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Abstract: Biofilms are multicellular aggregates of bacteria immersed in an extracellular matrix that
forms on various surfaces, including biological tissues and artificial surfaces. However, more and
more reports point out the fact that even biological fluids and semifluid, such as synovial liquid, blood,
urine, or mucus and feces, harbor “non-attached” biofilm aggregates of bacteria, which represent
a significant phenomenon with critical clinical implications that remain to be fully investigated.
In particular, biofilm aggregates in biological fluid samples have been shown to play a relevant
role in bacterial count and in the overall accuracy of microbiological diagnosis. In line with these
observations, the introduction in the clinical setting of fluid sample pretreatment with an antibiofilm
chemical compound called dithiothreitol (DTT), which is able to dislodge microorganisms from their
intercellular matrix without killing them, would effectively improve the microbiological yield and
increase the sensitivity of cultural examination, compared to the current microbiological techniques.
While other ongoing research continues to unveil the complexity of biofilm formation in biological
fluids and its impact on infection pathogenesis and diagnosis, we here hypothesize that the routine
use of a chemical antibiofilm pretreatment of fluid and semi-solid samples may lead to a paradigm
shift in the microbiological approach to the diagnosis of biofilm-related infections and should be
further investigated and eventually implemented in the clinical setting.
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1. Introduction

Planktonic microorganisms are characterized by their ability to develop in culture
media, and they are usually regarded as freely suspended cells. Although, as early as
the seventeenth century, Antonie Philips van Leeuwenhoek documented the existence
of surface-associated microbes that develop and reside in communities. The biofilm, a
typical community organization of life developed by bacteria, differs greatly from that
of their planktonic state. A bacterial biofilm is a colony of ordered bacteria enclosed
in a self-manufactured extracellular matrix, which is made up of proteins, DNA, and
polysaccharides [1]. These matrices offer a safe haven for the residing bacteria, encouraging
cooperation and communication and empowering the community to react to environmental
changes as a whole. Almost any surface, biotic or abiotic, can support the formation of this
unusual and intricate biological system [2].
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One important initial step in the creation of biofilms is the adhesion of bacteria to
surfaces. Adherence can happen on artificial surfaces like medical devices as well as
on biological surfaces like host tissues. Bacterial adhesins are surface features that aid
the interaction [3]. The first adhesion of planktonic bacteria to a surface triggers the
complex, multi-stage series of processes known as biofilm development. These bacteria
transition to a surface-attached, community-based lifestyle, which is a significant change
from their individual, free-swimming form. This is known as the biofilm lifestyle [4].
After the first adhesion, bacteria multiply and produce microcolonies, which eventually
develop into a three-dimensional structure. Mature biofilms allow bacterial cells to thrive
and survive in difficult environments by encasing them in a protective, nutrient-rich
matrix. “Dispersion” is the process by which bacterial cells leave their biofilms, revert to
an independent planktonic lifestyle, and eventually colonize new surfaces to create new
biofilm-based communities [5]. This process allows the biofilm to spread across a surface.
The surface of a medical device, for example, provides an ideal substratum for bacterial
attachment and biofilm formation, leading to device-associated infections [6].

It has been observed recently that bacteria can form biofilms in fluids such as syn-
ovial fluid, urine, cerebrospinal fluid, blood, mucus, saliva, and feces [7-13]. Numerous
environmental elements further influence the biofilm development process in biological
fluids: bacterial adhesion, microcolony formation, and maturation can be impacted by
variables like pH, oxygen tension, temperature, and fluid shear forces [14]. Furthermore,
unique surfaces for bacterial interaction are presented in biological fluids. For example,
extracellular components and host cells can act as substrates for bacterial adhesion and
biofilm development and can also be influenced by the presence of other microorganisms
or particulate debris in the fluid, which can either encourage or hinder the process [15].

Biofilms in biological fluids provide a serious clinical risk and a major health issue
because they contribute to chronic infections that are difficult to treat and identify. Moreover,
they fortify bacteria against antibiotic therapy and the immune system reaction of the
host [16]. In patients with cystic fibrosis, for example, biofilm infections can lead to a
variety of problems, such as bloodstream infections, lung infections, endocarditis, and
urinary tract infections [17]. As a result, eliminating and managing biofilms pose serious
difficulties in clinical practice [18].

The purpose of this paper is to give a general overview of the bacteria that can be
found in human fluids as biofilm aggregates, with an emphasis on how the biofilm may be
destroyed without killing the microorganisms by performing a chemical pretreatment of
fluid samples. This may allow for a better identification of the pathogen, proper diagnosis,
and treatment of the infection.

2. Synovial Fluid (SF)

Because periprosthetic joint infections (PJIs) require longer hospital stays, costly and
sophisticated procedures, and protracted antibiotic treatments, they pose a significant
burden to both patients and healthcare systems [19,20]. Arthrocentesis can show whether a
joint effusion is inflammatory or not, but microbiological confirmation is needed to rule
out or identify an infection. Recent reports have linked the resistance of bacterial joint
infections to standard therapies to the presence of bacteria and biofilm aggregates floating
in the SF [7,21,22]. With reported sensitivities as low as 45% [23], the poor efficacy of
existing microbiological tests on SF may be explained by the ability of bacteria to reside in
biofilm aggregates.

In this regard, since 2015, Dastgheyb et al. [21] have demonstrated that Staphylococcus
aureus are able to form clumps in SF samples in less than 20 h, even when cefazoline is added
into the samples. These clumps are organized with a biofilm structure, which was confirmed
by staining with wheat germ agglutinin (WGA). WGA stains the polysaccharide coating
of Staphylococcus aureus biofilms because of the presence of polysaccharide intercellular
adhesin (PIA). Furthermore, this aggregation causes an accompanying decrease in virulence,
such as with biofilm-like phenotypes.
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The protein content and the viscosity (150 = 50 MPa) of SF favors the formation of
biofilms, whether anchored or floating.

On the other hand, the same behavior was not noticed in tryptic soy broth (TSB); in
TSB, Staphylococcus aureus maintained its planktonic state, and was effectively eradicated
by low doses of cefazolin.

The same year, in a Letter to the Editor, Perez et al. [22] declared similar results
obtained by culturing Staphylococcus epidermidis not in human SF, but in bovine SE.

In a recent work by Drago et al. [7], it was shown that the ability of bacteria to live in
aggregates in the SF may be a common behavior among several if not all bacteria. They
collected SF from 57 subjects affected by a painful total hip or knee replacement, with
suspicions of a PJI; then, the samples were divided into two aliquots, one pretreated with
dithiothreitol (DTT), and one with normal saline.

DTT is a sulfhydryl compound able to reduce disulfide bonds between polysaccharides
and neighbor proteins, acting as an antibiofilm agent without any toxicity to the living
bacteria. The final finding of this study was that DTT pretreatment of SF samples from
patients with PJIs allowed us to improve the pathogen count and cultural examination
sensitivity, when compared to a control group with a normal saline solution. In addition,
positive samples or higher bacterial counts were found not only when the pathogen was
Staphylococcus aureus, but also for other Staphylococci, Proteus mirabilis, E. coli, and E. faecalis.

As occurs with bacteria living in biofilms attached to surfaces, the creation of fluc-
tuating biofilm aggregates may also hinder the ability of antibiotics to reach and kill the
microbial cells. Additionally, the phenotypic and virulence factor production in these
aggregates is altered by the bacteria—protein interactions, leading to a notable antibiotic
tolerance [24].

For this reason, the presence of bacteria in PJI synovial fluids may play a significant role
in the emergence of a chronic illness that is challenging to identify and manage; therefore,
the use of effective antibiofilm pretreatments, as was just discussed, could be effective in
increasing cultural examination sensitivity and yield [7].

Figure 1 shows a self-coaggregation of bacteria biofilm embedded in synovial fluid,
while Figure 2 discloses a coaggregation of bacteria (A) and the single bacteria cells after
dithiothreitol (DTT) pretreatment (B).

Figure 1. Bacteria organized in biofilm in synovial fluid. The co-aggregation of numerous bacteria
(green dots) can be seen, as outlined by the red line.
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Figure 2. (A) The arrows in the figure show coaggregation of bacteria; (B) dithiothreitol (DTT)
pretreatment breaks the biofilm structure and frees the bacteria in the planktonic state. The arrows
indicate free bacteria cells after DTT antibiobilm usage.

3. Urinary Tract

In the context of urinary tract infections (UTIs), biofilm formation on urinary catheters
or on uroepithelial cells leads to recurrent infections that are less responsive to standard
antibiotic therapies. Biofilms easily develop on urinary catheters due to various factors. The
characteristics and surface topology of the catheter, as well as the presence of irregularities
and surface striations, facilitate the initial attachment of bacteria. Latex catheters may also
have embedded diatom skeletons that act as attachment sites for bacteria.

Once a urinary catheter is inserted, a conditioning film forms on its surface. This film
is derived from urine constituents and host proteins, such as fibrinogen, and supports
bacterial adhesion and the formation of biofilms.

In long-term catheterization, where patients are catheterized for four weeks or more,
the catheters are exposed to contaminated urine for an extended period. This increases the
likelihood of bacterial colonization and rapid biofilm formation, making newly inserted
catheters susceptible to quick contamination.

Uropathogenic Escherichia coli, the leading causative agent of UTIs, is well-known for
its biofilm-forming capabilities, often leading to treatment failure and disease recurrence [2].

As one of the most prevalent bacteria-related diseases, urinary tract infections (UTIs)
pose a serious threat to public health. It is estimated that these diseases cost the US
economy USD 3.5 billion annually in operating expenses. UTIs can present as prostatitis,
urethritis, pyelonephritis, or cystitis, among other manifestations. Uroepithelial cells and
urinary catheters are ideal sites for uropathogen adhesion and colonization. The most
common agents responsible for complicated UTIs are Escherichia coli, Enterococcus spp.,
Klebsiella pneumoniae, Candida spp., Staphylococcus aureus, Proteus mirabilis, and Pseudomonas
aeruginosa [25]. The aforementioned bacteria are all well known for their ability to create
biofilms, which frequently results in treatment failure and illness recurrence [26].

Large biofilm particles and high microbial cell densities have the potential to break
from the catheter, flow into the bladder, disseminate infection, and cause bacteriuria.
Furthermore, uropathogens have the ability to grow as a biofilm in the kidney and bladder,
which lowers antibiotic sensitivity and increases the risk of recurring infections. Particularly
in patients with prolonged catheterization, biofilms are crucial in catheter-associated UTIs,
which raise morbidity and mortality [27].

In contrast to the planktonic state, bacterial populations living in biofilms exhibit
more adaptive and efficient behavior, increasing their chances of survival. Additionally,
the biofilm community releases planktonic cells that may potentially infiltrate nearby
tissues [8].
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4. Blood System

Equally as relevant and concerning as UTIs are blood system infections (BSIs), which
represent the 12th leading cause of death in the United States, with an estimated 15-30%
mortality rate.

Biofilm formation on intravenous catheters is, in fact, a significant concern in clinical
settings. When an intravenous catheter is inserted, it provides a surface for microorganisms
to adhere to and form a protective biofilm. The biofilm not only promotes the survival and
growth of the microorganisms and protection from antimicrobial agents, but also serves as
a source for potential bloodstream infections. Microorganisms have the ability to migrate
from a local infection (endocarditis, meningitis, osteomyelitis, etc.) to distant areas via
the bloodstream.

The presence of biofilms on intravenous catheters can lead to catheter-related blood-
stream infections (CRBSIs), which are associated with increased morbidity, mortality, and
healthcare costs. Preventing biofilm formation on intravenous catheters is crucial and
requires strict adherence to infection control practices, such as proper hand hygiene, aseptic
techniques during catheter insertion, and regular catheter care. Additionally, the develop-
ment of novel antimicrobial coatings and strategies to disrupt or remove biofilms holds
promise in reducing the incidence of CRBSIs and improving patient outcomes [8].

The most frequently identified pathogens in bacteremia, systemic illness, and sepsis
are all well-known biofilm-producing bacteria: S. aureus, E. coli, K. pneuomoniae, P. aeruginosa,
Enterococcus faecalis, Staphylococcus epidermidis, Enterobacter cloacae, Streptococcus pneumoniae,
Enterococus faecium, and Acinetobacter baumannii [8,28,29].

Similar to cultural investigations of other fluids, blood culture analyses can frequently
yield erroneous negative results.

Planktonic microorganisms may enter the circulation through the biofilms that bacteria
frequently build on intravascular devices such central venous catheters [28]. However, as
recently reported by Vestby and coworkers [30], bacteria of the biofilm rarely enter the blood
stream as planktonic bacteria, and for this reason the blood culture may be negative when
testing for microorganisms. Consequently, immunodiagnostic assays (ELISA) have been
developed to detect serum antibodies against biofilm matrix components. For example, an
ELISA has been developed to detect antibodies against staphylococcal slime polysaccharide
antigens. To date, the ELISA assays developed do not have the sensitivity and specificity to
alone determine biofilm-associated infections.

5. Cerebrospinal Fluid (CSF)

The implantation of cerebrospinal fluid (CSF) shunts is a common procedure per-
formed annually to alleviate cranial pressure caused by hydrocephalus. CSF is redirected
through subcutaneous tubing from the cerebral ventricle to the peritoneal cavity. How-
ever, the high rate of complications associated with CSF shunts is evident, as the ratio of
shunt revisions to primary shunt placements can reach 3:1 in many healthcare institutions.
Infections contribute significantly to shunt failure, accounting for 5-30% of cases. These
infections can manifest locally as ventriculitis or peritonitis, or, more systemically, as shunt
nephritis or septicemia. They are associated with an increased risk of seizures, decreased
cognitive function, and a twofold increase in long-term mortality. Most infections are
caused by representatives of the skin flora; S. epidermidis accounts for about 50% of these
infections, followed by S. aureus, accounting for about 25%. Shunt colonization occurs
commonly during surgery and leads to symptomatic infection within 1 month [9]. The
diagnosis and treatment of device-related infections pose significant challenges due to the
formation of biofilms by the causative bacteria. Biofilms are communities of microorgan-
isms that adhere to surfaces and are embedded within an extracellular matrix. Traditional
diagnostic cultures, such as aspirates and swabs, often yield false-negative results because
the microorganisms primarily exist in the biofilm state, with very few cells in the plank-
tonic (free-floating) state. This makes it difficult to detect and identify the specific bacteria
causing the infection.
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Eradicating biofilms is also challenging due to the antimicrobial tolerance of the
bacteria within the biofilm. These bacteria have undergone complex adaptations to survive
in high-cell density environments and endure nutritional starvation. As a result, they
exhibit reduced susceptibility to antimicrobial agents, making treatment less effective.

Additionally, the extracellular matrix of the biofilm inhibits the bactericidal activity
of inflammatory host cells. This means that even if the immune system responds to the
infection, it may struggle to effectively eliminate the bacteria within the biofilm.

Addressing device-related infections requires innovative approaches that target biofilms
specifically. This may involve the development of novel antimicrobial agents or strategies
that disrupt the biofilm structure and enhance the efficacy of antimicrobial treatments.
Improved diagnostic techniques that can accurately detect biofilm-associated infections are
also needed to guide appropriate treatment decisions [31,32].

6. Saliva

Through the use of a simple microscope, Van Leeuwenhoek made the first observation
of bacteria on the dental plaque that covers tooth surfaces, an example of biofilm in the
oral cavity [2].

Later, with the advance of technology, by employing a combination of super-resolution
confocal imaging and scanning/transmission electron microscopy, it was revealed that mi-
croorganisms in human saliva were seldom observed in a solitary, free-living state; instead,
they formed clusters, some of which were associated with desquamated oral epithelial cells.
The microbial aggregates present in saliva exhibited a size range from 3 to 10 mm, up to
50 mm in diameter. Two distinct subpopulations of microbial structures have been identi-
fied in saliva, categorized by size: a minor fraction (<3 um) and a major fraction (>3 pm).
Microscopic examination disclosed that the fraction under 3 pm primarily comprised single
cells. In contrast, the large fraction (>3 pum) exhibited considerable heterogeneity, encom-
passing aggregates composed of diverse bacterial cells and desquamated epithelial cells
with adhered microorganisms. A cell count analysis in each fraction demonstrated that
only 3% of microorganisms existed as free-living cells, while a striking 97% were present in
the aggregated form. Specific taxa can be found in the aggregates such as Porphyromonas,
Fusobacterium, and Haemophilus, whereas other species can be found as both free-living
single cells and in aggregated communities, including Prevotella, Neisseria, Streptococcus,
and Veillonella [33].

Normally, saliva is sterile until it enters the oral cavity through the salivary duct and
is rapidly contaminated by microorganisms that form biofilms. The majority of infections
in the throat, nose, and ears have been linked to bacterial development in the form of
biofilms [10].

Bacterial adhesion and biofilm formation can occur on implanted biomaterials and
other inert surfaces with weak human defenses, such as salivary calculi. In these environ-
ments, the immune system and pharmacological treatments have minimal impact on the
bacteria residing in biofilms. Chronic infections of the adenoid tissue, chronic otitis media,
and mastoiditis have all been linked to biofilm formation. Planktonic bacteria have the
ability to break free from mature biofilms and produce acute infections like recurring and
chronic otitis media. Additionally, because saliva in the mouth is contaminated with the
oral microbiome [10,33], which presently forms a substantial number of biofilms, microbial
diagnostics in the oral cavity are usually challenging. In this regard, it has been recently
shown that polymicrobial aggregates living in human saliva effectively build the biofilm
and “shape polymicrobial communities at various spatial and taxonomic scales” [33].

7. Tracheal Aspirate

About 25% of all nosocomial infections are pneumonia, which also appears to be the
primary cause of infection in Intensive Care Units (ICUs). Nosocomial pneumonia also
increases treatment expenses, the length of hospital stays, and mortality. Actually, the risk
of infection increases six to twenty times when tracheal intubation is performed on a patient
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receiving mechanical ventilation. Recently, bacterial diagnosis using specialized specimen
brushes, bronchoalveolar lavage, and endotracheal aspirates has been standardized; yet,
because it relies on identifying bacteria growing in tracheal secretions, it lacks specificity.
It is critical to keep in mind that biofilm is crucial to both the diagnosis and management
of ventilator-associated pneumonia (VAP). The lower respiratory tract can be directly
colonized by bacteria from dental plaque and the oropharynx, which naturally form
biofilms, thanks to the endotracheal tube. Subsequently, bacteria within the biofilm have
the ability to infect the lungs in multiple ways: by aspirating aerosolized planktonic
pathogens detached from the biofilm into deeper airways, or by separating biofilm parts
that eventually reach the lungs [33,34].

In recent years, studies on VAP caused by microorganisms have focused on the
oropharynx and the mouth as the pathogens’ sources. Acinetobacter baumannii is the most
frequently isolated bacterial species in tracheal secretion cultures of patients with VAP;
other pathogens frequently associated with VAP are Staphylococcus aureus, Pseudomonas
aeruginosa, and Enterobacteriaceae.

However, other pathogens such as Citrobacter koseri, Proteus mirabilis, Pseudomonas
aeruginosa, and Pseudomonas fluorescence have also been detected in both oral and tracheal
samples of intubated or tracheotomy patients in ICUs, indicating their important role in
the pathogenesis of VAP.

The “non-attached biofilm aggregate” concept has been the focus of a detailed review
just published by Kragh and coworkers from the Costerton Biofilm Center at the University
of Copenhagen, in which they describe, among other things, the common occurrence of
free-floating communities of bacteria in lung sputum and mucus [35].

8. Feces

The presence of biofilm-producing bacteria in human stools, as well as their antibiotic
resistance, has been recently reported in a three-center study [12]. This study’s findings
are in line with the previous observations of Bollinger and co-workers, who, more than
15 years ago, described the existence of biofilm communities in the gut [36] and with that,
demonstrated the existence of bacteria aggregates in diarrhea [37]. The clinical impact
of biofilms on chronic inflammatory bowel disease is still a matter of debate and thus
represents a promising research field [36—41]

The ability of bacteria to live in aggregates in intestinal fluids and in fecal material
may explain the limits of current microbiological culture analyses in identifying pathogens
and the full spectrum of microorganisms in a given sample. This has an impact on the
diagnosis of acute gastroenteritis [41-43].

9. Drains

Closed-suction drains are utilized in several surgical specialties to prevent hematoma
and the collection of fluid. However, a growing amount of research from several surgical
specialties indicates that drains are not always beneficial; rather, they may be needless or
even detrimental, increasing the risk of infections and other wounds complications [44].

With the growing utilization of prosthetic devices in various surgical fields, the forma-
tion of biofilms has emerged as a progressively significant challenge. Drains, classified as
short-term implantable devices, are susceptible to biofilm development, leading to infection
risks comparable to those associated with long-term implantable devices.

The unexpectedly swift occurrence of biofilm formation on in vivo drains constitutes
a noteworthy observation. Correspondingly, in vitro investigations appear to corroborate
these findings. It was observed in one study, in fact, that Staphylococcus epidermidis exhibited
a doubling time of 17 to 38 min in full growth medium during in vitro examinations of
staphylococcal biofilm formation on diverse implant surfaces. Similar happenings were
observed for Staphylococcus aureus biofilm formation [44].

This in vivo study on drains underscored substantial biofilm formation commencing
as early as 2 h post drain insertion. Although no biofilm was evident in the two clinical
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controls, a few isolated cocci within fibrin clumps adhering to the drain surface were
observed. This result implies that drains become contaminated at an early stage.
Moreover, numerous studies have demonstrated that the use of drains increases the
risk of wound infection. When employed with a prosthesis, the heightened risks associated
with periprosthetic infection and its related complications argue against their use [45].
Taking into account the perfect culture medium that clotted blood is, along with the
addition of a foreign entity in the form of the drain, biofilm formation may clearly occur
very quickly [13]. As for prevention, even for this reason, drains should be used as little as
possible—if at all feasible, for no more than 24 h—while being well supervised.

10. Is It Possible to Detach Bacteria That Live in Floating Aggregates in Fluids?

Nowadays, it is commonly accepted that bacteria can live in two different ways: as
planktonic organisms or as surface-attached biofilms. Medical microbiologists have begun
to emphasize, meanwhile, that suspended bacterial aggregates or “non-attached biofilm
aggregates” constitute a significant portion of the bacterial communities found in chronic
infection sites in recent years [44]. Although this third lifestyle is starting to attract a lot
of attention in clinical studies, diagnostic tools in daily practice to break the aggregates’
structure and identify and fight the bacterium are still lacking.

The main purpose of routine diagnostic procedures, including culture-based methods,
is to find planktonic (free-floating) germs. Because planktonic and biofilm-associated
bacteria differ from one another inherently, these techniques frequently miss biofilms or
misjudge their number [7]. Bacteria in biofilms, for example, can become metabolically
dormant and therefore “unculturable” using traditional methods. Moreover, bacteria may
be shielded from culture media by the protective biofilm matrix, producing false-negative
results [46]. The ability of biofilm-associated bacteria to withstand antibiotic treatment and
host immune responses is one of their distinguishing characteristics. This is because the
bacteria live in a unique physiological state within the protective biofilm matrix [47].

Effective ways to treat infections linked with biofilms are urgently needed, given the
therapeutic significance of biofilm formation in biological fluids. These tactics generally
seek to stop the formation of biofilms, break up existing biofilms, and increase the sensitivity
of microorganisms associated with biofilms to antibiotic treatments [48,49].

Different techniques are available for disrupting the bacterial biofilm permitting the
culture of the germs, and these can be physical methods, such as the sonication of chemicals
such as DTT. Sonication has shown to notably increase the sensitivity of microorganism
identification [50] and many authors have documented the superiority of sonication in
comparison with tissue culture methods, with a lower sensitivity for the latter (ranging from
61 to 76%) when compared to sonicated implants (77-95%). Previous studies have shown
that DTT is a reliable alternative to sonication for microbiological diagnoses of orthopedic
infections and may be even more sensitive than sonication towards S. epidermidis, which
is often involved in peri-implant infections [7,51]. Indeed, DTT has become an important
diagnostic tool for illnesses linked to biofilms [52-54]; in fact, disulfide bonds have been
known to be broken by reducing agents like sulthydryl compounds such as DTT, yet
they are a crucial part of many biological structures, such as the extracellular matrix that
keeps biofilms together. The intricate combination of proteins, exopolysaccharides, and
extracellular DNA that makes up the extracellular matrix in biofilms protects bacterial
cells from external agents and enhances their ability to withstand antibiotics. It is the
disulfide bonds that stabilize many of these matrix components. Because DTT has reducing
properties, it can dissolve these connections, spreading the biofilm and effectively breaking
down the matrix.

The processing of sputum samples from individuals suffering from respiratory dis-
eases has made extensive use of DTT. It functions as a mucolytic agent, helping to extract
and identify embedded microorganisms by liquefying the thick sputum. The use of DTT
can greatly improve the diagnostic yield in chronic respiratory infections such as cystic
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fibrosis and chronic obstructive pulmonary disease (COPD), since biofilms are a prevalent
feature in these disorders [55].

Biological fluids, such as joint aspirates, are frequently obtained in orthopedic infec-
tions in order to conduct diagnostic tests. However, it is possible that the bacteria in these
fluids are organized into biofilms, which could cause false-negative results when using
standard culturing techniques. These samples can be processed with DTT, which will break
down biofilms and increase the production of bacterial cultures [7]. Additionally, DTT has
the ability to liquefy thick materials, making it easier to extract embedded microorganisms.

Considering the effects that biofilms have on human health and the role that is being
discovered more and more of biofilm non-attached aggregates in fluids to promote and
maintain chronic infections, further research is needed to confirm the ability of chemical
antibiofilm debonding compounds, like DTT, to improve cultural examinations of fluids
and semi-solid samples. Disrupting the biofilm aggregates, in fact, frees the microorganisms
in a planktonic state, leading to an increased number of planktonic culturable cells and
hence of colony-forming units (Figure 3A-C).

(A)

(B)

Figure 3. Cont.
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Figure 3. Schematic representation of the potential ability of a chemical antibiofilm pretreatment with
dithiothreitol to increase the bacterial count and cultural examination sensitivity of a fluid sample:
(A) Two planktonic bacteria (green disks) in a biological fluid sample together with biofilm-embedded
bacteria adhered to a surface (*), and a non-attached biofilm aggregate (**). Cultural examination
of this sample will provide two to four colony-forming units (green disks in the agar plate on the
right), as each biofilm aggregate, if culturable, will be counted as only one colony-forming unit.
(B) Dithiothreitol (red squares) added to the biological fluid breaks biofilm aggregates and frees
the microorganisms in a planktonic state; (C) this phenomenon leads to a change in the number of
planktonic culturable cells and hence of colony-forming units, which, in this example, will now be up
to 10 instead of 4, as each individual cell will be able to generate a distinct colony.

11. Conclusive Remarks

The widespread prevalence and significant morbidity and mortality associated with
biofilm-associated infections underscore their impact on public health. Biofilms contribute
to a wide range of persistent and recurrent infections, from urinary tract infections and
periodontitis to chronic wounds and implant-associated infections. Moreover, they pose a
substantial economic burden due to increased healthcare costs, loss of productivity, and
reduced quality of life [56].

Preventing, controlling, and especially diagnosing biofilm-associated infections is a
public health priority. This requires concerted efforts at various levels, including improved
infection control practices in healthcare settings, the development of biofilm-resistant
materials for medical devices, effective antibiotic stewardship, applying the right diagnostic
approach, and public education about biofilms and their role in infections [57].

In parallel, there is an urgent need to invest in biofilm research. As discussed previ-
ously, biofilm research is a rapidly evolving field with a multitude of unexplored avenues.
Harnessing the power of modern technologies and interdisciplinary collaboration can lead
to significant breakthroughs in our understanding of biofilms and the development of
effective antibiofilm strategies [58].

In conclusion, bacterial biofilms in biological fluids and in medical devices repre-
sent a formidable challenge, but also an exciting opportunity for scientific discovery and
innovation. While we have made significant strides in our understanding of biofilms,
much remains to be learned. By unravelling the right strategies for reliable diagnoses of
biofilm-related infections, it will be possible to develop innovative solutions to identify and
tackle infections, ultimately improving healthcare outcomes and enhancing public health.
This indeed cannot be pursued without a dedicated diagnostics approach, which always
considers the presence of endowed bacteria in a biofilm. Rapid and reliable diagnoses
allow for more targeted and appropriated clinical or surgical approaches.



Microorganisms 2024, 12, 259 11 of 13

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, L.D. and C.L.R.; review, writing, and editing, A.F,, A.G.,
A.C.and G.L,; supervision, C.L.R. and L.D. All authors have read and agreed to the published version
of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

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

References

1.  Flemming, H.C.; Wingender, J.; Szewzyk, U.; Steinberg, P.; Rice, S.A.; Kjelleberg, S. Biofilms: An emergent form of bacterial life.
Nat. Rev. Microbiol. 2016, 14, 563-575. [CrossRef]

2. Donlan, R.M. Biofilms: Microbial life on surfaces. Emerg. Infect. Dis. 2002, 8, 881-890. [CrossRef]

3. Kline, K.A,; Félker, S.; Dahlberg, S.; Normark, S.; Henriques-Normark, B. Bacterial adhesins in host-microbe interactions. Cell
Host Microbe 2009, 5, 580-592. [CrossRef]

4. O'Toole, G.; Kaplan, H.B.; Kolter, R. Biofilm formation as microbial development. Annu. Rev. Microbiol. 2000, 54, 49-79. [CrossRef]

5. Singh, PK; Bartalomej, S.; Hartmann, R.; Jeckel, H.; Vidakovic, L.; Nadell, C.D.; Drescher, K. Vibrio cholerae Combines Individual
and Collective Sensing to Trigger Biofilm Dispersal. Curr. Biol. 2017, 27, 3359-3366.e7. [CrossRef]

6.  Otto, M. Staphylococcus epidermidis—The ‘accidental” pathogen. Nat. Rev. Microbiol. 2009, 7, 555-567. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

7. Drago, L.; Romano, D.; Fidanza, A.; Giannetti, A.; Erasmo, R.; Mavrogenis, A.F.; Romano, C.L. Dithiotreitol pre-treatment
of synovial fluid samples improves microbiological counts in peri-prosthetic joint infection. Int. Orthop. 2023, 47, 1147-1152.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

8.  Pinto, H.; Simoes, M.; Borges, A. Prevalence and Impact of Biofilms on Bloodstream and Urinary Tract Infections: A Systematic
Review and Meta-Analysis. Antibiotics 2021, 10, 825. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

9. Mounier, R.; Kapandji, N.; Birnbaum, R.; Cook, F; Rodriguez, C.; Nebbad, B.; Lobo, D.; Dhonneur, G. Biofilm-associated infection:
The hidden face of cerebrospinal fluid shunt malfunction. Acta Neurochir. 2016, 158, 2321-2324. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

10. Perez-Tanoira, R.; Aarnisalo, A.; Haapaniemi, A ; Saarinen, R.; Kuusela, P; Kinnari, T.J. Bacterial biofilm in salivary stones. Eur.
Arch. Otorhinolaryngol. 2019, 276, 1815-1822. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

11.  Souza, L.C.D.; Mota, V.B.R.D.; Carvalho, A.V.D.S.Z.; Corréa, R.D.G.C.F,; Libério, S.A.; Lopes, EE. Association between pathogens
from tracheal aspirate and oral biofilm of patients on mechanical ventilation. Braz. Oral Res. 2017, 31, e38. [CrossRef]

12.  Douglas, S.I; Williams, J.O.; Onyedibia, G.C. Isolation of Biofilm Producing Bacteria from Stool Samples and Their Antibiogram.
Microbiol. Infect. Dis. 2022, 6, 1-9. [CrossRef]

13.  De Waele, ].].; Boelens, J.; Van De Putte, D.; Huis In ‘t Veld, D.; Coenye, T. The Role of Abdominal Drain Cultures in Managing
Abdominal Infections. Antibiotics 2022, 11, 697. [CrossRef]

14. Stoodley, P; Sauer, K.; Davies, D.G.; Costerton, ].W. Biofilms as complex differentiated communities. Annu. Rev. Microbiol. 2002,
56, 187-209. [CrossRef]

15. Hall-Stoodley, L.; Costerton, ].W.; Stoodley, P. Bacterial biofilms: From the natural environment to infectious diseases. Nat. Rev.
Microbiol. 2004, 2, 95-108. [CrossRef]

16. Heaiby, N.; Ciofu, O.; Johansen, H.K.; Song, Z.].; Moser, C.; Jensen, P.J.; Molin, S.; Givskov, M.; Tolker-Nielsen, T.; Bjarnsholt, T.
The clinical impact of bacterial biofilms. Int. J. Oral Sci. 2011, 3, 55-65. [CrossRef]

17. Stewart, P.S.; Costerton, J.W. Antibiotic resistance of bacteria in biofilms. Lancet 2001, 358, 135-138. [CrossRef]

18. Lebeaux, D.; Ghigo, ].M.; Beloin, C. Biofilm-related infections: Bridging the gap between clinical management and fundamental
aspects of recalcitrance toward antibiotics. Microbiol. Mol. Biol. Rev. 2014, 78, 510-543. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

19. Parisi, T.].; Konopka, J.F.; Bedair, H.S. What is the Long-term Economic Societal Effect of Periprosthetic Infections After THA? A
Markov Analysis. Clin. Orthop. Relat. Res. 2017, 475, 1891-1900. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

20. Ghirardelli, S.; Touloupakis, G.; Antonini, G.; Violante, B.; Fidanza, A.; Indelli, PF. Debridement, antibiotic, pearls, irrigation
and retention of the implant and other local strategies on hip periprosthetic joint infections. Minerva Orthop. 2022, 73, 409-415.
[CrossRef]

21. Dastgheyb, S.S.; Hammoud, S.; Ketonis, C.; Liu, A.Y.; Fitzgerald, K.; Parvizi, ].; Purtill, J.; Ciccotti, M.; Shapiro, LM.; Otto, M.; et al.
Staphylococcal persistence due to biofilm formation in synovial fluid containing prophylactic cefazolin. Antimicrob. Agents
Chemother. 2015, 59, 2122-2128. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

22. Perez, K; Patel, R. Biofilm-like aggregation of Staphylococcus epidermidis insynovial fluid. J. Infect. Dis. 2015, 212, 335-336.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Theil, C.; Ackmann, T.; Gosheger, G.; Puetzler, J.; Moellenbeck, B.; Schwarze, |.; Schulze, M.; Klingebiel, S. Synovial fluid pH is as
specific as synovial leukocyte count but less sensitive for the diagnosis of chronic prosthetic joint infection. J. Orthop. Traumatol.
2022, 23, 52. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. DPestrak, M.].; Gupta, T.T.; Dusane, D.H.; Guzior, D.V; Staats, A.; Harro, J.; Horswill, A.R; Stoodley, P. Investigation of synovial
fluid induced Staphylococcus aureus aggregate development and its impact on surface attachment and biofilm formation. PLoS
ONE 2020, 15, €0233534.

25. Pelling, H.; Nzakizwanayo, ].; Milo, S.; Denham, E.L.; MacFarlane, WM.; Bock, L.J.; Sutton, ].M.; Jones, B.V. Bacterial biofilm

formation on indwelling urethral catheters. Lett. Appl. Microbiol. 2019, 68, 277-293. [CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro.2016.94
https://doi.org/10.3201/eid0809.020063
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chom.2009.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.micro.54.1.49
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2017.09.041
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro2182
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19609257
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00264-023-05714-z
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36810966
https://doi.org/10.3390/antibiotics10070825
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34356749
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00701-016-2977-z
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27699486
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00405-019-05445-1
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31028534
https://doi.org/10.1590/1807-3107bor-2017.vol31.0038
https://doi.org/10.33425/2639-9458.1146
https://doi.org/10.3390/antibiotics11050697
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.micro.56.012302.160705
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro821
https://doi.org/10.4248/IJOS11026
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(01)05321-1
https://doi.org/10.1128/MMBR.00013-14
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25184564
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11999-017-5333-6
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28389865
https://doi.org/10.23736/S2784-8469.21.04173-0
https://doi.org/10.1128/AAC.04579-14
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25624333
https://doi.org/10.1093/infdis/jiv096
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25712965
https://doi.org/10.1186/s10195-022-00672-5
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36402933
https://doi.org/10.1111/lam.13144

Microorganisms 2024, 12, 259 12 of 13

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.
41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

Foxman, B. Epidemiology of urinary tract infections: Incidence, morbidity, and economic costs. Am. |. Med. 2002, 113 (Suppl. S1),
55-13S. [CrossRef]

Wasfi, R.; Hamed, S.M.; Amer, M.A.; Fahmy, L.I. Proteus mirabilis Biofilm: Development and Therapeutic Strategies. Front. Cell
Infect. Microbiol. 2020, 10, 414. [CrossRef]

Hattori, H.; Maeda, M.; Nagatomo, Y.; Takuma, T.; Niki, Y.; Naito, Y.; Sasaki, T.; Ishino, K. Epidemiology and risk factors
for mortality in bloodstream infections: A single-center retrospective study in Japan. Am. |. Infect. Control 2018, 46, €75—€79.
[CrossRef]

Diekema, D.].; Hsueh, PR.; Mendes, R.E.; Pfaller, M.A.; Rolston, K.V.; Sader, H.S.; Jones, R.N. The Microbiology of Bloodstream
Infection: 20-Year Trends from the SENTRY Antimicrobial Surveillance Program. Antimicrob. Agents Chemother. 2019, 63, €00355-19.
[CrossRef]

Vestby, L.K.; Grenseth, T.; Simm, R.; Nesse, L.L. Bacterial Biofilm and its Role in the Pathogenesis of Disease. Antibiotics 2020,
9, 59. [CrossRef]

Fux, C.A.; Quigley, M.; Worel, A.M.; Post, C.; Zimmerli, S.; Ehrlich, G.; Veeh, R.H. Biofilm-related infections of cerebrospinal fluid
shunts. Clin. Microbiol. Infect. 2006, 12, 331-337. [CrossRef]

Benachinmardi, K.K.; Ravikumar, R.; Indiradevi, B. Role of Biofilm in Cerebrospinal Fluid Shunt Infections: A Study at Tertiary
Neurocare Center from South India. J. Neurosci. Rural Pract. 2017, 8, 335-341. [CrossRef]

Simon-Soro, A.; Ren, Z.; Krom, B.P.; Hoogenkamp, M.A.; Cabello-Yeves, PJ.; Daniel, S.G.; Bittinger, K.; Tomas, I.; Koo, H.; Mira, A.
Polymicrobial Aggregates in Human Saliva Build the Oral Biofilm. mBio 2022, 13, e0013122. [CrossRef]

de Oliveira Ferreira, T.; Koto, R.Y.; da Costa Leite, G.F; Klautau, G.B.; Nigro, S.; da Silva, C.B.; da Fonseca Souza, A.PI;
Mimica, M.J.; Cesar, R.G.; Salles, M.].C. Microbial investigation of biofilms recovered from endotracheal tubes using sonication in
intensive care unit pediatric patients. Braz. J. Infect. Dis. 2016, 20, 468-475. [CrossRef]

Kragh, K.N.; Tolker-Nielsen, T.; Lichtenberg, M. The non-attached biofilm aggregate. Commun. Biol. 2023, 6, 898. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

Bollinger, R.R.; Barbas, A.S.; Bush, E.L,; Lin, S.S.; Parker, W. Biofilms in the normal human large bowel: Fact rather than fiction.
Gut 2007, 56, 1481-1482.

Pereira, A.L.; Silva, T.N.; Gomes, A.C.; Aratjo, A.C.; Giugliano, L.G. Diarrhea-associated biofilm formed by enteroaggregative
Escherichia coli and aggregative Citrobacter freundii: A consortium mediated by putative F pili. BMC Microbiol. 2010, 10, 57.
[CrossRef]

Teschler, ].K.; Zamorano-Séanchez, D.; Utada, A.S.; Warner, C.J.; Wong, G.C.; Linington, R.G,; Yildiz, EH. Living in the matrix:
Assembly and control of Vibrio cholerae biofilms. Nat. Rev. Microbiol. 2015, 13, 255-268. [CrossRef]

Wang, Y;; Xu, S.; He, Q.; Sun, K.; Wang, X.; Zhang, X.; Li, Y,; Zeng, J. Crosstalk between microbial biofilms in the gastrointestinal
tract and chronic mucosa diseases. Front. Microbiol. 2023, 14, 1151552. [CrossRef]

Palandurkar, G.S.; Kumar, S. Biofilm’s Impact on Inflammatory Bowel Diseases. Cureus 2023, 15, €45510. [CrossRef]

Motta, ].P.; Wallace, J.L.; Buret, A.G.; Deraison, C.; Vergnolle, N. Gastrointestinal biofilms in health and disease. Nat. Rev.
Gastroenterol. Hepatol. 2021, 18, 314-334. [CrossRef]

Fraij, O.; Castro, N.; de Leon Castro, L.A.; Brandt, L.J. Stool cultures show a lack of impact in the management of acute
gastroenteritis for hospitalized patients in the Bronx, New York. Gut Pathog. 2020, 12, 30. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Buss, J.E.; Cresse, M.; Doyle, S.; Buchan, B.W.; Craft, D.W.; Young, S. Campylobacter culture fails to correctly detect Campylobacter
in 30% of positive patient stool specimens compared to non-cultural methods. Eur. |. Clin. Microbiol. Infect. Dis. 2019, 38,
1087-1093. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Dower, R.; Turner, M.L. Pilot study of timing of biofilm formation on closed suction wound drains. Plast. Reconstr. Surg. 2012, 130,
1141-1146. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Iannotti, F; Prati, P; Fidanza, A.; Iorio, R.; Ferretti, A.; Perez Prieto, D.; Kort, N.; Violante, B.; Pipino, G.; Schiavone Panni, A ; et al.
Prevention of Periprosthetic Joint Infection (PJI): A Clinical Practice Protocol in High-Risk Patients. Trop. Med. Infect. Dis. 2020,
5,186. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Cai, Y.M. Non-surface Attached Bacterial Aggregates: A Ubiquitous Third Lifestyle. Front. Microbiol. 2020, 11, 557035. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

Costerton, ].W.; Stewart, P.S.; Greenberg, E.P. Bacterial biofilms: A common cause of persistent infections. Science 1999, 284,
1318-1322. [CrossRef]

Heiby, N.; Bjarnsholt, T.; Givskov, M.; Molin, S.; Ciofu, O. Antibiotic resistance of bacterial biofilms. Int. ]. Antimicrob. Agents 2010,
35, 322-332. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Wu, H.; Moser, C.; Wang, H.Z.; Haiby, N.; Song, Z.J. Strategies for combating bacterial biofilm infections. Int. J. Oral Sci. 2015, 7,
1-7. [CrossRef]

Trenkwalder, K.; Erichsen, S.; Weisemann, F.; Augat, P.; Militz, M.; von Riiden, C.; Hentschel, T.; SAND Research Group; Hackl,
S. The value of sonication in the differential diagnosis of septic and aseptic femoral and tibial shaft nonunion in comparison
to conventional tissue culture and histopathology: A prospective multicenter clinical study. J. Orthop. Traumatol. 2023, 24, 25.
[CrossRef]

Giannetti, A.; Romano, J.; Fidanza, A.; Di Mauro, M.; Brunetti, M.; Fascione, F.; Calvisi, V. The diagnostic potential of MicroDTTect
compared to conventional culture of tissue samples in orthopedic infections. Lo Scalpello-]. 2022, 36, 111-115. [CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.1016/S0002-9343(02)01054-9
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcimb.2020.00414
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajic.2018.06.019
https://doi.org/10.1128/AAC.00355-19
https://doi.org/10.3390/antibiotics9020059
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-0691.2006.01361.x
https://doi.org/10.4103/jnrp.jnrp_22_17
https://doi.org/10.1128/mbio.00131-22
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bjid.2016.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42003-023-05281-4
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37658117
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2180-10-57
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro3433
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2023.1151552
https://doi.org/10.7759/cureus.45510
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41575-020-00397-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13099-020-00369-2
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32582380
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10096-019-03499-x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30783889
https://doi.org/10.1097/PRS.0b013e318267d54e
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23096614
https://doi.org/10.3390/tropicalmed5040186
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33322463
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2020.557035
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33343514
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.284.5418.1318
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijantimicag.2009.12.011
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20149602
https://doi.org/10.1038/ijos.2014.65
https://doi.org/10.1186/s10195-023-00708-4
https://doi.org/10.36149/0390-5276-262

Microorganisms 2024, 12, 259 13 of 13

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

Tsikopoulos, K.; Christofilos, S.I; Kitridis, D.; Sidiropoulos, K.; Stoikos, PN.; Gravalidis, C.; Givissis, P.; Papaioannidou, P.
Is sonication superior to dithiothreitol in diagnosis of periprosthetic joint infections? A meta-analysis. Int. Orthop. 2022, 46,
1215-1224. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Fang, X.; Zhang, L.; Cai, Y.; Huang, Z.; Li, W.; Zhang, C.; Yang, B.; Lin, J.; Wahl, P.; Zhang, W. Effects of different tissue specimen
pretreatment methods on microbial culture results in the diagnosis of periprosthetic joint infection. Bone Jt. Res. 2021, 10, 96-104.
[CrossRef]

Rimoldi, S.G.; De Vecchi, E.; Pagani, C.; Zambelli, A.; Di Gregorio, A.; Bosisio, E.; Vanelli, P.; Scrofani, R.; Gismondo, M.R,;
Cagnoni, G.; et al. Use of Dithiothreitol to Dislodge Bacteria From the Biofilm on an Aortic Valve in the Operating Theatre: A
Case of Infective Endocarditis Caused by Staphylococcus aureus and Proteus mirabilis. Ann. Thorac. Surg. 2016, 102, e357—-359.
[CrossRef]

Ratjen, F.; Waters, V.; Klingel, M.; McDonald, N.; Dell, S.; Leahy, T.R.; Yau, Y.; Grasemann, H. Changes in airway inflammation
during pulmonary exacerbations in patients with cystic fibrosis and primary ciliary dyskinesia. Eur. Respir. ]. 2016, 47, 829-836.
[CrossRef]

Klevens, RM.; Edwards, J.R.; Richards CLJr Horan, T.C.; Gaynes, R.P; Pollock, D.A.; Cardo, D.M. Estimating health care-
associated infections and deaths in U.S. hospitals, 2002. Public Health Rep. 2007, 122, 160-166. [CrossRef]

Bodey, G.P; Bolivar, R.; Fainstein, V.; Jadeja, L. Infections caused by Pseudomonas aeruginosa. Rev. Infect. Dis. 1983, 5, 279-313.
[CrossRef]

Donlan, R.M.; Costerton, J.W. Biofilms: Survival mechanisms of clinically relevant microorganisms. Clin. Microbiol. Rev. 2002, 15,
167-193. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s00264-022-05350-z
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35199219
https://doi.org/10.1302/2046-3758.102.BJR-2020-0104.R3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.athoracsur.2016.03.023
https://doi.org/10.1183/13993003.01390-2015
https://doi.org/10.1177/003335490712200205
https://doi.org/10.1093/clinids/5.2.279
https://doi.org/10.1128/CMR.15.2.167-193.2002
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11932229

	Introduction 
	Synovial Fluid (SF) 
	Urinary Tract 
	Blood System 
	Cerebrospinal Fluid (CSF) 
	Saliva 
	Tracheal Aspirate 
	Feces 
	Drains 
	Is It Possible to Detach Bacteria That Live in Floating Aggregates in Fluids? 
	Conclusive Remarks 
	References

