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ABSTRACT

Patient reception in a dental practice is fundamental for fostering patient loyalty. The creation of this relationship is also influenced 
by the practice's design and architecture, along with other strategies such as background music and aroma diffusers.
The initial patient interaction occurs at the reception desk; it is essential to make the patient feel at ease immediately by visually 
conveying serenity and empathy. For this reason, interactions among dental team members must promote cohesion rather than 
conflict, as the professional's mood is perceived by the patient. In this context, greater challenges were identified in the public-facing 
aspects compared to private settings.
The impression of the dental practice also depends on accessibility and promotional visibility, including business cards, advertising 
billboards, and social media presence.
This study aims to assess patient perception in the Dentistry Department of Piove di Sacco Hospital by administering a questionnaire 
to caregivers of patients scheduled exclusively with the dental hygienist and collecting reporting forms issued by Veneto region. A 
total of 67 questionnaires collected between April and June 2022 and 57 reporting forms gathered from January 2019 to June 2022 
were analyzed.
The analysis revealed that, based on both questionnaires and reporting forms, the majority of patients reported satisfaction with the 
reception received in the department and their interaction with the dental hygienist.
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INTRODUCTION

The first impression a patient forms upon entering a den-
tal practice significantly influences their perception of the 
treatment session. Aspects such as the practice's design and 
architecture must not be underestimated: from a regulatory 
standpoint, treatment rooms require at least one window, 
while the waiting area should be spacious to allow for chair 
distancing and ensure patient privacy. Wall colors in various 
practice areas have been shown to affect patient perception 
and emotions. To reduce patient anxiety, soundproofed walls, 
background music, and aroma diffusers—particularly laven-
der—are recommended. The practice's geographic location 
must also be considered, including access to public transpor-
tation, parking availability, street visibility, and promotional 
efforts such as business cards, websites, and social media. 
Accessibility for patients with disabilities is crucial, prioritizing 
ground-floor locations or the presence of elevators or stair-
lifts. While aesthetic and structural elements are important, 

the relationship with the dental team—starting from recep-
tion and extending to healthcare professionals—is equally 
critical. Team cohesion is vital to avoid unnecessary con-
flicts, as the dental team's mood is perceived by the patient. 
Analysis indicates that the dental hygienist is the professional 
who interacts most regularly with patients. Therefore, this role 
must establish trust and empathy to alleviate anxiety through 
active listening. This study analyzed reception perception 
and interactions with the dental hygienist in the Dentistry 
Department of Piove di Sacco Hospital.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

The investigation involved administering a questionnaire 
and collecting reporting forms issued by Veneto region.
The questionnaire was distributed between April and June 
2022 to caregivers of special needs pediatric patients 
attending the Piove di Sacco pediatric section for appoint-
ments exclusively with the dental hygienist. It consisted of 
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Question 1: how do you rate the comprehensibility 
of directions to reach this outpatient clinic?
The graph shows that 75% of respondents rated the com-
prehensibility of directions to the department as excel-
lent; 22% as good; 3% as fair; and none (0%) as poor.

Question 2: how do you rate the visibility of internal 
hospital signage to reach this outpatient clinic?
The graph indicates that 75% rated internal hospital sig-
nage visibility as excellent; 21% as good; 4% as fair; and 
none (0%) as poor.

Question 3: how do you rate the courtesy of 
administrative staff over the phone?

20 questions, each with four response options and space 
for additional comments. Unlike the questionnaire, report-
ing forms are completed at the user's discretion to submit 
complaints, appreciations, or suggestions. The form com-
prises three sections: the first for patient demographics; 
the second indicating the type of report; and the third for 
detailed motivations.

RESULTS

Analysis of questionnaire responses

A total of 67 questionnaires were completed; results for 
individual questions are detailed below.
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Fig. 1 Graph representing the responses to question number 1 of the questionnaire: 
“How do you rate the comprehensibility of the information for reaching this clinic?”
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Fig. 3 Graph representing the responses to question number 3: “How do you 
rate the courtesy of administrative staff on the telephone?”
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Fig. 4 Graph showing the responses to question number 4: "How do you rate 
the courtesy of the administrative staff at the counter?"
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Fig. 2 Graph representing the responses to question number 2: “How do you 
rate the visibility of the internal hospital signs for reaching this clinic?”
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(0%) as fair or poor.

Question 6: how do you rate the furnishings and 
comfort of the waiting area?
The graph shows that 96% rated the waiting area furnish-
ings and comfort as excellent; 6% as good; and none (0%) 
as fair or poor.

Question 7: how do you rate the waiting time for 
the appointment?
The graph indicates that 80% of respondents rated the 
waiting time for the appointment as excellent (0-5 min-
utes); 17% as good (5-10 minutes); 3% as fair (10-15 min-
utes); and none (0%) as poor (>15 minutes).

The graph reveals that 96% rated administrative staff 
courtesy over the phone as excellent; 4% as good; and 
none (0%) as fair or poor.

Question 4: how do you rate the courtesy of 
administrative staff at the desk?
The graph shows that 93% rated administrative staff cour-
tesy at the desk as excellent; 7% as good; and none (0%) 
as fair or poor.

Question 5: how do you rate the availability of 
administrative staff at the desk?
The graph indicates that 94% rated administrative staff 
availability at the desk as excellent; 6% as good; and none 
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Fig. 5 Graph representing the answers to question 5: 'How do you rate the 
availability of the administrative staff at the counter?”
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Fig. 6 Graph representing the answers to question number 6: "How do you 
rate the furnishings and comfort of the waiting room?"
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Fig. 7 Graph showing the responses to question 7: "How would you rate the 
waiting time for the appointment?"
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Fig. 8 Graph representing the responses to question number 8: "How do you 
rate the furnishings and comfort of the clinics?"
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excellent welcome; 15% a good welcome; and none (0%) 
reported an impersonal welcome or feeling unwelcomed.

Question 11: did the healthcare staff listen to your 
needs?
The graph reveals that 99% of respondents rated that 
healthcare staff listened very attentively to their needs; 
1% as moderately attentive; and none (0%) as poorly 
attentive or not at all.

Question 12: was the child agitated inside the 
department?
The graph shows that 54% reported the child was not agi-
tated inside the department; 33% that the child was slightly 
agitated; 7% moderately agitated; and 6% very agitated.

Question 13: would you recommend this 
outpatient clinic to friends and acquaintances?
The graph indicates that 97% of respondents would cer-
tainly recommend the outpatient clinic to friends and 
acquaintances; 3% would yes recommend it; and none 
(0%) would perhaps or not at all.

Question 14: if you could go back, would you 
choose to return to this department?
The graph shows that 100% of respondents would cer-
tainly choose to return to this department; and none (0%) 
selected "yes," "perhaps," or "not at all."

Question 15: during the oral hygiene session, how 
listened did you feel as a caregiver by the dental 
hygienist?
The graph reveals that 92.5% of respondents as caregivers 
felt certainly listened to; 7.5% yes felt listened to; and none 
(0%) felt perhaps or not at all listened to.

Question 16: did the dental hygienist reassure/
calm the child during the session?

Question 8: how do you rate the furnishings and 
comfort of the outpatient clinics?
The graph reveals that 90% of respondents rated the fur-
nishings and comfort of the outpatient clinics as excellent; 
10% as good; and none (0%) as fair or poor.

Question 9: how do you rate the courtesy of 
healthcare staff inside the outpatient clinics?
The graph shows that 94% of respondents rated the cour-
tesy of healthcare staff inside the outpatient clinics as 
excellent; 6% as good; and none (0%) as fair or poor.

Question 10: how welcomed did you feel inside the 
department?
The graph indicates that 85% of respondents perceived an 
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Fig. 9 Graph representing the responses to question number 9: "How do you 
rate the healthcare personnel within the clinics?"
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Fig. 10 Graph representing the answers to question number 10: "How did you feel welcomed within the department?"
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The graph shows that 94% of respondents certainly 
affirmed that the dental hygienist reassured/calmed the 
child during the hygiene session; 6% that yes, the dental 
hygienist did so; and none (0%) that perhaps or not at all.

Question 17: did the dental hygienist appear 
adequately trained for approaching the child?
The graph indicates that 91% of respondents certainly 
affirmed the dental hygienist appeared adequately trained 
for child approach; 9% that yes, appeared adequately 
trained; and none (0%) selected perhaps or not at all.

Question 18: would you subject the child to 
another professional oral hygiene session with the 

dental hygienist?
The graph reveals that 90% of respondents would certainly 
subject the child to another professional oral hygiene ses-
sion with the dental hygienist; 10% that yes, would do so; 
and none (0%) that perhaps or not at all.

Question 19: did the dental hygienist provide you 
comprehensively with instructions on the most 
suitable home oral hygiene methods for the child?
The graph shows that 97% of respondents certainly 
affirmed the dental hygienist provided comprehensive 
instructions on suitable home oral hygiene methods for 
the child; 3% that yes, provided them; and none (0%) that 
perhaps or not at all.
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Fig. 12 Graph showing the responses to question 12: "Was the child agitated 
in the ward?"
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Fig. 13 Graph representing the responses to question number 13: "Would you 
recommend this clinic to friends and acquaintances?"
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Fig. 14 Graph representing the answers to question number 14: "If you could 
go back, would you choose to return to this department again?"
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listen to your needs?"
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Question 20: after the professional oral hygiene 
session, do you feel more motivated to perform 
daily home oral hygiene for the child?
The graph indicates that 87% of respondents affirmed 
being more motivated to perform daily home oral hygiene 
for the child; 13% more motivated but when possible; and 
none (0%) not always or not more motivated.

Reporting forms

Analysis of appreciations, suggestions, and 
complaints
The graph (Figure 22) shows that appreciations predomi-
nated across all three years. Specifically, in 2019 there 

were 16 appreciations, 0 suggestions, and 0 complaints; 
in 2021, 12 appreciations and 0 suggestions; in 2022, 17 
appreciations, 0 suggestions, and 1 complaint.

Analysis of healthcare companies (ulss) 
participating in the evaluation forms of the 
community dentistry department at piove di sacco 
hospital
The graph (Figure 22) shows that in 2019, users complet-
ing the evaluation forms primarily originated from the 
local healthcare company (ULSS), with the remainder 
from other regional ULSS companies in Veneto region and 
two from out-of-region users. In 2021, there was a preva-
lence of users from the local ULSS, with the rest from other 
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Fig. 17 Graph representing the responses to question number 17: "Did the 
hygienist seem adequately trained to approach the child?"
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Fig. 18 Graph representing the answers to question number 18: "Would you 
submit the child to a professional hygiene session with the hygienist again?"
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Fig. 15 Graph representing the answers to question number 15: "During the 
oral hygiene session, as a caregiver, did you feel listened to by the hygienist?"
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Fig. 16 Graph representing the answers to question number 16: "Did the 
hygienist reassure the child during the session?"
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nantly excellent ratings. Comments on specific questions 
reinforced general satisfaction (Question 6: "Super nice!", 
"Child- and youth-friendly"; Question 9: "gentle manners 
suitable for putting children at ease").
Waiting times were well-managed, with 97% of users 
called within 10 minutes and 3% between 10-15 minutes, 
thereby enhancing satisfaction and reducing pre-treat-
ment anxiety. Reception and listening by healthcare staff 
were highly rated, particularly listening (98% very atten-
tive; 2% moderately), outperforming general reception 
(85% excellent; 15% good). Child anxiety levels varied: 
over 50% not anxious; 33% slightly anxious; a small per-
centage moderately or very anxious.
User appreciation is evident in responses to Questions 13 

regional ULSS companies. In 2022, submissions were 
nearly evenly split between users from the local ULSS and 
those from other regional ULSS companies.

Discussion of questionnaire results
This study demonstrates high user satisfaction regard-
ing the comprehensibility and visibility of directions to 
the Community Dentistry Department, with a strong pro-
portion of positive responses (excellent-good), though a 
small percentage rated them as fair.
Courtesy and availability of staff received full satisfac-
tion, with over 90% rating them excellent and the remain-
der positive (good). Waiting area and outpatient clinic 
furnishings also yielded high satisfaction, with predomi-
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Fig. 19 Graph representing the answers to question number 19: "Was the 
hygienist able to provide you with comprehensive instructions regarding the 
most appropriate home oral hygiene methods for your child?"
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Fig. 20 Graph representing the answers to question number 20: "After the 
professional oral hygiene session, do you feel more motivated to perform 
daily oral hygiene at home on your child?"
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and 14, reflecting overall experience and word-of-mouth 
feedback. Dental hygienist evaluations were uniformly 
positive, especially on Question 19, where nearly all users 
found instructions on home oral hygiene comprehensive. 
Ratings exceeded 90% for child interaction and caregiver 
feedback. For home hygiene motivation, 87% responded 
decisively yes, while 13% affirmed but only when possible.
Reporting forms from 2019, 2021, and January-June 2022 
indicate majority appreciation for department man-
agement, with all but one containing positive notes; the 
exception included a complaint about long waiting times 
for sedation procedures alongside appreciation. Over 
50% of reviews across years came from local ULSS users, 
with some from neighboring regions. Comments high-
lighted perceived professionalism, kindness, availability, 
sensitivity, understanding, attention, courtesy, patience, 
and competence of the dental staff, described as pre-
pared, qualified, professional, and humane.

CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, the Community Dentistry Department has 

received positive reviews for reception over the years. 
Users expressed general satisfaction with staff interac-
tions, facility structure, and aesthetics.
Potential improvements include enhancing direction 
comprehensibility/visibility and reducing waiting times for 
sedation interventions. The study confirms that maintain-
ing high-quality service requires spacious, clean outpa-
tient environments and courteous patient relations from 
reception to dismissal.
The healthcare professional, particularly the dental 
hygienist who sees patients regularly, plays a central 
role in building empathy, especially with special needs 
patients. This study highlights that dental hygienists must 
be trained not only clinically but relationally to foster trust 
with both patient and caregiver in community dentistry 
settings for special needs cases.

REFERENCES

1.	 Munro L, Myers G, Gould O, LeBlanc M. Clinical pharmacy services in an ambulatory 
oncology clinic: patient perception and satisfaction. J Oncol Pharm Pract. 

2021;27(5):1086-1093. https://doi.org/10.1177/1078155220950412 PMID:32842862
2.	 Lee J-Y, Lee Y-H. A Case Study on the Space Planning of Dental Clinic [Internet]. Vol. 

13, Journal of the Korea Institute of Ecological Architecture and Environment. Korea 
Institute of Ecological Architecture and Environment; 2013. p. 125–31. Available from: 

http://dx.doi.org/10.12813/kieae.2013.13.1.125
3.	 Frova F. Aprire uno studio odontoiatrico: ristrutturare o acquistare un nuovo 

immobile? DoctorOs. 2022 Mar;3:38-44.
4.	 Okken V, van Rompay T, Pruyn A. When the world is closing in: effects of perceived 

room brightness and communicated threat during patient-physician interaction. 

HERD. 2013 Fall;7(1):37-53. doi: 10.1177/193758671300700104. PMID: 24554314.
5.	 Wilms L, Oberfeld D. Color and emotion: effects of hue, saturation, and brightness. 

Psychol Res. 2018;82(5):896-914. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-017-0880-8 
PMID:28612080

6.	 Goethe JW, Troncon R, Argan C. L'interno del cerchio dei colori. In: La teoria dei colori. 
Milano: Arti Grafiche Bertoni Verderio I; Il Saggiatore; 2003. p. 171-6.

7.	 Goethe JW, Troncon R, Argan C. L'azione sensibile e morale del colore. In: La teoria 
dei colori. Milano: Arti Grafiche Bertoni Verderio I; Il Saggiatore; 2003. p. 189-217.

8.	 Mejía-Rubalcava C, Alanís-Tavira J, Mendieta-Zerón H, Sánchez-Pérez L. Changes 
induced by music therapy to physiologic parameters in patients with dental 

anxiety. Complement Ther Clin Pract. 2015;21(4):282-286. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

ctcp.2015.10.005 PMID:26573456
9.	 Di Nasso L, Nizzardo A, Pace R, Pierleoni F, Pagavino G, Giuliani V. Influences of 432 

Hz Music on the Perception of Anxiety during Endodontic Treatment: A Randomized 

Controlled Clinical Trial. J Endod. 2016;42(9):1338-1343. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

joen.2016.05.015 PMID:27430941
10.	 do Amaral MA, Neto MG, de Queiroz JG, Martins-Filho PR, Saquetto MB, Oliveira 

Carvalho V. Effect of music therapy on blood pressure of individuals with 
hypertension: A systematic review and Meta-analysis. Int J Cardiol. 2016;214:461-464. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijcard.2016.03.197 PMID:27096963
11.	 Robin O, Alaoui-Ismaïli O, Dittmar A, Vernet-Maury E. Emotional responses 

evoked by dental odors: an evaluation from autonomic parameters. J Dent 

Res. 1998;77(8):1638-1646. https://doi.org/10.1177/00220345980770081201 
PMID:9719038

12.	 Robin O, Alaoui-Ismaïli O, Dittmar A, Vernet-Maury E. Basic emotions evoked by 
eugenol odor differ according to the dental experience. A neurovegetative analysis. 

Chem Senses. 1999;24(3):327-335. https://doi.org/10.1093/chemse/24.3.327 
PMID:10400451

13.	 Fenko A, Loock C. The influence of ambient scent and music on patients’ anxiety 

in a waiting room of a plastic surgeon. HERD. 2014;7(3):38-59. https://doi.

org/10.1177/193758671400700304 PMID:24782235
14.	 Sardella L, Albarelli C, Mora L, Zaghini C, Lentini G. Comunicazione e strategie di 

marketing tra paziente e igienista dentale. Rivista Italiana Igiene Dentale. 2022 
Jun;131-5.

15.	 S.I.O.H. Manuale di Odontoiatria Speciale. A cura della Società Italiana di 
Odontostomatologia per l’Handicap. Milano: EDRA S.p.A.; 2020.

16.	 Alexander Haslam S, Cortini M, Pagliaro S, Sala VB. Produttività e performance di 
gruppo; Psicologia delle organizzazioni. Santarcangelo di Romagna, Maggioli Editore; 
2004:273-307.

Health Authority of affiliation

Healthcare Companies of the Veneto Region

Health Authority of affiliation

2019
10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

0
9 6 95 6 81 0 0

Years

N
um

be
r o

f u
se

rs
 w

ho
 fi

lle
d 

ou
t t

he
 re

po
rt

in
g f

or
m

s

2020 2021

Fig. 22 Breakdown of users who filled out the reporting forms in 2019 based on 
the local health authority they belong to.


