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Abstract  
 
Background Signs of anosmia can help detect COVID-19 infection when testing for viral 

positivity is not available. Inexpensive mass-produced disposable olfactory sensitivity tests suitable 
for worldwide use might serve not only as a screening tool for potential infection but also to identify 
cases at elevated risk of severe disease as anosmic COVID-19 patients have a better prognosis.  

  
Methods and Findings We adopted paired crushable ampules with two concentrations 

of a standard test odorant (n-butanol) as standard of care in several clinics as community 
prevalence of COVID-19 infection waxed and waned. This was not a clinical trial; a chart review was 
undertaken to evaluate the operating characteristics and potential utility of the test device as RT-
PCR testing became routine. The risk of anosmia was greater in COVID-19 patients. Olfactory 
sensitivity was concentration-dependent and decreased with aging. Hyposmia was detected across 
a wider age range than expected from the literature, and tests can be optimized to characterize 
different age groups.  

 
Conclusions n-Butanol at 0.32 and 3.2% in crushable ampules can be used to characterize 

olfactory function quickly and inexpensively and thus has potential benefits in pandemic screening, 
epidemiology, and clinical decision-making.  
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Introduction 

Olfactory dysfunction is a well-documented early sign of SARS-CoV-2 infection.  Advancing age is 

correlated with olfactory dysfunction (1); but older COVID-19 patients have a lower prevalence of olfactory 

dysfunction (2), and the best predictors of death in hospitalized patients are age and a lack of anosmia (3). 

Conversely, COVID-19 patients with dysosmia have less severe symptoms (4, 5), are younger (6, 7), and 

have a better prognosis (3, 8-15); however, this may not hold for cases with prolonged anosmia (16-18). 

Obstruction of the olfactory cleft by swollen tissues of the olfactory mucosa results in anosmia (19), thus 

sudden, unexplained onset of anosmia likely is an indicator of the intensity of the initial inflammatory immune 

response to viral infection. 

Olfactory dysfunction is detected more frequently when objective measurements are used instead of self-

reports (2, 9, 20-22). Odor identification tests require familiarity with odors, are culturally dependent (23) and 

require language competency (24-29). Unlike “scratch and sniff” type tests for olfactory dysfunction that 

release suprathreshold stimuli and require identification of the odorant among several choices (30), the use of 

olfactory stimuli at graded concentrations assess sensitivity directly (9, 31). However, commercially available 

“gold standard” systems tend to be relatively expensive, time consuming, and pose risks in a pandemic as 

they are intended to be reused and may act as fomites for disease transmission (32). Disposable odorant 

detection tests that are instantaneous, requiring a “yes” or “no” response seconds after presentation, and, in 

pandemic times when global testing is needed, should have minimal costs so that large scale use is feasible.  

Methods 

We undertook a retrospective chart review of patients who received routine objective measurement of 

olfactory function by determining if they could detect two concentrations of n-butanol (initially 0.06 and 3.2% 

in water) packaged in conjoined crushable ampules containing 0.3 ml of the test odorant (S1 Fig).  The higher 

concentration of n-butanol (3.2%) was selected because it is suprathreshold for normal individuals (33); the 

initial low concentration (0.06%) was selected in an attempt to identify the 12.4 percent of a normal 

population over the age of 40 expected to be hyposmic (1).  Test concentrations remained the same at 

Preoperative Site 1 as were used in the Respiratory Clinic, however, the low-concentration ampule was 
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increased to 0.32% n-butanol at Preoperative Site 2. One tip of the test unit was marked yellow to denote the 

low concentration; yellow or blue food color was added to the odorant and thus changed the appearance of 

each ampule when crushed. The two ampules were joined with polyolefin shrink tubing. The URSmellTest ™ 

was incorporated as an intake procedure at three clinics after the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. A 

laminated instruction sheet was used by clinic staff to standardize the testing procedure (S2 Fig). 

The UR Primary Care Central Respiratory Clinic was established to direct patients at risk of COVID-19 

(i.e., individuals who were presenting with clinical symptoms of SARS-CoV-2 infection) to a site where high 

level precautions were implemented at a time when personal protective equipment availability was limited.   

Results were recorded in the electronic medical record system from 14 Dec 2020 to 7 Jan 2021 during which 

225 olfactory tests had accompanying RT-PCR results. The mean percent viral positivity in Monroe County 

New York in this interval was 9.2 ± 1.35 percent (mean ± standard deviation), but was 31 percent at this 

clinic, roughly 3 times higher than the county prevalence.  After closing of the UR Primary Care Central 

Respiratory Clinic once the late 2020-early 2021 surge subsided and elective procedures resumed, use of 

this test continued at two successive preprocedural test sites (Preoperative Site1 and then subsequently 

Preoperative Site 2) that performed SARS-CoV-2 testing on all patients presenting for procedures requiring 

admission to Strong Memorial Hospital, resulting in better representation of the community in terms of age 

distribution (Table 4) and demographics (S1 Table) than the patients presenting with respiratory symptoms at 

the height of the midwinter surge.  Viral prevalence at these sites was lower in this clinical context compared 

to the community prevalence, presumably because individuals known to have active COVID-19 infection 

were instructed to stay home and reschedule their elective procedures.   

Chart review protocol was approved by the University of Rochester Research Subjects Review Board:  

Study00006033: Dysosmia Chart Review. 

Results 

Respiratory clinic site   
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There were no sex differences observed for age or viral positivity (χ2 (1df) = 1.95, p=0.163). Viral infection 

was associated with highly significant effects when the frequency of anosmia was compared to those with 

normal function (χ2
(1df) = 9.97, p=0.0016). 

Odds ratios provide a measure of the strength of association between exposure and an outcome, 

representing the odds that an outcome will occur in the presence of SARS-CoV-2 exposure compared to 

those in the absence of viral infection (OR=3.36, p=0.002, two tailed; Table 1). Relative risk is the ratio of the 

probability of an outcome in the two groups. The risk of anosmia was 2.40 times greater if a patient displayed 

SARS-CoV-2 positivity (p= 0.0016, two tailed; Table 1).  

Table 1. Odds and relative risk ratios of anosmia using n-butanol (3.2%) detection in a respiratory 

clinic setting during a COVID-19 surge 

 

Odds ratio 

Odds ratio SE Z 95% confidence limits p 

3.36 0.394 3.07 7.26 1.55 0.00212 

      

Relative risk ratio 

2.40 0.279 3.15 4.15 1.39 0.00164 

 

Comparator data on the frequency of dysosmia in the population comes from the National Health and 

Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES) study.  NHANES estimated the prevalence of olfactory dysfunction 

in the US population over the age of 40 (1), providing estimated proportions in ten-year age brackets. These 

were used to provide an estimated proportion likely to show olfactory dysfunction based on the age 

distribution in this sample. Patients from the UR Primary Care Central Respiratory Clinic were a symptomatic 

respiratory clinic population and not a normal healthy population sample like the NHANES data.  The mean 

age of the patients seen in the clinic was 54.3 years, standard deviation 16.2.  The median age of the 

respiratory clinic patients was 55 years; although olfactory dysfunction normally increases with age, in 
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COVID-19 patients increasing age is correlated with lower prevalence of olfactory dysfunction (2), and lack of 

anosmia is associated with higher risk of severe illness and death in hospitalized patients(3, 14, 15). 

Uninfected patients in the current sample of patients over the age of 40 had 1.65 higher than expected 

incidence of anosmia; SARS-CoV-2 infection was associated with anosmia incidence ~3.9 times higher than 

expected from the NHANES study (Table 2).  This simple ratio of risks is 2.39, which is consistent with the 

above relative risk estimate (2.40) without attempted age correction. Thus, despite the lower incidence of 

anosmia in severe COVID-19 disease with respiratory complications, these findings robustly demonstrate that 

crushable ampules can be used to detect COVID-19 associated anosmia in clinical settings.  

Table 2. Age adjusted estimates of the proportions based on NHANES prevalence estimates 

 

Observed proportions in a respiratory clinic sample 

 

SARS-CoV-2 positive SARS-CoV-2 negative 

Normal Anosmic Normal Anosmic 

0.406 0.275 0.574 0.116 

    

Expected proportions of sample  

adjusted by NHANES age-bracketed proportions 

0.782 0.0696 0.782 0.0696 

 

Preoperative Site 1  

Viral prevalence was very low in this context and period.  Although there was a relationship to age by logistic 

regression (Fig 1, Table 3) using Newton’s method (34, 35), the 0.06% n-butanol concentration was not 

easily detected even by staff and younger SARS-CoV-2 negative patients (n=905); thus, a higher 

concentration (0.32%) was used subsequently.    
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Fig 1.  Logistic regression point estimates of olfactory dysfunction as a function of age 

and concentration at the two preoperative testing sites (Site 1, Site 2). Note that the two low 

concentrations were more sensitive to olfactory impairment than the NHANEs criteria, but the 

NHANEs data was in reasonable agreement with the high concentration odorant test. The likelihood 

of detecting the high concentration odorant was greater at the site where the first test stimulus was 

more difficult to detect, suggesting repeated attempts to smell a very low concentration stimulus 

resulted in a greater likelihood of detecting the second and much higher concentration odorant.  

Blue: 0.06% n-butanol in water at preoperative site 1; Black: 0.32% n-butanol at site 2; Red: 3.2% n-

butanol at site 2; Purple: 3.2 % at site 1; Blue lines: NHANES(1) estimates 
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Table 3. Logistic regression model coefficients and constants for age-related hyposmia and 

dysosmia at two preoperative testing sites 

  

𝛲𝛲 =
1

1 + 𝑒𝑒−(𝛽𝛽0+𝛽𝛽1𝑥𝑥1) Hyposmia Anosmia 

 Site 1 Site 2 Site 1 Site 2 

β0 (SE) -1.7377 (0.2588) -2.4059 (0.2407) -5.5046 (0.8614) -5.3171 (0.5782) 

ρ 1.877e-11 1.628e-23 1.659e-1 3.691e-20 

β1 (SE) 0.0133 (0.0044) 0.0198 (0.004080) 0.0330 (0.0133) 0.0395 (0.0090) 

ρ 0.002508 0.000003578 0.01304 0.00001040 

Χ2 9.37 22.64 6.91 22.95 

ρ 0.0022 0.00002 0.0086 0.000002 

η 905 1290 905 1290 

 

 

Preoperative Site 2  

Site 2 was opened after Preoperative Site 1 closed, a simple relocation within the community operated by 

the same staff to manage the same queue of patients for scheduled procedures.  All test materials from Site 

1 were recovered and replaced with tests with the revised “lower” test concentration of 0.32% n-butanol in 

water.  At this site 1,290 patients were tested and logistic regressions as a function of age for were also 

significant (Table 3); point estimates are presented for comparison with the NHANES estimated prevalence 

based on odor identification errors (Fig 1).  

Age Relationship to Dysosmia   

At age 90, the likelihood is 0.34 of not being able to detect 0.32% n-butanol, and 0.17 of being anosmic, 

i.e. unable to detect 3.2% n-butanol, a suprathreshold concentration (33).    The NHANES study (1) utilized 
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an eight-item scratch and sniff suprathreshold odor identification test (Sensonics International, Haddon 

Heights, NJ) that defined hyposmia and anosmia as bracketed error rates, and demonstrated increasing 

misidentification with age (Table 4 (1); solid blue lines in Fig 1). (Note that a misidentification error does not 

necessarily mean the subject could not detect the odorant, as parosmia is a misidentification error, a known 

consequence of COVID-19 disease.) The NHANES study (1) estimated the prevalence of measured olfactory 

dysfunction to be 12.4 % in adults 40 or more years of age. In the context of olfactory sensitivity thresholds, 

this would correspond to the tail of the threshold distribution approximately one standard deviation above the 

mean but is age and sample dependent. For example, at a 0.32% test concentration, 12.4 % of 22-year-olds 

would be hyposmic; using 3.2% as a test concentration, 12.4% would be considered hyposmic at 85 years of 

age, but 31% of the 85-year-olds would be unable to smell the 0.32% concentration. The lower of two test 

concentrations thus might be adjusted to identify the hyposmic across age ranges encountered in different 

educational or geriatric settings.  Logistic regression on additional series of observations of test 

concentrations could be collected to establish nomograms, and subsequently used to in conjunction with 

census and other datasets to estimate the true burden of olfactory dysfunction. In the absence of such 

experimental work at a time of need, the present chart review provided an opportunity to provide interim 

estimates based on the logistic regression functions obtained at three concentrations and are reported in S2 

Table. 

 

Table 4. Age decade bracketed prevalence of hyposmia and anosmia at the second preoperative 

testing site for comparison with the NHANES findings(1) that relied on suprathreshold odorant 

identification error rates. The present sample was drawn from 1308 preoperative clinic presentations that 

included 5 subsequent deaths in the interval of observation, and 13 SARS-CoV-2 positive patients; the 

distribution is based on the remaining 1290 living SARS-CoV-2 negative patients, excluding 7 patients less 

than age 10. 
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Age 10-19 20-29 30-39 40–49 50–59 60–69 70–79 80+ 

NHANES hyposmia - - - 0.3 2.5 2.0 9.9 14.1 

0.32 % n-butanol detection 

failure (%) 
6.4 9.8 15.9 20.6 19.2 22.2 30 22.6  

         

NHANES anosmia - - - 3.7 8.1 10.8 15.5 25.9 

3.2 % n-butanol detection 

failure (%) 
0 1 1.5 1.9 5.5 6.1 8.1 9.4 

         

Sample size 47 102 195 160 219 297 210 53 

Females 27 65 150 108 139 170 108 32 

Males 20 37 45 52 80 127 102 21 

 

 

  Nonetheless, this report demonstrates that the 0.32% concentration is sensitive to age-dependent 

changes in sensitivity, and in the context of the progression of COVID-19 olfactory dysfunction, impaired 

detection of low concentrations would occur before the onset of complete loss of smell and recover after the 

ability to detect higher concentrations returns.   

Since this data arose from a chart review of a series of simple clinical tests of olfactory sensitivity, no 

experimental design considerations were in effect to control for any sequence or expectancy effects that were 

encountered after the fact. Patients were told that their sense of smell was going to be evaluated, and hence 

there was expectancy to detect a smell with presentation of 0.06% n-butanol that was much more difficult 

than detecting the 0.32% concentration used at the second preoperative site. Subsequent presentation of the 

highest concentration (3.2%) resulted in differential detection rates that were associated with the 

concentration of the first stimulus, i.e., apparently if a subject had to “work harder” to detect the first odor, 

subjects more readily detected the subsequent high concentration stimulus and hence were less likely to be 

characterized as anosmic. Despite this apparent difference in sensitivity attributable to concentration test 
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sequence, a putative false positive anosmia identification rate at the second site is in fact a categorical 

demonstration of “severe hyposmia or anosmia”, i.e., a failure to detect 3.2% n-butanol is unambiguously a 

severe impairment.  Therefore, we suggest that any patient, regardless of age, that presents with a sudden 

onset of dysosmia, which cannot be otherwise explained, should be immediately tested for COVID-19 

infection. 

Discussion 

 The two-odorant concentration test of olfactory sensitivity reliably detects both modest and severe olfactory 

impairments as a function of age and could be used in the current context of supply shortages during a global 

pandemic. These crushable ampule tests are not diagnostics, but a quick screening method that can be used 

to identify patients highly likely to be infected and that also provides the benefits of result immediacy and high 

frequency repeated testing at very low cost (36, 37).   Widespread frequent screening for olfactory 

impairment in the general population may be used as an indicator of COVID-19 spread, is sensitive to 

lockdown interventions, and might assist public health monitoring and interventions (38).  Manufacturing and 

mass deployment are possible and could greatly increase our understanding of prevalence and risk factors 

once reporting systems are in place.   

Use in screening and health care contexts could identify those COVID-19 patients at greater risk of 

severe disease and prompt consideration of immediate medical interventions. If used broadly in conjunction 

with rapid screening (antigen) tests, viral positivity in conjunction with normal olfaction would enable more 

rapid recognition and medical intervention for those patients at risk of severe disease and a poorer prognosis. 
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Supporting information 

 S1 Fig. URSmellTest™. Two ampules of 0.32 and 3.2% n-butanol in water conjoined with clear polyolefin 

shrink tubing that overlaps the central glass crush area. Top: before use; Bottom: crushed. 

S2 Fig. Instruction sheet used in the clinical setting to standardize testing procedures 

S1 Table.  Ethnic and racial demographics of 2450 patients presenting to the preprocedural testing 

clinics that were approached for olfactory testing with n-butanol in crushable ampules.  No patients 

were excluded from this tabulation that extended several days after the retrieval of the data used for logistic 

regression. 

S2 Table.  Estimated incidence of dysosmia as a function of subject age and odorant concentration.  

Linear regression was performed on the coefficients and constants of three logistic regressions in table 1 

(0.06%, 0.32%, and 3.2% from site 2) as a function of the log of test concentration. These two linear 

regressions1 were used to obtain coefficients and constants for intermediate concentrations and were then 

used to calculate prevalence estimates as a function of age. Hyposmia occurs in the tail of the distribution of 

olfactory sensitivity in the population distribution and is a joint function of age and odorant concentration; 

thus, if hyposmia is defined as the least sensitive 12% of a sample, test concentrations can be selected for 

different geriatric or education settings. For example, 1% might be selected for a population over the age of 

40 and would be expected to approximate the NHANEs (1) hyposmia data (Fig 1) generated using odor 

identification error rates; 0.56% might be used in college and university settings. 
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