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Average consumption of water running through five different types of fau-
cets

SHI Si-ji, LI De-bao, TIAN Chun-mei ,» CAO Jun-ling, ZHANG Yu (Jiaozuo People’s Hospi-
tal , Jiaozuo 454000,China)

[Abstract] Objective To investigate the consumption of water running through five different kinds of faucets
(foot-touching, foot pedal, elbow-touching, induction, and hand-touching faucet) in clinical departments, and pro-
vide basis for rational use of faucets. Methods One hundred health care workers(HCWs) were selected randomly
and divided into 5 groups (20 /group). different types of faucets were used for six-step hand-washing, water con-
sumption and purchase price of each type of faucet were calculated, hand hygiene compliance rate among HCWs’
was investigated and the pros and cons of all types of faucets were compared. Results Of 5 types of faucets, average
consumption of water through foot-touching faucet was the least ([932. 50 £319. 24 ]ml.), compared with the other
four types of faucets, the difference was statistically significant(P<Z0. 05). Purchase price of hand-touching faucet
was the lowest, but water consumption was the most([2 258. 50 £ 363. 93]mL.), and can easily cause secondary pol-
lution; purchase price of induction and foot pedal faucet was more expensive(606. 70, 289, 30 CNY per faucet, re-
spectively) ; elbow-touching faucet was not convenient to use. After hand-touching faucets were replaced by foot-
touching faucets, hand hygiene compliance rate of HCWs increased from 33. 33% to 60. 00% (P<C0. 05). Conclusion
Foot-touching faucet saves costs and water, and is convenient to use, it is better than the other four types of fau-
cets, and is worth to be popularized in clinical application.
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Figure 1 Five different kinds of faucets
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Table 1 Comparison in average water consumption between five different kinds of faucets(z % s)
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Table 2 Hand-washing compliance rate before and after hand-washing facility renovation
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