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Comparison of efficacy of different cleaning methods used in gynecological
and obstetrical surgical instruments

PENG Xiao-hong , ZHENG Dong-yun ( The People’s Hospital of Dujiangyan, Dujiangyan
611830, China)

[Abstract] Objective To compare the cleaning efficacy of gynecological and obstetrical surgical instruments by
different cleaning methods, so as to find out the effective cleaning method. Methods ~ Sixty sets of artificial abortion
instruments used in an outpatient department of gynecology and obstetrics were randomly divided into 3 groups(A,
B,C, 20 for each), group A adopted multi-enzyme immersion in combination with manual clean, group B adopted
multi-enzyme immersion combined with machine wash, and group C adopted ultrasonic clean with machine wash,
cleaning efficacy of three groups were compared. Results Assessment by visual inspection and magnifying glass
showed that the qualified rate of cleaning of group C was significantly higher than group A and B(99. 78% vs
73.48%; 99.78% vs 78.70% ; both<C0.0125);group A and B was not significantly different (P>>0. 0125). The
qualified rate of cleaning of non-lumen instruments in group A and B were both significantly higher than lumen in-
struments (both P<C0. 05). Occult blood test result showed that the qualified rate of group C was significantly high-
er than group A and B (99. 16% vs 75.00%3; 99. 16% vs 80. 61%; both P<C0.0125); group A and B was not sig-
nificantly different (P>>0. 0125). The qualified rate of cleaning between lumen and non-lumen instruments of three
groups was not significantly different respectively (all P=>0. 05). Conclusion On the basis of immersion in multi-
enzyme, ultrasonic clean in combination with machine wash can improve the cleaning quality of intricate and lumen
instruments and ensure the sterilization efficacy.
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Table 1 Qualified rate of surgical instrument cleaning in three groups assessed by visual and magnifying glass inspection (%)
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A4 60. 00(36/60) 75.50(302/400) 6.43 <0. 05 73. 48(338/460)
B4 63.33(38/60) 81. 00(324/400) 9.71 0. 01 78. 70(362/460)
C4l 98. 33(59/60) 00(400/400) 0.01 =>0. 05 99. 78(459/460)
Xz 28. 047 106. 634 132. 677

P 0. 001 0. 001

0. 001
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Table 2 Qualified rate of surgical instrument cleaning in three groups assessed by occult blood test (%)
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A 69. 44(25/36) 78.33(47/60) 0. 95 =>0. 05 75.00(72/96)
B 76.32(29/38) 83.33(50/60) 0.73 =0.05 80. 61(79/98)
C4 98.31(58/59) 100. 00(60/60) 0 =>0.05 99, 16(118/119)
XZ 16. 500 13. 858 29. 026

P 0. 001 0. 001

0. 001
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