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Figure 1 Flow chart of standardized reprocessing of flexible endoscopes

ANBURE  BAFTE N SRR 53 2006 28 0ok b v b Ak 3
JEHI N E A AER Wl lG 22 b 3, @2 40t
G —NMRFEAR AT NERES R, @14
TP 60 B P BT DR B DR A AR

1.5 it 5 H % BN Excel 2017 BUH 3% A
P, 0 H SPSS 25. 0 #4748 it 0 . T E R R IE
Ao R R £ R 22358 R I FEA ¢ K 50
HEAT FO R s THECERE SR RIS BOR S8 4 3R, ok R J7 e
BT s P<<0.05 hEFEASIF¥E L,

2 H®R

2.1 WmARBE—&FTA LA 2060 FNBE.A A
1 BAHNEE K Olympus 290 &5, P4 5 55N
3% B 50 4. A LHNBEE RS (3. 78 £
0. 93)4F , B 20 N B AdE HI 18] 2y (3. 80 £ 0. 85) 4F, 20
B Z R LGB X (1= —0.24.P =0.815),

2.2 WANBHEESKE AR BAHNESKEK



o R e 2% A 2026 4R 1 HEE 25 5% 1 ) Chin ] Infect Control Vol 25 No 1 Jan 2026

WA MR BN 96, 12% .92, 23% . T 41 & #5 %

R PIALNBIIN B 5 11 00 LA

W EZER TS IT#E X (P>0.05), HPHENHE Table 1 Comparison in disinfection qualified condition
B B G M R A LR L 25 R G between two groups of endoscopes
B P>0.05, W& 1, WA NG [ E H Al B4l
94 b 3 LB L 7 R 0 R 4 o R
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Table 2 Comparison in disinfection qualified condition of different channels between two groups of endoscopes
A2 B4
i { x> P
B EAD BHEF ) B EAD BHE)
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Table 3 Distribution of bacterial count of two groups of endo-

scopes after disinfection (No. of endoscopes [ % ])

i A B4l
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Table 4  Cost-effectiveness analysis of endoscope cleaning

agents and disinfectants of two groups of endoscopes

4151 f?j /a(ﬁzf C/E AC  AJE AC/AE
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Table 5 Distribution of pathogens of bacterial culture of two groups of endoscopes
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At 51 100 70 100 121 100
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