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Abstract 

Objectives: To explore candidate parameters for their ability to predict survival and length of hospital 

stay (LOS) in thermal burns patients, to prepare multivariate predictive models for these two 

outcomes, and to compare performance of native models to other models.  

Methods: A retrospective cohort study was undertaken based on record review. Data was extracted 

from files of patients admitted to a tertiary-care burn centre in Lahore, Pakistan from January 1, 2020 

to October 31, 2020. Univariate preselection was used to prepare multivariate logistic regression 

models for each outcome of interest (survival and LOS). Multivariate models were tested and 

compared to other models. 

Results: Increasing TBSA of burn was positively associated with reduced survival and prolonged 

length of stay. Advancing age and full-thickness burns independently predicted decreased survival. 

Burn etiology showed prognostic value: petrol-flame burns predicted decreased survival and 

prolonged LOS; scald was associated with improved survival-odds and shorter LOS. The Survival-

model consisted of (1) Baux score, (2) TBSA>40% and (3) serum albumin <3.5g/dl (AUC=0.968, 

Nagelkerke R2=0.797). The LOS-model consisted of (1) TBSA2 and (2) serum albumin concentration 

(AUC= 0.832, Nagelkerke R2 =0.408). In tests of discrimination and calibration, native models 

prepared for survival and LOS outcomes outperformed other models applicable to our dataset. 

Conclusion: Data from a South Asian burn center has been used to explore factors influencing 

prognosis for their utility in predictive models for survival and the duration of hospital stay. The 

significant prognostic roles of TBSA, age, inhalational injury, burn-depth, etiology of burn, anatomic 

site of burn, hypoalbuminemia and other biochemical parameters were observed. These tools hold 

significance in guiding healthcare policy and in communications with patients and their families. 

Keywords: burn, survival, length of hospital stay, predictive model 
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Introduction 

Models and scoring indices predictive of burn patient outcomes are quality improvement tools. 

Efficient predictions of survival and length of hospital stay (LOS) can support effective triage, allow for 

better communication of expectations with patients and their families, guide healthcare policy and 

help individualize patient management, including decisions of withholding or withdrawing therapy[1]. A 

variety of predictive models have been proposed[2,3]. The role of popular scoring indices, including 

BOBI[4], ABSI[5], Baux score[6], Revised Baux score[7] and the estimate of LOS being 1day/%TBSA 

(total body surface area, burnt)[8], in predicting outcomes has been questioned[2]. Consensus in 

prediction is difficult, and is attributed to differences in patient populations and management 

protocols[9]. It has been recommended that future models explore less-studied variables for their 

predictiveness to better account for variations[2]. As a result, the role of biochemical parameters in 

prediction has recently gained recognition[10-12]. 

With the South-Asian population being under-represented in predictive models[13], published 

predictive tools require validation in this population. The unique characteristics of South-Asian burn 

patients and their care; the high incidence of burns[14], undeveloped burn prevention systems and 

other poverty-related circumstances as malnutrition, poor living conditions, use of unsafe stoves[15], 

and inadequate access to healthcare facilities suggest the need for the development of local models 

which may hold greater validity for this population. Models developed and updated in individual burn 

centers may be of greater clinical utility compared to models developed in different settings[9]. 

The authors conducted this study to explore clinical and biochemical parameters predictive of our two 

outcomes of interest (survival and LOS) in thermal burn patients admitted to a South Asian burn 

center, and to prepare a predictive model for each outcome. The predictive performance of these 

native models, published large-scale predictive models and models derived from scoring indices in 

our population were studied and compared.  

 

 

Methods 

IRB approval was secured to conduct a retrospective cohort study based on record review. Thermal 

burn patients admitted to the Burn Centre, Mayo Hospital, Lahore from January 1, 2020 to October 

31, 2020 were included. Non-thermal burns, re-admissions, incomplete records, those who were 

discharged on request, left against medical advice, or who presented later than 24 hours of being 

burnt were excluded. Our burn centre’s admission criteria for thermal burn patients includes all 

patients with partial-thickness burns of 15% TBSA or greater, patients with full-thickness or deep 

wounds of any surface area, patients with significant co-morbidities, and those with burns involving 

face, hands, feet, genitalia, perineum or major joints in need of specialized rehabilitative intervention. 

Patients with burns of greater than 30% TBSA, inhalation injury, known comorbidities (e.g., diabetes 

mellitus, hypertension, chronic kidney disease) and/or concerning signs of systemic inflammation are 

managed in the Intensive Care Unit (ICU). We defined length of hospital stay (LOS) as the period 

between hospital admission and hospital discharge. Inhalational injury is defined by presence of facial 

burns with singed nasal hair, carbonaceous sputum, stridor or laboured breathing, or history of a 

closed-space fire. ‘Dressing-change under general anesthesia’ is considered an operative 

intervention in this study. Patients with burns predominantly of superficial-partial thickness were 

managed conservatively with interactive dressings. 
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Figure 1: Flowchart of methodology  

 

 

 

  

Data of 162 thermal burn patients 
reviewed 

Data Preparation 

• Patients coded for anonymity 

• Imputed missing data in three variables 

• Outcomes codified as categorical variables 

142 thermal burn patients included 

Survival 

yes or no 

(n=142) 

Length of Stay 

≤16 days or >16 days 

(survivors only: n=95) 

Variable preselection 

• Observe significant correlations 

• Univariate logistic regression  

Multivariate logistic regression models 

Native model testing 

(for discrimination and calibration) 

Comparisons of test results of native models to other 

models 

20 met exclusion criteria: 

• 4 re-admissions, 

• 6 incomplete records, 

• 7 discharged on request/left against 

medical advice, 

• 3 presented >24 hours of being burnt 
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Data was physically extracted from patient files. Parameters recorded include patient age and 

gender, clinical parameters (TBSA, wound depth, anatomical site of burn, etiology of burn), 

comorbidities, biochemical parameters within 24 hours of presentation (serum electrolytes, albumin, 

ALT, urea, creatinine, TLC, Platelet count, PT, aPTT, INR), ICU care, operative management, 

survival and LOS of patients. ABSI, Baux score, revised-Baux score and other variables of published 

models were computed. ABSI has been stratified into a 6-point scale[5], which we labeled ‘ABSI risk-

stratified’. Burn depth in patients is described according to the predominant depth of burns, according 

to which the management strategy was tailored. Cases were coded for anonymity. 

SPSS version 23 was used for statistical analysis, described in figure 1. Single imputation was used 

to ‘fill in’ the missing data which was limited to the variables of serum ALT (14% missing data) and 

coagulation profiles (6.3% missing data). Regression was used to impute, while employing 

constraints of minimum and maximum values, as it serves to preserve the relationship between 

predictors and variables[16]. 

In order to code LOS into a nominal variable, its distribution in survivors was tested for normality, to 

decide on a measure of central tendency. LOS was not normally distributed so the median (LOS=16 

days) was used to divide patients into categories: short LOS/early recovery (≤16 days), and 

prolonged LOS/late recovery (>16 days). 

Similar steps were used in preparing the Survival-predictive model and the LOS-predictive, although 

the LOS-predictive model was developed using data of surviving patients only. Significant correlations 

between covariates and each outcome were observed, while screening for multicollinearity. 

Univariate logistic regression was then employed for variable preselection. Odds ratios and p-values 

were reported. As certain parameters (operative management, LOS, ICU LOS) would not be known 

on day 1 of presentation, they were excluded from multivariate modeling. Only biologically plausible 

factors of p<0.2 were selected for multivariate logistic regression. Models were prepared using 

forward selection and backwards elimination based on the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC), arriving 

at the most predictive and significant models after multiple trials. To avoid ‘overfitting’, we ensured at 

least 10 outcome events were present for each variable in the final model[17]. Performance of the 

models was assessed by Receiver Operating Characteristic (ROC) curve analysis and Hosmer-

Lemeshow (HL) ‘goodness-of-fit’ test. The odds ratios, regression coefficients, p-values and pseudo-

R2 values of the models were reported. 

 

 

 

Results 

We included 142 patients in the final analysis. Table 1 describes patient demographics. Ninety-five 

(66.9%) patients survived. Patient with predominantly superficial-partial burns all survived (p=0.008), 

while only 8(40%) of those with predominantly full-thickness burns survived (p=0.008). The median 

length of hospital stay (LOS) was 16 days (IQR=22). Early recovery (≤16 days) had significant 

positive correlation to superficial-partial burn patients (p=0.023), and late recovery (>16 days) with 

predominant deep-partial burns(p=0.003). The mean TBSA was 32.68% ± 25.3, with positive 
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correlation of TBSA to full-thickness burns(p=0.023) and negative correlation to superficial partial 

burns(p=0.001). Eighty-seven (61.3%) patients who underwent surgery were significantly positively 

correlated(p<0.05) to deep-partial thickness burns and higher levels of serum albumin on the first day 

of admission, and had significant negative correlations (p<0.05) to advancing age, increasing TBSA, 

superficial-partial burns, full-thickness burns, buttock burns, perineal burns and hypokalemia. Twenty-

six (18.3%) patients were admitted to the ICU and showed significant positive correlation to 

increasing TBSA, lower limb burns, back burns, hypoalbuminemia and to being victims of cylinder-

blast burns (p<0.05). 
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Table 1. Patient demographics  

 

 

  
Overall 

Predominant Burn Depth 

Superficial-
partial thickness 

Deep-partial 
thickness 

Full-thickness 

Study population 142 (100%) 13 (9.1%) 109 (76.8%) 20 (14.1%) 

Mean patient age (years) ± SD [range] 
31.29 

± 14.46 
[13-90] 

31.5 ± 12.29 
[13-55] 

30.83 ± 30.83 
[13-90] 

33.65 ± 16.19 
[15-76] 

Male gender  87 (61.3%) 5 (38.4%) 71 (65.1%) 11 (55.0%) 

Mean %TBSA ± 
SD 

 Overall 32.68 ± 25.3 11.5* ± 5.3 33.02* ± 23.8 44.60* ± 32.4 

 in survivors 19.18 ± 10.0 11.5* ± 5.3 21.38* ± 9.8 11.25 ±7.8 

 in expired 
patients 

59.98 ± 24.9 ___ ___ 57.6 ± 26.0 66.8 ± 20.7 

Anatomic site 
of burn 

Upper limb 105 (73.9%) 6* (46.2%) 84 (77.1%) 15 (75.0%) 

Lower limb 99 (69.7%) 8 (61.5%) 77 (70.6%) 14 (70.0%) 

Head/neck 80 (56.3%) 4 (30.8%) 65 (59.6%) 11 (55.0%) 

Chest 57 (40.1%) 5 (38.5%) 43 (39.4%) 9 (45.0%) 

Abdomen 55 (38.7%) 4 (30.8%) 38 (34.9%) 13* (65.0%) 

Back 47 (33.1%) 0* (0.0%) 38 (34.9%) 9 (45.0%) 

Buttocks 35 (24.6%) 1 (7.7%) 26 (23.9%) 8 (40.0%) 

Perineum 33 (23.2%) 1 (7.7%) 24 (22.0%) 8 (40.0%) 

Etiology of burn Petrol flame burn 55 (38.7%) 0* (0.0%) 46 (42.2%) 9 (45.0%) 

Kitchen flame burn 46 (32.4%) 3 (23.1%) 36 (33.0%) 7 (35.0%) 

Scald 23 (16.2%) 10* (76.9%) 11* (10.1%) 2 (10.0%) 

Cylinder-blast burn 12 (8.5%) 0 (0.0%) 11 (10.1%) 1 (5.0%) 

Other thermal burn 6 (4.2%) 0 (0.0%) 5 (4.6%) 1 (5.0%) 

Inhalational injury 80 (56.3%) 4 (30.8%) 65 (59.6%) 11 (55.0%) 

Survivors 95 (66.9%) 13* (100%) 74 (67.9%) 8* (40.0%) 

LOS in survivors 

(days) 

 

Median LOS 16 (IQR=22) 3 (IQR=5) 17.5 (IQR=1
9) 

16.5 (IQR=23) 

Early recovery/  
LOS ≤16 days 

46 (48.4%) 12* (92.3%) 30* (40.5%) 4 (50.0%) 

Late recovery/  
LOS >16 days 

49 (51.6%) 1* (7.7%) 44* (59.5%) 4 (50.0%) 

Comorbidities Patients with 
comorbidities 

14 (9.9%) 2 ______ 10 ______ 2 ______ 

Survivors 9 (64.3%) 2 (100%) 6 (60.0%) 1 (50.0%) 

Mean TBSA ± SD 29.9 ± 20.79 16.0 ± 5.7 34.5 ± 21.4 21.0 ± 26.9 

Median LOS in 
survivors 

17 (IQR=33) 14.5 ______ 25 (IQR=3
8) 

4 ______ 

Operative 
management 

Patients who 
underwent surgery 

87 (61.3%) 0* (0.0%) 80* (73.4%) 7* (35.0%) 

Mean preoperative 
duration (days) ± SD 

9.65 ± 10.4 ___ ______ 9.2 ± 10.42 13.7 ± 10.19 

ICU care Patients managed in 
the ICU 

26 (18.3%) 1 (7.7%) 20 (18.3%) 5 (25.0%) 

Survivors 7 (26.9%) 1 (100%) 6 (30.0%) 0 (0.0%) 

Median Total LOS 
(days) 
 Overall 
 in survivors 
 in expired 

patients 

 
 
9 
28 
7 

 
 
(IQR=20) 
(IQR=9) 
(IQR=5) 

 
 
25 
25 
___ 
 

 
 
___ 
___ 
___ 
 

 
 
10.5 
29 
8.5 

 
 
(IQR=2
1) 
(IQR=1
6) 
(IQR=8) 

 
 
6 
___ 
6 

 
 
(IQR=5) 
___ 
(IQR=5) 
 

Median ICU LOS 
(days) 
 Overall 
 in survivors 
 in expired 

patients 

 
 
6.5 
12 
4 

 
 
(IQR=10) 
(IQR=13) 
(IQR=6) 

 
 
2 
2 
___ 

 
 
___ 
___ 
___ 

 
 
7.5 
12 
5.5 

 
 
(IQR=1
0) 
(IQR=6) 
(IQR=9) 

 
 
3 
___ 
3 

 
 
(IQR=4) 
___ 
(IQR=4) 

*statistically significant at p<0.05 
LOS=length of hospital stay 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted June 22, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.06.14.21258932doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.06.14.21258932
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


Univariate analysis results 

Variables underwent univariate preselection for each model. Odds ratios for variables of survival and 

LOS, having significance of p<0.2, are reported in Tables 2 and 3, respectively. For every 10% 

increase in TBSA, the odds of survival reduced by 3.7 times (CI=2.38-5.88, p=0.001) and the odds of 

long LOS in burn survivors increased by 3.4 times (CI=1.93-5.97, p=0.00). 

Survival in burn patients (see Table 2) was positively predicted by prolonged LOS and surgical 

management and negatively predicted by mortality indices, requirement of ICU care and presence of 

full-thickness burn. Petrol flames decreased survival-odds by 2.5 times, in contrast to scald burns 

which increased odds of survival 3.7 times in admitted patients. Burns involving perineum or large 

anatomical regions as the anterior trunk, or four limbs were the strongest negative predictors of 

survival from amongst anatomical sites. Raised levels of serum potassium, urea and creatinine, and 

hypoalbuminemia were significant negative predictors of survival. 

Prolonged LOS in burn survivors (see Table 3) was positively predicted by mortality indices as Baux 

and Revised-Baux (R-Baux) score, ABSI and BOBI. Surgical management, particularly that involving 

multiple operations, increased odds of long hospital stay. Petrol flames increased odds of late 

recovery by 3.3 times, while scald burns increased odds of early recovery 5.5 times. Perineal, back 

and extremity burns were strong predictors of long hospital stay. Hypoalbuminemia and leukocytosis 

were positive predictors of long LOS. We observed male patients to have increased odds ratio for 

long LOS.  
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Table 2: Univariate regression results for survival 

Variable 
Odds 
ratio 

Confidence 
Interval 

p 
value 

LOS  1.137 1.075-1.202 0.00 

Age (-) 0.95 0.929-0.980 0.00 

Age(in decades) (-) 0.61 0.470-0.786 0.00 

TBSA (-) 0.87 0.824-0.911 0.00 

TBSA2 (-) 0.99 0.997-0.999 0.00 

TBSA (in deciles)  (-) 0.27 0.170-0.420 0.00 

TBSA >40 (-) 0.01 0.003-0.036 0.00 

Baux score (-) 0.90 0.863-0.932 0.00 

R-Baux score (-) 0.94 0.922-0.961 0.00 

ABSI (-) 0.38 0.268-0.531 0.00 

ABSI risk-stratified (-) 0.17 0.095-0.303 0.00 

BOBI (-) 0.49 0.387-0.625 0.00 

No. of operations  7.37 3.419-15.908 0.00 

Operative management  35.81 8.198-156.437 0.00 

Petrol flame (-) 0.40 0.195-0.825 0.01 

Scald  3.67 1.027-13.096 0.05 

ICU care (-) 0.12 0.045-0.308 0.00 

ICU LOS (-) 0.88 0.798-0.976 0.15 

Full-thickness burn (-) 0.27 0.101-0.712 0.01 

Chest burn (-) 0.12 0.055-0.270 0.00 

Abdominal burn (-) 0.20 0.096-0.428 0.00 

Trunk burn (-) 0.05 0.018-0.137 0.00 

Upper limb burn  (-) 0.23 0.084-0.650 0.01 

Lower limb burn  (-) 0.35 0.148-0.837 0.02 

All limbs burnt  (-) 0.07 0.030-0.176 0.00 

Back burn (-) 0.11 0.047-0.234 0.00 

Perineal burn (-) 0.08 0.032-0.204 0.00 

Buttocks burn (-) 0.13 0.054-0.294 0.00 

Serum potassium >5mEq/L (-) 0.44 0.167-1.134 0.09 

Serum potassium <3.5 or 
>5mEq/L 

(-) 
0.59 0.264-1.314 0.20 

Serum Urea>20mg/dl (-) 0.33 0.106-1.018 0.05 

Creatinine (>1.3 mg/dl in 
males, >1.1 mg/dl in females) 

(-) 
0.23 0.094-0.555 0.00 

Albumin <3.5g/dl (-) 0.26 0.107-0.647 0.00 

Serum ALT >40 IU/L (-) 0.61 0.297-1.232 0.17 

(-) represents a negative predictor 
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Table 3: Univariate regression results for LOS 

Variable 
Odds 
ratio 

Confidence 
Interval 

p 
value 

TBSA  1.16 1.086-1.237 0.00 

TBSA2  1.004 1.002-1.006 0.00 

TBSA (in deciles)  3.4 1.931-5.968 0.00 

Baux score  1.04 1.013-1.076 0.01 

R-Baux score  1.03 1.003-1.053 0.03 

ABSI  1.62 1.214-2.173 0.00 

ABSI risk-stratified   2.91 1.617-5.227 0.00 

BOBI  1.19 0.933-1.505 0.17 

No. of operations  3.87 1.767-8.459 0.00 

Days till first operation  1.24 1.072-1.444 0.00 

Operative Management  21 2.630-167.671 0.00 

Petrol flame  3.28 1.265-8.485 0.02 

Scald (-) 0.18 0.056-0.606 0.01 

Male gender  1.72 0.753-3.984 0.20 

Sup.-partial thickness burn (-) 0.06 0.007-0.476 0.01 

Deep-partial thickness burn  4.69 1.553-14.19 0.01 

Upper limb burn  1.95 0.821-4.624 0.13 

Lower limb burn  2.54 1.076-5.989 0.03 

All limbs burnt  10.13 1.228-83.466 0.03 

Back burn  2.37 0.755-7.463 0.14 

Perineal burn  3.07 0.587-16.057 0.18 

Albumin<3.5g/dl  2.73 1.168-6.367 0.02 

TLC>11,000 WBC/mm3  1.98 0.822-4.779 0.13 

(-) represents a negative predictor 

 

 

 

 

Multivariate analysis results 

The Survival-predictive model (Table 4) correctly classifies 92.3% of cases, compared to a control of 

66.9%. Its sensitivity is 95.8% and its specificity is 85.1%. Nagelkerke R2 is 0.797 and Hosmer-

Lemeshow test has a chi-square value of 1.82 and p=0.99. The AUC is 0.97 (95% CI is 0.943-0.994). 

Baux score is the most significant predictor in this model. Using Baux score as a covariate showed 

greater predictive efficiency, discrimination and calibration compared to expanded mortality indices as 

ABSI, BOBI, and the R-Baux score. This suggests that the common factors, i.e., age and TBSA are 

good predictors of survival. 

The LOS-predictive model (Table 5) correctly classifies 73.7% of cases compared to a control of 

51.6%. It has a sensitivity of 69.4% and specificity of 78.3%. Nagelkerke R2 is 0.408 and Hosmer-

Lemeshow test has a chi-square value of 5.87 and p=0.56. The area under receiver operating 

characteristic curve (AUC) is 0.832 (CI=0.749-0.914). TBSA2 is the most significant predictor in this 

model. 
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Table 4: Survival-predictive model 

Covariate Coefficient Odds 
Ratio 

Confidence 
Interval 

p value 

Intercept 11.642 - - - 

Baux score -0.078 0.925 0.886-0.966 0.000 

TBSA>40% -2.802 0.061 0.011-0.342 0.001 

Serum Albumin 
< 3.5g/dl 

-1.927 0.146 0.022-0.984 0.048 

 

 

 

 

Table 5: Length of hospital stay – predictive model 

Covariate Coefficient Odds 
Ratio 

Confidence 
Interval 

p value 

Intercept 1.144 - - - 

TBSA2 0.003 1.003 1.002-1.005 0.00 

Serum Albumin 

concentration 
-0.759 0.468 0.235-0.931 0.031 

 

 

We evaluated the fit of universal models to or native dataset. The results are summarized in these 

Tables 6 and 7 below. The variables used by Ho et al[9] in their Survival-model, i.e., TBSA2, age2 and 

inhalational injury, were used to make a model which was calibrated to our study population. This 

model performed better in tests compared to their original Survival-model. Similarly, the LOS-model 

developed by Ho et al[9], which comprises TBSA, TBSA2, inhalational injury and gender, performed 

better when recalibrated to our population. While ABSI and Baux score were observed to be 

adequate predictors of LOS and survival, BOBI was a poor predictor of each outcome. 

Table 6: Comparison of Survival-predictive models  

 No. of 
variables 

%correctly predicted 
(sensitivity/specificity) 

Hosmer-Lemeshow test 
Chi-square [significance] 

AUC  Nagelkerke 
R2 

Null model 0 66.9 (100.0/0.0) - - - 

Native model 4 92.3 (95.8/85.1) 1.818  [p=0.986]* 0.968 0.797 
Ho et al Survival-recalibrated[9] 3 91.5 (96.8/80.9) 6.564  [p=0.584]* 0.959 0.784 

Baux score[6] o 2 87.3 (92.6/76.6) 7.092  [p=0.527]* 0.949 0.726 

TBSA of burn 1 90.8 (95.8/80.9) 12.682  [p=0.123]* 0.939 0.732 

ABSI[5] o 5 88.0 (96.8/70.2) 6.578  [p=0.474]* 0.928 0.691 

ABSI- risk-stratified[5] o 5 86.6 (87.4/85.1) 3.598  [p=0.463]* 0.914 0.666 

Ho et al Survival-model [9] o 3 83.8 (93.7/63.8) 8.187  [p=0.415]* 0.926 0.594 

R-Baux score[7] o 3 85.2 (94.7/66.0) 6.796  [p=0.559]* 0.916 0.548 

BOBI[4]  3 84.5 (94.7/63.8) 16.825  [p=0.010] 0.834 0.44 

* = significantly-good calibration        o=models derived from scoring indices 
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Table 7: Comparison of LOS-predictive models 

 No. of 
variables 

%correctly predicted 
(sensitivity/specificity) 

Hosmer-Lemeshow test 
Chi-square [significance] 

AUC  Nagelkerke 
R2 

Null model 0 51.6 (100.0/0.0) - - - 

Native model 2 73.7 (69.4/78.3) 5.87  [p=0.556]* 0.832 0.408 

Ho et al LOS-recalibrated[9] 3 74.7 (73.5/76.1) 7.93  [p=0.339]* 0.824 0.395 

LOS=I day per%TBSA[8] 1 69.5 (65.3/73.9) 11.37  [p=0.123]* 0.812 0.371 

Ho et al LOS-model [9] 4 69.5 (65.3/73.9) 13.72  [p=0.056]* 0.809 0.356 

ABSI risk-stratified[5]o 5 66.3 (63.3/69.6) 0.72  [p=0.697]* 0.709 0.206 

ABSI[5] o 5 66.3 (63.3/69.6) 5.32  [p=0.256]* 0.693 0.164 

Baux score[6] o 2 60.0 (55.1/65.2) 3.99  [p=0.781]* 0.664 0.12 

R-Baux[7] o 3 62.1 (65.3/58.7) 12.07  [p=0.098]* 0.639 0.086 

BOBI score[4] 3 52.8 (59.2/45.7) 18.78  [p=0.01] 0.592 0.027 

* = significantly-good calibration        o=models derived from scoring indices 

 

 

Discussion 

Data from a South Asian burn center was used to explore commonly-recorded clinical and 

biochemical parameters for their utility as predictors of survival and length of hospital stay (LOS). In 

agreement with previous studies[2,3], we observed thermal burns of increasing TBSA to predict 

decreased chances of survival and longer hospital stay, and advancing age to portend fewer chances 

of survival. Hypoalbuminemia and perineal burns consistently related to decreased survival and 

prolonged LOS. Female gender showed weak correlation (p=0.2) to LOS but not to survival. Patients 

with full-thickness burns were significantly associated with increasing TBSA and decreased survival. 

Early recovery (≤16 days) was significant associated with superficial-partial burn patients, and late 

recovery (>16 days) with deep-partial burn patients. Burn etiology showed predictive significance in 

our population. Petrol-flame burns predicted prolonged LOS and decreased survival; scald was 

associated with shorter LOS and improved survival-odds. Native models prepared for survival and 

LOS outcomes performed well compared to existing models and models derived from scoring indices 

applicable to our dataset. 

In an effort to improve model performance, different variables have been explored for their prognostic 

significance. The simplest models use TBSA alone[8,18]. The Baux score[6] derives from TBSA and 

patient age. These factors are joined with inhalational injury in the Revised-Baux score[7], BOBI[4], and 

the Survival-model of Ho et al[9]. The ABSI[5] further includes sex and presence of full-thickness burn. 

The LOS-model of Ho et al[9] includes TBSA, sex and inhalational injury. Recent studies have 

explored the prognostic roles of early biochemical findings including hypoalbuminemia[10,11] and 

abnormal blood total leukocyte count (TLC)[12]. The modifiable nature of biochemical parameters 

enables them to provide greater prognostic insight than many non-modifiable clinical parameters. 

Studies suggest hypoalbuminemia to be is a strong independent predictor of survival[10] and of 

LOS[11], in agreement with our observations. A study in Taiwan[11] found hypoalbuminemia positively 

correlated to early multiorgan dysfunction syndrome, decreased extubation rates and increased ICU 

LOS. While the prognostic role of early leukocytosis has been suggested[12], we found 

hypoalbuminemia to hold greater predictive value. 

The native Survival-model and LOS-model, both outperformed applicable models in tests of 

discrimination and calibration. The Survival-model accounted for 96.8% of variation in survival and 

the LOS-model accounted for 83.2% of variation. This lends to the opinion[9] that burn centers should 
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prepare and update independent models by extracting data from their own population if the objective 

of a clinically-relevant model is to be achieved. However, incorporation of variables of other models 

into a local model is an option; recalibration of the models of Ho et al[9] to the study population greatly 

improved model performance.  

Survival showed strong correlation to prolonged LOS and surgical management. Patients who 

underwent surgical management were about 30 times more likely to survive, which is in agreement 

with findings of previous studies[18-20]. Univariate analysis revealed hypoalbuminemia, hyperkalemia, 

uremia, high creatinine and raised ALT on admission to be independent negative predictors of 

survival. While inhalational injury did not meet our criteria for a predictive model of survival, Smith et 

al[21] found inhalational injury to not be a strong predictor as well. We observed Baux score to be the 

best predictor of survival from amongst mortality scoring indices.  

Length of hospital stay is a difficult outcome to predict; a review[2] found studied models could account 

for only 15-75% of population variation in LOS. Our univariate regression analysis revealed 

established mortality indices to be significant predictors of LOS, in agreement with previous studies[4-

6]. The ‘LOS=1 day/%TBSA’[8] rule was able to account for 81.2% of variation in our population’s LOS, 

surpassed only by our LOS-model and that of Ho et al[9]. We found addition of serum albumin 

concentration to TBSA, increased predictive efficiency and ability to account for variation in LOS to 

83.2%. We observed the anatomic site of burn to be predictive of LOS; burns involving the perineal 

region significantly correlated to longer LOS and increasing TBSA, similar to the observation of 

Frugoni et al[12]. Burns involving the lower limbs were observed to significantly increase odds of 

delayed recovery, similar to the observation of Sanderson et al[19]. Peripheral artery disease[22], 

relative vascular insufficiency of large adipose tissue deposits[23], complications of premature weight 

bearing and of delayed ambulation[24], and poor compliance of patients and family caregivers with the 

demands of physiotherapy are all limiting factors to healing of lower limb burn wounds. However, we 

observed a weak significant correlation (p=0.09) of lower limb burns to diagnosed comorbidities in our 

population; further study is needed to clarify its predictive value. The association of female gender 

with prolonged LOS has been observed previously[9,20], though we found its impact difficult to assess 

due to multi-collinearity. 

Thermal burn etiology has prognostic significance; we observed scald burn patients had increased 

odds of survival and early recovery, in contrast to petrol flame burns. However, scalds were 

significantly (p<0.01) positively correlated to female gender, superficial-partial burns and decreasing 

burn surface area, while petrol flames showed strongly significant (p<0.01) positive correlation to 

male gender, deep-partial burns and increasing TBSA. Wong et al[25] found burn etiology predictive of 

mortality, not LOS, while Bhatia et al[26] found no benefit in adding burn etiology in their model. 

As our unit is a public sector tertiary care setting which caters services to densely populated areas of 

Lahore and its surroundings, patients of low socioeconomic status, who often live and work in 

hazardous surroundings, are likely to have been over-represented in this study. This population of 

patients and their family caregivers often cannot bear the indirect costs incurred from prolonged 

hospitalization, and they choose to be discharged on request or leave against medical advice; 

economic considerations have a role in predicting LOS. High patient-load attributable to a lack of 

preventive services, and limitations of beds/justice are also determinants of LOS. Similar problems 

are faced in other South Asian units[27, 28]. 

The authors recommend that an improved injury surveillance system, (as the SABR-South Asian 

Burn Registry[14]) be implemented, targeting identified predictive factors and others deemed plausible, 

in order to better prepare adequate burn prevention strategies such as public education, particularly 
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in rural areas, training of laborers, infrastructural support and implementation of safety standards in 

kitchen stoves. Predictive models can then be prepared and updated alongside this index system, 

with separate models for groups suffering burns of different etiologies. Factors less uniformly 

recorded, including pre-existing health-conditions of patients, patient education, cooperation of family 

caregivers with treatment and hospital factors are likely to have prognostic significance and warrant 

investigation in future studies. 

Limitations 

This study has some limitations. It observes a selected sample of cases presenting to a single center. 

Certain variables of interest, as percentage of full-thickness burn, Abbreviated Injury Score, body 

mass index, history of tobacco use and preadmission steroid use were not consistently available on 

record-review. The pediatric burns population is not represented; no patients under 13 years’ age 

were included in this study. 

Conclusion  

Data from a South Asian burn center has been used to explore factors influencing prognosis that may 

be used in locally-relevant predictive models for survival and the duration of hospital stay. The 

significant prognostic roles of well-studied predictors as TBSA, age, and inhalational injury, as well as 

burn-depth, biochemical parameters, etiology of burn and anatomic site of burn have been observed. 

These tools hold significance in guiding healthcare policy and in communications with patients and 

their families. 
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