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Abstract Objective: A new prostate cancer prognostic grading system (GGGs) has been proposed based on
the contemporary Gleason scores by ISUP in 2014. The objective of this study was to evaluate the concordance be-
tween the GGs of prostate biopsy and radical prostatectomy (RP) specimens and to identify predictive factors for
upgrading GGs. Method: This retrospective study included total of 259 patients undergoing RP at First Affiliated
Hospital of Soochow University after prostate biopsies between January 2014 and June 2017 and the upgrading was
evaluated by GGGs, which have five prognostic categories: GG1 is GS<6, GG2 is GS3+4 =7, GG3 is GS4+3=
7. GG4 is GS8, and GG5 is GS9 and 10. Univariate logistic regression analyses and multivariate logistic regression
analyses were applied to assess the potential factors. Result: The GGs of prostate biopsies and RP specimens were
concordant in 57. 14 % of cases, while 30. 5% were upgraded and 12. 36 % were downgraded in 259 patients. GGs
at prostate biopsy and clinical T stage were significant predictors of GG upgrading in overall patients. PSA and
NLR were significant predictors of GG upgrading in patients with GG1 at prostate biopsy. Conclusion: There are
still a large part of patients with Gleason upgrading. Patients with lower GGs at prostate biopsy will have higher
possibility to upgrade after RP. PSA and NLR were significant predictors of GG upgrading in patients with GG1 at
prostate biopsy.
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