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Abstract: Disinfection and sterilization are needed for guaranteeing that medical and surgical
instruments do not spread contagious microorganisms to patients. The aim of this study was to
evaluate the efficacy of a simple manual technique of high-level disinfection (HLD) of flexible fiberoptic
nasofibroscopes (FFNs) with wipes impregnated with a chlorine dioxide solution (Tristel Trio Wipes
System—TTW) against a conventional automated washer machine (Soluscope ENT, Cimrex 12—AW).
FFNs used in 62 patients undergoing endoscopy at an ENT clinic were sampled according to an
aseptic procedure. For each nasoendoscopy, microbiological samples were taken at two times: (1) after
a patient’s nasoendoscopy and (2) immediately after high-level disinfection. Ten microliters of each
prepared sample were inoculated onto specific culture media for the detection of nasopharyngeal flora
microorganisms. The microbiological results obtained from 62 post-disinfection samples revealed
bacterial growth on two FFNs disinfected with AW, and five FFNs disinfected with TTW, but this
difference is not statistically significant. None of the isolates were pathogenic bacteria. Our results
are different than the results obtained by two previously published studies on the TTW system. In
both studies, sampling was carried out by swabbing the tip and the handle surface of FFNs. This
sampling method was the least effective method means of detecting bacteria on a surface. It can be
concluded that the two disinfection systems allow providers to obtain a reduction of the saprophytic
and pathogenic microbial load.

Keywords: flexible fiberoptic laryngoscope; disinfection; sampling; wipes

1. Introduction

Surgeries and other invasive medical procedures entail physical contact between a surgical or
medical instrument and a patient’s sterile tissue or mucous membranes. A great risk of all such
procedures is the presence of pathogens that can cause infection. Disinfection and sterilization
are needed for guaranteeing that medical and surgical instruments do not spread contagious
microorganisms to patients [1].
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The classification system suggested by Earle H. Spaulding separates medical devices into three
categories based on the risk of infection in relation to their utilization [2]. This classification establishes
which level of disinfection would be proper for various different kinds of devices that are reused.
The classification is based on the possible risk of infection posed to a patient and largely recognized
and applied by the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA), the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC), the European health authorities such as the Italian Ministry of Health, microbiologists,
epidemiologists, and professional medical organizations.

According to Spaulding’s scheme, the flexible fiberoptic nasofibroscopes (FFNs) are considered a
semi-critical device because they are “a device that comes in contact with undamaged membranes
or non-intact skin”. Therefore, these devices should be given at least high-level disinfection (HLD),
specified as the destruction of all vegetative microorganisms, mycobacteria, small or nonlipid viruses,
medium or lipid viruses, fungal spores and some, but not all, bacterial spores” [3].

FFNs are normally contaminated by microorganisms residing in the upper aerodigestive tract.
The use of inappropriate systems of cleaning, disinfection or sterilization may increase the risk of disease
transmission from patient to patient. Case reports involving possible cross-infection of laryngoscopes
with Listeria monocytogenes [4] and Pseudomonas aeruginosa [5,6] have been described. However, while
few reports of nosocomial infections linked to inadequately disinfected FFNs have been published,
these events may go unrecognized or may not be recorded [3].

There are difficulties related with high-level disinfection. Traditionally, FFNs were subjected to
manual disinfection procedures but these methods are frequently time-wasting, potentially damaging
to the instrument in question and dangerous to the healthcare personnel.

Currently, there is no uniformity in the recommendations; many guidelines require a centralized
area for HLD and automated washer-machines to minimize the chemical and infectious risks for health
personnel and guarantee the standardization of procedures [7].

The chemicals used in some automated mechanical washers may increase the risk of damaging
the optical fibers of FFNs.

Several chemicals have good disinfection properties, including chlorine dioxide, hypochlorous
acid/superoxidized water and peracetic acid. Peracetic acid is an irritant to exposed skin and the
respiratory system. Glutaraldehyde is no longer in use as it carries high risks of inducing sensitivity.
Orthophthalaldehyde (OPA) has begun to take the place of glutaraldehyde in many hospitals because
it does not irritate the eyes and the nasal mucosa, it does not need activation or monitoring during
disinfection and it only takes 12 min to effectively sterilize.

Flexible endoscopes cannot resist the high temperatures and pressure variations in autoclave
cycles and thus, are normally decontaminated by cleaning, followed by high-level disinfection (HLD)
with a chemical sterilant.

The CDC [1] recommends HLD with glutaraldehyde-based formulas (2%), ortho-phthalaldehyde
(0.55%), stabilized hydrogen peroxide (6%), peracetic acid or wet pasteurization. The FDA
recommendations for heat-labile devices employ “low temperature” reprocessing techniques, including
ozone (O3) sterilization, hydrogen peroxide (H2O2) sterilization, ethylene oxide (EO) sterilization
(including device aeration) and liquid chemical sterilant/high level disinfectant chemical systems [8].

Other methods of disinfection, such as immersion in enzymatic soap solution, chlorine dioxide
wipes, and isopropyl alcohol washes are acceptable alternatives but have not been employed widely
for different reasons, such as the lack of FDA registration or the fact that some hospitals prefer to
introduce central decontamination models with a standardized decontamination program (where the
responsibility for decontamination is outsourced) or the use of automated washer-machines (AWs),
common in every endoscopy clinic.

Automated washer machines provide several advantages [9] such as:

3 patient and personnel safety
3 a high level of standardization in reprocessing
3 documentation of several important endoscope reprocessing parameters (printed automatically)
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3 audible and visual alarms activated when a safety fault is detected
3 a lower work-load compared to full manual reprocessing.

However, some disadvantages [9] related to the use of AWs must also be considered, such as:

3 the specialized AWs require a separate reprocessing room
3 if AWs are not kept properly, they may themselves become an infection hazard by contamination

of endoscopes during reprocessing. Systematic maintenance and validation of is compulsory
3 potentially high costs
3 the endoscopy procedure may have to be cancelled if AWs break down
3 the washing process may decrease the clarity of the optical image within a short period of time.

The aim of this study was to evaluate the efficacy of a simple manual technique of HLD of FFNs with
wipes impregnated with a chlorine dioxide solution (Tristel Trio Wipes System) against a conventional
AW, Soluscope ENT Cimrex 12, in accordance with standard practices in the otolaryngology clinic of
the hospital.

2. Materials and Methods

The FFNs used in 62 patients undergoing endoscopy at an ENT clinic at the City of Health and
Science Hospital were attributed to one of two groups by alternating group placement (i.e., group AW,
group TTW, group AW). The FFNs are cleaned and disinfected in the same area of ENT clinic.

The Ethics Committee of the City of Health and Science Hospital ruled that non-formal ethics
approval was required because the research was not considered a human-subject research.

2.1. Automated Mechanical Washer (AW)

Soluscope ENT Cimrex 12 (Soluscope SAS, Aubagne, France) are designed for decontaminating
3 flexible endoscopes simultaneously during each 14 min cycle. FFNs are processed in single-use
chemical products.

The disinfection with the AW system is carried out as follows:

1. acidic pre-disinfectant cleaner, compatible with peracetic acid; then
2. five minutes of high-level disinfection with a 5% peracetic acid-based disinfectant with

anticorrosive additive; then
3. rinsing with filtered water (0.2 µm) to ensures that bacteria free water is supplied to the FFNs.

At the end of the washing cycle, endoscopes were placed in a separate room for drying and stored
for no more than 72 h.

2.2. Tristel Trio Wipes (TTW)

The chlorine dioxide manual wipe system “Tristel Trio Wipes” (Tristel plc, Cambridgeshire, U.K.)
is a three-part decontamination system for non-lumened medical devices. It is comprised of three
wipes that are used to perform the steps of the decontamination procedure in a matter of minutes.
The disinfection of the nasendoscope with the TTW system is carried out as follows [10]:

1. pre-cleaning with the Tristel Pre-Clean Wipe,
2. high-level disinfection with the sporicidal wipe for a contact time of 30 s,
3. neutralization of any chemical residues with the rinse wipe.

Hospital ENT staff were specifically trained to operate according to standard instructions given
by the manufacturer. This model of disinfection has not yet been adopted by the Food and Drug
Administration (FDA), but it has been approved and is in common use in Oceania and Europe.
Currently, TTW is widely known and adopted in England as advised by ENT UK [11].
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Following this experimental decontamination, all FFNs were decontaminated according to the
hospital’s standard operating procedure with Soluscope ENT prior to clinical use because Soluscope
ENT is the standard method of the hospital.

2.3. Sampling Procedure

We developed a surface sampling method (by TNT wipes) to detect low levels of bacteria on a
FFNs as discussed in a recent publication [12].

Two laboratory personnel who were familiar with the instruments and proficient in aseptic
technique performed the sampling protocol. One person held the FFNs, while the other person
extracted samples accordingly.

For each nasoendoscopy, microbiological samples were taken at two times: (1) after a patient’s
nasoendoscopy and (2) immediately after high-level disinfection.

The first sample was carried out by shaking the optic tip of the insertion shaft of the FFL in 2 mL
of in a sterile collection tube with liquid Amies preservation medium (Copan, Brescia, Italy) (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Sampling after the patient’s nasoendoscopy.

The pre-disinfection samples were not obtained with the TNT wipes, thereby avoiding the
bioburden from the devices that had to be disinfected.

The second sample was collected using the wipe procedure [12]. We sampled the whole insertion
shaft of the FFL with a sterile TNT wipe pre-moistened with 0.5 mL of sterile water by wiping the
surface from top to bottom of the insertion tube, folding the exposed side of the wipe to the interior,
and wiping once again (Figure 2).



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 4583 5 of 10

Figure 2. Sampling after high-level disinfection.

Next, each wipe was eluted in 20 mL of sterile Page’s buffer.
Following each sampling run, pre- and post-disinfection samples were delivered to the

microbiology laboratory for preparation and standard culture.

2.4. Laboratory Analysis

2.4.1. Sample Preparation

1. The pre-disinfection samples (tube with 2 mL of Page’s rinsing solution) were vortexed for 30 s.
2. The post-disinfection samples were vortexed for 30 sec in order to extract the microbial load from

the wipe, then centrifuged (3000× g for 30 min) and finally suspended in 2 mL of Page’s buffer.

2.4.2. Culture and Identification

Ten microliters of each prepared sample were inoculated onto specific culture media for the
detection of the main microorganisms of the nasopharyngeal flora.

Aerobic cultures were incubated at 37 ◦C in a standard atmosphere and examined after 24–48 h;
anaerobic cultures were incubated in jars filled with mixed gas at 37 ◦C for 7 days with examination
every 48 h.

The numbers of bacterial colonies on each media were added to obtain total colony-forming units
(CFU).

The isolated aerobic and anaerobic bacteria were identified by means of the mass spectrometry
(MALDI-TOF) technique [13,14].

2.5. Statistical Analysis

The Mann-Whitney U test was adopted to evaluate the between-group differences (AW vs. TTW)
in the cell counts in pre-disinfection samples. A Chi-squared test was run to determine whether there
is a significant difference between bacterial growth status and cleaning method.
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3. Results

Altogether, we analyzed 124 samples, of which 62 samples were collected from FFNs before
disinfection, 31 after disinfection with AW and 31 after disinfection with TTW.

All of the samples obtained in the pre-disinfection phase yielded aerobic bacteria by culture.
Major components of Gram-positive normal nasal flora (coagulase-negative staphylococci, S. aureus,

Corynebacterium spp., and streptococci of the viridans group) were recovered in 100% of the samples.
Gram-negative bacteria, belonging to the families Enterobacteriaceae, Neisseriaceae and of the genus
Pseudomonas and Haemophilus were recovered in 42% of samples analyzed. Candida albicans was isolated
in two samples. Table 1 summarizes the microbial results.

Table 1. Culture results of 62 pre-disinfection samples.

Bacterium No. of Samples with the Indicated Isolate (%)

Staphylococcus epidermidis 45 (73)

Staphylococcus aureus 23 (37)

Coagulase-negative staphylococci (CoNS) 8 (13)

Streptococcus viridans 27 (44)

Streptococcus pneumoniae 5 (8)

Corynebacterium spp 19 (31)

Corynebacterium striatum 3 (5)

Other gram-positive bacteria 10 (16)

Pseudomonas aeruginosa 7 (11)

Stenotrophomonas maltophilia 1 (2)

Neisserie 6 (10)

Haemophilus influenzae 5 (8)

Haemophilus parainfluenzae 8 (13)

Enterobacteriaceae 8 (13)

Non-fermenting Gram-negative bacilli 2 (3)

Other Gram-negative bacteria 1 (2)

Candida albicans 2 (3)

There were no differences between the two sample groups in terms of the isolation rates of
Gram-positive, Gram-negative bacteria or fungi.

To assess the quantity of bacterial growth in the pre-disinfection samples, quantitative culture
results of the two groups were estimated and compared. The differences in isolation counts were not
significant (p = 0.9681) (Table 2).

Table 2. Quantitative results obtained by culture of pre-disinfection samples.

Type of Samples TVCs
(Geometric Mean CFU ± ds)

AW 2.54 × 102
± 5.42 × 102

TTW 2.41 × 102
± 4.71 × 102

U-value = 477.5 The p-value is 0.9681 (Mann–Whitney). TVCs: total viable counts; CFU: colony forming unit; AW:
Automated Mechanical Washer; TTW: Tristel Trio Wipes.

After disinfection, seven samples returned positive cultures. Thus, the bacterial recovery rate
from FFNs was 11.3%. Two samples (6.5%) from FFNs disinfected with AW disinfection grew cultures
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of S. viridans, S. epidermidis and Rothia mucillaginosa. Five samples (16.1%) from FFNs disinfected
with TTW grew culture of S. viridans, S. epidermidis, S. hominis and Micrococcus luteus. No significant
difference was observed between the two study groups in terms of disinfection efficacy (chi-square
test = 1.4494; p = 0.4248; IC 95% = 0.5241–11.92). Table 3 summarizes the pre- and post-disinfection
bacteria isolations.

Table 3. Culture results of 7 positive samples.

Code/Groups Bacterium (Colony Count)

24 AW pre-disinfection Corynebacterium spp., S. epidermidis (�100) *

24 AW post-disinfection Kokuria spp. (2)

42 AW pre-disinfection S. viridans, S. epidermidis (�200) *

42 AW post-disinfection Rothia mucillaginosa (4), S. viridans (1)

1 TTW pre-disinfection S. epidermidis, S. viridans, H. parainflenzae, N. subflava (�400) *

1 TTW post-disinfection S. hominis (1)

15 TTW pre-disinfection S. epidermidis (100)

15 TTW post-disinfection S. epidermidis (1)

22 TTW pre-disinfection S. epidermidis (6)

22 TTW post-disinfection S. epidermidis (1)

23 TTW pre-disinfection S. aureus, S. epidermidis (�500) *

23 TTW post-disinfection S. epidermidis (2)

26 TTW pre-disinfection S. aureus, C. striatum, P.aeruginosa, S. epidermidis, S. viridans (�1300) *

26 TTW post-disinfection Micrococcus luteus, S. viridans (�600) *

* total colony count.

In both groups, few colonies of microorganisms belonging to the normal oro-pharyngeal flora
were isolated; no oral and nasal pathogens, such as H. influenza, S. pneumoniae, and P. aeruginosa, were
recovered after the high-level disinfection procedure.

4. Discussion

The risk of transmission of pathogenic or opportunistic microorganisms from water or preceding
patients through endoscopic instruments is documented in the literature [4,5,15–20]. Opportune
reprocessing of FFNs and endoscopic accessories are an extremely important part of quality assurance
and patient safety.

Disinfection and sterilization are extremely important for guaranteeing that medical and surgical
instruments do not convey infectious pathogens to patients. Because sterilization of medical devices is
not always necessary, healthcare policies must identify whether cleaning, disinfection, or sterilization
is indicated.

This study was undertaken to evaluate the microbicidal efficacy of Tristel Trio Wipes vs. automated
washer machine (Soluscope ENT Cimrex 12) in disinfection of FFNs.

The microbiological results obtained from 62 post-disinfection samples revealed bacterial growth
on two FFNs disinfected with AW, and five FFNs disinfected with TTW, but this difference is not
statistically significant. None of the isolates were pathogenic bacteria. In six samples out of seven,
colony counts ranged from 1 to 5 CFU; only in one sample obtained from TTW group after disinfection
were the colony counts 600 CFU of Micrococcus luteus and S. epidermidis.

The limitation of this study is the small sample size; we analyzed only 62 samples to avoid
spending too many resources, e.g., time and financial costs. The data from this research should be
used to design a larger confirmatory study.
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Our results are different than the results obtained by two previously published studies on the
TTW system. In one study [21], 31 cleaning episodes with the TTW system were monitored, and no
samples developed any organism growth. The study of Hitchcock [7] compared the microbiological
efficacy of TTW vs two other high-level disinfection systems, and no positive results were returned
from 72 FFNs treated with TTW.

In both studies, no paired samples (after patient’s nasoendoscopy and immediately after high-level
disinfection) were taken, and baseline microbiological contamination was not known. Furthermore,
sampling was carried out by swabbing the tip and the handle surface of FFNs. This sampling method
was the least effective method of detecting bacteria on a surface with very variable recovery rates [22].

In our study, we adopted TNT wipes, a more efficient device for sampling surfaces that could
improve the accuracy and reproducibility of environmental surveillance as discussed in a previous
study [12].

Sampling with the TNT wipes allowed us to recover more microorganisms and thus, to find
(contrary to the other studies) five positive post-disinfection samples, though these had low
bacterial charges.

CDC guidelines [23] advise microbiological culture surveillance as an “unresolved issue” for the
following reasons: (1) it is confounded by frequent isolation of nonpathogenic organisms from skin
or environmental contamination; (2) cultures are not validated by correlating viable counts on an
endoscope with the development of an infection; (3) false-positive and false-negative rates and limits
of detection have not been established; (4) negative culture does not guarantee effective processing; (5)
sensitivity of routine cultures may not be reliable for detecting organisms associated with outbreaks;
(6) the need to quarantine endoscopes (until culture results have been obtained) does not allow for
rapid reuse and could lead to delays in patient care; (7) it is resource-intensive and requires additional
expenses for testing and time for personnel to collect and process samples; and (8) it is impractical for
facilities that do not have access to microbiology laboratories.

Despite these arguments, there are guidelines for sampling and interpretation of
detectable bioburden on channeled instruments, such as flexible gastrointestinal endoscopes and
bronchoscopes [24–26] but there are no shared instructions for instruments without channels.
In otorhinolaryngology, to date, no specific references exist.

5. Conclusions

Considering that the disinfection of FFNs is a complex and poorly regulated field, it can be
concluded that the two disinfection systems compared herein allow providers to obtain a reduction of
the saprophytic and pathogenic microbial load. Since the upper airways normally have a saprophytic
microbial flora and no invasive procedures are performed that alter the integrity of the mucosa during
the endoscopic investigation, the examination with a flexible endoscope does not require sterile
conditions. The finding of non-pathogenic saprophyte microorganisms, even after disinfection with
TTW, does not compromise the use of the instrument in normal outpatient clinical practice.

However, as advised in guidelines of several international organizations for channeled endoscopes,
microbiological culture surveillance can be used to monitor the effectiveness and quality of processing.
However, it remains necessary to determine benchmarks for microbial levels.

Author Contributions: The manuscript has been read and approved by all authors. S.D., T.Z., R.C., R.A and
C.M.Z. conceived the study. S.D., M.G., R.C., T.Z., and V.B. conducted the experimental study and analyzed the
data. S.D. and M.G. drafted the manuscript. S.D. and C.M.Z. reviewed and edited the manuscript.

Funding: This work was supported by Tristel Italy S.r.l. Funding sources had no role in the collection, analysis,
interpretation of data and in the writing of the manuscript.

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



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 4583 9 of 10

References

1. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Guideline for Disinfection and Sterilization in Healthcare Facilities,
2008; CDC (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention): Atlanta, GA, USA, 2008; pp. 1–161.

2. Spaulding, E. Chemical disinfection and antisepsis in the hospital. J. Hosp. Res. 1957, 9, 5–31.
3. Muscarella, L.F. Prevention of disease transmission during flexible laryngoscopy. Am. J. Infect. Control. 2007,

35, 536–544. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
4. Nelson, K.E.; Warren, D.; Tomasi, A.M.; Raju, T.N.; Vidyasagar, D. Transmission of neonatal listeriosis in a

delivery room. Am. J. Dis. Child. 1985, 139, 903–905. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Foweraker, J.E. The laryngoscope as a potential source of cross-infection. J. Hosp. Infect. 1995, 29, 315–316.

[CrossRef]
6. Neal, T.J.; Hughes, C.R.; Rothburn, M.M.; Shaw, N.J. The neonatal laryngoscope as a potential source of

cross-infection. J. Hosp. Infect. 1995, 30, 315–317. [CrossRef]
7. Hitchcock, B.; Moynan, S.; Frampton, C.; Reuther, R.; Gilling, P.; Rowe, F. A randomised, single-blind

comparison of high-level disinfectants for flexible nasendoscopes. J. Laryngol. Otol. 2016, 130, 983–989.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

8. Food and Drug Administration FDA. FDA-Cleared Sterilants and High Level Disinfectants with General
Claims for Processing Reusable Medical and Dental Devices. 2015. Available online: https://www.fda.
gov/medicaldevices/deviceregulationandguidance/reprocessingofreusablemedicaldevices/ucm437347.htm
(accessed on 11 November 2019).

9. Beilenhoff, U.; Biering, H.; Blum, R.; Brljak, J.; Cimbro, M.; Dumonceau, J.M.; Hassan, C.; Jung, M.; Kampf, B.;
Neumann, C.; et al. Reprocessing of flexible endoscopes and endoscopic accessories used in gastrointestinal
endoscopy: Position Statement of the European Society of Gastrointestinal Endoscopy (ESGE) and European
Society of Gastroenterology Nurses and Associates (ESGENA)—Update 2018. Endoscopy 2018, 50, 1205–1234.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

10. Tristel. Tristel User Guide. Available online: http://www.tristel.com/sites/default/files/trl_247-2_trio_user_
guide_gb.pdf (accessed on 20 February 2019).

11. ENT, UK. Guidance on the Decontamination and Sterilization of Rigid and Flexible Endoscopes; ENT UK: London,
UK, 2010.

12. Ditommaso, S.; Giacomuzzi, M.; Ricciardi, E.; Zotti, C. Experimental Study to Develop a Method for
Improving Sample Collection to Monitor Laryngoscopes after Reprocessing. Clin. Endosc. 2018. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

13. Carbonnelle, E.; Mesquita, C.; Bille, E.; Day, N.; Dauphin, B.; Beretti, J.L.; Ferroni, A.; Gutmann, L.;
Nassif, X. MALDI-TOF mass spectrometry tools for bacterial identification in clinical microbiology laboratory.
Clin. Biochem. 2011, 44, 104–109. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Biswas, S.; Rolain, J.-M. Use of MALDI-TOF mass spectrometry for identification of bacteria that are difficult
to culture. J. Microbiol. Methods 2013, 92, 14–24. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Lowry, P.W.; Jarvis, W.R.; Oberle, A.D.; Bland, L.A.; Silberman, R.; Bocchini, J.A., Jr.; Dean, H.D.; Swenson, J.M.;
Wallace, R.J., Jr. Mycobacterium chelonae causing otitis media in an ear-nose-and-throat practice. N. Engl.
J. Med. 1988, 319, 978–982. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

16. Sorin, M.; Segal-Maurer, S.; Mariano, N.; Urban, C.; Combest, A.; Rahal, J.J. Nosocomial transmission of
imipenem-resistant Pseudomonas aeruginosa following bronchoscopy associated with improper connection
to the Steris System 1 processor. Infect. Control. Hosp. Epidemiol. 2001, 22, 409–413. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

17. Shimono, N.; Takuma, T.; Tsuchimochi, N.; Shiose, A.; Murata, M.; Kanamoto, Y.; Uchida, Y.; Morita, S.;
Matsumoto, H.; Hayashi, J. An outbreak of Pseudomonas aeruginosa infections following thoracic surgeries
occurring via the contamination of bronchoscopes and an automatic endoscope reprocessor. J. Infect. Chemother.
2008, 14, 418–423. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

18. Gastmeier, P.; Vonberg, R.-P. Klebsiella spp. in endoscopy-associated infections: we may only be seeing the
tip of the iceberg. Infection 2014, 42, 15–21. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

19. Levy, L.; Block, C.; Schwartz, C.; Gross, I.; Cohen, M.; Fridlender, Z.G.; Moses, A.E.; Berkman, N.; Benenson, S.
Cluster of Fusarium solani isolations in a Bronchoscopy Unit. Clin. Microbiol. Infect. 2016, 22, e5–e6.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajic.2006.09.010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17936146
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/archpedi.1985.02140110057029
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/4036924
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0195-6701(95)90282-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0195-6701(95)90267-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0022215116008860
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27669971
https://www.fda.gov/medicaldevices/deviceregulationandguidance/reprocessingofreusablemedicaldevices/ucm437347.htm
https://www.fda.gov/medicaldevices/deviceregulationandguidance/reprocessingofreusablemedicaldevices/ucm437347.htm
http://dx.doi.org/10.1055/a-0759-1629
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30458567
http://www.tristel.com/sites/default/files/trl_247-2_trio_user_guide_gb.pdf
http://www.tristel.com/sites/default/files/trl_247-2_trio_user_guide_gb.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.5946/ce.2018.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30130841
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.clinbiochem.2010.06.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20620134
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mimet.2012.10.014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23154044
http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJM198810133191504
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3419478
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/501925
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11583207
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10156-008-0645-9
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19089555
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s15010-013-0544-6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24166131
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cmi.2015.09.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26417853


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2019, 16, 4583 10 of 10

20. Robertson, P.; Smith, A.; Anderson, M.; Stewart, J.; Hamilton, K.; McNamee, S.; Curran, E.T. Transmission
of Salmonella enteritidis after endoscopic retrograde cholangiopancreatography because of inadequate
endoscope decontamination. Am. J. Infect. Control 2017, 45, 440–442. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

21. Tzanidakis, K.; Choudhury, N.; Bhat, S.; Weerasinghe, A.; Marais, J. Evaluation of disinfection of flexible
nasendoscopes using Tristel wipes: a prospective single blind study. Ann. R. Coll. Surg. Engl. 2012, 94,
185–188. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

22. Edmonds, J.M. Efficient methods for large-area surface sampling of sites contaminated with pathogenic
microorganisms and other hazardous agents: current state, needs, and perspectives. Appl. Microbiol.
Biotechnol. 2009, 84, 811–816. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. Essential Elements of a Reprocessing Program for Flexible
Endoscopes—Recommendations of the HICPAC; Centers for Disease Control and Prevention: Atlanta, GA, USA,
2017; p. 12.

24. National Health Service. Management and Decontamination of Flexible Endoscopes (HTM 01-06). 2016.
Available online: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/management-and-decontamination-of-
flexible-endoscopes (accessed on 26 September 2018).

25. Beilenhoff, U.; Neumann, C.S.; Rey, J.F.; Biering, H.; Blum, R.; Schmidt, V.; null and the ESGE Guidelines
Committee. ESGE-ESGENA guideline for quality assurance in reprocessing: microbiological surveillance
testing in endoscopy. Endoscopy 2007, 39, 175–181. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Public Health Agency of Canada. Infection Prevention and Control Guideline for Flexible Gastrointestinal
Endoscopy and Flexible Bronchoscopy; Public Health Agency of Canada: Ottawa, ON, Canada, 2011. Available
online: http://www.deslibris.ca/ID/229834 (accessed on 11 November 2019).

© 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajic.2016.11.024
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28063730
http://dx.doi.org/10.1308/003588412X13171221589937
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22507724
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00253-009-2136-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19644689
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/management-and-decontamination-of-flexible-endoscopes
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/management-and-decontamination-of-flexible-endoscopes
http://dx.doi.org/10.1055/s-2006-945181
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17327980
http://www.deslibris.ca/ID/229834
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Automated Mechanical Washer (AW) 
	Tristel Trio Wipes (TTW) 
	Sampling Procedure 
	Laboratory Analysis 
	Sample Preparation 
	Culture and Identification 

	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

