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Abstract: Clinical preoperative skin preparations (PSPs) do not eradicate skin flora dwelling in the
deepest dermal regions. Survivors constitute a persistent infection risk. In search of solutions, we
created a porcine model intended for PSP developmental testing. This model employed microbiologi-
cal techniques sensitive to the deep-dwelling microbial flora as these microorganisms are frequently
overlooked when using institutionally-entrenched testing methodologies. Clinical gold-standard
PSPs were assessed. Ten Yorkshire pigs were divided into two groups: prepared with either povidone
iodine (PVP-I) or chlorhexidine gluconate (CHG) PSP. Bioburdens were calculated on square, 4 cm
by 4 cm, full-thickness skin samples homogenized in neutralizing media. Endogenous bioburden
of porcine skin (3.3 log;g CFU/ cm?) was consistent with natural flora numbers in dry human skin.
On-label PSP scrub kits with PVP-I (n = 39) or CHG (n = 40) failed the 2-3 logjp-reduction criteria
established for PSPs by the Food and Drug Administration (FDA), resulting in a 1.46 logjy and
0.58 logj( reduction, respectively. Porcine dermal microbiota mirrored that of humans, displaying
abundant staphylococcal species. Likewise, histological sections showed similarity in hair follicle
depths and sebaceous glands (3.2 4+ 0.7 mm). These shared characteristics and the considerable
fraction of bacteria which survived clinical PSPs make this model useful for developmental work.

Keywords: biofilm; surgical site infection; antiseptic; preoperative skin preparation; porcine model;
povidone iodine; chlorhexidine gluconate

1. Introduction

Preoperative skin preparation (PSP) is the cleansing and disinfection of intact skin
before an invasive procedure; it constitutes a clinical standard as it significantly reduces
the prospect of surgical site infection (SSI) [1]. As part of a broad antiseptic technique, PSPs
have greatly reduced SSIs since their inception in the mid-19th century [1-3]. Prior to the
implementation of antisepsis, fatalities from infection in the most prestigious European
hospitals hovered around 40 to 50%. Today, ~2-5% of clean procedures result in SSIs
with associated mortality rates of ~1.5% [4]. Early antiseptic efforts focused on cross-
patient contamination, comprising hand-cleaning techniques for medical personnel and
instruments, but quickly grew to encompass the patient’s endogenous skin flora [5,6]. With
the introduction of Joseph Lister’s own nascent protocols, his self-reported post-operative
survival rates climbed from 55% to 85% [2]. Diverse antiseptic agents and protocols have
since been devised for PSP; among the earliest included the use of chlorinated lime, carbolic
acid, and boric acid [1,7-9]. Today, medical practitioners have largely settled on alternating
scrubs of alcohol and solutions with either chlorhexidine gluconate (CHG) or the iodophor
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povidone iodine (PVP-I); these chemical agents strike a balance between rapid microbicidal
activity and low toxicity to patients’ tissues [10].

As these commonplace topical agents were developed throughout the mid-1900s, one
of the pioneers of open-heart surgery poignantly reflected on the contemporary beliefs of
the day regarding PSP procedures: “that by the use of surface agents perfection in the steril-
ization of skin (as in everything else) is impossible and must remain, as it always has been,
a goal and a standard for relative comparison [11]”. Indeed, our current understanding
of PSPs and their antimicrobial efficacy remains scarcely changed—a fact which has been
recently reemphasized in a thorough 2021 meta-analysis of PVP-1 and CHG PSPs which
states, “Human skin cannot be sterilized even by intense disinfection [10]”.

The patient’s endogenous microflora is the single greatest contributor to unwanted
surgical site bioburden, exceeding exogenous contributions from instruments, room air,
clinical personnel, etc. [12]. Abundant direct and indirect evidence support these assertions.
First, skin flora contaminants are ubiquitous in the open surgical site, surgical instruments,
surgeon’s gloves, and newly placed orthopedic hardware [13-17]. Moreover, skin flora vary
by anatomical location; these variations are mirrored by the site-specific pathogen profile
of associated SSIs [12]. The most conspicuous example, Cutibacterium acnes (previously
Propionibacterium acnes)—the typical causative agent of acne vulgaris—occupies piloseba-
ceous follicles, which are in the highest density in the skin of the scalp, shoulders, back,
upper chest, breasts, and face [18,19]. Percutaneous procedures in these sites are beset by C.
acnes as the most abundant pathogen identified in SSIs, surpassing even staphylococcal
species [20-24]. In other anatomical locations, staphylococcal species are most abundant as
they occupy the ubiquitous sweat glands and hair follicles [19,25,26]. As such, staphylo-
coccal infections are omnipresent in nearly all types of transdermal procedures [27]. This
direct correlation between endogenous dermal flora and SSI culprits cannot be overlooked.

The Food and Drug Administration’s (FDA) regulatory requirements for PSPs reflect
these known technical limitations in antimicrobial efficacy. Their requirements, in essence,
acknowledge the inability of PSPs to create a truly sterile surgical field. PSPs are regulated
through the FDA'’s Tentative Final Monograph for Healthcare Antiseptics, which utilizes
methodology from the ASTM standard E1173-15 [28]. Briefly, human efficacy testing of
PSPs is performed on two distinct anatomical locations: the moist inguinal region with
higher bioburdens and the dry abdominal region with lower bioburdens (10°~7 and
10?23 CFU/cm?, respectively) [29]. The FDA criteria for PSPs requires an initial 3 and
2 logjp reduction at 10 min for the two respective sites (many surgeons now commonly
prep skin for less than 1 min). Effectively, surgical sites treated with FDA-cleared PSPs
allow upwards of 10>* CFU/cm? on the skin surface as the surgical access incision is made
in the operating room. The presence of these low-level survivors in deeper skin regions is
conversely documented in studies utilizing the FDA methodology [29,30].

The FDA’s acceptable level of residual bioburden is well below the minimum infectious
dose thresholds of 10° CFU/g or CFU/mL established for opportunistic pathogens, such as
those in skin microflora. The significance of the 10° CFU/g threshold has been observed in
numerous animal and human studies with origins in work from the mid-1900s [31-36]. The
clinical relevance of the 10° CFU/g infection threshold has been deemed “the 10° guideline”
or “the 10° rule” [37,38]. Yet, there is an undeniable caveat to the apparent 10° rule—
implanted biomaterials potentiate infection from very low-level contamination, greatly
reducing the minimum infectious bacterial dose [12]. Work performed in 1957 showed that
a sterile suture, one of the few biomaterials of the day, decreased the minimum pus-forming
dose of Streptococcus pyogenes from 10° to 10> CFU/g in human volunteers [39,40]. This
1957 observation of artificial materials as foci of infection was presciently perched on the
cusp of a biomaterials revolution; artificial biomaterials have since become commonplace
in clinical medicine for their restorative capacity [41]. Examples include vascular grafts
(1952), heart valves (1953), prosthetic hip joints (1958), prosthetic knee joints (1968), and
implantable pacemakers (1959), among the earliest of the ever-growing list of biomaterial
implants [41].
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The etiology of device-related infections, and how artificial surfaces potentiate infec-
tion, is now well understood [42—-45]. Opportunistic pathogens preferentially form sessile
communities on implant biomaterials and devitalized tissues. These multicellular commu-
nities are called biofilms [42]. The biofilm strategy protects bacteria from host immunity
and antimicrobial chemotherapeutic interventions. Among other evasive strategies, the
biofilm deranges phagocytic clearance by host leukocytes, which are unable to engulf small
bacterial aggregates if they are larger than their own diameter (10-12 pm) [46-50]. More-
over, the biofilm harbors quiescent phenotypes which display recalcitrance to antimicrobial
chemotherapeutics because they have downregulated metabolic drug targets [51]. This
subpopulation of biofilm constituents has been referred to as persister cells because they
can outlast the most aggressive courses of systemic antibiotics [52,53]. The bacteria lodged
in the deeper dermal regions reside as more-stationary biofilm phenotypes, with persister
subpopulations tolerant of prophylactic antibiotics [54,55]. Biofilms underpinning device-
related infections constitute a significant risk to the patient; biofilm formation on implant
materials undermines the restorative and life-saving outcomes intended by surgery.

PSP procedures have changed very little over the last half-century. Yet, there is an
ever-present risk from the low-level inocula known to survive clinical PSP because of an
insatiable proclivity towards infection-potentiating biomaterials in modern surgical sites.
The primary motivation for this study was the development of a suitable porcine model
with which experimental PSPs can be developed for human use. The relevance of this
porcine model and associated methodology was assessed against two gold-standard clinical
PSPs used on label: alcohol-based wet skin scrub trays with PVP-I or CHG.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Supplies, Instruments, and Reagents

Dey-Engley (D/E) neutralizing broth and tryptic soy broth (TSB) were purchased
from MilliporeSigma (Burlington, MA, USA), Petri dishes and agar from Fisher Scientific
(Hampton, NH, USA), and brain heart infusion (BHI) broth from Research Products In-
ternational (Mt Prospect, IL, USA). Alcohol-based Wet Skin Scrub Tray with CHG (CHG
preoperative skin preparation kit, 4% solution) from Medline (Northfield, IL, USA) and
Alcohol-based Wet Premium Skin Scrub Trays (PVP-I) preoperative skin preparation kit,
7.5% scrub and 10% paint) from BD (Franklin Lakes, NJ, USA), as shown in Figure 1. Magic
Bullet blenders, cups, and blades from Homeland Housewares LLC (Los Angeles, CA,
USA). Columbia blood agar plates and AnaeroGen Anaerobic Gas Generator from Hardy
Diagnostics (Santa Maria, CA, USA). Due to supply chain issues stemming from COVID-19,
AnaeroGen Anaerobic Gas Generator packets were unavailable for a portion of the work
in this study. This necessitated the use of commercial hand warmers in combination with
an anaerobic indicator for assurance; this is a well-established workaround [51]. Bacteria
isolate identification was outsourced to Nelson Labs (Salt Lake City, UT, USA). Surgical
tools, histological processing equipment/materials, and other miscellaneous supplies were
provided by the Bone and Biofilm Research Lab (Salt Lake City, UT, USA).

2.2. Tissue Sample Collection

Ten Yorkshire pigs underwent surgery with approval and oversight of the Institutional
Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC) at the University of Utah. Either a PVP-I or CHG
PSP was applied using aseptic technique by a trained individual approved by IACUC. Hair
was clipped then clean shaved along the entire back of each pig. Ten pigs were randomly
divided into two groups (1 = 5/group). The first group (Pigs 1-5) received an alcohol-based
PVP-I surgical scrub (Figure 1A). The second group (Pigs 6—10) received an alcohol-based
CHG surgical scrub (Figure 1B). Each PSP was applied according to the manufacturer’s
instructions and current clinical standard of care; PSPs were applied on surgical site in
concentric circles followed by 70% isopropyl alcohol (each 3x) and allowed to dry 5 min
before the tissues were surgically removed.
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Figure 1. PVP-I and CHG presurgical scrub trays used for this work. Swabs included in each kit were
not used during the preparation: (A) Alcohol-based Wet Premium Skin Scrub Tray with PVP-I (PSP
kit, 7.5% scrub and 10% paint solution) from BD was used for pigs 1-5; (B) Alcohol-based Wet Skin
Scrub Tray with CHG (PSP kit, 4% CHG solution) from Medline was used for pigs 6-10.

In total, 8 square, 4 cm by 4 cm, full-thickness skin samples were collected from
each animal: a total of 39 PVP-I-treated samples (one PVP-I sample was discarded due to
procedural errors, leaving only 39 samples instead of 40) and 40 CHG-treated samples. Skin
samples were harvested using aseptic technique: 3 cm away horizontally from the spine
and at least 2 cm apart (Figure 2). Samples were placed individually into 50 mL conical
tubes filled with 35 mL of sterile D/E broth to neutralize the antiseptic agent (Figure 3).
The conical tubes were then placed and transported in a chilled cooler to mitigate bacterial
replication. Samples were homogenized and the bioburden was quantified by serial dilution
plating (see section below for details).

After 28 days, each pig was euthanized and underwent necropsy. This study was run
using available animals from a separate primary study. As such, control tissues which
did not receive PSP were collected immediately after the animals were sacrificed (28 days
after the CHG and PVP-I samples were collected) to completely comply with the approved
animal use protocols of the primary study. To collect control tissue samples, the skin was
wiped at least 3x with sterile water and gauze to remove visible detritus. Four additional
4 cm by 4 cm square skin samples were collected at necropsy using sterile surgical supplies
to obtain a bioburden baseline in the pig skin. Post-necropsy sample collection sites did not
overlap with the boundaries of the original sample collection sites to reduce confounding
factors of the skin that had been treated with a presurgical scrub (Figure 2A).
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Figure 2. (A) Diagrams of the anatomical location of the skin preparation, control area, and the
respective skin samples collected. (B) Dorsal view of surgery with the skin samples removed after
PSP. Samples were cut 3 cm away horizontally from the spine and at least 2 cm apart.
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Figure 3. Sequential method for processing skin tissues collected and processed using PSP model
using full-thickness samples: (A) Cold sterilization of magic bullet blenders with 200 proof ethanol;
(B) Square skin samples (4 cm by 4 cm) placed in 35 mL of D/E neutralizing broth; (C) Sample
blended for approximately 5 min; (D) Sample transferred back to the original conical tube; (E) Sample
vortexed for 1 min, sonicated for 10 min, vortexed for 10 s; (F) 10-fold serial dilution performed in
PBS. The 10° dilution and 10~!-10~* dilutions were plated in duplicate on separate Columbia blood
agar and incubated in aerobic or anaerobic conditions.

2.3. Tissue Processing and Bioburden Quantification

The 8 oz blender cups and blades were cold sterilized by exposing all internal parts to
200 proof ethanol for >40 min (>20 min on each side). The cups and blades were air dried
in a closed biosafety cabinet until all ethanol evaporated. Alternatively, sterile deionized
water was added to the blender cup and blended to remove/dilute any residual ethanol.
Each skin sample was transferred from a 50 mL conical tube to the sterile blender cup
and homogenized for 5 min in approximately 1-min intervals to allow the mixture to cool.
During blending, blender cups were manually agitated to ensure thorough homogenization
of the mixture.

Skin samples were transferred back into their respective conical tubes, which were
then vortexed for 60 s, sonicated for 10 min, and vortexed again for 10 s. Two hundred pL
of the sample mixture were plated in duplicate and spread with a sterile loop on Columbia
blood agar for a 0-dilution plate. Bioburden was quantified using a 10-fold serial dilutions
series: 100 uL of the sample mixture was serially diluted in 900 uL of PBS carried through
to 10~%. Moreover, 50 pL of each dilution was plated on Columbia blood agar, dispersed in
5 x 10 uL spots, to quantify the CFU/cm? of each skin sample. Each sample was plated
in duplicate, which were divided and incubated under aerobic and anaerobic conditions.
Aerobic culture plates were incubated for 48 h at 37 °C in a jacketed incubator. Anaerobic
culture plates were incubated at 37 °C for 72 h in an anaerobic jar with an anaerobic gas
generator and oxygen indicator. Colony counts were used to represent the bioburden in
units of CFU/cm?.

2.4. Processing Controls

This process was also performed in the absence of skin samples to confirm that the
processing technique was void of contamination. Blenders were sterilized according to the
same procedure in Section 2.3. Sterile D/E broth was blended, transferred to 50 mL conical
tubes, vortexed, and sonicated, as previously mentioned. CFU counts were performed and
reported in the same way as the tissue samples.

2.5. Bacterial Characterization

After incubation, bacterial colonies were classified according to morphology and
color. A representative colony of each distinct morphology from the aerobically grown
and anaerobically grown plates of each of the three study groups (Control, PVP-I, and
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CHG) was isolated with a sterile loop, streaked onto Columbia blood agar, and incubated
at 37 °C aerobically or anaerobically according to its original growth conditions. Each
bacterial isolate was cataloged and frozen (—80 °C) in 1 mL of sterile 70% BHI broth with
30% glycerol.

Cryo-preserved samples were cultured on TSB agar and incubated at 37 °C for 24-48 h
in their respective aerobic or anaerobic environments. Each selected isolate was charac-
terized using the Gram-staining method with safranin as the counterstain. The shape of
each bacterial isolate was determined using transmission light microscopy. The Gram
stain, shape, and morphology were documented for each isolate. Pie charts were created
including every isolate from the six different test conditions: Control Aerobic, Control
Anaerobic, PVP-I Aerobic, PVP-I Anaerobic, CHG Aerobic, and CHG Anaerobic.

Cross-comparison of all of the organisms using Gram-staining, organism shape, colony
morphology, and colony color was used to reduce all of the bacterial isolates down to the
unique bacterial species across all study groups. The unique species that survived the PSPs
were genotyped using the MicroSeq microbial identification system with MicroSEQ ID
165 rDNA 500 Microbial Library, v2019 database comparison (Thermo Fisher). Genotypic
identification was performed by Nelson Labs (Salt Lake City, UT, USA) on 16 unique
isolates. Four isolates common only to the control skin samples were likewise genotyped.

2.6. Histology

During the final necropsy of pig 5 and pig 10, a selection of full-thickness skin samples
(4 cm by 4 cm) was collected for histological analysis. The samples were fixed in 10% neutral
buffered formalin with 3 x 24 h changes and then dehydrated in increasing concentrations
of ethanol and infiltrated with xylene in a Tissue-Tek 6 Al vacuum infiltration processor
(Sakura). They were then placed under vacuum in a solution of 80% methyl methacrylate,
20% dibutyl phthalate, and 2.5 g/L Perkadox 16 for 24 h at 4 °C. Samples were then trans-
ferred onto a bed of pre-polymerized methyl methacrylate/dibutyl phthalate/Perkadox 16
solution and polymerized for 24 h (using UV light) in a 2.5 cm layer of that same solution.
The final poly-methyl-methacrylate (PMMA)-embedded sample was then trimmed down
on a bandsaw to remove excess PMMA and ground and polished to an optical finish before
being glued to a slide using Tecknovit 7210 VLC (Exakt).

Slides were placed on an IsoMet 1000 Precision Cutter creating uniformed thin (>1 mm)
sections and then ground by hand to a final thickness of ~75 um. The ground slides
were stained with Sanderson’s Rapid Bone Stain (SRBS) for 1 min 30 s at 55 °C and
viewed under a light microscope (Nikon E600, Nikon Inc., Melville, NY, USA) equipped
with associated image capturing software (Camera Control Pro, Nikon, Melville, NY,
USA). Digital images were captured throughout the epidermis, dermis, and subcutaneous
tissue and post-processed using Microsoft Research Image Composite Editor (MRICE) to
mosaic/stitch, creating an overhead view.

2.7. Statistics

Multiple locations on each pig’s back were used, which introduced data clustering.
Therefore, we analyzed the data using a mixed effects linear regression (also called a
multilevel model), which accounted for locations nested within the pig [56]. In our model,
experimental condition was a fixed effect and pig was a random effect. Given the small
sample size, the models were specified to use a significance test based on a t statistic, rather
than the default z statistic, and fitted using Stata-17 statistical software (StataCorp LLC,
College Stata, TX, USA).

The following comparisons were made: PVP-I Aerobic vs. Control Aerobic, PVP-I
Anaerobic vs. Control Anaerobic, CHG Anaerobic vs. Control Aerobic, CHG Anaerobic
vs. Control Anaerobic, PVP-I Aerobic vs. CHG Aerobic, PVP-I Anaerobic vs. CHG
Anaerobic, PVP-I Aerobic vs. PVP-I Anaerobic, CHG Aerobic vs. CHG Anaerobic, Control
Aerobic vs. Control Anaerobic, PVP-I Aerobic vs. Process Control, and CHG Aerobic vs.
Process Control.
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2.8. Calculating Approximate Penetration Depth

Diffusion coefficients of PVP-I, CHG, and chlorhexidine (the active ingredient in
CHG) were approximated from the Wile and Chang correlation using water as the solvent
assuming 37 °C [57]. The diffusion coefficients for iodine (I, the active ingredient in PVP-I)
and isopropyl alcohol (IPA) were acquired from literature references [58,59].

Using Image] Software and two histological images of hair follicles, seven represen-
tative measurements were taken from the bottom of the stratum corneum to the surface
of the porcine skin from histological sections. Seven additional measurements were taken
along the hair follicle, measured between the bottom-most tip of the hair follicle to the
point at which the hair passed through the skin.

A table was generated reporting the approximate diffusion times for PVP-1, I', CHG,
chlorhexidine, and IPA to the bottom of the stratum corneum and the hair follicle. Assuming
unidirectional flow and random walk, we calculated the approximate penetration time
along the hairs and skin using Equation (1), an approximation from Fick’s second law,
where diffusion time (t) is approximated by the square of the diffusion distance (x) divided
by the diffusion coefficient (D) [60]:

t~ — 1)

3. Results
3.1. Bioburden Quantification

The average dermal bioburden of native pig flora across the samples of the 10 study
animals was 3.3 logjg CFU/cm?. The average bioburden for those used in PVP-I analysis
(Pigs 1-5) was 3.4 £ 0.2 log;o CFU/ cm? (aerobic culture) and 3.2 4 0.3 logy9 CFU/ cm?
(anaerobic culture). For the pigs used in the CHG analysis (Pigs 6-10), the average biobur-
den was 3.2 £ 0.2 logg CFU/ cm? (aerobic culture) and 3.0 + 0.2 log1p CFU/ cm? (anaerobic
culture). The bioburden of native pig flora was highly varied, ranging from 15 CFU/cm?
(Pig 8 Anaerobic Control, tissue sample 4) to 3.3 x 10* CFU/cm? (Pig 2 Anaerobic Control,
tissue sample 2). Considerable variability was also observed within the same animal across
different areas of the back (Figure 4).

There was similar variability in the residual bioburden for samples prepared with
PVP-1 or CHG PSPs. For PVP-I-treated samples, the residual bioburden levels ranged from
0 to 3.8 x 103 CFU/cm?; 17 out of 78 samples had 0 CFU/ cm? (combined aerobic and
anaerobic cultures). The average bacterial levels per animal (n = 8 tissue samples/pig) are
shown in Figure 4 with the quantity of PVP-I-persisting bioburden in orange (Figure 4A);
the average bioburden persisting through PVP-I (logyg transform) was 1.7 & 0.3 CFU/cm?
(aerobic culture) and 1.6 + 0.3 CFU/cm? (anaerobic cultures). For CHG, 3 out of 80 samples
had 0 CFU/cm? with a high end of 1.7 x 10* CFU/cm? (combined aerobic and anaerobic
cultures). The average bacterial levels per pig (n = 8 tissue samples/pig) are shown in
Figure 4 with the quantity of CHG-persisting bioburden in blue (Figure 4B). Using the
CHG preparation, the resulting bioburden was 2.8 4 0.3 logjg CFU/cm? (aerobic culture)
and 2.6 4 0.4 logjg CFU/cm? (anaerobic culture).
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Figure 4. The logjp-transformed bioburden of the tissue samples collected following PSP compared

to the control samples. Each bar is a representation of the average per pig with the points representing

the individual tissue samples. Each PSP bar has 8 points from eight tissue samples while each control

bar has 2-6 points respective of the number of samples taken. A solid bar indicates aerobic culture

conditions while hatching indicates anaerobic culture conditions. (A) Pigs 1-5 received a PVP-I scrub
(Orange). (B) Pigs 6-10 received a CHG scrub (Blue). The error bar shows + S.D.
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The logjp reduction from the natural flora (control) was calculated for the PVP-I-
(n = 39) and CHG (n = 40)-treated dermal samples (Figure 5A). The PVP-I preparation
reduced the bioburden by 1.5 &£ 0.5 logjg and 1.4 & 0.5 logj( units for aerobic and anaerobic
culture conditions, respectively. Likewise, the CHG kits reduced the aerobic and anaerobic
bioburden by 0.6 & 0.5 log1g and 0.6 £ 0.7 logjp units, respectively. Contamination in the
process controls (Figure 5A) was minimal, with an average of 11 - 1 CFU/cm? (averaged
across a hypothetical 4 cm by 4 cm sample area) or 0.4 £ 0.2 logjp units. Most of these
controls (72%, n = 18) resulted in clean plates (0 CFU/ cm?).
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Figure 5. Bioburden for each PSP and the corresponding controls. Each bar is the average of each test
condition. The points shown along each bar represent all individual tissue samples pooled together.
Error bars are the standard error from the mixed regression model to represent clustered data. A solid
bar indicates aerobic condition while hatching indicates anaerobic condition. (A) shows bioburden
in log9 CFU/cm? with an axis of 0—4, while (B) shows log reduction with an axis of 0-2. In each
chart, the pig numbers corresponding to the respective treatments are shown. A selection of p values
is listed above the brackets indicating the data that were compared. In both aerobic and anaerobic
conditions, comparing PVP-I-scrubbed tissue with controls resulted in a p value of <0.001. Comparing
CHG with the corresponding controls yielded p values of 0.002 and 0.012 for aerobic and anaerobic
conditions, respectively.

3.2. Statistics

The most relevant p-values for this study are listed in Figure 5A. In both aerobic
and anaerobic culture conditions, comparing the PVP-I-scrubbed tissue with the controls
resulted in a p value of <0.001. Comparing CHG with the corresponding controls yielded
p-values of 0.002 and 0.012 for aerobic and anaerobic culture conditions, respectively.
Comparing PVP-I and CHG resulted in p values of 0.039 and 0.084 for aerobic and anerobic
culture conditions, respectively. The process control data were also compared to the
anerobic PVP-I condition (the condition with the lowest bioburden), resulting in a p value
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Aerobic

Anaerobic

Control

of 0.003. None of the comparisons between the aerobic and anaerobic within the same
animal group were significant.

3.3. Bacterial Identification

Multiple types of bacteria were identified from each study animal. Exactly 186 bacterial
isolates were distributed as follows: 61 from the aerobic controls pooled from pigs 1-10,
24 from anaerobic controls pooled from pigs 1-10, 29 from the aerobic PVP-I from pigs
1-5, 19 from the anaerobic PVP-I from pigs 1-5, 31 from the aerobic CHG from pigs 6-10,
and 22 from the anaerobic CHG from pigs 6-10. The above numbers are represented by
the surface area of the pie charts in Figure 6, and thereby serve as the denominators for
data presentation and discussion. The majority of the microorganisms were facultative
anaerobes growing in both culture conditions. The porcine microflora comprises a more
diverse subset of Gram-positive microbes by a wide margin over Gram-negative organisms.
Regardless of the group, there was much less diversity of Gram-negative isolates. In-fact
Gram Negative isolates were only identified in plates from the aerobically grown control.
Additionally, rod-shaped bacteria were more likely to grow aerobically as they were absent
in anaerobically grown cultures—indicating that porcine dermal rod-shaped bacteria are
strict aerobes. One isolate could not be positively identified in the anaerobically grown
positive control group.

PVP-I

CHG

@ Gram Positive () Gram Negative () Undetermined £5Rod (" )Cocci @33 Coccobacilli

Figure 6. Distribution of every bacteria isolate from the three study groups characterized by Gram-
stain analysis and morphology. Exactly 186 bacterial isolates were distributed as follows: 61 from the
aerobic controls pooled from pigs 1-10, 24 from anaerobic controls pooled from pigs 1-10, 29 from
the aerobic PVP-I from pigs 1-5, 19 from the anaerobic PVP-I from pigs 1-5, 31 from the aerobic CHG
from pigs 6-10, and 22 from the anaerobic CHG from pigs 6-10. Gram-positive bacteria are shown
with purple while Gram-negative bacteria are shown in pink. The shape (Rod, Cocci, or Coccobacilli)
is indicated by the textures. The area of each pie chart represents the respective number of isolates
identified in each group.
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The bacterial species which survived both PSPs were: Staphylococcus epidermidis,
Staphylococcus chromogenes, Staphylococcus haemolyticus, Staphylococcus saprophyticus, Bacillus
thuringiensis, Corynebacterium glutamicum, and Corynebacterium variabile. One species was
identified which only survived in the CHG PSP: Bacillus pumilus. These surviving bacteria
were also ubiquitous in the control groups, as identified through similarities in Gram
staining, bacterium shape, colony morphology, and colony color. Four species of bacteria
were exceptionally common but only in the flora of the control groups: Bacillus aerophilus,
Bacillus cereus, Micrococcus luteus, and Staphylococcus xylosus. In short, porcine skin treated
with PSPs displayed a reduction in the diversity of bacteria, although the exact extent is
not fully known, as several unique isolates in the control samples were not genotyped due
to budgetary constraints.

3.4. Histology and Diffusion

The histological images for a representative porcine skin sample, oriented in plane
with the hair follicles, are included in Figure 7. The thin stratum corneum (asterisk), the
deepest part of the hair follicles, and the sebaceous glands were all easily visible using
polarized light and transmission light microscopy in unison with the Sanderson’s rapid
bone stain (Figure 7). Anatomical measurements were performed across four different
sections of skin. The follicle depths were (1 =7): 2.40, 2.56, 3.94, 2.48, 4.03, 2.87, and 3.86 mm.
The stratum corneum depths were (1 = 7): 0.028, 0.031, 0.051, 0.047, 0.104, 0.088, 0.043, and
0.056 mm. The average and respective standard deviation of these lists are reported in the
first column of Table 1.

Figure 7. Representative longitudinal section (~75 um thick) of PMMA-embedded skin using po-
larized light (A) and transmission light (B) microscopy with Sanderson’s rapid bone stain. Notable
features are shown: the thin stratum corneum (asterisk), the deepest part of the hair follicles (arrow),
and the sebaceous glands (arrowhead). The scale bars along the left are oriented to illustrate the
approximate depth (in mm) of tissue features from the stratum corneum.
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Table 1. Approximate diffusion coefficients and corresponding diffusion times are listed as a compar-

ative reference.

Depth (mm) PVP-1 I CHG Chlorhexidine IPA
Diffusion —10 02 -9 2 —10 2 —10 2 -9 2
Coefficient 6 x10719m?/s[56] 2x107°m?/s[57] 4x10719m?/s[56] 5x10719m?/s[56] 1 x 10~° m?/s[58]
Follicle 32407 145 + 67 min 44 4 20 min 218 + 101 min 175 + 80 min 87 + 40 min
Stratum ) 50 4 0,029 32+32s 1.0+1.0s 48+48s 39+39s 194+19s
Corneum

The approximate diffusion coefficients for PVP-1, I', CHG, chlorhexidine, and IPA are
shown in the top row of Table 1. Below these coefficients are the respective penetration
depths and standard deviations into the follicle and stratum corneum. The ratio between
the diffusion time into the follicle and stratum corneum was about 3 x 103. Diffusion
times were correlated to molecular weight with I diffusing fastest, followed by IPA, PVP-],
Chlorohexidine, and, finally, CHG. Evaporation of these molecules was not considered in
this analysis.

4. Discussion

The majority of endogenous skin flora are associated with the superficial stratum
corneum [10,61]. These are more successfully managed with the mechanical and chemical
means of clinical PSPs [10,61]. Their eradication accounts for the considerable microbial
reduction observed for clinical PSPs in FDA filings (>2 logyo). The fraction of surviving mi-
crobes (FSM) measured after PSP principally comprises the deeper-dwelling less-transient
skin flora along the sebaceous glands, sweat glands, and hair follicles—a fact which was
established as early as 1945 through histological observations that “Bacteria are situated so
deep in the hair follicles and sebaceous glands that generally used antiseptics do not pene-
trate sufficiently to reach the organisms located in the deeper parts of these structures” [62].

The standard required by the FDA for assessing PSP efficacy in live human volunteers
(ASTM E1173-15) relies on a methodology which is, by necessity, non-destructive to the
skin, but insensitive to the organisms lodged deeper in the dermal tissues [28]. Briefly,
a sterile containment cylinder is placed over the skin site which is then filled with neu-
tralizing broth while the site is gently massaged with a sterile rubber scraper to dislodge
residual transient microbes on the skin surface. The dislodged bioburden in the broth is
quantified using standard serial dilution plating. Thus, the bioburden numbers reported
using FDA methodology are likely underestimates, devoid of information regarding the
microbes lodged in deeper skin layers. To avoid this blind spot in the porcine model we
developed herein, full-thickness skin samples were homogenized in neutralizing broth
to quantify the true FSM. This provides a more accurate understanding of the problem.
This change from FDA methodology complicates cross-data comparisons in exchange for
better representation of the true magnitude of infection-causing microbes deep in the skin.
Notably, this procedure is destructive to the tissue and only suitable for animal work and
human applications where the skin is surgically discarded for other reasons.

The baseline bioburden measured in this porcine model (3.34 log;g CFU/cm?) is con-
sistent with that reported for drier abdominal human sites (3.36 log;y CFU/ cm?) [29]. As
pigs do not have sweat glands, this comparison is likely more realistic than a compar-
ison with the moist inguinal human sites with much higher baseline microbial counts
(6.16 log19 CFU/ cm?) [29]. The reduction in bioburden from baseline in this porcine model
did not exceed the 2 logyg FDA requirement for dry abdominal sites for either the PVP-I or
CHG PSPs: 1.46 & 0.52 and 0.58 & 0.50 logyg, respectively for aerobically cultured samples.
Similar logg reductions were observed for anaerobically cultured samples: 1.43 &+ 0.52 and
0.55 £ 0.67 logy respectively. Because the measured bioburden in the tissue samples is
similar to that of drier human sites, the inability of the PSPs to achieve the necessary logj
reduction could not be due to a significantly higher starting bioburden in the porcine skin.
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A higher FSM might stem from the more thorough sampling procedure or might result
from variations in skin anatomy that more completely shroud microbes from chemical
antisepsis and mechanical removal. We view the lackluster performance of clinical PSPs as
an essential component of a robust model for developing and testing experimental PSPs;
it means that there is a considerable signal for detecting improvements in developmental
PSPs over clinical gold-standard PSPs.

This porcine model exhibits similar microflora characteristics to human skin. During
the process of Gram staining, Gram-positive cocci, consistent with the Staphylococcaceae
family, predominated in more than half of our samples. In humans, Staphylococcus species
are the culprits of a high percentage of SSIs. In the selection of samples that were sent for
identification, 5 of the 12 species identified belonged to the Staphylococcous genus, with 4 of
the 16 total samples identified as Staphylococcus epidermidis. Additionally, Corynebacteriaceae,
Micrococciaceae, and Bacillaceae bacterial families are also commonly found in human skin, all
of which include facultative anaerobic species that can grow in both aerobic and anaerobic
conditions. This may explain why differences between aerobic and anaerobic reductions
were not statistically significant [63-65]. We hypothesize that the same types of bacteria
grew aerobically as well as anaerobically. There was a greater diversity in bacterial species
in native flora compared with the skin treated with PSPs. The reduction in biodiversity
might point towards a select group of microbes specializing and surviving in the niches
of the follicle and sebaceous glands, which are outside of the diffusive influence of the
PSP antimicrobials.

Histological analysis of porcine skin (Figure 7) was performed to enable interpretation
of the PSP microbial efficacy reported here and for comparison to human skin anatomy.
The depth of the porcine follicles measured here (3.2 £ 0.7 mm) is in good agreement
with the follicular depths reported across a wide range of human dermal sites: the trunk
(2-4.5 mm), arms (2.5-4 mm), legs (2.5-4 mm), beard (2-4 mm), and breasts (3—4.5 mm) [66].
The porcine sebaceous glands, as in human skin, have a similar depth as their companion
follicle. For consideration, human sweat glands, known to harbor staphylococcal species,
plumb comparable depths as the follicles and sebaceous glands: ~4.2 mm. The measured
depths for porcine stratum corneum (56 + 29 um) were, on average, larger than those
reported for humans (6.2-19.4 um) but with considerable overlap [67].

Clinical PSPs are expeditious, usually occurring just several minutes before the surgical
access incision. Antimicrobials only reach the deep dermal regions through passive Fickian
diffusion [10]. Under these diffusive conditions, the time it takes for an antimicrobial to
reach its target is proportional to the square of distance from the skin surface as shown by
Equation (1). Diffusion times are exceptionally small over the short sub-millimeter distances
of the stratum corneum (1-4.8 s, Table 1), but at the depths of the average follicle (3.2 mm)
estimated diffusion times soar, ranging from 44 to 218 min for the various antimicrobials
in the PSPs tested here. These diffusion times (Table 1) are low-end approximations. The
diffusion coefficients used in the Table 1 calculations assume a liquid-liquid system with
water as the diffusive medium. Diffusion is significantly hindered by both mechanical
barriers and electrostatic interactions between the molecule and charged tissue components;
the mobility of these antimicrobials is likely hindered beyond what is accounted for in the
diffusion coefficients [68]. Despite these simplified calculations, it is clear that antimicrobial
compounds do not reach sufficient concentrations within the short timeframe of PSPs to
eradicate the bacteria dwelling in the deepest dermal regions. These survivors constitute a
considerable infection risk especially in procedures using implanted biomaterials known to
potentiate infection from these low-level inocula.

5. Conclusions

The sterile surgical field, even after an on-label application of a PSP, is a myth, reflecting
wishful thinking or a laudable goal, at best. Although PSPs substantially reduce bioburden,
they do not kill or dislodge bacteria dwelling in the deep dermal layers. The microbial
survivors constitute a significant SSI risk as implanted biomaterials, which are ubiquitous
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in the modern surgical site, potentiate infection from low-level contamination. Our porcine
model for testing PSPs mirrors, to a substantial degree, the human condition. Importantly,
we developed microbiological methodologies that are sensitive to bacteria dwelling in
the deeper dermal regions. The fraction of bacteria surviving clinical gold-standard PSPs
in this model is large; this provides a substantial signal for improvement when testing
experimental PSPs. We therefore conclude that this model will be useful for developmental
research towards improved PSP technologies and intend to use it accordingly.

Author Contributions: H.R.D. and R.-W.G. contributed equally to this work. Conceptualization,
D.L.W. and N.N.A_; methodology, HR.D., RW.G., N.N.A. and D.L.W,; validation, H.R.D., RW.G.,
N.N.A. and D.L.W,; formal analysis, HR.D., RW.G., N.N.A. and D.L.W,; investigation, HR.D. and
R.W.G,; resources, D.L.W. and N.N.A.; data curation, H.R.D. and R.W.G.; writing—original draft
preparation, HR.D. and RW.G.; writing—review and editing, D.L.W. and N.N.A., H.R.D. and
R.W.G,; visualization, HR.D. and R.W.G; supervision, N.N.A.; project administration, H.R.D. and
R.W.G,; funding acquisition, N.N.A. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of
the manuscript.

Funding: This study was funded, in part, by the generosity of a departmental grant through the L.S.
Peery Foundation.

Data Availability Statement: Data are available in this manuscript.

Acknowledgments: The authors thank Isaac Bell, Hope Higgs, Ian Chisholm, Marissa Badham, Li
Peniata, Brooke Kawaguchi, Richard Tyler Epperson, Jonelly Shoaf, the University of Utah Compar-
ative Medicine Center staff, and other Bone and Biofilm Research Lab members for their technical
support. The authors also thank Gregory J. Stoddard of the University of Utah Study Design and
Biostatistics Center for providing biostatistics assistance, the Center being funded in part from the
National Center for Advancing Translational Sciences of the National Institutes of Health under
Award Number UL1TR002538. The content is solely the responsibility of the authors and does not
necessarily represent the official views of the National Institutes of Health.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Crosby, C.T,; Elliott, T.S.J.; Lambert, P.A.; Adams, D. Preoperative skin preparation: A historical perspective. Br. J. Hosp. Med.
2009, 70, 579-582. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Lister, J. On a New Method of Treating Compound Fractures, Abscesses, ETC. Lancet 1867, 89, 326-329. [CrossRef]

3.  Digison, M.B. A review of anti-septic agents for pre-operative skin preparation. Plast. Surg. Nurs. 2007, 27, 185-189. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

4. Ban, K.A.; Minei, ].P.; Laronga, C.; Harbrecht, B.G.; Jensen, E.H.; Fry, D.E.; Itani, KMLE; Dellinger, E.P,; Ko, C.Y.; Duane, TM.
American College of Surgeons and Surgical Infection Society: Surgical Site Infection Guidelines, 2016 Update. J. Am. Coll. Surg.
2017, 224, 59-74. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. WHO. WHO Guidelines on Hand Hygine 2009; WHO: Geneva, Switzerland, 2009.

6.  WHO. WHO guidelines on hand hygiene in health care. In WHO Guidelines on Hand Hygiene in Health Care; WHO: Geneva,
Switzerland, 2009; p. 270.

7.  Craig, C.P. Preparation of the skin for surgery. Infect. Control Hosp. Epidemiol. 1986, 8, 17-20. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

8.  Dumwville, J.; Mcfarlane, E.; Edwards, P; Lipp, A.; Holmes, A.; Liu, Z. Preoperative Skin Antiseptics for Preventing Surgical
Wound Infections After Clean Surgery (Review). Cochrane Database Syst. Rev. 2015, 1-52. [CrossRef]

9.  Mackenzie, I. Preoperative skin preparation and surgical outcome. J. Hosp. Infect. 1988, 11, 27-32. [CrossRef]

10. Mastrocola, M.; Matziolis, G.; Bohle, S.; Lindemann, C.; Schlattmann, P.; Eijer, H. Meta-analysis of the efficacy of preoperative skin
preparation with alcoholic chlorhexidine compared to povidone iodine in orthopedic surgery. Sci. Rep. 2021, 11, 18634. [CrossRef]

11. Swan, H.; Gonzalez, R.I,; Harris, A.; Couslon, C.; Hopwood, M.L. Use of Quaternary Ammonium Compounds For the Surgical
Scrub. Am. J. Surg. 1949, 77, 24-37. [CrossRef]

12.  Williams, D.L.; Armbruster, D.A.; Summers, ].; Goeres, D.M.; Akers, K.S.; Wenke, ].C.; Murray, C.K.; Goswami, K.; Parvizi, J.;
Myntti, M.; et al. Targeting Biofilms in Translational Research, Device Development, and Industrial Sectors; Williams, D.L., Ed.; Springer:
Cham, Switzerland, 2019; ISBN 9783030306663.

13. Nablo, B.J.; Rothrock, A.R.; Schoenfisch, M.H. Nitric oxide-releasing sol-gels as antibacterial coatings for orthopedic implants. J.
Biomater. 2005, 26, 917-924. [CrossRef]

14. Hetrick, E.M.; Schoenfisch, M.H.; Hetrick, E.M.; Hetrick, E.M. Reducing implant-related infections: Active release strategies.

Chem. Soc. Rev. 2006, 35, 780-789. [CrossRef] [PubMed]


http://doi.org/10.12968/hmed.2009.70.10.44625
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19966703
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(02)51192-2
http://doi.org/10.1097/01.PSN.0000306182.50071.e2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18165724
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jamcollsurg.2016.10.029
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27915053
http://doi.org/10.1017/S019594170006416X
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3635489
http://doi.org/10.1002/14651858.CD003949
http://doi.org/10.1016/0195-6701(88)90153-3
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-97838-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/0002-9610(49)90375-X
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2004.03.031
http://doi.org/10.1039/b515219b
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16936926

Microorganisms 2022, 10, 837 16 of 17

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.
32.

33.
34.
35.
36.
37.

38.
39.

40.

41.

42.
43.

44.
45.

Mclaughlin, J.S.; Hornick, R.B.; Ronica, M.; Frank, M. Sources of Contamination in Open Heart Surgery. JAMA 2019, 230,
1415-1418.

Chu, N.S.; Chan-myers, H.; Aam, R.M.; Ghazanfari, N.; Antonoplos, P. Levels of naturally occurring microorganisms on surgical
instruments after clinical use and after washing. Am. |. Infect. Control 1999, 27, 315-319. [CrossRef]

Agarwal, A.; Lin, B.; Elgafy, H. Intraoperative Guard to Avoid Biofilm and Infection at Pedicle Screw & Bone Interface. In
Proceedings of the Poster Presentation at the International Combined Orthopaedic Research Societies Annual Meeting, Montreal,
QC, Canada, 19-22 June 2019.

Achermann, Y.; Goldstein, E.].C.; Coenye, T.; Shirtliff, M.E. Propionibacterium acnes: From Commensal to Opportunistic Biofilm-
Associated Implant Pathogen. Clin. Microbiol. Rev. 2014, 27, 419-440. [CrossRef]

Grice, E.A; Kong, H.H.; Conlan, S.; Deming, C.B.; Davis, J.; Young, A.C.; Comparative, N.; Program, S.; Bouffard, G.G.; Blakesley,
R.W.; et al. Topographical and Temporal Diversity of the Human Skin Microbiome. Science 2009, 324, 1190-1193. [CrossRef]
Portillo, M.E.; Corvec, S.; Borens, O.; Trampuz, A. Propionibacterium acnes: An Underestimated Pathogen in Implant-Associated
Infections. Biomed Res. Int. 2013, 2013, 804391. [CrossRef]

Sahin, Y.A.F; Schwyzer, H.K. Characteristics and outcome of 16 periprosthetic shoulder joint infections. Infection 2013, 41, 613-620.
[CrossRef]

Levy, P.Y,; Fenollar, E; Stein, A.; Borrione, F.; Cohen, E.; Lebail, B.; Raoult, D. Propionibacterium acnes Postoperative Shoulder
Arthritis: An Emerging Clinical Entity. Clin. Infect. Dis. 2008, 46, 1884-1886. [CrossRef]

Contracture, C.; Del Pozo, J.L.; Tran, N.V,; Petty, PM.; Johnson, C.H.; Walsh, M.E; Bite, U.; Clay, R.P; Mandrekar, ].N.; Piper, K.E,;
et al. Pilot Study of Association of Bacteria on Breast Implants with. J. Clin. Microbiol. 2009, 47, 1333-1337. [CrossRef]
Sampedro, M.F; Huddleston, P.M.; Piper, K.E.; Karau, M.J.; Dekutoski, M.B.; Yaszemski, M.].; Currier, B.L.; Mandrekar, J.N.;
Osmon, D.R;; Mcdowell, A ; et al. A Biofilm Approach to Detect Bacteria on Removed Spinal Implants. Spine 2010, 35, 1218-1224.
[CrossRef]

Otto, M. Staphylococcus colonization of the skin and antimicrobial peptides. Expert Rev. Dermatol. 2010, 5, 183-195. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

Takagi, S.; Baru, K. Notes On the Vertical Distribution of the Human Sweat Glands. Jpn. J. Physiol. 1954, 4, 169-174. [CrossRef]
Moriarty, T.E; Kuehl, R.; Coenye, T.; Metsemakers, W.; Morgenstern, M.; Schwarz, E.M.; Riool, M.; Khana, N.; Kates, S.L.; Richards,
R.G. Orthopaedic device-related infection: Current and future interventions for improved prevention and treatment. EFORT
Open Rev. 2016, 1, 13-17. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

ASTM E1173-15; Standard Test Method for Evaluation of Preoperative, Precatheterization, or Preinjection Skin Preparations;
Active Standard ASTM E1173 | Developed by Subcommittee: E35.15 Book of Standards Volume: 11.08. ASTM International: West
Conshohocken, PA, USA, 2015.

Edmiston, C.E.; Seabrook, G.R.; Johnson, C.P; Paulson, D.S.; Beausoleil, C.M. Comparative of a new and innovative 2%
chlorhexidine gluconate-impregnated cloth with 4% chlorhexidine gluconate as topical antiseptic for preparation of the skin prior
to surgery. Am. J. Infect. Control 2007, 35, 89-96. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Paulson, D.S.; Topp, R.; Boykin, R.E.; Schultz, G.; Yang, Q. Efficacy and safety of a novel skin cleansing formulation versus
chlorhexidine gluconate. Am. J. Infect. Control 2018, 46, 1262-1265. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Evans, D.G.; Miles, A.A ; Niven, ].S.F. The enhancement of bacterial infections by adrenaline. Br. ]. Exp. Pathol. 1948, 29, 20-39.
Miles, A.A.; Niven, ].S.F. The Enhancement of Infection Durring Shock Produced by Bacterial Toxins and Other Agents. Br. J. Exp.
Pathol. 1949, 31, 73.

Kass, E.H. Diagnostic Urology Asymptomatic Infections of the Urinary Tract. Trans. Am. Physiol. 1956, 69, 56—64.

Antiseptic, U. Bacteriuria and the Diagnosis of Infections of the Urinary Tract. AMA Arch. Intern. Med. 1957, 100, 709-714.
Robson, M.C.; Heggers, ].P. Delayed wound closures based on bacterial counts. J. Surg. Oncol. 1970, 2, 379-383. [CrossRef]
Liedberg, N.C.F; Reiss, E.; Artz, C.P. The effect of bacteria on the take of split-thickness skin grafts in rabbits. Ann. Surg. 1955,
142,92-96. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Krizek, T.J.; Robson, M.C. Evolution of quantitative bacteriology in wound management. Am. J. Surg. 1975, 130, 579-584.
[CrossRef]

Bowler, P.G. The 10 (5) Bacterial growth guideline: Reassessing its clinical relevance in. Ostomy Wound Manag. 2003, 49, 44-53.
Elek, S.D.; Conen, PE. The virulence of Staphylococcus pyogenes for man; a study of the problems of wound infection. Br. J. Exp.
Pathol. 1957, 38, 573-586. [PubMed]

James, R.C.; MacLEOD, C.J. Induction of Staphyloccocal Infections in Mice With Small Inocula Introduced on Sutures. Br. J. Exp.
Pathol. 1961, 42, 266-277.

Ratner, B.D. Biomaterials Science: An Introduction to Materials in Medicine; Academic Press: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2004;
ISBN 0125824637.

Costerton, ].W.; Geesey, G.G.; Cheng, K.-]. How Bacteria Stick. Sci. Am. 1978, 238, 86-95. [CrossRef]

Costerton, J.W. Biofilm theory can guide the treatment of device-related orthopaedic infections. Clin. Orthop. Relat. Res. 2005, 437,
7-11. [CrossRef]

Stewart, P.S. Biophysics of Biofilm Infection. Pathog. Dis. 2014, 70, 212-218. [CrossRef]

James, G.A.; Swogger, E.; Wolcott, R.; Pulcini, E.D.; Secor, P; Sestrich, J.; Costerton, ].W.; Stewart, P.S. Biofilms in chronic wounds.
Wound Repair Regen. 2008, 16, 37-44. [CrossRef]


http://doi.org/10.1016/S0196-6553(99)70050-7
http://doi.org/10.1128/CMR.00092-13
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.1171700
http://doi.org/10.1155/2013/804391
http://doi.org/10.1007/s15010-012-0360-4
http://doi.org/10.1086/588477
http://doi.org/10.1128/JCM.00096-09
http://doi.org/10.1097/BRS.0b013e3181c3b2f3
http://doi.org/10.1586/edm.10.6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20473345
http://doi.org/10.2170/jjphysiol.4.169
http://doi.org/10.1302/2058-5241.1.000037
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28461934
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajic.2006.06.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17327187
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajic.2018.04.232
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29884580
http://doi.org/10.1002/jso.2930020410
http://doi.org/10.1097/00000658-195507000-00011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14388615
http://doi.org/10.1016/0002-9610(75)90516-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/13499821
http://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican0178-86
http://doi.org/10.1097/00003086-200508000-00003
http://doi.org/10.1111/2049-632X.12118
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1524-475X.2007.00321.x

Microorganisms 2022, 10, 837 17 of 17

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.
58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.
65.

66.

67.

68.

Nizet, V. Understanding how leading bacterial pathogens subvert innate immunity to reveal novel therapeutic targets. J. Allergy
Clin. Immunol. 2007, 120, 13-22. [CrossRef]

Sarantis, H.; Grinstein, S. Subversion of phagocytosis for pathogen survival. Cell Host Microbe 2012, 12, 419-431. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

Leid, J.G. Bacterial Biofilms Resist Key Host Defenses Once in biofilms, bacterial pathogens resist antibiotics and withstand
several host-defense measures, including phagocytosis. Microbe 2009, 4, 66-70.

Herant, M. Mechanics of neutrophil phagocytosis: Experiments and quantitative models. . Cell Sci. 2006, 119, 1903-1913.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

Gutiérrez, D.; Hidalgo-Cantabrana, C.; Rodriguez, A.; Garcia, P.; Ruas-Madiedo, P. Monitoring in real time the formation
and removal of biofilms from clinical related pathogens using an impedance-based technology. PLoS ONE 2016, 11, e0163966.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

Stewart, P.S. Antimicrobial Tolerance in Biofilms. Microbiol. Spectr. 2015, 3, 1-30. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

McConoughey, S.J.; Howlin, R.; Granger, J.F.; Manring, M.M.; Calhoun, J.H.; Shirtliff, M.; Kathju, S.; Stoodley, P. Biofilms in
periprosthetic orthopedic infections. Future Microbiol. 2014, 9, 987-1007. [CrossRef]

Lewis, K. Persister cells, dormancy and infectious disease. Nat. Rev. Microbiol. 2007, 5, 48-56. [CrossRef]

Costerton, ].W. The Biofilm Primer; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2007.

Brandwein, M.; Steinberg, D.; Meshner, S. Microbial biofilms and the human skin microbiome. NPJ Biofilms Microbiomes 2016, 2,
1-6. [CrossRef]

Aarts, E.; Verhage, M.; Veenvliet, ].V.; Dolan, C.V.; Van Der Sluis, S. A solution to dependency: Using multilevel analysis to
accommodate nested data. Nat. Neurosci. 2014, 17, 491-496. [CrossRef]

Treybal, R.E. Mass Transfer Operations; McGraw-Hill Book Company: Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, 1980; pp. 35-36.

Cantrel, L.; Chaouche, R.; Chopin-dumas, J. Diffusion Coefficients of Molecular Iodine in Aqueous Solutions. |. Chem. Eng. Data
1997, 2, 216-220. [CrossRef]

Klinov, A.; Anashkin, I. Diffusion in binary aqueous solutions of alcohols by molecular simulation. Processes 2019, 7, 947.
[CrossRef]

Howard, C. Berg Chapter 1, Diffusion: Microscopic Theory. In Random Walks in Biology; Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ,
USA, 1934; pp. 2-8.

Zeeuwen, PL.J.M.; Boekhorst, J.; van den Bogaard, E.H.; de Koning, H.D.; van de Kerkhof, PM.C.; Saulnier, D.M.; van Swam, L.L;
van Hijum, S.A.ET.; Kleerebezem, M.; Schalkwijk, J.; et al. Microbiome dynamics of human epidermis following skin barrier
disruption. Genome Biol. 2012, 13, R101. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Lovell, D.L. Skin Bacteria -Their Location with Reference to Skin Sterilization. Surg. Genecol. Obstet. Int. Abstracys Surg. 1945,
80, 174.

Turnbull, P.C.B.; Kramer, ].M.; Melling, J. Chapter 15, Bacillus. In Medical Microbiology; The University of Texas Medical Branch at
Galveston: Galveston, TX, USA, 1996; pp. 1-7.

Gillespie, S.H. Medical Microbiology Illustrated; Butterworth-Heinemann: Oxford, UK, 2014; ISBN 1483193632.

Bernard, K. The genus Corynebacterium and other medically relevant coryneform-like bacteria. J. Clin. Microbiol. 2012, 50,
3152-3158. [CrossRef]

Management, R.W. Lasers and Pulsed-Light Devices: Hair Removal. In Pfenninger and Fowler’s Procedures for Primary Care; Elsevier:
Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2010; pp. 153-160.

Anderson, R.L.; Cassidy, ].M. Variations in physical dimensions and chemical composition of human stratum corneum. J. Investig.
Dermatol. 1973, 61, 30-32. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Stylianopoulos, T.; Poh, M.Z; Insin, N.; Bawendi, M.G.; Fukumura, D.; Munn, L.L.; Jain, R.K. Diffusion of particles in the
extracellular matrix: The effect of repulsive electrostatic interactions. Biophys. J. 2010, 99, 1342-1349. [CrossRef] [PubMed]


http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaci.2007.06.005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chom.2012.09.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23084912
http://doi.org/10.1242/jcs.02876
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16636075
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0163966
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27695058
http://doi.org/10.1128/microbiolspec.MB-0010-2014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26185072
http://doi.org/10.2217/fmb.14.64
http://doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro1557
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41522-016-0004-z
http://doi.org/10.1038/nn.3648
http://doi.org/10.1021/je960178u
http://doi.org/10.3390/pr7120947
http://doi.org/10.1186/gb-2012-13-11-r101
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23153041
http://doi.org/10.1128/JCM.00796-12
http://doi.org/10.1111/1523-1747.ep12674117
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/4718753
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bpj.2010.06.016
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20816045

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Supplies, Instruments, and Reagents 
	Tissue Sample Collection 
	Tissue Processing and Bioburden Quantification 
	Processing Controls 
	Bacterial Characterization 
	Histology 
	Statistics 
	Calculating Approximate Penetration Depth 

	Results 
	Bioburden Quantification 
	Statistics 
	Bacterial Identification 
	Histology and Diffusion 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

