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WE B 8 W B SRR T 5 2% 12 W/ A
(PGD/PGS) 3897 JAIIARIHEEL, & 4 845 PGD/PGS JRY7 it 72
R O, IR RIS . ik AT PGD/
PGS Bi2# 1) 283 XK AAHY 309 ANGYT WG B, 43 Bk K AL
BRIT R R IR R R AR LIS L. S8R 283 Xh kA
o, PR (R S5 4T PGD IR YT Y L B R e, 2k 223 4, oy
78. 8% ; P % 5 24 38 ( FISH) R 41) b A B A 20
FACFA(array-CGH) F1 AR P HAR( NGS) 31X 3 Foy 24
I R %L, 45 5 W7 array-CGH 40 (4 IR A T 46 I Th 2 5 T 5
AN, 22 Geit 22 (P <0.05) ; FISH 41 (1% 1E % L Jif
T array-CGH 11 NGS 21, {H R FE PP A RAR F X 4, 2%
SWHEGIT2ER (P <0.05) ; FISH I REEIRFAL T NGS
H, 2 A G (P <0.05) s A H AT PGD/PGS i
IRIE YRR AL, 22 TG4 3 3 3853 PGD/PGS Hi AR
HTFRICHAEBE , B FISH 5 array-CGH 12 W7 5 % L4, B
LR ZE R G ITFE L. &8 PGD/PGS B AR RIA
IT A% s = 16 BB A B IR A 35 s FISH L array-CGH Fl
NGS iX 3 FHZWHE B A AR 12 W 772, {2 array-CGH
M NGS L 112 Wikl 352 FISH /&
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AL C 28 A B N A R A 32 20
Z—o 1990 A AL E 5] FiRE T 388 1% 2712 W7 ( preim—
plantation genetic diagnosis, PGD) $ A 22 ), 4L 4= ,
TRRE T A B v pm m gt . PGD 2
TRTERS ML Z RS IV Jif 1A 7 38 A~ A, 4 2 JUR e 14
AR, e I W B R KU, ) R R A% A ikt
Yo AT AL s ARG Y 2 LR AR o Fh AR RIS AL 2 0
A ( preimplantation genetic screening, PGS) % K J& 48
TERAE 0T LR IR BEAT AR B A% AT A, PRI 1B
RIGREAR , LU P S A 8, AR 7 38 1274
ARALFHE PCR £ 77 4232 ( fluorescence in situ
hybridization, FISH) £ A fall 4 41 b 85 A 20 2% 52
K ((array comparative genomic hybridization, array—
CGH) . — X ¥ 4% K ( next generation sequencing,
NGS) &5« ZICIEE 34 1 5206 PGD /PGS H AR
3309 NG YT R AT, LA X S B R T i
e Kl PR &5 Jmy 1) 43 BT FLEL &5, 5 78 i R _E PGD/
PGS [ HAR SR S %

1 #MR5EIZ%

1.1 HRSKIRE

1.1.1 &6 #4 2009 4F 1 H ~2016 4F 12 A7
GRERI A5 — B I B A 4 IR 2% 0 4T PGD/
PGS HiZ£ 11 283 XF 4T 309 AR Y7 SR I 0 55 Ak

analysis showed that the expression of Kca3. 1 and NLRP3 protein in platelets of UC was significantly correlated ( r

=0.877, P <0.05). There was a general correlation between Kv3. 1 and NLRP3 expression at protein level, but

the difference was not statistically significant. The expression of Kca3. 1, Kvl. 3 and NLRP3 proteins in platelets of

UC were not correlated with erythrocyte sedimentation rate, C—eactive protein and Mayo scores. Conclusion The

expression of NLRP3 and potassium channels in platelets of UC patients is increased, and there is a certain correla—

tion between these two index.

Key words

ulcerative colitis; Kca3. 1; Kvl. 3; potassium channel; NLRP3



* 406 - B EAKFFIR  Acta Universitatis Medicinalis Anhui 2018 Mar; 53( 3)

1.1.2 PGD & mie O Rid—J5si iy Je kg
Hak &5t 5% @ S @ % 8wt 1L s @
HLA [ 5 i 7y Bk R #EH

1.1.3 PCS#EmiE D mil: @ AWK E kM
T EOAN RATIR L @) S A I

1.2 #MRFE

1.2.1 %7738 f PGD/PGS i WUk B, AR
P FERE P A3 KT BB 7R T S I R A s
ML HEDR 7 %8, R 4 B8 B IS ER A &, 4
F F IRV E A KN, WU G0 R 1 B
255 000 ~ 10 000 IU,36 h J5 2 /il B #8519 F 4¢3
HUOP. DS 2 424 ] ( metaphase 11, M D)
() IR -5 FAT HARG T O L N T G 32 kG . 16 ~ 18 h
JE B RGO, 2RI 2 ~5 d WEE T SO %L
Wl & B G B TG R I AR OB A FT 4L
o

1.2.2 FISH % 48 4~JE W R ] FISH 31712
Wr. SZHKiE5 3 KEGAE E 6 ~ 10 Ui, 164
BUB 1 ~2 DONER, Fe R B4 A L Im A4 i
W ( 0.01 mol/L HCL + 1% Tween20) J 13 & #r E
YR AZ L B 28 PBS MBS £ (50% ,70% ,
100% ) FWA K 2 min J5 & FIHAR(0. 1 mg/ml
MR [ +0. 01 mol/L HCL) 37 °C KA ZMF T 4b 3
10 min. $FZEMK, W E W (1% Z W EE) 5 min
58 J5 PR K 242 PBS Il LR 2B 4% K 2
min. R FOMEREFZY 2 pl, s i3 A, 5 A
B A BT 37 ClRAER . WHIRVEH
B R R SR B 5 T 05 YA R BT 6 7 K5
Antifade I, JiUE FHOCRMEE F AL R Hk A
MIEIR AR SRR F% , T55 5 RARYE FISH 25 Rk £ IR i
ot 2Wi S e sk R Jin 5 o 22 B IR IR 5>
FE A o

1.2.3 array-CGH 3% 225 AWK A array - CGH
T W . ZHEE 5 ~6 d, A% T BRI,
TR S ~ 10 A2 372 4R J2 40 B, A Sure Plex
DNA Amplification System & 7] & BEf7 4L H P~
B XY R W BEAT Cy3-CyS FGhRICIF 458 T
Blue Gnome 24 sure V3 ;s o Ve H )5, #1d Inno
Scan 710 HIHAXFAF# A1 Blue Fuse Multi Z4450Hr )5
PAFEHE - B IG RS IR i S R . ARPEIS W 4S
B RPN IE R IR T R RS R R A . 12 R
B AN IR A T R A -

1.2.4 NGS % 36 /&K% H NGS gk 112 Wi«
ZHEE S ~6 d, Wih kKT B RMET, IS ~ 10
AN FRIMNRZ AN, MDA vk 4 L 413 38 8 7= )
gl kK )5 , F life tech 1 ION XPRESS LIBRARY
KIT #a) JESCE , ARASEHE 5 o0 e K305 K I 1 IR Jie
TR RIS WSS R, B2 W # IR AT
RG22 W7 5 W BUR B IR e A T 88
i

1.2.5 Jadkehshiifeliiz  BHEIE 14 d 5 L
NGB PR MR R /KT 5 2 15 IR Uk B A e 30
d B RGO LR R B IE O W IRFE IR 2
ORI PEANIC S B2 W B R O B AR LA
AR A TCH AR E A

1.3 Zit=4&3E  RHA] SPSS 19.0 GEit 84y
ARG TR 25 Fom. T
FEARSBP B I, A5 A B A A ¢ ke, &
e PR 35 . AT 2 41 (R 34K LU AR B, A A
IEA G W J7 22 3 01 B ARFF B B 045, fif
FAESHR R . RH x* B9 & Fisher B U482 1
HEATAHOGCRITIL AL, P <0.05 KR ZERA G FE
o

2 HR

2.1 ZMBENERERZR AP A 2009 4
A TFE PGD/PGS £AR LK, £ 283 Xt R4 2 1h
¥7, AT 309 SRR . Horh Aot S E S AR
(29.37 £4.76) % , RZPAER K (3. 15 £2.73) 4, 1%
B K 48 %0 ( body mass index, BMI) g (22.25 +
2.88) kg/m*, ELAiON ¥ 3 2 ( basic follicle stimu—
lating hormone , bFSH) J4( 6. 58 +1.63) IU/L, &l
A A= % & ( basic luteinizing hormone, bLH) &
(4.99 +£2.54) 1U/L,

2.2 37E PGD/PGS KWK E B 24 283
XFRAA T, P — I 88U Je k47 PGD R YT 1Y
Ay 223 3], 5 78. 8% , Horh LR A 131 4], 2
P A 89 19,3 W RFEXTT WA o PR
AT PGDIGIT YA 4 1], 5 1. 4% , b 1 51 LG
VB FRAS R S0 ik (K 451 3 ok ) FISH HARA 714531
WEHE, 73 3 ol e RIS K BAREE 2%
B e R B AR B NG, R ] NGS 512
Wrs PRIAS B Ji DT A P it 7 AN R A 0 B (38 )
S TR 13 5]) Al (S 1) 47 PGS IRI7 Y
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A 56 i, i 19. 8% »
2.3 PGD/PGS SEHE1ER 7
2.3.1 FISH.array-CGH #= NGS 3 #F# Wi 7 % ¢ 1t
3% SpPriad FISH. array-CGH H1 NGS 35X 3 Flijy i
ZWiiY 309 4~ PGD JEIH , FLEGX 3 R iE 2 ML
LR R FISH 4RI /NF NGS 4, 2 5% A
Giitegag X ( P <0.05) ; FISH 20 5 35 5185 S 44 1%
SR T array-CGH 41 M1 NGS 4, 2 J ¥ H 45
AR (P <0.05) ; array-CGH ZH i 176 K6 i 20 38 15
T FISH 4 Fl NGS 4, ZR ¥ A ZIT#E L (P <
0.05) ; FISH £ i) Jc VR Jif B A8 J&] 9] L 2R AR T array—
CCGH 4, 2 R H G it X (P <0.05) ,FISH 41
IEH G2 T array-CGH F1 NGS 21, (H IR JIG B A
FAKT array-CGH 41 NGS 4, 22 H ¥ H it
X (P <0.05) ,FISH £H f1lfs PR & 3R K T NGS 4.,
EFAGITFE L (P <0.05);3 i J5 ik B4 8
BMI. G S JE Rl 5 A0« Gn £+ Gn KB 32 K5 %L O
BCRIER R, ER WG E L. WE 1
2.3.2 R E% A4 PGD/PGS s etk % ik
LI7 BTG AONR R R BN R AR S AR
SFE S AT PGD /PGS I 97 1Y I IR 4 Ui 2% 43 5
F7:48. 7% 46. 3% 46. 2% Fl 25. 0% , % 41 1] 4T U§
REFIGIFE L. WE 1.
2.3.3 W EKS 4T PCD B B0 547
AR SR R (SRR A I A% AN i B U

Je
PGD

AR AT LAAT 250 3 53 DR A 49 7 ) S S SR DT I 1t
1) ST AN JAI A7 0 11 S5 5 IR o8 3 2% A I PR 45
e BFXSIX MR 5 07 2T, AR AR ] array-CGH
PoRILIHE 113 4~ PCD J 1], H b B A3k 5) i 43
AJEIY]AREL )00 70 A JA I HUX P 4 A8 45
bR, 225 B RGeS TR IR 2.

= 50

< 40

£ 50

520

il

0

i Gt Byt R BZ’Eﬁﬂﬁ
R e AN R iR S

1 FEFEFT PGD/PGS I RIEIR = b4

2.4 PGD/PGS H&ETFRIER #uk 2016 4F 12
A BT AR A LEE 70 6], oK SR A H AR B
BT NGS :A A= 4 ), Fom R, i H
FISH I array-CGH W #1112 Wi J7 ¥ th A= #9387 4= Lo
HMR . K EAREEZSH LRI FE L, W
#£3.

3 itig

IEWRTEA 27, PGD I IR b — M n 1 F AT &
#:O é’éﬁiﬁ‘#ﬁ,@?ﬁiﬁiﬁﬁ—ﬁ%##ﬁ%
W7 Yo R S o Horp e e fR ) (0 (M B 5 or &

F1 XA3MISHHEH PGD/PGS FHALLE(x )

5 H FISH array-CGH NGS X' /F 14 P
TS R () 48 225 36 - -
AEIR( %) 27.8 £3.4" 29.5 4.9 30.8 +4.9 7.316 0.026
BMI( kg/m?) 21.54+2.22 22.37 £2.94 22.44 £3.23 1.768 0.172
bFSH ( 1U/L) 6.88 +1.84 6.53 +1.58 6.56 +1.63 0.952 0.387
bLH( IU/L) 5.06 +2.50 5.01 +2.58 4.77 £2.46 0.513 0.774
Gn REU( d) 11.8 2.4 11.8 2.2 11.8+1.9 0.366 0.833
Gn FI&(U) 2391 £640 2 306 =688 2 496 + 687 1.359 0.258
R () 18.2+7.4 15.8 +8.0** 14.6 +8.1** 7.197 0.027
MII( #7) 14.8 +6.5 14.0 +7.4 12.6 +7.3 3.437 0.179
;fﬂ;'%jz 12.8 £5.4 11.3+6.0 10.9 +6. 1 4.696 0.096
IEE A *5( 12.7 5.3 11.1+6.0 10.7 +5.9 5.264 0.072
SRR IR R M) 6.8+2.8 5.1+3.2%% 5.2+2.8%% 12.900 0.002
TR IG B A 324 1156 186 - -
IR (%) 92.28%(299/324) *  99.13%( 1146/1156)  94.09% ( 175/186) * 51.993 0.000
IEFEAGE( %) 36.11% (117/324)  28.46% (331/1156) ** 24.73% (46/186) ** 9.215 0.010
TCMRHGRAR JE T LR (%) 10.42% (5/48) * 28.89% ( 65 /225) 19.44% (7/36) 7.868 0.020
B R (IR) 31 0 0 - -
AR IR A (IR) 22 175 10 - _
(%) 23.86% (21/88) 47.46% (84/177) **  80.00%(8/10) ** 20. 007 0.000
I IR AT R ( % ) 39.62% (21/53) © 47.43% (83/175) 80.00% ( 8/10) 5.542 0.063
WP %) 4.76% (1/21) 14.46% (12/83) 0(0/8) 1.685 0.502

5 NGS #:1b#: ™ P <0.05; 5 FISH 3£ [b48: ** P <0.05; 5 array-CGH : [b#%: #P <0. 05



= 408 -

B EAKFFIR  Acta Universitatis Medicinalis Anhui 2018 Mar; 53( 3)

®2 EREEFADSMIIEESAT array-CGH i% PGD BIEIRILLE (~ =)

WiH PG AHE S r /71 1l P{H
TS R A 43 70 - -

LRI #) 28.8+3.9 28.1+4.2 -1.382 0.167
BMI( kg/m?) 21.63 +2.76 22.61 £2.45 -1.960 0.053
bFSH ( IU/L) 6.30+1.82 6.57 +1.28 -0.849 0.399
bLH (IU/L) 5.13+2.42 4.95+2.35 0.390 0.697
Gn REU( d) 11.7+1.9 11.8+2.3 -0.165 0.869
Gn i (U) 2205 £708 2258 612 -0.419 0.676
SO ) 17.5 +8.0 15.9 +8.7 0.965 0.337
MII( #%) 15.7+7.3 13.8+7.7 1.282 0.203
ZRIB( ) 12.6 +5.6 11.2 6.7 1.146 0.254
P05 ( #) 12.4 £5.5 11.0 +6.6 1.155 0.250
SETE A IR RSB M) 5.5+3.2 5.0£3.2 0.819 0.415
TR G B 235 347 - -

E IR %) 100.00% ( 235 /235) 99. 14% ( 344 /347) - 0.277
EHMIAZ( %) 28.51% (67/235) 23.05% ( 80/347) 2.209 0.137
TEHRNEFEATE R 2% %) 23.26% ( 10/43) 38.57% (27/70) 2.837 0.092
Tl R LR AE (1K) 35 46 - -

FAER( %) 51.43% (18/35) 55.32% (26/47) 0.122 0.727
e PRATIRZR( %) 51.43% (18/35) 54.35% (25/46) 0.068 0.794
R %) 11.11% (2/18) 28.00% (7/25) 1.804 0.263

%3 FISH # array-CGH £ H A& FRIFRLE(x +5)

. FISH array-CGH
i E| /ZI 18 PiE
(n=20) (n=46)
PRI /%) 12/8 28/18 0.004 0.947
HEK(cm) 49.50 +1.24 49.96 £1.62 -1.490 0.136
AT ( ke) 3.54 £0.46 3.41 +0.52 0.941 0.350

T VAN L VAN e NN /R ER N S A SR i PR i)
PRIIER ) SF S E N o et iR S5 T DA D8 4L
S IR R F T SRR T VB kT
T A H R 8 1K G LS BE R S
Eo PR HAE—BARET R R K 0.5% ~
1.0% , 7EA AN B2 s NHE b i & A 26 AT 3K 2%
~10% o I, PGD $ A T #5 Bl R e €5 1A S35 1
ANZE FAF VAT IR BRI G DI AR I 7= XU , A5
IEHEC. ASCAT PGD/PGS B2 (1) 283 fil &,
PRI 0 1 S 4 47 PGD A5 223 X I 1H, 5 451 5 1
78. 8% , A] WYL A A S B R A UL R 2 B AT PGD
(e BN @ HILPE. ARH0E 3 Bt
1T PGD, o 1 i e RIERUE R B AR,
KHINGS iz, CAEF — R 2 55 2 64 5
EEZRFRERG R FERLN N H, YR
NGS ¥:i2Wr, B E MV B ¥ NS E iRk @ i
B . AR 1 BB , AL AL
FFR N RAE 1) S0 JE 5 H # L SR A FISH 3471
BIVERE A 2 1, IR R TR 1T PGD St 4

B, 5 S BIELE 1. 4% o At JC R HLA g Y 5§
JEPEIE S IR R A 5 1T PGD R Z2 0. A
F PGD, PGS JE i fr (& el A 56 XF R IH A
ANBR TR R PR I 72 AN R A iR S ( 38 1)) s S el
FER (13 f51) FnE s (5 ) k3o PGS BiZE,
7 SR 19. 8% o (HBE 5 IR BOR 19 42 TE K
it id4 2 F R MAET PGS 1y h H Lk 4
AR AT — 2 W FE (R3S I o

[ 1994 4F Harper et al ™ 2235 st o) 5% FH FISH $
ARXSIERGHEA T WIS , FISH £ AR I 4535 4 i
T PGD Gl . AR WA YOI RS
PEGRET S5 R0 DNA 2458 J5 , AE O S RUBE T sk
PENAT T, XY A S Kt A2 I AT A6 43
BT, FLAT a7 B PRt « 5 52 T G T 235 2R U 37 AR 1)
. {HiZ ] FISH $R1T PGD WAFTER £ (1) JR BR
PE , A4 P20 B[] 5 S B AR A B R A s 43
BERBAR, Re el (9 G 50 B A B A 3
FISH kil 1955 45 5, B — & i 20, 5 331
wiZe AR, array-CGH Fil NGS i1 4 v F T
PGD (40 o array-CGH 2 FISH 7 AR 1§ — K4k
fHFIZERE , A6 L T FISH 47K, array-CGH $ R A7 H
A, B, R AU, POs K H sh ik S
Mo NGS XFR T , & DNA 3 sl b —ixk il
AR S AT NGS IR 3 AE T AT LX) 4t ik
R HEATIZ BT, 3 e i A4) PR R T8 5 0% B e AR I )



B EAKFFIR  Acta Universitatis Medicinalis Anhui 2018 Mar; 53( 3) * 409 -

FHES G X IE R AT 12 Wi Bl B4 M 1 4
AR K& B, P B AS FAE B 14 F B, NGS 7
PGD/PCS Hi R 45 T ok m B e

KA BT 5T L8 T FISH. array-CGH #11 NGS 3
Fi2 Wi 7578 PGD/PGS AR (i i A, 7/~ FISH
2 EE AR A T HA P 5/, B 5 NGS 4 AH
ZRAGI2FE X, e 520 FISH 4 /3K 05 7
U R WG E5ORD 1 5 IR iR SR 3 2 F array-CGH 41l
NGS 2. He# 3 447 A 1 IR AR 16 G il T 2R ] g ow
array-CGH 41 3% Ko L2 #8 8 im , LU NGS K,
H. array-CGH 4 5 FISH 2 FIl NGS 4t , 2 71y
AT L GRS, 7 A ok, RS FISH
Y1) R AT fi /0N, AL G R i P AR 24T AIK T array—
CGH 41 H1 NGS 41, H. FISH 4 f4ilfs R i IR IX T NGS
M, 2R G 2EE L R, FISH R R
FHR 2 O 28R E R, AR 1 ~ 2 DA EA T 53 4T
117 LB L8 1 IR i A7 A 38 e ) i 5 B4R L 5% ) PGD
WIRWERGEE . TBEE BN TR AR M 2 5, array—
CGH 1 NGS 135 R HIBE % 97 )22 40 B 05 A, 7T LA
B 5 ~ 10 NI T 08T, BEANR A 40 AT,
AR T DR A AR 3G I S R I XU L 7T DA 5
LRI . B4 T A SCH 22 B 00 240005 46
AT RE S FEACIRRG (0 25 & A TR BE L 35X 5 AR BIF 52 1
MRS R — 8 EBME ks b, AR
FISH 28}y Wi Fp B 48 J7 X3, array-CGH 41 F1 NGS
IR BUR R R RS A, ©A BT 29 ki
WRRG R A T AR ALS B 5 528 32 o035 1o XU st o £
YR 2% 15 PN P 25 2 P B4 52 ), DT 2 5 T PR 4
IR XA AE RIS BN A 7T I R A IR R LA 45 R A
JRA o (EAS—FEA R A 4 B EE R, B 1 491
JEPETE B S R AT B B A1, 55 Ak 3 3R
NGS 30 1 73 AR AU HEF T2 W1, NGS FE R R4 T
FISH FlI array-CGH $ AR AN G812 Wi o 3% 8 4 L) Ah 3
PRI ) B A5

BN S B P g R ER N NS i
e (RS2 R BAS AT R B K R R R 2k
W A 47 PGD /PGS 3 97 1Y I IR 4 % % 43 51 -
48.7% 46.3% 46.2% FI 25.0% , i T A &5 8 17
PGS [ BIEAR D, I R 45 FAT5 ¢ R, {2 PGD X 4
RS 0 ERE 1 5 2R T BT B i £ 4 .
Fischer et al'® 22 %t 192 {517 PGD BiZEf04 3 IR
B UL L3t s et R ) (A #5447 3 A TR 5, R

WrEE AT PGD R4 88. 5% 463 B PGD J5 1Y)
13% YRR 38 87% , KRR UGE T B H MG
IRES SR -

Bfi# PGD/PGS A 15 K F1 &k g, 4 % PGD/
PGS AR % 4 B A HR n) B B Ry 24 A 0 30 ) 2
—. Nekkebroeck et al " 44§ A T 70 512 PGD/PGS.
70 filz 1CSI A1 70 B2 [ ARG R A1 2 % L3,
P T 3 4l JLEE O K R Rk pfiz shsg L e Bt
HERTLI24E Lo 25 Winter et al'™ X} 47 f4]
25 PGD.49 525 ICSI i1 48 {25 F AR AT URIN 5 ~6 %
M LESEAT TINANE & Mz g ie 71 0 PF Al & 3
PGD 41 ) W5 35 48 A A0 HAth 795 4 A L 22 S+ ¥ B 5 it
20 X H ICSI AR H AR AT UR 2 7 32 3 BE T 1 HL 3K
H2ERA R L. RIF5RAT PGD/PGS HiER
A JLAL 70 {51, ¥ 70 A B, B i FISH il ar-
ray-CGH 12Wi 7 i A8 i A= LA 50 b B R
R 2SI TTGEI¥E L. HER PGD/PGS [y
o I P L R e/ N Sl A 1] SN T

25 LTk , PGD /PGS H AR X 1t A% 95 19 A F 3
M R T i i . FISH. array-CGH 1 NGS 3 Ff1i2
Wiy i 4002 5 R0 B IR IR 12 W )y 3%, array-CGH 3 1
NGS 75 R WIReR#¢ FISH i o 1 NGS $R AT LA
IFi) S T 4% €, R S R B 35 R g ) ARG T Bt 5 1%
BRI AW & &, NGS £ AR A B 22 ik PGD/PGS
1) =5 ARG F B o
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Abstract Objective To summarize the characteristic and principle during the treatment process of preimplanta—
tion genetic diagnosis/screening ( PGD/PGS) through analyze the previous PGD /PGS data, and provide a reference
for clinical study. Methods A total of 309 PGD /PGS cycles from 283 couples received treatment were retrospec—
tively surveyed. We carried out the analysis in parts of the causes of composition, the procedures of therapy, the
outcomes of pregnancy, and the conditions of newborn. Results In 283 couples, 223 couples who account for
78. 8% of total numbers were suffered chromosome abnormalities, which be the most common causes in PGD /PGS
cycles. To compared the clinical data of three groups according to fluorescence in situ hybridization ( FISH) , array
comparative genomic hybridization ( array-CGH) and next generation sequencing ( NGS) technologies, we found
that the successful rate of embryo biopsy in array— CGH was higher than the other groups, which showed significant
statistical difference ( P <0.05) ; In FISH group, the normal embryo rate was higher but the embryo implantation
rate was lower than the other two groups, and those comparisons were all exhibited the significant statistical differ—
ence ( P <0.05) . In aspect of clinical pregnancy rate, FISH group was lower than NGS group, and it showed sig—
nificant statistical difference ( P <0.05) . Whether in different causes from different groups, the comparisons of
clinical pregnancy rate displayed no significant statistical differences. The newborns whose parents rely on PGD/
PGS technology were not have birth defects, and the conditions of newborns showed no statistical differences be—
tween the FISH and array-CGH groups. Conclusion PGD / PGS is an effective method to treat infertility in high
risk patients with genetic disease. FISH, array-CGH and NGS are the effective methods of embryo diagnosis, but
the diagnostic efficiency of array-CGH and NGS is higher than that of FISH.

Key words preimplantation genetic diagnosis; preimplantation genetic screening; FISH; array-CGH; NGS; ret—

rospective analysis



