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ORIGINAL PAPER

179.000 people annually (1). This phenomenon reflects the
development of advanced diagnostic imaging, which deter-
mines a greater detection rate. In a retrospective study
involving 3001 consecutively registered asymptomatic
adults, a renal mass of at least 1 cm occurred in nearly 15%
of examinations (2).
Currently, there is an increased number of diagnoses of
small renal masses (SRM), which consists of cystic or solid
lesion measuring < 4 cm on cross-sectional imaging and
with features suspicious of a cT1a RCC (3). Nowadays,
several therapeutic options may be offered, in particular
nephron-sparing surgery (NSS) is preferable to radical
nephrectomy for tumors up to cT1b stage due to the
preservation of renal function (4, 5). Furthermore, partial
nephrectomy is associated with a decrease in cardiovas-
cular events and overall mortality (6). Cryoablation is a
valid option in patients with several comorbidities and
low life expectancy, due to minimum effect on renal func-
tion and low post-procedure complication rate, despite
the high treatment failure rates (7). Alternatively, active
surveillance has demonstrated cancer-specific survival
similar to primary intervention for patients with SRM (8).
The most appropriate treatment decision for the patient is
based first on the patient's general condition (including
comorbidities, renal function, and life expectancy) and the
nature of the renal tumor. However, traditional diagnostic
imaging provides data on mass characteristics, but it can-
not determine whether the lesion is benign or malignant
yet. There is evidence that dynamic magnetic resonance
imaging may differentiate tumor subtypes (9), but tumor
aggressiveness cannot be defined. For the latter, the details
from ultrasound-guided renal mass biopsy (RMB) are cru-
cial. This procedure plays a key role in approximately 60%
of patients (10), guiding them toward the most appropri-
ate therapy, whether medical or surgical.
This study aimed to describe our experience with RMB,
evaluating its safety and feasibility.

MATERIALS AND METHODS
An institutional retrospective review was conducted with
data analysis of 80 patients with suspected primary or
secondary kidney tumors who underwent RMB between
January 2012 and December 2020. Twelve cases were
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INTRODUCTION
Since the past few decades, the incidence of clear cell renal
cell carcinoma has dramatically increased, and currently
counts approximately 431.000 new cases per year world-
wide (1). Furthermore, it is the cause of death of over
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excluded due to the lack of complete data in the database.
All patients had previously performed a contrast-
enhanced computed tomography (CT) scan of the
abdomen, which allowed for tumor characteristics evalu-
ation (Figure 1A). Renal biopsy was indicated in the fol-
lowing cases: patients with various comorbidities in
whom surgery is planned, patients with imaging findings
suggestive of unresectable renal cancer, suspected metas-
tasis in the kidney, and indeterminate cystic renal mass.
Two experienced radiologists performed all the RMB guid-
ed by ultrasound machine LOGIQ S8 XDclear (GE
Healthcare®, Chalfont St Giles, UK) after the analysis of con-
trast-enhanced CT imaging. Specimens were obtained
through an automated biopsy gun with an 18-Gauge nee-
dle (Figure 1B). One to four cores were collected per biop-
sy, giving an average of two. Patients’ characteristics, includ-
ing age, gender, body mass index (BMI), skin-to tumor dis-
tance and thickness of subcutaneous fat, were calculated
through the radiology. Moreover, several radiological tumor
characteristics were evaluated, such as size, location, endo-
phyticity, cortical location and cystic component. 
All data regarding post-procedure complications follow-
ing primary intervention were reported and ranked
according to Clavien-Dindo (CD) Classification (11) as
collected through our electronic medical records system.
Qualitative variables were described using absolute fre-
quencies and percentages. Quantitative variables were

described using the median and interquartile ranges. IBM
SPSS (V26) was used as statistical software.

RESULTS
The median age of the patients was 71 years (36-85), and
the median BMI was 27.5, as shown in Table 1. Median
core needle samples per biopsy were 2. Tumor character-
istics were reported in Table 2. Forty-four cases had an
SRM (< 4 cm), and 24 had masses ≥ 4 cm. RMB in our
series was performed in 68 cases. The histological out-
comes of all the biopsies are listed in Table 3. The biopsy
outcome was malignancy in 43 (63%) cases, and the renal
cell carcinoma (RCC) was the most frequent tumor; 15
biopsies were negative, a benign lesion was present in 8
(12%) cases, and 2 (3%) biopsies were non diagnostic.
Two patients experienced complications after the biopsy
procedure: 1 case of a subcapsular renal haematoma that

Table 1. 
Patients and samples characteristics.

No. (%) Median (range)
Age, years 71 (36-85)
Gender

Male 49 (72%)
Female 19 (28%)

Patient BMI 27.5 (18.6-44.2)
< 30 46 (68%)
≥ 30 22 (32%)

Core needle samples, n 2 (1-4)
Skin-to-tumor distance, cm 5.8 (15-120)

< 7 cm 43 (63%)
≥ 7 cm 25 (37%)

Thickness of subcutaneous fat, cm 1.9 (2 -54)
< 3 cm 50 (74%)
≥ 3 cm 18 (26%)

Figure 1. 
(A) An axial CT image of a left superior mesopolar renal mass.
(B) An ultrasound image of the renal mass biopsy with the
needle guide.

Table 2. 
Tumor characteristics.

No. (%)
Side

Left 25 (37)
Right 43 (63)

Tumor size
< 4 cm 44 (65) 
≥ 4 cm 24 (35)

Mass location
Mesorenal 22 (32)
Upper pole 26 (38)
Lower pole 18 (27)
Renal pedicle 2 (3)

Cortical location
Anterior cortex 18 (27)
Posterior cortex 32 (47)
Neither 18 (27)

Endophytic vs. exophytic
Completely endophytic 10 (15)
< 50% exophytic 29 (43)
≥ 50% exophytic 29 (43)

Cystic vs. solid
Cystic component ≥ 50% 5 (7)
Cystic component < 50% 10 (15)
No cystic component 53 (78)
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not required treatment (CD 1), and 1 case of renal bleeding,
who required Super-Selective Embolization (CD 3),
occurred. 
Table 4 reported the treatment offered to the patients.

Chemo- or immunotherapy was proposed to the seven
patients with locally advanced disease or primary tumor
in another location. Active surveillance was offered to the
8 cases of oncocytoma, while 3 cases of watchful waiting
occurred. 
As shown in Table 5, the overall concordance between
RMB and definitive pathology was 22/31, with a higher
rate for masses greater than 4 cm. Ultrasound-guided
biopsy demonstrated its reliability in diagnosing RCC,
both for small and large masses. Tumor subtype was con-
firmed by definitive pathology in 82% of cases (22/27).
However, in two cases of unspecified carcinoma, after
excision, one had a histological outcome of skeletal mus-
cle metastases and the other urothelial cell carcinoma.
Four patients with negative biopsies underwent surgery
because of highly suspicious lesions for tumor on radio-
logical imaging. Biopsies reported only necrosis in two of
them and solid component of a cystic lesion in the other
two. The final diagnosis was RCC in three patients and
translocation renal cell carcinoma in one. 
In summary, the overall sensibility was 71%, with a high-
er value for masses greater than 4 cm than the smaller
ones (82% vs 65%, respectively). Furthermore, the posi-
tive predictive value was 96%. 

DISCUSSION
According to EAU guidelines, surgery is the first-line
choice therapy for patients with a localized renal mass,
preferring, whenever feasible, the NSS to radical nephrec-
tomy (12).
Nowadays, there is a trend toward a conservative approach
for renal surgery also for increasingly challenging cases. In
a multicenter study involving 410 patients with high com-
plexity masses, partial nephrectomy showed satisfactory
long-term oncological and functional outcomes despite an
acceptable rate of perioperative complications (13, 14).
However, 20-50% of the definitive pathologies of this sur-
gery find benign tumors, which might be managed by
active surveillance (15). On the other hand, a multidisci-
plinary strategy is necessary for metastatic diseases or local-
ly advanced renal cancer, which provides a palliative
cytoreductive nephrectomy and systemic treatments (12).
Moreover, microRNAs were proposed as a non-invasive
biomarker for various roles in RCC management, although
no definitive conclusions emerged from the literature (16).
Therefore, a histological diagnosis is essential to guide the
best therapeutic management.

Although ultrasound-guided biopsy may have
other hints, as in glomerulonephritis, its more
frequent use is in the field of oncology. RMB
indication occurs in several cases, such as the
diagnosis of tumor metastasis, unresectable renal
cancer, indeterminate cystic or multiple renal
mass, and in patients not fit for surgery (17). 
The biopsy was proposed for SRM, although an
inverse relationship was reported between
tumor size and its risk of malignancy (18). 
Ultrasound-guided biopsy showed good accura-
cy in defining the nature of the renal tumor. In
our series, a concordance of tumor malignancy
between biopsy and definitive pathology always

Table 4. 
Therapeutic management.

No. (%) < 4 cm ≥ 4 cm

Nephron sparing surgery (NSS)
RCC 9 (13) 8 1
Others 10 (15) 7 3

Radical Nephrectomy
RCC 8 (12) 2 6
Others 4 (6) 3 1

Active Surveillance
RCC 1 (1) 1 0
Oncocytoma 8 (12) 6 2
Others 2 (3) 2 0

Oncologic treatment (chemo or immunoterapy)
RCC 2 (3) 0 2
Others 5 (7) 2 3

Watchful waiting
RCC 1 (1) 0 1
Others 2 (3) 1 1

Patients lost during follow-up 16 (24) 12 4
RCC 2 (3) 1 1
Others 14 (21) 11 3

RCC: renal cell carcinoma.

Table 5. 
Concordance between biopsy and definitive pathology. 

Concordance with Concordance with Concordance with
definitive pathology definitive pathology definitive pathology

in all masses in masses < 4 cm in masses ≥ 4 cm

Overall, n (%) 22/31 (71) 13/20 (65) 9/11 (82)

RCC, n (%) 22/23 (96) 13/14 (93) 9/9 (100)

Unspecified carcinoma, n (%) 0/3 (0) 0/2 (0) 0/1 (0)

Others, n (%) 0/1 (0) 0/1 (0) 0/0 (0)

Negative, n (%) 0/4 (0) 0/3 (0) 0/1 (0)

RCC: renal cell carcinoma.

Table 3. 
Histological outcomes of diagnostic biopsies. 

Histological subtype at RMB No. (%)
Clear cell RCC 21 (29)
Papillary RCC 9 (13)
Oncocytoma 8 (12)
Unspecified carcinoma 3 (4)
Oncocytic RCC 2 (3)
Lymphoma 3 (4)
Urothelial carcinoma 1 (1)
Skeletal muscle cancer (metastasis) 1 (1)
Collecting (Bellini) duct carcinoma 1 (1)
Translocation Renal Cell Carcinoma 1 (1)
Lung cancer (metastasis) 1 (1)
Non diagnostic 2 (3)
Negative 15 (22)
RMB: renal mass biopsy; RCC: renal cell carcinoma.
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occurred. Moreover, the concordance of RCC between
RMB and definitive pathology was 96%. In a large meta-
analysis involving 5228 patients, its sensitivity and speci-
ficity were 99.1% and 99.7%, respectively (19). 
Furthermore, the authors showed a concordance rate
between tumor histotype on biopsy and surgical specimen
of 90.3%, while concordance rates of tumor grade ranged
from 43% to 93%. The last data raises several doubts
about biopsies, especially for SMR. Similarly, Pierorazio et
al. reported high percentages in terms of sensitivity and
specificity, while the negative predictive value was 68.5%
and non-diagnostic rates ranged from 0% to 22.6% for
masses less than 4 cm (20). In the same way, in the pres-
ent study, the concordance rate between biopsy and defin-
itive pathology of all SRM dropped up to 65%. 
The most critical aspect that emerged from our analysis is
the specificity of RMB. Indeed, there was low concor-
dance between biopsy and definitive pathology for nega-
tive or unspecified carcinoma diagnoses in our results.
Abel et al. reported that when carrying out a biopsy of a
metastatic lesion or primary tumor, as opposed to
nephrectomy specimen examination, it is likely that only
one subpopulation of cells is sampled, and prognostic
information is based on only one subpopulation of cells
(21). Therefore, high false-negative rates raise concerns
about the reliability of the procedure. However, RMB may
be repeated on all patients with unspecified masses or
non-diagnostic cases to increase the diagnostic rate (22).
Furthermore, renal biopsy is not without complications,
due to the procedure invasiveness, especially bleeding,
although they are considered rare events. According to
Lane et al., minor and major complications after RMB are,
respectively, less than 5% and 1% (23). Of these, the most
common is undoubtedly bleeding, which often tends to
present subclinically and requires transfusion in about
1.5% of cases (24). Indeed, both post-procedure compli-
cations were related to haemorrhage in the present study.
Another frequent complication is the intrarenal arteriove-
nous fistulae occurred. According to Rollino et al., the
development of this clinical condition has an incidence of
up to 5% when colour-coded Doppler sonography is used
(25). However, no case was reported in our analysis. 
The limitations of the present study are evident. First, it
is a retrospective study and biases linked to its nature are
predictable. Second, the pathological specimens were not
reviewed independently for the current study. Moreover,
a considerable number of subjects dropped out from our
analysis: in fact our radiology department also accepts
patients referred from other hospitals and, therefore, a
loss of some of them in the follow-up is inevitable. At last,
a relatively small sample size is involved in this analysis,
not allowing to obtain definitive data. 

CONCLUSIONS
Ultrasound-guided biopsy for renal masses demonstrated
satisfactory ability to distinguish benign and malignant
tumors. Concordance between biopsy and definitive
pathology was high for RCC, particularly for masses
greater than 4 cm. However, the low concordance in the
negative biopsies, especially for tumors < 4 cm, may
require a second biopsy. In any case, the procedure

proved to be safe and effective in referring patients to the
most appropriate therapeutic management. Considering
the low prevalence of this procedure in routine clinical
practice, its use is recommended whenever an indication
occurs.

REFERENCES
1. Global Cancer Observatory. International Agency for Research on
Cancer. World Health Organization.

2. O'Connor SD, Pickhardt PJ, Kim DH, et al. Incidental finding of
renal masses at unenhanced CT: prevalence and analysis of features
for guiding management. AJR Am J Roentgenol. 2011; 197:139-45.

3. Finelli A, Ismaila N, Bro B, et al. Management of Small Renal
Masses: American Society of Clinical Oncology Clinical Practice
Guideline. J Clin Oncol. 2017; 35:668-680. 

4. Dell'Atti L, Scarcella S, Manno S, et al. Approach for Renal Tumors
With Low Nephrometry Score Through Unclamped Sutureless
Laparoscopic Enucleation Technique: Functional and Oncologic
Outcomes. Clin Genitourin Cancer. 2018; 16:e1251-e1256. 

5. Giulioni C, Di Biase M, Marconi A, et al. Clampless Laparoscopic
Tumor Enucleation for Exophytic Masses Greater Than 4 cm: Is
Renorrhaphy Necessary? J Laparoendosc Adv Surg Tech A. 2022;
32:931-937. 

6. Huang WC, Elkin EB, Levey AS, et al.  Partial nephrectomy ver-
sus radical nephrectomy in patients with small renal tumors--is there
a difference in mortality and cardiovascular outcomes? J Urol. 2009;
181:55-61.

7. Zargar H, Atwell TD, Cadeddu JA, et al. Cryoablation for Small
Renal Masses: Selection Criteria, Complications, and Functional and
Oncologic Results. Eur Urol. 2016; 69:116-28.

8. Pierorazio PM, Johnson MH, Ball MW, et al. Five-year analysis of
a multi-institutional prospective clinical trial of delayed intervention
and surveillance for small renal masses: the DISSRM registry. Eur
Urol. 2015; 68:408-15.

9. Sun MR, Ngo L, Genega EM, et al. Renal cell carcinoma: dynam-
ic contrast-enhanced MR imaging for differentiation of tumor sub-
types--correlation with pathologic findings. Radiology. 2009;
250:793-802.

10. Maturen KE, Nghiem HV, Caoili EM, et al. Renal mass core biop-
sy: accuracy and impact on clinical management. AJR Am J
Roentgenol. 2007; 188:563-70.

11. Clavien PA, Barkun J, de Oliveira ML, et al. The Clavien-Dindo
classification of surgical complications: five-year experience. Ann
Surg. 2009; 250:187-196.

12. B. Ljungberg (Chair), L. Albiges, J. Bedke, et al. Volpe Guidelines
on Prostate Cancer. Edn. presented at the EAU Annual Congress
Milan 2021. 978-94-92671-13-4. EAU Guidelines Office, Arnhem,
Netherlands.

13. Sciorio C, Prontera PP, Scuzzarella S, et al. Predictors of surgical
outcomes of retroperitoneal laparoscopic partial nephrectomy. Arch
Ital Urol Androl. 2020; 92:165.

14. Mari A, Tellini R, Porpiglia F, et al. Perioperative and Mid-term
Oncological and Functional Outcomes After Partial Nephrectomy for
Complex (PADUA Score ≥10) Renal Tumors: A Prospective
Multicenter Observational Study (the RECORD2 Project). Eur Urol
Focus. 2021; 7:1371-1379.

15. Russo P, Uzzo RG, Lowrance WT, et al. Incidence of benign versus
malignant renal tumors in selected studies. J. Clin. Oncol. 2012; 30, 92.



Archivio Italiano di Urologia e Andrologia 2023; 95, 2

22

Safety and feasibility of US guided renal mass biopsy

16. Napolitano L, Orecchia L, Giulioni C, et al. The Role of miRNA
in the Management of Localized and Advanced Renal Masses, a
Narrative Review of the Literature. Applied Sciences. 2023; 13:275. 

17. Sahni VA, Silverman SG. Biopsy of renal masses: when and why.
Cancer Imaging. 2009; 6; 9:44-55.

18. Frank I, Blute ML, Cheville JC, et al. Solid renal tumors: an
analysis of pathological features related to tumor size. J Urol. 2003;
170:2217-20.

19. Marconi L, Dabestani S, Lam TB, et al. Systematic Review and
Meta-analysis of Diagnostic Accuracy of Percutaneous Renal Tumour
Biopsy. Eur Urol. 2016; 69:660-673.

20. Pierorazio PM, Johnson MH, Patel HD, et al. Management of
Renal Masses and Localized Renal Cancer: Systematic Review and
Meta-Analysis. J Urol. 2016; 196:989-99.

21. Abel EJ, Carrasco A, Culp SH, et al. Limitations of preoperative
biopsy in patients with metastatic renal cell carcinoma: comparison
to surgical pathology in 405 cases. BJU Int. 2012; 110:1742-6.

22. Lim A, O'Neil B, Heilbrun ME, et al. The contemporary role of
renal mass biopsy in the management of small renal tumors. Front
Oncol. 2012; 2:106.

23. Lane BR, Samplaski MK, Herts BR, et al. Renal mass biopsy--a
renaissance? J Urol. 2008; 179:20-7.

24. Tang S, Li JH, Lui SL, et al. Free-hand, ultrasound-guided per-
cutaneous renal biopsy: experience from a single operator. Eur J
Radiol. 2002; 41:65-9.

25. Rollino C, Garofalo G, Roccatello D, et al. Colour-coded Doppler
sonography in monitoring native kidney biopsies. Nephrol Dial
Transplant 1994; 9:1260-3.

Correspondence
Andrea Bendetto Galosi, MD
andreabenedettogalosi@ospedaliriuniti.marche.it
Virgilio De Stefano, MD
virgilio.destefano@gmail.com
Silvia Stramucci, MD
silvia.stramucci@gmail.com
Vanessa Cammarata
vanessa.cammarata@gmail.com
Omar Al Ayoubi, MD
omar.alayoubi@gmail.com
Andrea Cicconofri, MD
andrea.cicconofri@gmail.com
Carlo Giulioni, MD (Corresponding Author)
carlo.giulioni9@gmail.com
Department of Urology, Polytechnic University of Marche 
Azienda Ospedaliero Universitaria delle Marche
71 Conca Street, 60126 - Ancona (Italy)

Marco Macchini, MD
marco.macchini@ospedaliriuniti.marche.it
Roberto Candelari, MD
roberto.candelari@ospedaliriuniti.marche.it
Interventional Radiology, Department of Radiology, 
Azienda Ospedaliera Universitaria della Marche, Ancona (Italy)

Conflict of interest: The authors declare no potential conflict of interest.


