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Evaluation on the effect of three kinds of duodenoscopy disinfection methods

HAN Ling — yang' ,SUN Qing — fen’ ,WANG Guang — fen’
(1 Tongchuan Maternity Child Health Hospital of Shaanxi;Tongchuan Shaanxi 727007; 2 Affiliated Hospital of Chifeng
University ;3 Ningbo Medical Center Lihuili Hospital , China)

Abstract Objective To evaluate the effect of three types of duodenoscopy disinfection and the effect of endoscopic retro-
grade cholangiopancreatography on the incidence of postoperative cholangitis. Methods 396 patients with ERCP in a class
three grade hospital from January 2017 to December 2017were studied as subjects. They were divided into three groups. In
the routine disinfection group of 123 people, ortho — phthalaldehyde was used for routine disinfection. There were 101 pa-
tients in the repeated disinfection group. The duodenoscopy was repeatedly disinfected by ortho — phthalaldehyde. The duod-
enoscopy of 172 people in the peracetic acid group were disinfected with peracetic acid. The three groups of endoscopic
cleaning and disinfection and the incidence of postoperative cholangitis in patients were compared. Results The colony
count of duodenoscopy was 18.62 +6.13,10.71 +3.52 and 1. 15 +0. 32 cfu/parts in the routine disinfection group ,repeat-
ed disinfection and peracetic acid group,and the colony counts of the pliers were 25.33 +7.86,16.97 +5.35 and 3. 14 +
0.95cfu / pieces in three groups. The colonies of the endoscopy and the pliers in the repeated sterilizing group and the per-
acetic acid group were lower than those of the routine disinfection group,and the difference was statistically significant (F =
749.450,P <0.01 ;F =686.842,P <0.01). The incidence rate of cholangitis in the three groups was 8.13% , 2.97% and
1. 18% ,respectively. There was statistical difference among the three groups (x° =9.466,P <0.01) . Conclusion  The
effect of repeated disinfection of duodenoscopy or peracetic acid disinfection are better than routine group,and can reduce
the incidence of cholangitis.
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