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[Abstract] Cytomegalovirus (CMV) pneumonia is one of the common complications of hematopoietic stem cell
transplantation, and is also a significant cause leading to patient death. Due to the poor prognosis of CMV pneumo-
nia, intervention measures are necessary to prevent CMV reactivation and progress to CMV pneumonia. At present,
clinical medication mainly relies on preemptive treatment strategies, and the timing of medication depends on the
timeliness of early diagnosis. However, feasible methodology and measures for the early diagnosis of CMV pneumo-
nia in clinical practice are relatively limited. Meanwhile the diagnostic gold standard operation is invasive, causing
trauma to a certain degree, and the detection timeliness is poor. This review summarizes the clinical status and ad-
vances in the diagnosis and drug prophylactic treatment of CMV pneumonia after hematopoietic stem cell transplan-
tation, and explores possible development directions and trends in the future.
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T CMV 35 3 P 39016 0 RS A J5 30 o0 0ol VR A% 45 | % il
SEIRAR R A R PL S M O HL T BB A7 AE RS AL ) BT
5 RS, CMV YL A 1E & e L & R g, — B
HBLERE CMV il &, S8 >65% . CMV fiti %
F14 Wfe PR 3% B30 5 Ry A L B L AR T R R
Tifie T B G — R0 F P A FR<80 0 JE R ED A K
T AR EUR A R B SRR R .
PN S I DR i T, 43 RS H R JE O & CMV
fifi 6 £ B 25 HIFE TS R AL 58. 1%0) . th CMV
Jifi 98 S BN B AL R Ny 30, 2% HiA 27. 9% % &
FEF CMV i 2 (1 5] 42 I & » A0 45 4k & L Ath g i
ARG . CMV fili 4 34 36 5 A K. #2783 Bl 1 CMV
TR 7] CMV il 2 1 J 1) 3 220k, ot 138 3k 7l s
SR v 0T I FH B0 7 25 W B A T E T M R A K
2R AT vk, H ORI R b 35 AR R A8 SR T R g
FA 2, F 25 s HLIRC T A 9958 W7 2% B kL g s AL T
CMV fili % 9 5 10132 W7 7 BE A B L 12 87 4 4 o 11 45
VERA — 20t R A, ELAG i ik 22, A
gk B gE HSCT RJ5 B & I & CMV fiti R 1
2T B R 25 9 B 5 36 T W BOIR 5 aE E  BEAER
ST RE Y K e ) S

1 CMV fl &y RH 2T

1.1 CMV i Xey ki £4 8 HAEl. /£ CMV Jiifi
REIZ Wb, [ A S G F AT R R 5256 2512 W L A0 7
oy HE SR G A R B UM (PCRO £
3% B2 S A iz e CMV il 58 1 32 2EAR e . 96 [ B
1192 W br i Ry R D 23 7E 2016 471 52 1 b3 o
43 M 512 (proven CMV pneumonia) F Iifi JR 12 W
(probable CMV pneumonia) ¥~ 2% 5l , 7E IIfi JK < B
FEEAR 2R AL I B il b o 99 I~ A 0 8 A 32 B 1) A%
Lo WIS M R R IR T AS i BRAR A E AT 1 T
P2 AR AL 2% 52 ARG A B B B AR - 0 Il PR 12 B )
o5 A S K4S IV B B W (bronchoalveolar lavage
fluid, BALF) ) CMV DNA W& K550 5 55 .
AL Fy 3 i 3 G XU 5K i 5 5 77 T J IR X EL R PE
FAR AR B I A I AN BE VE 5 8 L 2 e ki 7E
A, BAE N —MA B R AR A, X0 A ez )
RE B B0 25 10 0 7 A T AN KL R T it R T
BRVETER 2E W AR .

H A 27 BYE LA S = A 2 2 K
ARG CMV 2 i 32 ZAR YR . H i R v A T
Z 5t CMV 1gG.CMV IgM #l CMV DNA £l , {H

CMV $L A I =5 2248 /s BE A B e s, A 1] F [l Josi 4
B I TC B TR W . fE CMV DNA i £ i
t L PCR £ BALF i CMV-DNA H-F 12 b Uk
PER RSP B P 5. Lodding 4 (g F 58 3
Y, B BALF #£47 CMV DNA # 5 I % . G492 = 20
2 CMV fili %, 76 et I A 20 (454, 5 TU/mL) K
IR R A SRS Ay AR E] 912677 % Z ik E T
VERE M2 T AL (AUC) =90 % M b 22 F - I 2% 4
CMV DNA # it 75 5 0 Il ¢ 2 & (274 TU/mL) &
2 W 2 B 5 R 4y B 63%6.76 % . 4 Hi
4T S L2 BG4l 5%, BALF Hh CMV 5 ft PCR 5
FHM: % B2 5 T4 I CMV E & PCR &  Fl
TgM HL ARSI BH 4 22 (AT A 38,9 06 1 [ 3 K ik W
AR G JEL A . % CMLV Jili 48 1 58 253 5 b A
il CMV g PCR B 1115 2% )7 B 112 .

SR A ] BALF il 8 CMV DNA # 7 # R ik
Wit — g I B R RS R B R R
PEN B A [ 6 00 152 45 BT 3K BRI DNA 2% 5 5 2
BERMAERE S, BJGE R EE R E . 1t
&b, HHT BALF i CMV DNA 2 & 1 it R 1 [7)
FTEF JC 0K 0 HEBR < CMV il 9% (pulmonary
CMV shedding) i9 & 5", Boeckh 20T A 5% 3 B
H>60% )] Bt CMV fii % (8 % () BALF 4 %
>500 TU/mL DNA # & (HIEDHREIRIT R E S
KT8 H Z [ DNA 2 & K7 43 1 77 76 W] 5 22
S MERL AT 500 TU/mlL i) 8 {8 3547 S 1A BB
SIE# B X 4. Pinana ZE0 7R08 500 TU/mL 76
A N — A FCH B CMV il & 5538 CMV i 7%
14 0 1R 32 (B B 22 Hy RE A RRALE  IBURE: I e 8 0 Jie 17
DLRTYE o BRI, H OG0 0 — A 58— e 3
HGFE AT CMV il & B R 2B . oAl I
PR AP e =2 %5 hy BRARL ) 38 F 52 56 5 22 ) 19 [) Ak
Wik,

1.2 CMV X @R Fis HRFNRERK
{7 Ny T R 1 B 7 = £ -\ = I )
CMV Jiifi % 5 112 Wi AR e 19 ¥ 76 T Be. CMV i
RUEMBFRIEENKRETFBE R CT LA . &
Gr¥ER CT(HRCD 43 ¥ty TH M CT XF R vl
S B P R AR L SRR R B R B . (R H AT RE S
KB CMV Jili 2 5 AR FRAE IR SR BRY7 . 25 i
LN CMV fili 5 1 52 AR R A 32 22 38 30 Jiti 1] J5z AN
il 34 35 i A AR AR 0N ) R 4 TS R e s
W B WK /NGS5 W ZEAE AR, 2l A
XF 34 f] allo-HSCT J5 9 & CMV Jiifi & [ & #E47 1]
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B BIF 5 4 2R R s R 18 0 A 1 B B 38 5 (ground-
glass opacities, GGO)FIZ2 K& /N w0y & B 385 25 75
55 A B PE U 2 IR R T ol CMV il 58 26 35 119
SURRAE T B R R B CMV i 58 i 71l R
JiE PR CGEE 28 JE R0 B 2 B0 R R AR 2E s . L CT
o Ar ¢ BALE A6 3 s Pkl , (Bt FE B4 f5 CMV i
PO B L B CT A7 B T i & CMV il .

HAR B ETA CMV il 28 B A B M8 1 5245 e
T ABATS A A 5 JH Al it 8 45 A R 075 100 2680 X 568 i ) Tl
PRI, AT 225 SR RS R TS AR B
Bl CMV Jiti 5¢ 15 3 At o J52 14 Ja% e ik % o ¢ B HIS I it
181 74 i % (pneumocystis pneumonia, PCP) . &
S IR BE M5 98 B 928 B 403 1 SEAE AR 2 B S CMV
it 5¢ 2 BEAHARL L 5]t BE/INGE T L GG O /N it [ B
JELTFN S AR A 3 S I ] AR 22 ) 1 X3 D) o R
7 GGO ZE [ 53 A FR A FFIE A A . Vogel 452
Xt E 31 ] CMV fifi 48 F1 27 4] PCP 48 CT, 4%
R x GGO fE%8 [|]_F g i A [H L, 78 PCP H, GGO
HOLT T Iz o Al 2R R i P B R AL
P T35 43 A5 Flix 45 52 209 A7 76 TE BB 42 7% PCP, |
GGO & 7¢ Jifi T Y] 185 % i 5 F8 5 4L 5 1 CMV fili 4
L. GGO 55 SR A AH 5G9 AN 2 5] a0 A /i
HLOZE AR RN S AR B RE SR R CMV il 48, 56748 32
BRI . Pitoyo F I /NRE R 955 il 41 3
BRI TR R 5 CMV il R B9 %5 51 22 55 W] 7] g
FEE CMV il 58 23 H /N ot 85 715 5245 R0 i Jis
SR B, (H Harris 217 HF 5245 1, T CMV
it 58 9 1 CHY I IR A ) B R AR AN A, CT
SERAEAE BA BRI A B € M i H A CMV il
RBHF M2 RN B S8 52 55 A LA SR 2 0
. P HAETTE A8 2% Bl CMV Jifi 2212 i 4)
7 TE— FE 1Bk HRIME FE

2 CMV fifi & B 254 T B 18 7 BUIR R it R

i T H AT CMV il 4 lim A 32 Wr 1 4180 RE S AR iy
ROMEAS BRI A2 I PR 2. H HT I IR 48 F b 5 R
35k i (universal prophylaxis) 3¢ 55 16 97 (pre-
emptive therapy) 5 % >k 1 Bij # 46 52 %5 CMV Jili ¢
MR . B # R G — AR B GE w2
3AHPDOX A CMV e 5 16 & 47 5000 58 T
B 3 J 5 D) 2 7 52 35 5 A A [0 37 18 4 i S B 9 0 o
i PCR(qPCR) J44 5% BH 1 50 AR 325 52 2% B A7 7 . 10
CMV & il B)1% B0 T 46 76 S8 i b #3697, H H i 2

B 1 CMV 95 35 ILAE ] =228 P CMIV g B Je > L 8K T
W 3k T 7 S W BT 1 A A B R PO FE 2 )
BARABBEME LGB LM CMV 9% 54 R RN
VARG, 2% & 5 AR AE 29 m] Bk o] Y, 4
JEIRYT AW AR RE T 3R T S 0 RE 2 A D 4
fik o {H AR 995 75 15 2 509 A 25 FT RE - SO IR TS
AR,

H il R H Y — 22 25 ) 60 45 55 9% 15 (ganci-
clovir, GCV), 4ji #5 £ % 55 (valganciclovor, VCV) . i
F g (foscarnet, FOS) #1742 48 (cidofovir, CDV)
A5 (letermovir, LMV), il TP i&I7 S
B Bt M 25 W) AT B Pk 2 1 D TR K 22 B RS A v 0 SR L
e R TT W LA D B0 B G W R R SO . E— 2K
B R G IR GOV B K4 24 L T 5 48 &
FARAEF TEACE H IR VCV, X GCV AN %2
1) 5 25 Rl FOS #1 CDVE  FEAR KRR YT s
Yin %27 i3, CDV 67 HBH 514 5 25 2% fifk %
(75.8% VS 70.5 %) #35 AAZEff i) (6 d VS 9 d)
WA, AE 25 AR LMV, AR = K
W C AR T R RIRITROCR . TE TR PR YT
Freyer % {3l T 76 AR J5 {87 F 35 85 Bk i i2E 17 151 By
¥ A Y Pt 5 £ 5 (graft versus host disease,
GvHD) (1 83t , LMV ARG 3 A5 % 5 (vala-
cycloviD AL T CMV YL 1y & 4 (500 VS 53%0),
IR A48 5T Y RS I G R A R AR R
Su PR K —AFE 1 B B B s L e Z A T
2 B 5 1M T 40 RS R 9 MLV I 3 B PR 52 35 b, R
JE Al LMV AR T 79% Bk 4E R, H ik ) 1
CMV [fiL 36 BIPE 32 35 AR TR 3K 4 o 78 1 S HE 5 110 35
WG W58 . LMV 2 & 4 Lk LMV 52 35 BUig
THEEREFES6.1% VS66.8%,P=0.035) K&
KB CMV BL#0E I A] (129, 5 d VS 42 DB, R
i > AT R R B 19 LMV AE 36 26318 97 i
JHARIE

A o BEST s 75 245 490 1) {8 1T IRF 8] 2B < oK AN ] s
Hadh T8 CMV it 25 ¢ 5 WA . Muller %2> fif
FEH 16 B LMV JG R 8 40 85 1) CMV B
WP 25 R @R pULST Al pULS6 1Y 28 45 A g 7l Ok
TETE Y BE T 2, [ LMV AJ fE 5 2245 4 31 UL56-
L2571 fl UL51-A95V [ 25 [8] v 5 b i & 48 76 .
Jung SRS R, ULY7 Al ULS4 R4 5 GCV
B 254 6, HE ULS4 MR RESH T
CDV . FOS (i 2 ¥ 77 A4 5 AT VOV [T 24 58
AR IR IECY FRPE R AR R R, VOV B 21%
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iz H Pk BRI P . BARE 2 £,
Wi GCV A BER I X VCV it 25 i A #5005 ¥ . 5.
XG5 AT AR R T B — 2 AR PR R
PG B AL RE LA AR R B S 29

FEM 20 CMV it R & &Ry, G EES
(maribavir, MBV)E 76 A U259 IE7E 2 A
I R A ORS00 . MBV A Sy 88 1) /E T F UL97 2 1
WG CMV 259, vl DLl i 254 CMV i 8 7R
JPIGERE . (e X & Kk CMV YL i = 11 A<
Pl % e MBV (400 mg, bid) 51& %4t CMV
S7VE NS BEE BR 5 A R AR 7 T AR BAR e
MBV 3L T B A 3 (8 JE I #E 5 BR :55. 720 VS
23.9% 512 J& 95 B % bR 5 AE R il 18. 7% VS
10.3 % HARMM AR RN :91. 4% VS 97.4%).,
i 2593z 807 IR AT BE 50 IR AL e d CMV J7 ik 11
IR RE T 25 55 0] A, Qin 8505 W T — Bl 3k T 40
KM EHME B R GCV f FOS & &4, 3F R AL
T4 5 AR HEAT 5 2% AE CMV 175 5 114 il 48 455 780 o
R A S B A R e A A e
B2 BRI M DG RE L A AR #E GCV il FOS (1 P
] 4 FH 5 LR 33X 5 1T A D B 22 114 s R 52 B 4R 3

3 HitERE

CMV Jifi ¢ i) %8 Bl HSCT AR5 £ 32 K TE /Y I
IR, CMV e 5 fE800E 5 2 Fhli R B R A
K AL FE A HT AL IR R A IS S RS M R AE IS T 24
o MEAE A S R B S R
PORL AN A A 32 T 9 L 200 i B e R 2, HL el T
o3 B ERSAR R I T 0 R BR 2 B LR IR T B
T 2t 530 o3k 25 4 24, AEAE D) (RO R R e T
240 M e E AT A7 AE B BE D L T E AR X CMV
B g% FEAKA T CDS ™ T 4fl Jifd i) 45 57 1% 41 1 5 9%
A CMV e 7 B 2 1E 5 CHE 3 R 3k T IE
RESPERE G . A HE FR e FCRE A . CMV i
T2 B ATk 8026 ~90 %%, LR MHPIRAS" . e 4
R = SZARECY L AR AR AE fE CMV L 7 B 5
PEAE L TG OO . R RS S A 2 A0 Y A 92 ik
BT B0 CMVFEOE o 72 A 022 i IR BT Je
CMV Jifi & 11 B 16 o7 I #5672 A ) il G JHG 2 24
CMV #5175 % 5 EBV e B Y i 6 1w
(graft versus host disease, GvHD) # % 3 Bl % Ik
s 1 Jii A8 AH 4 ) BsF o R AU A2 W FRORG UE 09 T 25 4 e
IR 22 2 A RS L 48 e R SRR AR AR R

CMV 55 B i 24 475 /2 B0 76 1A OF I PR T 11 19 Bk
M2 — . BRI S 2 B Ok TR R YT i
PRI 25 R R TR T AR . A
780 B R 0 Kk B I B B R A R TR
fift . {0 Royston %1 76 fifi 17 BA 41 Hp 4F LMV i 2 ¢
JEE B W00 2 B o 24k R AR S AR R CMV i 1 R
ARG AR 25 W E S 2 LA By GvHD
&% e X (479 pg/mlL VS 248 pg/ml, P =
0.001) {335 H i GvHD 19 % 4 (499 pg/mlL VS
263 pg/mL, P =0.004), $#&/RTEHFATHINEEL Y
H) i PRI AT AT S R BRI AN R
S 55 I R R P T 9 R A B R S A2 A% T e 55 1Y
PR A ] 1 1 A, H T R A 2 R B 2
Py v 6 B CMV i 24 1) 4 56 I IR BIF 5 . T 76 BT
P B $ A5 07 16 B A 25 9 (A filoccilovir
brincidofovir**') B Z2 {5 fiff 7E Ife PR 12 56 [ B ol 4 ik 5]
I PR R T kR . H AT CMV i 25 28728
ZAE e pUL51 ., pULS4 . pUL97 |, 48 75K i ) %
7S B R AP 1 T A B I PR 24 5
P

ISV IT KBS L PEXT CMV S .CMV fifi
PR TR RN VR = R N E 1
CMV B30 W = B 3 Bt 1 7 CMV-DNA 1
H W0 RN DR e B RO L AR K B G 56 T B
PRI 3 1) MUV e Je e T 5 5 e 3 45 A BRI
HoE S5 b oK A W B 09 g — A1 50 AR oE . i 2 I
R EARFE B L BALE K %S48 F I8 F
J TR R B K 25 R AN AR B g 5t BALF
CMV-DNA {i# i Wi TG v K if H e CMVHE8005 [n]
CMV fii 4 32 Je 1y 5& 58 5 o ME LU TT JER A B 1 46 26
TBIT . WG PR b B 2 MO T A e it 2 s R 45 7 1k
HCHEBR 32 W 5 ] o4 12 W, DRL T A 0 B — 2B 42
Pl PR ECH LW 2 A I (EL R 12 B CMLV il 58 1) 1 IR
&Y.

S = K 59 6 A I R KR AR g B AT RE AT L X
CMV HREE ) CMV il 5 ikt 7T {5 B2 4 e 19 150 0
HEWT . Eisenberg %5 3L M & B 1 i 56 Atk fikt BE 45
i B R4 AR S 0 2 A 3 B0 L SR FH R R 4 O B B
BB TE 21 d W E BB A0 CMVRJE 0
AUC H 0.62, Duke %15 4 BF 5% 3iF 524 5 55 ik f
JREHSCH: B S 0 5 B4 WO B A S 8,24 M 48 AN
CMV ¥k K fitJg AUC Ry 0. 75 AHTE A Z JE 5
Wi AECRE T N5 S AUC 3k 0. 968, Shen &5
WFFE AL 5T N B EE B 289 9] s 35 i ) i 5 4R 1%
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PRI A CD34 " 40 550 A8 A HITE B2 i 3 B
AR bR AT logistic FIHAEAIFIM AL A 5 100 d 4
CMV @R 52 FE R O VFE 5 8 AUC I ik
TER 2643 B3R H) 0. 531.,0. 742.,0. 654 F1 0. 641, iX
S RIF 5T 45 AR 7 A 0 RS S 3 3 22 1 A
RUA A RE . — D H A2 W L (AUC=0. 5) [ i
PRGOS L 2 R 3 rpts KRS (A0 A PR 38 % 00 F 55 25
S PSSR 55 HE— 5 AL 5 B R L DR G i D i
I PR 1) 5 22 S HL A I PR W] TP

Jiti 98 S AR A 27 K B Wi R ER 40 T BB A oK ok #E AT
CMV Jili & S0 = 4 B2 2 Wr 9 A 88007 5. 2R 4l 2
TSR AR AL P L A A K B AR R B A 12
ARG R IZ W ER R . AR AR AL 45 A IR
2] F R (deep learning, DL) %M T #l 28 2% > BUIK
S [0 T A T2 N F R 0 B A R
TR 50 o i 5 R AR A A B BR A R AR
W, FLAE B 43 2 T2 B T T 1412 W 1 R R AT R 1
IS BT Ll A GUA Y CREUEE 87. %0 VS 86. 4263 4%
FHEE92.5% VS 90. 5% 15 ili 4 5 A% 41 5 1 -
DL 4z v i A58 280 e R 9 75 1l 48 15 4 X A4S 1 il
RN Wt It 35 25 15 A0 i 5 R Xeray K /CT ()
LW U b H T C A E R R S A AR R 4%
LI (convolutional neural networks, CNNs) A] {E
R HSF [E) PR ARG 00 7 A Ak T TR e AR i 8 1Y) Jak
PR 00 I CAE I IR ol B DR = Az o B T Al R 7
SR s B il e AR 3 R S Uk e i ). Shelke
O CNINASE TR Xof 1 5 fili il &5 4% 3% 3 il 4%
B R GEE R BE iR ) Xeray Fr AT U RER R L ik
T8 3R E B R 35 95, 9% . Hongmei B A48 T
W2 HO B N CT 2 AR R R LT 29 30 000 7k
A L AR G B Al 4 s kb B ST CNIN A5 78 R f
JE FIRE S B S8R 75 00 L 76 I R BE % I 5 5 5
1B B A 112 W AR VR S B 43 S B i 16,594
11,6265 . M LT B AR & SO0 3 K A e
ARG B Ml A L il 45 A% S5 s A, B AT MR W DL AE
CMV Jili 5 55 il R AL 2 P 8% e 1) 52 1% 41 2% D 1o 1o
RN HRGE .

ZE BT ROR B A 2 AL B AR 2 I R
s i SE - gE AT AL, X CMV B 8 CMV
il 4 £ 2 1) TN AN B2 W T R LA — o 19 B L
T R RN R AT A R T A Sk o8 I K A 2
W o T il R 25 B LR AL S 2 (RS A R IS AR
HAR AR . TAE 259 WU IR T 5 R T
T 5E A A8R T ik R AT I 2 M 2 AR A L HE B B 24

e PR I8 A e LA B il 5 B A 0 CMV il R 36 7
.

MR AL FRREEA SR,

(& % x &)
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