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Background: Microfiber (MF) and ultra-microfiber (UMF) materials are often used for environmental cleaning. However,

no previously reported study has attempted to compare the spore-removing effects of MF and UMF materials or the methods

by which they are utilized. The present study was performed to clarify differences in the effects of various wiping materials

in relation to moisture levels using Bacillus subtilis as a test organism. In addition to MF and UMF materials, dry

non-woven fabric and cotton toweling, often used as cleaning materials in hospitals, were investigated.

Mean RF + standard deviation was 0.56 log;o + 0.19 for the dry state, 3.69 log;o £ 0.25 for low moisture, 3.76 log;o = 0.53

for adequate moisture, and 2.8 log;o £ 0.60 for excessive moisture. In this study to examine the effectiveness of 10 materials

for removal of bacterial spores, the following conclusions were obtained:

)
@
€)
Q)

When used in a dry state, all the materials used had a very low spore-removing effect.

When used for cleaning with adequate moisture, the spore-removing effects of the materials were 3-4 log;o.

Excessive moisture decreased the effectiveness of spore removal.

There were no significant differences in the effectiveness of spore removal among the materials (MF, UMF, dry

non-woven fabric, and cotton).



