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Application effect of precision nursing in robot-assisted urologic
surgery and its impact on nursing satisfaction

ZHOU Yan, LIU Shuang, WANG Ting, FENG Qin, HUANG Yu, GAO Mengyu, HE Qiying

(Department of Urology/ Institute of Urology, West China Hospital of Sichuan University, Chengdu 610041, China)

Abstract Objective: To explore the impact of precision nursing on clinical outcomes and nursing satisfaction in patients
undergoing robot-assisted urologic surgery. Methods: Clinical data of 100 patients who underwent robot-assisted urologic
surgery from May 2021 to May 2023 were collected. The patients were divided into the control group and the observation group
using a random number table, with 50 cases in each group. The control group received routine nursing and the observation group
received precision nursing. Patients’ psychological state, postoperative recovery indicators, complication rate, quality of life, and
nursing satisfaction were compared between the two groups of patients. Results: After intervention, the SAS and SDS scores of
the two groups were lowered, and they were lower in the observation group than the control group. The SF-36 scores of the two
groups were increased after intervention, and they were higher in the observation group than those in the control group (P<0.05).
Compared with the control group, the time of waking up from anesthesia, the first anal defecation, the pelvic drainage, and the
length of hospital stay were shorter in the observation group, with the lower incidence of postoperative complications and higher
satisfaction of nursing care (P<0.05). Conclusion: Precision nursing in patients undergoing robot-assisted urologic surgery can
significantly improve anxiety and depression of patients, and positively control postoperative complications, which is contribute
to accelerating recovery and improving patients’ quality of life.
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Table 1 Comparison of general data between the two groups of patients [x s, n (%) ]

il MR (B /%) Fik (%) REHEH (kg/m?®)
XHE4E ( n=50) 28 (66.00) /22 (44.00) 57.72+4.48 23.14+1.05
MELH (=50 ) 30 (60.00) /20 (40.00) 58.14 + 4.86 23.43+1.27

thy’ 1 0.164 0.449 1.244

P{E 0.685 0.654 0.216
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&2 WHELBE SAS 5 SDS ALK (x+s)
Table 2 Comparison of SAS and SDS scores between the two groups of patients (x s )

SAS 5> SDS ¥4
2R3 = 9
T FE g FE
FTEB4H ( n=50) 58.36 + 6.58 48.69 +5.68° 59.84 + 6.87 49.65 +6.33°
W4 ( n=50) 58.87 +6.33 4216 +6.22° 59.74 + 6.52 43.58 +6.25°
ta 0.394 5.481 0.074 4.825
P& 0.963 <0.001 0.940 <0.001

W HFiETHE:, “P<0.05

®3 MABEARFHREERILE (xxs)
Table 3 Comparison of postoperative recovery indexes between the two groups of patients (x+s )

285 FREE BR8] ( min ) RLITE R HSESE (d) REESIREE (d) fEBREiE (d)
FHE4A ( n=50) 41.25+3.65 2.87+0.53 4.76 +1.23 7.64 155
MELLR ( n=50 ) 25.22 +3.62 1.43+0.37 2.34+0.72 4.66+1.24

tE 22.049 15.753 11.314 10.615

P{& <0.001 <0.001 <0.001 <0.001

R4 MEBREHREREZRER [N (%)]
Table 4 Comparison of incidence rate of complications between the two groups of patients [n ( % ) ]

A5 ok R EE Rk M FatEpe &t
XTHE4R ( n=50 ) 1(2.00) 3(6.00) 3(6.00) 7(14.00)
ME4H (n=50) 0 (0.00) 1(2.00) 0 (0.00) 1(2.00)

x’1& — — — 4.891

P& — — — 0.026
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*®5 BWHEHZ SF-361FESLEE (xxs)

Table 5 Comparison of SF-36 scores between the two groups of patients (x s )

EIBINRE FTEINEE TEtR R R
231
T FHE TFgET FHE FaET FHE TFHaEn FHa
po:icEez] 61.25+ 70.69 + 63.52 + 72.22 + 61.58 69.55 + 64.25 + 71.68+
(n=50) 6.69 7.33° 6.85 8.24° 7.22 7.24° 6.11 8.33°
WEEH 61.11+ 7414 + 64.24 + 76.89 + 61.47 + 73.66 + 63.92 + 75.36 +
(n=50) 6.85 8.69° 6.47 9.26° 7.29 8.39° 6.26 8.36°
tE 0.103 2.145 0.540 2.664 0.075 2.622 0.266 2.264
P& 0.917 0.034 0.590 0.009 0.939 0.010 0.790 0.025
AEIRENGE SRR SE [ERRERAE BIARE
2H 5
FImET FE FEy FHE FET FHE F3my T
pogiieRaz] 63.25 + 70.18 = 66.44 + 75.58 + 67.14 73.69 + 66.17 + 72.69 +
(n=50) 8.23 7.24° 7.98 8.43° 8.23 7.36° 7.69 9.22°
WEH 63.88 = 74.35 + 66.17 + 79.69 = 66.87 + 77.47 + 65.89 + 76.69 +
(n=50) 8.42 7.39° 7.67 9.11° 7.29 7.69° 7.34 8.34°
t& 0.378 2.850 0.172 2.341 0.173 2.511 0.186 2.275
P& 0.706 0.005 0.863 0.021 0.862 0.013 0.852 0.025

*: 5T, "P<0.05

#:6 WMABEPEHBZEILR[N(%)]
Table 6 Comparison of nursing satisfaction between the two groups of patients [n ( % ) ]

A5 HE BEXHE NHE HEE
XTERA ( n=50) 23 (46.00) 17 (34.00) 10 (20.00) 40 (180.00 )
Me=A ( n=50) 28 (56.00) 19 (18.00) 3(6.00) 47 (94.00)

x' & — — 4.332

P& - — 0.037
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