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ABSTRACT
Face masks are recommended to reduce community transmission of SARS-CoV-2.
One of the primary benefits of face masks and other coverings is as source control devices
to reduce the expulsion of respiratory aerosols during coughing, breathing, and speaking.
Face shields have been proposed as an alternative to face masks, but information about
face shields as source control devices is limited. We used a cough aerosol simulator with a
headform to propel small aerosol particles (0 to 7 µm) into different face coverings. An
N95 respirator blocked 99% of the cough aerosol, a procedure mask blocked 59%, a 3-ply
cloth face mask blocked 51%, and a polyester neck gaiter blocked 47% as a single layer
and 60% when folded into a double layer. In contrast, the face shield blocked 2% of the
cough aerosol. Our results suggest that face masks and neck gaiters are preferable to face
shields as source control devices for cough aerosols.
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INTRODUCTION
SARS-CoV-2, the virus that causes coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19), can be
transmitted from person-to-person by large respiratory aerosols (airborne liquid droplets
and dried particles greater than about 10 µm in diameter) produced by people who are
infectious while they are talking, singing, coughing, breathing or sneezing (1, 2). Smaller
aerosols also are emitted by people during these activities, suggesting that short-range
airborne transmission of SARS-CoV-2 might be possible under some circumstances (3-5).
To interrupt this potential transmission route, the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC), the World Health Organization (WHO), and other public health
organizations recommend the wearing of face masks or other face coverings by the general
public during the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic (6-8). One of the primary benefits of face
coverings is to act as source control devices to reduce the expulsion of aerosols containing
the virus from people who are infectious during coughing, breathing, and speaking. Source
control devices are intended to protect other people from infectious aerosols emitted by the
wearer, as compared with personal protective equipment such as N95 respirators which are
primarily intended to protect the wearer. Studies using manikins (9, 10) and patients with
respiratory infections (11, 12) have shown that wearing medical face masks can reduce the
dispersion of potentially infectious aerosols from patients. Two studies in which face masks
were required for visitors and healthcare workers interacting with patients in bone marrow
transplant centers found a reduction in respiratory viral infections among patients (13, 14).
Studies of cloth face masks have suggested that they also can be effective at reducing the
release of respiratory aerosols into the environment (15-17).

Unfortunately, the use of face masks and other face coverings by the general public
can present challenges. People often dislike wearing masks, and compliance can be low
and inconsistent (18). Mask wearers may repeatedly don, doff and adjust face masks, which
can contaminate the hands and potentially lead to disease transmission, especially when
the masks are reused (19, 20). For cloth masks, the filtration efficiency and air flow
resistance of different textiles varies widely (16, 21, 22). Alternative face coverings such
as neck gaiters (an elastic fabric tube that fits snugly around the head and neck) are
commonly used, but information about their performance as source control devices is
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limited. Factors such as how well the mask fits the face and the coverage provided by a
mask can have a substantial impact on the effectiveness of face masks (15, 23).
Comparisons of face coverings by Fischer et al. (24) and Davies et al. (15) found substantial
differences in the ability of different types of these devices to reduce the release of
respiratory aerosols.

An opinion article in JAMA proposed that face shields would be more effective
than face masks at reducing community disease transmission, in large part because the
authors felt that face shields were more comfortable and thus that they were more likely to
be widely adopted by the public (25). A previous study by our group of face shields used
as personal protective devices showed that face shields protect the wearer from large cough
aerosols directed at the face but are much less effective against smaller aerosols which were
able to flow around the edges of the shield and be inhaled (26). However, very little work
has been done examining face shields as source control devices. Two qualitative flow
visualization studies of face shields and masks found that, although face shields deflected
the air flow from the mouth, they did not stop aerosol particles from traveling around the
face shield and entering the environment (27, 28). Beyond these studies, quantitative data
on the efficacy of face shields for source control are lacking.
The objective of our study was to conduct a quantitative comparison of the efficacy
of an N95 respirator, a medical procedure mask, a commercial 3-ply cloth face mask, a
single and double layer fabric neck gaiter, and a commercial disposable face shield as
source control devices to reduce the expulsion of small cough-generated aerosol particles
into the environment. Our results provide more information about the effectiveness of
different types of source control devices and will help the public health community make
recommendations about the best ways to use these devices to help reduce the spread of
COVID-19.
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RESULTS
Our study used a cough aerosol simulator (Figure 1) to propel an aerosol cloud
simulating small respiratory aerosol particles through face masks, a neck gaiter, and a face
shield into a collection chamber. Neck gaiters are commonly worn either as a single layer
of fabric over the mouth and nose or doubled over to provide two layers of fabric; for our
experiments, we tested both configurations. The quantity of aerosol particles in six size
fractions that were able to travel through or around each device are shown in Figure 2. The
aerosol collected from the control experiments without a face covering or shield had a mass
median aerodynamic diameter of 1.3 µm with a geometric standard deviation of 2.3. The
collection efficiencies of the source control devices (that is, the fraction of the aerosol that
is blocked by the device) are shown as a function of aerosol size in Figure 3. All the devices
showed increased collection efficiencies as the aerosol size increased.
On average, the N95 respirator blocked 99% of the total test aerosol from being
released into the environment, while the medical procedure mask blocked 59%, the cloth
face mask blocked 51%, the single-layer gaiter blocked 47%, the double-layer gaiter
blocked 60%, and the face shield blocked 2% of the total aerosol (Table 1). The N95
respirator, procedure mask, cloth mask, and the single-layer and double-layer gaiters all
significantly reduced the aerosol emitted into the environment compared with no device (P
< 0.0001 for each), but the face shield did not (P = 0.9994). The collection efficiencies of
the procedure mask, cloth mask, and the single and double-layer gaiters did not differ
significantly from each other, but all blocked cough aerosols significantly better than did
the face shield (P <0.0001). The N95 respirator outperformed all the other devices (P <
0.0001) (Table 2).
DISCUSSION
The amount and sizes of aerosol particles containing SARS-CoV-2 that are expelled
by people who are infected are not yet known. Two studies of aerosol samples collected in
patient rooms found infectious (replication-competent) SARS-CoV-2 in aerosol particles
<4 µm in diameter (29) and <10 µm in diameter (30). Other studies have reported SARSCoV-2 RNA in exhaled breath from infected patients (5), aerosol samples from
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biocontainment and quarantine units housing SARS-CoV-2 infected persons (31), and in
aerosol samples at multiple locations throughout two hospitals in Wuhan, China during a
COVID-19 outbreak (32). The presence of small aerosol particles containing infectious
SARS-CoV-2 detected in these studies suggests that in addition to large aerosols, these
small aerosols might play a role in SARS-CoV-2 transmission (3-5).

Aerosol particles larger than 50-100 µm are ballistic; that is, they are affected
primarily by gravity and fall quickly to the ground. Respiratory aerosol particles in this size
range tend to deposit within a few meters of the source. As the aerosol particle diameter
decreases from 50 to 5-10 µm, a gradual transition occurs where the settling velocity
rapidly decreases, the aerosol particles remain airborne longer, and the particles are more
affected by air currents. For example, a 10 µm aerosol particle takes 5.4 minutes to fall 1
meter in still air, while a 1 µm aerosol particle takes 8 hours to settle the same distance
(33). Thus, small aerosol particles can remain airborne for minutes to hours and can
accumulate over time in environments with poor ventilation. Small aerosol particles also
are easier to inhale and can travel more deeply into the lungs (34).

Source control devices like face coverings and face masks collect respiratory
particles larger than 0.3 µm primarily by impaction and interception of the aerosol particles
against the fibers or solid surfaces of the device. Small aerosols require much higher air
velocities to deposit by impaction than do larger aerosols, and thus are more difficult to
block with source control devices (33, 35). Consequently, small aerosols present the most
challenging scenario for testing source control devices since devices that block small
aerosol particles would be expected to block larger ones as well. Our results show that face
masks and neck gaiters can significantly reduce the expulsion of small respiratory aerosol
particles during coughing. This suggests that various types of face coverings can make an
important contribution to reducing the quantity of aerosol particles containing SARS-CoV2 released into the environment by people who are infected. N95 respirators, which are
worn for personal protection by healthcare workers and others at highest risk of exposure,
are also very effective source control devices. In contrast, the face shield blocked very little
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of the cough aerosol, indicating that face shields are not effective as source control devices
for small respiratory aerosols.

The collection efficiencies of all the devices tested increased as the aerosol particle
size increased, and this trend would be expected to continue for larger aerosol particles
than were tested here. For example, the collection efficiency of the cloth face mask was
28% for the < 0.6 µm particles and increased to 76% for the 4.7 to 7 µm particles. Similarly,
the double-layer gaiter blocked 24% of the < 0.6 µm particles and 76% of the 4.7 to 7 µm
particles. These results suggest that cloth face coverings would be effective as source
control devices against the large respiratory aerosols that are thought to play an important
role in SARS-CoV-2 transmission.

Our study has several limitations. We used a single cough volume, air flow profile,
and aerosol size distribution for our studies; these parameters can vary greatly from person
to person. We examined the performance of these devices during simulated coughing but
not breathing or speaking, which have different air flow rates and aerosol size distributions.
Some internal losses of the test aerosol particles likely occurred due to settling or impaction
on the surfaces of the collection chamber, which may affect the estimates of the collection
efficiencies. We only used a single representative example of each type of device. The
shape and composition of face coverings vary widely, and this would be expected to affect
the performance of individual devices. Some face masks have exhalation valves or vents
which could reduce their efficacy as source control devices. The fit of a particular mask to
an individual wearer and compliance in wearing the mask correctly (i.e., over the nose and
mouth) also are important factors in how well the mask performs as a source control device.
The face shield that we tested has a widely used design, but alternative designs are being
marketed that provide greater facial coverage and, in some cases, include fabric skirts
between the shield and the face. These alternative face shield designs might perform better
as source control devices.
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Previous studies have shown that face shields provide eye and facial protection to
the wearer from droplets and splashes (26, 36). When a face shield is worn in addition to a
face mask, the face shield can also help reduce surface contamination of the mask by large
aerosols and reduce the likelihood of hand contamination when the mask is removed or
inadvertently touched (26). Our previous study showed that face shields provide some
benefits as personal protective equipment when face masks cannot be worn (26), but as
with all personal protection and source control devices, their limitations must be respected.
Our results suggest that face coverings are more effective than face shields as source
control devices to reduce the expulsion of respiratory aerosols into the environment as a
public health measure to reduce the community transmission of SARS-CoV-2.
MATERIALS AND METHODS
Experimental Design. Our test method was similar to the modified Greene and
Vesley method used to test medical masks (37), with the human test subject replaced with
a cough aerosol simulator. The test apparatus is shown in Figure 1. In our system, a cough
aerosol simulator propels a test aerosol through a headform into a collection chamber, and
the amount of aerosol in the collection chamber is measured in each of six size fractions.
The collection efficiency of each face mask, neck gaiter, or face shield was determined by
comparing the amount of aerosol that was collected from the chamber with and without the
device.

Cough aerosol simulator. The cough aerosol simulator is a modified version of
the NIOSH cough aerosol simulator described previously (26, 38, 39). The experimental
cough aerosol was generated by nebulizing a solution of 14% KCl and 0.4% sodium
fluorescein using a single-jet Collison nebulizer (BGI, Butler, NJ) at 103 kPa (15 lbs./in2),
passing the aerosol through a diffusion drier (Model 3062, TSI, Shoreview, MN), and
mixing it with 10 L/min of dry filtered air. The test aerosol was loaded into an elastomeric
bellows, and the cough airflow was produced by a computer-controlled linear motor that
compresses the bellows. The flow rate of the simulated cough was based on cough flow
profiles recorded from influenza patients and had a volume of 4.2 L with a peak flow rate
of 11 L/s (38). The cough aerosol was expelled through the mouth of a headform into a
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collection chamber. The headform used in the study has pliable skin that mimics the elastic
properties of human skin in order to create a realistic simulation of how each face covering
or shield would fit a human face (40).

Face masks, neck gaiter, and face shield. The devices tested were an N95 medical
respirator (3M model 1860), an ASTM Level 3 medical procedure mask with ear loops
(Kimberly-Clark model 47107), a cloth face mask with 3 layers of cotton fabric and ear
loops (Hanes Defender), a fabric neck gaiter (FKGIONG Sun UV Protection Neck Gaiter,
95% polyester, 5% Spandex) and a disposable face shield (Fisher Scientific # 19-181600A). The neck gaiter was tested both as a single layer of fabric and doubled over to
provide two layers of fabric. The masks and respirator were not equipped with exhalation
valves. The face shield was 25 cm tall and extended from the forehead of the headform to
3 cm below the chin and around the side to 3 cm before the front of the ear.
Mask fit test. For the experiments, either no device, a face mask, a neck gaiter, or
a face shield were placed on the head form. Each device was used for two consecutive tests.
For face masks and gaiters, a respirator fit test was performed using a PortaCount (TSI).
The fit factor is a measure of the protection against airborne particles that is provided by a
respiratory protective device. It is defined as the ratio of the aerosol concentration outside
the respiratory protective device to the aerosol concentration inside the device (i.e., the
aerosol concentration that is inhaled by the wearer). For example, a fit factor of 10 means
that the ambient aerosol concentration is 10 times higher than the concentration inside the
mask, and that the mask is therefore filtering out 90% of the ambient aerosol.

Aerosol collection and analysis. After placing the device on the headform and
performing the fit test, the system was sealed. The test aerosol was then generated and
propelled with a simulated cough through the headform and into the collection chamber.
The Andersen impactor at the bottom of the collection chamber collected the aerosol
particles that traveled through or around the device for 20 minutes after each cough. The
Andersen impactor operates at a flow rate of 28.3 liters/minute and has six collection stages
and a filter that separate the aerosol particles into seven size fractions based on the
aerodynamic diameter of the particles: <0.6 µm; 0.6-1.1 µm; 1.1-21 µm; 2.1-3.3 µm; 3.3-
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4.7 µm; 4.7-7.0 µm; and >7 µm. Because the amount of aerosol in the largest size fraction
was small and because of possible losses due to settling of the large aerosol particles, data
for the largest size fraction was not included in the analysis. The aerodynamic diameter of
an aerosol particle is equal to the diameter of a sphere with a density of 1 g/cm3 that settles
at the same rate(33). It is used in aerosol science because particles with the same
aerodynamic diameter settle and deposit at the same rate even the particles have different
shapes and compositions. The impactor collection plates were coated with a solution of
glycerol and Brij 35 to prevent particles from bouncing off the plates during collection.
After aerosol collection was completed, the impactor plates were rinsed with 0.1 M Tris
solution and the fluorescence of the solution was measured using a fluorometer
(SpectraMax M4, Molecular Devices). The complete experimental protocol is given in the
supplemental materials.
Statistical Analysis. The performance of each device was evaluated by comparing
the total mass of the aerosol particles from a single cough that passed through or around
the device and into the collection chamber by using a one-way ANOVA. Multiple
comparisons among the different devices and the control experiments without a device
were conducted using a Tukey-Kramer test. To control for variations in the amount of
aerosol in each cough, a sample of each cough aerosol was collected from the bellows prior
to coughing and used to normalize the aerosol mass collection results for each experiment.
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FIGURES AND TABLES
Bellows
One-way
valve

Linear
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Head form
Face mask
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Aerosol
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Figure 1: Cough aerosol simulator system for source control measurements.
The system consists of an aerosol generation system, a bellows and linear motor to produce
the simulated cough, a pliable skin head form on which the face mask, neck gaiter or face
shield is placed, a 105 liter collection chamber into which the aerosol is coughed, and an
Andersen impactor to separate the aerosol particles by size and collect them.
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Figure 2: Mass of aerosol collected in each size fraction. The graph shows the
amount of simulated respiratory aerosol that was collected from the collection chamber in
each aerosol particle size fraction after a single simulated cough. The bars show the mean
and standard deviation.
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Figure 3: Collection efficiency of face masks, neck gaiter and face shield. The
collection efficiency is the percentage of aerosol particles that were blocked by the face
mask, neck gaiter or face shield compared with experiments without a device. The plot
shows the means and standard deviations of the collection efficiency in each size fraction.
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Table 1: Total mass of aerosol expelled into collection chamber and device
collection efficiencies. The fit factor, aerosol mass, and collection efficiency are given as
mean (standard deviation).
Device
Number
Aerosol
Fit factor
tested
of experiments
mass (mg)
No
12
n/a
512 (64)
device
Procedure
6
2.9 (0.5) 212 (23)
mask
Cloth
6
1.3 (0.1) 251 (23)
mask
Neck gaiter
6
1.7 (0.5) 270 (18)
(single layer)
Neck gaiter
6
1.9 (0.4) 206 (26)
(double layer)
Face
6
n/a
502 (46)
shield
N95
4
197 (4.2) 6.6 (1.0)
respirator
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Collection
efficiency
n/a
58.5% (6.9%)
50.9% (7.7%)
47.2% (7.5%)
59.8% (7.2%)
1.8% (15.3%)
98.7% (0.3%)
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Table 2: Comparison of devices. Comparison of aerosol mass expelled into the
collection chamber while wearing face masks, neck gaiters and face shields.

PPE types compared

N95 respirator
Procedure mask
Cloth mask
Gaiter
(single layer)
Gaiter
(double layer)
Face shield
N95 respirator
Procedure mask
Cloth mask
Gaiter
(single layer)
Gaiter
(double layer)
N95 respirator
Procedure mask
Cloth mask
Gaiter (single
layer)
N95 respirator
Procedure mask
Cloth mask
Procedure mask
N95 respirator
N95 respirator

No device
No device
No device

95% confidence intervals for
mean
differences in aerosol mass
(mg)
Lower
Mean
Upper
limit
difference
limit
-579.0
-505.0
-431.0
-363.2
-299.1
-235.0
-324.2
-260.1
-196.1

P-value

<0.0001
<0.0001
<0.0001

No device

-305.4

-241.3

-177.2

<0.0001

No device

-369.9

-305.8

-241.7

<0.0001

No device
Face shield
Face shield
Face shield

-73.2
-578.6
-364.0
-325.0

-9.1
-495.9
-290.0
-251.0

55.0
-413.2
-216.0
-177.1

0.9994
<0.0001
<0.0001
<0.0001

Face shield

-306.2

-232.2

-158.2

<0.0001

Face shield

-370.7

-296.7

-222.7

<0.0001

-281.9

-199.2

-116.4

<0.0001

-67.3

6.7

80.7

>0.9999

-28.3

45.7

119.7

0.4811

-9.5

64.5

138.5

0.1231

-346.4

-263.7

-180.9

<0.0001

-131.8

-57.8

16.2

0.2147

-92.8

-18.8

55.2

0.9846

-113.0

-39.0

35.0

0.6599

-288.6

-205.9

-123.1

<0.0001

-327.6

-244.8

-162.1

<0.0001

Gaiter
(double layer)
Gaiter
(double layer)
Gaiter
(double layer)
Gaiter
(double layer)
Gaiter
(single layer)
Gaiter
(single layer)
Gaiter
(single layer)
Cloth mask
Procedure
mask
Cloth mask
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Supplementary Materials

Experimental protocol for test of effectiveness of masks & face shields for
source control
1)

If needed, prepare dye stock solution by dissolving 10 g of sodium fluorescein
in 80 ml of 0.1 M Tris solution (0.125 g/ml).

2)

Add 40 µl of Tween 80 to 40 ml 0.1 M Tris base to get 0.1 M Tris/0.1% Tween
80.

3)

Coat impactor plates (one set for each experiment)
a. Plate coating solution: 5 g Glycerol, 40 ml Ethanol, 1 g Brij 35.
b. Stir or vortex coating solution before use.
c. Put six 100 mm plate lids on a level surface.
d. Deposit 0.5 ml of solution in the center of each plate and allow it to
spread by itself—do not tilt the plate. Allowing the solution to spread
naturally gives a nice smooth coating, while tilting and rotating gives a
blotchy surface.
e. Allow to dry for at least 30 minutes. Overnight is fine.

4)

5)

Check that the silica gel inside the diffusion drier is dry (cobalt blue).
a.

Since we no longer use compressed air from the vacuum pump, you
do not need to check its silica gel

b.

If the silica gel in the diffusion drier has begun to change color to
clear, regenerate it or change to fresh batch.

c.

Regenerate silica gel by heating it to 350°F overnight. Keep in mind
that the visible silica gel is furthest away from the aerosol and so
will be the last to change color.

d.

IMPORTANT: Note that only the diffusion drier endcap marked
“open this end” should be removed from the diffusion drier. The
other endcap marked “Do not remove” is attached to the central
screen tube and should not be detached.

If the diffusion drier is not attached, attach it. Adjust the drier so that it is
oriented vertically. Make sure that all Swagelok fittings are tight.
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6)

Put a 47 mm 5 µm PVC filter in an inline filter holder. Attach the filter holder
to the vacuum line (inlet and outlet must be attached to connections). This
referred to as the vacuum inline filter.

7)

If a mask or face shield are to be tested, place them on the head form.

8)

Take a photograph of the PPE on the head form.

9)

If testing a face mask, perform a fit test using the PortaCount. See the
PortaCount protocol.
a.

Important: Make sure that the vacuum inline filter holder is
installed and connected to the vacuum pump, or cap the line leading
to the inline filter. Otherwise, particles will be drawn into the
bellows through the inline filter line and the fit test reading will be
too low.

10) Close the head form access panels.
11) Attach the cough aerosol collection chamber to the simulator.
12) Load impactor plates and filter into Andersen impactor.
a.

Record the serial number (4 digit) of the Andersen impactor.

b.

Check that the screws on the bottom piece are screwed in.

c.

Place filter holder upright.

d.

Place small notched ring in filter holder with notches facing
downward (away from support screen).

e.

Place the stainless-steel screen in the filter holder with the “inlet”
side up (facing the filter).

f.

Place a 5 μm PVC filter on top of the screen with collection side up
(collection side is up when filter is in package from supplier)

g.

Place rubber O-ring on filter holder and press into place

h.

Place stage 1 on top of stage 7 to protect O-ring groove, invert, and
place on stand.

i.

Place filter holder evenly on top of stage 7.

j.

Clamp filter holder together

k.

Remove stage 1, turn stage 7 right-side up and place in holder
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l.

Add numbered stages and coated Petri plate lids in order. Be sure to
line up the numbers on the sides of the impactor stages.

13) Turn on the power strip for the cough simulator system.
14) Check that mass flow controller has power (display is on).
15) Turn on the Newport photometer. When the display reads “Calibration due”,
hit continue.
16) Turn on the Cough simulator control computer.
17) For cough experiments, the vacuum needle valve on the vacuum pump should
be completely screwed in. For breathing experiments, the vacuum needle
valve should be adjusted to give zero air flow in or out of mouth. See the
protocol “Balancing air flow for breathing experiments”.
18) Connect the mass flow control vacuum line to the impactor.
19) Check that vacuum is on (yellow handle & gauge to the right of the Cough
simulator computer).
20) Turn on the house compressed air (yellow handle on drier mounted to wall of
environmental chamber to the right of the Cough simulator computer). Check
that the air pressure is 15 PSI (large gauge on top of grey pressure regulator).
You should not need to adjust this.
21) Turn on the TSI flowmeter and connect it and the top of the impactor to the
impactor.
22) Use the Cole-Parmer Mass Flow Control program to check the flow rate
through the Andersen impactor. Adjust the “desired flowrate” as necessary to
get 28.3 liters/min. Note the final setting.
23) Attach the Andersen impactor to the bottom of the cough aerosol collection
chamber.
24) On the cough simulator computer, open the program “Bart & Homer check
microswitches & pump.vi”.
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25) Check that the cough simulator is set to Homer (this is necessary so that the
program uses the correct NI-DAQ task ID’s for data I/O, which correspond to
the correct NI-DAQ modules).
26) On the Front Panel, start the VI by clicking on the white arrow on the left side
of the tool bar.
27) Click on the “Vacuum pump” switch to start the vacuum pump and open the
solenoid valve for the compressed air. The “Air pressure” light should come
on. If not, stop the vacuum pump, check that the signal cable and all hoses are
connected, and try again.
28) Check that the vacuum pump air pressure is 20 PSI (gauge on the vacuum
pump). The vacuum needle valve on vacuum pump should be completely
screwed in for cough experiments but should be adjusted to give zero air flow
in or out of mouth for breathing experiments.
29) Set the diluent air flow (left-hand rotameter) to 9.9 liters/min for cough
experiments (bottom of silver rotameter ball should be at 78) or 20
liters/min for breathing experiments. Flow rate should be read at the bottom
of the of rotameter ball.
30) If the Aeroneb nebulizer is being used, check that the flow to the nebulizer is
2 lpm (right-hand rotameter).
31)

Click on the “Vacuum pump” switch again to close the valve and press the
“stop” button to stop the program. The program will take a few seconds to
complete.

32) Before connecting the nebulizer to the diffusion drier:
a.

Add 30 ml of MilliQ H2O to a clean Collison nebulizer.

b.

Connect the Collison nebulizer to a 20 psi compressed air source or
to the compressed air source on the cough simulator.

c.

Visually check that the nebulizer is producing a strong spray and is
not clogged.

d.

Empty the nebulizer

33) Attach a clean nebulizer to the diffusion drier and connect the air supply.
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34) Add 1 ml of 0.125 g/ml sodium fluorescein stock (1 g/8 ml) to 30 ml of 14%
KCl.
35) Add solution to clean 1-jet Collison nebulizer. Check that bottom of nozzle
sticks down about 3/8” into fluorescein solution.
36) Turn on the chamber HEPA filter. It can run continuously throughout the
experiments.
37) On the simulator control computer, open the Homer LabVIEW files folder.
38) If performing cough tests (as vs. breathing tests):
a.

Open the cough machine control program (Cough system controller
w mass flow controller.vi).

b.

Check that the cough simulator is set to Homer.

c.

Check that cough volume is set correctly.

d.

Check that the cough type is set to Aerosol.

e.

Check that bellows type is set to elastomer.

f.

Check that the mass flow controller is set to correct value to get 28.3
liters/minute of actual flow (as determined during calibration
above).

g.

The program will create a log file each time it is run that records
when each cough occurs. The file name includes the experiment ID,
the date, and the time the file was created.

h.

Set the number of coughs to 1.

i.

Set time to wait after cough before homing bellows to 20 minutes.

j.

If the temperature & humidity sensor is connected, turn on the
Collect temperature/humidity data button and set the port to
COM10.

k.

Check that “Use Andersen Impactor” button is on.
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l.

Start the cough control program by clicking on the white arrow in
the upper left part of the screen.

m.

Enter the experiment ID when prompted.

n.

Accept the default names for the data files.

o.

When the program first starts running, the cough button will be
disabled and grayed out until the system checks are completed.

p.

When ready to cough, click on the “Cough” button in the cough
control program. The computer will take about a minute to go
through each cough. A flashing indicator will show that the cough
is in process.

q.

Check that nebulizer is running correctly.

r.

Continue sample collection for at least 20 minutes after the last
cough.

s.

After collection is complete, stop the cough control program by
clicking on “Stop”.

39) If performing breathing tests (as vs. cough tests):
a.

Open the breathing control program (Breathing system controller w
mass flow controller.vi).

b.

Check that the simulator is set to Homer.

c.

Check that the breathing rate is set correctly (usually 10 lpm).

d.

Check that “Time to generate aerosol” is set to 60 seconds.

e.

Check that “Time to Breathe” is set to 5 minutes.

f.

Check that “Collection time after breathing” is set to 20 minutes.

g.

Check that the mass flow controller is set to correct value to get 28.3
liters/minute of actual flow (as determined during calibration
above).
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h.

The program will create a log file each time it is run. The file name
includes the experiment ID, the date, and the time the file was
created.

i.

If the temperature & humidity sensor is connected, turn on the
Collect temperature/humidity data button and set the port to
COM10.

j.

Check that “Use Andersen Impactor” button is on.

k.

Start the control program by clicking on the white arrow in the upper
left part of the screen.

l.

Enter the experiment ID when prompted.

m.

When the program first starts running, the breathe button will be
disabled and grayed out until the system checks are completed.

n.

When ready to cough, click on the “Breathe” button in the control
program. A flashing indicator will show that breathing is in process.

o.

Check that nebulizer is running correctly.

p.

Simulator will breathe for the specified time. It will then stop
breathing but continue sample collection for the specified time.
After collection is complete, the simulator will stop automatically.

40) Remove the nebulizer and place a cap on the diffusion drier.
41) Remove the vacuum inline filter holder and replace it with the vacuum purge
adaptor.
42) Remove the Andersen impactor and attach the purge adaptor. Connect the
purge adaptor to the mass flow controller.
43) Open and run the purge program.
44) Label six 10 ml glass vials as Plates 1-6.
45) Preparing standards

Page 24 of 26

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.10.05.20207241; this version posted October 7, 2020. 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.
This article is a US Government work. It is not subject to copyright under 17 USC 105 and is also made available
for use under a CC0 license.

a.

Prepare 1 tube with 8 ml 0.1 M Tris & 8 tubes with 4 ml each. Label
these Nebulizer 1-9. When loading the standards onto the plate, use
Nebulizer 2-9 for the standards.

b.

Take 8 μl aliquot from nebulizer and add to first tube.

c.

Take 2 ml from first tube, add to second tube and vortex. Repeat for
rest of tubes.

46) Place the filter from Andersen impactor in 150 ml plastic beaker and add 12
ml 0.1 M Tris with 0.1% Tween 80.
47) Place the filter from the vacuum inline filter holder in a 150 ml plastic beaker
and add 12 ml 0.1 M Tris with 0.1% Tween 80.
48) Add 3 ml 0.1 M Tris to a vial labeled for vacuum inline filter.
49) Place both beakers on the Belly Dancer and cover. Run at setting 5 for 20
minutes.
50) After 20 minutes, take 1 ml of wash solution from the vacuum inline filter
beaker and add to the vial with 3 ml 0.1 M Tris. This 4:1 dilution should be
added to the plate for reading the fluorescence.
51) The wash solution from the Andersen impactor filter can be added directly to
the plate (no dilution needed).
52) Add 5 ml 0.1 M Tris to each impactor plate. Use cell scraper to stir and scrape
surface of plate to recover as much dye as possible. Remove solution & place
in labeled vials (Plates 1-6).
53) Add 3 ml 0.1 M Tris to each plate. Use cell scraper to stir and scrape surface
of plate to recover as much dye as possible. Remove solution, place in labeled
vials (Plates 1-6), and vortex.
54) Place 200 μl of solutions in clear bottom black 96-well plate as shown in plate
schematic for fluorescent assay below.
55) Read plate using Spectra Max spectrophotometer
a.

Insert plate into Spectra Max. Do not use the purple adaptor for
bottom reads.

b.

Set to read fluorescence endpoint with excitation & emission
wavelengths at 485 nm and 525 nm.

c.

Set well pattern to read.

d.

Read plate from bottom.
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56) Pour excess nebulizer fluid into fluorescein waste bottle. Fill nebulizer
reservoir and dump rinse water into waste.
57) To clean the nebulizer:
a.

Thoroughly rinse the nebulizer and glass jar with MilliQ water.

b.

Unscrew the tip of the nebulizer and rinse the inside and outside.

c.

Inspect the O-ring on the nebulizer shaft for tears or cracks.

d.

Screw the tip back on to the nebulizer until it bottoms out.

e.

Fill the nebulizer jar ¾ full with water and screw jar onto nebulizer.

f.

Attach the nebulizer to 20 psi compressed air and run for 10 minutes.
While it is running, check for air bubbles at the top of the tip that
would indicate that the nebulizer is leaking. If the nebulizer is
leaking, mark it and set it aside for repair.

58) Rinse the stages of the Andersen impactor with water. Thoroughly blow water
out of stage holes using compressed air.
59) Gently wipe down face of head form with water to remove any fluorescein.
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