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Abstract

Objective: To explore the application effects of nursing programs constructed based on the 5A
model in patients with lower limb fractures, and to analyze their impact on the length of hospital
stay and nursing satisfaction of patients with lower limb fractures, providing a reference for op-
timizing clinical nursing services and improving nursing quality. Methods: A total of 94 hospital-
ized patients were selected from the Trauma Orthopedics Department of a hospital in Hunan
Province from January to October 2025. Patients with lower limb fractures admitted from January
to May who met the inclusion and exclusion criteria were used as the control group, and patients
admitted from June to October who met the inclusion and exclusion criteria were used as the in-
tervention group. The control group received the routine clinical nursing plan, while the inter-
vention group received a personalized nursing plan based on the 5A model. The length of hospital
stay and nursing satisfaction scores of the two groups were compared. Results: The length of hos-
pital stay for the control group was [21 (13, 29)] days, and for the intervention group was [18 (15,
22)] days, with no statistically significant difference between the two groups (P = 0.356). The
nursing satisfaction score was [76 (73, 78)] for the control group and [91 (87, 93)] for the inter-
vention group, with a statistically significant difference between the two groups (P < 0.001). Con-
clusion: The nursing regimen based on the 5A model applied to patients with lower limb fractures
showed no significant effect on reducing hospitalization duration. However, it demonstrates clin-
ical promotion value in enhancing nursing satisfaction and optimizing clinical nursing service
quality.
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Table 1. Comparison of baseline characteristics between the two groups of patients
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WH XFRA (n = 47) THA(n = 47) RBSTHE P1E
FERZ, M (P2, Prs)] 57 (36~68) 51 (41~62) -0.556™ 0.578
5 [51(%)] 0.180" 0.671
5 28 (59.57) 30 (63.83)
B8 19 (40.43) 17 (36.17)
BMI &[5 (%)] —0.734™ 0.463
<18.5 Kg/m? 1(2.13) 1(2.13)
18.5~23.9 Kg/m? 13 (27.66) 16 (34.04)
24.0~27.9 Kg/m? 28 (59.57) 24 (51.06)
>28 Kg/m? 5(10.64) 6 (12.77)
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Table 2. Comparison of hospitalization days between the two groups [days, mean (IQR)]
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Table 3. Comparison of nursing satisfaction scores between the two groups [scores, M (IQR)]
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