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Abstract:

Background: Dental procedures often produce aerosols and splatter which have the potential to
transmit pathogens such as SARS-CoV-2. The existing literature is limited.

Methods: Aerosols and splatter were generated from an ultrasonic scaling procedure on a dental
mannequin and characterized by two optical imaging methods — digital inline holography (DIH)
and laser sheet imaging (LSI). Capture efficiencies of various aerosol mitigation devices were
evaluated and compared.

Results: The ultrasonic scaling procedure generates a wide size range of aerosols up to a few
hundred micrometers and occasional large splatter which emit at low velocity (mostly below 3
m/s). Use of a saliva ejector (SE) and high-volume evacuator (HVE) resulted in 63% and 88% of
overall reduction respectively while an extraoral local extractor (ELE) resulted in a reduction of
96% at the nominal design flow setting.

Conclusions: The study results showed that the use of ELE or HVE significantly reduced aerosol
and splatter emission. The use of HVE generally requires an additional person to assist a hygienist,
while an ELE can be operated “hands-free” when a dental hygienist is performing ultrasonic
scaling and other operations.

Practical Implications: An extraoral local extractor aids in the reduction of aerosols and splatters
during ultrasonic scaling procedures, potentially reducing transmission of oral or respiratory
pathogens, like SARS-CoV-2. Position and airflow of the device are important to effective aerosol

mitigation.

Key Words: Aerosol-generating procedures, splatter, high-volume evacuation, extraoral local

extractor, dental aerosols, ultrasonic scaling
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Introduction

There is a general consensus that aerosols are one of the major paths of transmission for SARS-
CoV-2 in the current pandemic’. This has led to concerns for health care workers involved in
procedures which generate aerosols?=®. Dental providers are thought to be at particular risk due
to the generation of aerosols and splatters®'® during dental procedures such as ultrasonic
cleaning and high-speed, water-cooled tooth preparation. The dental profession has responded
with increased use of personal protection equipment (PPE) and recommendations to avoid
aerosol generating procedures such as ultrasonic scaling. Current industry guidelines for
addressing airborne risks focus on increased ventilation (or air changes per hour (ACH)), portable
room filtration systems (not at the source), the avoidance of discretionary aerosol-generating
procedures (AGPs), and adding time between patients and procedures to allow for increased
ventilation®”'". These measures have understandably placed increased burden on the oral health
care system and are based on limited data regarding the generation and mitigation of dental
aerosols. Recommendations about mitigation of airborne contaminants in other occupational
settings suggest that capture of contaminants near the source is far superior to general ventilation
and/or use of PPE".

There is a serious deficiency in the literature regarding the risks posed by aerosols and splatter
from aerosol-generating procedures (AGPs) in dental settings and the efficacy of various aerosol
mitigation techniques. A number of studies have collected aerosols and splatters directly onto a
collecting surface for subsequent analysis, which include fluorescent™"" or non-fluorescent'®-2°
based chromatic indicators and microbiological methods using culture media?'-?*. These studies
are limited by their inefficient collection of small size aerosols (<~50 ym) which do not provide a
comprehensive characterization over the entire size spectrum. This is especially important as
smaller aerosols may carry SARS-CoV-2 virus (0.06 -0.14 um?°). Some investigations have used
aerosol sampling techniques?'?¢-3', but suffer from limited sampling of large aerosols and

splatters or incorrect use of the sampling devices.

3


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.26.21252487

71

72

73

74

75

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

87

88

89

90

91

92

93

94

95

medRXxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.02.26.21252487; this version posted March 1, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint

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

Dental procedures generate both aerosols and splatter. Without a commonly recognized size
threshold, splatters are generally considered to be large droplets and/or debris that is heavy
enough to settle rapidly without spreading a long distance. Aerosols, on the other hand, are small
droplets that can become smaller through evaporation and result in smaller residual aerosols (10
microns in size or smaller) that may stay suspended in air indefinitely since they are sufficiently
small to overcome gravitational settling, especially in a thermally stratified indoor environment®-
34 Although most of these residual aerosols are the result of the supplied cooling water, they can
include patient saliva, dental plaque, calculus, and blood, which can be infectious to dental
practitioners or other dental patients if a patient carries SARS-CoV-2 or other infectious agents.
Since a droplet’s ability to spread and subsequently be inhaled strongly depends on its original
size and evaporation process, a comprehensive size characterization of the original droplets and
the residual aerosols is essential in risk assessment of AGPs. Such a comprehensive assessment
has not been reported yet to our best knowledge.

One example of a common dental hygiene procedure which is being avoided during the pandemic
due to aerosol generation is ultrasonic scaling for dental prophylaxis*. This ultrasonic scaling
technology increases the efficiency of dental hygienists and is much less physically demanding
than manual scaling. Dental hygienists are at risk for repetitive stress injuries and the ban on
ultrasonic scaling procedures makes this more likely. The reduced efficiency of manual scaling
also increases the time the patient is seating in the dental chair and for some patients may
increase the number of appointments needed. High-volume evacuation (HVE) is reported to
reduce aerosol contamination considerably?*3536 but it is generally not used by dental hygienists
without an additional assistant to hold, position and manipulate the end of the HVE. Extraoral
local extractors (ELE) have been discussed and marketed since the beginning of this pandemic,
but the evidence supporting their effectiveness is rare®”* and details about the proper design,

configuration and use of ELEs has not been studied and reported.
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96 We conducted this experiment to provide detailed physical characterizations of aerosols and
97  splatters from ultrasonic scaling processes using novel in-situ optical methods. The methods were

98 further used to evaluate the effectiveness of a variety of dental aerosol mitigation devices.

99 Methods

100 Digital Inline Holography (DIH) and Laser Sheet Imaging (LSI) were used to characterize the size
101  and velocity of aerosols and splatters from an ultrasonic scaling procedure. DIH can be leveraged
102  to image particles larger than 6 um but is limited to a small sample volume. On the other hand,
103 LSl is not capable of distinguishing particle sizes, but can be used to count particles in a wide
104 field of view. The combination of DIH and LS| measurements was therefore employed for more
105  holistic insight into the generation and mitigation of aerosols during the dental procedure. This
106  also provided an effective methodology for the evaluation of various aerosol mitigation strategies
107  and devices.

108 Digital Inline Holography (DIH)

109 Near-field in situ holographic measurements were conducted using a DIH setup consisting of a
110 laser, a digital camera, as well as beam expanding, collimating and condensing optics. A dental
111  mannequin with thermoplastic teeth was placed on a horizontal surface facing upwards to mimic
112  a patient during the dental procedure. The center of the DIH sample volume (15.6x13.0x250 mm?)
113  was located approximately 8 mm above the mannequin’s mouth opening (Figure 1).

114  The hybrid hologram processing method proposed by Shao et al.*, consisting of image
115 enhancement, digital reconstruction, particle segmentation and post-processing was used to
116  obtain the size distribution of particles passing through the DIH sample volume during simulated
117  dental procedures.

118  Simulated Ultrasonic Scaling

119 A dental hygienist simulated supragingival scaling of the facial surfaces of the upper incisors and

120 the lingual surfaces of the lower incisors using an ultrasonic scaler (Dentsply Sirona Cavitron ®
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121 Plus with 30K FSI-1000 inserts) operating at the medium power setting while the holographic
122 sensor (35 fps, 13 ys exposure) acquired 10-second videos for a total of three trials. Clinically
123 ultrasonic scaling in these dental regions generates the most splatters and aerosols.

124  Tested Mitigation Devices and Strategies

125  Various mitigation devices were subsequently tested including a saliva ejector (SE, operated by
126  the hygienist), a high-volume evacuation (HVE, operated by a second person) and an extraoral
127  local extractor (ELE, BOFA DentalPro Aerosol UVC) at two different flow rates, 100 m*/h and 220
128  m?®h. Different aerosol mitigation devices, and combinations thereof, were employed during the
129  simulated procedure. For the mitigation measurements the saliva ejector and HVE were used
130  adjacent to the operating field as is typical of clinical practice. The ELE nozzle was tested at two
131  distances from the mouth of the mannequin, 14 cm and 18 cm. The 14 cm distance was felt to be
132 the most effective nozzle placement based on the recommendations of dental hygienists who
133 collaborated with the manufacturer of the tested ELE through informal clinical testing. The 18 cm
134  distance was investigated to further assess the impact of ELE nozzle position on aerosol
135  mitigation.

136  Laser Sheet Imaging (LSI)

137  Far-field in situ laser sheet imaging was conducted using the setup illustrated in Figure 2, which
138  comprised of a high-resolution camera coupled with an image intensifier and an imaging lens, as
139  well as a light sheet generating system. The dental mannequin was placed in a horizontal surface
140 facing upwards in a fashion similar to the previous setup. The light sheet generating system was
141  placed 80 cm to the side of the center of the camera’s field of view (FOV) and used to generate
142  alight sheet that crossed the mannequin’s head just above its mouth opening and below its nose.
143  The camera module, located 60 cm away from the mannequin, was oriented perpendicularly to
144  the light sheet and focused to achieve a FOV of 40x40 cm?. Additional measures were taken to
145  ensure the signal to noise ratio was maximized, such as spray-painting the mannequin head and
146  implementing a light trap to diminish background reflection.

6
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147  Recorded images were converted grayscale and enhanced using background subtraction. The
148  plume of aerosol generated during the procedure was segmented by employing an entropy filter,
149  and the total pixel intensity of the plume area was measured and compared to the mitigation-free
150 test trial to obtain the device’s capture efficiency.

151  The ultrasonic scaling simulation and the mitigation techniques were tested with LS| in the same
152  manner previously described with DIH. This provided a complementary broader field of view for

153  the generated droplets and aerosols, as well as their mitigation.

154 Results

155  Digital Inline Holography (DIH)

156  Droplet size distribution

157 The observed droplet generation of the ultrasonic scaler was very dynamic consisting of a
158 relatively continuous generation of a plume of small droplets (aerosols) with occasional large
159  splatters shooting out at high speed. Like many other liquid-films broken up by mechanical forces,
160 a wide range of droplet sizes was observed with DIH with more than 99% falling between 12 to
161 200 pm (Figure 3). Splatters larger than 200 um were much less prevalent and were highly
162  dependent on the positioning and movement of the ultrasonic scaler tip on teeth. The number
163 mode (size with the highest number concentration) of the size distributions were 55 pm when
164  working on the facial surfaces of teeth #8 & 9 and 34 ym for the lingual surfaces of teeth #24 &
165  25). Total droplet concentration was 114 particles per cubic centimeter (CC) for teeth #8 and 9
166  and 42 particles/CC for teeth #24 & 25. The lower concentration for teeth #24 and 25 was due to
167 the more confined space trapping droplets inside the mouth of the mannequin. The concentration

168 difference between the two sites was more pronounced for larger size droplets.

169  Droplet velocity
170  More than 65% of the droplets had a velocity below 1 m/s and less than 2% of the droplets had a

171  velocity greater than 3 m/s (See Figure 4). The low average droplet velocity observed here
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172 suggests a suction-based point-of-source mitigation strategy is possible and may be more
173  effective than a whole-room-ventilation-based mitigation. A 3-D mapping of the velocity profile

174  (not shown) suggested there was no dominant direction of droplet travel.

175  Capture efficiency of mitigation devices

176  The capture efficiency of various mitigation devices is presented in Figure 5. The size dependent
177  capture efficiency was determined by comparing the measured droplet size distribution with the
178  mitigation device(s) applied with that measured when no mitigation was applied. There was a
179 clear trend of decreased capture efficiency with increased droplet size. For the particular field of
180 view of the DIH in this experiment, all mitigation devices but one (saliva ejector) demonstrated
181  greater than 95% of capture for droplets up to 90 um. The capture efficiency dropped to ~ 80%
182 and ~ 50% at 120 and 150 um, respectively. The previously described irregular generation of
183  large splatters made a statistically meaningful quantification of capture efficiency impossible at
184  droplet size larger than 180 um. As previously discussed, droplets and aerosols smaller than 150
185 um are the focus of any mitigation strategies given their high potential for longer-distance travel

186  and transmission of SARS-CoV-2 and other airborne infectious agents.

187 Laser Sheet Imaging (LSI)

188 LS| provided a larger field assessment of the tested mitigation strategies with more
189  comprehensive visualization of their effect on aerosol and splatter spread. A sample video clip of
190 LSl is provided in supplementary information, in which a local extractor was off first and turned on
191  for ~ 10 seconds and then turned off again to demonstrate its effectiveness. When no mitigation
192  device was deployed, the plume (mainly clusters of small droplets at low speed) shows a swirling
193 movement representing the vortexing flow generated by an ultrasonic scaler tip moving at high
194  frequency. Larger splatters were generated occasionally (larger and brighter dots in the video)
195  shooting out at higher speed. When the local extractor was turned on, the signal of both the plume
196  and the distinct splatters were significantly suppressed, with a clear sign of the plume being drawn

197  towards the opening of the extractor. Occasional splatters were still observed, consistent with the
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198  size-dependent capture observed by DIH that droplets with large momentum (larger size and/or
199  higher speed) have relatively higher chance to escape from the capture of a mitigation device.
200  Without distinguishing individual particles and their sizes, an overall capture efficiency was
201  obtained from LSI data for each mitigation device (or their combinations) as shown in Figure 6.
202  Among saliva ejector, HVE, and ELE at 14 cm working distance, saliva ejector had the lowest
203  capture efficiency at 63%, followed up the local extractor at low flow setting (74%). HVE showed
204  a higher capture efficiency at 88%. The ELE operating at high speed setting provided the best
205  capture with an efficiency of 96%. A combination of local extractor at high flow setting with either
206  saliva ejector (94%) or HVE (95%) did not provide additional improvement in capture efficiency,
207  which implies the best mitigation strategy may be to use a local extractor (with proper flow setting,
208 nozzle design, and placement relative to the patient and their oral cavity).

209 The reported efficiencies for LS| were consistently lower than those by DIH at size from 30 to 120
210 um, which can be explained by two reasons: (1) the existence of large splatters (with lower capture
211 efficiency) in LSl video reduces the overall efficiency since a single large splatter contributes more
212 intensity signal than a small droplet; and (2) the differences in size and position of the field of view
213 between DIH and LSI result in characterizations of different portions of aerosol and splatter
214  populations from the same source.

215  When the local extractor was moved 4 cm further away (from 14 to 18 cm) from the generation
216  site, its capture efficiency dropped substantially from 74% to 38% at low flow setting, and from

217  96% to 56% at high flow setting.

218 Discussion

219  Dental aerosols and splatters are an important potential transmission mode for many pathogens,
220 including SARS-CoV-2, and it is vital to understand their generation profile and transportation

221  behaviors in air to support the risk assessment and aerosol mitigation in the current COVID-19
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222 pandemic. The combination of the DIH and broader field of LS| provided important complementary
223 characterization of aerosols generated by an ultrasonic scaling with and without mitigation.

224  Ultrasonic Scaler Aerosol Characterization

225  Among various engineering parameters, the size and velocity of original droplets are the most
226  important ones that influence how they spread, evaporate, and their ability of being inhaled to
227  cause potential aerosol transmission. To our best knowledge, this study characterizes these two
228  important droplet properties for the first-time using novel in-situ optical methods. We demonstrate
229 the wide spread of droplet sizes and the presence of both small and large droplets in the
230 population. Small aerosols (<~50 ym) are not sampled effectively by any impingement-based
231  collection surface especially when their velocity is low due to the lack of momentum in air. Our
232 findings suggest these small aerosols likely have been overlooked in previous studies employing
233 surface collection methods for droplet sampling.

234  The droplet size and velocity reported here are properties measured close to their generation site
235  outside of the oral cavity. When they travel further in the air, the droplets evaporate to significantly
236  smaller size and the velocity relaxes close to the movement of the surrounding air. In view of the
237  respiratory disease transmission, particles smaller than 10 um (the size after droplets have
238 reduced in size due to evaporation) pose more risk than larger ones since they are more likely to
239 remain suspended in air®’, to bypass a face shield, to penetrate through face masks /
240 respirators*' 3 and be inhaled and deposited in the respiratory tract. The residual particle size
241  depends on the size and composition of the original droplets. For dental generated droplets,
242  especially ultrasonic scaling, this is dominated by dissolved solid impurities in the cooling water
243  which is typically tap water filtered with a bacterial filter. Assuming a total dissolved solid (TDS)
244  level of 350 ppm for a typical tap water**#®, a droplet with a 142-um original size dries into a 10
245  um solid residual, suggesting droplets smaller than ~150 ym should receive more attention in
246  dental aerosol mitigation. Larger droplets, however, can deposit onto ground, dental chairs and
247  other equipment, bodies of patients or dental operators, surfaces of face shield, face mask, or

10
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248  respirators, causing potential surface contamination. These findings therefore support the
249  continued use of enhanced PPE in addition to regular surface cleaning and disinfection. The
250 optical methods used in this study focus on initial droplets greater than 12 um since any droplets
251  smaller can be effectively mitigated as suggested by the size-dependent capture efficiency shown
252 in Figure 5.

253  Aerosol Mitigation

254  The ultrasonic scaler did produce omnidirectional droplets as expected, due to the high-frequency
255  oscillation of the ultrasonic tip. However, aerosol mitigation was demonstrated and the ELE was
256  very effective as compared to the more traditional clinical mitigation strategies without the need
257  for additional personnel. It was clear that proper positioning of the nozzle and airflow of the ELE
258 are of great importance but could be accomplished without impeding the work position of the
259  dental hygienist.

260 The low average droplet velocity observed in this study suggests suction-based point-of-source
261  mitigation strategies such as those tested may be more effective than whole-room-ventilation-
262  based mitigation as has been recommended in other settings'?46. The ELE works in a similar
263  principle as a saliva ejector or an HVE, but at a higher flowrate and a longer working distance.
264  Unlike an HVE, it can be designed to remain in a fixed position, so an extra assistant is not needed
265  to operate it.

266 It should be noted that room ventilation provided by heating, ventilation and air conditioning
267  systems (HVAC) alone would require significantly higher flow for aerosol mitigation due to lack of
268  focus on contamination sources. And it is possible that air ventilation provided by an HVAC system
269  could contribute to aerosol spread rather than mitigation, as an aerosol could travel throughout
270  an entire room before eventually being vented by the room HVAC system (where it may be
271  recirculated if not properly filtered.) With ELE, however, the majority of contaminants are captured
272 by the ELE at the source and subsequently filtered.

273  Dental Aerosol and Infection Risk
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274  Not every aerosol or splatter from ultrasonic scalers carries pathogens, so the emission profiles
275 measured in this study represent a worst-case scenario, which need to be combined with a
276  biological property evaluation for a more comprehensive risk assessment in the future. Since our
277  knowledge on the infective dose of SARS-CoV-2 required to cause COVID-19 is still limited, it is
278  difficult to draw definitive conclusions as to the risks posed by dental aerosols and splatters and
279  if the reported efficacy of the mitigation devices is sufficient. It is therefore recommended that
280  multiple mitigation strategies be employed to minimize the risk of dental aerosol transmission.
281  The authors also recommend that dental practitioners continue to use enhanced PPE in addition

282  to other aerosol mitigation techniques.

283 Conclusions

284  Results of this study provide a scientific basis for risk assessment of aerosols and splatters from
285  ultrasonic scaling. The engineering approaches of size and velocity profile characterization offer
286  insight from a different angle — small aerosols which may be overlooked by a good number of
287  previous studies can pose higher risk in terms of infection disease transmission through aerosol
288  route, especially with the current COVID-19 pandemic. Implementing a hands-free extraoral local
289  extractor can assist dental hygienists in implementing an effective, ergonomically sound method
290 to reduce dental aerosols and splatters. Further research is needed on the biological property of
291 these emissions for a comprehensive risk assessment. The methods in this work can be applied
292  in the future to characterization of other AGPs in dental and medical settings to develop safe and
293 efficient clinical practices in the face of highly contagious air-borne diseases. Future investigations
294  will include assessment of water-cooled high-speed handpieces, as well as the interplay of point
295  of source mitigation and clinical HYAC systems.

296
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Figure 1. Schematic of DIH setup used for near-field aerosol size and velocity measurements.
The DIH system is mounted onto a cage system secured to a table (not shown) and incorporates
beam expanding, collimating and condensing optics (also not shown). A detailed description of
the system can be found in Supplementary Information.
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Figure 2. Schematic of LSl setup used for far-field plume and splatter measurements. The
camera module incorporates a camera sensor, image intensifier and imaging lens, and the laser
sheet generator is composed of a high-power laser and a set of optical lenses. A detailed
description of the system can be found in Supplementary Information.
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Figure 3. Size distribution of droplets as measured by DIH. (Error bars represent standard
deviations of three measurements.)
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Figure 5. Size dependent capture efficiency of various mitigation device(s) by DIH when cleaning
facial surface of teeth #8 & 9. (SE: saliva ejector; HVE: high-volume evacuation; ELE-L: extraoral
local extractor at low flow setting; ELE-H: local extractor at high flow setting; ‘+’ denotes a
combination of two devices. Error bars represent standard deviations of three measurements.)
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Figure 6. Capture efficiency of various mitigation device(s) by LSI when cleaning facial surface of
teeth #8 & 9. (SE: saliva ejector; HVE: high-volume evacuation; ELE-L-#: local extractor at low
flow setting at a distance of # cm; ELE-H-#: local extractor at high flow setting at a distance of #
cm; ‘4’ denotes a combination of two devices. Error bars represent standard deviations of three
measurements.)
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