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[Abstract] Objective To compare the disinfection effects of 500 mg/L chlorine-containing disinfectant and 3% hy-

drogen peroxide disinfectant applied to the threaded plastic hose at the fixed end of the saliva suction pipe of the oral
comprehensive treatment table after diagnosis and treatment of patients in stomatology to provide a basis for clinical
cleaning and disinfection. Methods The fixed ends of saliva suction pipes of 12 comprehensive treatment tables in the
dental pulp department and maxillofacial surgery were selected as the research objects. The absorption was randomly di-
vided into two groups and a control group: experimental group 1 with 500 mg/L chlorine disinfectants and experiment 2
group with 3% hydrogen peroxide disinfectant rinse disinfection and the control group with 0.9% sterile saline flushing
pipe once a week for four weeks. Before and after washing and disinfection, samples from the inner wall of the threaded

plastic hose interface were collected for bacterial culture and colony count, and colony counts within and between
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groups were compared before and after disinfection. Statistical analysis was conducted using SPSS 24.0 software.
Results The baseline number of bacterial colonies in the first three groups was balanced, with no statistically signifi-
cant difference (x* = 0.538, P = 0.764). The number of bacterial colonies after washing and disinfection was lower than
that before washing and disinfection. The difference between 500 mg/L chlorine-containing disinfectant and 3% hydro-
gen peroxide disinfectant before and after disinfection was highly significant (Z = -4.801, P <0.001; Z = -4.429, P <
0.001). There was no significant difference between the disinfection effect of 500 mg/L. chlorine-containing disinfectant
and 3% hydrogen peroxide disinfectant, but they were both better than the control group (x* = 18.070, P < 0.001).
Conclusion Disinfecting the saliva suction pipe with disinfectant between diagnosis and treatment can effectively re-
duce the bacterial contamination at the fixed end threaded plastic hose interface of the saliva suction pipe. The disinfec-
tion method is simple and convenient, and it is worth applying in the oral clinic.

[Key words] chlorine-containing disinfectant; hydrogen peroxide disinfectant; dental chair unit; fixed end of
the suction pipe; dental unit water lines; bacterial contamination; disinfection effect
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Table 1 ~ Comparison of bacterial colonies of rinse disinfectant solution before and after disinfection between
in two kinds of disinfectant M(IQR), CFU/100 c¢m®
Groups Before disinfection After disinfection A P
Control 10 700 (9 660, 13 510) 9 720 (7 540, 12 700) -2.843 0.004
Experimental group | 10 640 (9 560, 11 320) 7 360 (5 240, 8 520) -4.801 < 0.001
Experimental group Il 10 520 (9 760, 13 800) 8 240 (4 680, 9 280) -4.429 < 0.001
Control: flush the pipeline with 0.9% sterile normal saline; experimental group 1 : flush the pipeline with 500 mg/L chlorine disinfectant; experimental
group II: flush the pipeline with 3% hydrogen peroxide disinfectant. Difference compared with 0; comparison of bacterial colony numbers of the three
groups before disinfection by Kruskal Wallis H test of multiple independent samples, x* = 0.538 , P = 0.764
1
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Table 2 Comparison of bacterial colonies of rinse disinfectant solution before and after disinfection between

in two kinds of disinfectant

M(IQR), CFU/100 e’

Groups Difference before and after disinfection

X P P P, P

Control 1 140 (130, 1 860)
3560 (1 680, 5 320)
3040 (1 200, 6 280)

Experimental group |

Experimental group [l

18.070 0.000 0.001 0.001 1.000

Control: flush the pipeline with 0.9% sterile normal saline; experimental group [ : flush the pipeline with 500 mg/L chlorine disinfectant; experimental

group Il : flush the pipeline with 3% hydrogen peroxide disinfectant. Pi: control group vs. experimental group II; P.: control group vs. experimental group

I'; Ps: experimental group I vs. Eexperimental group I
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