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Contamination status of dental water in private dental institutions
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[Abstract] Objective To understand contamination status of dental water in private dental institutions in one dis-
trict of Beijing, and provide reference for improving dental water quality. Methods From November 1 to 30, 2019,
stratified random sampling method was used to select 30 private dental institutions for on-site dental water collec-
tion, detection method was in accordance with GB/T 5750. 12 = 2006 Standard Test Method for Drinking Water ,
judgment criterion was referred to GB 5479 — 2006 Standard for Drinking Water Quality. Results A total of 264
dental water specimens were collected from 30 private dental institutions, 76 dental water specimens were qualified,
with a qualified rate of 28.79%. The median of the tatal number of colonies in water in dental handpiece and water-
storage bottle was about 2 000 CFU/mL, the qualified rate of dental handpiece water specimens was higher than
that of water-storage bottle (18.33% vs 9.09%); the median of the total number of colonies in water specimens of
imported and domestic dental chair units (DCUs) were 255 and 1 750 CFU/mL respectively; qualified rate of water
specimens of imported DCUs was higher than that of domestic DUCs(42.39% vs 21.51%); the median of the total
number of colonies in tap water and water in water-storage bottle were 400 and 2 100 CFU/mL respectively, quali-
fied rate of tap water specimens was higher than that of water-storage bottle (35.82% vs 12.16%). Conclusion
Dental water in private dental medical institutions in this district of Beijing is seriously contaminated, it is suggested
that the relevant standards and specifications of dental medical institutions should be formulated as soon as possible,
so as to improve the quality of dental water sanitation.
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s BRI ARG 1 A {5 2 B B DL 28 3] (T T2/
BAD ML HL B (DCUs # i) . DCUs 2K R ([ =/
HED) A FAEBR (<5 4F/>>5 4F) MK I K 28 1 (fif
MK/ L e K/ BRI EE B .

1.2.2 X#BF % FHUK KRG FHLKCRFE
R P A% 4 BTG B R VR AR 20 I 22 2 K FHL .S
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Table 1 Comparison of qualified rate of different types of
dental water specimens
KBS Y Rl 80 A a6 80 AR ¥ P
YBIF K FHLK 60 1 18.33  10.33  0.02
ALK 53 11 20.75
=k 60 20 33.33
Wk 60 25 41.67
KK KK 22 2 9.09  14.66 <<0.001
KL E AR K 2 1 50. 00
EE IS 7 6 85. 71
it 264 76 28.79
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Table 2 Comparison of the total number of bacterial colonies in different types of dental water

41 7 7% B 2 (CFU/mL)
IKRES AR LORIETEe BHE  Kruskal-Wallis H {5 P
?E[il P25 PSU P75
YRIT K FHLK 60 0~1.1x%10* 235 1900 3775 130. 83 11.91 0.01
APk 53 0~5.5%10° 180 2100 4200 131. 05
=HEK 60 0~5.7Xx10° 57.5 1 040 2 975 113.62
K 60 0~4.9%X103 20 315 1 900 94, 14
IR IR K fi# 7KK 22 0~5.2%10? 572.5 1 800 3 375 19. 09 10. 78 0.01
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EP e 7 0~1.2%102 0 0 35 6.21
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Table 3 Constituent ratio of the total number of bacterial colonies in different types of dental water (%)
2 T TR Ve A R FHlK I ALK =k I it AR K 3o VI K A kK it
(CFU/mL) (n=60) (n=53) (n=60) (n=60) (n=22) (n=2) (n=17) (n=264)
~10? 18.33 20.75 33.33 41. 67 9.09 50. 00 85. 71 28.79
~103 21. 67 22, 64 16. 67 23.33 31.82 0. 00 0. 00 21.59
~5%103 56. 67 54,72 48.33 35. 00 54,55 50. 00 0.00 47.73
>5X% 103 3.33 1.89 1.67 0.00 4,54 0. 00 14,29 1.89
it 100. 00 100. 00 100. 00 100. 00 100. 00 100. 00 100. 00 100. 00
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Table 4 Comparison of qualified rate of the total number of bacterial colonies in different groups of dental water specimens

4 51 BT B Rt e 173 % KER iRl oy B A7) e P

B 2 531 112 42 187 57 30. 48 0.90 0.34
230 18 77 19 24,68

DCUs 28 %I 5] ;= 36 172 37 21.51 12.75 <0. 001
Eiidn| 24 92 39 42.39

ol A BR (4 <5 33 143 37 25,87 1.29 0.26
>5 27 121 39 32.23

IR K ZE T fi# 7KK 18 74 9 12.16 13.93 <0. 001
R AR K 16 56 19 33.93
A kK 26 134 48 35.82
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Table 5 Detection results of the total number of bacterial colonies of dental water in different groups

4 1 1 7% BB (CFU/mL)
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DIRSESS 12 187 0~1.1X10* 50 1100 4050 135. 09 6 715. 00 0.39
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i FAFBR (A7) <5 143 0~1.1%10% 80 1300 3 450 140. 97 7 441. 00 0.05
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