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Abstract: -

Background-

Solid pancreatic lesions are crucial to identify because of their high incidence rate and their poor survival
rate. Surgical biopsy, ultrasonography, computed tomography, MRI, and PET-CT are examples of
diagnostic tools. Although common, endoscopic ultrasonography guided biopsy carries arisk of needle
track seeding. A more effective and affordable method for determining the differential diagnosis of solid
pancreatic lesions is contrast-enhanced ultrasonography (CEUS). CEUS is aless nephrotoxic method that
uses a contrast chemical to distinguish between teratomas, benign tumors, and neuroendocrine tumors.
The goal of this meta-analysisis to evaluate how well CEUS can identify solid pancreatic lesions for use
in clinical diagnostic procedures.

M ethodol ogy-

Medical literature comprehensively searched and reviewed without restrictions to particular study
designs, or publication dates using PubMed, Cochrane Library and Google Scholar databases for all
relevant literature. The extraction of necessary data proceeded after specific inclusion and exclusion
criteriawere applied. Meta Analysis included 27 RCTs and 3061 patients, and analyzed using the

Qual Syst yool. The risk of bias was evaluated by using QUADAS-2 analysis.

The statistical software packages MetaDiSc 1.4, RevMan (Review Manager, version 5.3), SPSS
(Statistical Package for the Socia Sciences, version 20) and Excel in Stata 14 were used to perform the
statistical analyses.

Result-

According to the findings of four studies, CEUS demonstrates high sensitivity, with values equal to or
above 95%, and one study indicates specificity above 95%. True Positive (TP) and True Negative (TN)
values are reported as 2080 and 621, respectively, while False Positive (FP) and False Negative (FN)
values are noted as 124 and 236. With a 95% confidence interval, CEUS sensitivity is calculated as 0.90
(range: 0.89 t0 0.91) and specificity as 0.83 (range: 0.80 to 0.86). The positive predictive value (PPV) of
CEUS is estimated at approximately 94.3%. These results highlight CEUS as a promising tool for
diagnosing pancreatic lesions.

Conclusion-

The study concluded that CEUS (Contrast-Enhanced Ultrasound) is an important diagnostic test for
pancreatic lesions. Thisis due to their high sensitivity and specificity, along with other aspects like
enhanced visualization, rea -time imaging, and safety benefits. Additionally, CEUS is cost-effective,
making it apractical choicein healthcare settings with budget constraints.

Thus, CEUS remains a valuable asset for healthcare professionalsin their efforts to accurately diagnose
pancreatic lesions.

Keywords-
CEUS, pancredtic lesions, Contrast Enhanced Ultrasound , diagnosis, Sensitivity, Specificity ,
diagnostic imaging
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INTRODUCTION

Solid pancreatic lesions include pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma, neuroendocrine tumors, focal chronic
pancreatitis, solid pseudopapillary tumor, pancreatic metastasis and many more, of which the most
common is the pancreatic ductal adenocarcinoma. While looking at the ratings worldwide, it has an
incidence rate of 13th among other malignant tumors. Till dateit is considered one of the deadliest
cancers, ranking fourth among the leading causes of death due to cancer in the United States. The 5-year
survival rate for pancreatic cancer has been estimated to be around 6% owing to the limited avail ability of
effective treatment options and drug therapy and poor prognosis with surgical resection.[1]

These tumors generally progress insidiously with minimal symptoms and tend to present in advanced
stages when the condition worsens and resection is less practical. Thus, it becomes vital to diagnose the
tumor as early as possible so that effective management and monitoring can be ensured.

Many diagnostic tools are being used to assess the tumor, ranging from surgical biopsy to various
imaging toals like ultrasound (US), computed tomography (CT), magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) and
positron emission tomography-computed tomography (PET-CT).[1], [2] Endoscopic ultrasound guided
biopsy has been gaining popularity for the diagnosis of pancreatic lesion but there isarisk of needle track
seeding which is concerning.[3]. While biopsy is considered the gold standard for definite diagnosis, non-
invasive imaging methods play a pivotal rolein diagnosis and evaluation of these tumor. Of the various
imaging modalities, CT scan is the most widely used clinically. But while these methods come with their
advantages, there are many downsides to them too, one of it being the high cost of getting these imaging
done.

A relatively cheaper and superior option is the Contrast-enhanced ultrasound (CEUS), [1]especialy for
the differential diagnosis of solid pancreatic lesions. CEUS uses a contrast agent consisting of
microbubbles of air or other gases, which isinjected intravenously into the circulation to get real time
imaging of the large vessels as well as the microvasculature. It has the advantage of being able to
differentiate the origins of the lesions and evaluate their vascularity in real-time. Neuroendocrine tumor,
benign tumors and teratoma are seen as hyperenhancement or isoenhancement while malignant tumors
like the ductal adenocarcinoma are seen as hypo-enhancement[4] Further, CEUS has the advantage of
being less nephrotoxic as the contrast agent used for CEUS is excreted vialungs instead of the kidneys.
Taking al these advantages into account, this meta-analysis aims to ascertain the accuracy of CEUSto
differentiate among various solid pancreatic lesions for its clinical application as a diagnostic tool.
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METHODOLOGY:

DATA COLLECTION

For the collection of the data, a search was done by two individual s using PubMed, Google Scholar, and
Cochrane Library databases for all relevant literature. Full - Text Articles written only in English were

considered.

The medical subject headings (MeSH) and keywords ‘ Contrast Enhanced Ultrasound’, ‘CEUS', and
‘Pancreatic Lesions were used. References, reviews, and meta-anal yses were scanned for additional

articles.
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INCLUSION AND EXCLUSION CRITERIA

Titles and abstracts were screened, and duplicates and citations were removed. References of relevant
papers were reviewed for possible additional articles. Papers with detailed patient information and
statically supported results were sel ected.

We searched for papers that show more accurate diagnoses, where procedure being considered was
CEUS. Theinclusion criteria were as follows: (1) studies that provided information about the accurate
diagnosis of solid pancreatic lesions with CEUS while main reference standard was biopsy or surgical
pathology; (2) studies published in English; (3) Studies wherein true positive (TP), false positive (FP),
false negative (FN), and true negative (TN) rates were obtained or cal culated to construct the 20xJ2
contingency table. The exclusion criteriawere: (1) articles that were not full text, (2) unpublished articles,
and (3) articlesin other languages.

DATA EXTRACTION

Each qualifying paper was independently evaluated by two reviewers. Each article was analyzed for the
number of patients, their age, procedure modality, and incidence of the pre decided complications. Further
discussion or consultation with the author and a third party was used to resolve conflicts. The study's
quality was assessed using the modified Jadad score. In the end, According to PRISMA, atota of 27
RCTswith atotal of 3061 patients were selected for further analysis.

ASSESSMENT OF STUDY QUALITY

Using the QualSyst toal, two writers independently assessed the caliber of each included study. This test
consists of 10 questions, each with a score between 0 and 2, with 20 being the maximum possible overall
score. Two authors rated each article independently based on the above criteria. The interobserver
agreement for study selection was determined using the weighted Cohen's kappa (K) coefficient. For
deciding the bias risk for RCTs, we aso employed the Cochrane tool. No assumptions were made about
any missing or unclear information. there was no funding involved in collecting or reviewing data.
Heterogeneity and the diagnostic accuracy of CEUS were performed. the latter of which was calculated
by pooled estimates of sensitivity, specificity, and diagnostic odds ratio (DOR) with corresponding 95%
confidence intervals (Cls). Heterogeneity was detected by Cochrane Q test and 12 dtatistics, with
PI1<[10.1 or 12[1> 150%, indicate a significance in heterogeneity. Furthermore, if there was significant
heterogeneity (1201>[150% or P<[".05), the random-effects model (DerSimonian-Laird method) was
preferred over the fixed-effects model (Mantel-Haenszel method); otherwise, the fixed-effects model was
thefirst choice.

STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

The statistical software packages RevMan (Review Manager, version 5.3), SPSS (Statistical Package for
the Socia Sciences, version 20), Google Sheets, and Excdl in Stata 14 were used to perform the statistical
analyses. The data was obtained and entered into analytic software. Fixed- or random-effects models were
used to estimate Sensitivity, Specificity, positive predictive value (PPV), diagnostic odds ratios (DOR),
and relative risk (RR) with 95 percent confidence intervals to examine critical clinical outcomes (Cls).
Diagnosis Accuracy and Y ounden Index were calculated for each result. Individual study sensitivity and
specificity were plotted on Forest plots and in the receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve. The
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forest plot and Fagan's Nomogram were used to illustrate the sensitivity and specificity of different
papers.[5]

BIASSTUDY

The risk of bias was evaluated by using QUADAS-2 analysis. This tool includes 4 domains as Patient
selection, Index test, Reference standard, Flow of the patients, and Timing of the Index tests. The
summary of publication bias is shown in the following charts. The publication bias in patient selection
was low in 17 high in 1 and unclear in 9. The index test was low in 25 and high in 1 paper. While the
reference standard was low in 14, high in 1, and unclear in 12. The flow and timing were low in 20 and
unclear in 7. The applicability concerns in patient selection were low in 10, high in 6, and unclear in 11.
Reference standard was low in 11, high in 4, and unclear in 12 respectively. The index test was low in 23,
unclear in 3 and highin 1 paper.

Risk of Bias Applicability Concern

I Patient
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Index test I
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25% a0% 5% 100% 0% 25% a0% 75%
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RESULT: -
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prospectiv histopatholo
Chen[6] 2004 | Taiwan e CEUS ay 17 3 0 0
not histopatholo
Chen YC[7] 2010 China | specified | CEUS ay 8 3 8 2
prospectiv histopatholo
D'Onofrio [8] | 2005 Italy e CEUS aQy 11 4 26 1
retrospecti histopatholo
D'Onofrio[9] [ 2009 Italy ve CEUS ay 26 16 0 0
retrospecti histopatholo
D'Onofrio[10] | 2012 Italy ve CEUS ay 891 96 196 33
D'Onofrio retrospecti histopatholo
[11] 2013 Italy ve CEUS ay 115 18 0 0
German not histopatholo
Dietrich[12] 2008 y specified | CEUS ay 57 5 31 0
CF German not histopatholo
Dietrich[13] 2008 y specified | CEUS ay 63 7 42 0
not histopatholo
Fan Z [14] 2013 China | specified | CEUS ay 33 3 42 12
retrospecti histopatholo
Fusaroli[15] 2010 Italy ve CEUS ay 49 2 15 11
Grossjohann[ Denmar | prospectiv histopatholo
16] 2010 K e CEUS ay 38 6 4 1
histopatholo
Han J[17] 2015 China | prospective | CEUS ay 27 9 20 16
prospectiv histopatholo
Kitano[ 18] 2012 Japan e CEUS ay 194 10 64 9
prospectiv histopatholo
Li [19] 2012 China e CEUS qy 38 0 0 0
retrospecti histopatholo
Li XJ[20] 2013 China ve CEUS ay 36 3 13 2
not histopatholo
Numata[21] 2005 Japan | specified | CEUS ay 10 6 0 0
South | retrospecti histopatholo
Park[22] 2014 Korea ve CEUS ay 57 5 15 7
prospectiv histopatholo
Sakamoto[23] | 2008 Japan e CEUS ay 101 7 33 4
prospectiv histopatholo
Serra[24] 2013 Italy e CEUS ay 89 3 29 6
not histopatholo
Sofuni [25] 2005 Japan | specified | CEUS aQy 34 5 10 1
prospectiv histopatholo
Takeda[26] 2003 Japan e CEUS ay 21 1 15 0
Takeshima[ 27 not histopatholo
] 2005 Japan | specified |CEUS ay 31 0 3 0
Romani | prospectiv histopatholo
Vasile[28] 2012 a e CEUS ay 35 8 12 4
retrospecti histopatholo
Wang D [29] 2010 China ve CEUS ay 12 2 8 0
retrospecti histopatholo
Xie XY [30] 2008 China ve CEUS gy 36 6 11 3
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Yang [31] 2007 China ve CEUS oy 27 6 7 4
retrospecti histopatholo

Yuan HX [32]| 2009 China ve CEUS ay 24 2 12 3
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D'Onofrio 2009 0.62 (0.46-0.76
D'Onofrio 2012 0.90 (0.88-0.92
D'Onofrio 2013 0.86 (0.79-0.92
Dietrich 2008 0.92 (0.82-0.97
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Han J 2015 0.756 (0.568-0.88
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Li XJ 2013 0.92 (0.79-0.98
Numata 2005 0.63 (0.35-0.85
Park 2014 0.92 (0.82-0.97
Sakamoto 2008 0.94 (0.87-0.97
Serra 2013 0.97 (0.91-0.99
Sofuni 2005 0.87 (0.73-0.96
Takeda 2003 0.95 (0.77-1.00
Takeshima 2005 1.00 (0.89-1.00
Vasile 2012 0.81 (0.67-0.92
Wang D 2010 0.86 (0.57-0.98
Xie XY 2008 0.86 (0.71-0.95
Yang 2007 0.82 (0.65-0.93
Yuang HX 2009 0.92 (0.75-0.99

Pooled Sensitivity = 0.90 (0.89 to 0.91)
Chi-square = 87.62; df = 26 (p = 0.0000)
Inconsistency (l-square) = 70.3 %

Figure 2: Theforest chart summary for pooled sensitivity values.
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Figure3:

Theforest chart summary for pooled specificity values.
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Figure4: Theforest chart summary for pooled Diagnostic Odds Ratio.
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Figure5: The SROC plot summary for CEUSfor Solid Pancr eatic L esions.

Here, Table 1 describes all the descriptions of papers used for the study regarding the use of
CEUS in the diagnosis of Solid Pancreatic Lesions. In Figure 2, the Pooled Sensitivity Values for
all papers being considered can be observed and compared amongst each other, while Figure 3
serves the same purpose in the context of Pooled Specificity Values. Figure 4 denotes the pooled
Diagnostic Odds Ratio for the application of CEUS. The same is illustrated in the SROC curve.
(Figure 5). A total of 27 RCTs with 3061 subjects were selected for the study, out of which 4
studies showed sensitivity above or equal to 95%, and 1 study showed specificity above 95%.
The value of True Positive (TP) was 2080, that of True Negative (TN) was 621, that of False
Positive (FP) was 124, and that of False Negative (FN) was 236. With a confidence interval
95%, sengitivity, specificity and positive predictive values were calculated. The sensitivity of
CEUSIis0.90, with aCl of 95% in arange of 0.89 to 0.91. The specificity of CEUSis0.83, with
aCl of 95% in arange of 0.80 to 0.86.

The Cochrane Q was calculated with p-value<0.0001 and 1> = 63.2% for the Diagnostic Odds
ratio and hence Random Effect model was used.
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Figure 5 shows the summary of the ROC curve. It shows that the area under the curve for CEUS
was 0.9390 and the overall diagnostic odds ratio (DOR) was 35.87 with the diagnostic accuracy
and Younden Index being 0.884 and 0.736, respectively. For the SROC curve, the Index Q*
intersection was at 0.8688 with Standard Error of 0.0181

0.1 99

0.2

3061 Population

i

2316 Sick 745 Well

AN

2080 236 124 621

True positive False negative False positive True nesative

POSITIVE TEST:
Positive Likelihood ratio: 5.40
95% confidence interval: [4.59,6.34]
Posterior probability (odds): 94% (16.8)
95% confidence interval: [93%,95%]
(~ 1in 1.1 with positive test are sick)

80 0.005 5 NEGATIVE TEST:
0.002 Negative Likelihood ratio: 0.12
90 - 95% confidence interval: [0.11,0.14]
0.001 1 Posterior probability (odds): 27% (0.4)
95% confidence interval: [25%,30%]
95 0.5 (~ 1in 1.4 with negative test are well)
Odds = Probability / (1-Probabi|ityg
0.2 +LR = Sensitivity / (1 - Specificity
-LR = (1 - Sensitivity) / Specificity
99 0.1 Posterior Odds = Prior Odds x LR
Prior Likelihood Posterior
prob. ratio prob.

Figure 6: Fagan's Analysisfor CEUS for Solid Pancr eatic L esions.

Figure 6 describes the summary of Fagan plot analysis for all the studies considered for CEUS, showing a
prior probability of 76% (3.1); a Positive Likelihood Ratio of 5.4; a probability of post-test 94% (16.8)); a
Negative likelihood ratio of 0.12, and a probability of post-test 27% (0.4).
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Figure 7: Symmetrical Funnel plot for Publication bias



https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.12.23294023
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.08.12.23294023; this version posted August 16, 2023. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

DISCUSSION

In this meta-analysis our primary goal isto emphasis on the diagnostic accuracy of CEUS to identify a
solid pancreatic lesion. After taking into consideration the results of 3061 subjects by intensive selection
of the appropriate research papers, it has been found that CEUS has a pooled sensitivity of 90%, which
means that there is 90% chance that the patient will be correctly diagnosed with the specific type of
pancreatic lesion using CEUS, while 10% chance of the diagnosis being incorrect. On the other hand,
CEUS has a pooled specificity of 83% which shows that every 83 people out of 100 will have a negative
result on CEUS and 17 people will be wrongly diagnosed with a positive result.

Out of al the solid pancreatic lesions, the most common is the pancreatic adenocarcinoma which shows
up as hypoenhancement on CEUS. Currently the most widely used imaging method for diagnosis of the
pancreatic adenocarcinomaisthe CT scan, which has a sensitivity of 81% and specificity of 43%. MRI
also has comparable accuracy for diagnosing pancreatic adenocarcinoma with sensitivity of 89% and
specificity of 63%, but it has the drawback of being a costly diagnostic tool which has limited availability
in clinical centers. The endoscopic ultrasound guided fine needle aspiration (EUS- FNA) is a superior
method for diagnosing the pancreatic adenocarcinoma and obtaining material for analysiswith a
sensitivity and specificity of 85% and 98% respectively. But it is an invasive method with risk of bleeding
and needle track seeding of the pancreatic tumor cells. [33]Hence, CEUS proves to have agood
diagnostic yield for evaluating pancreatic adenocarcinoma al ong with the advantage of being a non-
invasive method with less associated pain and relatively low cost compared to other diagnostic methods.

CEUS provides a dynamic contrast with the use of a contrast agent consisting of microbubbles of air or
other gases, which isinjected intravenously into the circulation. It has an arteria phase of around 45
seconds followed by a venous phase of about 3 minutes. Unlike CECT and CEMR, thereis no
equilibrium phasein CEUS asit uses a purely intravascular contrast agent. The detection of vascularity in
CEUS isdonein the arterial phase with benign lesions and neuroendocrine tumors showing up as
hyperenhancements or isoenhancement and malignant |esions like pancreatic adenocarcinoma presenting
as hypoenhancement. [4] Thisvariation in vascularity is used for the differential diagnosis of the solid
pancreatic lesions with hypovascularity being a sign for malignancy.

With the advent of newer ultrasound contrast agents which overcomes the limitations of early breakdown
of the microbubble that was seen in the previous contrast agents used for ultrasound, it has become
possible to evaluate the lesions in real time using contrast-enhanced ultrasonography. [1] CEUSisan
accessible method which is also comfortable to the patients. It does not cause any harmful effects on the
kidney or thyroid as the contrast agent used for CEUS is excreted vialungs and does not contain iodine
unlike seen in the other contrast based diagnostic methods like contrast-enhanced computed tomography
(CECT) or contrast enhanced magnetic resonance imaging (CEMR). There is no risk of radiation toxicity
in CEUS either. [4] Although it isarelatively safer method, there is still risk of hypersensitivity reaction
due to the contrast agent.

Based on the results obtained and the advantages discussed, we are confident in the ability of CEUSIn
diagnosing a solid pancreatic lesion, especidly in patients who prefer a non-invasive method.
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Conclusion

In summary, CEUS (Contrast-Enhanced Ultrasound) presents itself as a highly valuable and effective
diagnostic method. CEUS assists in characterizing lesions, guiding biopsies accurately, and monitoring
treatment responses. It complements CT and MRI in providing valuable insights for precise diagnosis,
tailored interventions, and improved patient outcomes.

The comprehensive analysis of 27 randomized controlled trials involving atotal of 3061 subjects provides
valuable insightsinto the diagnostic performance of Contrast-Enhanced Ultrasound (CEUS) in detecting
pancreatic lesions. The research emphasizes that CEUS has the capability to serve as a precise and
effective imaging technique for this intended use.

The calculated sensitivity and specificity values, supported by robust 95% confidence intervals, further
validate CEUS's diagnostic prowess in pancreatic lesion detection. The sensitivity of 0.90, within the
range of 0.89 to 0.91, underscoresiits effectiveness in identifying true positive cases. Similarly, the
specificity of 0.83, falling between 0.80 and 0.86, solidifiesits ability to correctly identify true negative
cases.

These values collectively demonstrate CEUS's potential to serve as areliable diagnostic tool in clinical
practice. By amalgamating data from a multitude of trials, the study establishes CEUS as a sensitive,
specific, and accurate imaging modality. The findings offer valuable guidanceto clinicians and
researchers alike, encouraging the continued exploration and utilization of CEUS for enhanced diagnostic
capabilities in pancreatic lesion assessment.
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