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Abstract
Background Currently, there is no standard therapy for idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis, so a systematic review was 
undertaken to assess the effectiveness of different treatment approaches.

Methods A comprehensive search of English and German literature from 1980 to 2021 was conducted using 
PubMed, Embase, and PreMedline. To be included, studies must have had a minimum of two patients employing 
the same treatment approach and reporting relevant treatment outcomes. A meta-analysis with a subgroup analysis 
was conducted for the primary outcomes “regression of fibrosis,” “freedom from ureteric stents” and “relapse rate,” and 
the secondary outcome “clinical improvement.” The lack of homogeneous data prevented a subgroup analysis for the 
primary outcome “improvement in renal function.”

Results The search resulted in a total of 3818 articles, of which 108 were selected for qualitative analysis involving a 
total of 1408 patients. For the meta-analysis 83 studies were included involving 1044 patients. The summary effect size 
of the outcomes “regression of fibrosis,” “freedom from ureteric stent” and “clinical improvement” was high with values 
between 80–97.9%. The summary relapse rate across studies was 18.1%. Subgroup analysis revealed no statistically 
significant differences in the effectiveness of treatment approaches for the outcomes “regression of fibrosis” 
(QM = 2.72, p = 0.74), “freedom from ureteric stent” (QM = 7.21, p = 0.13), “relapse rate” (QM = 11.34, p = 0.08) and “clinical 
improvement” (QM = 9.54, p = 0.15).

Conclusions Considering the lack of clear evidence indicating that one drug is more effective than the other, the 
treatment choice should depend on factors such as the potential side effects of different drug therapies, patient 
comorbidities, and clinician expertise. The review protocol is registered on PROSPERO under the identification 
number CRD42019115744.
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Background
Idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis (IRF) is presumed to 
be a systemic disease with an autoimmune origin [1]. The 
condition is categorized within the group of chronic peri-
aortitis, alongside other entities such as inflammatory 
abdominal aortic aneurysm, and perianeurysmal fibrosis 
[1, 2]. It is a very rare disorder that has been estimated 
to have an incidence of about 1.3 in 100,000 by a single 
centre study from the Netherlands [3]. A connection 
with the HLA-DRB1 gene has been identified [4]. Fur-
thermore, IRF is associated with various other autoim-
mune diseases such as autoimmune thyroiditis [1]. It is 
crucial to highlight that it can manifest with or without 
the typical features of immunoglobulin G4-related dis-
ease (IgG4-RD). These include lymphoplasmacytic infil-
tration with IgG4 positive plasma cells, elevated serum 
IgG4 levels and the fibro-inflammatory affection of vari-
ous organs (e.g. pancreas, salivary glands, thyroid gland) 
[5, 6]. The development of retroperitoneal fibrosis is not 
exclusive to idiopathic causes; it can be secondary to 
other conditions: these include infectious diseases, post-
radiotherapy scarring, major abdominal surgery, trauma, 
Erdheim-Chester disease, other histiocytosis and drugs 
[1]. Additionally, malignancies such as retroperitoneal 
lymphoma or retroperitoneal metastases accompanied by 
a desmoplastic reaction may mimic the presence of retro-
peritoneal fibrosis [1, 7]. Patients frequently complain of 
flank or back pain, along with fatigue and weight loss [8, 
9]. In some cases the disorder may lead to deep venous 
thrombosis and hypertension [9]. Laboratory findings 
often show elevated inflammatory markers and impaired 
renal function [10]. IRF can be managed through either 
surgical or conservative treatment approaches [1]. For 
the acute relief of ureteric obstruction, a commonly 
employed strategy involves combining drug therapy with 
the insertion of a double pigtail stent (DJ stent) or a per-
cutaneous nephrostomy (PCN) [11]. Conservative treat-
ment options for IRF include immunosuppressive drugs 
(corticosteroids, azathioprine, mycophenolate mofetil, 
methotrexate, cyclophosphamide, rituximab, ciclospo-
rin, tocilizumab), immunomodulators (colchicine), and 
anti-hormonal agents (tamoxifen) [12–22]. In case of 
treatment failure, surgical interventions are possible. A 
frequently employed treatment approach is ureteroly-
sis, which involves the release of the ureters and can be 
performed either laparoscopically or through open sur-
gery [11]. There is no standardized treatment regime at 
present [11]. To assess the response to drug therapy and 
detect potential relapses, follow-up imaging of retro-
peritoneal fibrosis through MRI or CT is typically con-
ducted [1, 10]. Consequently, regression of fibrosis is 
expected to lead to clinical improvement. The objective 
of this systematic review is to evaluate the effectiveness 
of the mentioned treatment approaches in managing 

IRF. This assessment will consider the primary outcomes 
of “regression of fibrosis,” “freedom from ureteric stent,” 
“improvement in renal function,” “relapse rate,” and the 
secondary outcome “clinical improvement.”

Methods
Protocol
The review protocol is registered on the Prospective Reg-
ister of Systematic Reviews (PROSPERO) under the iden-
tification number CRD42019115744 [23]. The Preferred 
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-anal-
yses (PRISMA) guidelines were used to write this review 
[24].

Literature search
A literature search spanning from 1980 to 2021 using 
Embase, PubMed, and Premedline was conducted, cov-
ering both English and German literature. For the search 
Medical Subject Headings (MeSH) terms, Emtrees, and 
different synonyms were used. The detailed search strat-
egy is provided in the supplement (Supplemental File 1). 
The initial search was executed on October 30, 2018, fol-
lowed by a subsequent search, conducted on February 
13, 2021. In addition to the database search, a manual 
consultation of references of the selected studies and 
reviews on the topic was done [1, 10, 11, 25–28]. Fur-
thermore, searches for existing systematic reviews and 
meta-analyses on IRF were performed using Embase, 
PubMed, PROSPERO, and the Cochrane database; this 
search was last repeated on October 19, 2021. It is note-
worthy that only one extensive qualitative, nonsystematic 
review authored by Cristian et al. (2015) was identified. 
This review summarizes the literature on IRF from 1998–
2013 [11]. Notably, the sole systematic review registered 
on PROSPERO concentrates on the relief of ureteric 
obstruction in cases of secondary retroperitoneal fibrosis 
due to malignancy [29].

Eligibility criteria
Studies including at least two patients with IRF treated 
with the same therapy with an outcome of effective-
ness were considered. As the focus of this review is IRF, 
studies focusing on secondary retroperitoneal fibrosis, 
inflammatory abdominal aortic aneurysm, perianeurys-
mal fibrosis, and IgG4-related IRF were excluded. How-
ever, studies with at least 70% IRF patients and studies 
without evidence for secondary causes were included. In 
studies investigating idiopathic and secondary retroperi-
toneal fibrosis patients, individual data was exclusively 
extracted from IRF participants when available. Patients 
treated with more than one IRF-specific drug simultane-
ously were excluded, as the outcome could not reliably be 
associated with one treatment approach. The sole excep-
tion was posed by patients taking both corticosteroids 
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and an additional IRF-specific drug. This exception was 
accepted due to the combination of corticosteroids and 
a corticosteroid-sparing immunosuppressive drug being 
common practice [1, 11].

Furthermore, the review protocol was adapted from 
originally including studies with at least five patients to 
including studies with at least two patients, as most case 
series found during the literature search only treated two 
patients the same way. To exclude arriving at a different 
result with the adaptation from the primary review pro-
tocol, a sensitivity analysis was conducted, including only 
studies with a minimum of five patients.

Data extraction and study outcomes
Data were collected using a data extraction sheet in SPSS 
Statistics 25 [30]. The outcomes were assessed after ini-
tial treatment success. Patients with an initial treatment 
response and a subsequent worsening, were subsumed 
under relapsed patients. All primary and secondary out-
comes were assessed categorically (outcome achieved/
outcome not achieved, patient relapsed/not relapsed). 
The primary and secondary outcomes were defined as 
follows:

“Regression of fibrosis” was met in all patients, which 
regressed either partially or completely during the fol-
low-up period as confirmed by an imaging technique. No 
minimum regression of fibrosis was predefined, as many 
papers did not report the exact values. If there was an 
increase of the fibrosis or it stayed the same during fol-
low-up this was counted as no regression of fibrosis.

“Relapse rate” involved either a clinically or radiologi-
cally diagnosed relapse after initial treatment success. 
Patients who relapsed after treatment discontinuation 
were also included.

“Freedom from ureteric stent” in patients with bilateral 
stenting was only considered as such if both ureters were 
free from stents. Certain papers only reported summa-
rized outcomes for “freedom from ureteric stents,” and 
“freedom from nephrostomies.” These papers are out-
lined in the meta-analysis.

For “improvement in renal function” the improvement 
in laboratory values (creatinine, estimated glomeru-
lar filtration rate), the relief of ureteric obstruction, the 
improvement of hydronephrosis, and the improvement 
in renal scintigraphy was considered. No specific cut-off 
value was determined for the improvement in renal func-
tion concerning laboratory values (creatinine, estimated 
glomerular filtration rate) given the absence of precise 
laboratory data in the studies selected. Consequently, any 
amelioration in these laboratory values was deemed an 
improvement in renal function.

The secondary outcome “clinical improvement” was 
defined as any improvement in symptoms without spe-
cific criteria, as the symptoms for IRF vary widely and 

are frequently non-specific. If the author of the paper 
reported the patient improved clinically or became symp-
tom-free this was subsumed under “clinical improve-
ment.” If the patient reported persistent symptoms or 
persistent pain until the end of the study follow-up this 
was not seen as an amelioration. In larger studies, the 
same approach was chosen. The number of patients with 
“clinical improvement” was the one stated as such by the 
author.

Quality assessment
The included studies were analysed for biases with the 
Quality in Prognostic Studies Tool (QUIPS). This tool 
contains the following categories: study participation, 
study attrition, outcome measurement, study confound-
ing, and statistical analysis and reporting. The category 
of prognostic factor measurement was excluded, as most 
studies were retrospective. Each category was rated with 
a low, moderate, or high possibility of bias. If at least one 
category had a high risk of bias, the whole study was set 
at high overall risk [31]. The bias tool is depicted as a 
summary of all the studies included in the analysis.

The Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, Devel-
opment and Evaluation (GRADE) tool was used to assess 
the evidence of the different outcomes. As most studies 
were observational, the evidence is rated low [32, 33].

Statistical analysis
The primary outcomes “regression of fibrosis,” achiev-
ing “freedom from ureteric stent,” “relapse rate,” and the 
secondary outcome “clinical improvement” were ana-
lysed with a forest plot of proportion with subgroup 
analysis. For this quantitative analysis only studies with 
two patients with the same treatment method and the 
same outcome measurement were included. A sensitiv-
ity analysis was also conducted, which only included 
the studies involving at least five patients, as defined in 
the review protocol. The different treatment approaches 
(azathioprine, colchicine, corticosteroids, cyclophos-
phamide, mycophenolate mofetil, tamoxifen, rituximab, 
ureterolysis) were defined as subgroups and compared 
to each other. However, ureterolysis as a subgroup was 
removed from the subgroup analysis for the outcome 
“regression of fibrosis” and “freedom from ureteric 
stent.” This was done due to the assumption that in the 
case of ureterolysis the fibrosis is removed during the 
surgery and the obstruction of the ureters is released so 
those outcomes should always be reached in 100 % of the 
patients. Furthermore, for a subgroup to be included in 
the meta-analysis it had to contain at least two studies. It 
is important to notice that some studies are mentioned 
more than once in the subgroup analysis, as they include 
different treatment approaches, whose data were anal-
ysed separately.
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Additional subgroup analyses were done comparing 
treatment categories. The definition of the subgroups for 
the meta-analysis was as follows: Subgroups in main anal-
ysis: azathioprine, colchicine, corticosteroids, cyclophos-
phamide, mycophenolate mofetil, tamoxifen, rituximab, 
ureterolysis. Patients with corticosteroids in addition to 
an immunosuppressive, immunomodulatory, hormonal 
therapy or surgery, are counted under the respective sub-
group. The subgroup of corticosteroids only encompasses 
patients who had corticosteroids as their sole treatment.

Subgroups in the first additional analysis with treat-
ment categories: hormonal therapy (tamoxifen), immu-
nomodulators (colchicine), and immunosuppressive 
drugs (corticosteroids, mycophenolate mofetil, azathio-
prine, cyclophosphamide, rituximab), ureterolysis.

Subgroups in the second additional analysis with treat-
ment categories: hormonal therapy (tamoxifen), immu-
nomodulators (colchicine), and immunosuppressive 
drugs p.o. (corticosteroids, mycophenolate mofetil, aza-
thioprine), immunosuppressive drugs i.v. (cyclophospha-
mide, rituximab).

Subgroups in the third additional analysis with treat-
ment categories: medical treatment (azathioprine, colchi-
cine, corticosteroids, cyclophosphamide, mycophenolate 
mofetil, tamoxifen, rituximab), surgery (ureterolysis).

All statistical calculations were conducted in RStu-
dio with R Version 4.2.2 employing the packages meta-
for and meta as well as tidyverse [34–37]. The code is 
shown in the supplement (Supplemental File 2). The for-
est plot of proportion was created with a random-effects 
model with the estimator restricted maximum likelihood 
method (REML) for the between-study variance [38]. The 
Freeman-Tukey double arcsine transformation was used 
for the transformation of proportions [39, 40]. The sub-
group analysis was performed with a mixed effects model 
[41].

The heterogeneity was quantified with the Q-statistic 
and the I2-Test and was calculated per subgroup [42]. 
Publication bias was assessed with a Funnel plot and Egg-
er’s test [43]. Influential studies were searched for with a 
Baujat plot [44].

The primary outcome “improvement in renal function” 
was not analysed in the meta-analysis as the documen-
tation for this outcome was very heterogeneous across 
different studies and no statistical analysis was possi-
ble. As such, it is only reported descriptively in a chart. 
Some studies reported laboratory values, whereas others 
reported the improvement in renal function with imag-
ing techniques. The primary outcome “freedom from 
ureteric stent” indirectly depicts an improvement in renal 
function as stents can only be removed if the obstructive 
uropathy improves.

Results
Identification of relevant studies
The study selection and screening process can be seen in 
the flow diagram in Fig. 1. Out of 3171 records screened 
in total from different sources (mainly EMBASE and 
PubMed), 157 full-text articles were included, of which 
108 were used for a qualitative synthesis and 83 could be 
used for a quantitative meta-analysis.

Specific reasons for exclusion of studies are shown in 
the supplement (Supplemental Tables 1–3).

The chart with all studies included with their main 
treatment and number of patients treated, as well as the 
study design and publication year, are shown in the sup-
plement (Supplemental Table 4).

Quality assessment of the included studies
In Fig. 2 the risk of bias across different categories is 
depicted for all included studies. The assessment of the 
statistical analysis was often not applicable, as many 
small case series did not use statistical calculations. 
Highest risks for bias were attributed to confounding and 
outcome measurements. In total, there was a rather high 
risk of overall bias.

Table  1 presents the grade of evidence for each out-
come. Most studies were retrospective case series and are 
therefore observational. The risk of bias was serious in 
most studies, as assessed by the QUIPS bias tool. Hetero-
geneity was substantial in two subgroups for each of the 
outcomes and hence inconsistency was rated as serious. 
“Regression of fibrosis” and “freedom from ureteric stent” 
are surrogate outcomes, as they measure patient-impor-
tant outcomes not directly. Thus, these outcomes are 
indirect evidence for the effectiveness of the treatment. 
The outcomes “relapse rate” and “clinical improvement” 
measure a patient-important outcome and therefore are 
not rated down for indirectness. Most studies were very 
small, leading to a wide confidence interval.

Even though the funnel plot with Egger’s test did not 
show a significant publication bias except for the out-
come “clinical improvement,” it is still strongly suspected 
due to different classifications of the disease by different 
authors. Furthermore, many studies reported a very high 
success rate, which might be due to positive results being 
reported more frequently.

Improvement in renal function
For this outcome 80 studies including 816 patients were 
available. The improvement of renal function varied 
largely between treatment approaches and measure-
ment methods. Many studies reported high success rates 
between 70–100%. There were also studies which did not 
have any improvement in renal function or only in a small 
part of the patients. These studies often used surgical 
approaches such as ureterolysis. Details for the outcome 
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Fig. 1 Flow diagram of the literature search. IAAA Inflammatory abdominal aortic aneurysm, IRF Idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis, IgG4-related Immu-
noglobulin G4-related
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“improvement in renal function” are shown in the supple-
ment (Supplemental Table 5), as measured with different 
methods: either improvement of laboratory values (cre-
atinine, estimated glomerular filtration rate), the relief of 
ureteric obstruction, the improvement of hydronephrosis 
or the improvement in renal scintigraphy.

Adverse drug reactions
Adverse drug reactions for the different medications are 
shown in the supplement (Supplemental Tables 6–14).

Meta-analysis with subgroup analysis
No statistically significant difference between the differ-
ent treatment approaches for the four outcomes “regres-
sion of fibrosis,” “freedom from ureteric stent,” “relapse 
rate,” and “clinical improvement” could be found in the 
subgroup analysis. The sole analysis that detected a sta-
tistically significant result was for the outcome “freedom 
from ureteric stent” with drugs separated into treatment 
categories (hormonal, immunosuppressive p.o., immu-
nosuppressive i.v.). However, this result is skewed due to 
a major outlier (Boyeva et al. 2020) and hence should be 

interpreted with caution [45]. The plots for the subgroup 
analyses for the treatment categories as well as for the 
sensitivity analysis are shown in the supplement (Supple-
mental Figs. 1–18).

Regression of fibrosis
For this outcome 35 studies including 423 patients were 
available. The summary effect size for “regression of 
fibrosis” across all subgroups was 94.7% (CI95% 88.7 to 
98.9%). The subgroup analysis for the outcome “regres-
sion of fibrosis” is represented in Fig. 3 and was not statis-
tically significant with the test of moderator (QM) = 2.72 
(p = 0.74). The mean follow-up period is documented in 
months. Furthermore, the number of patients with either 
additional ureterolysis or corticosteroids is mentioned, as 
is the imaging technique used for the follow-up [12–18, 
46–73]. The number of patients refers to the number of 
patients for whom the outcome “regression of fibrosis” 
was reported for.

Table 1 Grading of recommendations, assessment, development and evaluation (GRADE)
Outcome Study design Risk of bias Inconsistency Indirectness Imprecision Other considerations Certainty
ROF Observational studies serious serious serious serious publication bias very low
FUS Observational studies serious serious serious serious publication bias very low
Relapse
rate

Observational studies serious serious not serious serious publication bias very low

Clinical improvement Observational studies serious serious not serious serious publication bias very low
ROF, Regression of fibrosis; FUS, Freedom from ureteric stent

Fig. 2 Quality in prognostic studies (QUIPS) tool. NA Not applicable
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Fig. 3 Forest plot for the outcome “regression of fibrosis”. *Follow-up months as a median; Trt treatment, n patient number, AZA Azathioprine, CST Corti-
costeroids, CYP Cyclophosphamide, MMF Mycophenolate Mofetil, TMX Tamoxifen, UL Ureterolysis, CT Computed Tomography, MRI Magnetic Resonance 
Imaging
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Freedom from ureteric stent
For this outcome 18 studies including 191 patients were 
available. The summary effect size for “freedom from ure-
teric stent” across all subgroups was 80.4% (CI95% 68.5 
to 90.6%). The subgroup analysis for the outcome “free-
dom from ureteric stent” is represented in Fig. 4 and was 
not statistically significant with QM = 7.21 (p = 0.13). The 
mean follow-up period is documented in months. The 
number of patients with either additional ureterolysis 
or corticosteroids is also mentioned [13, 14, 19, 45, 47, 
48, 51, 52, 55, 61, 66–69, 72, 74, 75, 76]. The number of 
patients refers to the number of patients for whom the 
outcome “freedom from ureteric stent” was reported for.

Relapse rate
For this outcome 52 studies including 746 patients were 
available. The overall relapse rate across all subgroups 
was 18.1% (95% CI 12.8 to 24.0%). The subgroup analy-
sis for the outcome “relapse rate” is represented in Fig. 5 
and was not statistically significant with “relapse rate” 
QM = 11.34 (p = 0.08). The mean follow-up period is doc-
umented in months. The number of patients with either 
additional ureterolysis or corticosteroids is also men-
tioned [12–16, 18, 47, 48, 53–55, 59–63, 65–103]. The 
number of patients refers to the number of patients for 
whom the outcome “relapse rate” was reported for.

It was not possible to assess clinical or serological 
predictors statistically due to the heterogeneity of the 
involved studies. Three studies mentioned the investiga-
tion of predictive markers. Morin et al. found persistent 

Fig. 4 Forest plot for the outcome “freedom from ureteric stent”. *Follow-up months as a median; **Stent or percutaneous nephrostomy; Trt treatment, n 
patient number, AZA Azathioprine, CST Corticosteroids, MMF Mycophenolate Mofetil, RTX Rituximab, TMX Tamoxifen, UL Ureterolysis
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Fig. 5 Forest plot for the outcome “relapse rate”. *Follow-up months as a median; **Follow-up months includes follow-up from patients treated with a 
different treatment method; *** Relapse rate at last follow-up after treatment discontinuation. Relapse rate at primary endpoint after 8 months was 6% for 
the prednisone group and 39% for the tamoxifen group; Trt treatment, n patient number, AZA Azathioprine, CST Corticosteroids, CYP Cyclophosphamide, 
MMF Mycophenolate Mofetil, TMX Tamoxifen, UL Ureterolysis
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18 F-Fluorodeoxyglucose (FDG) uptake at second evalu-
ation in IRF patients as a predictor for relapse in a mul-
tivariate analysis [79]. The study by Van der Bilt did not 
find a correlation between relapse rate and acute-phase 
reactant levels, and also no correlation between relapse 
rate and drug dosage and duration of corticosteroids [12]. 
At last, Van Bommel reported no difference in the base-
line characteristics of patients who relapsed and patients 
who did not relapse [14].

Clinical improvement
For this outcome 45 studies including 492 patients were 
available. The summary effect size for “clinical improve-
ment” across all subgroups was 97.9% (CI95% 94.5 to 
99.8%). The subgroup analysis for the outcome “clinical 
improvement” is represented in Fig. 6 and was not statis-
tically significant with QM = 9.54 (p = 0.15). The mean fol-
low-up period is documented in months. The number of 
patients with either additional ureterolysis or corticoste-
roids is also mentioned [12, 14, 16, 18, 19, 45, 47–49, 53, 
55, 56, 60, 63, 66, 67, 69, 72, 76, 79–81, 88, 90, 91, 93, 97, 
98, 103–119]. The number of patients refers to the num-
ber of patients for whom the outcome “clinical improve-
ment” was reported for.

Corticosteroid treatment scheme
In Table 2. the corticosteroid dose and tapering schemes 
of studies with at least ten patients under treatment with 
corticosteroids are described.

Publication bias
Egger’s test was neither statistically significant for the 
sample size nor the standard error for the outcomes 
“regression of fibrosis,” “freedom from ureteric stent,” and 
“relapse rate.” For the outcome “clinical improvement” 
Egger’s test was not statistically significant for the predic-
tor standard error but was statistically significant with 
p = 0.02 for the sample size. This result was confirmed in 
the sensitivity analysis (p = 0.009) for the sample size.

In conclusion, there is a possible publication bias for 
the outcome “clinical improvement” according to Egger’s 
test. The funnel plots are shown in the supplement (Sup-
plemental Figs. 19–26).

Heterogeneity and influential studies
For the outcome “regression of fibrosis, the study by 
Swartz et al. (2008) has the most impact on the over-
all results [67]. The study by Van der Bilt et al. (2016) 
accounts for most of the overall heterogeneity [12].

For the outcome “freedom from ureteric stent,” the 
study by Boyeva et al. (2020) accounts for most of the 
overall heterogeneity and has the most impact on the 
overall results [45].

For the outcome “relapse rate,” as well as for the out-
come “clinical improvement” the study by Van der Bilt 
(2016) has the most impact on the overall results and 
accounts for most of the overall heterogeneity [12].

The Baujat plots are shown in the supplement (Supple-
mental Figs. 1–18).

Discussion
To date, there has been one large non-systematic review 
by Cristian et al. (2015) on this topic [11]. However, 
our systematic review includes more studies over a lon-
ger time period and includes more recent data than the 
review by Cristian et al. (2015). Furthermore, the review 
by Cristian et al. (2015) did not conduct a statistical anal-
ysis of the data but merely created a chart with an over-
view of the different studies [11].

In our review, there was no statistically significant evi-
dence for a difference in the effectiveness of any drug 
treatment or surgical procedure over another for the out-
comes of effectiveness. This is most likely due to the lack 
of high-quality data. Most studies were observational 
and only one study—the one by Vaglio et al. (2011)—was 
a randomized-controlled study [54]. Thus, although we 
collect more evidence, we come to the same conclusion 
as Cristian et al. (2015): there is no standardized treat-
ment protocol with clear evidence for idiopathic retro-
peritoneal fibrosis [11].

The treatment approaches available each have their 
advantages and disadvantages. Corticosteroids have been 
used for many years and their effectiveness is well docu-
mented [12, 14, 46, 51, 54–63]. However, long-term treat-
ment with corticosteroids has various known side effects 
[120, 121].

Other immunosuppressive drugs for long-term treat-
ment of IRF are associated with the risk of opportunistic 
infections and some immunosuppressive drugs (cyclo-
phosphamide, azathioprine) increase the risk for malig-
nant diseases (non-melanoma skin cancer, lymphoma) 
[120].

The only treatment approach that involves a hormonal 
medication is tamoxifen. Tamoxifen does not have the 
disadvantages of an immunosuppressive drug, and its 
effectiveness is documented in various studies [12, 13, 
48, 54, 70–73, 76]. Currently, there is one randomized 
controlled study and a comparative study that both ana-
lyze the treatment of tamoxifen versus corticosteroids 
[12, 54]. In the comparative study by Van der Bilt et al. 
(2016), the patients treated with corticosteroids had a 
faster improvement of symptoms, a larger decrease in 
acute phase reactant levels and creatinine, and a more 
frequent regression of fibrosis in the CT. The relapse rate 
was lower in the patients treated with tamoxifen [12]. 
However, in the randomized controlled study by Vaglio 
et al. (2011) with the primary outcome “relapse rate after 
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Fig. 6 Forest plot for the outcome “clinical improvement”. *Follow-up months as a median; **Follow-up months includes follow-up period from secondary 
retroperitoneal fibrosis patients (Keehn et al: 85% of patients were idiopathic; Elashry et al: Outcome and baseline characteristics are separately reported 
for idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis patients); Trt treatment, n patient number, AZA Azathioprine, CST Corticosteroids, MMF Mycophenolate Mofetil, RTX 
Rituximab, TMX Tamoxifen, UL Ureterolysis
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regression of fibrosis,” the patients treated with tamoxifen 
relapsed more frequently than the patients treated with 
prednisone [54]. In some studies, patients relapsed after 
immunosuppressive treatment discontinuation or after 
glucocorticoid tapering, suggesting inadequate treatment 
duration [15, 18, 54, 73].

Ureteric stenting and nephrostomies are sometimes 
essential in acute treatment and cannot be avoided [15, 
55, 66, 74]. However, stents may lead to urinary tract 
infections which require antibiotic treatment [66].

Whether additional drug therapy is needed after ure-
terolysis is controversial. However, in the multi-institu-
tional study by Duchene et al. in 2007, no difference was 
seen between patients with additional drug therapy and 
those without [122].

There are several limitations for this systematic review. 
Most of the studies included are small retrospective case 
series so there may be a recall bias. Furthermore, some 
patients had already undergone different treatments 
without success before being referred to the study cen-
tre so the study populations between the different stud-
ies vary in number with regard to newly diagnosed and 
refractory patients.

Another potential bias exists due to the challenging 
nosology. IRF overlaps with inflammatory abdominal 
aortic aneurysms and perianeurysmal fibrosis, which 
were not included in this analysis as most patients with 
aneurysms are treated surgically [123]. Furthermore, 
some patients with IRF fulfil criteria for IgG4-RD [5]. 
Specific IgG4-related IRF studies were excluded from the 
analysis in the end, as knowing which of the older studies 

Table 2 Corticosteroid dose and tapering scheme
Study n Drug Dose (per day) Tapering scheme (per day)
Van der Bilt 2016 [12] 50 PDN or PDNolon 60 mg* 60 mg for median duration of 14 months, 

detailed tapering scheme not described
Labidi 2015 [78] 30 CST 0.98 mg/kgBW** At 52.3 months follow-up mean dose 9.5 mg, 

detailed tapering scheme not described
Brandt 2015 [74] 46 PDNolon 1 mg/kgBW

(one alternate days)
1 mg/kgBW/2d for 10 weeks
40 mg for two weeks
20 mg for two weeks
10 mg for two weeks
5 mg for one year

Fry 2008 [75] 24 PDNolon 30 mg** Reduced during 1–2 months to 10 mg,
then gradual reduction to 5 mg (for 2–3 years)

Van Bommel 2007 [14] 24 PDN 60 mg 60 mg for six weeks
reduction within 2–3 months to 10 mg
10 mg for one year

Morin 2019 [79] 23 PDN 1 mg/kgBW 1 mg/kgBW for 4 weeks
Tapered by 10 mg every 4 weeks until 20 mg
Tapered by 5 mg every 4 weeks until 10 mg
Tapered by 1 mg every 4 week until 7 mg
7 mg for 12–36 months

Vaglio 2011 [54] 18 PDN 1 mg/kgBW 1 mg/kgBW for one month (max 80 mg)
0.5 mg/kgBW for one month
0.25 mg/kgBW for two months
0.2 mg/kgBW for one month
0.15 mg/kgBW for one month
7.5 mg/d for one month
5 mg/d for half a month
2.5 mg/d for half a month
2.mg/d on alternating days for half a month

Ilie 2006 [105] 16 PDNolon 40 mg 40 mg for mean four weeks (range 1–8 weeks)
Reduction 5 mg per week to 1–5 mg

Kardar 2002 [55] 12 PDNolon 60 mg
(on alternate days)

60 mg/2d for two months
40 mg for 2 weeks,
20 mg for 2 weeks,
10 mg for 2 weeks,
5 mg maintenance dose (for total two years)

Azizi 2020 [80] 12 CST 0.5–1 mg/kgBW Tapering scheme and drug duration not 
mentioned

PDN Prednisone, PDNolon Prednisolone, CST Corticosteroids, kgBW kilogram of bodyweight

*median drug dose

** mean drug dose
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included IgG4-related IRF patients is impossible, as this 
disease was only defined in 2003 [124].

In addition, the treatment approaches differed between 
studies. The treatments varied in drug doses and dura-
tion, as well as in different interventions in the surgical 
procedures. Many studies combined various treatment 
approaches: immunosuppressants with corticosteroids, 
ureterolysis with medical treatment, and stents with 
medical treatments. In those cases, it is neither possible 
to distinguish which treatment led to the achieved out-
come nor which treatment resulted in the complications. 
In addition, the expertise of the operating surgeon and 
the volume load of a centre influences the outcome of the 
surgical procedure.

In the subgroup analysis some subgroups were het-
erogeneous, whereas others were almost completely 
homogenous. Many studies documented effectiveness of 
the treatment in 100% of the patients for the outcomes 
considered. These extreme values might be due to an out-
come reporting bias, as positive results might be reported 
more frequently. Concerning the outcome “freedom from 
ureteric stent” it is not clear if in all patients the freedom 
from ureteric stent was attempted so the results for this 
outcome vary largely. The follow-up period as well as the 
diagnosis of relapse and regression of fibrosis also varied.

Large prospective, randomized controlled trials are 
needed, especially for glucocorticoid-sparing drugs with 
fewer side effects. However, this might be difficult given 
the rarity of the disease [3]. Breems, Haye and Van der 
Meulen (2000) calculated that for a sufficiently powered 
study, 40–50 study centres are needed so a multi-centric 
trial would be essential [82]. Currently, several studies 
are registered as clinical trials and are in the recruiting 
process. These studies evaluate tocilizumab, sirolimus, 
cyclophosphamide, and methotrexate and compare these 
drugs to glucocorticoids [125–128]. The Peking Union 
Medical College Hospital Beijing has also developed a 
national registry for IRF [129]. The results of these stud-
ies and registries are eagerly awaited.

Conclusion
In conclusion, further studies are needed to prove the 
superiority of one treatment. As there is currently no 
clear evidence for any drug being more effective than 
others in treating IRF, the medication most suitable for 
the patient should be chosen according to comorbidities 
and possible side effects.

Abbreviations
IRF  Idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis
IgG4-RD  Immunoglobulin-G4 related disease
CT  Computed tomography
MRI  Magnet resonance imaging
FDG-PET  18F-Fluorodeoxyglucose positron emission tomography
DJ Stent  Double pigtail stent
PCN  Percutaneous nephrostomy

PROSPERO  Prospective Register of Systematic Reviews
PRISMA  Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Review and 

Meta-Analysis
MeSH  Medical Subject Headings
QUIPS  Quality in Prognostic Studies
GRADE  Grading of Recommendations, Assessment, Development and 

Evaluation
REML  Restricted maximum likelihood

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r 
g /  1 0 .  1 1 8 6  / s  4 1 9 2 7 - 0 2 4 - 0 0 4 4 5 - z.

Supplementary Material 1: Search strategy

Supplementary Material 2: R Code

Supplementary Material 3: Table 1–3 Reasons for exclusion of articles

Supplementary Material 4: Table 4 Study characteristics

Supplementary Material 5: Table 5 Improvement in renal function

Supplementary Material 6: Table 6–14 Adverse drug reactions

Supplementary Material 7: Figs. 1–18 Forest plot of proportions, Baujat 
plots

Supplementary Material 8: Figs. 19–26 Publication bias

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Author contributions
AS: literature search, data extraction, statistical analysis, writing. BM: literature 
search, data extraction, conceptualization, supervision, editing. The authors 
read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding
None.

Data availability
Data are available from the corresponding author upon reasonable request.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Received: 29 February 2024 / Accepted: 5 December 2024

References
1. Vaglio A, Salvarani C, Buzio C. Retroperitoneal fibrosis. Lancet. 

2006;367(9506):241–51.
2. Parums DV. The spectrum of chronic periaortitis. Histopathology. 

1990;16(5):423–31.
3. Van Bommel EFH, Jansen I, Hendriksz TR, Alhj A. Idiopathic retroperitoneal 

fibrosis: prospective evaluation of incidence and clinicoradiologic presenta-
tion. Medicine (Baltimore). 2009;88(4):193–201.

4. Martorana D, Vaglio A, Greco P, Zanetti A, Moroni G, Salvarani C, et al. Chronic 
periaortitis and HLA-DRB1*03: another clue to an autoimmune origin. Arthri-
tis Rheum. 2006;55(1):126–30.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s41927-024-00445-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s41927-024-00445-z


Page 14 of 16Steimer and Becker BMC Rheumatology            (2025) 9:12 

5. Zen Y, Kasashima S, Inoue D. Retroperitoneal and aortic manifestations of 
immunoglobulin G4-related disease. Semin Diagn Pathol. 2012;29(4):212–18.

6. Kamisawa T, Zen Y, Pillai S, Stone JH. IgG4-related disease. Lancet. 
2015;385(9976):1460–71.

7. Thomas MH, Chisholm GD. Retroperitoneal fibrosis associated with malignant 
disease. Br J Cancer. 1973;28(5):453–58.

8. Scheel PJ, Feeley N. Retroperitoneal fibrosis: the clinical, laboratory, and 
radiographic presentation. Medicine. 2009;88(4):202–07.

9. Cronin CG, Lohan DG, Blake MA, Roche C, McCarthy P, Murphy JM. Retroperi-
toneal fibrosis: a review of clinical features and imaging findings. AJR Am J 
Roentgenol. 2008;191(2):423–31.

10. Vaglio A, Maritati F. Idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis. J Am Soc Nephrol. 
2016;27(7):1880–89.

11. Cristian S, Cristian M, Cristian P, Constantin G, Savu C, Huri E, et al. Manage-
ment of idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis from the urologist’s perspective. 
Ther Adv Urol. 2015;7(2):85–99.

12. Van der Bilt FE, Hendriksz TR, Van der Meijden WAG, Brilman LG, Van Bommel 
EFH. Outcome in patients with idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis treated with 
corticosteroid or tamoxifen monotherapy. Clin Kidney J. 2016;9(2):184–91.

13. Brandt AS, Kamper L, Kukuk S, Haage P, Roth S. Tamoxifen monotherapy in 
the treatment of retroperitoneal fibrosis. Urol Int. 2014;93(3):320–25.

14. Van Bommel EFH, Siemes C, Hak LE, Van der Veer SJ, Hendriksz TR. Long-Term 
renal and patient outcome in idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis treated with 
prednisone. Am J Kidney Dis. 2007;49(5):615–25.

15. Prucha M, Kolombo I, Stadler P. Combination of steroids and azathioprine in 
the treatment of Ormond’s disease - A single centre retrospective analysis. 
Prague Med Rep. 2016;117(1):34–41.

16. Vega J, Goecke H, Tapia H, Labarca E, Santamarina M, Martinez G. Treatment 
of idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis with colchicine and steroids: a case 
series. Am J Kidney Dis. 2009;53(4):628–37.

17. Binder M, Uhl M, Wiech T, Kollert F, Thiel J, Sass JO, et al. Cyclophosphamide 
is a highly effective and safe induction therapy in chronic periaortitis: a long-
term follow-up of 35 patients with chronic periaortitis [letter]. Ann Rheum 
Dis. 2012;71(2):311–12.

18. Scheel PJ, Sozio SM, Feeley N. Medical management of retroperitoneal fibro-
sis. Trans Am Clin Climatol Assoc. 2012;123:283–91.

19. Urban ML, Maritati F, Palmisano A, Fenaroli P, Peyronel F, Trivioli G, et 
al. Rituximab for chronic periaortitis without evidence of IgG4-related 
disease: a long-term follow-up study of 20 patients [letter]. Ann Rheum Dis. 
2020;79(3):433–34.

20. Alberici F, Palmisano A, Urban ML, Maritati F, Oliva E, Manenti L, et al. Metho-
trexate plus prednisone in patients with relapsing idiopathic retroperitoneal 
fibrosis [letter]. Ann Rheum Dis. 2013;72(9):1584–86.

21. Al-Harthy F, Esdaile J, Berean KW, Chalmers A. Multifocal idiopathic fibroscle-
rosis: treatment of 2 cases with cyclosporine. J Rheumatol. 2006;33(2):358–61.

22. Vaglio A, Catanoso MG, Spaggiari L, Magnani L, Pipitone N, Macchioni P, et al. 
Interleukin-6 as an inflammatory mediator and target of therapy in chronic 
periaortitis. Arthritis Rheum. 2013;65(9):2469–75.

23. Steimer A, Distler O, Becker M. Treatment of idiopathic retroperitoneal fibro-
sis: a systematic review. PROSPERO 2019 CRD42019115744.  h t t p  s : /  / w w w  . c  r d .  
y o r  k . a c  . u  k / p  r o s  p e r o  / d  i s p  l a y  _ r e c  o r  d . p  h p ?  I D = C  R D  4 2 0 1 9 1 1 5 7 4 4. 7 Jan 2024.

24. Liberati A, Altman DG, Tetzlaff J, Mulrow C, Gøtzsche PC, Ioannidis JPA, et al. 
The PRISMA statement for reporting systematic reviews and meta-analyses of 
studies that evaluate healthcare interventions: explanation and elaboration. 
BMJ. 2009;339:b2700.

25. Brandt AS, Dreger NM, Müller E, Kukuk S, Roth S. [New (and old) aspects of 
retroperitoneal fibrosis]. Urologe A. 2017;56(7):887–94. German.

26. Heckmann M, Uder M, Kuefner MA, Heinrich MC. Ormond’s disease or sec-
ondary retroperitoneal fibrosis? An overview of retroperitoneal fibrosis. Rofo. 
2009;181(4):317–23.

27. Brandt AS, Kukuk S, Dreger NM, Müller E, Roth S. [Diagnosis and therapy of 
retroperitoneal fibrosis]. Urologe A. 2016;55(6):732–40. German.

28. Van Bommel EFH, Van der Veer SJ, Hendriksz TR, Bleumink GS. Persistent 
chronic peri-aortitis (‘inflammatory aneurysm’) after abdominal aortic aneu-
rysm repair: systematic review of the literature. Vasc Med. 2008;13(4):293–303.

29. Abboudi H, Khoo C, El-Husseiny T, DasGupta R. Metallic ureteric stents in 
malignant ureteric obstruction: a systematic review. PROSPERO 2017.  h t t p  s : 
/  / w w w  . c  r d .  y o r  k . a c  . u  k / p  r o s  p e r o  / d  i s p  l a y  _ r e c  o r  d . p  h p ?  I D = C  R D  4 2 0 1 7 0 7 2 5 2 9. 7 
Jan 2024.

30. IBM Corp. IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 25.0. Armonk, NY: IBM 
Corp; 2017.

31. Hayden JA, Van der Windt DA, Cartwright JL, Côté P, Bombardier C. Assessing 
bias in studies of prognostic factors. Ann Intern Med. 2013;158(4):280–86.

32. GRADEpro GDT: GRADEpro guideline development tool [Software]. McMaster 
University and evidence prime. 2024. Available from gradepro.org. 8 Jan 
2024.

33. Schünemann H, Brożek J, Guyatt G, Oxman A, eds. GRADE handbook for 
grading quality of evidence and strength of recommendations. 2013.  h t t p  s : /  / 
g d t  . g  r a d  e p r  o . o r  g /  a p p  / h a  n d b o  o k  / h a n d b o o k . h t m l. 8 Jan 2024.

34. R Core Team. R: a language and environment for statistical computing. R 
Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. 2022.  h t t p s : / / w w w . R - p r 
o j e c t . o r g /     . 11 Jan 2024.

35. Viechtbauer W. Conducting meta-analyses in R with the metafor package. J 
Stat Softw. 2010;36(3):1–48.

36. Balduzzi S, Rücker G, Schwarzer G. How to perform a meta-analysis with R: a 
practical tutorial. Evid Based Ment Health. 2019;22(4):153–60.

37. Wickham H, Averick M, Bryan J, Chang W, McGowan LD, François R, et al. 
Welcome to the tidyverse. J Open Source Softw. 2019;4(43):1686.

38. Harrer M, Cuijpers P, Furukawa TA, Ebert DD. Pooling effect sizes. In: Doing 
Meta-analysis in R: a Hands-on Guide. Boca Raton, FL and London: Chapman 
& Hall/CRC Press; 2021. pp. 33–55.

39. Viechtbauer W. The metafor package: miller (1978). 2022.  h t t p  : / /  w w w .  m e  t a f  o r 
-  p r o j  e c  t . o  r g /  d o k u  . p  h p /  a n a  l y s e  s :  m i l l e r 1 9 7 8. 8 Jan 2024.

40. Wang N. Calculating Effect Sizes. In: how to Conduct a Meta-analysis of 
Proportions in R: a Comprehensive Tutorial. 2018.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 3 1 4  0 /  R 
G .  2 . 2  . 2 7 1  9 9  . 0 0 1 6 1 / 1. 10–15.

41. Harrer M, Cuijpers P, Furukawa TA, Ebert DD Subgroup analyses. In: Doing 
Meta-analysis in R: a Hands-on Guide. Boca Raton, FL and London: Chapman 
& Hall/CRC Press; 2021.

42. Wang N. Identifying and quantifying heterogeneity. In: how to conduct a 
meta-analysis of proportions in R: a comprehensive tutorial. 2018.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . 
o  r g /  1 0 .  1 3 1 4  0 /  R G .  2 . 2  . 2 7 1  9 9  . 0 0 1 6 1 / 1. 19–23.

43. Wang N. The issue of publication bias in meta-analyses of proportions. In: 
How to Conduct a Meta-analysis of Proportions in R: A Comprehensive Tuto-
rial 2018.  h t t p  s : /  / d o i  . o  r g /  1 0 .  1 3 1 4  0 /  R G .  2 . 2  . 2 7 1  9 9  . 0 0 1 6 1 / 1. 55–59 p.

44. Viechtbauer W. Baujat Plot. 2023.  h t t p  s : /  / w w w  . m  e t a  f o r  - p r o  j e  c t .  o r g  / d o k  u .  p h p  
/ p l  o t s :  b a  u j a t _ p l o t. Jan 8 2024.

45. Boyeva V, Alabsi H, Seidman MA, Paterson R, Kur J, Chen LYC, et al. Use of 
rituximab in idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis. BMC Rheumatol. 2020;4:40.

46. Seker KG, Eksi M, Colakoglu Y, Yenice MG, Akbay FG, Tugcu V, et al. A rare 
cause of acute post renal failure: retroperitoneal fibrosis. Arch Ital Urol Androl. 
2017;89(4):301–04.

47. Harreby M, Bilde T, Helin P, Meyhoff H, Vinterberg H, Nielsen VH. Retroperito-
neal fibrosis treated with methylprednisolon pulse and disease-modifying 
antirheumatic drugs. Scand J Urol Nephrol. 1994;28(3):237–42.

48. Moroni G, Gallelli B, Banfi G, Sandri S, Messa P, Ponticelli C. Long-term 
outcome of idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis treated with surgical and/or 
medical approaches. Nephrol Dial Transplant. 2006;21(9):2485–90.

49. Runowska M, Majewski D, Puszczewicz M. Retroperitoneal fibrosis - a report 
of five cases. Reumatologia. 2017;55(3):140–44.

50. Fofi C, Prosperi D, Pettorini L, Festuccia F, Pirisino R, Lanni V, et al. Diagnosis 
and follow-up of idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis: role of (18)F-FDG-PET/
CT and biochemical parameters in patients with renal involvement. Intern 
Emerg Med. 2016;11(6):809–16.

51. Stoilov N, Boyadzhineva VI, Stoilov R, Djerassi R, Nikolova M, Andreev E, et 
al. Ormond’s disease in rheumatology practice. Rheumatology (Bulgaria). 
2015;23(3):59–71.

52. Warnatz K, Keskin AG, Uhl M, Scholz C, Katzenwadel A, Vaith P, et al. Immu-
nosuppressive treatment of chronic periaortitis: a retrospective study of 20 
patients with chronic periaortitis and a review of the literature. Ann Rheum 
Dis. 2005;64(6):828–33.

53. De Socio G, Verrecchia E, Fonnesu C, Giovinale M, Gasbarrini GB, Manna R. 
Effectiveness of colchicine therapy in 4 cases of retroperitoneal fibro-
sis associated with autoinflammatory diseases [letter]. J Rheumatol. 
2010;37(9):1971–72.

54. Vaglio A, Palmisano A, Alberici F, Maggiore U, Ferretti S, Cobelli R, et al. Predni-
sone versus tamoxifen in patients with idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis: an 
open-label randomised controlled trial. Lancet. 2011;378(9788):338-46.

55. Kardar AH, Kattan S, Lindstedt E, Hanash K. Steroid therapy for idiopathic 
retroperitoneal fibrosis: dose and duration. J Urol. 2002;168(2):550–55.

56. Brooks AP, Reznek RH, Webb JAW, Baker LRI. Computed tomography in the 
follow-up of retroperitoneal fibrosis. Clin Radiol. 1987;38(6):597–601.

https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.php?ID=CRD42019115744
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.php?ID=CRD42019115744
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.php?ID=CRD42017072529
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.php?ID=CRD42017072529
https://gdt.gradepro.org/app/handbook/handbook.html
https://gdt.gradepro.org/app/handbook/handbook.html
https://www.R-project.org/
https://www.R-project.org/
http://www.metafor-project.org/doku.php/analyses:miller1978
http://www.metafor-project.org/doku.php/analyses:miller1978
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.27199.00161/1
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.27199.00161/1
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.27199.00161/1
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.27199.00161/1
https://doi.org/10.13140/RG.2.2.27199.00161/1
https://www.metafor-project.org/doku.php/plots:baujat_plot
https://www.metafor-project.org/doku.php/plots:baujat_plot


Page 15 of 16Steimer and Becker BMC Rheumatology            (2025) 9:12 

57. Cavalleri A, Brunner P, Monticelli I, Mourou M, Bruneton J. CT-guided biopsy 
in two cases of retroperitoneal fibrosis. Clin Imaging. 2008;32(3):230–32.

58. Oshiro H, Ebihara Y, Serizawa H, Shimizu T, Teshima S, Kuroda M, et al. 
Idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis associated with immunohematological 
abnormalities. Am J Med. 2005;118(7):782–86.

59. Kamisawa T, Matsukawa M, Ohkawa M. Autoimmune pancreatitis associated 
with retroperitoneal fibrosis. Jop. 2005;6(3):260–63.

60. Jois RN, Gaffney K, Marshall T, Scott DGI. Chronic periaortitis. Rheumatology 
(Oxford). 2004;43(11):1441–46.

61. Heidenreich A, Derakhshani P, Neubauer S, Krug B. Retroperitoneal fibrosis: 
cologne experience in conservative and surgical management. Urologe A. 
2000;39(2):141–8.German.

62. Uno M, Kobayashi S, Ishihara S, Kawada Y. Idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis 
effectively treated with steroid therapy: a report of two cases. Nishinihon J 
Urol. 1995;57(3):300–03.

63. Van Bommel EFH, Van Spengler J, Van der Hoven B, Kramer P. Retroperito-
neal fibrosis: report of 12 cases and a review of the literature. Neth J Med. 
1991;39(5):338–45.

64. Vaglio A, Manenti L, Allegri L, Ferrozzi F, Corradi D, Buzio C. ANCA-positive 
periaortic vasculitis: does it fall within the spectrum of vasculitis? J Intern 
Med. 2002;251(3):268–71.

65. Armigliato M, Paolini R, Bianchini E, Monesi G, Zamboni S, D’Andrea E. Hashi-
moto’s thyroiditis and graves’ disease associated with retroperitoneal fibrosis. 
Thyroid. 2002;12(9):829–31.

66. Obrenčević K, Petrović D, Aleksić P, Petrovic M, Rančic N, Jovanovic D, et al. 
Successful treatment of idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis with combined 
immunosuppressive therapy. Vojnosanit Pregl. 2019;76(10):1014–21.

67. Swartz RD, Lake AM, Roberts WW, Faerber GJ, Wolf JSJ. Idiopathic ret-
roperitoneal fibrosis: a role for mycophenolate mofetil. Clin Nephrol. 
2008;69(4):260–68.

68. Adler S, Lodermeyer S, Gaa J, Heemann U. Successful mycophenolate mofetil 
therapy in nine patients with idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis. Rheumatol-
ogy (Oxford). 2008;47(10):1535–38.

69. Scheel PJJ, Piccini J, Rahman MH, Lawler L, Jarrett T. Combined prednisone 
and mycophenolate mofetil treatment for retroperitoneal fibrosis. J Urol. 
2007;178(1):140–44.

70. Shiber S, Eliakim-Raz N, Yair M. Retroperitoneal fibrosis: case series of five 
patients and review of the literature. Rev Bras Reumatol. 2016;56(2):101–04.

71. Allendorff J, Riegel W, Köhler H. Regression of retroperitoneal fibrosis to a 
combined tamoxifen and steroid therapy. Med Klin (Munich). 1997;92(7):439–
43.German.

72. Kovacs T, Besznyak I, Koves I, Petri K. Ormond’s disease. Acta Chir Hung. 
1996;35(3-4):339-50.

73. Clark CP, Vanderpool D, Preskitt JT. The response of retroperitoneal fibrosis to 
tamoxifen. Surgery. 1991;109(4):502–06.

74. Brandt AS, Kukuk S, Dreger NM, Müller E, Roth S. Therapy of retroperitoneal 
fibrosis: functional therapeutic outcome. Urologe A. 2015;54(1):62–9 German.

75. Fry AC, Singh S, Gunda SS, Boustead GB, Hanbury DC, McNicholas TA, et al. 
Successful use of steroids and ureteric stents in 24 patients with idio-
pathic retroperitoneal fibrosis: a retrospective study. Nephron Clin Pract. 
2008;108(3):c213–20.

76. Piccoli GB, Consiglio V, Arena V, Pelosi E, Anastasios D, Ragni F, et al. Positron 
emission tomography as a tool for the ‘tailored’ management of retroperi-
toneal fibrosis: a nephro-urological experience. Nephrol Dial Transplant. 
2010;25(8):2603–10.

77. Marcolongo R, Tavolini IM, Laveder F, Busa M, Noventa F, Bassi P, et al. Immu-
nosuppressive therapy for idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis: a retrospective 
analysis of 26 cases. Am J Med. 2004;116(3):194–97.

78. Labidi J, Ariba YB, Chargui S, Bousetta N, Louzir B, Othmani S. Retroperito-
neal fibrosis: a retrospective review of clinical presentation, treatment and 
outcomes. Saudi J Kidney Dis Transpl. 2015;26(4):816–22.

79. Morin G, Mageau A, Benali K, Bertinchamp R, Piekarski E, Raimbourg Q, 
et al. Persistent FDG/PET CT uptake in idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis 
helps identifying patients at a higher risk for relapse. Eur J Intern Med. 
2019;62:67–71.

80. Azizi M, Zajjari Y, Rafik H, El Kabbaj D. Retroperitoneal fibrosis in the military 
hospital of Morocco. Saudi J Kidney Dis Transpl. 2020;31(1):169–75.

81. Alexopoulos E, Memmos D, Bakatselos S, Rombis V, Sakellariou G, Gaganakis J, 
et al. Idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis: a long-term follow-up study. Eur Urol. 
1987;13(5):313–17.

82. Breems DA, Haye H, Van der Meulen J. The role of advanced atherosclerosis 
in idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis. Analysis of nine cases. Neth J Med. 
2000;56(2):38–44.

83. Cerfolio RJ, Morgan AS, Hirvela ER, Vaughan EDJ. Idiopathic retro-
peritoneal fibrosis: is there a role for postoperative steroids? Curr Surg. 
1990;47(6):423–27.

84. Mundy AR, Kinder CH, Flannery JF, Joyce MRL. Hypertension and thrombo-
embolism in idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis. BJU Int. 1982;54(6):625–27.

85. Tiptaft RC, Costello AJ, Paris AMI, Blandy JP. The long-term follow-up of idio-
pathic retroperitoneal fibrosis. BJU Int. 1982;54(6):620–24.

86. Bozaci AC, Altan M, Haberal HB, Söğütdelen E, Aki FT, Erkan İ. Outcomes of 
ureterolysis for primary retroperitoneal fibrosis: a single-center experience. 
Int J Urol. 2021;28(5):520–25.

87. Barbalias GA, Liatsikos EN. Idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis revisited. Int Urol 
Nephrol. 1999;31(4):423–29.

88. Jadhav KK, Kumar V, Punatar CB, Joshi VS, Sagade SN. Retroperitoneal fibrosis-
clinical presentation and outcome analysis from urological perspective. 
Investig Clin Urol. 2017;58(5):371–77.

89. Cooksey G, Powell PH, Singh M, Yeates WK. Idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis: 
a long-term review after surgical treatment. BJU Int. 1982;54(6):628–31.

90. Keehn AY, Mufarrij PW, Stifelman MD. Robotic ureterolysis for relief of ureteral 
obstruction from retroperitoneal fibrosis. Urology. 2011;77(6):1370–74.

91. Higgins PM, Bennett-Jones DN, Naish PF, Aber GM. Non-operative manage-
ment of retroperitoneal fibrosis. Br J Surg. 1988;75(6):573–77.

92. Abercrombie GF, Vinnicombe J. Retroperitoneal fibrosis: practical problems in 
management. BJU Int. 1980;52(6):443–45.

93. Osborn DE, Rao PN, Barnard RJ, Ackrill P, Ralston AJ, Best JJK. Surgical man-
agement of idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis. BJU Int. 1981;53(4):292–96.

94. Kihl B, Nilson AE, Pettersson S. Surgical allevation of ureteric obstruction 
in idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis. An analysis of 9 cases. Scand J Urol 
Nephrol. 1984;18(4):317–23.

95. Hem E, Mathisen W. Retroperitoneal fibrosis. A follow-up study. Eur Urol. 
1984;10(1):43–47.

96. Fowler JW Peritoneal flap ureteropexy for idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis. 
BJU Int. 1987;60(1):18–22.

97. Deane AM, Gingell JC, Pentlow BD. Idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis-the role 
of autotransplantation. BJU Int. 1983;55(3):254–56.

98. Arvind NK, Singh O, Ali Q, Singh J, Gupta SS, Sahay S. Laparoscopic ureter-
olysis and omental wrapping in patients with retroperitoneal fibrosis and 
obstructive uropathy: a single-center experience. J Laparoendosc Adv Surg 
Tech A. 2014;24(3):159–64.

99. Kamihira O, Hirabayashi T, Yamaguchi A, Hirabayashi H, Moriya Y, Fukatsu A, 
et al. A new treatment for retroperitoneal fibrosis: initial experiences of using 
Seprafilm to wrap the ureter. BJU Int. 2014;114(4):563–67.

100. Garcia Penalver C, Tejido Sanchez A, Suarez Charneco A, Diaz Gonzalez R, 
Rosino Sanchez A, Leiva Galvis O. Surgery for idiopathic retroperitoneal 
fibrosis by ureterolysis and ureteric protection with a posterior pre-peritoneal 
fat flap. BJU Int. 2002;89(7):783–86.

101. Gasser A, Jurincic CD. [Retroperitoneal fibrosis]. Urologe B. 1991;31(4):156–60.
German.

102. Fong BC, Porter JR. Laparoscopic ureterolysis: technical alternatives. J Endou-
rol. 2006;20(10):820–22.

103. Arap S, Denes FT, Menezes de Goes G. Steroid therapy in idiopathic retroperi-
toneal fibrosis: report of two successful cases. Eur Urol. 1985;11(5):352–54.

104. Vanherpe H, Walthausen VW, Roggenbuck R, Nagel R. The management 
of retroperitoneal fibrosis: our experience in 17 cases. Aktuelle Urol. 
1990;21(3):118–25.German.

105. Ilie CP, Pemberton RJ, Tolley DA. Idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis: the case 
for nonsurgical treatment. BJU Int. 2006;98(1):137–40.

106. Famularo G, Palmisano A, Afeltra A, Buzzulini F, Versari A, Minisola G, et al. 
Retroperitoneal fibrosis associated with psoriasis: a case series [letter]. Scand J 
Rheumatol. 2009;38(1):68–69.

107. De Luca S, Terrone C, Manassero A, Rocca Rossetti S. Aetiopathogenesis 
and treatment of idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis. Ann Urol (Paris). 
1998;32(3):153–59.

108. Hartung O, Alimi YS, Di Mauro P, Portier F, Juhan C. Endovascular treatment of 
iliocaval occlusion caused by retroperitoneal fibrosis: late results in two cases. 
J Vasc Surg. 2002;36(4):849–52.

109. Barrison IG, Walker JG, Jones C, Snell ME. Idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis - Is 
serum alkaline phosphatase a marker of disease activity? Postgrad Med J. 
1988;64(749):239–41.



Page 16 of 16Steimer and Becker BMC Rheumatology            (2025) 9:12 

110. Doolin EJ, Goldstein H, Kessler B, Vinocur C, Marchildon MB. Familial retroperi-
toneal fibrosis. J Pediatr Surg. 1987;22(12):1092–94.

111. Carini M, Selli C, Rizzo M, Durval A, Costantini A. Surgical treatment of retro-
peritoneal fibrosis with omentoplasty. Surgery. 1982;91(2):137–41.

112. Simone G, Leonardo C, Papalia R, Guaglianone S, Gallucci M. Laparoscopic 
ureterolysis and omental wrapping. Urology. 2008;72(4):853–58.

113. Stifelman MD, Shah O, Mufarrij P, Lipkin M. Minimally invasive management 
of retroperitoneal fibrosis. Urology. 2008;71(2):201–04.

114. Elashry OM, Nakada SY, Wolf JJS, Figenshau RS, McDougall EM, Clayman RV. 
Ureterolysis for extrinsic ureteral obstruction: a comparison of laparoscopic 
and open surgical techniques. J Urol. 1996;156(4):1403–10.

115. Stein RJ, Patel NS, Quinn K, Berger M, Koff W, Shah G, et al. Laparoscopic 
ureterolysis with omental wrap for idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis. BJU Int. 
2010;106(5):703–07.

116. Fletcher CDM, Jarrett PEM. Variable symptomatology in idiopathic retroperi-
toneal fibrosis. J R Soc Med. 1983;76(12):1023–25.

117. Buff DD, Bogin MB, Faltz LL. Retroperitoneal fibrosis. A report of selected 
cases and a review of the literature. N Y State J Med. 1989;89(9):511–16.

118. Castilho LN, Mitre AI, Iizuka FH, Fugita OEH, Colombo JRJ, Arap S. Laparo-
scopic treatment of retroperitoneal fibrosis: report of two cases and review of 
the literature. Rev Hosp Clin Fac Med Sao Paulo. 2000;55(2):69–76.

119. Rauws EAJ, Mallens WMC, Bieger R. CT scanning for the follow-up of cortico-
steroid treatment of primary retroperitoneal fibrosis. J Comput Assist Tomogr. 
1983;7(1):113–16.

120. Ponticelli C, Glassock RJ. Prevention of complications from use of conven-
tional immunosuppressants: a critical review. J Nephrol. 2019;32(6):851–70.

121. Wei L, MacDonald TM, Walker BR. Taking glucocorticoids by prescription 
is associated with subsequent cardiovascular disease. Ann Intern Med. 
2004;141(10):764–70.

122. Duchene DA, Winfield HN, Cadeddu JA, Clayman RV, Gomella LG, Kavoussi LR, 
et al. Multi-institutional survey of laparoscopic ureterolysis for retroperitoneal 
fibrosis. Urology. 2007;69(6):1017–21.

123. Paravastu SCV, Ghosh J, Murray D, Farquharson FG, Serracino-Inglott F, Walker 
MG. A systematic review of open versus endovascular repair of inflammatory 
abdominal aortic aneurysms. Eur J Vasc Endovasc Surg. 2009;38(3):291–97.

124. Kamisawa T, Funata N, Hayashi Y, Eishi Y, Koike M, Tsuruta K, et al. A new clini-
copathological entity of IgG4-related autoimmune disease. J Gastroenterol. 
2003;38(10):982–84.

125. Zhang W. ClinicalTrials.gov. A prospective study of tocilizumab in the treat-
ment of idiopathic retroperitoneal fribrosis. Identifier: NCT04762784. July 1, 
2020.  h t t p  s : /  / C l i  n i  c a l  T r i  a l s .  g o  v / s  h o w  / N C T  0 4  7 6 2 7 8 4. 8 Jan 2024.

126. Hui G. ClinicalTrials.gov. Study of sirolimus in idiopathic retroperitoneal fibro-
sis. Identifier:NCT04047576. July 1, 2018.  h t t p  s : /  / C l i  n i  c a l  T r i  a l s .  g o  v / s  h o w  / N C T  0 
4  0 4 7 5 7 6. 8 Jan 2024.

127. Zhang W. ClinicalTrials.gov. A prospective study of cyclophosphamide treat-
ment for idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis (IRPF). Identifier: NCT04762810. 
Posted January 3, 2020.  h t t p  s : /  / C l i  n i  c a l  T r i  a l s .  g o  v / s  h o w  / N C T  0 4  7 6 2 8 1 0. 8 Jan 
2024.

128. ClinicalTrials.gov. Methotrexate as a steroid-sparing agent in idiopathic 
retroperitoneal fibrosis: a randomised, multicenter trial (FIPREDEX). Identifier: 
NCT01240850. Posted Mai 2007.  h t t p  s : /  / C l i  n i  c a l  T r i  a l s .  g o  v / s  h o w  / N C T  0 1  2 4 0 8 5 
0. 8 Jan 2024.

129. Zhang W. ClinicalTrials.gov. National registry of IRPF in China. Identifier: 
NCT04314323. March 17, 2020.  h t t p s :   /  / C l i n i  c a l  T r i  a l  s  . g  o  v /  s h  o  w / N  C T  0 4 3 1 4 3 2 3. 
8 Jan 2024.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in 
published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://ClinicalTrials.gov/show/NCT04762784
https://ClinicalTrials.gov/show/NCT04047576
https://ClinicalTrials.gov/show/NCT04047576
https://ClinicalTrials.gov/show/NCT04762810
https://ClinicalTrials.gov/show/NCT01240850
https://ClinicalTrials.gov/show/NCT01240850
https://ClinicalTrials.gov/show/NCT04314323

	Treatment approaches for idiopathic retroperitoneal fibrosis: a systematic review with meta-analysis
	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Protocol
	Literature search
	Eligibility criteria
	Data extraction and study outcomes
	Quality assessment
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Identification of relevant studies
	Quality assessment of the included studies
	Improvement in renal function
	Adverse drug reactions
	Meta-analysis with subgroup analysis
	Regression of fibrosis
	Freedom from ureteric stent
	Relapse rate
	Clinical improvement
	Corticosteroid treatment scheme
	Publication bias
	Heterogeneity and influential studies

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	References


