 2 = 7 SR 48 R I FL 3R 220, S IR HE R AT 41
[ BT PR A 22 b 2 AR 2 TF BOEAs PCN, DA N H 32 W e
.,

=.BAERNEHRZE K (endoscopic ultrasound, EUS) 2
SR ATFEHRBPCNESH?

HERB N 3 R F MR MR R RE>3 cm BE
59>5 mm REEREEER . EREY K>S mm JREER

B P D R AR 25 48 IR L S5 i K L CAL19-9 F+ i iy 3
HEE>5 mm/2 SE 4 fEAER AT, BT EUS #E— 25074l
CUESE T2t D s AR - 55)

BB 4: EUSBR A HALZ R FRATTIRE PCN K
LWIERRE , IE i D A 55)

EUS A 52 3 45 02 1 B 4 PON BEATRS 488, RENS 4
T 8 7R B R 58 T AT I PN 2 R A B LR L, I T
TR N B TSR 40 2E 0 4 /5E K (EUS - guided fine
needle aspiration/biopsy , EUS-FNA/FNB ) 17 % 7% 4 Jit 2% M A
Yk 43T, % PCN B2 Wi FSE B2 Wi B B Y.
PCN FLA 7] 58 5 15 FE 1 I R SRR A AE 5 (R BE 25T s
Pk A RE S FL AR AL ) | ) EUS 7] 4R b HAd 5214 4 46 7 10
BB, DR SR E N MRLIRYT . B EUS MR AR
A, A B BCK EUS 1 712 Wi 80 5 G AR 56 = 1 ik 42 2
i) R A A 1

WFFE A, EUS %50 BB PCN (4 E) R 5 MRIAT CT
HH 24 (65%~96% )™ ; 1fii Z2 WA 5% fik 7 EUS A HE A 52 4%
2EROR W MRI 88 CT 212 Wit QnBESS TS 3P 46 5 i SR A
sl A (A R R R SRR BT R B, 24 MRIA
EUS I, AR L B (7 AT — FfoSs 2 5 =0 2031 TPMIN B
MCN 4 I A8 (1 R T 57 g — S50 AR (Y [l it
PERFFE B, 24 EUS B4l A CT Bl MRT A ) 388 032 Wi A o
BT 2021 4FE—TgH A 17 SBFIE 0 28 R 40T R 7E
Y50 PCN R J7 17, EUS(75% ) A8 LE MRI(80% ) i S BF
WAL . 2017 4 IAP 6 15 Hh AR 4 42 7R 77 78 AR R AE
(worrisome feature ) [}) PCN J & @A T EUS PFAl . A48 e 2l
BOFEA S fEiE 41 PCN 147 EUS Al . EUSEEA R RIF%
5K 25 T 4R 5 PCN 1L Wi 22 .

4 .EUS-FNA/FNB B3% R7iE 2 11 47

HEEE I 5 X TR 2R R B0 E MR 1 PCN 5%
EUS-FNA/FNB 1] BB ZE VR T SR e B , B4 T EUS-FNA/
FNB, GIEHE it C eI - 55)

o4 M1k, & FE % T PCN 47 EUS-FNA/FNB fi4 38 )i 3iF
ARG —. 20154F ACA K ATIHE pg A F 2 A 2 00
PE 5 G R 2 B9 PCN 47 EUS-FNA™ . 2018 4F ESG 48 75 %
EUS-FNA 7£ 0] fig 8 48 PCN 697 FE W AU A5 B0 0 52 X id
7 TIE 5 TS A 2 12 W BH 6 5 A AN REF R 38 R TIE Y PCN )
ARiFTEUS-FNA . 20184FE ACG #m #EFE PCN 2 i ASBE |1
EUS-FNA A B8 5295 12 Wi B 1T EUS-FNA™ . —I5 40 A 40
TR (2L 5 124 4] PCN 835 Y25 2553 1A EUS-FNA J&
W PCN (% 1071k, BN R & A SRR AU
2.66% , H K ZHN R B4R . HBRMER , AT 2T
T S =Tt WAL AR S R R IA R L 1
% EUS-FNA 11 PCN £ 5 e XU AR . 55 R fd R 100 iy 1
PiAE R MR E R, B R AR R RSB X, 4
A LA R B b N R R 5 T A4 2 A A I A AR
NEFHAE G (2021, L) ) RS R HEFE AR K A A T
MRI 5% EUS ¥E LA B4y PCN PE BT AN 0T, H EUS-FNA/FNB
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A] LAMCAR YR YT A s U255 FE 4T EUS-FNA/FNB.,
TR R R T R AG N 77 % Xt PCN #E1T 4 5112 B2

B 6. BB VT 0D 2RI A= 1E4T JEM
B .CEA B 250 & KRAS/GNAS [ 2245 43 Hr vl

TR PCN RS, (UEHE b - C5 #7900 55)

i3 EUS-FNA 7] 35U PCN 229 , S P 223856 EY)
AZEFRRR AT R bR 5 A 3 R A A5 BT
R AR P TR 43 0 B S I A LS o

P 22 R 56 S R M RN AR BRI YE PON 1 — T A ]
B 5 B o B PE PON T W S A T R A B 1 4
T G B TR SRS RN 4R 2 IR — T A O
i, NP >3.5 mm $E7R i 22355 P, B PCN h 26
P, R AL R B4 N 58% F1959% ', R 22X
(A T BRI AR ] — B AR R R 22 5

EUS-FNA %% % 4H i 2% 43 17 7 48 % PCN 2 Wt (4 1
RO (EIS W RAEREA , RIVfeE 15 7 A B b A RS M
AN, AT BE G A HERRE R . — I 937 i) g 1 2%
RO, B AN M 2212 K PCN 19 R BUE H 63% , 4 53 1
H88% Y, 5y —IRLE A AT M A AR, A0 A A A 1) R A
JE IR BE 43 3R 519% F1194%*

PR VER BEKOT- IT VR — A HEL 2 W i e A, B
KP4 T A9 Tl (<250 TU/L) AT LAHERR 989 1 4 firk ="

P CEA 7K1 55 590 v A AE 2R ME PCN 9 T 22
60%~86% , 5 7K S B 46 W CEA T8 75 32 7% B W PCND
PRATHE EG U1 2017 4E TAP 2017 4F ESGE . 2018 4 ESG 1R F 1
ARG FAE K 192 ng/mLs (R AE 1Y A8 (T — T 4h
A 25 B H B RTIEEF ST, 2018 4F—I01 2 45 m] il {gk /s
CEA [®{E 4 20 ng/mL B, Ry 5 12 1 528U 430 24 919% Fi
939%™, WG IZ A K T2 5 (>800 ng/mL) B AL (5 ng/mlL) ,
HXF TPMN i MCN FE B 2E PCN 214 5 57 B mT 4 v 2]
95% L I A0 AR AR 2 509%™ . HiAh 28 W 8 (A AE s
WY ELHG CAT2-4 .CA125,CA19-9 Y, CA15-3 12 W PCN [
TR IBCT CEA, B ICRAE R H L

VA A BEAE S BB AR BhRCHE PCN Oy T8 38
ETAPE LA 25 WG DU 28 55 DR, I A Sy s PR R
B % P 7 e TG T I 6 VM PO T 1 R
BRI PCN L 2021 AF— TR 5T 4 78 2% 0 481 280 ik
£ <50 mg/dL Wi EE B PCN i R 0% 1 .75 T CEA /K P>
192 ng/mL 1 $245 (93.6% H 54.8% ), — 40 & 7 THBFSE
566 171 5 A ZS AL 40 M s SR 7, 50 UK V0 57 A v T2 Il
FHE <50 mg/dL) X 3 5 AR 6 W M PON By R B0 R
90.1% , F¢ 5 5 1 85.3% > o Fo (1 — T 28 A 43 M A 75 8 i
5 609 45l PCN (B2, 45 3 R, A A WL CEA 2 Wi 3
WA AR 2P PCN R B T 5 (919% 1L 56%) , Bk G B8
CEA V45 RS 7T 2 2 12 W7 1 v 30

REHHR AN 53 Fhr PR — g TRt ini A i
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