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Figure 2. Facemask (Mask D) worn as designed (a) and with a nylon stocking layer
(b) with tightly-sealed grommet positioned at the philtrum of the upper lip. The
grommet is used to sample air from inside the mask during testing.

3. Results and Discussion

The percent removal of particles ranging from 0.02 Im to >1 !m for each mask was computed from data
collected each second over one minute runs (example for one run for one mask provided in Figure 3).
Particles generated through breathing can be observed as oscillations in the “inside mask” data both for
tested surgical-style masks (Figure 3) and in tests of the N95 masks (Figure 4).

Figure 3. Particle concentrations in room (red squares) and inside mask (blue triangles) with removal
percentage (green circles) vs. time for the first one-minute test of Mask D (worn as designed).
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Figure 4. Particle concentrations in room (red squares) and inside mask (blue triangles) with removal
percentage (green circles) vs. time for the first one-minute test of an N95 mask. Particles inside the
mask appear to increase while the wearer exhales.

Average particle removal efficiency (as % removal) and standard deviation over the one-minute tests
were computed for each mask with and without a nylon stocking layer (Figure 5). As expected, the
removal efficiency for the tight-fitting N95 mask is greater than 99%. The standard medical-type masks
(3M brand), when worn over the chin and with an adjusted nose wire, had a mean removal efficiency of
75%. With the exception of the Charcoal Air Pollution facemask and Sewn Mask J, which came close to

this removal efficiency, all other masks achieved removal efficiencies of less than 60% when worn as
loose-fitting masks.

The addition of a nylon stocking overlayer improved the removal efficiency for all loose-fitting masks,
including commercial medical-type masks, providing similar or better results to the “N95-like” fit imitated
using the wearer’s hands. The stocking layer also reduced the variability with time as indicated by a

decrease in the time-based standard deviation. Both of these metrics indicate improved protection for the
wearer from particle inhalation.

Using the 3M masks worn as designed as a baseline, the addition of the stocking layer improves the
particle removal efficiency of several of the masks to match or exceed this baseline (Figure 6). The masks
that achieved this level of filtration using the stocking layer each included a filter layer in addition to two
layers of cotton fabric. These filters included organic cotton batting, both lightweight and heavier
interfacing (Pellon), a section of vacuum cleaner bag, and loosely-woven cotton muslin. However, on
closer inspection, the vacuum cleaner bag included a health warning indicating that it contained
carcinogens and teratogens, so these types of filters would not be suitable for facemasks. Interestingly, a
single layer of Halyard H600 surgical wrapping as a filter insert in Mask G did not result in particle

removal efficiency matching a standard medical facemask even when fit was controlled using a stocking
layer.
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Particle removal rate for various masks (as % removal)
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Figure 5. Average particle removal efficiency and time-based standard deviation for each mask type,
with (gray bar) and without (blue bar) nylon stocking layer to form a tight seal with face.
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Figure 6. Mask particle removal performance relative to 3M 1826 worn as designed, with (gray bar) and
without (blue bar) nylon stocking layer to form a tight seal with face.

4. Conclusions and Future Work

A rapid testing protocol is presented for evaluation of loose-fitting type masks to provide information to
individuals on particle removal efficacy of masks made with different types of fabrics and with different
designs/fits. The protocol collects high-resolution particle count data inside and immediately outside of
masks to report both mean and time-based standard deviation of particle removal efficiency. The protocol
is validated on N95 masks, and a commercial (3M brand) medical-type mask is used as a baseline for
evaluation of alternative mask particle removal efficiencies. The 3M brand mask worn as designed had a
mean removal efficiency of 75%; with the exception of the Charcoal Air Pollution facemask and Sewn
Mask J, which came close to this removal efficiency, all other masks achieved removal efficiencies of less
than 60% (range of 30-60%) when worn as loose-fitting masks. The addition of a nylon stocking overlayer
improved the removal efficiency for all loose-fitting masks, including commercial medical-type masks, by
15 to 50 percentage points and also decreased the time-based standard deviation (indicating more
consistent particle removal); this provides a recommendation for mask efficacy improvement that can
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easily be implemented by individual mask wearers. When compared to commercial baseline masks, the
addition of the stocking layer improved particle removal efficiency of many masks to match or exceed the
baseline; the masks that achieved this level of filtration using the stocking layer each included a filter layer
(organic cotton batting, Pellon, or loosely-woven cotton muslin) in addition to two layers of cotton fabric.
This rapid testing method (<2 hours per mask design) provides a holistic evaluation of mask particle
removal efficacy (material, design, and fit).

The forward-looking intent is to use this method for testing a wider range of mask materials and designs
to provide the public and health care providers with information needed to optimize health protection
given resources at hand. We are currently integrating an additional instrument into the testing protocol
that will enable us to explicitly characterize particle size during tests as well as developing a website
through which to provide the public with access to (anonymized) results for all masks evaluated. We
strongly welcome feedback on additional ways to improve the value of collected data.
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