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Abstract

The purpose of this research was to compare the union rates between surgical treatments using
intramedullary nail and interlocking plate in patients with intertrochanteric fractures at Sanprasitthiprasong
Hospital. The 304 adult participants (mean age 73, 41-92 years) with intertrochanteric fractures classified
according to AO/OTA classification 31A1.1, 31A2.1, 31A3.1, 31A1.2, 31A.2, 31A2.2, and 31A3.2 underwent
surgery within 2 weeks of the incident. Participants received hip X-rays (both hip AP view and lateral cross
table view) to assess radiographic union at 3 and 6 months. Union rates were calculated at 3 and 6 months.
The results found that at the 3-month mark, the union rate for both plate and nail groups was 0. At the 6-
month assessment, the plate group showed a union rate of 83.6% (127 individuals), while the nail group
exhibited a rate of 80.9% (123 individuals). The difference in union rates between the two groups was not
statistically significant (p = .051). Additionally, an analysis of hospital stay duration revealed no significant
difference between the plate and nail groups (p = 0.245). The blood loss rate during surgery also showed
no significant difference (p = 0.789). However, a significant difference was observed in the duration of surgery
between the two groups (p < 0.001). In conclusions, there was no statistically significant difference in the
union rates between patients who underwent surgery with a plate and those with a nail. Similarly, there
was no significant difference in terms of blood loss rates and hospital stay duration. The significant difference
observed was in the duration of the surgical procedure. This information could be valuable for making
decisions regarding the choice of implant for surgical procedures in patients at Sappasitthiprasong Hospital

in the future.

Keywords: Intertrochanteric fracture, Union rate, Intraoperative blood loss, Length of stay in hospital, Intra

operative time
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151971 1 Characteristics of patient with intertrochanteric fracture of femur, overall and by type of

implants
Characteristic Overall (N=304) Nail (N=152) Plate (N=152) P value
AGE, year 0.796
median (IOR) 73 (64, 82) 72 (64, 82) 73.5 (64, 81)
AGE Group, year 0.940

41-50 3 (1.0%) 1(0.7%) 2 (1.3%)




I IUNNGUAZESITAUHY WM INe1deguas1vsll Ui 8 atufl 1 ifiew unsIAu - LB 2568)

Journal of Medicine and Public Health, Ubon Ratchathani University (Vol 8 No.1 January — April 2025)

Characteristic Overall (N=304) Nail (N=152) Plate (N=152) P value
51-60 46 (15.1%) 24 (15.8%) 22 (14.5%)
61-70 84 (27.6%) 45 (29.6%) 39 (25.6%)
71-80 81 (26.6%) 38 (25.0%) 43 (28.3%)
81-90 77 (25.4%) 38 (25.0%) 39 (25.7%)
91-100 13 (4.3%) 6 (3.9%) 7 (4.6%)
AN197l 2 Percentage of Union and Union rate
Characteristic Overall (N=304) Nail (N=152) Plate (N=152) P value
Percentage of callus at 3 months 0.303
median (IQR) 40 (30, 50) 40 (30, 50) 40 (40, 50)
Percentage of callus at 6 months 0.852
median (IQR) 70 (70, 80) 70 (70, 80) 70 (70, 80)
Union at 3 months (yes) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0% -
Union at 6 months (yes) 250 (82.2%) 123 (80.9%) 127 (83.6%) 0.513
AT 3 Length of hospital stay, Intraoperative blood loss, Operative time
Characteristic Overall (N=304) Nail (N=152) Plate (N=152) P value
Operative time <0.001
median (IQR) 2(2,2) 2(2,2) 2(2,2)
Intraoperative blood loss 0.798
median (IQR) 200 (150, 250) 200 (150, 250) 200 (150, 250)
Length of hospital stay 0.245

median (IQR) 10 (8, 12)

10 (9, 12) 10 (8, 13)
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