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30

31 Abstract

32 Purpose: We aimed to identify the patterns and combinations of second primary malignancies (SPMs)
33 observed in patients with malignant neoplasms of the urinary tract (MNUT) and to explore the independent
34 risk factors for survival outcomes in these patients.

35 Materials and Methods: We analysed the data of MNUT patients with SPM in 25 hospitals in Shanghai
36 between 2002 and 2015. A life table was used to calculate the survival rates, Kaplan—-Meier analysis was
37 used to determine the survival status of MNUT patients, and Cox regression analysis was used to perform
38 multivariate analysis of survival risk factors in MNUT patients with SPM.

39 Results: Among the 154 patients included, the first primary malignancy (PM) most commonly occurred in
40 the bladder (50.65%) and kidney (41.56%), and the SPM most commonly occurred in the lung (22.73%) and
41 stomach (13.64%). The most common combinations included the bladder + lung and bladder + stomach. The
42 Cox regression results showed that age older than 60 years (HR =2.36 [95% CI 1.30-4.28] vs. age <60 years,
43 p =0.005), TNM 1 stage III+1V disease (HR = 2.19 [95% CI 1.37-4.57] vs. I+ II), p = 0.037), TNM 2 stage
44 TI+1V disease (HR = 7.43 [95% CI 1.49-19.68] vs. I +1I), p <0.001), and SPM in the lung (HR = 4.36 [95%
45 CI 1.74-18.69], p = 0.047) were associated with a significantly worse cancer-specific survival.

46 Conclusion: The survival of MNUT patients with SPM may be related to the SPM site, first and second PM
47 staging and latency time.

48 Keywords: malignant neoplasms of the urinary tract, second primary malignancy, risk factors, survival,

49 population-based study
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50 Introduction

51 Cancer is the leading cause of death in the world. In 2020, cancer caused nearly 10 million deaths worldwide.
52 The number of new occurrences and deaths of malignant neoplasms of the urinary tract (MNUT) has
53 increased year by year, with figures for bladder and kidney neoplasms reaching 1.005 million and 392,000,
54 respectively(1). Benefiting from the great advances in diagnostic techniques and treatment methods for
55 MNUT, the survival rate of patients is gradually improving(2, 3). Studies have shown that second primary
56 malignancy (SPM) is a serious and potentially fatal long-term complication of cancer patients, which places
57 a heavier burden on the survival of patients with MNUT(4). Therefore, it is important to track and manage
58 the survivors of MNUT and research SPM.

59 Previous studies have analysed the risk and influencing factors of SPM for specific MNUTSs. For
60 example, Beisland, C et al. analysed the multiple primary malignant tumours of 1,425 patients with renal cell
61 carcinoma in Norway and explored the incidence of multiple malignant tumours of renal cell carcinoma and
62 their combined pattern(5). Liu, Y et al. downloaded SPM sample data from the Surveillance, Epidemiology,
63 and End Results (SEER) database, analysed the incidence of SPM in patients with prostate cancer, and further
64 clarified the common sites of SPM and the influencing factors of survival(6). Some scholars have also
65 analysed the survival risk of specific MNUT patients with SPM. For example, Kyo Chul Koo et al. analysed
66 the incidence of SPM in prostate cancer patients and the influencing factors of survival(7). However, to the
67  Dbest of our knowledge, current research focuses more on a specific MNUT and is limited to fewer data, and
68 the overall pattern of MNUT is not yet clear. Moreover, few studies on survival models consider the impact
69 of SPM on the survival of patients with MNUT, and it has been found that the location of malignant tumours
70  is an important prognostic factor for the survival rate of SPM patients.

71 Therefore, the purpose of this study was to first establish the SPM patterns of MNUTSs overall by using
72 measurement data from 25 hospitals in Shanghai, China, and then analyse the survival of common SPM
73 categories in terms of the first MNUT and its SPM site. Finally, we assessed the factors affecting cancer

74 mortality and all-cause mortality in SPM patients.
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75 Materials and methods

76 Data collection

77 The diagnosis and survival data of MNUT patients with SPM in this study were collected from 25 hospitals
78 in Shanghai. The assessment and examination of data quality was based on the China Cancer Registration
79 Guidelines and the International Agency for Research on Cancer/International Association for the
80 Registration of Cancer data quality standards. Relevant population data were provided by the Shanghai
81 Bureau of Statistics and the Public Security Bureau.

82 We analysed the data of MNUT patients with SPM from 25 hospitals in Shanghai, China, between 1 January
83 2002 and 31 December 2015. In addition, we included patients who were diagnosed with MNUT before 2002
84  but were subsequently diagnosed with SPM in 2002-2015. After patients provided informed consent, we
85 conducted annual follow-up surveys of patients through home visits or telephone calls according to standard
86 epidemiological procedures to assess the survival rate(8). The follow-up observation continued until the date
87  of death or December 31, 2017, to resolve the 3-year time lag in information collection and data quality
88 control. According to ICD-10, 5 types of urinary tract malignancies (C64-C68) were identified. After
89 screening the first primary malignancy (PM) site of the MNUT and excluding 22 patients with 3 PMs, a total

90 of 154 urinary organ cancer patients with SPM were identified as the subjects of the study (Figure 1).

91  Variables

92 The following demographical and clinical variables were used in our study: age at diagnosis (patients < 60
93 years and > 60 years were stratified into the non-older group and older group, respectively(9)), American
94 Joint Committee on Cancer (AJCC) 7th tumour-node-metastasis (TNM) staging classification(10), year of
95 diagnosis, level of hospital, latency (the interval between the first PM diagnosis and the SPM diagnosis(11))
96 and site of SPM. TNM 1 represents the TNM staging classification of the first PM (MNUT), and TNM 2

97 represents the TNM staging classification of the SPM.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.10.22272195
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.03.10.22272195; this version posted March 13, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

98

99

100

101

102

103

104

105

106

107

108

109

110

111

112

113

114

It is made available under a CC-BY 4.0 International license .

Statistical analysis

We used a life table to calculate the 1-5-year survival rate, Kaplan-Meier analysis to determine the survival
status of patients with urinary system cancer, and Cox regression analysis for multivariate analysis of survival
risk factors for MNUT patients with SPM. A two-sided test was used for analysis, and the statistical software

used was SPSS 20.0. P<0.05 was considered to indicate a significant difference.

Results

Population and characteristics

Among the 154 MNUT patients with SPM, there were 119 male patients, accounting for 77.27%, and 35
female patients, accounting for 22.73%. From the perspective of age distribution, the patients were mostly
over 65 years, accounting for 70.78%. The proportion of patients with TNM 1 and TNM 2 in grade III+IV
was higher than the proportion of patients in grade I+11. Most patients were diagnosed with MNUT in tertiary
hospitals (76.62%) between 2002 and 2008 (66.88%). In addition, most people were diagnosed with SPM in
tertiary hospitals (59.09%) between 2009 and 2015 (81.82%). The latency between the first and second PM
diagnoses in most patients was less than 12 months (81.17%). Among the SPM sites of MNUT, lung, stomach

and colon were the most common, accounting for 22.73%, 13.64% and 11.69% of the total, respectively

(Table 1).
Table 1 Characteristics of MNUT patients with SPM (n, %)
Variables Male Female Total
Age at SPM diagnosis
32(26.89%) 13(37.14%) 45(29.22%)
<60 years
87(73.11%) 22(62.86%) 109(70.78%)
>60 years
TNM 1 (MNUT) stage
69(57.98%) 20(57.14%) 89(57.79%)
+1v
3(2.52% 4(11.43% 7(4.55%
. (2.52%) (11.43%) (4.55%)
L. 47(39.50%) 11(31.43%) 58(37.66%)
Missing

TNM 2 (SPM) stage
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32(26.89%) 10(28.57%) 42(27.27%)
+1v
- 17(14.29%) 12(34.29%) 29(18.83%)
L 70(58.82%) 13(37.14%) 83(53.90%)
Missing

Time of first PM (MNUT) diagnosis

(year)
37(31.09%) 14(40.00%) 51(33.12%)
2009-2015
82(68.91%) 21(60.00%) 103(66.88%)
2002-2008
Time of SPM diagnosis (year)
98(82.35%) 28(80.00%) 126(81.82%)
2009-2015
21(17.65%) 7(20.00%) 28(18.18%)
2002-2008

Hospital level for first PM (MNUT)

28(23.53%)

8(22.86%)

36(23.38%)

Secondary
. 91(76.47%) 27(77.14%) 118(76.62%)
Tertiary
Hospital level for SPM
51(42.86%) 12(34.29%) 63(40.91%)
Secondary
. 68(57.14%) 23(65.71%) 91(59.09%)
Tertiary

Latency between MNUT and SPM

<12 months 98(82.35%) 27(77.14%) 125(81.17%)
> 12 months 21(17.65%) 8(22.86%) 29(18.83%)
SPM site
Lung 29(24.37%) 6(17.14%) 35(22.73%)
Stomach 17(14.29%) 4(11.43%) 21(13.64%)
Colon 16(13.45%) 2(5.71%) 18(11.69%)
Prostate 11(9.24%) 0(0.00%) 11(7.14%)
Bladder 6(5.04%) 4(11.43%) 10(6.49%)
Others 40(33.61%) 19(54.29%) 59(38.31%)
115
116 Figure 2 shows the distribution of first and second PMs in 154 patients with MNUT. The main sites of
117 MNUT were the bladder (n=78, 50.65%) and kidney (n=64, 41.56%). When the first PM occurred in the
118 bladder, the most common SPM sites were the lungs (n=19, 24.36%), stomach (n=12, 15.38%) and prostate
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(n=9, 11.54%). When the first PM occurred in the kidney, the most common SPM sites were the lungs (n=12,

18.75%), colon (n=9, 14.06%), bladder (n=8, 12.50%) and stomach (n=8, 12.50%).

The survival rates of first and second PM patients are shown in Table 2. Taking the first PM site as the

centre, bladder cancer patients had relatively low survival rates, with 1-year, 2-year, 3-year, 4-year and 5-

year survival rates of 94.87%, 83.33%, 76.92%, 74.36% and 65.38%, respectively. When the SPM site was

the lung, the observed survival rate was the lowest. The 1-year, 2-year, 3-year, 4-year, and 5-year survival

rates were 54.29%, 37.14%, 22.86%, 14.29%, and 2.86%, respectively.

Table 2 Survival rates of primary malignancy patients based on the MNUT and SPM site during 2002-2015

Survival rates (%)

Site
N l-year  2-year  3-year 4-year  S-year
First primary malignancy
Bladder 78 94.87 83.33 76.92 74.36 65.38
Kidney 64 95.31 92.19 89.06 81.25 68.75
Others 12 91.67 83.33 75.00 66.67 66.67
Second primary malignancy
Lung 35 54.29 37.14 22.86 14.29 2.86
Stomach 21 61.90 42.86 38.10 33.33 23.81
Colon 18 83.33 72.22 55.56 16.67 5.56
Prostate 11 72.73 72.73 72.73 54.55 18.18
Bladder 10 80.00 80.00 20.00 20.00 20.00
Others 59 74.58 66.10 55.93 33.90 27.12

Possible risk factors for the survival status of MNUT patients with SPM

Kaplan-Meier analysis showed that there were significant differences in the cancer-specific survival rates of

patients with different age groups, TNM levels, and SPM sites (p<0.05) (Figure 3). Specifically, patients

older than 60 years of age have a higher risk of cancer death than patients younger than 60 years of age.
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Patients with TNM 2 stage III+IV disease have a higher risk of cancer death than those with TNM 2 stage
I+II disease. The risk of cancer death in patients with SPM found in the lung was higher than that in patients
with SPM found in the bladder and prostate. Other variables, such as sex, time of diagnosis, hospital level,
and time between first and second cancers, had no statistically significant influence on cancer survival. The
overall survival rate was the same as the cancer-specific survival rate. Advanced age, TNM stage I1I+IV
disease and lung SPM site were important risk factors for all-cause death.

After univariate analysis, variables (p<0.3) were selected for Cox regression analysis, and 4 variables
were shown to be independent risk factors for cancer survival (Table 3). For cancer-specific survival, patients
older than 60 years (compared to patients <60 years old) had a 2.36-fold increased risk of death (HR =2.36
[95% CI 1.30—4.28] vs. age <60 years, p = 0.005). TNM 1 III+IV patients had a 2.19-fold increase in the risk
of death (HR =2.19 [95% CI 1.37-4.57] vs. I+ II, p = 0.037). In addition, MNUT patients with TNM 2 stage
[I+1V disease (compared to patients with TNM 2 stage I+II disease) had a 7.43-fold increase in the risk of

death (HR =7.43 [95% CI 1.49-19.68] vs. I+ II), p <0.001). It should also be noted that patients with urinary

tract malignancies had a significantly higher risk of dying from lung SPM (HR = 4.36 [95% CI 1.74-18.69],
p = 0.047). Unlike the cancer-specific survival rate, there was no significant difference in the effect of the

site of SPM on the overall survival rate.

Table 3. Multivariate Cox regression of independent risk factors for cancer-specific and overall survival in

MNUT patients with SPM

Cancer-specific survival Overall survival
Variables
HR (95% CI) P-value HR (95% CI) P-value
Age
<60 years Reference Reference
>60 years 2.36(1.30-4.28) 0.005 2.40(1.34-4.28) 0.003
TNM 1
Stage I + 11 Reference Reference
Stage III + IV 2.19(1.37-4.57) 0.037 2.43(1.20-4.94) 0.014
Missing 1.46(1.24-2.37) 0.127 1.50(1.93-2.42) 0.099
TNM 2
Stage [ + 11 Reference Reference
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Stage III + IV 7.43(1.49-19.68) 0.000 6.76(1.73-16.78) 0.000
Missing 3.67(1.47-9.33) 0.006 3.32(1.40-7.90) 0.006
SPM site
Bladder Reference Reference
Lung 4.36(1.74-18.69) 0.047 4.32(1.99-18.85) 0.051
Stomach

3.29(1.75-14.46) 0.115 3.08(1.68-13.84) 0.143
Colon

1.34(1.79-6.37) 0.712 1.27(1.26-6.27) 0.769

Prostate 1.80(1.82-9.09) 0.476 2.12(1.43-10.43) 0.357
Others

2.47(1.74-10.60) 0.224 2.95(1.68-12.74) 0.148

148

149 Discussion

150 MNUTs are one of the most common types of malignant neoplasms. With the increase in the incidence of
151 SPM, an increasing number of studies have begun to pay attention to the current status and risks of SPM(12).
152 Although some studies have discussed the death risk of SPM in patients with specific urinary tract
153 malignancies, such as kidney and prostate malignancies, due to a lack of data, the overall pattern of SPMs in
154 MNUT and the risk factors related to survival still need to be further analysed and discussed.

155 In this study, we found that malignant neoplasms of the kidney and bladder were the most common
156  MNUTSs with SPM in Shanghai. This result was consistent with the research results of other scholars. For
157 example, Jae Young Joung et al. found that the risk of SPM in patients with primary kidney cancer was higher
158 than the cancer risk in the general population(13). In addition, this study found that the most common SPM
159 site in patients with MNUT was the lung (35, 22.73%). This was consistent with the study findings of AMIT
160 KHANAL(14). Because smoking is a well-known risk factor for malignant neoplasms of the lung, the main
161 risk factors for malignant neoplasms of the bladder and other MNUTSs include cigarette smoke,
162 naphthylamine, azo dyes, and long-term use of cyclophosphamide or phenacetin(15, 16). Therefore, the
163 increased risk of lung cancer in patients with a history of MNUT may be secondary to a common cause.

164 In addition, when analysing the combination of MNUTSs, we observed a certain symbiosis of MNUTs,
165 such as bladder+prostate and kidney+bladder. A similar phenomenon was found in previous studies.

166 Following bladder cancer, the risk of renal pelvic, bladder, and ureter malignancies is significantly
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167 increased(14). This may be because the bladder, renal pelvis and ureter are lined by the same urothelium and
168 are susceptible to the same risk factors for carcinogens in urine. Kotake T et al. found that the relative risk of
169 prostate cancer was significantly increased after bladder cancer. The study analysed cases reported in the
170 Japanese literature and found that the association with urinary system cancers may be because patients are
171 highly sensitive to both cancers, or they may share similar carcinogenic processes, such as DNA repair and
172 N-acetyltransferase polymorphism(17, 18).

173 According to Kaplan-Meier curve and multivariate Cox regression analyses, we found that patients in
174 the advanced age group have a higher cancer death risk and all-cause death risk, and patients with stage III-
175 IV diseases have a higher mortality rate when they are diagnosed with a first and second PM. This is mainly
176 because patients diagnosed at a late stage cannot receive early treatment. Previous studies have suggested
177 that the survival of patients with urinary tract malignancies with SPM depends to a large extent on the cancer
178 stage at the time of diagnosis. For example, Jae Young Joung et al. found in a study that patients diagnosed
179 with advanced renal cancer have poor survival outcomes. Early cancer is associated with a more favourable
180  prognosis and a survival period of more than 10 years after complete resection(13). This means that if the
181 public is encouraged to conduct early screening to identify urinary tract malignant tumours and their SPM
182 earlier, they will be more likely to achieve good survival results.

183 Regarding the location of SPM, patients with urinary organ cancer with SPM in the lungs have a higher
184  risk of death than patients with SPM in other locations. This is consistent with the results of previous studies.
185 For example, Nicholas Donin MD and other scholars found in a study on the survival risk of cancer survivors
186 with SPM in the United States that a large proportion of cancer survivors will develop and die from lung
187 cancer(4). This result is also consistent with the known epidemiology of lung cancer. Lung cancer is still the
188 leading cause of cancer-related deaths in many countries worldwide(1, 19-21).

189 In this study, factors such as sex and the time interval between the first and second PM did not have a
190 significant effect on cancer mortality or all-cause mortality. These findings were different from those of
191 previous studies, such as the Chinese Cancer Statistics Study, which showed that male cancer patients have
192 a higher overall mortality rate(22). Of course, this conclusion needs to be confirmed by further studies with

193 a larger sample size.

10
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194 There are several limitations to consider. First, during the follow-up period, some patients lacked
195 information on TNM staging, which led to a lack of information for these patients in the Cox regression
196 analysis. Second, the sample size of this study was limited, and MNUT can only be used as a whole to analyse
197 the impact of SPM on death. However, it is impossible to realize the analysis of risk factors for death of
198 specific MNUTSs combined with SPMs. In addition, due to the sample size, this study could not analyse 4

199 patients with 3 PMs in depth.

200 Conclusions

201 The most common site of SPM is the lung. It is worth noting that patients with first and second PM in
202 stages III-IV have a higher risk of cancer-specific death and all-cause death. Patients with MNUT whose
203 SPM site is in the lung had a higher risk of specific and all-cause death than those with other sites of SPM.
204 Future research is necessary to confirm our findings and translate them into SPM monitoring and treatment

205 strategies to improve the prognosis of patients with MNUT after the development of SPM.
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Figure legend:
Figure 1. Data source of the included and analysed SPM patients
Figure 2. Distribution of MNUT and SPM among all patients.

Figure 3. Kaplan-Meier analysis of the survival status and risk factors of the patients.
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Figure 1. Data source of the included and analysed SPM patients

Figure 2. Distribution of MNUT and SPM among all patients.
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Figure 3. Kaplan-Meier analysis of the survival status and risk factors of the patients,

Note: A indicates the cancer-specific survival of the patients, and B indicates the overall survival of the

patients.
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