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Abstract: [ Objective] To explore the practical value of environment—friendly sample release agent combined with ul-
trasound in the preparation of pathological tissue sections.[ Methods] From February 2013 to December 2022, 2 518 patho-
logical specimens submitted by Foshan Municipal Hospital of Traditional Chinese Medicine were selected as the study ob-
jects. Two samples of the same specimen were randomly divided into two groups: the environment—friendly fast group, in

which the pathological tissue sections were made by using the environment—{friendly sample release agent combined with ul-
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trasound; and the traditional group, in which formaldehyde, ethanol and xylene were used to make slices in the conven-
tional way. The differences of hematoxylin (HE) staining effect, immunohistochemistry (IHC) staining effect and MDM2
gene detection result of atypical lipomatous tumorhighly differentiated liposarcoma (ALT/WDL) tissue sections between
the two groups were compared.[ Results] (D The wax of the two groups’ pathological tissues was dehydrated well and the tis-
sue hardness was moderate. After HE staining, the sections of the two groups were intact, without cracks and tremor
marks, and the contrast between nucleus and cytoplasm was appropriate,, with good transparency, uniform staining, and
no tissue loss. The excellent rate and score of HE staining in the environmental fast group were higher than those in the tra-
ditional group, but the difference was not statistically significant (x* = 3.125, P, = 0.070;1 = 0.965, P, = 0.334). @ After
[HC staining of the two groups of sections, the positive location of the cells was accurate, the staining was specific and uni-
form, the staining intensity was moderate, the staining sensitivity was good, and there was no tissue loss. The excellent
rate of IHC staining and the positive rate of IHC staining in the environmental fast group were lower than those in the tradi-
tional group, but the difference was not statistically significant (x,” = 2.769, P, = 0.092; x, = 0.800, P, = 0.375). @ The
background and outline of the two groups of WDL tissue sections were clear, the staining was uniform, the cells were clear
and visible, the nuclear boundary was clear, the hybridization signal was clear and bright under the background fluores-
cence, and there was no miscellaneous signal. The two groups of sections were hybridized successfully, and MDM2 showed
positive amplification. The number of cells successfully hybridized in the environment—friendly fast group was lower than
that in the traditional group, but the difference was not statistically significant (1 = 1.414, P = 0.230). [ Conclusions] The
tissue treatment method of using environment—friendly sample release agent combined with ultrasound can ensure the de-
tection effect of HE staining, IHC staining and MDM2 gene detection of pathological tissue sections, and is more efficient
and environment—friendly, suitable for promotion and use in hospitals at all levels.
Key words: environment—friendly; sample release agent; ultrasonic; section; HE staining; immunohistochemical
staining; MDM?2
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Table 1 Comparison of the excellent and good rate of HE staining in two groups of pathological tissue sections

[ piece (%) |

Traditional group

Total

Environment—friendly fast group

High quality + good piece Qualified piece + unqualified piece

High quality + good piece 2 482(99.96) 7(20.00) 2489(98.85)
Qualified piece + unqualified piece 1(0.04) 28(40.00) 29(1.15)
Total 2483(100) 35(100) 2518(100)
*2 MAREBARKYFBHERBITSLE

Table 2 Comparison of HE staining scores of pathological sections of two groups (points)
Group Cases Grade t P
High quality + good piece 2518 93.15 +2.69

0.965 0.334

Qualified piece + unqualified piece 2518 93.08 +2.45
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Table 3 Comparison of the excellent and good rate of IHC staining in two groups of pathological tissue sections

[ piece (%) |

Traditional group Total

Environment—friendly fast group

High quality + good piece

Qualified piece + unqualified piece

5558(99.82)
Qualified piece + unqualified piece 10(0.18)
Total 5568(100)

High quality + good piece

3(1.35) 5561(96.02)
220(98.65) 230(3.97)
223(100) 5791(100)
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Table 4 Comparison of positive rates of IHC staining in pathological sections of two groups [ piece (%) ]

Traditional group Total
Environmental fast group
Positive Negative
Positive 3764(99.89) 1(0.05) 3765(65.01)
Negative 4(0.11) 2022(99.95) 2026(34.99)
Total 3768(100) 2023(100) 5791(100)
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x5 Wi WDLALYF K MDM2 ERE 23 R Ih 4R # b &
Table 5 Comparison of the number of cells successfully hybridized by MDM?2 gene in two groups of

WDL tissue sections (pieces)
Group Cases Number of cells successfully hybridized t P
Environment—friendly fast group 15 88.71 £ 5.15
1.414 0.230
Traditional group 15 89.65 +5.33
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Appendix figure
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