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Effect of medical hygiene wipes on disinfecting object surface and

compliance to use in an intensive care unit

HE Jin-yu, YU Xiao-jiang , LIU Xiu-ping (Shengjing Hospital of China Medical University ,
Shenyang 110000, China)

[Abstract] Objective To evaluate the effect of medical hygiene wipes on disinfecting object surface and compliance
to use in an intensive care unit (ICU). Methods 30 beds in the ICU at a hospital were randomly selected and
divided into three groups: A, B and C, each group had 10 beds. Group A were only provided hygiene wipes, group
B used towel soaked in chlorine-containing disinfectant (disinfected towel), group C were provided both medical
hygiene wipes and disinfected towel for selected use. Compliance to different disinfection methods, and disinfectant
efficacy on object surface were compared. Results The rate of compliance to disinfection in group A was higher than
group B ( 78.78% vs 42.12%, ¥ = 68.56,P<C0.05) ;except medical disposal trolley and ventilator, compliance to
disinfection of the other object surface in group A were all higher than group B ( all P<C0. 05). Except ventilator,
adenosis triphosphate (ATP) values before and after disinfection of object surface in group A and B were both
significantly different (both P<C0. 05), disinfectant efficacy of group A was superior to group B. Group C used
medical hygiene wipes more than disinfected towel ([836 times,91. 57% ] vs [77 times, 8. 43% ]). Nurses spent
(20.15+ 3.00) minutes on preparing disinfectant every day, and (15. 02 £ 2. 00) minutes on washing used
disinfected towel, while hygiene wipes could be used immediately, discarded after use, and was timesaving.
Conclusion Use of medical hygiene wipes is convenient, rapid, and without irritating odor, it also improves

disinfection effect on object surface and ICU health care workers” compliance to disinfection.
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Table 1 Comparison of compliance to two disfection methods for disinfecting object surface

- A4 B4
Yk R . R . e P
REY R PR KRR R TREC EREFEERE RARCD
TRk 5 234 209 89. 32 226 103 45.58 19.75 <0.01
b % 181 119 65.75 184 89 48.37 3.09 0.08
Ll & 194 147 75.77 297 98 33.00 27. 60 <0. 01
I KL 127 104 81.89 116 74 63.79 1.58 0.21
F i A 101 62 61.39 95 21 22,11 12. 89 <0. 01
R PR 5 1 4% 96 94 97.92 91 40 43.96 11. 44 <0. 01
At 933 735 78.78 1009 425 42,12 68.56 <0.01

F2 WFHFT TR FAG YR RE ATP 22 H L&
(xts)
Table 2 Comparison of ATP values of object surface before

and after disinfected by two disinfection methods

(xts)

LR ] AH B4 t P
PR3k 74 074,09+ 12 536,04 36 521,126 028.05 28.57 <<0.01
LB % 72916, 74+ 7 535.83 55 784,83+ 12 342,82 13,00 <<0.01
LR 56 865.58+ 15 451.95 40 520,297 922,46 11,49 <<0.01
RGN 33287.80+10 107.08 55 807.44£8 191,88 1.52  0.13
P o B 45 47 420.95+2 248,46 38 831.4519997.45 3,89 <0.01

IRBAPIPERIEE 72 661.30£7 716.28 56 694.72+8 184.01 13.13 <C0.01
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Table 3 Number and constitute of two disinfection methods
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At 913 836(91.57) 77(8. 43)
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