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                     SUMMARY  

Background: Multiply drug-resistant organisms (MDROs) in hospitals and long-term care facilities 
(LTCFs) of particular concern  include meticillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus (MRSA), vancomycin-
resistant enterococcus, multidrug-resistant Acinetobacter species and extended spectrum beta-lactamase 
producing organisms. Respiratory viruses include influenza and SARS-CoV-2.  
Aim: To assess effectiveness of cleaning and disinfecting surfaces in hospitals and LTCFs.  
Methods: CINAHL, Cochrane CENTRAL Register of Controlled Trials, EMBASE, Medline, and Scopus 
searched inception to 28 June 2021, no language restrictions, for randomized controlled trials, cleaning, 
disinfection, hospitals,  LTCFs. Abstracts and titles were assessed and data abstracted independently by 
two authors.   
Findings: Of fourteen c-RCTs in hospitals and LTCFs, interventions in ten were focused on reducing 
patient infections of four MDROs and/or healthcare-associated infections (HAIs). In four c-RCTs patient 
MDRO and/or HAI rates were significantly reduced with cleaning and disinfection strategies including 
bleach, quaternary ammonium detergents, ultraviolet irradiation, hydrogen peroxide vapour and copper-
treated surfaces or fabrics. Of three c-RCTs focused on reducing MRSA rates, one had significant results 
and one on Clostridioides difficile had no significant results. Heterogeneity of populations, methods, 
outcomes and data reporting precluded meta-analysis. Overall risk of bias assessment was low but high 
for allocation concealment, and GRADE assessment was low risk.  No study assessed biofilms.                                        
Conclusions: Ten c-RCTs focused on reducing multiple MDROs and/or HAIs and four had significant 
reductions.  Three c-RCTs reported only patient MRSA colonization rates (one significant reductions), 
and one focused on Clostridioides difficile (no significant differences). Standardised primary and secondary 
outcomes are required for future c-RCTs including detailed biofilm cleaning/disinfection interventions.  
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Introduction 

 
Hospitals and long-term care facilities (LTCF) are open institutions with many new admissions 

and discharges. The risk factors for Clostridioides difficile and the MDROs including meticillin-resistant 
Staphylococcus (MRSA), vancomycin-resistant enterococcus (VRE), multidrug-resistant Acinetobacter, 
resistant Gram-negative bacilli and extended spectrum beta-lactamase (R-GNB and ESBL) organisms and 
healthcare-acquired infections (HAIs) are exposure in a hospital or LTCF environment contaminated with 
these pathogens, especially a room previously occupied by an infected or carrier patient [1], age 65 and 
older, multimorbidity, higher severity of illnesses, and length of hospital stay [2]. Influenza and RSV have 
been key viral infections of concern in medical institutions for seniors and are now joined by SARS-CoV-
2. The prevalence of MDROs, HAIs and C. difficile infection is significant in both hospitals and LTCFs. 

A study of 19 acute care hospitals in Australia randomly sampled 50% (2,767) of the acute 
patients on 281 wards (Kappa inter-rater reliability for data entry = 0.92). The prevalence of HAIs was 
9.9% (95%CI 8.8% to 11.0%), and of the 12 types of HAI found, the most frequent were surgical site 3.6% 
(2.9% to 4.4%), pneumonia 2.4% (1.9% to 3.1%) and urinary tract infection 2.4% (1.9% to 3.0%). The 
median hospital prevalence rate was 9.2% (range 5.7% to 17%). Of the 346 organisms identified in 
patients with an HAI, 14% were S. aureus, 10% Candida albicans, 9% Escherichia coli and of the 329 MDROs 
113 were VRE, 101 MRSA and 67 ESB. Indwelling devices are a risk factor: in 38 patients with a 
bloodstream infection 35 (92%) had a vascular device in situ, of the 66 urinary tract infections 33 (50%) 
had an indwelling urinary catheter, and of the 41 patients with pneumonia 9 (22%) were on invasive 
ventilation support [4].  

In a study of 28 nursing homes in southern California, bilateral samples were taken from the 
nares, groins and axillae of a random sample of 50 residents in each home. For 1,400 residents the median 
prevalence of MDRO and C. difficile carriage was 50% (range 24% to 70%), including MRSA 36% (range 
20% to 54%); ESBL 16% (range 2% to 34%); VRE 5% (range 0% to 30%); and C. difficile 0% (range 0% to 
8%). In addition to colonisation identified by sampling, a history of MDRO carriage was found in the 
medical records of 180 (13%) residents, including MRSA in 116 (8%), ESBL organisms in 81 (6%) and VRE 
in 22 (2%).  MDRO carriage was found in 627 (45%, range 24% to 67%) patients that were previously 
unknown. Environmental colonisation, found in 74% of resident rooms and 93% of common areas, was 
assessed in each LTCF by sampling five objects in common areas (nursing station cart, table, chair, 
hallway handrail, and drinking fountain) and five or more objects in three resident rooms (bedside table, 
bedrail, call button, TV remote, door-knobs, light switch, bathroom sink and rail and flush handle) and 
MDROs were found in 74% of resident rooms and 93% of common areas [2].  

Less is known about the survivability of human viruses on different surfaces. A systematic 
review of the survival of enteric viruses on soft surfaces identified 12 studies with 13 types of material 
and norovirus, poliovirus, rotavirus and non-human feline calcivirus and murine norovirus but the 
studies had no standard protocols for study size, duration of exposure, or inoculum concentration and no 
meta-analysis could be performed or median duration computed. Five studies of human enteroviruses 
concluded that (except for rotavirus) they survive better at higher ambient temperatures, and for two 
studies of surfaces survive longer on wool longer than on cotton with the longest survival on wool 
blankets at 140 days [3]. Carefully conducted studies are needed with standardised protocols and at low 
risk of bias testing viral survivability after disinfection interventions on materials found on patients and 
in rooms in hospitals and LTCFs.   

A 2019 systematic review of the effectiveness of infection control programmes in LTCFs (last 
search 2016) identified ten c-RCTs. The interventions of four studies focused on MDROs, four on oral care 
to prevent respiratory tract infections, and four on hand hygiene. On the Cochrane risk of bias tool, five 
were considered at low risk of bias for random allocation, two for allocation concealment, eight for 
blinding of participants and personnel, nine for blinding of outcome concealment, nine for incomplete 
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evidence, and ten for selective reporting. No meta-analysis was performed and the authors concluded 
that the infection prevention and control programmes significantly improved compliance, knowledge 
and quality of practices (low quality evidence) but no study assessed compliance with transmission-
based precautions or implemented all five WHO core interventions [5]. The evidence for the effectiveness 
of cleaning and disinfection in hospitals and LTCFs requires updating in light of new developments in 
the rapidly evolving landscape in this area.   
 

Purpose:   
To conduct a systematic review to assess the evidence for the effectiveness of cleaning and 

disinfecting surfaces in hospitals and LTCFs to prevent MDROs and HAIs, including viral infections.   
 
Methods 

The reporting of this systematic review is in accordance with PRISMA 2020 reporting guidelines 
for systematic reviews. The study protocol was registered with Prospero (registration number: 
CRD42021249823).  

 
Primary research question: How effective are bleach, ultraviolet light, hydrogen peroxide, copper 
surfaces, or copper treated fabrics at cleaning and disinfecting surfaces in hospitals and LTCFs and do 
they make a difference in reducing acquiring MDROs and HAIs? Our PICO statement was: Population: 
Patients in hospitals or LTCFs. Interventions: bleach, quaternary ammonium disinfectants, liquid or 
vapourised hydrogen peroxide, ultraviolet lighting, copper-plated surfaces or copper-treated fabrics, or 
disinfectant or antiseptic coated surfaces. Comparison: usual cleaning methods in the institution (or 
quaternary ammonium disinfectant if it is the usual method). Outcomes: rates of new MDROs and HAIs 
in patients. Study Design: randomized or cluster-randomized controlled trials. 
 
Secondary research questions: (1) What are the reported MDRO and HAI rates in the region of the 
institution? (2) Did the study follow or test evidence-based disinfection guidelines? (3) Did the 
researchers perform genomic studies to track the transmission of pathogens between the community, 
hospitals and LTCFs? (4) Were antibiotic stewardship programmes and their effectiveness reported? and 
(5) Were MDRO and HAI rates reported for environmental service workers (ESWs) and other HCWs?   
 
 Data Collection 

Five databases (CINAHL, Cochrane CENTRAL Register of Controlled Trials, EMBASE, Medline, 
and Scopus) were searched from inception to June 28, 2021. Searches combined keywords and database-
specific subject headings from three concepts: (a) hospitals or acute/long term care facilities (e.g.: assisted 
living, long term care facilities, nursing homes) (b) disinfectants (e.g.: antisepsis, bleach, cleaning, copper 
plating of surfaces and copper impregnation of textiles, disinfection, decontamination, hydrogen 
peroxide, quaternary ammonium compounds, and ultraviolet (UV) light); and (c) randomized controlled 
trials. The Cochrane Collaboration’s highly sensitive search filter was used to identify relevant 
randomized controlled trials [6]. No language or date limits were applied. The reference lists of included 
studies were also searched to identify additional studies of relevance. The complete search strategy is 
documented in Appendix A. 
 

Study Screening 

Search results were downloaded into Covidence™ [7] for de-duplication and screening. Two 
authors screened abstracts and full-text papers in duplicate. Disagreements were resolved through 
consensus. Studies were included if they were randomized or cluster controlled trials that: (1) focused on 
patients in hospitals or LTCFs; (2) reported on the use of  bleach, quaternary ammonium disinfectants, 
hydrogen peroxide, ultraviolet lights, or copper-plated surfaces/copper-treated fabrics or antiseptic 

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 23, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.22.21268185doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.22.21268185
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


4 
 

coated surfaces to disinfect surfaces or reduce colonisation rates in patients; and (3) reported rates of 
patient infection or bacterial colonisation of surfaces. 
 

Data Extraction and Quality Assessment 

Two authors independently extracted study data and assessed the quality of all included studies. 
The Cochrane Risk of Bias Tool (RoB) [6] and also the Risk of Bias tool version 2 for cluster-randomized 
controlled trials (RoB 2) [8] were used to assess the quality of studies included in this review. All 
disagreements were resolved through consensus. 
 

Data Analysis 

Two authors independently analysed study data. There were insufficient studies with enough 
similar study arms to permit meta-analysis.    

Results 

Search Results: The search identified 14 cluster -randomized controlled trials (c-RCTs) with clinical HAI 
and/or MDRO patient outcomes (ten with interventions focused on multiple bacterial pathogens, three on 
MRSA and one on C. difficile) [9-30] (Table I).  
 
Figure 1. PRISMA Flow diagram for new systematic reviews which include searches of databases and 

registers only 
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14 C-RCTs: Numbers of patients studied  

Of the 14 c-RCTs, eleven reported the number of patients (total 329,254 patients), Mitchell [20] 
reported 3,434,439 occupied bed days but not patient numbers, Boyce also reported on 22,231 occupied 
bed days but not patients [14] and Ray reported basing the power computation on 1,068 cases and 
1,683,928 patient days in the study facilities in 2009 but reported neither patients nor occupied bed days 
for the actual study period [30]. The largest studies by far were Anderson (31,226 patients exposed to 
MDROs and a total of 329,254 in all hospitals studied) [9-13] and Mitchell (3,534,439 bed-days) [20].  

10 C-RCTs with patient outcomes and studied multiple infections  

Ten of the c-RCTs studied varying interventions with outcomes of acquisition of MDROs or HAIs and 
three (Anderson [9-13], Mitchell [20-22], and Salgado [25]) found decreased HAIs or MDROs or both after 
cleaning of surfaces as a major component and one (Mody [23, 24]), with enhanced education. The largest 
c-RCT (Anderson [9-13] studied 31,226 patients in nine hospitals in the southeastern US who were 
admitted to single rooms which had been terminally disinfected after the discharge of a previous 
occupant with positive cultures for any of four target microorganisms (MRSA, VRE, C. difficile, or 
multidrug-resistant Acinetobacter) in the previous 12 months. The 11 hospitals had a total of 314,819 
patients and these patients were also assessed for wider circulation of MDROs. The new admissions were 
randomized to rooms which had received one of four disinfection strategies. After completion of the 
interventions to reduce the environmental presence of the target MDROs and C. difficile, a primary 
composite outcome of new hospital-acquired colonisation or infection with these microorganisms was 
studied. The lowest rates of MDRO/C. difficile acquisition for the new admissions were after using ultra-
violet light (UV) + quaternary ammonia detergent (QUAD) with 33.9 cases/10,000 exposure days which 
was statistically significant result (RR 0.70, 95% CI 0.50–0.98; p=0·036) compared to the standard cleaning 
arm. Cleaning with bleach revealed 41.6 cases/10,000 exposure days, with UV + bleach 45.6 cases/10,000 
exposure days and then for the reference study arm (QUAD) 51.3 cases/10,000 patient days. For C. difficile 

infection alone, for bleach and for UV + bleach, there were 30.4 cases and 31.6/10,000 exposure days, 
respectively. Staff hand-hygiene compliance averaged 90%, room disinfection compliance 100%, and 
protocol compliance was QUAD 100%; and in study arms UV arm 93%, Bleach arm 96%, Bleach + UV 
arm 99%; and UV device use arm 92% [QUAD is also referred to as QUAT in some publications] (Table I).  

The next largest c-RCT (Mitchell) was conducted in 11 acute care hospitals in Australia. The 
number of patients involved was not stated but the study involved 3,534,439 occupied bed days. The 
focus was on increasing cleaning thoroughness with the REACH bundle: using optimal cleaning agents, 
following manufacturers’ recommendations, defined cleaning frequency, training, audit, feedback, and a 
hospital-wide commitment to improve cleaning. There was a significant reduction in the primary 
outcomes of VRE clinical infections from 0.35/1,000 occupied bed days to 0.22 but no significant decrease 
in MRSA or C. difficile infections. There were significant but insufficient increases in the secondary 
outcome of frequent touch points cleaned in bathrooms from 55% to 76% and in bedrooms from 64% to 
86% [20-22]. 

Salgado randomized 614 patients in ICUs in three hospitals in South Carolina either to rooms 
with copper surfaces on high touch surfaces (bedrails, overbed tables, IV poles, arms of the visitor’s chair, 
and in some the nurse call button and computers) or to rooms without copper plating. Forty-six patients 
(7.5%) developed HAIs and 26 (4.2%) became colonised with MRSA or VRE. For the composite primary 
outcome of HAI or colonisation with MRSA or VRE the rate was significantly lower in copper-plated 
rooms (0.071 vs. 0.123, p = 0.02). For HAI only, the incident rate was reduced from 0.081 to 0.034 (P = 

Studies included in review 
(n = 14 ) 
Reports of included studies 
(n = 23) 

In
cl
ud
ed 
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.013). Copper surfaces were ~ 6 times less likely to harbour MRSA or VRE and the combined MRSA and 
VRE burden was 96.8% lower. Hand hygiene compliance ranged from 61% to 95% and was not 
significantly associated with HAIs [25]. 

Mody in a three-year study randomized 418 residents in 12 nursing homes in southeast Michigan 
who had indwelling devices either to the intervention group in which HCWs were encouraged to 
perform hand hygiene before and after providing any care to participants and wear gowns and gloves 
when performing morning and evening care, or to a usual care control group. No specific new cleaning 
agents or disinfection protocols were deployed in this study but rather enhanced education and 
precautions. Training consisted of 10 educational modules every 2-3 months over 3 years. There were no 
significant reductions in the intervention group for the primary outcome related to overall prevalence 
density of MDROs: MRSA, VRE or resistant gram-negative bacilli organisms. The secondary outcome of 
any device associated infection revealed significant reductions in first catheter-associated urinary tract 
infection occurrence (RR 0.54, 95%CI 0.30 to 0.97) and all catheter-associated infections (RR 0.69, 95%CI 
0.49 to 0.99) but not for new feeding tube–associated pneumonias or skin and soft-tissue infections 
[23,24].  

Six c-RCTs which aimed to reduce multiple MDRO acquisitions or HAI infections did not find 
significant reductions in their respectively designated primary outcomes. Boyce in a study of four wards 
on two campuses of a university-affiliated hospital in Connecticut did not report the number of patients 
but a total of 22,231 patient days. The wards were randomized each month during the 12-month c-RCT 
either to use liquid hydrogen peroxide or continue usual daily and terminal cleaning with quaternary 
ammonium disinfectant (QUAD). There were non-significant decreases in the primary composite 
outcome of patients with MRSA and VRE colonisation or infection and C. difficile infections. After 
peroxide cleaning the combined colonisation of room surfaces by MRSA, VRE, or hospital onset C. difficile 
was lower with average aerobic colony counts (ACC)/high-touch surface of 14.0 cfus and after QUAD 
22.2 cfus (P = .003). The percentage of surfaces with no growth after cleaning was higher for peroxide 
(48%) than QUAD (35%; P < .0001). The authors proposed a cut-off of <2.5 CFUs/cm2 as the definition of a 
clean surface, and 92.4% of surfaces were clean after peroxide and 88.4% after QUAD (P = .03) with this 
criterion. [14].  

Chami in a cluster randomized study of 4,345 residents in 50 nursing homes in France used 30 
interventions (PPE, hand hygiene, education, sterile processes, immunisation, hygiene, daily bathing, 
screening for incontinence, escort to bathrooms, aseptic technique, changing patient devices, preventing 
HAIs, and identifying infections) and for the primary outcome of the combined urinary, upper and lower 
respiratory and gastrointestinal  infection rate found no significant differences between the intervention 
and control arms [15]. No specific new cleaning agents or disinfection protocols were deployed in this 
study. 

Heredia-Rodriguez in a study at the university hospital, Valladolid, Spain, provided all cardiac 
surgery patients with a routine respiratory bundle of care including hand hygiene, changing ventilator 
circuits when soiled or at seven days, chlorhexidine 2% oral mouth wash every six hours when intubated, 
and semi-recumbent body position at 40 degrees, then randomized 522 to air flows exposed to UV light 
sterilisers and 575 to no UV light air conditioning and  found no significant differences in ventilator-
associated pneumonia or all infections [16].  

Juthani-Mehta in 36 nursing homes in Connecticut with 834 residents randomized 434 patients to 
a multicomponent pneumonia prevention programme (twice daily manual tooth and gum brushing and 
0.12% chlorhexidine oral rinse and upright positioning during feeding) and 400 to usual care. Adherence 
to the chlorhexidine protocol was 87.9% (SD 20.5%) and 100% for upright feeding. There were no 
significant differences in pneumonia rates over the 2.5 years of the intervention [17]. No specific new 
cleaning agents or disinfection protocols were deployed in this study 

Lautenbach in a study of 1,021 patients in two 24-bed ICUs in Philadelphia randomized patients 
to use copper-treated linens (fitted sheets, sheets, pillow cover and gown) or usual linens but found no 
significant differences in MDRO rates. The authors commented that the study was likely underpowered 
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[18]. Marik in a study of 1,282 patients in two ICU wards (8 beds in each) in eastern Virginia randomized 
the intervention group to use copper-treated linens (sheets, pillowcases, underpads, wash cloths, towels 
and gowns) or usual linens and there was no difference in HAIs [19].  

 

Four C -RCTs studied single infections  

Four c-RCTs focused on single pathogens. Ray studied HAI C. difficile infection in a study of 16 
acute care hospitals in northeastern Ohio and reported both CDI outcomes and surface colonisation rates. 
He did not state the number of residents but the power computation was based on 1,068 cases and 1,683, 
928 patient-days in the facilities in 2009. All hospitals used bleach wipes to daily disinfect C. difficile 
rooms. In the intervention arm environmental services workers (ESWs) received training on cleaning and 
daily individual feedback on cultures and how many fluorescent markers were removed after cleaning. 
There was an average increase in fluorescent marker removal over 12 months from 63% (hospitals ranged 
from 12% to 74%) to 69% (range 35% to 91%) and a significant decrease in C. difficile colonised rooms 
positive for C. difficile from 13% to 3% in the intervention group and no significant changes in the control 
group but there were no significant differences in the intervention or post-intervention periods in the 
incidence of C. difficile/10,000 patient days [30].  

Three c-RCTs reported only MRSA colonisation rates. Peterson in three LTCFs in Illinois with 
4,200 annual admissions randomized 12 units either to perform universal MRSA decolonisation with 
intranasal mupirocin and a chlorhexidine bath twice and decontamination of all flat surfaces in rooms, 
common rooms and equipment with bleach and enhanced cleaning of flat surfaces with bleach wipe 
every four months, or to usual care. New admissions were screened and decolonised. All nursing staff 
were trained in pathogen transmission, hand hygiene, and disinfection education. The baseline 
colonisation rate was 16.84% and after one year 11.61% in the intervention units (p = 0.028) and after one 
year 17.85% in the control units (p = 0.61) [28,29].  

 Baldwin in a study of 793 residents in 32 nursing homes in northern Ireland randomized 16 units 
to a staff infection control and education programme to reduce MRSA colonisation and 16 to usual 
practice. Audits were conducted at baseline, 3 and 6 months and written audit reports were sent to 
nursing home managers with recommendations for improvement. There was 40% attrition of residents 
during the study. In the intervention group over 12 months infection audit control scores increased from 
56% to 84% and in the control group from 53% to 64%, but hand hygiene (66%) and equipment 
decontamination (75%) were still poor in the intervention group and in an ITT analysis there were no 
significant differences in MRSA colonisation rates between the intervention and control group after 12 
months [26].  

Bellini in a study of 4,750 residents in 104 nursing homes in Switzerland randomized 53 homes to 
the intervention group and 51 to the usual care control group. There were wide baseline ranges in MRSA 
rates between nursing homes: in the intervention group the nursing home average was 8.9% (range 0-
38%) and in the control group the nursing home average was 8.9% (range 0-43%). In the intervention 
group all HCWs participated in training sessions on the concepts and practice of standard precautions 
that should be applied to all residents independent of their MRSA status. In the intervention group all 
patients received topical decolonisation of their nostrils, pharynx, skin, hair, dental prostheses and MRSA 
ulcers and patients’ clothes, linen, bed, bedside table, phone, walking aid, wheelchair armrests, and TV 
control were decolonised. The MRSA rate in the intervention arm declined from 8.9% to 5.8% (P =.003) 
and also in the control from 8.9% to 6.6% (P = .02) but there were no significant differences between study 
arms [27].  
 
Secondary outcomes  

Of the 14 included c-RCTs one reported an increase in MRSA rates in their region (eastern 
Switzerland) at the time of the study [27] (personal communication from Dr. Bellini). Baldwin identified a 
recently reported UK nursing home study with an MRSA prevalence of 17% and based his power 
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computation on that report but did not report trends in the institutions he studied or the region [26]. 
Anderson did not report trends in their hospital region but identified that the addition of UV light to 
standard chemical disinfection in the rooms previously occupied by MDRO patients led to a significant 
reduction in risk for the overall group of 11 hospitals of acquiring C. difficile (RR 0.89; 95%CI 0.80 to 0.99; 
p = 0.031) and VRE (RR 0.56 (0.31 to 0.996; p = 0.048) [14,15]. Mitchell commented that “First, Australia 
has major reservoirs of C. difficile outside the hospital environment. Secondly, genetically diverse strains 
of C. difficile are being transmitted into hospitals and infecting patients.” [20]. 

Four c-RCTs referenced guidelines. Mitchell assessed their pragmatic research design against the 
PRagmatic-Explanatory Continuum Indicator tool (described in detail in the article [22] and appendices) 
and based the high touch points sampled on the CDC Environmental Cleaning Checklist. Chami in her 
study of 25 NHs in France presented during HCW training a“Delphi web survey of guidelines.” [15]. 
Mody in her study of 17 NHs in southeast Michigan reported that all Medicare-certified and Medicaid-
certified NHs have an infection control program and a part-time preventionist and her Targeted Infection 
Prevention Intervention (TIP) included barrier precautions, surveillance and feedback for NH staff 
education as key infection prevention principles [23,24]. Salgado referenced the CDC Guideline for 
Disinfection and Sterilization in Healthcare Facilities 2008 but the study intervention was copper surfaces, 
a new intervention [25]. No guidelines were referenced by the other studies (Table I). 

One study reported that in each of the three LTCFs the MRSA clone (pulsotype) USA !00 
predominated (range 38% to 92.3%) and there were no clonal associations between the mupirocin-
resistant MRSA strains [28]. Mitchell did not perform microbiological testing of the environment or whole 
genome sequencing because of financial constraints [20]. Anderson stated “we did not do molecular 
analyses to confirm that organisms included in our outcomes were related to organisms in the 
environment as this task was impossible given the scope of our study.” [9]. 

Mitchell reported that all hospitals had an antibiotic stewardship programme throughout the 
study period but did not report its results and found during the pre-intervention period a combined 
antibiotic medication monthly defined daily dose of 4,614/1000 occupied bed days and during the 
intervention period was 3,949/1000 [20]. Baldwin reported that the consumption of antibiotics in the 
previous 12 months was 12% in the control and 14% in the intervention group [26] and Bellini in the 
previous 30 days was 11% ± 5.6 in the control and 14% ± 8.1 in the intervention group but neither 
provided antibiotic stewardship data [27].  

Only one C-RCT reported MDRO rates in HCWs. Baldwin reported that MRSA rates in cleaners 
were 6% in the intervention and 1% in the control group but did not report results for ESWs [26].  
 

Meta-Analysis: There was significant heterogeneity amongst the studies which precluded meta-analysis.    
                       
[Table I here] 

Risk of bias 

Using the Cochrane Risk of Bias Tool, of the 12 c-RCTs which reported patient MDROs and 
or/HAIs, six were at low risk of bias for randomization (all used computer programmes) and six were 
unknown as they merely stated they were randomized. For allocation concealment two were at low, nine 
unknown and one at high risk. However, the cleaning and disinfection interventions were applied to 
room surfaces and not to patients by the environmental service workers employed by the hospitals and 
LTCFs. The thoroughness of disinfection was assessed by environmental service supervisors (ESS) 
employed by the hospitals and LTCFs and also by the research staff and feedback was provided by the 
ESSs to the environmental service workers. For blinding of participants and personnel four were at 
unknown and eight at high risk. For blinding of outcome assessors four were at low, four unknown and 
four at high risk. However, for both blinding assessments, considering that interventions were applied to 
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all surfaces in predefined clusters using hospital and LTCF patient registries, and outcomes are
laboratory-confirmed infections with MDROs or HAIs the risk of bias due to blinding was revised to low
For attrition eight were  at low and four at unknown risk. Although several very large studies had a

constant throughput of patients during the study period, the tracking of patients by patient bed
occupancy which used the hospital admission and discharge system is likely to find all participants. All
12 studies were at low risk of selective reporting (Figures 1 and 2). The overall assessment is low risk but
high for allocation concealment. 

Considering separately the four c-RCTs which reported patient colonisation rates Boyce [14] and

Ray [30] also reported patient outcomes (reported above). For randomization three were at low and one
at unknown risk, for allocation concealment four were at unknown risk, for blinding of participants and
personnel one was at low risk and three at high risk, for blinding of outcome assessors one was at low,
two unknown and one at high risk, and for incomplete data one was at low, two unknown and one at
high risk, and for selective reporting all four were at low risk. The same comments that the interventions

were provided to predetermined clusters of wards by nursing staff and/or environmental service workers
employed by the hospitals and LTCFs apply also to these colonisation studies and thus the overall
assessment is revised to low risk but risk was high for allocation concealment. Four studies required
ongoing patient cooperation for personal decolonisation measures [15,16, 27,28]. Twelve c-RCTs reported
a power computation. (Appendix B). 

 
Figure 2. Cochrane Risk of Bias Graph 
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Figure 3. Cochrane Risk of Bias Summary 
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for c-RCTs are: 1. Are there baseline differences between clusters? Ten c-RCTs provided detailed tables
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all participants identified and recruited before randomization? In all 14 c-RCTs these processes occurred
before randomization; 3. Were there any deviations from Protocols? In 10 c-RCTs the interventions were
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applied directly to the patients’ environment automatically, and in four the interventions were applied to 
the patients and followed Protocols with no reported exceptions, and 4. Were people delivering the 
intervention aware of the participant’s assigned intervention during the trial? Because the interventions 
usually lasted from one to three years it is likely that in the four where interventions were applied 
directly to patients by HCWs this knowledge was likely apparent to HCWs and could have been 
apparent to patients (Appendix B). Nevertheless, the GRADE assessment was low risk (Appendix C). 

Discussion 

Only five of the 14 c-RCTs reviewed identified a reduction in their a priori identified primary 
outcomes. Of these five studies, three looked at cleaning and disinfecting agents including UV, copper 
and bleach as outlined in our primary research question and the other two looked at mutlimodal 
educational  tools. Anderson’s study compared four cleaning methods and found the lowest MDRO rates 
in the ultraviolet light + quaternary ammonia detergent (QUAD) arm (33.9 MDRO cases/10,000 exposure 
days) with the next lowest rate in the  bleach arm (41.6 cases/10,000 exposure days) and the highest in the 
QUAT reference arm (51.3 cases/10,000 exposure days). However the rate in the UV + bleach arm was 
higher than in the UV light + QUAD at 45.6 cases/10,000 exposure days [9-13]. Salgado cleaned surfaces 
with three disinfectants then randomized patients to rooms with copper-plated surfaces (bedrails, 
overbed table, IV poles, and arms of the visitor’s chair). For a composite primary outcome of new HAI or 
VRE/MRSA colonisation Salgado found significant differences: 21 cases/294 patients (7%) in rooms with 
copper-plated surfaces and 41/320 (13%, p = 0.02) in rooms without copper-plated surfaces [25}. For HAI 
only, the rate was reduced from 0.081 to 0.034 (P = .013). Peterson used decontamination strategies with 
both patients (mupirocin to nares and open wounds and a chlorhexidine body wash) and the 
environment (decontamination of surfaces in all patient and common rooms and equipment with bleach). 
The average baseline MRSA colonisation  rate was 16.64% and there was a significant reduction in the 
intervention (11.61%, P = .028) but not in the control units (17.85%, P =.613) difference between 
intervention and control P =.001 [28].  

The other two studies focused on educational and organisational strategies which demonstrated 
reductions in their primary outcomes although Mitchell’s study also measured the completeness of 
implementation  of  the  REACH bundle of optimal cleaning agents, following manufacturers’ 
recommendations for their use, defining cleaning frequency, training, audit, feedback, and an explicit 
hospital-wide commitment to improve cleaning. Mitchell designed the implementation framework using 
the Promoting Action on Research Implementation in Health Services (i-PARIHS) framework study and 
measured implementation with the Standards for Reporting Implementation Studies (StaRI) framework 
[27]. In the intervention arm the number of cases of VRE/10,000 occupied bed days (OBD) declined from 
0.65 to 0.43 (RR 0.63 (95%CI 0.41 to 0.97, p= 0.034) and although rates of C. difficile declined from 
2.74/OBD to 2.19, S. aureus bacteraemia from 1.02 to 0.86, MSSA from 0.84 to 0.69, and MRSA from 0.19 to 
0.17 none were significant reductions [20-22]. Mody found significant reductions in four outcomes 
compared to the control for all MDROs (RR 0.77; 95%CI, 0.62-0.94, p <.05); new MRSAs (RR 0.78; 95%CI, 
0.64-0.96, p <.01), first clinically defined catheter-associated urinary tract infection (HR 0.54 (95%CI, 0.30-
0.97, p <.04); and all catheter-associated UTIs (including recurrent) (HR 0.69 (95%CI, 0.49-0.99, p = 0.045) 
but  no reductions in new VRE, R-GNB, new feeding tube–associated pneumonias or skin or soft-tissue 
infections [23]. 

The other nine c-RCTs found no significant results but the majority of these studies with the 
exception of Chami [15] and Bellini [27] had higher risk of bias. Of these studies Boyce [14], Heredia-
Rodríguez [16 ] , Juthani-Mehta [17 ] , Lautenbach [18 ] , Marik [19], and Ray [30 ] reported on the clinical 
outcomes of HAI in either a composite outcome or as a stand-alone outcome. Only two of these studies 
reported on the use of novel cleaning and disinfecting agents and the majority focused on training and 
education of healthcare workers.  
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No institution reported completely eradicating MDROs or HAIs. How close to zero the number 
of cfus remaining after disinfection should be has not been defined and only one of the included studies 
proposed a definition of a clean surface at <2.5 cfu/cm2 [14]. The relationship between the density of cfus 
per specified surface area and the risk of infection is likely to vary with the performance of the patient’s 
immune system, the amount and duration of exposure, and with the frailness and multimorbidity of the 
patients. The studies did not provide explanations why there were often substantial differences in MDRO 
baseline rates between institutions in their studies. 

Hospitals and LTCFs are open to admissions of urgent and non-urgent patients and how referrals 
between LTCFs and hospitals with a region contribute to MDROs and HAIs has neither been 
systematically explored nor has the contribution of symptomatic and asymptomatic patients, staff and 
visitors. Key solutions will be to genomically measure MDROs and HAIs and track their transmission 
patterns, and comprehensively and rapidly screen all admissions and use isolation strategies until 
patients are cleared, which will require an increase in isolation units and the staff to screen patients. 
ESWs are crucial workers, their training and evaluation need to be improved, turnover rates minimised 
and pay increased to reduce MDRO and HAI rates. There is inadequate research on the degree to which 
contamination of cleaning cloths and solutions and continued use on multiple surfaces transfer 
contamination to other surfaces. 

 

Circulation of pathogens between hospitals, nursing homes and the community 

None of the 14 c-RCTs assessed the circulation of pathogens as patients transferred between 
hospitals, LTCFs and the community. If future studies perform these assessments asymptomatic carriers 
could be identified to permit better strategies to isolate patients who bring MDROs into institutions. A 
four-year study of whole genome sequencing of 1,250 symptomatic C. difficile cases in Oxfordshire, UK, 
found that 45% of the cases were genetically different from previous cases and a possible environmental 
source of contamination could be identified for only 2% of patients [31,32]. Bellini’s study of Swiss 
nursing homes found that the MRSA incidence correlated with LTCF size and inversely with 
staff/resident ratios and thus LTCF size, multiple patient occupancy of rooms and transfer rates to and 
from hospitals may affect the predominant clones and affect the difficulty of the decolonisation tasks [27]. 

Antibiotic stewardship 

Mitchell reported that all hospitals had an antibiotic stewardship programme but did not 
describe the protocol or its operation for any of the hospitals. Mitchell’s was the only study which 
reported pre- intervention and intervention antibiotic use and for all 11 acute care hospitals. During the 
pre-intervention period the combined monthly defined daily dose was 4,614/1000 occupied bed days and 
during the intervention period was 3,949/1000. There was a wide range both pre-intervention at the 25% 
prescribing level (786/1000) and the 75% level (6,182/1000) and also post-intervention at the 25% level 
(2,090/1000) and the 75% level (5,957/1000) [20]. Antibiotic stewardship programmes and thorough 
supervision of their effectiveness are important in reducing MDRO colonisation. High rates of 
antimicrobial use were reported in Russo’s large study of 19 Australian hospitals in which 44% of 
patients were receiving antibiotics (excluding surgical prophylaxis) and 10% were being treated for at 
least one MDRO [3].  

Environmental cleaning staff 

Only one study reported staff MRSA colonisation rates although it is known that staff hands are 
often colonised [27]. The ESW staff are key to attaining thoroughness in disinfection of surfaces and 
several authors commented on the high turnover of ESW staff. Only Mitchells’ REACH study stated the 
numbers of ESWs (1,729) [21] but no c-RCT stated the number of rooms and surfaces cleaned per shift so 
it is unknown if the ESWs’ workload makes thorough cleaning per protocol feasible. Studies varied in the 
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amount and frequency of feedback to cleaners. No study identified differences in effectiveness between 
individual cleaners, the effect of educational interventions or factors associated with superior cleaning 
outcomes, or understanding of the language used for training, educational materials and feedback. There 
are no studies of merit pay for superior cleaning outcomes. Some studies cleaned all rooms, some only 
known colonised rooms, the number of high touch points cleaned varied between studies, and these 
issues are likely to affect the overall effectiveness of ESW staff. The difficulty of cleaning LTCF rooms 
filled with personal possessions has not been addressed. Deterioration of surfaces making cleaning more 
difficult was commented on by one study [34]. The cleaning methods, diligence, duration, amount of 
pressure used, and type of cleaning cloths and disinfectants used will affect outcomes and need detailed 
comparative studies. Studies are needed to compare for individual ESWs the differences in effectiveness 
and the causes of heterogeneity among ESWs in relationship to their training, supervision and difficulty 
of the environments they are asked to disinfect. There are no economic evaluations to assess how the 
intensity and effectiveness of cleaning reduce total medical costs.  
 
Mask-wearing and hand hygiene 

Mask wearing and hand hygiene are key interventions to prevent person-to-person transmission 
of viral respiratory infections and the most comprehensive and recent systematic review is the 2020 
Cochrane review by Jefferson [34] and it will need updating for studies during the COVID-19 pandemic 
period. In many studies the risk of bias for the RCTs and c-RCTs was high or unclear. The review 
included only three c-RCTs of hand hygiene in LTCFs. McConeghy’s 2017 study was assessed at unclear 
risk for random sequence generation and allocation concealment, and high risk for blinding of personnel 
and participants, outcome assessment and selective reporting [35]. Temime’s 2018 study was found to be 
at high risk for random sequence generation, unclear risk from allocation concealment, high risk from 
blinding of participants and personnel, performance assessment and incomplete data [36] while Yeung’s 
2011 study was considered at unclear risk from random sequence generation, allocation concealment, 
selective reporting and at high risk regarding blinding of participants and personnel and outcome 
assessment [37]. There was only one c-RCT of hand hygiene for patients and staff which assessed 
bacterial contamination and there was a significant decrease in bacterial colonisation in the intervention 
group.  

A 2020 systematic review of hand washing, distancing and mask wearing to prevent transmission 
of SARS-CoV-2 identified 172 observational studies in 16 countries but no RCTs and a meta-analysis of 44 
non-randomized studies in health-care and non-health-care-settings (25,697 individuals) found that the 
odds ratio of virus transmission at distances more than one metre was 0.18 (0.09 to 0.38, moderate 
certainty) compared to distances < 1 metre, for mask wearing OR was 0.15 (0.07 to 0.34), but with low 
certainty of evidence [38]. 

 
Research on which surfaces are most frequently touched by patients, staff and visitors and which surface 

textures are most colonised by biofilms 

The included trials included a variable number of surfaces which they designated as high touch: bed rails, 
overbed tables, bedside tables, nurse call bells, visitor chairs, keyboards, bathrooms, toilets, and toilet 
floors. Mattresses and mattress covers were not sampled. Medical equipment cleaning was usually 
considered a nursing responsibility. The frequency, duration and firmness of contact were not assessed. 
Surface types (plastic, stainless steel, copper) and textures (shiny, rough, composite) were not assessed for 
differential rates of bacterial or biofilm contamination. The frequency, duration and firmness of cleaning 
contact, techniques employed (horizontal rubbing, widening circles) and types of cleaning cloths and 
mops (composition, number of uses on individual surfaces before disposal) used by ESWs were not 
assessed. The presence of biofilm formation on any types of surfaces was not assessed. All of the areas 
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identified above related to the types of surfaces, cleaning techniques and their effect on bacterial 
contamination and biofilms are research gaps which need to be addressed. 

 

Trials in economies in transmission and developing economies 

No trials of the work of ESWs were identified in economies designated by the United Nations as 
economies in transition or developing economies. Thus it is not known what the workload of ESWs is in 
these hospitals, which surfaces they clean, the nature of those surfaces, how supervision and 
measurement of the effectiveness of disinfection are undertaken, and MDRO and HAI rates in 
relationship to ESW activities. We were unable to find any publications in our searches that addressed the 
surveillance of MDROs and HAIs in relationship to ESW work and the adequacy of laboratory facilities to 
measure bacterial contamination and ESW disinfection effectiveness.  

 
Conclusions and Future Directions  

Although there were some signals suggesting the use of novel strategies as adjuncts to cleaning 
and disinfection including UV and copper the results of examining the c-RCTs to date remain 
heterogenous and no definitive findings were found related to UV or copper with some studies 
associated with a  reduction in outcomes and others not, depending on the setting. We found that 
“composite” outcomes seemed to be used often and only certain marker microorganisms were used. 
There were also major differences between primary and secondary outcomes. It would be useful to 
develop a set of standardised primary and secondary outcomes for future studies to enable comparisons 
between studies. A recent systematic review on the use of copper impregnation of clothing and 
commonly touched surfaces suggested there was no significant advantage to the use of this strategy [39]. 
The use of UV light in conjunction with usual cleaning agents and disinfectants deserves further study.  

The key requirements to reduce MRDO and HAI rates are comprehensive screening of patients, 
genomic studies to trace infection transmission when available, rapid assessment and quarantining of 
admissions with additional isolation rooms and assessment staff, improved cleaning methods (especially 
biofilms because none of the included c-RCTs assessed biofilms), and comprehensive approaches to 
cleaning and disinfecting surfaces and objects in hospitals and LTCFs which can harbour and transmit 
microorganisms.  
 
Strengths 

The literature search had no restrictions of language or date. The risk of bias was assessed with 
both the Cochrane risk of bias tool and the Cochrane risk of bias tool version 2 for cluster-RCTs. The total 
number of patients was large (11 studies with 329,254 patients) and for the three studies which reported 
only patient-occupied bed days 5,140,598 bed-days. Anderson’s 31,226 patients are included in the total 
above and he also assessed infection rates for another 329,254 patients in the nine study hospitals not 
directly targeted by the interventions [11]. The outcome was laboratory-confirmed MDROs or HAIs for 
13/14 studies and clinically confirmed infections in one study [15].   
 
Weaknesses 

Eight studies were at low risk of bias for randomization and the other six only mentioned that 
they were “randomized.” Only two studies confirmed that they concealed randomization. Blinding of 
personnel, patients and data assessors was low but the rating was graded  low risk because patients were 
randomized in pre-defined clusters and the outcome was laboratory-confirmed infections. It is recognised 
there are significant difficulties in blinding patients to the use of various cleaning agents. 

Minimal information was available for the five secondary outcomes: (1) reporting of regional 
MDRO and HAI infections before the study commenced, (2) following or testing an evidence-based 
guideline to reduce infections, (3) performing genomic studies to identify the transmission of infections 

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 23, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.22.21268185doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.22.21268185
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


15 
 

between the community, hospitals and LTCFs, (4) reporting antibiotic use and antibiotic stewardship 
before and during the intervention period, and (5) measuring the MDRO and HAI rates in ESW and other 
healthcare staff.   
 
Author Contributions: Conceptualisation RET and BCT, literature searches RET and DLL, data entry, 
risk of bias analyses and data analysis RET and CBT, text RET, text editing and revision RET, JC and DLL.  
Funding: This research received no external funding 

Institutional Review Board Statement: Systematic review so not needed.  

Informed Consent Statement: Systematic review so not needed. 

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.  

[1] Wu YL, Yang XY, Ding XX, Li RJ, Pan MS, Zhao X, Hu XQ, Zhang JJ, Yang LQ. Exposure to 
infected/colonized roommates and prior room occupants increases the risks of healthcare-associated 
infections with the same organism. J Hosp Infect 2019;101(2):231-239. 
[2] McKinnell JA, Miller LG, Singh RD, Gussin G, Kleinman K, Laurner B, Catuna, TD, Heim L, Saavedra 
R, Felix J, Torres C, Chang J, Estevez M, Mendez. J, Tchakalian G, Bloomfield L, Ceja S, Franco R, Mine, A, 
Hurtado A, Hean R, Varasteh A, Robinson PA, Park S, Tam S, Tjoa, T, He J, Agrawal S, Yamaguchi S, 
Custodio H, Nguyen J, Bittencourt CE, Evans KD, Mor V, McConeghy K, Weinstein RA, Hayden MK, 
Stone ND, Steinberg K, Beecham, N, Montgomery J, DeAnn W, Peterson EM, Huang SS. High prevalence 
of multidrug-resistant organism colonization in 28 nursing homes: An "Iceberg Effect". J Am Med Direct 
Assoc 2020; 21(12):1937-1943. 
[3] Yeargin T, Buckley D, Fraser A, Jiang, X. The survival and inactivation of enteric viruses on soft 
surfaces: A systematic review of the literature. Am J Infect Control 2016;44(11):1365-1373. 
[4] Russo PL, Stewardson AJ, Cheng AC, Bucknall T, Mitchell BG. The prevalence of healthcare associated 
infections among adult inpatients at nineteen large Australian acute-care public hospitals: a point 
prevalence survey. Antimicrob Resist Infect Control 2019;8.114. https://doi.org/10.1186/s13756-019-0570-y 
[5] Lee, MH, Lee, GA.; Lee, SH, Park, YH. Effectiveness and core components of infection prevention and 
control programmes in long-term care facilities: a systematic review. J Hosp Infect 2019;102(4):377-393. 
[6] Higgins JPT, Thomas J, Chandler J, Cumpston M, Li T, Page MJ, Welch VA (editors). Cochrane 

Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions version 6.2 (updated February 2021). Cochrane, 2021. 
Available from www.training.cochrane.org/handbook. (accessed 18 October 2021) 
[7] Covidence. https://get.covidence.org/cochrane (accessed 18 October 2021) 
[8] Sterne JAC, Savović J, Page MJ, Elbers RG, Blencowe NS, Boutron I, Cates CJ, Cheng H-Y, Corbett MS, 
Eldridge SM, Hernán MA, Hopewell S, Hróbjartsson A, Junqueira DR, Jüni P, Kirkham JJ, Lasserson T, Li 
T, McAleenan A, Reeves BC, Shepperd S, Shrier I, Stewart LA, Tilling K, White IR, Whiting PF, Higgins 
JPT. RoB 2: a revised tool for assessing risk of bias in randomised trials. BMJ 2019; 366: l4898. 
[9] Anderson DJ, Chen LF, Weber DJ, Moehring RW, Lewis SS, Triplett PF, Blocker M, Becherer P, 
Schwab JC, Knelson LP, Lokhnygina Y, Rutala WA, Kanamori H, Gergen MF, Sexton DJ for the CDC 
Prevention Epicenters Program. Enhanced terminal room disinfection and acquisition and infection 
caused by multidrug-resistant organisms and Clostridium difficile (the Benefits of Enhanced Terminal 
Room Disinfection study): a cluster-randomised, multicentre, crossover study. Lancet 2017;389: 805-814. 
[10] Anderson DJ, Knelson LP, Moehring RK, Lewis SL, Weber DK, Chen LF, Triplett PF, Blocker M, 
Cooney RM, Schwab JC, Lokhnygina Y, Rutala WA, Sexton DJ, for the CDC Prevention Epicenters 
Program. Implementation lessons learned from the Benefits of Enhanced Terminal Room (BETR) 
Disinfection Study: Process and perceptions of enhanced disinfection with ultraviolet disinfection 
devices. Infect Control Hosp Epidemiol 2018;39(2):157-163.  

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 23, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.22.21268185doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.22.21268185
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


16 
 

[11] Anderson DJ, Moehring RW, Weber DJ, Lewis SS, Chen LF, Schwab JC, Becherer P, Blocker M, 
Triplett PF, Knelson LP, Lokhnygina Y, Rutala WA, Sexton DJ for the CDC Prevention Epicenters 
Program. Effectiveness of targeted enhanced terminal room disinfection on hospital-wide acquisition and 
infection with multidrug-resistant organisms and Clostridium difficile: a secondary analysis of a 
multicentre cluster randomised controlled trial with crossover design (BETR Disinfection). Lancet Infect 
Dis 2018;18:845-853. 
[12] Knelson LP, Ramadanovic GK, Chen LF, Moehring RK, Lewis SS, Rutala WA, Weber DJ, Sexton DJ, 
Anderson DJ and the CDC Prevention Epicenters Program. Self-monitoring by environmental services 
may not accurately measure thoroughness of hospital room cleaning. Infect Control Hosp Epidemiol 
2017; 38(11):1371-1372.  
[13] Kanamori H, Rutala WA, Gergen MF, Sickbert-Bennett EE, Knelson LP, Anderson DJ, Sexton DJ, 
Weber DJ for the CDC Prevention Epicenters Program. Microbial assessment of healthcare-associated 
pathogens on various environmental sites in patient rooms after terminal room disinfection. Open Forum 
Infectious Diseases 2021, Brief Report, 1-4.  
[14] Boyce JM, Guercia KA, Sullivan L, Havill NL, Fekieta R, Kozakiewicz J, Goffman D. Prospective 
cluster controlled crossover trial to compare the impact of an improved hydrogen peroxide disinfectant 
and a quaternary ammonium-based disinfectant on surface contamination and health care outcomes. Am 
J Infect Control 2017;45(9):1006-1010.  
[15] Chami K, Gavazzi G, Bar-Hen A, Carrat F, de Wazières B, Lejeune B, Armand N, Rainfray M, Hajjar 
J, Piette F, Tondeur MR. A short-term, multicomponent infection control program in nursing homes: a 
cluster randomized controlled trial. J Am Med Dir Assoc 2012;13:569.e-569e17.  
[16] Heredia-Rodríguez M, Álvarez-Fuente E, Bustamante-Munguira J,  Poves-Alvarez R, Fierro I, 
Gómez-Sánchez E, Gómez-Pesquera E, Lorenzo-López M, Eiros JM, Álvarez FJ, Tamayo E. Impact of an 
ultraviolet air sterilizer on cardiac surgery patients, a randomized clinical trial. Med Clin (Barc) 
2018;151(8):299-307. 
[17] Juthani-Mehta M, Van Ness PH, McGloin J, Argraves S, Chen S, Charpentier P, Miller L, Williams K, 
Wall D, Baker D, Tinetti M, Peduzzi P, Quangliarello VJ. A cluster-randomized controlled trial of a 
multicomponent intervention protocol for pneumonia prevention among nursing home elders. Clin Infect 
Dis 2014;60:849-857. 
[18] Lautenbach E, Pegues D, Fuchs B, Martin N, Nachamkin I, Bilker W, Tolomeo P, Cressman L, 
Omorgobe J, Johnson K, Han, J, CDC Prevention Epicenters Program. A Randomized Controlled Trial of 
the Effect of Accelerated Copper Textiles on Healthcare-Associated Infections and Multidrug-Resistant 
Organisms: The “Investigating Microbial Pathogen Activity of Copper Textiles” (IMPACT) Study.  S568  
Open Forum Infectious Diseases 2018:5 (Suppl 1) Poster Abstract 1961. [poster presentation at the 
IDWeek Scientific Conference, Oct 2020. Virtual conference].  
[19] Marik PE, Shankaran S, King L. The effect of copper-oxide-treated soft and hard surfaces on the 
incidence of healthcare-associated infections: a two-phase study. J Hosp Infect 2020;105:265-271.                                      
[20] Mitchell BG, Hall L, White N, Barnett AG, Halton K, Paterson DL, Riley TV, Gardner A, Page K, 
Farrington A, Gericke CA, Graves N. An environmental cleaning bundle and health-care associated 
infections in hospitals (REACH): a multicentre randomised trial. Lancet Infect Dis 2019;19(4):410-418.                             
[21] Mitchell BG, White N, Farrington A, Allen M, Page K, Gardner A, Halton K, Riley TV, Gericke CA, 
Paterson DL, Graves N, Hall L. Changes in knowledge and attitudes of hospital environmental cleaning 
staff: The Researching Effectiveness Approaches to Cleaning in Hospitals (REACH) study. Am J Infect 
Control 2018;46:980-985.   
[22] Hall L, White N, Allen M, Farrington A, Mitchell. BG, Page K, Halton K, Riley TV, Gericke CA, 
Graves N, Gardner A. Effectiveness of a structured, framework-based approach to implementation: the 
Researching Effective Approaches to Cleaning in Hospitals (REACH) trial. Antimicrobial Resistance and 
Infection Control 2020, 9:35 https://doi.org.10.1186/s13756-020-0694-0  

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 23, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.22.21268185doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.22.21268185
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


17 
 

[23] Mody L, Krein SL, Saint S, Min LC, Montoya A, Lansing B, McNamara SE, Symons K, Fisch J, Koo E, 
Rye RA, Galecki A, Kabeto MU, Fitzgerald JT, Olmsted RN, Kauffman CA, Bradley SF. A targeted 
infection prevention intervention in nursing home residents with indwelling devices: a randomized 
clinical trial. JAMA Intern Med 2015;175(5):714-724.  
[24] Koo E, McNamara S, Lansing B, Olmsted RN, Rye RA, Fitzgerald JT, Mody N, for the Targeted 
Infection (TIP) Study Team. Making infection prevention education interactive can enhance knowledge 
and improve outcomes: results from the targeted infection prevention (TIP) study. Am J Infect Control 
2016;44:1241-1246. 
[25] Salgado CD, Sepkowitz KA, John JF, Cantey JR, Attaway HH, Freeman KD, Sharpe PA,  Michels HT, 
Schmidt MG. Copper surfaces reduce the rate of healthcare-acquired infections in the intensive care unit. 
Infect. Control. Hosp Epidemiol 2013;34(5):479-486. 
[26] Baldwin NS, Gilpin DF, Tunney MM, Kearney MP, Crymble L, Cardwell C, Hughes CM. Cluster 
randomised controlled trial of an infection control education and training intervention programme 
focusing on meticillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus in nursing homes for older people. J Hosp Infect 
2010;76(1):36-41.  
[27] Bellini C, Petignat C, Masserey E, Bula C, Burnand B, Rousson V, Blanc DS, Zanett, G. Universal 
screening and decolonization for control of MRSA in nursing homes: a cluster randomized controlled 
study. Infect Control Hosp Epidemiol 2015;36(4):401-8. 
[28] Peterson LR, Boehm S, Beaumont JL, Patel PA, Schora DM, Peterson KE, Burdsall D, Hines C, 
Fausone M, Robicsek A, Smith BA. Reduction of methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus infection in 
long-term care is possible while maintaining patient socialization: a prospective randomized clinical trial. 
Am J Infect Control 2016;44:1622-1627. 
[29] Schora DM, Boehm S, Das S, Patel PA, O'Brien J, Hines C, Burdsall D, Beaumont J, Peterson K, 
Fausone M, Peterson L.R. Impact of Detection, Education, Research and Decolonization without Isolation 
in Long-term care (DERAIL) on methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus colonization and transmission 
at 3 long-term care facilities. Am J Infect Control 2014;42(10 Suppl): S269-73. 
[30] Ray AJ, Deshpande A, Fertelli D, Sitzlar BM, Thota P, Sankar CT, Jencson AL, Cadnum JL, Salata RA, 
Watkins RR, Sethi, AK, Carling PC, Wilson B.M, Donskey CJ. A multicenter randomized trial to 
determine the effect of an environmental disinfection intervention on the incidence of healthcare-
associated Clostridium difficile infection. Infect Control Hosp Epidemiol 2017;38(7):777-783..  
[31] Eyre DW, Cule ML, Wilson DJ, Griffiths D, Vaughan A, O'Connor L, Ip CLC, Golubchik T, Batty EM, 
Finney JM, Wyllie DH, Didelot X, Piazza P, Bowden R, Dingle KE, Harding RM, Crook DW, Wilcox MH, 
Peto TEA, Walker AS. Diverse sources of C. difficile infection identified on whole-genome sequencing. N 
Engl J Med 2013;369:1195–205. 
[32] Walker AS, Eyre DW, Wyllie DH, Dingle KE, Harding RM, O'Connor L, Griffiths D, Vaughan A, 
Finney J, Wilcox MH, Crook DW, Peto TEA. Characterisation of Clostridium difficile hospital ward-based 
transmission using extensive epidemiological data and molecular typing. PLoS Med 2012;9(2):e1001172 
[33] Barbut F, Menuet D, Verachten M, Girou E. Comparison of the efficacy of a hydrogen peroxide dry-
mist system and sodium hypochlorite for eradicationof Clostridium difficile spores. Infect Control Hosp 
Epidemiol 2009;30(6):507-14. 
[34] Jefferson T, Del Mar CB, Dooley L, Ferroni E, Al-Ansary LA, Bawazeer GA, van Driel ML, Jones MA, 
Thorning S, Beller EM, Clark J, Hoffmann TC, Glasziou PP, Conly JM. Physical interventions to interrupt 
or reduce the spread of respiratory viruses. Cochrane Database Sys Rev 2020, Issue 11. Art. No.: 
CD006207. 
[35] McConeghy KW, Baier R, McGrath KP, Baer CJ, Mor V. Implementing a pilot trial of an infection 
control program in nursing homes: results of a matched cluster randomized trial. J Am Med Direct Assoc 
2017; 18(8):707-12.   

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted December 23, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.22.21268185doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.12.22.21268185
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


18 
 

[36] Temime L, Cohen N, Ait-Bouziad K, Denormandie P, Dab W, Hocine MN. Impact of a 
multicomponent hand hygiene related intervention on the infectious risk in nursing homes: a cluster 
randomized trial. Am J Infect Control 2018;46(2):173-9. 
[37] Yeung WK, Tam WS, Wong TW. Clustered randomized controlled trial of a hand hygiene 
intervention involving pocket-sized containers of alcohol-based hand rub for the control of infections in 
long-term care facilities. Infect Control Hosp Epidemiol 2011;32(1):67-76. 
[38] Chu DK, Akl EI, Duda S, Solo K, Yaacoub S, Schünemann HJ. Physical distancing, face masks, and 
eye protection to prevent person-to-person transmission of SARS-CoV-2 and COVID-19: a systematic 
review and meta-analysis. Lancet 2020;395:1973–87. 
[39] Albarqouni L, Byambasuren O, Clark J, Scott AM, Looke D, Glasziou P. Does copper treatment of 
commonly touched surfaces reduce healthcare-acquired infections? A systematic review and meta-
analysis. J Hosp Infect. 2020 Dec;106(4):765-773. doi: 10.1016/j.jhin.2020.09.005. 
 

Table I. C-RCTs of the effects of cleaning and disinfection on infections and multiple-

drug resistant infections (MDROs) 

c-RCTs of cleaning and disinfection of multiple infections 

Author, date, setting Randomiation, power 

computation, analysis 

Intervention, training, 

detection 

Outcomes 

Anderson, 2017 [9], 2018 

[10], 2018 [11], Knelson 

2017 [12], Kanamori 2021 

[13] 

Setting: c-RCT 9 hospitals 

southeastern US, single 

rooms from which 

patients had been 

discharged who had 

positive cultures for any 

of 4 target bacteria 

(MRSA, VRE, C. difficile, 

or multidrug-resistant 

Acinetobacter) in previous 

12 months; New 

admissions were 314,819 

patients with 606,811 

room stays of which 

31,226 patients were 

admitted to rooms 

previously exposed to one 

of 4 target bacteria 

 

 

Randomization: hospitals 

randomized to sequence 

of four disinfection 

strategies by random-

number generator;  

Power computation: 99% 

power to detect 20% 

decrease in incidence 

rates.                         

Analysis: GEE and ITT 

analysis 

UVC lights: distance of 

UVC lights from surfaces 

and duration of exposure 

not stated 

Detection: cultures of 

MDROs 

 

Intervention duration: 28 

months with four 7-month 

consecutive periods (1 

month wash-in period 

then 6 months data 

collection).  

Training: Environmental 

services personnel trained 

on use of disinfectants, 

cleaning protocols, UV 

lights; 90% compliance 

with protocols, UV light 

usage, hand hygiene, 

cleaning similar across 

study arms; all hospitals 

used gowns + gloves for 

suspected C. difficile or 

MRDO.  

Detection: Standard 

microbiological protocols 

for MDRO detection, PCR 

nucleic acid amplification 

for C. difficile 

MDRO results: In 

reference arm Quaternary 

ammonium (QUAD) was 

used (except bleach used 

for rooms exposed to C. 

difficile infection) 115 cases 

of any of 4 target 

organisms (= 51.3 

cases/10,000 patient days 

of targeted organisms); 

UV + QUAD 33.9 

cases/10,000 exposure 

days (RR 0.70, 95% CI 

0.50–0.98; p=0·036); bleach 

41.6 cases/10,000 exposure 

days (RR 0.85, 95% CI 

0.69–1.04; p=0.116); UV + 

bleach 45.6 cases/10,000 

exposure days (RR 0.91, 

95% CI 0.76–1.09; 

p=0.303); C. difficile UV + 

bleach compared to bleach 

30.4 cases vs. 31.6 

cases/10,000 exposure 

days (RR 1.0, 95% CI 0.57–

1.75; p=0·997) 

Hand hygiene: QUAD 

study arm 89.7%; UV 

88.1%, Bleach 91.4%, 

Bleach + UV 90.8%;  

Room disinfection 

compliance:  QUAD 
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study arm 100%; UV 95%, 

Bleach 100%, Bleach + UV 

100%;  

Protocol compliance: 

QUAD 100%; UV 93%, 

Bleach 96%, Bleach + UV 

99%; UV device use 92%  

Boyce 2017 [14] 

Setting; 4 wards on 2 

campuses of university-

affiliated hospital in USA . 

Number of patients not 

stated, only patient bed 

days (10,741 in hydrogen 

peroxide wards, 11,490 in 

QUAD wards); 561 high 

touch surfaces sampled on 

peroxide wards and 575 

on QUAD wards before 

cleaning   

Randomization: On each 

campus 2 wards 

randomized (method not 

stated) to quaternary 

ammonia disinfectant 

(QUAT) and 2 to bleach. 

Study duration 12 

months.                                   

Power computation: 

None. Aerobic colony 

counts excluded if 

“fluorescent markers 

revealed surfaces had not 

been wiped or if cultures 

before cleaning revealed 

no growth.” Also “During 

the early months of the 

study, wipe rates on some 

study wards were as low 

as 52%-79%. As a result 

those ward months were 

excluded from per 

protocol analysis of health 

care outcomes.”Also “The 

fact that a 23% reduction 

in the health care-related 

outcomes on IHP wards 

was not statistically 

significant may have been 

caused in part by having 

to exclude a number of 

ward months from both 

the IHP and Quat arms, 

resulting in the per 

protocol analysis being 

underpowered to detect a 

statistically significant 

difference.” 

Detection: Cultures of 

high touch surfaces               

Analysis: mixed-effects 

Poisson autoregressive 

time-series model 

 
 

Cleaning: Daily and 

discharge cleaning QUAD 

or bleach. In convenience 

sample of “several patient 

rooms” fluorescent 

marker applied to 5-8 

high touch surfaces 

monthly. “Continued 

feedback” to 

housekeepers to maintain 

high wipe rates 

Training: Environmental 

services personnel trained 

on use of disinfectants, 

cleaning protocols, UV 

lights; 90% compliance 

with protocols, UV light 

usage, hand hygiene, 

cleaning similar across 

study arms; all hospitals 

used gowns + gloves for 

suspected C. difficile or 

MRDO. Detection: 

Standard microbiological 

protocols for MDRO 

detection, PCR nucleic 

acid amplification for C. 

difficile 

Combined MRSA, VRE, 

and C. difficile rates were 

assessed only during 

wards months when > 

80% high touch surfaces 

had been wiped: 

Hydrogen peroxide 

cleaned wards: 86 

cases/1000 patient days; 

QUAD cleaned wards:  

119/1000 patient days; P = 

0.068; IRR 0.77 (0.579 to 

1.020) 

Hand hygiene 

compliance: QUAD 

wards 95.5%, peroxide 

wards 95.8% 

Baseline: on peroxide 

wards 35/561 (6.2%) of 

high touch surfaces had 

not been wiped, and 25 

(4.5%) no growth before 

cleaning; on QUAD wards 

30/575 (5.2%) 28 (4.9%).   

After cleaning: Mean 

aerobic colony counts 

(ACC)/high-touch surface 

after cleaning peroxide 

(14.0 cfus), QUAD (22.2 

cfus) (P = .003).  

% of surfaces no growth 

after cleaning: peroxide 

(48%), QUAD (35%) (P < 

.0001). 

If select cut-off = <2.5 

CFUs/cm2 as definition 

of clean surface: 92.4% 

surfaces clean after 

peroxide, 88.4% after 

QUAD (P = .03) 
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Chami 2012 [15]                    

Setting: 50 nursing homes 

(northwestern France; 

4,345 beds, 452 new 

residents entered during 5 

month study, 282 lost to 

follow-up 

 

Randomization: Homes 

stratified on size (> 85 

residents) and Group Iso 

Resources score (1 = very 

dependent, 6 = 

independent), computer 

randomized.  

Power computation: 90% 

power to detect 5% 

difference alpha 0.05 (2 

tailed) required 3,524 

residents.                               

Analysis: ITT, inflation 

factor 3.84 for ICC of 0.04, 

GEE 

Detection of infections: 

by physician’s diagnosis 

wjthout requirement of 

laboratory confirmation 

Training: 30 interventions 

(10 PPE, hand hygiene, 

education, sterile 

processes; 8 interventions 

for immunisation, 

hygiene, daily bathing, 

screening for 

incontinence, escort to 

bathrooms, aseptic 

technique; changing 

patient devices; 8 for 

preventing HAIs; 4 for 

identifying infections).  

Knowledge and 

compliance:  Monthly 

self-surveys of infection 

control knowledge and 

compliance with infection 

prevention guidelines 

Combined urinary, 

pneumonia, bromchitis, 

tracheobronchitis, 

influenza-like illness, 

otitis, sinusitis, rhinitis 

and gastrointestinal 

infections rate: 

intervention 2.11/1000 

resident days, control 

2.15; HR 0.99 (0.87 to 1.12, 

P = 0.86) 

Heredia-Rodríguez 2018 

[16] 

 

Setting: 1,097 adult 

patients undergoing 

cardiac surgery at 

University Hospital, 

Valladolid Spain  

 

Intervention: 522 patients 

computer randomized to 

receive air flow at 25 

m3/hour from four 

ultraviolet light air 

sterilisers (253.7 nm), 575 

to control. 

Power computation: 16% 

infection rate in cardiac 

surgery, planned 10% 

reduction, 80% power, 

alpha 5%, requires 388 

patients/group. 

Detection: daily samples 

for culture from axilla, 

rectum, pharynx, nose, 

groin, chest X ray for lung 

infections   

Routine respiratory 

bundle of care to all 

patients: included hand 

hygiene, changing of 

ventilator circuits when 

soiled or at 7 days, 

chlorhexidine 2% oral 

mouth wash every 6 

hours when intubated, 

semi-recumbent body 

position at 40 degrees 

No data on role of staff in 

placing and supervising 

air sterilisers  

Nosocomial infections: 49 

urinary tract, catheter, 

blood, surgical site) in 

intervention and 60 in 

control patients (ns); 

ventilator-associated 

pneumonia 4.6% vs. 5.0%, 

p=.0.77); total infections 

14.0% vs. 15.5%, p = 0.45);  

30-day mortality rate: 

intervention 3.8%, control 

6.4%) (ns)  

Juthani-Mehta, 2015 [17] 

Setting: 36 nursing homes 

in Connecticut; 834 

residents ≥ 65 either 

impaired oral hygiene or 

difficulty swallowing 

Randomization: Homes 

divided into high stratum 

(aidesprovided ≥ 140 

minutes care/day) or low 

stratum (< 140 aide 

minutes) and randomized 

using permuted block 

design (method not 

stated) to intervention or 

usual care.                              

Intervention: 

Multicomponent 

pneumonia prevention 

intervention  

Staff training for 

intervention: Perform for 

patients twice daily 

manual tooth and gum 

brushing, oral 0.12% 

chlorhexidine oral rinse; 

Radiographically 

documented pneumonia: 

intervention 119 (27.4%) 

vs. control 94 (23.5%); HR 

1.12 (.84 to 1.50, P = 0.44).  

Lower respiratory tract 

infection without 

radiographic 

documentation: 

intervention 125 (28.8%), 
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Power computation: 828 

participants for 25% 

reduction in 2.5 year 

pneumonia rate, alpha 

0.05, power 80%, 20 % loss 

annually. Followed for 2.5 

years; assessments by 

blinded study personnel; 

Detection: Chest X ray for 

Pneumonia                     

Analysis: ITT, Kaplan-

Meier  

upright positioning 

during feeding 

control 100 (25%); HR 1.07 

(.79 to 1.46, P = .65). Data 

Safety and Monitoring 

Board terminated study 

for futility because 

conditional power nearly 

zero 

Protocol adherence: 

chlorhexidene 87.9% (SD 

20.5%. toothpaste 70% (SD 

23.4%) 

Lautenbach 2018 [18] 

Setting: 24-bed medical 

ICU and a 24-bed surgical 

ICU (1,021 patients). No 

significant differences 

between study arms in 

demographics, 

comorbidities, indwelling 

devices or antibiotic use 

Randomization: 6 beds 

(351 patients) in each ICU 

randomized (method not 

stated) to copper-treated 

linens (sheets, pillow 

cases and gowns), 18 beds 

to regular linens. 

Detection: cultures for 

MDROs 

Analysis: incidence rate 

ratios 

Staff training: no 

statement. 
HAI rate: 10.26/1,000 

patient-days for patients 

with copper-treated linens 

and 10.41 for non-copper-

treated linens, IRR = 0.99 

(0.57, 1.64); P = 0.97]  

MDRO rate: 3.73/1,000 

patient-days for patients 

with copper-treated linens 

and 6.51 for non-copper-

treated linens IRR = 0.57 

(0.23, 1.26; P = 0.15]. 

MDRO infection and 

colonisation rates with use 

of copper linens were 43% 

lower but nonsignificant 
Marik 2020 [19]                      

Setting: 2 ICU wards (8 

beds each), 1,282 patients 

in eastern Virginia, USA 

Randomization: Patients 

randomized (method not 

stated) to a ward with 

copper treated fabrics 

(sheets, pillowcases, 

underpads, washcloths, 

towels, gowns) or no 

copper treated fabrics.          

Power computation: 

none;                              

Detection: cultures for 

MDROs                               

Analysis: rates/1000 

patient days                            

Non-randomized study 

in Phase 2: both ICUs 

moved to a new tower, 

copper impregnated 

linens discontinued 

because no significant 

results. Workstations, 

tables, bathroom fittings, 

Copper treated fabrics 

(gown, bed coverings);          

no statement about 

training of HCWs or 

cleaners 

Phase 1 (c-RCT): No 

difference in HAI rate in 

intervention patients with 

copper impregnated 

linens or control patients. 

IRR standard vs. copper 

oxide linens 1.1 (0.6-2.0, p 

= 0.6) 

Phase 2: (non-

randomized study): with 

all patients in rooms with 

copper plated surfaces 

copper there was a 

significant reduction in 

the number of infections 

due to C. difficile (2.4 per 

1000 vs. 0.7/1000 patient-

days; incidence rate ratio 

2.9 (95% CI 1.5 to 5.7; P = 

0.0002) but no difference 

in the rate of central line-

associated bloodstream 

infections or catheter-
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bedrails, door handles in 

all rooms copper plated 

associated urinary tract 

infections 

Mitchell 2019 [20], 2018 

[21], Hall 2020 [22]  

Setting: stepped-wedge c-

RCT in 11 acute care 

hospitals in Australia; 

number patients not 

stated; 3,534,439 occupied 

bed days during study 
Randomization: by study 

statistician. Stepped 

wedge design resulted in 

varying intervention 

durations (20 to 50 

weeks).                                     

Power computation; 

none. Blinding: Hospital-

wide intervention so 

environmental staff not 

blinded. Statisticians 

aware of timing of 

interventions to enable 

analysis. Patients “not 

aware.”                       

Analysis: Poisson 

generalised mixed linear 

models 

REACH intervention:  

bundle of 

recommendations on 

optimal cleaning agents, 

manufacturers’ 

recommendations, 

defined cleaning 

frequency, training, audit, 

feedback, hospital-wide 

commitment to improve 

cleaning. Primary goal 

reduction of MRSA, C. 

difficile and VRE 

infections. Secondary goal 

thoroughness of cleaning. 

Nine to 16 frequent 

touchpoints in 50% of 

wards (US CDC 

Environmental Cleaning 

Checklist) in two 

bathrooms and bedrooms 

touched by invisible gel. 

Check of fluorescence 24 

hours after cleaning 

Number of cases pre-

intervention: 230 cases 

VRE infection, 362 cases S. 

aureus bacteremia, 968 C. 

difficile infections for 

3,534,439 occupied bed-

days. During intervention 

50 VRE, 109 cases S. 

aureus bacteremia, 278 C. 

difficile cases for 1,267,134 

occupied bed-days.  

Number of cases post-

intervention: reductions 

in VRE infections (0·35 to 

0·22/10,000 occupied bed-

days; RR 0.63, 95% CI 0.41 

to 0.97; p=0·0340) and 

non-significant reductions 

in S. aureus bacteremia 

cases (0.97 to 0.80/10,000 

occupied bed-days; OR 

0·82; 95%CI 0.60 to 1.12, p 

=0·2180) but not in C. 

difficile infections (2.34 to 

2.52/10,000 occupied bed-

days; RR 1·07; 95%CI  0.88 

to 1.30, p=0·4655).  

Protocol compliance: % 

of frequent touch points 

cleaned: in bathrooms 

increased from 55% to 

76% (OR 2·07; 95%CI 1.83 

to 2.34, p<0·0001) and in 

bedrooms from 64% to 

86% (OR 1.87; 95%CI 1.68 

to 2.09, p<0·0001).    

Mody 2015 [23], Koo 2016 

[24]  

Setting: 418 residents 

with indwelling devices in 

12 nursing homes, 

southeast Michigan 

Randomization: NHs 

stratified by for profit/not 

for profit and computer 

randomized.                           

Power computation: 30% 

reduction in MDRO 

prevalence, power 80%, 

alpha .05, ICC 0.07, 

required 12 NHs. 

Detection: cultures from 

nares, oropharynx, enteral 

feeding tube insertion site, 

suprapubic catheter site, 

groin, perinanal area, and 

Training: HCWs 

encouraged to perform 

hand hygiene before and 

after providing any care 

to participants, wear 

gowns and gloves when 

performing morning and 

evening care. Hand 

hygiene products, 

disposable gowns, PPE 

provided.  

10 educational modules 

every 2-3 months over 3 

years. Pocket cards 

MDRO prevalence 

density: Intervention NHs 

compared to control NHs: 

(rate ratio, 0.77; 95%CI, 

0.62-0.94); new MRSA rate 

ratio, 0.78; 95%CI, 0.64-

0.96). for first clinically 

defined catheter-

associated urinary tract 

infection HR 0.54 (95%CI, 

0.30-0.97); for all 

(including recurrent) 

catheter-associated UTIs 

HR 0.69 (95%CI, 0.49-

0.99).  
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wounds                                   

Analysis: mixed-effects 

multilevel Poisson 

regression model 

surveillance for infections, 

when to begin antibiotics. 

Detection: 

microbiological samples 

all device sites at baseline, 

day 15, monthly up to 1 

year 

No reductions in new 

VRE or resistant gram-

negative bacilli infections 

or in new feeding tube–

associated pneumonias or 

skin and soft-tissue 

infections 
Salgado 2013 [25] 

  

Setting; 614 patients in 

ICUs in 3 hospitals in S. 

Carolina 

Randomization: Bed-

control service (masked to 

which rooms contained 

copper) randomly 

assigned (method not 

stated) patients to an 

available room, resulting 

in 137 patients in rooms 

with copper plated high 

touch surfaces (bedrails, 

overbed tables, IV poles, 

arms of visitor’s chair; and 

in some nurse call button 

and computers) and 277 

in rooms without copper 

plating.                                    

Power computation: For 

90% power, alpha 0.05 to 

detect 50% difference in 

health care associated 

infections or colonisation 

with methicillin-resistant 

MRSA or VRE required 

310 patients per group. 

Treatment teams not 

masked to room 

assignment, HCAI 

evaluators masked. 

Detection: cultures of 

high touch areas, cultures 

for HAIs and MDROs  

Analysis: Chi2. 

Cleaning: All rooms 

cleaned daily and 

terminal cleaning with 

Virex 256 (Johnson-

Diversey), Dispatch 

(Caltech Industries) rooms 

with patients with C. 

difficile; Cavicide (Metrex) 

for spot cleaning; 46.6% of 

intervention patients 

exposed to all six copper-

treated objects for entire 

stay, 14.3% control 

patients exposed to 

copper objects due to 

furniture movements.           

Detection: Weekly 

sampling 6 sites all rooms 

HCAIs: 89% HCAIs 

occurred in rooms with 

cumulative microbial 

burden  > 500 colony-

forming units (cfus)/100 

cm2.  

Proportion who 

developed HAI and/or 

MRSA or VRE 

colonisation: significantly 

lower in copper-plated 

rooms (0.071 vs. 0.123, p = 

0.02);  

Proportion who 

developed HAI: lower in 

copper-plated rooms 

(0.034 vs. 0.081; P = 0.013).  

Mortality: copper rooms 

14.3%, control rooms 15% 

(P = 0.64)  

Hand hygiene 

compliance: ranged from 

61% to 95%, no significant 

association with HAI rates 

(P = 0.53) 

Colonisation: 4,450,545 

bacteria recovered during 

trial; colonisation of 

copper surfaces ~ 6 times 

less likely to harbour 

MRSA or VRE; combined 

MRSA and VRE burden 

96.8% lower 

Protocol compliance: 

mean burden of standard-

surface footboard in 

copper rooms 2,786 cfu, 

control 2,388 cfu (ns)  
 

c-RCTs of cleaning and disinfection to reduce colonisation by a single pathogen: MRSA 

Baldwin 2010 [26]  

Setting: 793 residents ≥ 65 

in 32 nursing homes in 

Northern Ireland 

Randomization: NHs 

matched on bed numbers, 

staffing levels, infection 

control audit scores and 

MRSA prevalence and 

Audits: Audits by one 

nurse at baseline then at 3 

and 6 months and written 

audit reports sent to 

nursing home managers 

Resident MRSA 

colonisation prevalence: 

at 12 months after 

intervention commenced 

RR 0.99 (0.69 to 1.42) 
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then computer 

randomized in pairs to 

intervention or control.  

Power computation: for 

10% reduction MRSA 

prevalence, assuming 

same colonisation rate as 

UK nursing homes (avg 

17%), intracluster 

correlation 0.01, 80% 

power, alpha 0.05, sample 

size required 464 

residents.                            

Detection: MRSA 

detected with PCR to 

detect 4 resistance genes.      

Analysis: ITT, random 

effects meta-analysis; 40% 

attrition of residents  

 

 

with recommendations for 

improvement. Swabs 

taken from staff nares; 

also resident nares, 

indwelling devices, 

urinary catheters, and 

wounds at baseline and at 

3, 6 and 12 months. 

Researcher used audit tool 

to assess compliance with 

infection standards 

(environmental 

cleanliness, kitchen 

cleanliness, linen 

management, waste and 

sharps management, hand 

decontamination, PPE, 

urinary catheter, enteral 

feeding and wound 

management). Training: 

Staff received 2 hours of 

training. 

Training: After each audit 

the intervention staff were 

educated and trained in 

hand hygiene, 

decontamination of 

equipment and 

environment. Selected 

staff in intervention NHs 

reinforced good infection 

control throughout study 

duration 

intervention home (44/234 

residents) compared to 

control home (47/244 

residents), adjusted for 

clustering.  

Staff MRSA colonisation: 

at baseline 2/169 

intervention (1%), 10/164 

(6%) control homes; after 

12 months intervention 

9/122 (7%), control 5/115 

(4%) 

Infection control audit 

scores: at baseline 

intervention 56% and 

control 53%; at 12 months 

(82% and 64%; P=.0001). 

Intervention group at 12 

months average audit 

scores attained partial (76-

84%) or recommended full 

(> 85%) compliance in 8 

out of 10 standards.  

Hand hygiene: Hand 

hygiene (66%) and 

equipment 

decontamination (75%) 

still deemed poor in the 

intervention group. Main 

problems consistently 

identified were excess 

jewelry, false and long 

nails, and lack of hand 

decontamination after 

removal of gloves and 

aprons. 

Bellini 2015 [27]  

Setting: 104 nursing 

homes (4750 residents) in 

Canton Vaud, 

Switzerland, 

Randomization: NHs 

randomized by random-

number generator to 

decolonisation 

intervention or control 

(standard precautions).  

Power computation: 90% 

if assumed 20% MRSA 

prevalence in control 

NHs, 70% decolonisation 

success rate; 51% if 

assumed 20% success rate 

and 20% increase in 

controls. Achieved power 

was 51%.    

Universal baseline and 12 

Staff training: All staff 

control and intervention 

NHs sessions on standard 

infection precautions.            

Patient Intervention: 

topical decolonisation 

nostrils, pharynx, skin, 

hair, dental prostheses, 

MRSA ulcers x 5 days. 

Decolonisation assessed 

as successful if two MRSA 

swabs negative 7 days 

apart; if unsuccessful then 

decolonisation was 

repeated.                            

Environmental 

NH screening rates: 

intervention 87% (range 

20-100%), control 86% 

(range 27-100%). Average 

87% residents accepted 

screening.                                

MRSA prevalence at 

baseline: intervention 

8.9% (range 0-38%), 

control 8.9% (range 0-

43%).                                        

MRSA prevalence of 

colonisation with 

intervention: Intervention 

rate 8.9% declined to 5.8% 

(P =.003) after 

intervention, control 8.9% 
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month screening residents 

for MRSA;                       

Detection: cultures from 

nostrils, groin, ulcers and 

urine(if permanent 

catheter)                          

Detection: HAIs assessed 

by cultures                            

Analysis: GEE 

decontamination: clothes, 

linen, bed, bedside table, 

phone, walking aid, 

wheelchair armrests, and 

TV control 

to 6.6% (P = .02); no 

difference between arms. 

 

Peterson 2016 [28], Schora 

2014 [29]                                 

Setting: 12 nursing units 

in 3 long term care 

facilities, Illinois (862 

beds, 4,200 annual 

admissions, 365,809 

patient days) 

Randomization: random 

assignment of units by 

statistician;                              

Power computation: >80% 

power for 50% reduction 

in disease prevalence 

in intervention arm (2-

sided α = .05), ICC ≤0.03  

Detection:  Cultures of 

nares and wounds            

Analysis: X2 and Fisher 

exact test for proportions, 

Poisson tests for rates 

(1) Universal screening 

for MRSA at beginning 

of study then 5 cycles (a) 

MRSA screening, with (b) 

universal decolonisation 

with intranasal mupirocin 

and a chlorhexidine bath 

twice (1 month apart) and 

(c) environmental 

decontamination all flat 

surfaces in rooms, 

common rooms and 

equipment with bleach 

over a 1 week period at 

start of intervention 

period.                                     

(2) All new admissions 

screened with real-time 

PCR (polymerase chain 

reaction), and MRSA 

positive patients 

decolonised but not 

isolated.                                   

(3) Enhanced cleaning 

flat surfaces with bleach 

wipe every 4 months.            

(4) Training: Annual 

pathogen transmission, 

hand hygiene, disinfection 

education instruction.  

16,773 swab tests 

performed over 2 years.  

MRSA infection rate 

baseline year 1: 

44/365,809 resident days;  

Unit colonisation rate: 

baseline 16.64%. During 

study year 1 intervention 

units 11.61% (P = .028), 

control units 17.85% (P 

=.613), difference (P =.001).   

MRSA infection rate year 

2: 12/287,847 resident days 

(decrease compared to 

baseline p <.001); During 

study year 2 RCT was 

discontinued “due to 

patient commingling,” all 

units received 

intervention, colonisation 

rate 10.55% (difference 

between baseline and year 

2 (P < .001); decrease 65% 

(P < .001) and in each 

LTCF (P < .03). Most 

conversions  

occurred on short stay 

units 

 
c-RCT of cleaning and disinfection to reduce colonisation by a single pathogen: C. difficile 
Ray 2017 [31]                          

Setting: 16 acute care 

hospitals northeastern 

Ohio, USA. Number of 

residents not stated. 

Power computation based 

on 1,068 cases and 

1,683,928 patient days in 

Randomization: Hospitals 

stratified into 4 groups on 

C. difficile rates then 

randomized (method not 

stated) to intervention or 

usual cleaning;                       

Power computation: 95% 

power to detect 25% 

reduction C difficile;  

Cleaning: All hospitals 

used bleach wipes to daily 

disinfect C. difficile rooms. 

Training: intervention 

arm environmental 

services personnel 

training on cleaning, daily 

individual feedback on 

Protocol compliance: 

Intervention hospitals 

fluorescent marker 

removal post-discharge 

both C. difficile and non-C. 

difficile rooms: increased 

over 12 months 63% 

(hospitals ranged 23% to 

74%) to 82% (range 64% to 
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facilities in 2009 Detection: all hospitals 

used nucleic acid tests for 

diagnosis; samples from 

bed rail, table, call button, 

telephone for 3 months 

before study commenced 

and then for 12 months of 

study; cultures for C . 

difficile                                      

Analysis: linear mixed 

model 

cultures and removal of 

fluorescent markers (5 

surfaces for daily 

cleaning, 10 surfaces for 

post-discharge cleaning in 

each hospital for 10 C. 

difficile rooms and 10 

rooms not C difficile) 

100%). 

For daily cleaning of C. 

difficile rooms marker 

removal: increased 52% 

(hospitals range 12% to 

74%) to 69% (range 35% to 

91%), P<.001. 

C. difficile cultures: For 

intervention hospitals CDI 

rooms positive cultures 

for C. difficile declined 13% 

to 3% (P <.01). 

C. difficile rooms in control 

hospitals: no significant 

reductions in positive C. 

difficle cultures (hospitals 

ranged 19% to 14%, P 

=.23). 

Incidence of C. 

difficile/10,000 patient 

days comparing 

intervention and control 

hospital arms: No 

significant differences in 

intervention or post-

intervention periods 

Percentage of positive 

cultures after cleaning C. 

difficle rooms and non-C. 

difficle rooms and HCAI; 

no correlation 

 
 
 
Appendix A. Literature Search 
MEDLINE(R) and Epub Ahead of Print, In-Process, In-Data-Review & Other Non-Indexed Citations and 
Daily <1946 to June 28, 2021> (OVID) 

1 exp Nursing Homes/ or Long-Term Care/ or Homes for the Aged/ or Assisted Living Facilities/ or exp 
Hospitals/ or Adolescent, hospitalized/ or Child, hospitalized/ or Inpatients/  

2 exp Hospital Units/ or Patients' Rooms/ or exp Equipment/ and Supplies, Hospital/ or exp Surgical 
Equipment/  

3 (assisted living or care home* or convalescence facilit* or convalescence home* or elder* care facilit* or 
extended care or (home adj3 aged) or (long term adj2 care) or nursing home* or old age facillit* or old age 
home* or old folks home* or (residential adj2 care) or retirement facilit* or retirement home*).tw,kf.  

4 (hospital* or inpatient* or (patient* adj2 room*) or unit or units or ward or wards).tw,kf.  
5 1 or 2 or 3 or 4 
6 exp Antisepsis/ or Infection control/ or Sterilization/ or Disinfection/ or Disinfectants/ or   

Decontamination/ or Housekeeping/  
7 (antisepsis or asepsis or aseptic or clean* or decontaminat* or disinfect* or housekeep* or sanitis* or 

sanitiz*).tw,kf.  
8 6 or 7 
9 Ultraviolet Rays/  
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10 (UV or ultra-violet or ultraviolet).tw,kf.  
11 Sodium Hypochlorite/  
12 Chlorine/  
13 Hydrogen Peroxide/  
14 Bleaching Agents/  
15 exp Quaternary Ammonium Compounds/  
16 Copper/  
17 (albone or antiformin or bleach* or chlorine or clorox or copper* or crystacide or dihydrogen dioxide or 

hydrogen dioxide or hydrogen peroxide or hydrogenperoxide or hydroperoxide or quaternary ammoni* or 
quaternary bisammoni* or quaternized amine or sodium hypochlorite).tw,kf.  

18 9 or 10 or 11 or 12 or 13 or 14 or 15 or 16 or 17 
19 5 and 8 and 18 
20 (randomized controlled trial or controlled clinical trial).pt.  
21 (groups or placebo or randomized or randomly or trial).tw,kf.  
22 20 or 21 
23 19 and 22 
24 animals/ not humans/  
25 23 not 24 

Embase <1974 to 2021 June 28> (OVID) 
1 nursing home/ or long term care/ or home for the aged/ or exp hospital/ or exp hospital patient/  
2 exp "laboratory and hospital equipment"/ or exp medical device/  
3 (assisted living or care home* or convalescence facilit* or convalescence home* or elder* care facilit* or 

extended care or (home adj3 aged) or (long term adj2 care) or nursing home* or old age facillit* or old age 
home* or old folks home* or (residential adj2 care) or retirement facilit* or retirement home*).tw,kw.  

4 (hospital* or inpatient* or (patient* adj2 room*) or unit or units or ward or wards).tw,kw.  
5 1 or 2 or 3 or 4 
6 asepsis/ or antisepsis/ or infection control/ or instrument sterilization/ or exp disinfection/ or    disinfection 

system/ or disinfectant agent/ or decontamination/ or cleaning/ or housekeeping/  
7 (antisepsis or asepsis or aseptic or clean* or decontaminat* or disinfect* or housekeep* or sanitis* or 

sanitiz*).tw,kw.  
8 6 or 7 
9 exp ultraviolet radiation/  
10 (UV or ultra-violet or ultraviolet).tw,kw.  
11 hypochlorite sodium/  
12 chlorine/ 
13 hydrogen peroxide/  
14 exp bleaching agent/ 
15 exp quaternary ammonium derivative/  
16 copper/  
17 (albone or antiformin or bleach* or chlorine or clorox or copper* or crystacide or dihydrogen dioxide or 

hydrogen dioxide or hydrogen peroxide or hydrogenperoxide or hydroperoxide or quaternary ammoni* or 
quaternary bisammoni* or quaternized amine or sodium hypochlorite).tw,kw.  

18 9 or 10 or 11 or 12 or 13 or 14 or 15 or 16 or 17 
19 5 and 8 and 18 
20 randomized controlled trial/ or controlled clinical trial/ or randomization/ or intermethod comparison/  
21 (placebo* or random*).tw,kw.  
22 (compare or compared or comparison).ti.  
23 ((evaluated or evaluate or evaluating or assessed or assess) and (compare or compared or comparing or 

comparison)).ab.  
24 (open adj label).tw.  
25 ((double or single or doubly or singly) adj (blind or blinded or blindly)).tw.  
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26 double blind procedure/  
27 parallel group$1.tw.  
28 (crossover or cross over).tw.  
29 ((assign$ or match or matched or allocation) adj5 (alternate or group$1 or intervention$1 or patient$1 or 

subject$1 or participant$1)).tw.  
30 (assigned or allocated).tw.  
31 (controlled adj7 (study or design or trial)).tw.  
32 (volunteer or volunteers).tw.  
33 human experiment/  
34 trial.ti.  
35 20 or 21 or 22 or 23 or 24 or 25 or 26 or 27 or 28 or 29 or 30 or 31 or 32 or 33 or 34 
36 19 and 35  
37 (rat or rats or mouse or mice or swine or porcine or murine or sheep or lambs or pigs or piglets or rabbit or 

rabbits or cat or cats or dog or dogs or cattle or bovine or monkey or monkeys or trout or marmoset$1).ti. 
and animal experiment/  

38 Animal experiment/ not (human experiment/ or human/) 
39 37 or 38 
40 36 not 39 
41 EBM Reviews - Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials <May 2021> 
1 exp Nursing Homes/ or Long-Term Care/ or Homes for the Aged/ or Assisted Living Facilities/ or exp 

Hospitals/ or Adolescent, hospitalized/ or Child, hospitalized/ or Inpatients/  
2 exp Hospital Units/ or Patients' Rooms/ or exp Equipment/ and Supplies, Hospital/ or exp Surgical 

Equipment/  
3 (assisted living or care home* or convalescence facilit* or convalescence home* or elder* care facilit* or 

extended care or (home adj3 aged) or (long term adj2 care) or nursing home* or old age facillit* or old age 
home* or old folks home* or (residential adj2 care) or retirement facilit* or retirement home*).tw 

4 (hospital* or inpatient* or (patient* adj2 room*) or unit or units or ward or wards).tw 
5 1 or 2 or 3 or 4 
6 exp Antisepsis/ or Infection control/ or Sterilization/ or Disinfection/ or Disinfectants/ or   

Decontamination/ or Housekeeping/  
7 (antisepsis or asepsis or aseptic or clean* or decontaminat* or disinfect* or housekeep* or sanitis* or 

sanitiz*).tw 
8 6 or 7 
9 Ultraviolet Rays/  
10 (UV or ultra-violet or ultraviolet).tw 
11 Sodium Hypochlorite/  
12 Chlorine/  
13 Hydrogen Peroxide/  
14 Bleaching Agents/  
15 exp Quaternary Ammonium Compounds/  
16 Copper/  
17 (albone or antiformin or bleach* or chlorine or clorox or copper* or crystacide or dihydrogen dioxide or 

hydrogen dioxide or hydrogen peroxide or hydrogenperoxide or hydroperoxide or quaternary ammoni* or 
quaternary bisammoni* or quaternized amine or sodium hypochlorite).tw 

18 9 or 10 or 11 or 12 or 13 or 14 or 15 or 16 or 17 
19 5 and 8 and 18 
20 animals/ not humans/  
21 19 not 20 

*************************** 
CINAHL (EBSCO 1982 to June 28 2021) 
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1. ( (MH "Nursing Homes+") OR (MH "Nursing Home Patients") OR (MH "Long Term Care") OR (MH 
"Assisted Living") OR (MH "Housing for the Elderly") OR (MH "Hospitals+") OR (MH "Hospital 
Units+") OR (MH "Patients' Rooms+") OR (MH "Emergency Service+") OR (MH "Inpatients") OR (MH 
"Aged, Hospitalized") OR (MH "Adolescent, Hospitalized") OR (MH "Infant, Hospitalized") OR (MH 
"Child, Hospitalized") OR (MH "Ancillary Services, Hospital") OR (MH "Residential Facilities") ) OR TI ( 
(assisted living or care home* or convalescence facilit* or convalescence home* or elder* care facilit* or 
extended care or (home N3 aged) or (long term N2 care) or nursing home* or old age facillit* or old age 
home* or old folks home* or (residential N2 care) or retirement facilit* or or retirement home*) ) OR AB ( 
(assisted living or care home* or convalescence facilit* or convalescence home* or elder* care facilit* or 
extended care or (home N3 aged) or (long term N2 care) or nursing home* or old age facillit* or old age 
home* or old folks home* or (residential N2 care) or retirement facilit* or or retirement home*) ) OR TI ( 
(hospital* or inpatient* or unit or units or ward or wards) ) OR AB ( (hospital* or inpatient* or unit or units 
or ward or wards)) 

2. ( (MH "Sterilization and Disinfection+") OR (MH "Disinfectants") OR (MH "Asepsis") OR (MH 
"Housekeeping Department") OR (MH "Cleaning Compounds") ) OR TI ( (antisepsis or asepsis or aseptic 
or clean* or decontaminat* or disinfect* or housekeep* or sanitis* or sanitiz*) ) OR AB ( (asepsis or 
aseptic or clean* or decontaminat* or disinfect* or housekeep* or sanitis* or sanitiz*) )  

3. ( (MH "Ultraviolet Rays") OR (MH "Sodium Hypochlorite") OR (MH "Chlorine") OR (MH "Hydrogen 
Peroxide") OR (MH "Quaternary Ammonium Compounds+") OR (MH "Copper") ) OR TI ( (albone or 
antiformin or bleach* or chlorine or clorox or copper* or crystacide or dihydrogen dioxide or hydrogen 
dioxide or hydrogen peroxide or hydrogenperoxide or hydroperoxide or quaternary ammoni* or quaternary 
bisammoni* or quaternized amine or sodium hypochlorite) ) OR AB ( (albone or antiformin or bleach* or 
chlorine or clorox or copper* or crystacide or dihydrogen dioxide or hydrogen dioxide or hydrogen 
peroxide or hydrogenperoxide or hydroperoxide or quaternary ammoni* or quaternary bisammoni* or 
quaternized amine or sodium hypochlorite)  

4. 1 and 2 and 3 
5. (MH "Randomized Controlled Trials") OR (MH "Single-Blind Studies") OR (MH "Triple-Blind Studies") 

OR (MH "Double-Blind Studies") OR (MH "Random Assignment") OR (MH "Pretest-Posttest Design+") 
OR (MH "Cluster Sample") OR (MH "Placebos") OR (MH "Crossover Design") OR (MH "Comparative 
Studies")  

6. (MH "Sample Size") AND AB ( (assigned OR allocated OR control) )  
7. TI ( (randomised OR randomized or trial) ) OR AB (random*)  
8. AB (control W5 group) OR AB (cluster W3 RCT) 
9. 5 or 6 or 7 or 8 
10. 4 and 9 
11. Limit 4 to Publication Type: Randomized Controlled Trial 
12. 10 or 11 

SCOPUS 
( TITLE-ABS-
KEY ( ( antisepsis  OR  asepsis  OR  aseptic  OR  clean*  OR  decontaminat*  OR  disinfect*  OR  housekeep*  OR 
 sanitis*  OR  sanitiz* ) )  AND  TITLE-ABS-
KEY ( ( albone  OR  antiformin  OR  bleach*  OR  chlorine  OR  clorox  OR  copper*  OR  crystacide  OR  dihydro
gen  AND dioxide  OR  hydrogen  AND dioxide  OR  hydrogen  
AND peroxide  OR  hydrogenperoxide  OR  hydroperoxide  OR  quaternary  AND ammoni*  OR  quaternary  
AND bisammoni*  OR  quaternized  AND amine  OR  sodium  AND hypochlorite ) ) )  
 
Appendix B. Cochrane Risk of Bias tool for cluster-randomised trials (ROB – 2) 
Correction for clustering: Six c-RCTs reported corrections for clustering effects. Anderson 
2017 “used generalised estimating equations to account for correlation between different study 
strategies within the same hospital.” Baldwin 2010 based the power computation on an intra-cluster 
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correlation of 0.01 and “Binary outcomes … were compared using random effects meta-analysis 
models to calculate pooled relative risks (95% confidence intervals) and P-values accounting for 
clustering within homes.” Bellini 2015 “The significance of the change in prevalence between baseline 
and after 12 months was assessed separately within each NH group using a Wilcoxon signed rank test. 
Alternatively, we analyzed data at the individual level, considering the individual as the unit of 
analysis and attempting to adequately model the dependencies induced by the cluster effect using a 
generalized linear mixed model.” Chami 2012 reported “analyses of the intervention effect accounted 
for the stratification of variables during randomization with a robust covariance matrix estimator to 
account for the intracluster dependence.” Juthani-Mehta based the power computation on “an 
intracluster correlation of 0.005 from a previous study. Analyses accounted for the cluster design, the 
unit of analysis was the participant.” Michell 2019 based the power computation on a “within-hospital 
correlation in infection rates of 0.3” and “For the primary outcome , Poisson generalised linear mixed 
models were fitted to weekly confirmed cases…” 
 

Risk of bias arising from the randomization process in an c-RCT 

Signalling questions  
1a.1 Was the allocation sequence random? No strong randomization method reported by 6 c-RCTs: 

Boyce 2017, Juthani-Mehta 2015, Lautenbach 2018, Marik 
2020, Peterson 2016, Salgado 2013 

1a.2 Was the allocation sequence 
concealed until clusters were enrolled and 
assigned to interventions? 

Anderson 2017 reported allocation was not masked 

1a.3 Did baseline differences between 
intervention groups suggest a problem 
with the randomization process? 

10 c-RCTs provided detailed tables comparing 
intervention and control groups and showed no 
significant baseline differences: Anderson 2017, Baldwin 
2010, Bellini 2015, Chami 2012, Heredia-Rodriquez 2018, 
Juthani-Mehta 2015, Marik 2020, Mody 2015, Peterson 
2016, Salgado 2013 

Risk of bias arising from the timing of identification or recruitment of participants in a c-RCT 

1b.1 Were all the individual participants 
identified and recruited (if appropriate) 
before randomization of clusters? 

In all 14 c-RCTs the participants were identified and 
recruited before randomization. Baldwin 2010 “matched 
and paired nursing homes using baseline data relating to 
the number of beds per home, staffing levels, infection 
control audit scores and MRSA prevalence.” Chami 2012 
“we developed a stratified, restricted randomization 
scheme to assign each NH to 1 of the 4 strata defined by 
the size of the NH .. or the Group ISO Resources weighted 
score.” Juthani-Mehta 2015 reported “The 36 participating 
homes were stratified into 2 groups by the number of 
minutes that nursing aides spent with residents.”  

1b.2 If N/PN/NI to 1b.1 Is it likely that 
selection of individual participants was 
affected by knowledge of the intervention 
assigned to the cluster? 

No 

1b.3 Were there baseline imbalances that 
suggest differential identification or 
recruitment of individual participants 

For the 10 c-RCTs that provided detailed baseline 
comparisons there were no difference suggesting 
differential recruitment  
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between intervention groups? 
Risk of bias due to deviations from intended intervention in a c-RCT 

2.1a Were participants aware that they 
were in a trial? 

No deviations from Protocol.  
In 10 c-RCTs the intervention was applied to the patients’ 
environment automatically: Anderson 2017, Baldwin 2010, 
Boyce 2017, Heredia-Rodriguez 2018, Lautenbach 2018, 
Marik 2020, Mitchell 2019, Mody 2015, Ray 2017, and 
Salgado 2013. In four c-RCTs the interventions were 
applied to the patients and followed protocols with no 
reported exceptions: Bellini 2015, Chami 2012, Jutani-
Mehta 2015, and Peterson 2016.  
The consent procedures could have revealed group 
assignment but no statements if and how that occurred. 
Baldwin 2010 reported: “All eligible participants received 
study information in verbal and written forms and written 
informed consent was obtained from residents, or their 
next-of-kin, and staff.” Bellini 2015 reported: “oral 
informed consent for the screening of MRSA carriage was 
requested from residents or their legal representatives.” 
[N.B. this does not say if consent for the decolonisation 
procedures was requested]. Mody 2018 reported “A 
written informed consent by the patient or his/her proxy 
was required.”   

2.1.b If Y/PY/NI to 2/1aWere participants 
aware of their assigned intervention 
during the trial? 

No statements 

2.2 Were carers and people delivering the 
intervention aware of participants’ 
assigned intervention during the trial? 

Baldwin 2010 reported that training was delivered by one 
of the researchers who was also not blinded. Boyce 2017 
reported that “Housekeepers, who were aware that the 
study was being conducted, received continued feedback 
during the study to increase the likelihood that high wipe 
rates would be maintained.” Juthani-Mehta 2015 reported 
“After enrollment the randomization status of the home 
was revealed. For homes randomized to intervention, 
study personnel trained nursing home staff about 
protocol procedures…” 

2.3. If Y/PY/NI to 2.1b or 2.2: Were there 
deviations from the intended intervention 
that arose because of the trial context? 

No deviations 

2.4 If Y/PY to 2.3: Were these deviations 
likely to have affected the outcome? 

No deviations 

2.5. If Y/PY/NI to 2.4: Were these 
deviations from intended intervention 
balanced between groups? 

No deviations 

2.6. Was an appropriate analysis used to 
estimate the effect of assignment to 
intervention? 

No deviations 
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2.7. If N/PN/NI to 2.6: Was there potential 
for a substantial impact (on the result) of 
the failure to analyse participants in the 
group to which they were randomized?  

No 

Risk of bias due to missing data in a c-RCT 

3.1a Were data for this outcome available 
for all clusters that recruited participants? 

Yes 

3.1b Were data for this outcome available 
for all, or nearly all, participants within 
clusters? 

For one c-RCT 40% attrition during study: Baldwin 2010 
Intervention group 392 at baseline, 234 at 12 months; 
control group 401 and 244 “loss primarily due to deaths 
and discharge from nursing home” but conducted an ITT 
analysis; Bellini 2015 analysed data only for the 3,790 
permanent nursing home residents; Juthani-Mehta 2015 
2/18 intervention and 1/18 control nursing homes 
withdrew during the study, but analysis by ITT. 
Anderson 2017, Chami 2012 used ITT 

3.2. If N/PN/NI to 3.1a or 2.1b: Is there 
evidence that the result was not biased by 
missing data? 

Baldwin 2010 is only study which provides evidence of 
significant loss but no evidence that biased results. 

3.3. If N/PN to 3.2: Could missingness in 
the outcome depend on its true value?  

Not known 

3.4. If Y/PY/NI to 3.3:Is Is it likely that 
missingness in the outcome depended on 
its true value? 

Not known 

Risk of bias in measurement of the outcome as in a c-RCT 

Questions 4.1, 4.2, 4,4 and 4.5 are 
described as the same as for individually-
randomized trials. Questions 4.3a and 
4.3b are whether participants reported 
their own outcomes 

No outcome was reported by a participant. 

 

Appendix C. GRADE assessment 
Risk of Bias 

Risk of Bias items Outcomes Assessment 

Random sequence 
generation 

8/14 low risk; 6/14 described as 
“randomized” 

Moderate: 8 c-RCTs are low 
risk and 6 described simply 
as “randomized”  

Allocation concealment 2/14 concealed; 1 not concealed; 11/14 not 
stated 

High 

Blinding of participants 
and personnel 

1 blinded; 9/14 not blinded, 4 uncertain Assessed as low, considering 
interventions were applied to 
individuals in predefined 
clusters, and outcomes are 
laboratory-confirmed 
infections with multiply 
resistant drug organisms and 
healthcare-acquired 
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infections  
Blinding of outcome 
assessment 

4 blinded, 4 not blinded, 6 uncertain  Low, considering 
interventions were applied to 
individuals in predefined 
clusters as augmented 
routines in the hospital and 
LTCF environmental service 
workers’ tasks, and outcomes 
are laboratory-confirmed 
infections with multiply 
resistant drug organisms and 
healthcare-acquired 
infections 

Incomplete outcome 
data 

9 complete outcome data, 1 incomplete, 4 
uncertain (due to continuous admissions of 
patients reported as patient/bed-days but 
likely to be complete accountings) 

Low 

Selective reporting 14/14 no selective reporting Low  
Overall Risk of Bias 
assessment 

 Low (but high for allocation 
concealment) 

Imprecision 
Outcomes:  95% Confidence intervals Assessment 

Anderson 2017, RR 0.70 (0.50-0.98)  
Baldwin RR .99 (0.69-1.42) 
Boyce 2017, IRR 0.77 (0.579-1.020) 
Chami 2012, HR 0.99(0.87-1.12) 
Juthani-Mehta 2015, HR 1.12 (.84 to 1.50) 
Lautenbach 2018, IRR 0.99(0.57-1.64) 
Marik 2020, IRR standard vs. copper oxide linens 1.1 (0.6-2.0, p = 0.6) 
Mitchell 2019, RR 0.63 (0.41-0.97) 
Mody 2015, rate ratio 0.77 (0.64-0.94) 
Five studies reported percentages but no 95%CI: Bellini 2015, Heredia-
Rodriguez 2018, Peterson 2016, Ray 2017, and Salgado 2013 

Low risk for the 9 studies 
which presented confidence 
intervals, all of which were 
narrow 

Inconsistency 
5 c-RCTs found positive effects in reducing MDROs and HAIs, 9 found 
no effects, no study found negative effects of cleaning and disinfecting 

Low 

Indirectness 
All 14 c-RCTs focused directly on reducing infections in the patients in 
the clusters randomized to the interventions  

Low 

Publication Bias 
1. Five large c-RCTs with significant results reducing MDRO 

and/or HAI rates: Anderson 2017 (n=31,226), Mitchell 2019 
(n=3,534,439 occupied bed days), Mody 2015 (n=418), Salgado 
2013 (n=614), Peterson 2016 (4,200 annual admissions and 
365,809 patient days)   

2. Nine large cRCTs with no significant results reducing MDRO 
and/or HAI rates: Boyce (n=21,961), Chami 2012 (n=4,354), 

Low 
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Heredia-Rodriguez (n=1,097), Juthani-Mehta 2015 (n=834), 
Lautenbach (n=1,021). Marik 2020 (n=1,282) Baldwin 2010 
(n=793), Bellini 2015 (n=4,750) Ray 2017 (n not stated; Power 
computation based on 1,068 cases and 1,683,928 patient days in 
facilities in 2009) 

Certainty rating High 
 
GradePro criteria: https://community.cochrane.org/help/tools-and-software/gradepro-gdt (accessed 12 
July 2021) 
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