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Microbial barrier effect of cotton cloth, non-woven fabric and disposable

filter paper. as well as related parameters of cotton cloth

LI Tao',ZHU Ting-ting', LI Yan', ZHANG Liu-bo', ZHANG Qing>(1 National Institute of
Environmental Health, Chinese Center for Disease Control and Prevention, Beijing 100021,
China; 2 Central Sterile Supply Department , Peking Union Medical College Hospital , Beijing
100730, China)

[Abstract] Objective To compare bacterial blocking rate of different medical packaging material, as well as
weight loss rate, tear strength, and abrasion resistance of cotton cloth with different times of washing. Methods
According to test methods for sterile medical device packaging, bacterial blocking rates of cotton cloth, non-woven
fabric, and disposable filter paper were tested. Weight loss test, tensile test, and abrasion resistance test of cotton
cloth were performed to test weight loss rate, tear strength, and abrasion resistance of cotton cloth with different
times of washing. Results In test for microbial barrier ranking of porous package material, the average bacterial
blocking rates of double-layer new cotton cloth, double-layer old cotton cloth, disposable filter paper, and non-
woven fabric were 62.15%, 31.39%, 82.04% ., and 89. 71 % respectively; after cotton cloth was washed 30 times,
the weight loss rate decreased by 1.22%, tear strength decreased by 6. 70% , fabric-rubbing test revealed there was
no pilling. Conclusion Bacterial blocking effect ranked as follows: non-woven fabric, disposable filter paper, double-
layer cotton cloth. After 30 times of washing, the weight loss rate and tear strength decreased, and bacterial bloc-
king effect was worse than that of new cotton cloth.
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Table 1 Results of test for microbial barrier ranking of por-

ous package material
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Table 2 Weight loss test results of cotton cloth
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Table 3 Tear strength test results of cotton cloth

A PE TR PR A (N) 3y SR B T SR (00)

PES 1K 6.29 -
PRI 11 6.11 2.86
e 21 ) 6. 04 3.97
e 31 ) 5.85 6.70

2.4 A AR 23 A AR BT, &0k
11,21 F131 e - 8GN A R
B

3 g

AL ST A5 A 2 W] o B T K TR A A P A — IR
Pk 98 4% X TC 205 A1 22 i3 AL A B RHRICAE W B e o)
S8 DN 1 BEL T R0 T U2 A A T A A1 1 BEL T
BRI T IFRR AT 32 705 1 A3 B R CR A BRAR, HLBE U

VRUCKL A G ks 2EAT PR R R . MR A TR 31 A . 2k
AR S B Y A BT e (H 2 T B A
HAREBER.

A ER T 00 M AR XA 2 TR L IR B A 8
HLR 6006 AEMATE AL TR IR S S A AR AR BV
B T A 2 i AT AR T T v s SR R 3 A S
Yigl . HAEZ ORGP 2R, &
T AT LA B B 28 0 I RS B 565 1 /AL BEL R 5
REARE™ o AR L i o 24 SR 3 WA A 1 BEL 7 R 5K
T A A0 AT 5 XU 127 i B P e 28 KT 4 28 A B
BRI D5 AT A RS

L 1 g 9 8 ) 258 A AR A s 57 KT 2 4 L G
Y A IEAE B W OO A7 o 72 52 Bl T 3 2 v o a8
AR AN [v 8 B I 456 R 7 14 0 2B ) A i /) LA
ZIN 8 5 AR ol B 45 A S0 49 0K B AR ) 2 O o SCARR T
PR 119 KT AT 30 % 5 T KBRS A 5 R IR T 4 B Y L
SR A B A RN B B S R T AR Y
A2 I S IR B ol IR B SR U Y A R IE
TR G L 4

(& % x &)

(1] R, — UMk 2K T (o e bR oy ok 8 5 e 4l . vl Il 9 4 2%
Z&7%,2012,29(2) :159 - 160.

(2] B, B, 22 W, AT KBS P S0 AR 26 4 5 ) it 1 2K
RO B A BURRTLT ], 3P #2242, 2006, 13 (8):5 6.

(3] oAl AR E TA#. fe 2 K BEy7 Sl e[S, dbatd,
2005.

(4] Al CRSEFNE A3, W ARBAELS]. b at. 2002,

(5] EFEMANEBAEHE. T EFSMaslmnirE % 10
ARy AL R W B B4 Sl . YT 0681, 10 —
2011 [S]. dbxt,2011.

Lo B 3. = il 20 A Rk BHL T A5CR B U ARS8 45 4 L0 . vl [0 T 4%
F47,2010,27(3) :286.

(7] EAT4E, RBLE  REW]. SRk TR I ) 28 K R AL I

R R e i ). o S 32 A, 2011,28(4) : 519 = 520.
[8] FEmesh, ik iy, W24, R[] K @ R 4t B 1k 18 A0 5038 49 5% iR
[T, P E 34 5,2014,31(6) : 666 — 667.

(9] e NRICHIEE R TARM A FZ 0 2. B Rl
ol 55 2 W H R B R K EBRBRAE ML . WS 310, 2 -
2016[S]. 4k 5t 2016.

L1004 AR . T8 B HE N 56 A% B A0 25 09 5 &k 5l s B 3 [ ], v A % g

JRYL 2R el 10013,23(12) 12945 — 2946.

CRICH A B R 28 B0



