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A B S T R A C T

In this study, we investigate whether the influence of natural organic matter (NOM) on the aquatic ecotoxicity of
engineered nanoparticles (ENPs) can be described quantitatively for the purpose of risk assessments based on
existing ecotoxicity studies. A review of the literature studying the aquatic ecotoxicity of ENPs in the presence of
NOM identified 66 studies in total, covering the metal and metal oxide ENPs most commonly used in consumer
products. It was found that 80% of the studies show a reduction in ENP ecotoxicity in the presence of NOM.
Analyses of ecotoxicity data based on 50% effect/inhibition/lethal concentrations (collectively referred to as
XC50) were conducted. Correlations of XC50 values with the concentrations of NOM were investigated through
Spearman's rank correlation coefficient as well as linear, power law, polynomial, exponential and logarithmic
correlations. Furthermore, multiple linear regression (MLR) analyses, including also the pH in the reviewed
ecotoxicity test systems (mainly in the range pH 7.0–8.5), were conducted. While none of these statistical ap-
proaches provided strong empirical correlations between XC50 values, NOM concentration and pH, an empirical
rule of thumb was discovered for the ratio between XC50 values with and without NOM over an environmentally
realistic concentration range for NOM (0.1–10 mg/L): XC50 values obtained in experiments with NOM present
tended to be a factor of 1–10 higher than those without NOM. Until more accurate correlations are provided, a
pragmatic approach for environmental risk assessments of ENPs might therefore be to use observed XC50 values
from experiments without NOM present as reasonably conservative proxies for XC50 values with NOM present.
Further studies are needed to confirm or falsify this rule of thumb for different ENPs, environmental conditions
and metrics.

1. Introduction

The research on environmental risks of engineered nanoparticles
(ENPs) has to date largely been about pristine particles, i.e. as they are
when manufactured, which are usually bare or coated with some sta-
bilising substance. However, increasing evidence suggests that ENPs do
not appear as pristine in the environment but rather undergo a number
of transformations (Lowry et al., 2012; Pradhan et al., 2018; Pulido-
Reyes et al., 2017). One such important transformation is interactions
with natural organic matter (NOM). NOM has a very differentiated and
complex composition consisting of different macromolecules, such as
lignin, cellulose, hemicellulose, tannic acid, fulvic acid and humic acid
– the latter two often referred to as humic substances, which account for
about 50% of the NOM in natural aquatic environments (Wang et al.,
2016b). One way of interaction between ENPs and NOM is the ad-
sorption of NOM onto ENPs, which can occur through different

mechanisms: hydrophobic interaction, electrostatic interactions, van
der Waals forces, ligand exchange, chelation, cation bridging and hy-
drogen bonding (Philippe and Schaumann, 2014). In this context, the
eco-corona (also called environmental corona) concept has emerged as
an analogy to the bio-corona (also called protein corona), which is a
(possibly partial) layer of proteins formed around ENPs (Cedervall
et al., 2007; Fadeel et al., 2013; Ke et al., 2017). The eco-corona is
similar to the bio-corona, but formed in the environment rather than
within organisms, and typically consists of organic macromolecules (Xu
et al., 2020). Studies of how the adsorption of NOM onto ENP surfaces
influences the environmental fate, subsequent exposure and ecotoxicity
of ENPs have been ongoing since before the term eco-corona was
coined, see for example the reviews by Wang et al. (2016b), Grillo et al.
(2015), Yu et al. (2018), Philippe and Schaumann (2014), Arvidsson
et al. (2011), Hartmann et al. (2014) and references within. The eco-
corona is thus effectively a new term for adsorption of NOM onto ENPs,
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acknowledging its importance for the environmental fate and effects of
ENPs. In addition, NOM can interact with ENPs in other ways de-
pending on the type of NOM, for example by forming larger aggregates
(Buffle et al., 1998).

Several experimental studies report that an eco-corona of NOM re-
duces or mitigates the ecotoxicity of different ENPs, such as zinc oxide
(Kteeba et al., 2017, 2018), carbon nanotubes (Lawrence et al., 2016),
zero-valent iron (Li et al., 2010), copper oxide (Zhao et al., 2013), silver
(Cáceres-Vélez et al., 2018) and titanium dioxide (Lüderwald et al.,
2019). However, whether such reduction in ecotoxicity is prevalent
over a wide range of ENPs has not yet been shown. How such as po-
tential reduction in ecotoxicity can be quantitatively considered when
assessing ecotoxicity as part of environmental risk assessments of ENPs
have not yet been shown either. In existing environmental risk assess-
ment approaches for ENPs, ecotoxicity assessments have been based on
pristine ENPs. This goes for both the effect assessment part of quanti-
tative risk assessments (Blaser et al., 2008; Boxall et al., 2007; Coll
et al., 2016; Gottschalk et al., 2013a; Gottschalk et al., 2009; Kjølholt
et al., 2015; Mueller and Nowack, 2008; Wang et al., 2016a; Wigger
and Nowack, 2019) and for screening, semi-quantitative risk assess-
ment approaches in which some form of toxicity assessment is included
(Arvidsson et al., 2018; Hansen et al., 2014; O'Brien and Cummins,
2010).

The aim of this study is to investigate the influence of NOM on the
ecotoxicity of ENPs. More specifically, the aim is to identify possible
empirical correlations which allow for a pragmatic inclusion of the
influence of NOM on ENP ecotoxicity in environmental risk assess-
ments. Considering the increasing number of nanoproducts on the
market (Hansen et al., 2016; Vance et al., 2015), such risk assessments
are important for providing guidance to decision making at national
and international levels. Our study is centred around the following
research questions:

1. Can an empirical correlation between NOM and reported 50% effect
concentrations (EC50), 50% lethal concentrations (LC50) and/or
50% inhibition concentrations (IC50) be established for a relatively
wide range of ENPs?

2. Can that correlation be quantitatively described for the purpose of
risk assessments?

Throughout the study, the general abbreviation “XC50” will be used
to refer to any of those three toxicity measures, where X stands for
either of E, L or I.

The research questions are addressed through statistical analyses of
data obtained in a literature review of studies quantifying the influence
of NOM on ENP ecotoxicity. The review is focussed on reported XC50
values, which traditionally are regarded as the most robust and model-
independent measures of toxicity, from ecotoxicity tests. Such values
are today used for classification and labelling of chemicals substances
and ENPs as well as in quantitative risk assessment to estimate pre-
dicted no-effect concentrations using assessment factors or species
sensitivity distributions (European Chemicals Agency, 2011; European
Commission, 2008). Furthermore, the XC50 values are also an in-
tegrated part of some screening risk assessment methods that have been
proposed for ENPs in the literature (Arvidsson et al., 2018; Hansen
et al., 2014).

2. Method and materials

Considering the common use of XC50 values in environmental risk
assessments of ENPs, correlations between reported XC50 values and
NOM were sought in the form of empirical equations of the type:

=XC f NOM50 ( ) (1)

This is in accordance with correlations suggested by van Hoecke
et al. (2011). It should be noted that a number of previous studies have

developed other estimation methods for ECx values and various in-
herent properties of ENPs (Cai et al., 2019; Mu et al., 2016; Puzyn et al.,
2011). However, these are specific to some type or groups of ENPs (e.g.
metal oxides) and none of these empirical correlations include the
consideration of NOM, which several of the reviewed studies (see
Section 3) report is of high importance for ENP toxicity.

2.1. Review procedure

As indicated in Section 1, adsorbed NOM can go by several names,
such as NOM coating, eco-corona, environmental corona and organic
corona. Therefore, a broad search string was used in the search engine
Scopus (www.scopus.com, 2020-08-29):

TITLE-ABS-KEY((*corona* OR (organic AND coating*) OR (natural
AND organic AND matter) OR nom OR “fulvic acid” OR “humic acid”)
AND (nanoparticle* OR (nano-sized AND particles)) AND *toxic*).

In order to ensure environmental relevance, only ENPs with existing
or near-term applications were considered, meaning that ENPs with a
currently low probability of becoming released to the environment
were omitted. This was operationalized so that the study had to con-
sider ENPs known to be produced at significant amounts in society
(Furberg et al., 2016; Keller and Lazareva, 2013; Keller et al., 2013;
Piccinno et al., 2012) in order for it to be included in the review.
Consequently, we omitted a very limited number of studies, for example
of one about nano-sized diamonds (Mensch et al., 2017). As an ex-
ception to this general rule, one study on silver sulphide NPs was in-
cluded in the review as those NPs were formed from manufactured
silver nanoparticles (Liu et al., 2018). This resulted in 66 toxicity stu-
dies being identified as relevant to include (see Table S1 in the Sup-
plementary material (SM) for a full list of the 66 studies). Once iden-
tified, the 66 studies were carefully examined and available XC50
values, both with and without NOM present, were extracted. The con-
centration of NOM ([NOM]), in the unit mg carbon per litre, was
sometimes reported as total organic carbon (TOC), sometimes as dis-
solved organic carbon (DOC) and sometimes as concentration of NOM.
Besides the NOM concentration, additional parameters such as pH,
media composition (in terms of micro- and macro-ions), water con-
ductivity, salinity and ionic strength in the test system were reviewed in
order to try to enable more complex empirical correlations involving
other parameters than NOM itself. Unfortunately, pH was the only
additional test medium-related parameter consistently reported in all
studies reporting XC50 values.

2.2. Statistical analyses

In order to investigate potential empirical correlations between the
gathered XC50 values and [NOM], Spearman's rank correlation coeffi-
cient r was calculated according to:

=r d
n n

1 6 2

3 (2)

where d is the difference in rank between XC50 and corresponding
[NOM] values and n is the number of data points. A coefficient value of
1 means high positive correlation, a value of −1 means high negative
correlation and 0 means no correlation.

Quantitative empirical correlations between XC50 and NOM were
furthermore investigated by regression analysis (linear, power law,
polynomial, exponential and logarithmic) plotting XC50 against
[NOM]. Previous studies have suggested a linear correlation between
ecotoxicity and [NOM] (specifically a linear reduction), at least for
some species and within certain [NOM] ranges (Gao et al., 2012; van
Hoecke et al., 2011; Wormington et al., 2017). However, according to
van Hoecke et al. (2011), not only [NOM] but also pH influenced the
EC20 values of TiO2 ENPs, the reason being that pH influences the
adsorption of NOM onto particle surfaces. Since corresponding pH va-
lues were available for all XC50 values in the dataset, a multiple linear
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regression (MLR) analysis was also conducted, investigating the pos-
sible linear correlation of XC50 (as output parameter) with both [NOM]
and pH (the two input parameters). These calculations were carried out
for all ENPs as one single set, but also for the individual ENPs for which
there were enough data points to render such calculations feasible, i.e.
silver (Ag), titanium dioxide (TiO2), copper and copper oxide (Cu/CuO)
and zinc oxide (ZnO). Because of the low number of data points (three
and two, respectively), no separate calculations were conducted for
silicon dioxide (SiO2) and cerium dioxide (CeO2). Finally, the ratio
between “XC50 with NOM present” and “XC50 without NOM present”
was plotted against [NOM] in order to see if the relative change in XC50,
rather than the XC50 values themselves, showed any correlation with
[NOM].

3. Results and discussion

Of all 66 studies reviewed, 53 (80%) concluded that NOM reduced
effects. Ten (15%) of the studies reported no influence or unclear in-
fluence. Only three (5%) studies reported that toxicity was increased by
NOM: two studies about TiO2 ENPs (Farkas et al., 2015; Yang et al.,
2013) and one about CuO ENPs (Wang et al., 2011). There is thus
strong evidence that NOM reduces toxicity of ENPs in most cases. This
finding is in agreement with that of the recent review by Xu et al.
(2020) about biological effects of environmental coronas, where they
write that “[i]n most cases, NOM and [extracellular polymeric sub-
stances] coronas were reported to alleviate the […] hazards of [en-
gineered nanomaterials] to aquatic organisms.

Several possible explanations for this reduction have been proposed,
for example that the adsorbed NOM forms a soft “cushion” which
physically hinders the ENPs from getting into contact with the organism
(Chen et al., 2011; Li et al., 2010; Liu et al., 2018). Another common
explanation proposed is that the NOM captures and pacifies reactive
oxygen species in the test system, which might otherwise have caused
toxicity to the organism (Gao et al., 2012; He et al., 2017; Lawrence
et al., 2016). Many of the studies also propose that the NOM forms
complexes with dissolved ions released from ENPs, resulting in a de-
crease in toxicity (Angel et al., 2013; Cáceres-Vélez et al., 2018; He
et al., 2017; Kteeba et al., 2018; Li et al., 2011; Noventa et al., 2018).
This is consistent with the classical view on the influence of speciation
of metal ions with NOM resulting in a toxicity decrease (Aiken et al.,
2011) and the requirement of using media with low content of organic
carbon in the standard OECD guideline tests for ecotoxicity of metals
(OECD, 2004, 2019).

For photoactive ENPs specifically, one cause of toxicity mitigation
might also be a shading influence caused by NOM lowering the pho-
tocatalytic activity of the ENP and leading to formation of less reactive
oxygen species that may cause toxicity (e.g. Tong et al., 2013; Zhang
et al., 2018). Finally, some studies propose that the NOM might also
serve as a source of nutrients for some organisms, thereby improving
their conditions and making them less susceptible to harm, thereby
reducing toxicity (e.g. Binh et al., 2014; Cerrillo et al., 2016). In the few
cases where an increased toxicity was observed, one frequently pro-
posed explanation is that the presence of NOM stabilizes the ENP dis-
persion, ensuring that the particles remain suspended and due to their
small size can cause harm (e.g. Wang et al., 2011).

The review also resulted in the identification of a dataset of 91 XC50
values from experiments with NOM added, along with corresponding
[NOM] and pH values. For 82 of those values, corresponding XC50
values from non-NOM experiments were also reported. The full dataset
is provided in Table S2 in the SM. Of the 91 XC50 values with NOM
present, 31 was for Ag ENPs (34%), 32 for TiO2 ENPs (35%), 15 for Cu/
CuO ENPs (16%), 8 for ZnO ENPs (9%), 3 for SiO2 ENPs (3%) and 2 for
CeO2 ENPs (2%). The organisms tested represent a wide range of dif-
ferent species often used in ecotoxicological studies, including bacteria
(19% of XC50 values), most often Escherichia coli, different algal species
(21%), crustaceans (55%) (Daphnia magna and Ceriodaphnia dubia), as

well as zebrafish (3%) and diatoms (2%). Note that some studies in-
clude multiple species. However, there do not seem to be any organism
type-specific trends in the XC50 values obtained from the studies (Fig.
S1, SM).

Based on this input data, analyses were conducted to describe this
general reduction in toxicity quantitatively in Sections 3.1 and 3.2
below, with the aim of making recommendations for how this can be
embedded in environmental risk assessments of ENPs.

3.1. Correlation between toxicity and concentration of NOM

The concentration of NOM ([NOM]) was the only NOM-related
parameter which was frequently and consistently reported alongside
with the XC50 values. This allows for a ranking analysis of the data and
Table 1 shows rank correlation coefficients between XC50 and [NOM].
The only ENP for which both a high (> 0.5) correlation coefficient and
a high (> 95%) significance level was achieved was for TiO2: 0.52 and
99.75%, respectively. This points at TiO2 ENPs having the strongest
correlation between XC50 and [NOM]. For Ag ENPs, the coefficient had
a significance level of 97.5%, but the coefficient value of 0.42 does not
indicate a strong rank correlation. For the Cu/CuO and ZnO ENPs, the
correlation coefficients were low, which was also the case when all
ENPs were considered as a totality.

Plots of XC50 against [NOM], investigating different possible em-
pirical correlations, were then conducted. These plots generally showed
no obvious correlation visual to the naked eye (Fig. 1). When all ENPs
were considered together, the best fit was a power law correlation
(y = bxa), still achieving an R2 value of 0.0096 only and an almost
horizontal line (Fig. 1a). The fits were generally better when the spe-
cific ENPs were considered one by one. As indicated by the Spearman's
rank correlation coefficients, the best fit was obtained for TiO2 ENPs,
for an increasing second-order polynomial correlation
(y = ax2 + bx + c) with an R2 value of 0.81 (Fig. 1b), implying a
reduction of toxicity with higher [NOM] as reported in most ecotox-
icological studies. For Ag ENPs, the best fit was also obtained with a
power law correlation, giving an R2 value of 0.18 (Fig. S2, SM). For Cu/
CuO ENPs, an exponential correlation (y = beax) gave the best fit with
an R2 of 0.13 (Fig. S3, SM), and for ZnO ENPs, a second-order poly-
nomial correlation gave the best fit with an R2 of 0.71 (Fig. S4, SM).
However, for the latter two ENPs, there were relatively few datapoints
to substantiate the correlations. Overall, even the best fits performed
rather poorly, showing no strong empirical correlation between XC50
and [NOM] for the standard ones tested here (linear, power law,
polynomial, exponential and logarithmic).

An MLR analysis was then conducted to investigate whether the
inclusion of pH as an input parameter would result in stronger em-
pirical correlations. The MLR analysis gave low (<0.3) R2 values when
conducted on the entire set of ENPs as well as on Ag ENPs and Cu/CuO
ENPs separately. The exact values can be found in Table S3 in the SM.
However, for TiO2 ENPs, when also taking pH into account, an R2 value
of 0.72 (with an adjusted R2 of 0.70) was obtained. This is in line with
results from the Spearman's rank correlation coefficient and the plotting
of XC50 against [NOM], both showing comparatively higher

Table 1
Spearman's rank correlation coefficients for a ranking analysis of the con-
centration of NOM and the XC50 values reported in ecotoxicity studies of a
range of engineered nanoparticles (ENPs). Ag = silver. TiO2 = titanium di-
oxide. Cu/CuO = copper/copper oxide. ZnO = zinc oxide.

Stressors Rank correlation coefficient Significance level

All ENPs −0.037 <75%
Ag ENPs 0.42 97.5%
TiO2 ENPs 0.52 99.75%
Cu/CuO ENPs −0.095 <75%
ZnO ENPs 0.23 < 75%
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correlations for TiO2 ENPs than for the other ENPs. However, it should
be noted that the MLR results for TiO2 ENPs are highly sensitive to a
certain datapoint with high XC50 value (156 mg/L). If this datapoint is
removed, the R2 value drops from 0.72 to 0.28. This heavy dependency
on one datapoint means that the MLR results for TiO2 ENPs are not
robust. In the MLR analysis for ZnO ENPs, a relatively high R2 value was
also obtained (0.71, with an adjusted R2 of 0.59) for the following
empirical correlation:

= +XC NOM pH50 6.56 0.0836[ ] 0.809ZnO (3)

where XC50 and [NOM] are measured in mg/L. Fig. 2 shows the eight
experimental, raw data XC50 values for ZnO ENPs compared with XC50
values calculated using Eq. (3). Although there is some agreement be-
tween the experimentally measured and calculated XC50 values, the
modest R2 value still means that this empirical correlation cannot be
considered strong. It is also important to stress that Eq. (3) has a domain
for which it is valid. For example, different combinations of [NOM] and
pH might result in negative XC50 values, also under environmentally
realistic conditions with lower [NOM] values (e.g. ≤1 mg/L) and
higher pH values (e.g.> 8). In addition, Eq. (3) is based on experi-
mental input ranges of [NOM] and pH beyond which the validity of the
equation cannot be guaranteed, i.e. 3–20 mg/L for [NOM] and 7.0–8.5
for pH. Although these ranges roughly cover environmentally relevant
ranges, this means that Eq. (3) might not apply to extreme values of
[NOM] and pH. Environmentally realistic examples might be an acidic
lake with a pH of about 6.0 and a clear mountain lake with
[NOM] < 1 mg/L.

This analysis shows that the empirical correlations obtained from
the MLR analysis only have modest explanatory power given certain
validity domains in terms of [NOM] and pH. Similarly, for CeO2 NPs,
the algae Pseudokirchneriella subcapitata and NOM of natural origin, van
Hoecke et al. (2011) derived an empirical correlation considering
[NOM] and pH based on multivariate experiments:

= + +
+

EC
pH pH NOM pH

NOM

20
1626.4 109.45 116.49[ ] 14.317

[ ] 6007.2

2

(4)

This correlation found by van Hoecke et al. (2011) could explain
93.7% of the variability in the experimental data and shows the same
general trend as Eq. (3), that for pH in the normal testing range for
guideline ecotoxicity tests (pH 7.0–8.0), increasing [NOM] leads to
higher EC20 values and hence lower toxicity. The ranges of [NOM] and
pH in the experiments were 0–10 mg/L and 6.0–9.0, respectively,
which is similar to the ranges in the literature reviewed in the present
study. Although the empirical correlation in Eq. (4) has stronger ex-
planatory power (R2 = 0.937) than those obtained in the present study,
it thus also suffers from the drawbacks of being limited to a certain ENP
and certain validity domains.

3.2. Change in observed XC50 due to the concentration of NOM

In Fig. 3, the ratio between XC50 values with and without the
presence of NOM in ecotoxicity tests (XC50NOM/XC50no NOM) is plotted

y = 0.1476x2 + 0.0997x + 5.3986
R² = 0.8123
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Fig. 1. Plots of XC50 against [NOM] with logarithmic scales for (a) all ENPs and (b) TiO2 ENPs. Dashed lines show power law and second-order polynomial
correlations, respectively.
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Fig. 2. Experimental XC50 values (black) compared with XC50 values calculated using the MLR analysis correlation in Eq. (3) (white) for ZnO ENPs.
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against [NOM]. The trend that NOM reduces toxicity shows clearly, in
accordance with the reports of most (80%) of the studies reviewed.
There is also a trend that the higher [NOM] results in reduced toxicity.
When interpreting Fig. 3, it is important to note that the [NOM] in the
environment approximately ranges between 0.1 and 10 mg/L (Philippe
and Schaumann, 2014), which is why this range is highlighted in Fig. 3.
This means that ratio values outside this [NOM] range may be of less
relevance from an environmental risk assessment point of view, since
they represent more unusual environmental conditions. It can be noted
that most [NOM] values reported are within this range (65 out of 91,
corresponding to 78%), sometimes explicitly to ensure environmental
relevance (e.g. Liu et al., 2014) or because natural water with natural
[NOM] in this range was used (e.g. Joonas et al., 2019).

When focusing on the data points within the 0.1–10 mg/L range for
[NOM], it is clear that most studies report a reduced toxicity due to
NOM. Only a few data points (5) in this range, notably only for Ag
ENPs, report an increased toxicity. However, these cases do not report a
large increase; at most, the XC50 value reduction was by a factor of
0.63. For most data points (43) in the 0.1–10 mg/L [NOM] range, the
reduction in toxicity due to the presence of NOM is between a factor of
1 to 10. Seven studies report reductions larger than factor of 10 in this
range. For this reason, it seems reasonable to suggest that the presence
of NOM under environmentally realistic concentrations generally in-
creases the XC50 with up to a factor of 10 compared to tests with no
presence of NOM:

XC XC50 10 50NOM no NOM (5)

Based on available data, the probability of this correlation being
true is 43/58 = 74% within the [NOM] range of 0.1–10 mg/L. If the
reduction ratio range is extended somewhat from 1–10 to 0.63–14, only
five data points within the environmentally relevant [NOM] range are
outside this ratio range, which means that 53/58 = 91% of the data
points are within this reduction ratio range:

XC XC XC50 [0.63 50 14 50 ]NOM no NOM no NOM (6)

These two correlations (Eqs. (5) and (6)) seem to apply for the
whole [NOM] range of 0.1–10 mg/L, although there are notably more
data points towards the higher end of the range to substantiate the
correlation. It can be noted that there was no notable difference

between the toxicity reduction found for soluble ENPs (Ag, Cu/CuO and
ZnO) and poorly soluble ENPs (TiO2, SiO2 and CeO2) under the testing
conditions and/or environmentally realistic conditions, see Fig. S5 and
S6. In both cases, within the environmentally common [NOM] range of
0.1–10 mg/L, most data points fall roughly between a factor of 1 and 10
toxicity reduction. Thus, there does not seem to be any strong reason to
differentiate between soluble and poorly soluble ENPs in this case. This
is in line with the previous results from the Spearman's rank correlation,
the plotting of XC50 against [NOM] and the MLR analyses (Section 3.1),
which did not generally show stronger correlations for soluble ENPs.

3.3. Recommendations for inclusion of the toxicity mitigation of NOM in
risk assessments of ENPs

A number of empirical correlations between the influence of the
presence and concentration of NOM on the observed toxicity of ENPs in
aquatic toxicity tests have been investigated throughout this study,
including a polynomial correlation between XC50 of TiO2 ENPs and
[NOM] (Fig. 1b) and a multiple linear correlation between XC50 of ZnO
ENPs, [NOM] and pH (Eq. (3)). However, these correlations only cover
two ENPs and the R2 values were only 0.81 and 0.71, respectively. This
can be compared to the explanatory power in the study by van Hoecke
et al. (2011), where NOM explained 93.7% of the variance in their
equation for EC20 values (Eq. (4)). In addition, the correlations derived
in the current study only provide the option of XC50 values for two
types of ENPs and are only valid for certain domains of pH and [NOM].
In order to provide more useful recommendations for environmental
risk assessments, we instead turned to the analysis of the relative
change in XC50 due to the addition of NOM (Section 3.2). From this
analysis, it is clear that most of the XC50 values observed in tests in the
presence of NOM are higher than XC50 values without NOM. This
means that applying XC50 values from tests without NOM as a proxy for
XC50 with NOM generally does not seem to underestimate the toxicity.
In addition, most (74%) of the XC50 values in the environmentally
relevant [NOM] range are a factor of 1–10 higher than corresponding
XC50 values without NOM (Eq. (5)). This means that applying XC50
values without NOM as proxy for XC50 values with NOM generally does
not seem to overestimate the risk tremendously either. As a pragmatic
and reasonably conservative approach in environmental risk
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assessments of ENPs, we therefore suggest that XC50 values obtained in
aquatic ecotoxicity tests of ENPs without NOM present can be used as a
proxy for XC50 in the presence of NOM. This will be simple and feasible
to apply since XC50 values without NOM are readily available for many
ENPs, for example in the NanoE-Tox database (Juganson et al., 2015).
However, while this empirical correlation might be applied as a prag-
matic proxy for the time being, there are some data points below 1 and
above 10 in Fig. 3, also in the [NOM] range of 0.1–10 mg/L. This shows
that further research efforts to decipher the correlation between XC50
values and NOM are still needed.

In this respect, the perhaps most important question to answer is
whether NOM will not have a mitigating influence on toxicity for cer-
tain ENPs or under actual environmental conditions. Regarding certain
ENPs, it can be noted that the XC50 values reported in the review
studies are only for metal and metal oxide ENPs, but not for other
groups of ENPs, such as carbon-based ENPs. These were not omitted
from this study due to the composition or use of carbon-based ENPs, but
the reviewed studies covering carbon-based ENPs simply did not ex-
press the results in terms of XC50 values. To broaden the available data
for correlation analyses, we recommend that future studies also for
carbon- and polymer-based ENPs (and other ENPs not covered in Fig. 3
and Table S2 (SM)) focus on deriving XC50 values. Regarding actual
environmental conditions, some of the reviewed studies considered
[NOM] values> 60 mg/L, which constitutes relatively high con-
centrations compared to what is generally found in the environment.
Also, in currently ecotoxicity tests, concentrations of ENPs tend to be in
the μg/L-mg/L range, whereas measured and predicted concentrations
of ENPs in the actual surface waters are generally 1–2 orders of mag-
nitude lower, i.e. in the ng/L-μg/L range or even lower (Gottschalk
et al., 2013b). Testing at environmentally relevant concentrations re-
garding both NOM and ENPs is recommended in order to provide
knowledge and data relevant for environmental risk assessments. Al-
ternatively, another way to achieve environmental relevance might be
to conduct ecotoxicity tests at [NOM]/[ENP] ratios similar to what may
be encountered the environment. These ratios will be dependent on the
ENP in question and will rely on accurate estimates of environmentally
relevant ENP concentrations. Based on the numbers above, a wide
range between 1 (for [NOM] = 0.1 mg/L and [ENP] = 100 μg/L) and
107 (for [NOM] = 10 mg/L and [ENP] = 1 ng/L) is possible. However,
the [NOM]/[ENP] ratios may be included as design criteria for future
ecotoxicity studies of ENPs by clearly stating the assumptions going in
to establishing these. We also recommend characterizations of the
composition of the NOM used in experiments, especially in cases where
non-standardized NOM is used, since this might enable the unrevealing
of correlations between the NOM composition and ecotoxicity. Such
characterizations are rarely conducted in the reviewed studies. A no-
table exception is the study by Seitz et al. (2016), which found that
NOM high in aromatic and hydrophobic components had a stronger
mitigating influence on the toxicity of TiO2 ENPs.

A final comment can be made regarding the choice of dose metric
(i.e. unit) for the XC50 values, which are reported in terms of mass in all
reviewed ecotoxicity studies. Suggestions of different metrics have been
made, such as particle number (Handy et al., 2008), surface area (van
Hoecke et al., 2008) and recently also volume (Verschoor et al., 2019).
Since the measurements in the reviewed papers rarely allow for a sci-
entifically justified extrapolation beyond mass as metric, we were here
bound to mass as the only possible metric to base the analyses on.
However, we consider it highly relevant to investigate whether other
dose metrics can give stronger correlations between aquatic ecotoxicity
and NOM.

4. Conclusions

The main conclusion from this study is an empirical correlation
between XC50 values and [NOM], which might be used as a pragmatic
proxy until further research have provided more reliable correlations.

Currently available data show that in most environmentally relevant
cases, applying XC50 values without NOM – i.e. XC50 values for pris-
tine ENPs without an eco-corona – provides a reasonably conservative
estimate of XC50 values with NOM present. A recommendation for risk
assessments based on our study of the currently available literature is
therefore that applying XC50 values for ENPs generated in aquatic
toxicity tests without the presence of NOM will result in conservative,
but not overly conservative, safety assessments. However, we re-
commend further studies to investigate whether this empirical rule of
thumb holds, e.g. for different organism species and ENPs under en-
vironmentally realistic conditions. In particular, it would be important
to know if the rule of thumb provides misleading and/or non-con-
servative toxicity assessment results given some particular conditions.

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.impact.2020.100263.

Declaration of Competing Interest

The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Acknowledgements

The financial support from the research program Mistra
Environmental Nanosafety Phase II, funded by the Swedish Foundation
for Strategic Environmental Research (Mistra), is gratefully acknowl-
edged. We also kindly thank Inger Odnevall Wallinder, Jonas Hedberg,
Bengt Fadeel, Lars-Anders Hansson, Tommy Cedervall and Julian
Gallego Urrea for their helpful comments on a draft of the manuscript.

References

Aiken, G.R., Hsu-Kim, H., Ryan, J.N., 2011. Influence of dissolved organic matter on the
environmental fate of metals, nanoparticles, and colloids. Environ. Sci. Technol. 45,
3196–3201.

Angel, B.M., Batley, G.E., Jarolimek, C.V., Rogers, N.J., 2013. The impact of size on the
fate and toxicity of nanoparticulate silver in aquatic systems. Chemosphere 93,
359–365.

Arvidsson, R., Molander, S., Sandén, B.A., Hassellöv, M., 2011. Challenges in exposure
modeling of nanoparticles in aquatic environments. Hum. Ecol. Risk. Assess. 17,
245–262.

Arvidsson, R., Baun, A., Furberg, A., Hansen, S.F., Molander, S., 2018. Proxy measures for
simplified environmental assessment of manufactured nanomaterials. Environ. Sci.
Technol. 52, 13670–13680.

Binh, C.T.T., Tong, T., Gaillard, J.-F., Gray, K.A., Kelly, J.J., 2014. Common freshwater
bacteria vary in their responses to short-term exposure to nano-TiO2. Environ.
Toxicol. Chem. 33, 317–327.

Blaser, S.A., Scheringer, M., MacLeod, M., Hungerbühler, K., 2008. Estimation of cumu-
lative aquatic exposure and risk due to silver: contribution of nano-functionalized
plastics and textiles. Sci. Total Environ. 390, 396–409.

Boxall, A.B.A., Chaudhry, Q., Sinclair, C., Jones, A., Aitken, R., Jefferson, B., Watts, C.,
2007. Current and Future Predicted Environmental Exposure to Engineered
Nanoparticles. Central Science Laboratory, York.

Buffle, J., Wilkinson, K.J., Stoll, S., Filella, M., Zhang, J., 1998. A generalized description
of aquatic colloidal interactions: the three-colloidal component approach. Environ.
Sci. Technol. 32, 2887–2899.

Cáceres-Vélez, P.R., Fascineli, M.L., Sousa, M.H., Grisolia, C.K., Yate, L., de Souza, P.E.N.,
Estrela-Lopis, I., Moya, S., Azevedo, R.B., 2018. Humic acid attenuation of silver
nanoparticle toxicity by ion complexation and the formation of a Ag3+ coating. J.
Hazard. Mater. 353, 173–181.

Cai, Y., Nowack, B., Wigger, H., 2019. Identifying ecotoxicological descriptors to enable
predictive hazard assessments of nano-TiO2 from a meta-analysis of ecotoxicological
data. NanoImpact 100180.

Cedervall, T., Lynch, I., Lindman, S., Berggård, T., Thulin, E., Nilsson, H., Dawson, K.A.,
Linse, S., 2007. Understanding the nanoparticle–protein corona using methods to
quantify exchange rates and affinities of proteins for nanoparticles. Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci. 104, 2050–2055.

Cerrillo, C., Barandika, G., Igartua, A., Areitioaurtena, O., Mendoza, G., 2016. Towards
the standardization of nanoecotoxicity testing: natural organic matter ‘camouflages’
the adverse effects of TiO2 and CeO2 nanoparticles on green microalgae. Sci. Total
Environ. 543, 95–104.

Chen, J., Xiu, Z., Lowry, G.V., Alvarez, P.J.J., 2011. Effect of natural organic matter on
toxicity and reactivity of nano-scale zero-valent iron. Water Res. 45, 1995–2001.

Coll, C., Notter, D., Gottschalk, F., Sun, T., Som, C., Nowack, B., 2016. Probabilistic en-
vironmental risk assessment of five nanomaterials (nano-TiO2, nano-Ag, nano-ZnO,
CNT, and fullerenes). Nanotoxicology 10, 436–444.

European Chemicals Agency, 2011. Guidance on Information Requirements and Chemical

R. Arvidsson, et al. NanoImpact 20 (2020) 100263

6

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.impact.2020.100263
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.impact.2020.100263
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0075


Safety Assessment. Part B: Hazard Assessment. Version 2.1. Helsinki.
European Commission, 2008. Regulation (EC) No 1272/2008 of the European Parliament

and of the Council of 16 December 2008 on Classification, Labelling and Packaging of
Substances and Mixtures, Amending and Repealing Directives 67/548/EEC and
1999/45/EC, and Amending Regulation (EC) no 1907/2006. Brussels.

Fadeel, B., Feliu, N., Vogt, C., Abdelmonem, A.M., Parak, W.J., 2013. Bridge over trou-
bled waters: understanding the synthetic and biological identities of engineered na-
nomaterials. WIREs Nanomed. Nanobiotechnol. 5, 111–129.

Farkas, J., Peter, H., Ciesielski, T.M., Thomas, K.V., Sommaruga, R., Salvenmoser, W.,
Weyhenmeyer, G.A., Tranvik, L.J., Jenssen, B.M., 2015. Impact of TiO2 nanoparticles
on freshwater bacteria from three Swedish lakes. Sci. Total Environ. 535, 85–93.

Furberg, A., Arvidsson, R., Molander, S., 2016. Very Small Flows? Review of the Societal
Metabolism of Nanomaterials. Advances in Nanotechnology 15 Nova Science
Publishers, Hauppauge.

Gao, J., Powers, K., Wang, Y., Zhou, H., Roberts, S.M., Moudgil, B.M., Koopman, B.,
Barber, D.S., 2012. Influence of Suwannee River humic acid on particle properties
and toxicity of silver nanoparticles. Chemosphere 89, 96–101.

Gottschalk, F., Sonderer, T., Scholz, R.W., Nowack, B., 2009. Modeled environmental
concentrations of engineered nanomaterials (TiO2, ZnO, Ag, CNT, fullerenes) for
different regions. Environ. Sci. Technol. 43, 9216–9222.

Gottschalk, F., Kost, E., Nowack, B., 2013a. Engineered nanomaterials in water and soils:
a risk quantification based on probabilistic exposure and effect modeling. Environ.
Toxicol. Chem. 32, 1278–1287.

Gottschalk, F., Sun, T., Nowack, B., 2013b. Environmental concentrations of engineered
nanomaterials: review of modeling and analytical studies. Environ. Pollut. 181,
287–300.

Grillo, R., Rosa, A.H., Fraceto, L.F., 2015. Engineered nanoparticles and organic matter: a
review of the state-of-the-art. Chemosphere 119, 608–619.

Handy, R., von der Kammer, F., Lead, J., Hassellöv, M., Owen, R., Crane, M., 2008. The
ecotoxicology and chemistry of manufactured nanoparticles. Ecotoxicology 17,
287–314.

Hansen, S.F., Jensen Alstrup, K., Baun, A., 2014. NanoRiskCat: a conceptual tool for ca-
tegorization and communication of exposure potentials and hazards of nanomaterials
in consumer products. J. Nanopart. Res. 16, 1–25.

Hansen, S.F., Heggelund, L.R., Revilla Besora, P., Mackevica, A., Boldrin, A., Baun, A.,
2016. Nanoproducts – what is actually available to European consumers? Environ.
Sci. Nano 3, 169–180.

Hartmann, N.B., Skjolding, L.M., Hansen, S.F., Kjoelholt, J., Gottschalk, F., Baun, A.,
2014. Environmental Fate and Behaviour of Nanomaterials. New Knowledge on
Important Transformation Processes. Danish Environmental protection Agency,
Copenhagen.

He, M., Chen, Y., Yan, Y., Zhou, S., Wang, C., 2017. Influence of interaction between α-
Fe2O3 nanoparticles and dissolved fulvic acid on the physiological responses in sy-
nechococcus sp. PCC7942. Bull. Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 99, 719–727.

Joonas, E., Aruoja, V., Olli, K., Kahru, A., 2019. Environmental safety data on CuO and
TiO2 nanoparticles for multiple algal species in natural water: filling the data gaps for
risk assessment. Sci. Total Environ. 647, 973–980.

Juganson, K., Ivask, A., Blinova, I., Mortimer, M., Kahru, A., 2015. NanoE-Tox: new and
in-depth database concerning ecotoxicity of nanomaterials. Beilstein J. Nanotechnol.
6, 1788–1804.

Ke, P.C., Lin, S., Parak, W.J., Davis, T.P., Caruso, F., 2017. A decade of the protein corona.
ACS Nano 11, 11773–11776.

Keller, A.A., Lazareva, A., 2013. Predicted releases of engineered nanomaterials: from
global to regional to local. Environ. Sci.Technol. Lett. 1, 65–70.

Keller, A.A., McFerran, S., Lazareva, A., Suh, S., 2013. Global life cycle releases of en-
gineered nanomaterials. J. Nanopart. Res. 15, 1692.

Kjølholt, J., Gottschalk, F., Brinch, A., Lützhøft, H.-C.H., Hartmann, N.B., Nowack, B.,
Baun, A., 2015. Environmental Assessment of Nanomaterial Use in Denmark. The
Danish Environmental Protection Agency, Copenhagen.

Kteeba, S.M., El-Adawi, H.I., El-Rayis, O.A., El-Ghobashy, A.E., Schuld, J.L., Svoboda,
K.R., Guo, L., 2017. Zinc oxide nanoparticle toxicity in embryonic zebrafish:
Mitigation with different natural organic matter. Environ. Pollut. 230, 1125–1140.

Kteeba, S.M., El-Ghobashy, A.E., El-Adawi, H.I., El-Rayis, O.A., Sreevidya, V.S., Guo, L.,
Svoboda, K.R., 2018. Exposure to ZnO nanoparticles alters neuronal and vascular
development in zebrafish: acute and transgenerational effects mitigated with dis-
solved organic matter. Environ. Pollut. 242, 433–448.

Lawrence, J.R., Swerhone, G.D.W., Dynes, J.J., Hitchcock, A.P., Korber, D.R., 2016.
Complex organic corona formation on carbon nanotubes reduces microbial toxicity
by suppressing reactive oxygen species production. Environ. Sci. Nano 3, 181–189.

Li, Z., Greden, K., Alvarez, P.J.J., Gregory, K.B., Lowry, G.V., 2010. Adsorbed Polymer
and NOM Limits Adhesion and Toxicity of Nano Scale Zerovalent Iron to E. coli.
Environ. Sci. Technol. 44 (9), 3462–3467.

Li, M., Pokhrel, S., Jin, X., Mädler, L., Damoiseaux, R., Hoek, E.M.V., 2011. Stability,
bioavailability, and bacterial toxicity of ZnO and iron-doped ZnO nanoparticles in
aquatic media. Environ. Sci. Technol. 45, 755–761.

Liu, X., Jin, X., Cao, B., Tang, C.Y., 2014. Bactericidal activity of silver nanoparticles in
environmentally relevant freshwater matrices: influences of organic matter and
chelating agent. J. Environ. Chem.Eng. 2, 525–531.

Liu, Y., Yang, T., Wang, L., Huang, Z., Li, J., Cheng, H., Jiang, J., Pang, S., Qi, J., Ma, J.,
2018. Interpreting the effects of natural organic matter on antimicrobial activity of
Ag2S nanoparticles with soft particle theory. Water Res. 145, 12–20.

Lowry, G.V., Gregory, K.B., Apte, S.C., Lead, J.R., 2012. Transformations of nanomaterials
in the environment. Environ. Sci. Technol. 46, 6893–6899.

Lüderwald, S., Dackermann, V., Seitz, F., Adams, E., Feckler, A., Schilde, C., Schulz, R.,

Bundschuh, M., 2019. A blessing in disguise? Natural organic matter reduces the UV
light-induced toxicity of nanoparticulate titanium dioxide. Sci. Total Environ. 663,
518–526.

Mensch, A.C., Hernandez, R.T., Kuether, J.E., Torelli, M.D., Feng, Z.V., Hamers, R.J.,
Pedersen, J.A., 2017. Natural organic matter concentration impacts the interaction of
functionalized diamond nanoparticles with model and actual bacterial membranes.
Environ. Sci. Technol. 51, 11075–11084.

Mu, Y., Wu, F., Zhao, Q., Ji, R., Qie, Y., Zhou, Y., Hu, Y., Pang, C., Hristozov, D., Giesy,
J.P., Xing, B., 2016. Predicting toxic potencies of metal oxide nanoparticles by means
of nano-QSARs. Nanotoxicology 10, 1207–1214.

Mueller, N.C., Nowack, B., 2008. Exposure modeling of engineered nanoparticles in the
environment. Environ. Sci. Technol. 42, 4447–4453.

Noventa, S., Rowe, D., Galloway, T., 2018. Mitigating effect of organic matter on the in
vivo toxicity of metal oxide nanoparticles in the marine environment. Environ. Sci.
Nano 5, 1764–1777.

O’Brien, N.J., Cummins, E.J., 2010. Ranking initial environmental and human health risk
resulting from environmentally relevant nanomaterials. J. Environ. Sci. Health A 45,
992–1007.

OECD, 2004. Test No. 202: Daphnia sp. Acute Immobilisation Test.
OECD, 2019. Test No. 203: Fish, Acute Toxicity Test.
Philippe, A., Schaumann, G.E., 2014. Interactions of dissolved organic matter with nat-

ural and engineered inorganic colloids: a review. Environ. Sci. Technol. 48,
8946–8962.

Piccinno, F., Gottschalk, F., Seeger, S., Nowack, B., 2012. Industrial production quantities
and uses of ten engineered nanomaterials in Europe and the world. J. Nanopart. Res.
14, 1109.

Pradhan, S., Hedberg, J., Rosenqvist, J., Jonsson, C.M., Wold, S., Blomberg, E., Odnevall
Wallinder, I., 2018. Influence of humic acid and dihydroxy benzoic acid on the ag-
glomeration, sedimentation and dissolution of copper, manganese, aluminum and
silica nanoparticles - a tentative exposure scenario. PLoS One 13, e0192553.

Pulido-Reyes, G., Leganes, F., Fernández-Piñas, F., Rosal, R., 2017. Bio-nano interface and
environment: a critical review. 36, 3181–3193.

Puzyn, T., Rasulev, B., Gajewicz, A., Hu, X., Dasari, T.P., Michalkova, A., Hwang, H.-M.,
Toropov, A., Leszczynska, D., Leszczynski, J., 2011. Using nano-QSAR to predict the
cytotoxicity of metal oxide nanoparticles. Nat. Nanotechnol. 6, 175–178.

Seitz, F., Rosenfeldt, R.R., Müller, M., Lüderwald, S., Schulz, R., Bundschuh, M., 2016.
Quantity and quality of natural organic matter influence the ecotoxicity of titanium
dioxide nanoparticles. Nanotoxicology 10, 1415–1421.

Tong, T., Binh, C.T.T., Kelly, J.J., Gaillard, J.-F., Gray, K.A., 2013. Cytotoxicity of com-
mercial nano-TiO2 to Escherichia coli assessed by high-throughput screening: effects
of environmental factors. Water Res. 47, 2352–2362.

van Hoecke, K., De Schamphelaere, K.A.C., Van der Meeren, P., Lcucas, S., Janssen, C.R.,
2008. Ecotoxicity of silica nanoparticles to the green alga pseudokirchneriella sub-
capitata: importance of surface area. Environ. Toxicol. Chem. 27, 1948–1957.

van Hoecke, K., de Schamphelaere, K.A.C., Van der Meeren, P., Smagghe, G., Janssen,
C.R., 2011. Aggregation and ecotoxicity of CeO2 nanoparticles in synthetic and
natural waters with variable pH, organic matter concentration and ionic strength.
Environ. Pollut. 159, 970–976.

Vance, M.E., Kuiken, T., Vejerano, E.P., McGinnis, S.P., Hochella Jr., M.F., Rejeski, D.,
Hull, M.S., 2015. Nanotechnology in the real world: redeveloping the nanomaterial
consumer products inventory. Bleistein J. Nanotechnol. 6, 1769–1780.

Verschoor, A.J., Harper, S., Delmaar, C.J.E., Park, M.V.D.Z., Sips, A.J.A.M., Vijver, M.G.,
Peijnenburg, W.J.G.M., 2019. Systematic selection of a dose metric for metal-based
nanoparticles. NanoImpact 13, 70–75.

Wang, Z., Li, J., Zhao, J., Xing, B., 2011. Toxicity and internalization of CuO nanoparticles
to prokaryotic alga Microcystis aeruginosa as affected by dissolved organic matter.
Environ. Sci. Technol. 45, 6032–6040.

Wang, Y., Kalinina, A., Sun, T., Nowack, B., 2016a. Probabilistic modeling of the flows
and environmental risks of nano-silica. Sci. Total Environ. 545–546, 67–76.

Wang, Z., Zhang, L., Zhao, J., Xing, B., 2016b. Environmental processes and toxicity of
metallic nanoparticles in aquatic systems as affected by natural organic matter.
Environ. Sci. Nano 3, 240–255.

Wigger, H., Nowack, B., 2019. Material-specific properties applied to an environmental
risk assessment of engineered nanomaterials – implications on grouping and read-
across concepts. Nanotoxicology 13, 623–643.

Wormington, A.M., Coral, J., Alloy, M.M., Delmarè, C.L., Mansfield, C.M., Klaine, S.J.,
Bisesi, J.H., Roberts, A.P., 2017. Effect of natural organic matter on the photo-in-
duced toxicity of titanium dioxide nanoparticles. Environ. Toxicol. Chem. 36,
1661–1666.

Xu, L., Xu, M., Wang, R., Yin, Y., Lynch, I., Liu, S., 2020. The crucial role of environmental
coronas in determining the biological effects of engineered nanomaterials. Small 16,
2003691.

Yang, S.P., Bar-Ilan, O., Peterson, R.E., Heideman, W., Hamers, R.J., Pedersen, J.A., 2013.
Influence of humic acid on titanium dioxide nanoparticle toxicity to developing
zebrafish. Environ. Sci. Technol. 47, 4718–4725.

Yu, S., Liu, J., Yin, Y., Shen, M., 2018. Interactions between engineered nanoparticles and
dissolved organic matter: a review on mechanisms and environmental effects. J.
Environ. Sci. 63, 198–217.

Zhang, Y., Blewett, T.A., Val, A.L., Goss, G.G., 2018. UV-induced toxicity of cerium oxide
nanoparticles (CeO2 NPs) and the protective properties of natural organic matter
(NOM) from the Rio Negro Amazon River. Environ. Sci. Nano 5, 476–486.

Zhao, J., Wang, Z., Dai, Y., Xing, B., 2013. Mitigation of CuO nanoparticle-induced
bacterial membrane damage by dissolved organic matter. Water Res. 47, 4169–4178.

R. Arvidsson, et al. NanoImpact 20 (2020) 100263

7

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf9180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf9180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf9180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf9181
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf9181
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf9181
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2452-0748(20)30057-4/rf0355

	Influence of natural organic matter on the aquatic ecotoxicity of engineered nanoparticles: Recommendations for environmental risk assessment
	1 Introduction
	2 Method and materials
	2.1 Review procedure
	2.2 Statistical analyses

	3 Results and discussion
	3.1 Correlation between toxicity and concentration of NOM
	3.2 Change in observed XC50 due to the concentration of NOM
	3.3 Recommendations for inclusion of the toxicity mitigation of NOM in risk assessments of ENPs

	4 Conclusions
	Declaration of Competing Interest
	Acknowledgements
	References




