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The ongoing COVID-19 pandemic has shifted attention to the airborne transmission of exhaled droplet nuclei within
indoor environments. The spread of aerosols through singing and musical instruments in music performances has ne-
cessitated precautionary methods such as masks and portable purifiers. This study investigates the effects of placing
portable air purifiers at different locations inside a classroom, as well as the effects of different aerosol injection rates
(e.g., with and without masks, different musical instruments and different injection modes). Aerosol deposition, air-
borne concentration and removal are analyzed in this study. It was found that using purifiers could help in achieving
ventilation rates close to the prescribed values by the World Health Organization (WHO), while also achieving aerosol
removal times within the Center of Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) recommended guidelines. This could help
in deciding break periods between classroom sessions, which was around 25 minutes through this study. Moreover,
proper placement of purifiers could offer significant advantages in reducing airborne aerosol numbers (offering orders
of magnitude higher aerosol removal when compared to nearly zero removal when having no purifiers), and improper
placement of the purifiers could worsen the situation. The study suggests the purifier to be placed close to the injector
to yield a benefit, and away from the people to be protected. The injection rate was found to have an almost linear
correlation with the average airborne aerosol suspension rate and deposition rate, which could be used to predict the
trends for scenarios with other injection rates.

I. INTRODUCTION

The transmission of the SARS-CoV-2 virus via small, ex-
haled airborne aerosols (< 5 µm) has been recognized as an
important pathway for the spread of COVID-191–6. Smaller
aerosols suspended in the air (generally termed as “droplet
nuclei") are the crystalline, virus containing, non-volatile
residue left behind once the liquid in the droplet evaporates
out7–9. These smaller aerosols could actually carry more vi-
ral load than the larger droplets, since they originate from
deep within the respiratory tracts where there is more viral
concentration10,11.

Numerical modeling (computational fluid dynamics, CFD)
have been used to good effect in modeling the spread and
transport of droplets via sneezing, coughing and other expi-
ratory events12–18. There have been several numerical stud-
ies simulating the spread and deposition of viral droplets
and aerosols in both outdoor environments19,20 and enclosed
spaces such as hospital wards, office spaces, aircraft cab-
ins and urinals through CFD simulations5,18,21–31. All these
studies support the fact that ventilation, airflow streamlines,
aerosol/droplet size and modes of aerosol injection are impor-
tant factors affecting the transport, deposition and suspension
of airborne droplets and aerosols. A recent study had inves-
tigated the effects of different aerosol source locations, parti-
cle size, glass barriers and windows using CFD simulation32,
and it further shows how the change in airflow in the do-
main can significantly alter the depostion/removal patterns of
the particles. Modeling of the infection spread using Monte
Carlo methods33, and using simplified mathematical models
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to model the dispersion of exhaled droplets34 are also some
important recent numerical studies of relevance to the pan-
demic. Studies have also attempted to perform a risk assess-
ment in different indoor settings by studying the aerosol trans-
port and deposition9,24,35, while another mathematical study
has estimated the risk of airborne transmission of COVID-19
with application to face masks36. Facemasks and shields have
been widely recommended by public health officials to reduce
the spread and dispersion of viral respiratory droplets. Several
recent studies have investigated the effectiveness, fluid flow
behaviour and obstruction of the ejected jet through facemasks
and shields.37–42

In classroom/healthcare settings, a high ventilation rate
is required to effectively remove the airborne virus-laden
aerosols from the domain. A ventilation rate of least 288 m3/h
per person is recommended by the World Health Organiza-
tion (WHO)43. Such a ventilation rate might not be possible
to achieve through natural ventilation alone, and sometimes
even in-built ventilation systems may fall short of this target.
In such cases, portable purifiers might help in increasing the
net ventilation rate to achieve the desired level, which needs
further investigation.

Portable High Efficiency Particulate Air (HEPA) purifiers
have been used for indoor purifying requirements for rela-
tively smaller domains such as classrooms, offices and hos-
pital wards. A few studies have studied the efficacy of air
purifiers for controlling the spread of COVID-1944–46 and
have concluded that such purifiers may serve as supplemental
means for decontamination of SARS-CoV-2 aerosols. There
have also been cases where portable purifiers increased the
spreading of exhaled aerosols and therefore, worsened the
situation47. Currently, there are no formal recommendations
by the Center of Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) nor
WHO for the usage of air purifiers. Therefore, the optimal use
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of air purifiers in an indoor setting remains a challenge to be
studied. Our study focuses on tackling this challenge.

Spreading of the SARS-CoV-2 aerosols via wind instru-
ments and singing cannot be ignored, as observed in a
COVID-19 outbreak among a choir rehearsal group48. The
group had followed social distancing and regulations, and
yet there were 45 cases out of which two succumbed to the
disease. There have been studies pertaining to the spread
of coronavirus through aerosols ejected from wind instru-
ments, although most of them focused on the airflow from
the instruments49–51. A recent study examined the aerosol
generation from different wind instruments and quantified the
risk for each instrument52. Singing can also be a dangerous
source of virus-laden aerosols, having an injection rate typi-
cally greater than normal breathing and speaking53–55. Both
singing and wind instrument playing can take place in a mu-
sic classroom, prompting the need for careful consideration of
the safety regulations and protocols inside these classrooms.

This study examines the effects of portable air purifiers in-
side a music classroom, which are placed at different loca-
tions to determine the most strategic placement. In addition,
this study determines whether adding a purifier does help in
improving the ventilation and the airborne aerosol removal
times from the domain. Moreover, this study also examines
different injection modes (such as using musical instruments,
singing and normal breathing) with different injection rates
for each mode (e.g., with and without masks, different instru-
ments). The airborne aerosol concentration at the elevations
of interest, the deposition of aerosols onto the surfaces inside
the domain, and the amount of aerosols filtered by the purifiers
are some key findings which will be reported in this study.

II. NUMERICAL MODELING

A. Computational fluid dynamics (CFD) simulation
framework

The simulations are conducted based on the CONVERGE
CFD platform version 2.456. The Eulerian-Lagrangian frame-
work is used for the gas-aerosol simulation. CONVERGE
uses a nearest node approach to exchange mass, momentum,
energy terms of a parcel (Lagrangian particle) with the fluid-
phase (Eulerian field) values of the computational node that
it is closest to. A Taylor series expansion is used to calcu-
late the gas velocity (Eulerian field) at the point of the parcel
(Lagrangian particle). The use of the Taylor series expansion
significantly reduces grid effects on the spray. A collocated
finite volume approach is used to numerically solve the con-
servation equations. Flow quantities are calculated and stored
at cell centers according to the summed fluxes through the cell
faces and an internal source term, if any. The gas phase flow
is governed by the conservation equations of mass and mo-
mentum. The incompressible form of the equations are given
below (since the Mach number is very low and the gas density

is close to constant):
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where t is time, gi and ui are the gravitational acceleration and
velocity component in the i-th direction, respectively, ρ is the
density of the gas, P is the pressure, µ is the viscosity, µ ′ is
the dilatational viscosity (set to zero) and δi j is the Kronecker
delta function. S and SF are the source terms incurred by the
Lagrangian particles, which are calculated by:
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where the summation over i means the summation over all
the Lagrangian particles within a cell, ṁi is the rate of change
in mass of a particular Lagrangian particle (this term is zero
since break-up is neglected, and evaporation is assumed to
have already reduced the particles to the minimum size: see
more details below) and Fi,drag is the drag force on the La-
grangian particles. Evaporation is turned off for the du-
ration of the simulation, since it was assumed that all the
droplets ejected from the musical instruments (which are
already < 5 µm in size52) quickly evaporate to the mini-
mum size (chosen to be 1.5 µm in this study), as justified
in Shao et al.9. Aerosols around 1.5 microns are essen-
tially the crystalline, non-volatile components leftover when
the liquid in the droplet evaporates out. The assumption
that the small droplets quickly evaporate into droplet nuclei
within an order of few seconds is justified in recent and past
studies7,9,14,15,20,57,58. Figure 1 reproduced from the study
of Morawksa7 shows how the droplets starting at 1 µm and
10 µm evaporate to the residual size within 10 milliseconds
and 1 second, respectively (even at up to 80% relative hu-
midity). These small 1 µm particles also take around 30,000
seconds to completely fall to the ground via natural gravita-
tional settling7. Hence, the deposition of these particles are
largely affected by the airflow in the domain, and the initial
droplet size distribution does not matter as long as it is within
the O(10 µm) range, because the evaporation will drive them
to the crystalline size within a second.

The dispersed Lagrangian particles are modeled as spher-
ical, 1.5 µm particles with a density equal to that of air at
300 K (ρ = 1.161 kg/s). This assumption is validated by the
fact that droplet nuclei leftover from fast evaporation possess
very little inertia and hence follow the airflow7. This assump-
tion is also supported by a recent study59, where the authors
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FIG. 1: Changes to water droplet diameter as a result of
evaporation, taken for two different initial droplet sizes (1

and 10 µm) and for different conditions of relative humidity
(RH), as shown in the study of Morawksa7.

found that gravity and inertia play little role on particles <
10 µm. In addition, the ejected aerosols are pretty dilute
(around 500 - 2000 particles per liter of ejected airflow) based
on experimental observations9,52 and hence, the interactions
between Lagrangian particles are also ignored. The mass rate
of change ṁi,d and the total force (acting on the particle) Fi,d
govern the dynamics of each Lagrangian particle by:

dmi

dt
= ṁi (6)

dvi

dt
=

Fi,d

mi
(7)

and

Fi,d = Fi,drag +Fi,g =CDA f
ρg|Ui|

2
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where CD is the drag coefficient, A f = πr2 is the particle’s
frontal area (and r is the radius of the particle), ρg is the gas
density, ρp is the particle density, Vp is the particle volume,
and gi is the gravitational acceleration in the i-th direction. Ui
is the particle-gas relative velocity in the i-th direction given
by:

Ui = ui +u′i− vi (9)

where ui and u′i are the local mean and turbulent fluctuating
gas velocities in the i-th direction, respectively. Equation 7
can be expanded as follows:
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Only the Stokes drag is considered for the drag force60, since
the small aerosols are close to spherical shape and fixed in

size (no distortion or break-up). It is vital to incorporate
the effects of turbulent fluctuations and particle dispersion
in these flows13,20,34,61,62. The Reynolds Averaged Navier-
Stokes (RANS) turbulent simulations are conducted with the
k− ε model63 for the Eulerian gas-phase flow, along with
the O’Rourke turbulent dispersion model64 for the Lagrangian
particles.

B. Geometry and computational mesh

The confined space of the classroom contains both the stu-
dent as well as the teacher, or only the student depending on
the case. The geometry details were obtained from the Univer-
sity of Minnesota (UMN) School of Music. This classroom is
frequently used for one on one tutoring sessions or solo prac-
tise sessions for the students, and is hence very vital to the
school. The orientation of the domain is shown in Fig. 2a, the
labeled objects (piano, student, teacher, inlets and outlets) are
shown in Fig. 2b, and the locations are shown in Fig. 3. The
humans are 1.6 m tall (with the injectors located around 1.5 m
high), with the aerosol injection being either from an wind in-
strument (a trombone or a trumpet), or directly from the nose.
The instrument has an outflow diameter of 10 cm and a length
of 50 cm. In the singing case (Fig. 3a), the singer’s mouth is
4 cm in diameter. For the piano case (Fig. 3b), the injection
cavity (which is the nose during normal breathing) is from a
1.25 cm diameter orifice.

Table I lists all corresponding dimensions of the domain
parameters. CONVERGE uses a numerically stable cartesian
mesh and employs a unique cut-cell approach that perfectly
represents the underlying geometry as provided by the user.
Mesh refinement has been applied at certain boundaries (such
as the inlets and outlets), as well as the particle ejection region
in front of the aerosol emitter. The total volume of the domain
is 45.8 m3. A base grid size of 0.05 m was used at the more
open areas of the domain, while smaller grid sizes of 0.0125
m and 0.025 m were used in the refined regions. The total
number of cells were 400,000. A minimum time step of 0.005
s was used (a variable time step algorithm keeps the time step
within 0.005 – 0.01 s). Around 384 CPU hours were used for
a simulation of 11 minutes.

TABLE I: The dimensions of important objects in the
domain.

Object/ Dimensions [m]
surface X - Y - Z
Room 3.657 - 4.472 - 2.743

Inflow vents 0.3 - 0.05
Outflow vents 1.5 - 0.05

Piano 1.55 - 1.55 - 1.2
Purifier 0.4064 - 0.2032 - 0.638
Table 0.75 - 0.45 - 1.0

Human 0.4 - 0.15 - 1.6
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(a) Orientation of the domain (b) Labeled objects in the domain

FIG. 2: Orientation and objects in the domain.

(a) Singing case (b) Piano case

(c) Wind instrument case (right purifier) (d) Wind instrument case (left purifier)

FIG. 3: Locations of the student, teacher and purifier in the different scenarios.
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C. Boundary conditions

The no slip boundary condition is applied at all solid sur-
faces (except the vents). Aerosols stick to the boundaries upon
contact. At the ventilation air inlets, a constant mass flow
rate of 0.05663 kg/s (which corresponds to an Air Change per
Hour, ACH, of 3.63, or a Cubic Feet per Minute, CFM, of 100)
is applied, with a zero normal gradient for pressure. These val-
ues were obtained from the technicians in the UMN School of
Music. At the air outlets, a zero normal gradient condition
was applied for velocity, while a constant outlet pressure of 1
atm was specified. The temperature was specified to have a
uniform value of 300 K throughout the domain. The purifiers
have a constant suction rate of 0.1046 kg/s (190 CFM or an
ACH of 6.76), based on the CFM specifications of a standard
Fellows AeraMax 209 purifier65.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The simulation results of the different case settings are pre-
sented and discussed in this section. Two major effects are
examined in this study, namely the effect of an air purifier
(specifically, its improvement in ventilation and the effect of
its location), and the effect of different aerosol injection rates.
There are three types of musical sessions taking place: 1) a
student singing alone in a room; 2) a student playing a wind
instrument inside the room with the teacher present; and 3) a
student playing the piano with a teacher present in the room.

For the singing cases, the simulation time is 2,160 s, with
600 s of injection and 1,500 s of idle time. The initial minute
of pure airflow is present for the singing cases as well. For the
wind instrument and piano cases, the simulation time is 660
seconds (with an initial minute of pure airflow).

A. Effect of purifiers

This section examines the impact of placing purifiers in the
domain. As will be seen, introducing purifiers affects the ven-
tilation rates and airflow streamlines in the domain, leading
to changes in the number of aerosols remaining in the air, de-
posited onto surfaces and removed from the domain. More-
over, the effect of placing the same purifier at different loca-
tions in the domain is also examined in this section.

1. Comparison with CDC/WHO guidelines: Improvement in
aerosol removal times due to increase in ventilation rates

Two key points are studied: Firstly, the effects of introduc-
ing a purifier into the domain are analyzed by comparing the
profiles of airborne, deposited and removed aerosols between
the benchmark case without a purifier (for the singing case)
and the case with a purifier. Subsequently, the ventilation
rates and aerosols removal times (by introducing a purifier)
are compared with established WHO & CDC guidelines.

The student (located exactly at the center underneath the
return vents, see Fig. 3a) is singing inside an empty room for
a duration of 10 minutes. The initial 1 minute of simulation
was conducted with pure airflow from the vents, and with no
aerosol injection. This was to let the airflow field develop into
a “statistically stationary" state, after which the aerosols are
subsequently injected. After the 10 minutes of singing, there
is then a break for 25 minutes (during which time the student
is not present in the room) and the airborne aerosols are al-
lowed to settle and deposit, such that the room can be safer
before the next person’s arrival. It is of interest to examine the
number of remaining airborne aerosols in the room. The rate
of aerosol injection is 700 aerosols/s55, with an airflow rate of
0.2 L/s53,66. It is of interest to note that singing has a slightly
larger particle injection rate (700 aerosols/s) when compared
to normal speaking (570 aerosols/s) as found in Alsved et
al.55. For the purifier case, a purifier is placed on the ground
in front of the piano. The purifier is a Fellows AeraMax 290
model with a CFM of 190 (around 0.1046 kg/s or an ACH of
around 6.76). One assumption we make is that the purifier re-
moves all the viral aerosols when passed through the HEPA
filter. This assumption is justified, since HEPA filters are re-
quired to have at least 99.97% (or higher) removal efficiencies
for particles larger than 0.2 µm44.

Figure 4 shows the airflow streamlines for the singing case
without a purifier. The airflow streamlines flow from the right
side of the room to the left side (Fig. 4b), and it can be seen
that the piano obstructs the flow on the left. This causes recir-
culation zones near it (Fig. 4b and Fig 4a), causing deposition
to occur near the regions around the piano. Figure 5 shows
the streamlines inside the room for the singing with a purifier
case. We can see that the recirculation zones forming on both
the vertical plane (going over and below the piano, Fig. 5a)
and the horizontal plane (going from the right side to the left
side of the room, Fig. 5b). These streamlines are slightly dif-
ferent from the case where there was no purifier, which is ex-
pected, since the airflow rate of the purifier is higher than the
existing building HVAC ventilation airflow rate. The purifier
therefore drives the airflow streamlines in the domain, espe-
cially in the region near the injector.

Figure 6 compares the deposition of the aerosols in the do-
main between the singing with no purifier case (Fig. 6a) and
singing with a purifier case (Fig. 6b) at the end of 36 minutes.
Much of the deposition occurs on and near the piano, espe-
cially underneath the piano. Significant deposition occurs on
the vent strip (containing the air inlets), as well as on the win-
dow sills. Additionally, there seems to be some deposition on
the student themselves, which is an important point to con-
sider. The clothes of the students need to be well washed to
prevent further risk of spreading to others. It is observed that
for the purifier case, there is slightly less deposition near the
left side walls and window. The purifier increases deposition
near the ground in front of it, causing less deposition on the
ground near the back side of the piano. Overall, the deposi-
tion trend seems to be similar between the two cases. This
result dictates which surfaces of the room need to be cleaned
thoroughly, especially the regions on, and around the piano.

In general, we can first conclude that the airflow stream-
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(a) Vertical plane (b) Horizontal plane

FIG. 4: Airflow streamlines inside the room with a singer but without a purifier.

(a) Vertical plane (b) Horizontal plane

FIG. 5: Airflow streamlines inside the room with a singer and a purifier.

lines inside a domain significantly affect the transport of the
aerosols. Moreover, the presence of any large objects which
can obstruct the flow of the inlets (in this case, the piano), will
alter the streamlines drastically. Obstructing the inlet airflow
would lead to recirculation zones near these objects, which
can cause significant deposition of aerosols near those objects.
Regions which are fairly free from such large objects (in this
case, the right side of the room) do not experience significant
deposition. Hence, deposition here is being affected by the
change in the airflow streamlines due to the geometry, as well
as the multiple airflow inlets (including the instruments and

purifiers) and outlets.
Figure 7 summarizes the effect of having a purifier in the

singing case. For both the singing cases, the number of air-
borne aerosols fluctuates about a mean value, at around the
500 to 600 second mark. The singer stops singing at the 11
minute mark, and leaves the room for the break. The total
number of aerosols injected into the domain in 10 minutes
of injection time is 420,000. Figure 7a compares the time
varying profiles of airborne aerosols in the domain between
the with and without purifier cases. The number of airborne
aerosols rises until the 500 to 600 second mark, to a peak value
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(a) No purifier case (b) With purifier case

FIG. 6: Aerosol deposition per unit cell area (25 cm2) inside the room with a singer.

(a) Aerosols in the air (b) Aerosols deposited

(c) Aerosols removed (d) Aerosol removal for the purifier case

FIG. 7: Trend comparison for the singing cases.
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of around 111,943 (26.6% of the total number of aerosols in-
jected in the domain, which is 420,000) for the no purifier
case and 114,888 (27.3%) for the purifier case. Subsequently,
the airborne aerosol number drops rapidly and reaches a near-
steady value of 8,699 (2%) for the no purifier case at the end
of 36 minutes. Further reduction in airborne aerosol numbers
is extremely slow, around∼1 aerosol per 10 s. This is because
the aerosols have been stably trapped in recirculating stream-
lines, thus leading to almost no further drops in aerosol num-
bers. For the purifier case, the corresponding airborne aerosol
number value at the end of 36 minutes is around 4,333 (1%),
but unlike the no purifier case, this value is still decreasing at a
rate of 2 to 5 aerosols/s. This is because the purifier’s presence
continues to drive some removal to occur via the streamlines
going through it. Figure 7b compares the time varying surface
deposition number profiles between the two cases. The num-
ber of deposited aerosols steadily increases and levels off at a
value of around 411,108 (97.8%) for the no purifier case and
386,611 (92%) for the purifier case, at the end of 36 minutes.
The deposition is thus lessened slightly for the purifier case,
although the difference is minor (around 6% variation from
the no purifier case). The time varying removal of aerosols for
the two cases is compared in Fig. 7c. The number of aerosols
removed in the no purifier case is around 168 (0.04%), while
the corresponding number is around 29,006 (7%) for the pu-
rifier case. Of these, around 16,000 (3.8%) aerosols were re-
moved by the purifier itself, and around 13,000 (3.2%) were
driven out through the ceiling outlets (Fig. 7d). Thus, the total
number of aerosols removed from the domain for the case with
a purifier (around 29,006) is more than two orders of magni-
tude higher than the case without a purifier (around 168).

When not using any purifier, the existing building HVAC
airflow rate of 0.05663 kg/s corresponds to a ventilation rate
of around 166 m3/h, which is significantly less than the ven-
tilation rate of least 288 m3/h per person is recommended by
WHO43. However, adding a purifier of 0.1046 kg/s (which
by itself corresponds to around 322 m3/h) increases the over-
all ventilation to around 488 m3/h, which is far more than the
required rate prescribed by WHO.

TABLE II: CDC guidelines for the Air changes/hour (ACH)
and time required for airborne-contaminant removal by

efficiency67.

ACH Time (mins.) required for Time (mins.) required for
removal 99% efficiency removal 99.9% efficiency

2 138 207
4 69 104
6 46 69
8 35 52

10 28 41
12 23 35
15 18 28
20 14 21
50 6 8

Improvements in ventilation rates by adding a purifier
also helps in reducing removal times. The CDC guideline-

suggested levels of removal times, are shown in Table II, re-
produced from the study of Chinn et al.67. The table is valid
for a room without any continuous injection, which corre-
sponds to our singing cases (where the student stops singing
and leaves the room at the 11 minute mark).

For the case without a purifier, if we expect a slow removal
rate of 1 aerosol/10 s (assuming a best case), it would take
around 24 hours (i.e, an entire day) to completely remove the
remaining aerosols. According to the CDC guidelines for a
room with an ACH of 3.63, it should roughly take around 81
minutes for 99% removal and around 123 minutes for 99.9%
removal. Clearly, these numbers are very far off from the ex-
pected removal time of >24 hours. This suggests that the
natural aerosol removal capacity of the classroom is not suffi-
cient enough to effectively remove all (or most) of the airborne
aerosols.

For the case with a purifier, if we assume a steady airborne
aerosol removal rate of 1 aerosol/s (which is less than what
was observed at the 36 minute mark), it would take around
53 minutes more (in addition to the 25 minutes duration of no
injection) to reach the 99% removal stage, where only 1,149
aerosols are remaining airborne (1% of the 114,888 airborne
aerosols left when the singer stops singing). It would also
take 70 minutes more to reach the 99.9% removal stage, where
only 115 airborne aerosols remain. Considering that 25 min-
utes have already elapsed since the singer stopped singing, it
would take roughly 78 minutes and 95 minutes for achieving
the 99% and 99.9% removal efficiency respectively, which are
faster than the CDC guideline values of 81 minutes and 123
minutes, respectively.

Table III summarizes the aerosol removal times of the cases
with and without a purifier, with the CDC guidelines. In con-
clusion, adding a purifier helps in improving the ventilation
rate to a value above the recommended rate prescribed by
WHO, while also helping in achieving aerosol removal times
as prescribed by the CDC guidelines. Moreover, this helps
in deciding an effective break period in between sessions of
singing/instrument playing. The break period of 25 minutes
used in the singing case with a purifier reduces the airborne
aerosols to almost 4,333 (from 114,888), which is a reduction
of almost 97%. This could serve as an effective break period
even for lengthened periods of any classroom session, since
it is observed that the number of airborne aerosols fluctuates
about a mean value after an initial transient period of around
8 to 9 minutes (for the singing case).

2. Effect of purifier location: impact on airflow streamlines,
aerosol deposition and removal

In the previous section, the benefits of adding a purifier
were examined. Here, we observe the how the trends (aerosol
deposition, airborne aerosol numbers and aerosol removal)
change when the purifier is placed at different locations. In
this scenario, the student is playing a wind instrument (trom-
bone), with the teacher present at the opposite end of the room.
The aerosol injection rate is 30 aerosols/s52, with an airflow
rate of 600 mL/s from the instrument68. As in the previous
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TABLE III: Comparison of the removal times (with and without a purifier) to the CDC guideline values.

Time for 99% removal efficiency Time for 99.9 % removal efficiency
ACH CDC Purifier No Purifier CDC Purifier No Purifier
3.63 81 min 78 min > 1 day 123 min 95 min > 1 day

FIG. 8: Aerosol cloud profiles at three instances of time inside the room: left side without a purifier; right side with a purifier
on the ground.
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(a) No purifier case (b) Elevated left purifier case

(c) Ground purifier case (d) Elevated right purifier case

FIG. 9: Deposition trends for the wind instrument (trombone) case.

(a) Horizontal plane (b) Vertical plane

FIG. 10: Airflow streamlines inside the room (no purifier case).
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singing case, the initial one minute of simulation was con-
ducted without any aerosol injection, and with just pure air-
flow from the vents and purifiers. Aerosols are then injected
for 10 minutes, after which the simulation stops. Purifiers are
switched on right from the start of the simulation, and run
throughout the entirety of the session.

Firstly, the immediate benefit of introducing a purifier (on
the ground, similar to the singing case) can be observed visu-
ally from Fig. 8, which compares the aerosol clouds at a few
instances of time between a case without a purifier, and a case
with a purifier. In both cases, the aerosol cloud shifts to the
left side of the room due to the airflow streamlines in the do-
main (as will be seen later in Fig. 10 and Fig. 14), which leads
to more deposition near the piano. The piano also obstructs
the flow from the left side inlet and causes changes in the air-
flow streamlines in all cases. We can see a visible reduction in
the airborne aerosol cloud and the deposited aerosols for the
case with a purifier. But the question arises if this location for
the purifier is an optimal one.

Therefore, three different purifier arrangements are ana-
lyzed - purifier placed on a table on the left, purifier placed
on a table on the right, and a purifier placed on the ground
on the left. The elevations (achieved by using a table) are 1
m high. In order to draw meaningful conclusions, these three
arrangements are compared to a case without any purifier.

Figure 9 compares the deposition profiles of the aerosols
onto the surfaces of the domain in the four cases (three purifier
arrangements, and the case without a purifier). The deposition
pattern of the case without a purifier (Fig. 9a) and the case
with an elevated purifier on the left (Fig. 9b) are very similar
to each other. There seems to be a slight reduction in depo-
sition for the purifier on the ground case (Fig. 9c). However,
the purifier on the right side case shows a drastically different
deposition profile (Fig. 9d), where most of the deposition is
limited to the edge of the walls near the piano.

The deposition patterns can be explained by the airflow
streamlines in the room. The presence and location of the pu-
rifier largely affects the airflow streamlines, which in turn af-
fect the deposition and airborne concentration of the aerosols.
The airflow streamlines for the case without a purifier is
shown in Fig. 10. The average velocity magnitude in the room
is around 0.1 - 0.2 m/s (see Fig. 11a) at the injector elevation
(1.4 m), except near the room inlets (0.3 m) where the veloc-
ity is around 1.6 m/s (see Fig. 11b) and near the piano top,
along with the area near the windows directly above the inlets
(around 0.4 m/s, see Fig. 11a).

For the elevated left side purifier case (Fig. 12), the puri-
fier’s suction side directs the airflow streamlines towards the
center of the room (Fig. 12a), while the exhaust of the puri-
fier quickly blows away the aerosols towards the rear side of
the room and towards the teacher (see Fig. 12a and Fig. 12b).
This “boost" zone behind the purifier serves to accelerate the
deposition of aerosols on top of the piano, as seen in the de-
position profile (Fig. 9b). Figure 13 shows the airflow stream-
lines in the room due to the presence of the purifier on the
right side of the room, at an elevation. Two sets of slices are
taken to show the difference in streamlines near and away
from the injector location, as the purifier is far away from

the injector in this case. We can immediately see that the
presence of the purifier on the right side drastically changes
the streamline profiles. The horizontal recirculation zones no
longer extend all the way from the right side to the left side,
as seen in the previous cases (Fig. 10 and Fig. 12). Instead,
the streamlines divert towards the center-right portion of the
room, where the purifier is located (Fig. 13c). The aerosols
at this elevation (near the injector) subsequently tend to flow
to lower heights due to the weaker airflow velocity on the left
side. At the lower elevations where the purifier’s influence is
weaker, the streamlines do extend all the way to the left side
of the room (Fig. 13d). Due to this, the aerosols tend to de-
posited onto the extreme left side of the wall once they settle
to the low elevation. The horizontal streamlines for the puri-
fier on the ground case (Fig. 14a) also extend from the right
side to the left. Moreover, the exhaust of the purifier directs
the airflow underneath the piano (Fig. 14b), which then flow
upwards behind the piano to create a strong recirulation zone
there, which causes aerosols to deposit near the center of the
piano (Fig. 9c). The purifier on the left table case has a sim-
ilar recirulation zone on top of the piano (Fig. 12b), but it is
smaller than the recirculation zone seen in Fig. 14b. We can
see some of the streamlines flowing right onto the center of
the piano, which causes some deposition near the center of
the piano (Fig. 9b).

In general, we can comment that purifiers are significantly
going to affect the airflow streamlines in the room, which in
turn will affect both deposition, the airborne concentration
profiles, as well as the removal of the aerosols through the
vents/purifiers. It is recommended to place the purifier in a
location which does not disrupt the natural airflow stream-
lines in the room in a negative way (the exhaust of the purifier
should not cause more mixing/spreading of the aerosols). An
example of proper purifier placement can be found in the pu-
rifier on the ground case, where the airflow streamlines from
the exhaust of the purifier follow a path underneath the pi-
ano (Fig. 14b), which is similar to the case without a purifier
(Fig. 10). Hence, there is not significant spreading of aerosols
in this case. On the other hand, in the purifier on the left side
case, the purifier’s exhaust causes airflow streamlines above
the piano (Fig. 12b) which causes more mixing and hence,
slightly more deposition onto the teacher (Fig. 9b).

Figure 15 compares the temporal profiles of the number of
aerosols among the different purifier cases with the no puri-
fier case. It is observed that for all these cases, the number
of aerosols remaining in the air more or less oscillates about
a mean value after an early transient period (observed to be
around 5 to 6 minutes). Any simulation time greater than the
initial transient period will produce results which will vary in
values, but not in trend behavior. Further injection of aerosols
after this point primarily causes the deposited number to grow,
with little increase in the number of airborne aerosols. A total
of 18,000 aerosols injected into the domain during the simu-
lation duration. From Fig. 15a, a final airborne aerosol num-
ber of 3,951 (22.2%) is observed for the benchmark (no puri-
fier) case. Compared to this, the number of airborne aerosols
has reduced to 3,219 (17.9%) for the elevated left purifier
case, and even lower to 1,534 (8.5%) for the ground puri-
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(a) Slice near injector elevation (1.4 m) (b) Slice near the inlets (0.3 m), with vectors from inlet

FIG. 11: Time averaged velocity magnitude contours for the no purifier case.

(a) Horizontal plane at injector elevation (b) Vertical plane through purifier

FIG. 12: Airflow streamlines inside the room with a purifier on the left table.

fier case. Interestingly, the number of airborne aerosols has
actually increased to 9,093 (50.5%) for the elevated right pu-
rifier case, making it more dangerous than the case without a
purifier (in terms of airborne aerosol numbers). As for the
number of aerosols deposited onto surfaces (Fig. 15b), the
benchmark case exhibits a final deposition number of 14,049
(77.8%). The deposition numbers for the purifier cases are
11,249 (62.5%) for the elevated left purifier case, 8,465 (47%)
for the ground purifier case and 8,907 (49.4%) for the ele-
vated right purifier case. This shows that the ground puri-
fier case has consistently reduced both the airborne aerosol
number as well as the deposited aerosol number. In order
to determine the number of aerosols removed from the do-
main in each case, we take a look at Fig. 15c. The bench-
mark case exhibits close to zero removal of aerosols, suggest-

ing that the current building HVAC flow rate is insufficient to
remove any aerosols from the classroom. The elevated right
side purifier case also exhibits close to zero aerosol removal
which, when combined with its higher-than-benchmark air-
borne aerosol number, makes it the worst performing purifier
case. The elevated left side purifier case exhibits a removal
of 3,530 (19.6%), while the ground purifier case exhibits a
removal of 8,001 (44.4%). Thus, the grounded location of
the purifier has served to be the best one so far. It lies natu-
rally in the path of the ejected aerosols, and is also more iso-
lated from the teacher due to it being hidden away underneath
the piano. As a result, it offers the best reduction in airborne
and deposited aerosol numbers compared to the no purifier
case, while also exhibiting the highest aerosol removal num-
ber among all the cases.
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(a) Vertical plane through injector (b) Vertical plane through purifier

(c) Horizontal plane at injector elevation (d) Horizontal plane, lower elevation

FIG. 13: Airflow streamlines inside the room with a purifier on the right table.

(a) Horizontal plane (0.3 m height) (b) Vertical plane through injector

FIG. 14: Airflow streamlines inside the room with a purifier on the ground.

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted January 3, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.12.19.20248374doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.12.19.20248374


14

(a) Aerosols in air (b) Aerosols deposited

(c) Aerosols removed

FIG. 15: Trend comparison for the wind instrument (trombone) cases.
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(a) No purifier case, low slice (b) No purifier case, high slice

(c) Elevated left purifier case (d) Ground purifier case

(e) Elevated right purifier case, high slice (f) Elevated right purifier case, low slice

FIG. 16: Time averaged airborne aerosol concentrations (per cubic decimeter) for the wind instrument (trombone) cases.
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Figure 16 compares the time averaged airborne aerosols
concentration at elevations of interest, inside the class-
room between the no purifier benchmark case (Fig. 16a and
Fig. 16b) and the remaining cases with purifiers. In Fig. 16a,
the Z-plane slice is located at a height of 0.5 m from the
ground, while the Y-plane is located at a distance of 4.1 m
from the front of the room. A fairly widespread region of
aerosol presence is observed underneath the piano, as well as
behind the piano. This is due to the airflow streamlines car-
rying the aerosols through these regions, as shown in Fig. 10.
In Fig. 16b, the Z-plane slice is located at a height of 1.4 m,
while the Y-plane slice is located at a distance of 4.0 m from
the front of the room (this almost coincides with the plane of
the teacher’s nose and mouth). There is a region of aerosol
presence above the piano, owing to the streamlines and recir-
culation zones above the piano.

It is observed that the adding a purifier helps in reducing the
airborne concentrations at the elevations of interest (a height
of 1.4 m and a distance of 4.0 m from the front side). The
purifier on the left side causes slightly more spreading of the
aerosols onto the walls at the left (Fig. 16c) due to the air-
flow streamlines. The purifier on the ground further reduces
the airborne aerosol concentration, as seen in Fig. 16d. This
is because the purifier is kept in a location such that it of-
fers the maximum removal of aerosols. The purifier on the
right case is an interesting case; although it does reduce the
aerosol concentrations at the elevations near the injector (i.e, a
height of 1.4 m), there is actually a higher number of airborne
aerosols when compared to any of the other case (including
the no purifier case), as seen in Fig. 15a. Most of these air-
borne aerosols are in fact located in the region underneath the
piano, as seen in Fig. 16f. This situation could be dangerous
when the purifier is switched off, as these airborne aerosols
might once again follow the natural recirculation streamlines
underneath the piano and enter the space next to the instruc-
tor again. Moreover, this case offers zero removal of aerosols
by the purifier, which again defeats the purpose of having a
purifier in the first place.

In general, it is observed that the left side of the room ex-
periences a higher concentration of airborne aerosols than the
right side of the room. This result is consistent with the ob-
servations made earlier regarding the airflow field. Since the
teacher is situated at a location slightly near the center-right
side of the room, they are still exposed to a few airborne
aerosols. We conclude that the teacher needs to be situated
as close to the right side of the room as possible, since the
risk of encountering airborne aerosols is significantly reduced
there.

B. Effect of injection rates: changing the instrument / using
a mask / different modes of injection

In this section, the following cases are examined and com-
pared: 1) student playing a wind instrument-a trumpet this
time-inside a room (no purifier) with a teacher present for 11
minutes, 2) a student singing alone in a room wearing a surgi-
cal face mask for 11 minutes followed by a 25 minute break,

and 3) a student playing a piano (wearing a cloth mask) for 11
minutes inside a room with a teacher. These are three typical
scenarios encountered in a music classroom, and hence were
chosen as the settings for this study. Although the cases are
pertaining to a specific musical setting, the effects and anal-
ysis are not; they can be applied to any injection scenario in
general. The different settings effectively just change the in-
jection rate/flow streamlines, so that generalized observations
on their influence can be made.

Figure 17 compares the temporal aerosol number profiles
between the cases having different injection rates. First, the
trombone case (Fig. 17a) and trumpet case (Fig. 17b) are com-
pared with each other. Injection rates of 30 aerosols/s (trom-
bone) and 100 aerosols/s (trumpet) were assumed based on the
experimental measurements52, with both cases having airflow
rates of 600 mL/s68. It is observed that the playing a trumpet
around 13,581 aerosols (or 22.6% of the total 60,000 aerosols
injected in the domain) to remain in the air, which is much
higher compared to the trombone case (3,951 aerosols, or
21.9% of the 18,000 aerosols injected into the domain). More-
over, the number of deposited aerosols is also much higher
for the trumpet case (46,416 aerosols, 77.4%) compared to
the trombone case (14,049 aerosols, 78%). This consequently
makes playing a trumpet riskier than playing a trombone. In-
terestingly, the number of airborne and deposited aerosols has
roughly tripled in number for the trumpet case (compared to
the trombone case), from 3,951 to 14,049, which is also the
same scaling in the aerosol injection rate (which has roughly
tripled from 30/s to 100/s).

Next, the student singing without a mask (Fig. 17c) and
with a mask (Fig. 17d) are compared with each other. In-
jection rates of 700 aerosols/s (no mask) and 410 aerosols/s
(with mask) were assumed55, with an airflow rate of 0.2
L/s53,66. For the first 11 minutes of simulation where the
student continues to inject aerosols, it is observed singing
with a mask drastically lowers the airborne aerosol num-
ber (see Fig. 17d) to 60,337 aerosols (or 24.5% of the to-
tal injected 246,000 aerosols), compared to the singing with-
out a mask case (see Fig. 17c), which has a corresponding
number of 111,943 aerosols (26.6% of the total of 420,000
aerosols). The number of surface deposited aerosols within
the first 11 minutes have also decreased in the masked case (to
185,561 aerosols or 75.4%) compared to the non-masked case
(307,957 aerosols or 73.3%). Similar to what was observed
when comparing the trombone and trumpet cases, the airborne
and deposited aerosol numbers (for the duration when the stu-
dent continues to inject aerosols, i.e., 11 minutes) seem to
have roughly halved when the injection rate was also roughly
halved (from 700 to 410 aerosols/s). Once the student stops
injecting aerosols, the remaining aerosols in the air are al-
lowed to deposit or be removed. The final aerosol numbers
for the masked singing case are 3,871 (1.7%) and 242,004
(98.3%) for the in air and surface deposited aerosols respec-
tively, and 8,699 (2%) and 411,108 (97.8%) (in air and surface
deposited aerosols, respectively) for the no mask singing case.
Again, the final ratios of these numbers are roughly 1:1.7 for
the singing with mask to singing without mask ratio, which
again is similar to the 1:1.7 injection rate ratio of 410:700.
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(a) Trombone (no purifier) case (b) Trumpet case

(c) Singing (no mask) case (d) Singing (with mask) case

(e) Piano case

FIG. 17: Effect of the injection rates on the temporal aerosol profiles.
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(a) Piano case (b) Deposition on student in the piano case

(c) Wind instrument (Trombone, no purifier) case (d) Singing (no mask) case

FIG. 18: Comparison of the deposition of aerosols inside the domain between the three types of musical sessions.
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Lastly, the student playing a piano case is examined and
compared (Fig. 17e) to the other cases. The student is just
breathing normally, through a mask while playing the pi-
ano for a duration of 10 minutes. The aerosol injection
rate is around 5 aerosols/s, assuming a 50% efficiency cloth
mask69 with a normal aerosol breathing injection rate of 10
aerosols/s52,55. The exhaled airflow rate is around 0.1 L/s53.
This case has the least amount of aerosols in the air (623
aerosols or 20.7% of the total 3,000 aerosols injected) and de-
posited aerosols (2,327 aerosols or 77.6%) compared to the
other cases, making it the least dangerous scenario by a large
margin.

Figure 18a shows the deposition of the aerosols onto the
surfaces in the domain for the piano case. Major deposition
occurs right on the student (Fig. 18b), due to the low air flow
rate through the mask. Thus, the student’s clothes need to be
thoroughly washed later, to remove the risk of spreading via
contact. Further deposition occurs on the front of the piano,
as well as the vent strip behind the piano. The deposition for
the piano case is very less, compared to any of the singing
(Fig. 18d) or wind instrument cases (trombone, Fig. 18c).

C. Summarizing the overall trends

Figure 19 shows the trends of the airborne and deposited
aerosol numbers when comparing the two types of effects -
the effect of a purifier (Fig. 19a) and varying the injection rate
(Fig. 19b). Although the numbers may change depending on
the simulation time, the trends will hold good for any simu-
lation time larger than the initial transient periods specified in
previous sections.

Figure 19a shows the total number of aerosols remaining
in the domain by the end of the simulation (in the instru-
ments case, the simulation ends after the injection stops. In
the singing cases, the simulation ends after 25 minutes of idle
time following the 10 minutes of injection). The advantage
of using purifiers is heavily dependent on the location of the
purifier. As explained earlier, improper placement of the pu-
rifier might even make the situation worse, as is evident from
the purifier on the right side case (where the resulting airborne
aerosol number is almost thrice that of the case without a puri-
fier, and almost ten times that of the case with a purifier on the
ground, Fig. 19a). Using a purifier almost halves the airborne
aerosol number in the singing case. Smart placement of puri-
fiers can thus yield a huge benefit in terms of reducing the air-
borne aerosol number. The optimal location for purifier place-
ment highly depends on the geometry of the domain and the
flow parameters. The first and most important step in any gen-
eral domain is to identify the region where placing a purifier
would yield a positive benefit, and not a negative effect. This
region of benefit is usually the area right in front of the injector
(i.e., the infected person, assumed to be the student here), and
the vicinity around the injector. It would be advisable to place
the purifier in the front of the injector in any domain. For this
case, The elevation of the purifier is advised to be kept closer
to the ground (could be a few centimetres off the ground as
well) rather than at an high elevation, since the aerosols don’t

TABLE IV: The total number of aerosols remaining in the
domain (after 10 minutes of injection).

Type of Aerosol Number of Number of
CASE injection injection rate aerosols aerosols

mode (s−1) (in air) (deposited)
1 Playing a piano 5 623 2,377
2 Playing a trombone 30 3,951 14,049
3 Playing a trumpet 100 13,581 46,416
4 Singing with 410 60,337 185,561

a mask
5 Singing without 700 111,943 307,957

a mask

ballistically travel forward at the same elevation of the injector
(like large droplets). These aerosols follow the air streamlines
and depending on those streamlines, an optimal height can be
ascertained. Placing the purifier farther away from the injec-
tor reduces the effectiveness of the purifier, and in some cases
worsens the situation. Thus, placing a purifier near the per-
son whom you want to protect (in this case, the teacher) is
not advisable. The streamlines from the purifier might pull
aerosols which are far away from the teacher towards the pu-
rifier (and hence towards the teacher), which could be danger-
ous. Interestingly, the number of deposited aerosols is more
or less unaffected by the presence of purifiers, as seen from
both the wind instrument and the singing case (Fig. 19a). This
is because a large portion of the aerosols are still deposition
dominated; the aerosols get deposited at the various surfaces
(such as the piano, the underside of the piano, the vent strip,
the left side window and the left side wall) since the solid
objects/surfaces are located in spots where they directly ob-
struct the aerosol flow paths. Hence, these surfaces are still
going to experience similar levels of deposition even if the
flow patterns slightly change. The recirculation zones starting
from underneath the piano and moving upwards towards the
ceiling on the back side of the piano also remain consistent
among all the cases, which makes the deposition patterns in
these regions consistent. The deposition rate also seems to be
higher than the removal rate of the aerosols. Hence, while the
deposition more or less occurs at a similar rate (on the afore-
mentioned regions) among similar cases, the removal vastly
differs because of the purifier’s effect on the streamlines.

According to Fig. 19b, the injection rate is observed to
vary linearly with both the average rate of aerosols being sus-
pended in the air as well as the average rate of aerosols being
deposited in the domain. The average rate here is defined as
the total number of aerosols present in air or deposited onto
surfaces (which is shown in Table IV) divided by the total in-
jection time (10 minutes in this study).

Ṅavg =
Ntot

tin j
(11)

where Ṅavg, Navg and tin j refer to the average aerosol rate, total
number of aerosols and time of injection respectively. The
linear correlation between the injection rate and the average
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(a) Effect of an air purifier (b) Effect of the injection rates

FIG. 19: Summarizing the observed trends.

aerosol rate from this study is shown below:

Ṅair ≈ 0.2622Ṅin j (12)

Ṅdep ≈ 0.7436Ṅin j (13)

where Ṅin j, Ṅair and Ṅdep refer to the number of aerosols in-
jected per second, average airborne aerosols suspension rate
and the average aerosol deposition rate, respectively. The
above observations suggest that a linear trend can be ex-
pected between the injection rate and the number of air-
borne/deposited aerosols in a domain within a given time
frame.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this study, the effects of portable purifiers and aerosol
injection rates were analyzed for different settings typically
observed in a music classroom. The three categories of cases
(chosen based on the typical classroom scenarios in a music
school) were (a) a student singing alone (with and without a
purifier/mask), (b) a student playing a wind instrument (trom-
bone or trumpet) in the presence of a teacher (with and with-
out a purifier), and (c) a student playing the piano (wearing
a mask) in the presence of a teacher. Although these cases
were chosen in interest of the University of Minnesota School
of Music, the resulting analysis and observations made here
could be useful for general aerosol injection scenarios. The
cases here effectively vary the aerosol injection rates and/or
airflow streamlines, which are not specific to a musical set-
ting.

Using purifiers help in achieving ventilation rates as sug-
gested by WHO and CDC guidelines, since the in-built HVAC

ventilation rates of the building may not be sufficient to
achieve the desired aerosol removal rates. It was observed
that using a purifier aids in improving the natural ventilation
(through the building vents), which further helps in achieving
removal times within the CDC prescribed values. This fact
helps in arriving at an effective break period of 25 minutes
between class sessions, where the airborne aerosol removal
using a purifier is almost 97%. Since the number of airborne
aerosols fluctuate about a mean value after an initial transient
period (around 5 to 9 minutes), the break period will apply to
any typical small classroom duration.

The effect of purifiers was found to offer significant ben-
efits, provided the purifiers were placed in proper locations,
offering orders of magnitude higher rates of aerosol removal
compared to cases having no purifiers (where the removal
might even be close to zero). Placing the purifiers close
to the injector, and specifically in the path of aerosol in-
jection/transport could offer positive benefits. The purifier
should also preferably be kept in a position where the exhaust
flow aids in the natural recirculation of the room. This can
be found in the purifier on the ground case where the exhaust
airflow from the purifier travels underneath the piano and fol-
lows the natural recirculation zone above. Placing the purifier
in a location where the exhaust flow significantly changes the
airflow streamlines in the domain (e.g., purifier on the left or
right side at an elevation), and causes mixing in the domain
may cause more spreading of the aerosols (although some re-
duction in total airborne aerosols may still be achieved). The
study therefore advises that the purifier be kept close to the
injector, and away from the individuals whom you want to
protect. This could apply even to a case with multiple puri-
fiers.

Finally, an almost linear correlation between the injection
rate and the number of aerosols remaining in the air and de-
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posited onto surfaces was observed. This detail could predict
similar quantities when a different injection rate is used, with-
out the need for simulating the entire domain again.
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