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ABSTRACT

Mathematical models are available which predict aerosol deposition in the respiratory system assuming
that the aerosol concentration and size are constant during inhalation. In this study, we constructed a
sinusoidal breathing model to calculate the aerosol concentration produced by a nebulizer as a function
of inhalation time. The laser diffraction technique (Spraytec™, Malvern Instruments Ltd., Malvern, UK)
was used to validate this model as it allows the aerosol concentration and particle size to be measured in
real time. Each nebulizer was attached to a special glass measurement cell and a sine-wave pump. Two
standard jet nebulizers (Mistyneb® and Microneb®), two breath-enhanced jet nebulizers (Pari® LC+ and
Atomisor® NL9M) and three mesh nebulizers (Eflow®, Aeroneb® Go and Aeroneb® Pro with Idehaler®)
were characterized. Results obtained were consistent in terms of curve profile between the proposed
model and the laser diffraction measurements. The standard jet and mesh nebulizers produced signifi-
cant variations in aerosol concentration during inhalation, whereas the breath-enhanced jet nebulizers
produced a constant aerosol concentration. All of the nebulizers produced a relatively constant particle
size distribution. Our findings confirm that the concentration observed during inhalation is often not
constant over time. The laser diffraction method allows the concentration and size of particles for each
unit volume of air inhaled to be measured and could therefore be used to predict the aerosol deposition

pattern more precisely.

© 2009 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Algorithms for modeling aerosol deposition in the respiratory
tract have been developed in the past, primarily with the objec-
tive of predicting the exposure risks associated with working
in hazardous environments (e.g. when working with radioactive
materials) (ICRP, 1994). For several years, these models have also
been used to predict the behavior of medical aerosols (Fleming et
al., 2006), making it possible to understand the effect of param-
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eters such as particle size, patient anatomy, ventilation, exposure
time and concentration on drug deposition within the respiratory
system (ICRP, 1994; Asgharian et al., 2001). However, each of the
available models assumes that the aerosol concentration and size
are constant during inhalation (Freijer et al., 1999; Jarvis et al., 1996).
Although this is a reasonable assumption for airborne contami-
nants, it is not true for many medical aerosols. For example, Coates
et al. (2001) described a mathematical model for a standard jet
nebulizer showing different levels of dilution of the aerosol during
inhalation. Other models have been developed to predict the oper-
ation of breath-enhanced jet nebulizers in terms of output (Katz et
al,, 2001; Ho et al., 2001; Leung et al., 2007; Chatburn and McPeck,
2007) and particle size (Katz et al., 2001; Ho et al., 2001; Leung
et al., 2007) as a function of airflow rate, but these models can be
difficult to apply to other jet nebulizer designs (Leung et al., 2004).

Aerosol concentration and droplet size can be measured experi-
mentally during inhalation as an alternative to modeling nebulizer
operation. The aerosol concentration can be derived by a mass bal-
ance method (Coates et al., 1998), calculated as the ratio of the
nebulizer output to the inhalation airflow rate. This method has
the advantage of allowing the concentration of the active pharma-
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Fig. 1. Diagram of a patient inhaling (Q(t)) an aerosol produced by a jet nebulizer
operating continuously with an airflow (Qairnep )-

ceutical ingredient (API) in the aerosol to be measured. However,
it does not allow the concentration at different time points during
inhalation to be obtained nor does it take into account the breath-
ing profile of the patient (i.e. inhalation and exhalation phases),
which can be important for nebulizers where the aerosol is stored
within the device during exhalation. On the other hand, photome-
try techniques allow the concentration to be measured at different
time points of the inhalation (Gebhart et al., 1988). Such meth-
ods have been used with monodisperse aerosols to determine the
pulmonary aerosol deposition patterns in patients (Gebhart et al.,
1988; Darquenne et al., 1997; Kim and Hu, 2006; Kim et al., 1996;
Clarketal.,2007). However, the photometry method cannot be used
to calculate real-time particle size distributions.

One technique that does provide the potential for measuring
both aerosol concentration and particle size is laser diffraction. In
the past, Ho et al. (2001) used this method to measure the airflow
rate dependence of the particle size produced by nebulizers. The
method used at that time did not allow the real-time measurement
of the particle size during inhalation nor did it mimic exactly the
breathing profile of a typical patient.

The aim of this study was to build on the work of Ho et al.
(2001) by using the Spraytec™ laser diffraction system (Malvern
Instruments Ltd., Malvern, UK) as this system can simultaneously
measure the aerosol concentration and size produced by any neb-
ulizer during a typical inhalation manoeuvre. The first step was to
model the aerosol concentration inhaled by a patient with a stan-
dard jet nebulizer and to compare it to our experimental results
in order to validate the experimental measurement method. The
second step was to measure the change of aerosol concentration
and particle size produced by different kinds of nebulizer during
the inhalation phase and to analyze its potential influence on the
prediction of aerosol deposition.

2. Materials and methods

2.1. Mathematical modeling

2.1.1. Theory
2.1.1.1. Theory without nebulizer dead space. A mathematical model
was constructed to calculate the aerosol concentration delivered by
a nebulizer as a function of time during inhalation.

The airflow rate inhaled by the patient (Q) was modeled by a
sinusoidal function (Fig. 1) as a function of (t):

Q = Qosin(wt) @)

Co C
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Fig. 2. Nebulizer operation with special “T” piece. Q(t), airflow rate inhaled by the

patient; Qaimen, airflow rate source for the nebulizer; Q dilution, airflow rate of
ambient air diluting the aerosol when Q(t) > Qairneb-

(Viw),  (#f)
2 VT TTw)

With QO =

where Vr is the tidal volume; f, the respiratory rate per minute;
T;, the inhalation time during one breath and Ty, the time for one
breath.

The second part of our mathematical model was based on the
work of Coates et al. (2001) and was developed to predict the con-
centration changes occurring during the delivery of an aerosol from
a standard jet nebulizer via a T piece (Fig. 2) specially designed to
limit aerosol storage at the beginning of the inhalation phase in
order to simplify the model. The concentration (C) was defined as
the ratio between the volume of particles (Vpart) and the air volume
(Vair) containing the particles, i.e., C= Vpart/V,ir. Assuming that the
nebulizer produces a constant output (Qyp, ) during inhalation (11),
two modes of operation can be defined:

- When the patient-induced flow rate (Q) is lower than the gas flow
rate used to drive the nebulizer (Q,jirneb ), there is no aerosol dilu-
tion (t0<t<tl; t2<t<t3). The aerosol concentration is constant
and can be expressed as follows: Co = Quep/Qairneb: Q< Qairneb-

- When the patient-induced flow rate (Q) is higher than the gas flow
rate used to drive the nebulizer (Q,jnep), the aerosol is diluted
by air drawn in from the environment (Qgijution=Q — Qairneb)
(t1<t<t2). The aerosol concentration is therefore not constant
and can be expressed as follows: Co = Qnep/Q; Q> Qairneb

2.1.1.2. Theory with nebulizer dead space. This theory presents an
aerosol concentration model produced by a standard jet nebulizer
with a dead space (Fig. 2). The reasoning of the calculation is based
on the moving volume of aerosol. We hypothesize that there is no
loss of aerosol in the dead space.

The dead space (Vgeaq) for a nebulizer can be defined as the vol-
ume between the extremity of the nebulizer delivering the aerosol
to the patient (e.g. extremity of mouth piece) and where the aerosol
is generated (e.g. 10 ml).

When the patient begins to inhale, the first part of air volume
is clear of aerosol due to the nebulizer’s dead space. So, when V is
smaller than Vgeaq: C=0(C=0; V<V4ead)-

In the second part of the inhaled air, the aerosol is produced with
a constant concentration (C= Qpep/Qaimeb) Until a time ¢1.

Based on Fig. 1 and on the theory section, the boundary condi-

tion is Q(t) = Qpep-
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Resolving this equation, we obtain two solutions: t1 and t2

_l io—1 Qairneb)
tl_wsm ( 00

t2 = % (n— sin”! (%))

A fraction of this aerosol has already been produced in the dead
space and is inhaled by the patient until the inhalation of the vol-
ume V(t1)+ Vgeaq (V<V(t1)+ Vyeaa)-

In the third part of the inhaled air, the aerosol is diluted by the
ambient air until the time t2 (Fig. 1). A fraction of this aerosol
has already been produced in the dead space and is inhaled
by the patient until the inhalation of the volume V(t2)+Vyead
(V< V(t2)+ Vgeaq)- The concentration inhaled by the patient is:

Qneb
C = <heb
Q

Q is not the airflow rate at the “t” time (due to the dead space)
but the airflow rate at a previous time. To resolve this problem, Q is
expressed as a function of V.

By resolving this equation system,

Q = Qo sin(wt)
V= %(1 — cos(wt))
We obtain:
Q = Qo sin (cos*1 (1 - %/—V>)
T

Therefore, the concentration inhaled at the V volume is the
concentration produced when the flow rate was produced in the
V — V4eadq volume before. Thus, we obtain:

c— Qneb
[Qo sin(cos—1(1 — 2(V — Vgead)/V1))]

In the last part of the inhaled air (V> V(t2) + Vgeaq), the aerosol is
produced with a constant concentration: C= Qyep/Qairneb-
To summarize:

C=0;V < Vgead
Cc— Queb s Vdead <V < V(t1) + Vgead

Qaimeb Qn
c= e"2(v oy VD) + Vaeag <V = V(E2) + Vaeao
Q, sin(cos—1(1 — %))
T
C= %0 (1) 1 Vgory <V < Vit
Qaimeb

2.1.2. Simulation

The theoretical concentration profile was calculated for a patient
breathing at an inhalation time of 1.294+0.03 s with a 500+ 15 ml
tidal volume. A standard jet nebulizer fitted with a T piece
was used to simulate the concentration profile. The T piece was
specially designed to avoid aerosol storage at the end of the exha-
lation. The nebulizer was operated at a compressed airflow rate
of 8.5+0.75Imin~" (Q,imep) and calculations were done for 0
and 10 ml nebulizer dead space. The concentration inhaled by the
patient was expressed in terms of inhalation time and the inhaled

t

volume (V(t) = /Q(t)dt, so V(t)=Vr(1 —cos(wt))/2, adapted from
0

Coates et al. (2006)). Concentrations were normalized to obtain
concentration distribution in term of time or inhaled volume.

-
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Fig. 3. Experimental set-up to measure aerosol concentration and size in real time.

2.2. Experimental measurement method

2.2.1. Experimental set-up

The nebulizer was attached to a special glass measurement cell
as previously described (Vecellio None et al., 2001) and a modified
sine-wave pump (Harvard, USA) (Fig. 3) set to deliver 20 breaths
per minute with a tidal volume of 500ml and a 40:60 inspira-
tion to expiration ratio. A filter was connected close to the end
of the measurement cell to minimize the risk of measuring the
“exhaled” aerosol. The Spraytec™ laser diffraction system (Malvern
Instruments Ltd.) was used to measure the particle size distribution
and the concentration of the aerosol introduced into the measure-
ment cell. The measurement cell was placed close to the Spraytec’s
collection lens and in a horizontal position to allow the laser to
pass through the cell. In addition, in order to limit interference
between the light transmitted by the laser source and the light
refracted from the sides of the glass cell, the cell was positioned
so that the two principal refraction patterns were not coincident
with the laser source. The background light scattering observed
from the cell in the absence of the aerosol was recorded before each
measurement.

2.2.2. Nebulizers

A standard Microneb® jet nebulizer fitted with the special
T piece (10ml dead space) described above was tested using a
compressed air supply of 8.51min~!. Concentration results were
normalized taking into account the 10 ml dead space to calculate
the inhalation time (1.17 vs. 1.295s). Results were then compared
to the predictions of our mathematical model. The output of sev-
eral commercial nebulizer devices was then characterized using
the laser diffraction system. Two jet nebulizers were characterized
using classical T pieces and a compressed air supply of 81 min~1:
a Microneb® nebulizer (Europe Medical, Bourg-en-Bresse, France)
and a Mistyneb® nebulizer (Allegiance, France). Two breath-
enhanced nebulizers were studied: a Pari® LC+nebulizer (Pari,
Germany) fitted with a Turboboy compressor (Pari, Germany), and
an Atomisor® NL9M nebulizer (La Diffusion Technique Francaise,
France) fitted with an Abox +compressor (La Diffusion Technique
Francaise, France). Finally, three mesh nebulizers were character-
ized: an eFlow® Rapid nebulizer (Pari, Germany), an Aeroneb®-Go
nebulizer (Nektar therapeutics-Aerogen, USA) and a new nebulizer
using the Idehaler® vertical holding chamber (La Diffusion Tech-
nique Francaise, France) with an Aeroneb® Pro nebulizer (Nektar
therapeutics-Aerogen, USA). Each nebulizer was tested six times
using 3 ml of saline isotonic solution.
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Fig. 4. Comparison in terms of normalized concentration during the inhalation
volume (sinus airflow rate) between the simulation obtained with a standard jet
nebulizer (dead space =0 ml) and the hypothesis of a constant concentration.

2.2.3. Measurement Method

The aerosol concentration and particle size were measured
every 2ms (500Hz) using the Spraytec laser diffraction system
(Malvern Instruments Ltd). The scattering data obtained by the
system was analyzed using the Mie scattering model, with the
refractive index of the continuous phase set to 1 (air), the refractive
index of the particulate phase set to 1.33 (water) and the imagi-
nary refractive index of the particulate phase set to 0 (transparent
particles). In addition, Beer-Lambert’s law was used to calculate
the spray concentration based on the changes in laser light trans-
mission observed during nebulization and the geometry of the
measurement cell (path length=8 cm).

Six consecutive measurements were carried out and the average
concentration and MMAD profiles associated with each inhalation
manoeuvre were calculated. In addition, the product between the
concentration (C) and the fine particle fraction (Leung et al., 2007)
(FPF, volume percentage of particles less than 5 m) was calculated
in order to determine the fine particle concentration delivered at
each time point. This is considered to be an accurate measurement
of the volume of particles produced by the nebulizer entering the
airways without depositing in the mouth or throat.

3. Results

3.1. Simulation

Fig. 4 shows the concentration data generated by the simula-
tion model for the standard jet nebulizer as a function of inhalation
volume. It suggests that the aerosol concentration is not constant,
with a variation factor of 4 in concentration between the beginning
and the middle of the inhalation cycle. For the first part of the con-
centration profile (t0 and t1), the inhaled aerosol concentration is
constant because there is no aerosol dilution (Q < Qajrpep). Within
the second part of the profile (t1 and t1’), the concentration of the
inhaled aerosol decreases because of the dilution of the aerosol and
the increase in the inhaled flow rate (Q > Q,irneb, @< Qo). During the
third part of the profile (t1’ and t2), the concentration increases
because the inhaled flow rate decreases (Q> Q,jrnep and Q> Qy;).
Finally for the standard jet nebulizer without dead volume, during
the final part of the profile (t2 and t3), the aerosol concentration is
constant because there is no further aerosol dilution (Q < Q,irneb)-

Assuming that the aerosol flows perfectly into the airways with-
out aerosol deposition within the anatomic dead space, it is possible
to predict the concentration of aerosol delivered to each part of
the airway. The profile obtained from the simulation with the
standard jet nebulizer without dead volume suggests that a high
aerosol concentration is delivered to the alveolar region (0-50 ml
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— Experimental (min:max)

—Model (min:max)
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0.002
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Normalized concentration (%)
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Fig.5. Comparison in terms of normalized concentration during the inhalation time
(sinus airflow rate) between the simulation obtained with the Microneb jet nebulizer
(dead space=10ml) and the experimental data.

inhaled volume) and the upper airways (450-500 ml inhaled vol-
ume), whereas a lower concentration is delivered between these
two regions (50-450ml inhaled volume). This result is in con-
trast with the constant concentration hypothesis, which suggests
an aerosol concentration distribution constant in each part of the
airway (Fig. 4).

3.2. Validation of the experimental measurement method

To validate our experimental measurement set-up, we com-
pared our simulation to the results obtained using laser diffraction.
Fig. 5 shows the normalized concentration as a function of time
obtained from the Microneb® device when using the same neb-
ulization conditions and breathing profile as in the simulation.
The profile changes observed in the measured concentration were
found to be consistent with the proposed model. Therefore, the
experimental measurement method, validated by our model, can
be used to measure different concentration profiles. Moreover, as
our measurement cell had previously been validated for measuring
the particle size distribution produced by different nebulizer sys-
tems (Vecellio None et al., 2001), it was possible to determine the
concentration of aerosol delivered at each particle size for different
kinds of nebulizers.

3.3. Experimental results
Fig. 6 shows the concentration profile obtained using laser
diffraction for the two standard jet nebulizers and the two breath-

enhanced jet nebulizers described above.
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04 Microneb standard jet nebulizer
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Fig. 6. Aerosol concentration results during the inhalation phase with different jet
nebulizers and a sinus airflow rate (500 ml, 40/60, 20/min).
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Fig. 7. MMAD results during the inhalation phase with different jet nebulizers and a
sinus airflow rate (500 ml, 40/60, 20/min). MMAD between 0.05 and 1.4 s of inhala-
tion time revealing the good obscuration to obtained a confident measurement.

The two standard nebulizers produced a continuously varying
aerosol concentration during patient inhalation (a variation factor
of 3), whereas the two breath-enhanced jet nebulizers produced a
relatively constant aerosol concentration during the mid-point of
the inhalation profile. MMAD produced by these devices was also
stable during the mid-point of the inhalation phase (Fig. 7). This is
in contrast to the standard jet nebulizers, which are characterized
by a small increase in MMAD observed as the aerosol is diluted by
ambient air drawn into the device (from 4.3 to 5.9 wm for Mistyneb®
nebulizer and from 4.6 to 5.5 um for Microneb® nebulizer). On
average, during the whole inhalation phase, the Microneb® pro-
duced an aerosol with a MMAD of 5.0+ 0.2 um, the Mistyneb® a
MMAD of 5.2 + 0.4 pm, the Pari® LC+a MMAD of 3.7 + 0.1 um, and
the Atomisor® NL9 M a MMAD of 5.3 +0.1 wm.

Fig. 8 shows the results in terms of concentration profile for
the mesh nebulizers. There was a variation in the concentration of
the aerosol during patient inhalation with all mesh nebulizers. The
Eflow® rapid produced the highest concentration at the beginning
of the inhalation, followed by a sharp tail-off in concentration as the
flow rate increased. Towards the end of the profile, a small increase
of the aerosol concentration was observed. The Aeroneb® Go nebu-
lizer produced a similar profile to the Eflow® rapid, but the profile
shifted to much lower aerosol concentrations variation. Finally, the
Idehaler® used with the Aeroneb®Pro was characterized by a steady
increase in aerosol concentration during the first part of the inhala-
tion profile, followed by a gradual decrease in concentration during
the second part of the inhalation profile.
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Fig. 8. Aerosol concentration results during the inhalation phase with different
mesh nebulizers and a sinus airflow rate (500 ml, 40/60, 20/min).
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Fig. 9. MMAD results during the inhalation phase with different mesh nebulizers
and a sinus airflow rate (500 ml, 40/60, 20/min). MMAD between 0.05 and 1.4 s of
inhalation time revealing the good obscuration to obtained a confident measure-
ment.

A relatively constant aerosol MMAD (Fig. 9) was observed with
the mesh nebulizers at the mid-point of the inhalation profile. The
Aeroneb® Go and Eflow® rapid nebulizers displayed similar charac-
teristics to the standard jet nebulizers, with a small increase in the
MMAD observed as the flow rate increased towards the mid-point
of the inhalation profile (from 4.5 to 5.1 wm for Aeroneb® Go and
from 4.8 to 5.7 um for Eflow® rapid). This is the time period during
which aerosol dilution occurs. In contrast, the Aeroneb® Pro fitted
with the Idehaler® spacer showed an increase in MMAD during the
second part of the inhalation phase (from 4.8 to 6 pm) - this was
also associated with dilution of the aerosol. On average, throughout
the whole inhalation cycle, the Eflow® rapid nebulizer produced an
aerosol with a MMAD of 5.4 + 0.2 um, the Aeroneb® Go a MMAD of
5.0+0.2 um, and the Aeroneb® Pro fitted with the Idehaler® spacer
a MMAD of 5.3 +0.3 wm.

Finally, FPF concentration profiles (data not shown) and con-
centration profiles for jet and mesh nebulizers followed a similar
trend.

4. Discussion

By using a mathematical model, we demonstrate that the con-
centration produced by a standard jet nebulizer is not constant
during realistic inhalation (Fig. 4). As a consequence, the volume
of particles contained within each unit volume of air inhaled by
the patient changes during the inhalation phase and is related
to the airflow rate induced by the patient. These mathematical
data were confirmed by the experiment using laser diffraction, a
technique that allows the aerosol concentration to be measured
at 2ms time intervals during the inhalation cycle. When using a
sinusoidal breathing profile to model patient inhalation (500 ml,
20/min, 40/60), the normalized concentration changed by a factor
of 4 during the inhalation phase with less aerosol being delivered
at the mid-point than at the beginning and end of inhalation. More-
over, the normalized concentration observed towards the end of the
inhalation phase did not fit the proposed model exactly. These dif-
ferences can be explained by the operation mode of the pump, as it
is difficult to produce a perfect sine-wave profile in terms of airflow
rate and to control the inhalation parameters exactly. Our study pro-
duced similar results for different standard jet nebulizers, whereas
breath-enhanced jet nebulizers produced a constant aerosol con-
centration during the inhalation phase. Our results are consistent
with those of Katz et al. (2001) who identified a quadatric rela-
tionship between the airflow rate and aerosol output produced by
jet nebulizers. By contrast, the Pari® LC + breath-enhanced jet neb-
ulizer produced relatively constant aerosol concentration (Fig. 6),
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indicating an almost linear relationship between airflow rate and
aerosol output (Ho et al., 2001). Our experimental results also
show that the two breath-enhanced jet nebulizers (Pari® LC+and
Atomisor® NL9 M) produced a more constant aerosol concentration
during inhalation than the two standard jet nebulizers (Microneb®
and Mistyneb®). This difference is related to the different operat-
ing modes of each device. Breath-enhanced jet nebulizers use the
patient’s inhalation airflow rate to increase the rate of aerosoliza-
tion during the inhalation phase, hence the aerosol concentration
tends to be independent of the airflow rate generated by the patient
during inhalation.

The three mesh nebulizers tested differed in terms of concen-
tration profile and produced more aerosol during the first part of
inhalation. The concentration profile obtained for the Eflow® rapid
can be explained by the fact that it has a 30 ml aerosol holding
chamber (Vecellio, 2006). During exhalation, the aerosol produced
by the device is stored in this chamber and is released once the
inhalation phase begins. This causes a high initial aerosol concen-
tration (Fig. 8). The increase in the aerosol concentration at the end
of the inhalation cycle can be explained by a similar mechanism,
as seen for the standard jet nebulizers. When the Eflow® holding
chamber is clear of aerosol, the nebulizer operates like a standard
jet nebulizer, with the air drawn through the device causing dilu-
tion. Once the airflow rate starts to decrease towards the end of the
inhalation profile, the aerosol concentration increases.

The Aeroneb® Go mesh nebulizer behaved in a similar way to the
Eflow® rapid nebulizer delivering a high concentration of aerosol
at the beginning of the inhalation cycle. However, the concentra-
tion observed was not as high (Fig. 8). This can be explained by the
difference in aerosol flow produced by the mesh and the operating
mode of the nebulizers. The Aeroneb® Go mesh nebulizer can be
compared to a standard jet nebulizer in terms of its mode of oper-
ation, i.e., it provides a constant source of aerosol particles, which
are diluted by the airflow induced by the patient. There is no cham-
ber to store the aerosol produced during the exhalation phase, thus
the concentration increase observed is due to the storage of aerosol
in the dead space within the device at the end of the inhalation
rather than within a specific holding chamber. Following the initial
part of the inhalation cycle, the concentration rapidly decreases
and then gradually increases towards the end of inhalation (Fig. 8).
Aeroneb® Pro operating with the Idehaler® chamber operates like
the Eflow® rapid but with a vertical chamber. This new device also
showed a high concentration during the first part of inhalation but
a continuous decrease in aerosol at the end of inhalation (Fig. 8).

The MMAD produced by the mesh nebulizers increased when
concentration decreased (Fig. 9). This increase could have resulted
from an artefact induced by the measurement method, since the
deposition of large particles on the glass of the measurement cell
could have an influence on the measurement for low aerosol con-
centration. The change in MMAD could also be accounted for by
the way the nebulizer operates; for example, the large particles
produced at the end of the inhalation phase with the Aeroneb®
Pro operating with the Idehaler® chamber could be due to sedi-
mentation and the effect of transport. During the exhalation phase,
aerosol is produced in the Idehaler®, with the largest particles at
the bottom. During the next inhalation, the largest particles are
transported out of the chamber after the smallest particles.

Results also suggest that aerosol droplet coalescence does not
occur within the holding chambers used to concentrate the aerosol
during exhalation. However, the variability of the MMAD pro-
duced during inhalation by the jet and mesh nebulizers is not as
pronounced as the variability observed in the aerosol concentra-
tion. For example, with the Microneb® nebulizer, the concentration
changed by 238% during the inhalation phase, whereas the MMAD
changed by a maximum of 28%. Moreover, if we consider the
product between the concentration and the FPF, profiles (data

not shown) obtained are consistent with the concentration pro-
files, suggesting that the concentration is a more important factor
in differentiating the performance of the nebulizers tested here.
Assuming that the product between the FPF and the concentra-
tion correlates with the volume of particles, which may penetrate
the airways without deposition in the mouth or throat, concentra-
tion profiles show the distribution of the aerosol penetration in the
airways at the end of the inhalation phase.

These results provide new information about the process of
aerosol kinetics in the airways and demonstrate the importance
of measuring the aerosol in real time. It also allows the efficacy
of delivery to be compared for nebulizers producing a continu-
ous stream of aerosol particles and those producing higher aerosol
concentrations during the first part of the inhalation profile as a
means of increasing intrathoracic deposition (Bennett et al., 1998).
The aerosol concentration and size, which penetrates into the dif-
ferent parts of the airways, could be calculated by an increment
method (Coates etal.,2001). Thus, a comparison of the performance
of different nebulizers and prediction of aerosol deposition could be
realized with more precision. This calculation cannot yet be realized
using the set-up described here, because we need to synchronize
the laser diffraction measurement (concentration and size) with a
pneumotachograph (airflow rate) in order to precisely measure the
concentration and size of particles in each unit of inhaled volume.
Moreover, this time synchronization would avoid any measurement
artifacts caused by the nebulizer dead space and the incomplete
clearance of cell measurement during exhalation.

In conclusion, the concentration produced by nebulizers dur-
ing inhalation is often not constant. The measurement method
presented here has the advantage of allowing simultaneous mea-
surement of the aerosol concentration and particle size distribution
for each unit of inhalation time during the inhalation phase (which
is not constant in terms of flow rate). It also allows aerosolization
to be monitored in a situation where the applied flow rate mimics
the processes of exhalation and inhalation, which can be important
for nebulizers where aerosol is retained within the device during
exhalation, either with a dead space or a specific storage volume.
However, our method does not allow the active drug concentration
contained within the droplets produced by the nebulizer to be mea-
sured. Associated with an assaying method (e.g. a filtering method),
the method could provide more precise information about aerosol
parameters in order to predict its deposition.
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