以回收率、活動力與動力指標來比較兩種不同精液洗滌方法的差異
Comparison of two sperm separation methods: effect on recovery, motility, and motion parameters 
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Objective: This study was undertaken to compare the Enhance (Percoll; Conception Technologies, San Diego, CA) and PureSperm (Gen X International, Madison, CT) sperm preparation methods with respect to recovery (sperm concentration), total motility(percentage of motile sperm), progressive motility (%), and motion parameters.

Materials and Methods: Thirty normal men who presented for semen analysis. Each of 30 semen specimens were equally divided and each aliquot was prepared using two different density gradient centrifugation methods. The sperm concentration, motile sperm recovery, percent motility, and motion parameters were measured for each semen specimen (n = 30) before and after separation with the use of the two methods. The outcomes were presented as mean ± SDV. Two-tailed paired t-test was used for statistics analysis. Differences were considered statistically significant at P<0.05.

Results: The sperm concentration (x106) after Puresperm preparation is 67.4 ± 54.0 compared to 44.8 ± 47.6 after Percoll preparation, P < 0.05.The total motility(%) in Puresperm method is 82.8 ± 6.4 compared to 87.9 ± 6.4 in Percoll method, P < 0.05.There was no difference in progressive motility(%) between two groups. The motion parameters after CASA calculation also revealed no difference between Puresperm and Percoll preparation methods.

Conclusions: Semen preparation with PureSperm resulted in significant more sperm number than Percoll. However, Percoll separation method produced more motile sperm than Pure- Sperm method. In concern to the progressive motility (%) and other motion parameters, Puresperm method appears to be as effective as Percoll for the recovery of good, progressively motile sperm. Further perspective study is needed to evaluate these two different sperm preparation methods on the clinical outcome of IUI and IVF-ET.   


