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Abstract:

 The link between chronic sun exposure of human skin and harmful clinical consequences such as photo-aging and skin cancers is now indisputable. These effects are mostly due to ultraviolet (UV) rays (UVA, 320–400 nm and UVB, 280–320 nm). The UVA/UVB ratio can vary with latitude, season, hour, meteorology and ozone layer, leading to different exposure conditions. Zenithal sun exposure (for example on a beach around noon under a clear sky) can rapidly induce visible and well-characterized clinical consequences such as sunburn, predominantly induced by UVB. However, a limited part of the global population is exposed daily to such intense irradiance and until recently little attention has been paid to solar exposure that does not induce any short term clinical impact. This paper will review different studies on non-extreme daily UV exposures with: (1) the characterization and the definition of the standard UV daylight and its simulation in the laboratory; (2) description of the biological and clinical effects of such UV exposure in an in vitro reconstructed human skin model and in human skin in vivo, emphasizing the contribution of UVA rays and (3) analysis of photoprotection approaches dedicated to prevent the harmful impact of such UV exposure.
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1. Introduction

The skin is the most external part of the body and forms a physical barrier to the environment, providing protection against microorganisms, ultraviolet radiation, toxic agents or mechanical insults. Human skin includes three main structures: the epidermis, the dermis and subcutis. The epidermis is the external layer and is mostly composed of keratinocytes going through a vertical differentiation process, forming a stratified squamous epithelium. The final steps of keratinocyte differentiation lead to the formation of the stratum corneum, the most external barrier against environmental aggressions. The epidermis also includes: melanocytes responsible for the production of melanin pigments, Langerhans cells as antigen presenting cells, and Merkel cells interacting with nerve endings. The dermis is the area of supportive connective tissue between the epidermis and the underlying subcutis. It is a fibrous and elastic tissue that gives the skin its flexibility and strength. It contains appendages such as sweat glands and hair roots and also blood and lymph vessels. The dermis is made up of fibroblasts, which produce extracellular matrix proteins like collagens, elastin and structural proteoglycans, and also includes immune cells such as mast cells and macrophages. The subcutis is the layer of loose connective tissue and fat beneath the dermis.

Solar ultraviolet (UV) exposure is one of the most important environmental factors affecting skin physiology. Exposure of human skin to solar UV rays can lead to short and long term consequences including erythema (or sunburn reaction), photo-aging, photo-immunosuppression and skin cancers.

Solar UV rays that reach the Earth’s surface are a combination of UVB (290–320 nm) and UVA (320–400 nm). The latter comprise UVA2 or shortwave UVA (320–340 nm) and UVA1 or longwave UVA (340–400 nm). Although UVB rays display beneficial effects such as production of several antimicrobial peptides and previtamin D, they are more energetic than UVA rays, can directly damage the DNA of epidermal cells and induce sunburn reaction. In the long term, they are major contributors of photo-carcinogenesis. In turn, UVA rays penetrate deeper within skin and are mostly responsible for the generation of reactive oxygen species (ROS) and, to a lesser extent than UVB rays, can also generate DNA damage [1]. They can reach the deep dermis, induce dermal damage and, in the long term, are mostly involved in skin photo-aging [2,3,4]. Both UVA and UVB have been shown to be responsible for pigmentation, photo-immunosuppression, photo-aging, and photo-carcinogenesis [5,6].

UVA represents the vast majority of UV received on Earth (around 95%), but the UVA/UVB ratio varies according to geo-orbital and environmental factors. Geo-orbital factors include latitude, time of the year (season) and hour of the day. The solar elevation angle (SEA), the angle between the horizon and the sun, greatly influences UV irradiance: the higher the sun, the greater the UVB content. Environmental factors affecting UV irradiance include clouds and thickness of the ozone layer, which greatly influence the UVB amount reaching ground level, as well as pollutants, aerosols or the reflection of UV rays from ground [7,8,9,10]. Due to their energetic properties, UVA are less affected by these geo orbital and environmental factors and vary to a lesser extent than UVB. Therefore the UVA/ UVB ratio is highly dependent on all of the factors cited above [11,12]. Hence, different types of sun exposure conditions can be encountered.

In order to study the impact of exposure to solar UV and to determine which kind of photoprotection would be appropriate to avoid or alleviate its damaging consequences, reference spectra (standard spectra) were determined by reliable modeling using extraterrestrial data. The spectral irradiances obtained by these methods were in agreement with those obtained by measurement at ground level. It is then possible to calculate the levels and characteristics of solar spectral irradiance for any geographical site using meteorological and atmospheric parameters applied in reliable modeling formulas [7].

Two main types of exposure have been defined and can be simulated in the laboratory. The first one is the most described and represents an extreme type of exposure under a zenithal sun (solar standard spectra) leading to rapid clinical consequences. This intense exposure, its acute and chronic consequences (e.g., erythema, DNA damage and mutations, photo-immunosuppression, photo-cancers)—most of them being attributable to highly energetic UVB rays-, and their prevention have been widely studied [13,14].

However, a limited part of the global population is exposed daily to such type of sun exposure. Until recently, little attention has been paid to less extreme conditions of exposure that do not lead to any short term visible clinical impact, although a body of information now tends to prove their involvement in cutaneous long term consequences [15]. Thus, another type of sun exposure representing a non-extreme exposure, under a non-zenithal sun, had to be defined in order to better assess its impact on human skin. In this review the characterization of such a solar exposure, the standard UV daylight spectrum, and its simulation in the laboratory will be presented and compared to zenithal solar spectra. The biological and clinical impact of this type of solar UV exposure will then be detailed, as well as the photoprotection strategies for such exposure.



2. Conditions of Solar Exposure

In this part the two main types of solar exposure (extreme and non-extreme) will be presented and compared.


2.1. Solar Standard Spectra/Zenithal Solar Spectra

The research community has defined standard spectra that mimic exposure conditions including summer global sunlight (diffuse and direct sunlight), under a clear sky and a SEA greater than 80° corresponding to a quasi-zenithal sun irradiance [16,17,18]. The standard spectra exhibit a UVA/UVB irradiance ratio typically lower than 18 [13,19,20]. Corresponding exposure conditions occur in the summer, around noon, at low latitudes, and with a clear sky and represent the “worst” case scenario for human skin. Such type of exposure conditions can lead to erythema, predominantly induced by UVB. This reaction happens in a few minutes or hours, depending on the UV dose received and individual phototype; in fair skin types, sunlight may induce a transient flush of erythema during or immediately after exposure, while a delayed erythemal response is common in all skin phototypes, and peaks between 6–24 h [21].

In vivo and in vitro experiments have historically used various UV sources. The quality of delivered UV spectrum is a critical point and can drastically influence the physiological relevance of the data. To reproduce the standard spectra in the laboratory, it is now well established that xenon-arc solar simulators equipped with the appropriate filters are the most accurate devices [22]. Using such solar simulators, an irradiance spectrum called “UV-solar simulated radiation” (UV-SSR) including UVA and UVB wavelengths, with a UVA/UVB ratio close to 10 can be obtained. This UV-SSR spectrum is now used extensively in most of the photobiology studies using solar simulators and reproduces summer zenithal sunlight with a high UVB erythemogenic spectral portion (Figure 1). Although the irradiance of solar simulators is usually higher than that of natural sun, the minimal erythemal doses (MED)—for a given skin color phototype—have been shown to be comparable to those found in outdoor situations [23].

Figure 1. Spectral irradiance of solar spectra and their associated simulated solar spectra. (a) Solar spectral UV irradiance of DIN 67501 standard spectrum is representative of a spectrum given by zenithal sun [24] and standard UV daylight is representative of non-extreme solar exposure (SEA < 45) [25]; (b) UV-SSR and DUVR spectra are solar simulations of standard solar spectrum and standard UV daylight respectively. The irradiance axis is in logarithmic scale. Note the highest proportion of UVB (290–320 nm) and short UVA (320–340 nm) included in the DIN 67501 standard spectrum compared to the standard UV daylight spectrum. It is also the case for the corresponding simulated spectra.
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However a limited part of the world population is exposed daily to such intense conditions, especially in temperate latitudes but also in sunnier regions where people try to avoid uncomfortable and damaging extreme solar exposure conditions (heat and sunburn). In fact people are more often exposed to sunlight that generates no immediate and obvious clinical damage. Accordingly, until recently, little attention has been paid to such daily conditions of UV exposure although several studies using acute or repeated sub-erythemal doses of UVA or UV-SSR have revealed biological effects in human skin, including for instance DNA damage, oxidative stress, dermal changes photo-immunosuppression or pigmentation [26,27,28,29,30,31] (for exhaustive reviews, see [15,32]).



2.2. Standard Spectra Representing Daily Solar UV Exposure Conditions

It became interesting to determine standard spectra that represent daily exposure conditions, assuming that the biological effects obtained with such sources would be representative of those obtained under realistic average solar exposure conditions. This type of solar exposure had to exclude conditions that are more likely to induce erythema. Hence, it was considered that a solar exposure in the condition of SEA lower than 45° was not likely to lead to erythema [33].

Air mass 2 spectral irradiance is a global solar spectral irradiance corresponding to a 27.6° SEA and can be considered as representative of non-extreme exposure condition. However no spectral data for wavelengths below 300 nm were provided [7]. This spectrum has not been used in human photobiology studies.

Another relevant standard UV irradiance representing non-extreme daily exposure conditions was defined by Christiaens et al. [25] and was called “standard UV daylight” spectrum. The authors used radiation transfer calculations that were based on an updated version of the model described by Frederick and Lubin (interaction of solar UV radiation with the Earth-atmosphere system, using satellite-based solar backscattered UV measurements and a theoretical model) [34]. Spectral irradiance received at ground level by a horizontal surface was calculated over the 290–450 nm wavelengths (1 nm intervals) at a specified latitude, date and local time. Calculations were performed for latitudes from 60° South to 60° North at intervals of 10°, for one day in the middle of each month of the year, from sunrise to sunset but limited to a SEA lower than 45°. Six-year averages of column ozone values, for each latitude and months were used. An average irradiance spectrum was calculated from the 2558 obtained spectra (Figure 1a). This “standard UV daylight” spectrum exhibited an average ratio of UVA/UVB irradiance values of 27.3 ± 0.2.

It was estimated that a UV spectrum with a UVA/UVB irradiance ratio comprised between 23 and 32 was representative of UV daylight spectrum. Calculation of meteorological doses of UV received at ground level on 15 April allowed the estimation of the proportion of UV daylight in the total UV received. For latitudes distant from the equator, the proportion of UV daylight can reach more than half of the total UV received, for 15 April (Table 1).

Table 1. Examples of worldwide doses of Daily UV radiation (DUVR) received on 15 April. DUVR corresponds to the UV spectrum with a UVA/UVB ratio comprised between 23 and 32, corresponding to a SEA lower than 45°, for almost all the latitudes. Data were calculated from Christiaens et al. [25].


	City
	Country
	Latitude (Decimal Degrees)
	UV Dose (J/cm2)
	UV Daylight Dose (J/cm2)
	UV Daylight Proportion (%)





	Oslo
	Norway
	59.9
	112.45
	57.97
	52%



	Copenhagen
	Denmark
	55.7
	122.38
	64.35
	53%



	Moscow
	Russia
	55.8
	122.77
	64.6
	53%



	Berlin
	Germany
	52.5
	129.64
	69.03
	53%



	London
	England
	51.5
	131.94
	70.5
	53%



	Paris
	France
	48.9
	137.59
	68.31
	50%



	Lausanne
	Switzerland
	46.5
	141.98
	59.55
	42%



	Nice
	France
	43.7
	148.12
	47.33
	32%



	Sapporo
	Japan
	43.1
	148.59
	46.39
	31%



	Chicago
	USA
	41.9
	150.48
	42.63
	28%



	Roma
	Italy
	41.9
	150.8
	41.99
	28%



	New York
	USA
	40.7
	152.93
	37.75
	25%



	Madrid
	Spain
	40.4
	153.46
	36.69
	24%



	Lisbon
	Portugal
	38.7
	156.19
	34.54
	22%



	Tunis
	Tunisia
	36.8
	158.92
	33.73
	21%



	Tokyo
	Japan
	35.6
	161.3
	33.03
	20%



	Los Angeles
	USA
	34.1
	163
	32.52
	20%



	Miami
	USA
	25.8
	172.42
	25.18
	15%



	Mexico City
	Mexico
	19.4
	176.82
	18.3
	10%



	Hanoï
	Vietnam
	21.0
	175.99
	19.57
	11%



	Saint Lucia
	West-Indies
	13.9
	177.25
	18.05
	10%



	Bangkok
	Thaïland
	13.8
	177.27
	18.04
	10%



	Darwin
	Australia
	−12.5
	154.57
	11.08
	7%



	Brasilia
	Brazil
	−15.8
	147.72
	14.15
	10%



	Saint Denis
	Reunion
	−20.9
	137.56
	17.76
	13%



	Johannesburg
	South Africa
	−26.2
	125.54
	18.3
	15%



	Brisbane
	Australia
	−27.5
	122.43
	18.44
	15%



	Sydney
	Australia
	−33.9
	106.31
	22.55
	21%



	Cape Town
	South Africa
	−33.9
	105.85
	22.72
	21%



	Auckland
	New Zealand
	−36.5
	101.5
	26.7
	26%



	Melbourne
	Australia
	−37.8
	95.55
	26.56
	28%










For laboratory studies, simulation of standard UV-daylight can be performed using the “Daily UV radiation” (DUVR) spectrum (also called “simulated UV Daylight” spectrum or “simulated UV-DL” in some studies). DUVR spectrum exhibits a UVA/UVB irradiance ratio comprised between 23 and 32 and can be delivered using a solar simulator equipped with a dichroic mirror and a WG320 filter of correct thickness (approximately 2 mm; Schott, Clichy, France) [35] (Figure 1b).

The simulation of the standard UV daylight spectrum using the DUVR spectrum enabled the characterization of clinical and biological effects induced by daily solar exposure conditions; i.e., conditions of exposure that do not lead to any short term visible clinical impact.




3. Effects of Exposure to Daily UV Radiation

The impacts of DUVR exposures were determined in several studies using DUVR spectrum in in vivo clinical studies and in in vitro experiments.


3.1. Effects of DUVR in Human Skin in Vivo

In order to investigate the impact of a non-extreme solar exposure in human skin, the first clinical and biochemical study was conducted in 12 volunteers exposed to acute, and in 22 volunteers exposed to repeated sub-erythemal doses, of DUVR or to UV-SSR [36].

Individual minimal erythema doses (MED) of DUVR and of UV-SSR were determined. For skin phototypes II and III, the average MED of DUVR and UV-SSR was found to be 12 ± 2.1 and 3.4 ± 0.55 J/cm2, respectively.

With regards to the biological effects induced by acute exposure to DUVR, most significant changes were obtained using 1 or 1.5 MED of DUVR, with the formation of sunburn cells (SBC), the accumulation of nuclear p53, thymine dimers, fibroblast apoptosis, a decrease in number and size of Langerhans cells, as well as an increased number of melanocytes. UV-SSR was more efficient than DUVR to induce SBC and p53 accumulation, in agreement with the known contribution of UVB in these effects. The dose of 0.5 MED of DUVR did not lead to any significant alteration of the tested endpoints but interestingly, a linear dose-response effect of DUVR was evidenced for p53 accumulation and the induction of dermal apoptotic cells.

One single exposure to a sub-erythemal DUVR dose had no significant effect, but assuming that the harmful consequences of daily UV exposures mostly result from chronic exposure, the cumulative effects of DUVR exposure were investigated. Volunteers were submitted to 9 repeated exposures to sub-erythemal doses of DUVR (0.25, 0.5 and 0.75 MED), or to 19 repeated exposures to 0.5 MED DUVR (Table 2). Exposure to 9 repeated sub-erythemal doses of DUVR led to significant changes in skin pigmentation, as assessed by colorimetric measurement using the Commission Internationale de l’Eclairage CIE lab 1976 color system, with L* expressing Luminance (from black to white), a* red-green component and b* yellow-blue component. The absolute values of L*, a*, b* are used to define the color of the skin. Δa*, Δb*, ΔL* are the differences between exposed and non-exposed sites of a *, b * and L * values, respectively. This exposure also led to significant changes in skin hydration, elasticity and microtopography, such as loss of skin density (Table 2). Biological alterations and damage were also observed, including an increase in the epidermal thickness, a decrease in number of Langerhans cells together with an increase of their size, urocanic acid isomerization [23], an increase in number and size of melanocytes and melanin deposition, an increase in keratinocyte proliferation, as well as SBC formation and p53 accumulation. The dermis was also affected with the induction of tenascin, a decrease in fibrillin and pro-collagen I, and a reduction of glycosaminoglycan deposition (Table 2). Importantly, most of the skin changes evidenced following 9 repeated exposures occurred at the lowest dose of 9 × 0.25 MED that did not induce any erythema reaction [36]. This 0.25 MED dose corresponds to 5% of the UV daylight dose received on a horizontal surface, during the day-time in mid-April (6:00 am–08:00 pm) in Paris, France (Table 1). Exposure to 19 repeated doses of 0.5 MED DUVR led to most of the skin changes cited above (Table 2) [36].


Table 2. Summary of alterations induced in human skin by repeated exposures to Daily UV radiation (DUVR) [23,36].



	
Parameters

	
DUVR Spread over 2 Weeks

	
DUVR Spread over 4 Weeks




	
9 × 0.25 MED

	
9 × 0.50 MED

	
9 × 0.75 MED

	
19 × 0.5 MED






	
Clinical Parameters




	
Pigmentation




	
 Δa*

	
+

	
++

	
+++

	
++




	
 Δb*

	
ns

	
+

	
++

	
+




	
 ΔL*

	
−

	
−−−

	
−−−

	
−




	
 Erythema

	
ns

	
+

	
++

	
+




	
 Hydration

	
−

	
−

	
−

	
ns




	
Biomechanical properties




	
 Elasticity

	
ns

	
−

	
−

	
ns




	
 Residual deformation

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns

	
ND




	
Microtopography




	
 Number of wrinkles

	
ns

	
ns

	
−

	
+




	
 Coefficient of developed profile

	
ns

	
ns

	
−

	
ns




	
 Loss of skin density (densiscore) §

	
ND

	
ND

	
+

	
ND




	
Biological parameters




	
Epidermis




	
 Histology




	
  Epidermal thickness

	
ns

	
ns

	
+

	
+




	
 Langerhans cells




	
  Number of Langerhans cells

	
−

	
−−

	
−−−

	
−−




	
  Size of Langerhans cells

	
+

	
++

	
+++

	
ns




	
  Urocanic acid isomerization

	
+

	
ND

	
ND

	
ND




	
 Melanocytes




	
  Number of melanocytes

	
+

	
+

	
+

	
+




	
  Size of melanocytes

	
+

	
++

	
+++

	
+




	
  Melanin deposition

	
+

	
++

	
+++

	
+




	
 Proliferation




	
  Ki-67 + cells

	
+

	
++

	
+++

	
ns




	
 Cellular damage




	
  sunburn cell formation

	
ns

	
+

	
+

	
+




	
  p53 accumulation

	
ns

	
++

	
+++

	
+




	
 Dermis




	
  Tenascin

	
ns

	
ns

	
++

	
+




	
  Elastin

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns




	
  Fibrillin

	
ns

	
−

	
−

	
ND




	
  Lyzozyme/elastin

	
ns

	
ns

	
ns

	
+




	
  Pro-collagen I

	
−

	
−−

	
−−−

	
ns




	
  Pro-collagen III/Pro-collagen I

	
ns

	
ns

	
+

	
ns




	
  Glycosaminoglycan deposition

	
−

	
−

	
−

	
−−






Δa*, Δb*, ΔL* are the differences between exposed and non-exposed sites of a*, b* and L* values, respectively; ND, not determined; ns, not significant compared to non-exposed site; +, significant increase compared to non-exposed site; −, significant decrease compared to non-exposed site; the number of + or – reflects the intensity of increase or decrease compared to non-exposed site, respectively; Twelve and 10 volunteers were enrolled for DUVR exposure spread over 2 weeks and over 4 weeks, respectively. § study conducted in 19 volunteers for densiscore measures.






These results indicate that under repeated exposures to a realistic DUVR dose that does not lead to any sunburn reaction, several significant clinical and biological skin alterations can be induced in both epidermal and dermal compartments. The study also evidenced that some biological endpoints were more sensitive to UV-SSR such as SBC formation, whereas activation of melanocytes was more sensitive to DUVR, indicating that UV spectrum is of high importance regarding the biological and clinical impacts of UV rays on skin, as shown in previous studies [37,38]

The impact of DUVR on skin pigmentation was further investigated regarding ethnic origin (Figure 2). Ten Caucasian volunteers and 8 Asian volunteers with similar constitutive pigmentation were enrolled (mean individual typologic angle (ITA°) value of 34° and 35° for Caucasian and Asian volunteers respectively, [39]). Volunteers were exposed four times to 0.75 MED DUVR daily, from day 0 to day 3. Skin color was assessed by colorimetric measurement using L*a*b* color system and by visual scoring, before each DUVR exposure and at different time points until day 32, i.e., 29 days after the last DUVR exposure.

Figure 2. Pigmentation induced in human skin exposed to DUVR. Variation of skin pigmentation (ΔE) and luminance (ΔL*) induced by four exposures of 0.75 MED DUVR (from day 0 to day 3) in Caucasian and Asian skin. The evolution of the color of the skin expresses itself through the combination of changes of the coordinates L * a * b * as follows: ΔE = [(ΔL*)2 + (Δa*)2 + (Δb*)2]1/2, where Δa*, Δb*, ΔL* are the differences between exposed and non-exposed sites of a*, b* and L* values, respectively.
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A significant increase in skin pigmentation was detected for both populations (decrease in luminance ΔL* and increase in ΔE) after DUVR exposure, from day 1 to day 32, compared to day 0 (Tukey test, p < 0.001). Seventy-two hours after the last DUVR exposure (day 7), pigmentation was stable and persistent (Figure 2). Results also clearly showed that pigmentation induced by DUVR was significantly higher in Asian skin compared to Caucasian skin (Tukey test, p < 0.05) (Figure 2). Colorimetric measurements were confirmed by visual assessment using a scale scoring from “absence of pigmentation” to “darker brown pigmentation”.

To summarize, in human skin in vivo, acute or repeated exposures to DUVR can modulate detectable short term clinical parameters such as pigmentation, hydration, and microtopography, and can induce biological and biophysical alterations in the dermis and the epidermis, that could be linked to long term adverse clinical effects such as photo-aging including pigmentary disorders and photo-cancers.



3.2. In Vitro Effects of DUVR in Reconstructed Human Skin Model

In order to better characterize the cellular and molecular impact and the early events induced by non-extreme exposure conditions, in vitro studies were performed using a three dimensional (3D) reconstructed human skin model composed of a dermal equivalent including living adult fibroblasts covered by a fully differentiated epidermis. The 3D architecture of the model enables UV penetration properties, depending on wavelength, to be taken into account. The model has been shown to be a useful tool for studying the responses of fibroblasts and keratinocytes to solar UV exposure in vitro and can reproduce sunburn related markers and dermal damage associated with the photo-aging process [40,41].


3.2.1. Biological Efficient Dose and Histologic Changes

Since the MED determination could not be achieved in such in vitro experimental conditions, the biological efficient dose (BED) has been previously defined as the minimal dose able to induce morphological alterations after acute UV exposure [42,43]. Histological analysis of this reconstructed skin model exposed to increasing doses of DUVR established the DUVR BED at 13 J/cm2. At this dose, observed alterations were mostly located in the dermal compartment and were characterized by the disappearance of fibroblasts. Such changes have also been observed following exposure to UVA alone [42,43] (Figure 3). Some alterations were also detected in the epidermis. These included slight alterations in the granular layer resembling those observed after UVA exposure, as well as thinning of the epidermis and thickening of the cornified layer. Moreover, at this BED of DUVR, few sunburn cells and p53 positive keratinocytes could be detected. The histological damage induced by DUVR was correlated with the release of the well-known matrix metalloproteinase 1 (MMP-1), a photo-aging marker in the culture medium of reconstructed skin [44,45]. To summarize, the BED of 13 J/cm2 DUVR induced histological alterations mostly in the dermis, as observed after UVA and some alterations in the epidermis that were similar to those induced by UV-SSR or UVB (Figure 3) [46]. The lower dose of 7 J/cm2 DUVR was not sufficiently high to induce any of the cited histological damage. Repetitive exposures to DUVR for five consecutive days showed drastic alterations in the dermis and in the epidermis, even with the sub-BED dose of 7 J/cm2, attesting that chronic exposure to low DUVR dose may account for long term harmful consequences [45].

Figure 3. Morphological changes induced by the biologically efficient doses of DUVR (13 J/cm2), of UVA (25 J/cm2) or of UV-SSR (5.4 J/cm2) in reconstructed human skin [43,44,45,46]. Black arrows indicate the zone where the incidence of fibroblasts has decreased. White arrows indicate sunburn cells.
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The determined BED of DUVR in a reconstructed skin model (13 J/cm2) corresponded to a realistic dose since it represented 20% of the daily dose of UV received in Paris on mid-April (Table 2) and was correlated with human in vivo data that established an average MED of 12 ± 2.1 J/cm2 DUVR for skin phototypes II and III [25,36].





3.2.2. Modulation of Gene Expression

To further characterize DUVR induced changes, gene expression was studied in reconstructed skin exposed to DUVR using cDNA arrays and quantitative PCR. The expression of more than 200 genes related to skin biology and stress response was studied in fibroblasts and keratinocytes separately. DUVR induced the modulation of expression of numerous genes in both cell types. In the cDNA arrays profiling, the biological efficient dose of 13 J/cm2 DUVR induced the modulation of 27% and 31% of the genes analyzed in fibroblasts and keratinocytes respectively [47]. In the study using QPCR arrays 16% and 27% of the genes analyzed were found modulated by 12 J/cm2 DUVR, in fibroblasts and keratinocytes respectively [48]. These results confirmed the impact of DUVR at the surface and in deeper layers of skin, as already described in in vivo and in vitro histological analyses.

DUVR modulated genes were related to several functional families. In the epidermis, DUVR affected the expression of keratinocytes markers involved in the differentiation/proliferation balance. Several members of the epidermal differentiation complex (filaggrin, loricrin, involucrin, CRCT1, SPPR1A, SPRR1B, SPRR2A, LCE2B, LCE2D) and other differentiation markers such as corneodesmosin, calmodulin-like 5, transgutaminase 1, stratifin, serpinB2 transcripts had their expression modulated by DUVR exposure. In addition, DUVR affected expression of markers related to epidermal proliferation and markers expressed in basal keratinocytes (keratin 5, keratin 6B, Ki67 and ornithine decarboxylase 1 ODC1) [48]. These changes can be linked to in vivo skin surface alterations following DUVR exposure such as perturbations in hydration, skin microtopography, epidermal proliferation and thickening (Table 2, [36]).

The expression of genes encoding extracellular matrix (ECM) and dermal-epidermal components as well as proteins of ECM maturation and remodeling was also affected following DUVR exposure. For instance, while the expression of collagens and fibronectin ECM components was down-regulated, the expression of remodeling genes MMP1, MMP3 and members of the plasminogen activator system serpin1, serpinB2 and plasminogen activator tissue PLAT, was up-regulated [48]. Alterations of ECM components and homeostasis have been widely described after UV exposure [49]. These changes, especially MMPs induction and collagen synthesis and repression, represent hallmarks of the photo-aging process and the formation of solar elastosis [50,51]. These data may therefore emphasize the role of such low DUVR doses in the development of photo-aging clinical signs in vivo (Table 2, [36]).

Genes encoding growth factors, receptors and hormones also had their expression modulated by DUVR exposure in fibroblasts as well as in keratinocytes. In this family, the expression of Heparin-Binding EGF-like Growth Factor HBEGF, Growth Differentiation Factor 15 GDF15, Transforming Growth Factor α TGFA, granulocyte/macrophage colony-stimulating factor (GMCSF/CSF2) and Fibroblast Growth Factor 7 FGF7 (also known as Keratinocyte Growth Factor KGF) was strongly up-regulated [48]. Interestingly, FGF7 and CSF2 proteins have been shown to be positive regulators of skin pigmentation. Chronic solar exposure has been linked to pigmentary disorders [52]. The formation of actinic lentigines or “age-spots”, only found in sun-exposed anatomical sites, brings irrefutable proof of this link. Up-regulation of genes related to skin pigmentation by DUVR evidenced a contribution of such non-extreme exposures to these clinical signs [36,53,54,55].

DUVR exposure also has an impact in skin immunity related markers: it strongly increased the expression of genes encoding cytokines and inflammation markers such as interleukins (IL1B, IL6, IL8), chemokines (CCL2), ICAM1, CSF2, TNF and PTGS2 (also called COX2), confirming the immune-competence of keratinocytes and fibroblasts. In contrast, several members of the innate immunity gene family had their expression down-regulated by DUVR, such as TLR1, TLR3 or TNFSF10. Again, this data reinforced the fact that daily UV exposure may also be implicated in the UV-induced immunological response of skin [56,57].

Response to stress was particularly enriched after DUVR exposure, attesting that DUVR represents a stress for skin cells. DUVR induced expression of genes encoding heat shock proteins (HSP27, HSPA1A/HSP70, HSP90, DNAJB1/HSP40, HSPA2, HSPA5), and of genes involved in cellular response to oxidative stress (this functional family will be emphasized further in this review). UV induction of HSP has already been described and is considered to be part of a natural defense mechanism against UV exposure [58,59]. In such a context, HSP70 plays a particular role in photo-aging. HSP70 and members of the HSP70 family are induced by UVB, by UVA, and by UVA1 [60,61,62]. It was recently shown that the over-expression of HSP70 in mice led to the suppression of UV-induced skin damage and resulting inflammatory responses as well as UV-induced wrinkle formation [63,64].



3.2.3. Contribution of UVA Wavelengths to DUVR Biological Effects

As UV daylight includes a high and constant proportion of UVA wavelengths, with a UVA/UVB ratio around 27, corresponding to 96.5% UVA and 3.5% UVB, the biological contribution of UVA wavelengths included in the DUVR spectrum was assessed. Accordingly, gene expression profiling using cDNA arrays was performed following exposure of in vitro reconstructed skins to DUVR and to UVA at their respective BED (13 J/cm2 DUVR and 25 J/cm2 UVA). In fibroblasts, the expression of 225 genes was studied. Sixty genes were modulated by UVA or DUVR. Out of them 55/60 (92%) were common to DUVR and to UVA. In keratinocytes, the expression of 241 genes was studied. The vast majority (59/74, 80%) of the modulated genes were identical in DUVR or UVA exposure conditions. These results showed that both types of exposures share biological targets therefore attesting to a strong contribution of UVA wavelengths to the DUVR biological response.

In keratinocytes, 20% of genes were specifically modulated by DUVR and not by UVA. They mostly included genes involved in the differentiation/proliferation balance, such as genes of the epidermal differentiation complex. In fibroblasts, only 3% of the analysed genes were specifically modulated by DUVR. The DUVR spectrum includes wavelength ranges from UVB and shortwave UVA (UVA2, 320–340 nm) to longwave UVA (UVA1, 340–400 nm), having different and increasing penetration properties. For this reason, keratinocytes, due to their surface location, receive photons of the whole DUVR spectrum, whereas fibroblasts, in deeper layers of the skin, are mostly exposed to UVA of the DUVR spectrum. Therefore, it may be hypothesized that the 20% of genes specifically modulated by DUVR may be attributed to UVB wavelengths included in the DUVR spectrum. In contrast, fibroblasts receive the same wavelengths from the DUVR spectrum as from the UVA spectrum resulting in the same changes in gene expression.

Altogether the results established that DUVR biological impact was mostly imputable to UVA wavelengths included in the DUVR spectrum, especially for dermal fibroblasts, located in skin depth. Photo-aging due to chronic exposure to UVA was particularly well illustrated by cases of unilateral dermatoheliosis occurring on the side of face that is chronically exposed to UVA through a glass window (e.g., truck or taxi drivers) showing skin thickening, roughness, wrinkling and laxity associated with an accumulation of elastotic material within dermis [65].



3.2.4. Focus on Oxidative Stress Induced by DUVR and Characterization of the Fibroblast and Keratinocyte Response

Since (1) DUVR spectrum includes a high and constant proportion of UVA wavelengths, that are well-known stimulators of ROS production and (2) it was shown that UVA wavelengths particularly contributed to DUVR biological impact, oxidative stress induced by physiological doses of DUVR was carefully studied in reconstructed human skin model [45]. DUVR induced the generation of ROS in both epidermis and dermis of reconstructed skin, with a significant dose effect (Figure 4a). Cellular response to DUVR induced oxidative stress was analyzed by studying the expression of 24 genes encoding proteins involved in oxidative stress response in fibroblasts and keratinocytes of reconstructed skin, respectively. DUVR mostly altered the expression of four gene families: target genes of the cytoprotective to oxidative and electrophilic stress NF-E2-related factor 2 (Nrf2)-pathway, sestrins that participate in the regeneration of over-oxidized peroxiredoxins, metallothioneins that scavenge ROS and metal ions, and methionine sulfoxide reductase (MSRA), that is involved in the maintenance of protein structure and function. A differential response to oxidative stress between fibroblasts and keratinocytes was revealed, with regard to kinetics, direction or levels of modulation and nature of modulated genes. In dermal fibroblasts, oxidative stress response occurred as early as two hours post exposure, with a majority of the genes up-regulated; whereas in keratinocytes gene modulations were mostly detected six hours post DUVR exposure, with a higher proportion of down-regulations (Figure 4b). Nrf2 target genes (HO-1, TXNR, NQO1, gammaGCS-L) were significantly up-regulated in dermal fibroblasts by DUVR, while in keratinocytes, only NQO1 gene expression was significantly induced. Genes encoding metallothioneins were also differently modulated in fibroblasts and in keratinocytes, with a down-regulation by DUVR of MT1X, MT1E and MTE2A found only in keratinocytes. For the sestrin family and MSRA, the responses were quite similar between fibroblasts and keratinocytes. Most of the studied sestrins and MSRA, whose decline has been shown to be associated with aging and photo-aging, had their gene expression level decreased [66,67,68] (Figure 4b).

Figure 4. (a) DUVR induced ROS; (b) Cellular response to DUVR induced oxidative stress. Exposure to DUVR induced the modulation of the expression of genes involved in response to oxidative stress, in fibroblasts (F) and keratinocytes (K) of reconstructed human skin. White dotted line indicates dermal epidermal junction. White brackets indicate epidermal positive layer. White arrows indicate examples of positive dermal fibroblasts.
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It was important to note that the low dose of 7 J/cm2 DUVR, which did not lead to any detectable histologic changes, was sufficient to generate ROS, even in deeper layers of the dermis, and to modulate the expression of genes related to several functional families described above. This reveals the insidious impact of DUVR, even in the absence of any detectable tissue damage and shows that the dermal compartment is highly susceptible to DUVR [45,47].







4. Photoprotection against DUVR

Since evidence has been given of damaging effects of DUVR in the whole skin, protection from UV daylight impact is paramount. In this context, sunscreen products can be evaluated. The latter are characterized by their absorption profiles, with corresponding protection factors (PF): the sun (burn) protection factor (SPF) and the UVA protection factor (UVA-PF). SPF value is determined with a standardized protocol, in vivo in human volunteers exposed to UV-SSR spectrum and measures the protection against erythema, which is mainly induced by UVB wavelengths. Hence SPF value does not provide information on the protection level against UVA since UVA poorly contributes to skin erythema [69]. UVA-PF can be determined in vivo using the Persistent Pigment Darkening (PPD) method which measures the darkening in human volunteers with phototypes III and IV when exposed to UVA spectrum. The higher the UVA-PF, the better the UVA protection [70,71]. The next paragraph will address two issues: (1) the efficiency of sunscreen products against DUVR in vitro and in vivo and (2) the relevance of the protection factors (SPF and UVA-PF) under such type of exposure.


4.1. Photoprotection Assessed in Vivo

Several in vivo studies have evaluated the photoprotection against DUVR offered by sunscreens with different absorption profiles, in different skin phototypes and ethnic origins, using several biological and clinical endpoints.

In Caucasian subjects with skin phototypes II/III, the photoprotection afforded by a broad spectrum daily-care product with a balanced UVB-UVA filtration profile (SPF 8, UVA-PF 7) was assessed against 19 repeated exposures to 0.5 MED DUVR per day over 4 weeks. This exposure regimen had been shown to induce detrimental biological effects in these volunteers (Table 2 and [36]). The use of a daily-care product with a low SPF but a well balanced UVB-UVA absorption profile inhibited or reduced most of the biological effects induced by DUVR in the dermis (decrease in GAG deposition was avoided, lysozyme to elastin ratio was not increased) and in the epidermis (the number of Langerhans cells was maintained, no noticeable increase in the number of p53 positive cells was observed, increase in the number and size of melanocytes and melanin deposition were significantly reduced). Epidermal thickening was not significantly reduced. Since the level of protection varied according to the studied endpoint, this could suggest that low doses of DUVR that are not absorbed by the sunscreen product may lead to residual damage [15].

Another study assessed the erythemal protection against DUVR, afforded by two sunscreens with comparable SPF but different levels of UVA protection (a UVB sunscreen SPF 8.6, UVA-PF 1.1 vs. a broadspectrum sunscreen SPF 7.0, UVA-PF 6.5), in fair-skinned sun-sensitive Caucasian subjects (skin phototypes I/II). After application of the sunscreen, the volunteers were exposed to two MED of DUVR for 13 consecutive days and erythema was measured at day 6, 8 and 13. The data show a much greater protection against cumulative erythema with the broad-spectrum sunscreen than with the UVB sunscreen. The modeling of the SPF of each sunscreen with changes in solar UVR with time of the day and latitude showed that the SPF of the broad-spectrum sunscreen is independent of latitude and time of the day, while the SPF of the UVB sunscreen varies considerably [72].

Both studies proved that an efficient protection against molecular, cellular and clinical damage induced by DUVR could be achieved in Caucasian skin with a broad-spectrum sunscreen.

In Asian skin (phototypes III, IV, V), protection against DUVR-induced pigmentation was assessed using different sunscreen formulations that included UVA + UVB absorbers, with different SPF/UVAPF ratios. The results showed that products offering a well-balanced UVB and UVA protection (i.e., SPF/UVA-PF ratio lower than 3), exhibited higher protection against pigmentation than products having SPF/UVA-PF ratio higher than 3. Moreover, with the same level of SPF, a higher UVA-PF resulted in a higher protection against pigmentation in Asian skin exposed to DUVR [73].

In Indian and Asian skins (skin phototypes IV and V), protection against DUVR-induced pigmentation afforded by two sunscreens having the same SPF but different UVA protection factors were compared (SPF15/UVA-PF15 vs. SPF15/UVA-PF 3). Skin was exposed to six increasing daily doses of DUVR, with an interval of 25% between each dose. Pigmentation was assessed visually and by colorimetric measurements (L*, a*, b* parameters) 7 days after each exposure. The product with a well-balanced photoprotection against UVB and UVA (SPF 15/UVAPF 15) provided a better protection against skin darkening than the product with a low UVA protection level (SPF15/UVAPF 3) (Figure 5a) [74,75].

Figure 5. Assessment of photoprotection against DUVR in vivo and in vitro. (a) Luminance values seven days after exposure to increasing doses of DUVR in vivo in human skin protected by sunscreen with different UVA-PF [74,75]; (b) In vitro, two days after DUVR exposure, histology of reconstructed skin protected by sunscreen with different UVA-PF [44]; (c) Gene expression profiles in fibroblasts and keratinocytes of reconstructed skin protected or not by a broad spectrum sunscreen and exposed to DUVR [48].
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These in vivo studies show that, from light to dark skins, UVA protection is a major factor in the prevention of the DUVR induced effects, in addition to a necessary UVB protection. It should be noted that 2 mg/cm2 of sunscreen was applied in the in vivo studies. In real life, people apply a much lower amount [76], making re-application of product a safety caution.





4.2. Photoprotection Assessed in Vitro

To complete and support the studies of photoprotection assessed in humans in vivo, which are not always easy to perform, organotypic in vitro skin models have been shown to be useful tools [41,77].

The photoprotection afforded by sunscreen formulations to prevent histological and biochemical alterations induced by DUVR was evaluated in reconstructed human skin. Two sunscreens having similar SPF values (SPF 15) but different profiles of transmission over the UVA range were tested. A better protection of dermal fibroblasts and prevention of MMP1 production was observed when applying a well-balanced sunscreen with an efficient absorption potency in the UVA range, as compared to a sunscreen with an equivalent SPF but a lower UVA filtration (Figure 5b). Since marketed skin care products show increasing levels of SPF values, the authors wondered whether a higher SPF could compensate for a defect in UVA filtration. To address this question, 2 sunscreens were compared, one having a SPF value of 18 and a good UVA filtration profile and the other one, with a higher SPF value (SPF 27) and a poor UVA filtration profile. Results showed that even with a higher SPF value, a sunscreen product with a poor filtration in the UVA range is less effective in preventing DUVR skin damage than a well-balanced UVA-UVB sunscreen with a lower SPF value [44].

The strong photoprotection afforded by a balanced UVA-UVB sunscreen was also evidenced at the molecular level by studying gene expression. The expression of more than 200 genes involved in skin biology and stress response was studied separately in fibroblasts and keratinocytes of reconstructed skin, which was protected by applying a sunscreen product (SPF 13 and UVA-PF 10.5) or unprotected prior to DUVR exposure. In both fibroblasts and keratinocytes of reconstructed human skin, the use of sunscreen led to a significant reduction of the number of genes modulated by DUVR and a decrease in intensity of gene modulation for the residual modulated genes. This protection from DUVR induced gene modulation was particularly obvious by performing hierarchical clustering of gene expression for each experimental condition: the gene expression profile in samples protected by sunscreen and exposed to DUVR was much closer to that of unexposed samples, than that of unprotected samples exposed to DUVR (Figure 5c) [48].

In agreement with in vivo studies, the in vitro studies emphasized the importance of the use of sunscreen products filtering in an equilibrated manner UVB and UVA rays to prevent tissue, cellular, biochemical, and molecular alterations induced by exposure to solar daily UV.




5. Conclusions

The UV daylight spectrum represents a non-extreme sun exposure, with a SEA lower than 45°, for latitudes from 60° South to 60° North, during all the months of the year, with a UVA/UVB ratio of 27. In everyday outdoor activities, this type of exposure does not induce any visible short-term effect but may lead to long term UV-induced deleterious consequences.

Such daily sun exposure, simulated in the laboratory by the DUVR spectrum, induced in vivo significant clinical effects such as disturbed hydration, altered biochemical properties and microtopography of skin, and increased pigmentation. It also led to biological changes affecting the dermis—especially the composition of the extracellular matrix—and epidermis, with an impact on keratinocytes, melanocytes and Langerhans cells. In vitro studies evidenced that DUVR, even at low dose, induced oxidative stress, led to an alteration of the expression of genes involved in several skin and stress managing functions, in both skin compartments. The important contribution of UVA in these biological effects was also evidenced.

Efficient daily UVR protection, including UVB and UVA absorption, is necessary to avoid the sub-erythemal cumulative effects of such sun exposure. In vitro and in vivo photoprotection studies showed that, in addition to UVB protection, a sufficient UVA protection is essential to reach a significant prevention efficacy against DUVR induced damage. Moreover, the SPF value is not by itself sufficient to express the efficacy of protection against clinical, cellular and molecular effects induced by daily UV exposure. On such issues, UVA-PF appears more relevant, even if the question of an appropriate DUVR protection factor is still open.






Acknowledgments

The authors thank Christelle Golebiewski, Virginie Flouret and Diane-Lore Vieu for their help in artwork and Mark Donovan for careful proofreading and English editing of the manuscript.



Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflict of interest.



References


	1. 
Tewari, A.; Sarkany, R.P.; Young, A.R. UVA1 induces cyclobutane pyrimidine dimers but not 6-4 photoproducts in human skin in vivo. J. Investig. Dermatol. 2012, 132, 394–400. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	2. 
Bruls, W.A.; Slaper, H.; van der Leun, J.C.; Berrens, L. Transmission of human epidermis and stratum corneum as a function of thickness in the ultraviolet and visible wavelengths. Photochem. Photobiol. 1984, 40, 485–494. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	3. 
Lim, H.W.; Naylor, M.; Honigsmann, H.; Gilchrest, B.A.; Cooper, K.; Morison, W.; Deleo, V.A.; Scherschun, L. American Academy of Dermatology Consensus Conference on UVA protection of sunscreens: Summary and recommendations: Washington, DC, Feb 4, 2000. J. Am. Acad. Dermatol. 2001, 44, 505–508. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	4. 
Krutmann, J. Ultraviolet A radiation-induced biological effects in human skin: Relevance for photoaging and photodermatosis. J. Dermatol. Sci. 2000, 23, S22–S26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	5. 
D’Orazio, J.; Jarrett, S.; Maro-Ortiz, A.; Scott, T. UV Radiation and the skin. Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2013, 14, 12222–12248. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	6. 
Naylor, E.C.; Watson, R.E.; Sherratt, M.J. Molecular aspects of skin ageing. Maturitas 2011, 69, 249–256. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	7. 
Aydinly, S.; Justus, C.G.; Kaase, H.; Kasten, F.; Kockot, D.; Kok, C.J.; Richmond, J.V.; Zerlant, G.A. Solar Spectral Irradiance; Technical Report for Commission Internationale de l'Éclairage (CIE): Vienna, Austria, 1989. [Google Scholar]

	8. 
Frederick, J.E.; Lubin, D. Possible long-term changes in biologically active ultraviolet radiation reaching the ground. Photochem. Photobiol. 1988, 47, 571–578. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	9. 
Frederick, J.E.; Snell, H.E.; Haywood, E.K. Solar ultraviolet radiation at the Earth’s surface. Photochem. Photobiol. 1989, 50, 443–450. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	10. 
Lubin, D.; Jensen, E.H. Effects of clouds and stratospheric ozone depletion on ultraviolet radiation trends. Nature 1995, 377, 710–713. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	11. 
Sabziparvar, A.A.; Shine, K.P.; Forster, P.M. A model-derived global climatology of UV irradiation at the Earth’s surface. Photochem. Photobiol. 1999, 69, 193–202. [Google Scholar]

	12. 
Tewari, A.; Grage, M.M.; Harrison, G.I.; Sarkany, R.; Young, A.R. UVA1 is skin deep: Molecular and clinical implications. Photochem. Photobiol. Sci. 2013, 12, 95–103. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	13. 
Wilkinson, F.J. Solar simulators for sunscreen testing. In Measurements of Optical Radiation Hazards; Matthes, R., Sliney, D.H., Eds.; Märkl-Druck: München, Germany, 1998; p. 653. [Google Scholar]

	14. 
Fourtanier, A.; Moyal, D.; Seite, S. Sunscreens containing the broad-spectrum UVA absorber, Mexoryl SX, prevent the cutaneous detrimental effects of UV exposure: A review of clinical study results. Photodermatol. Photoimmunol. Photomed. 2008, 24, 164–174. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	15. 
Seite, S.; Christiaens, F.; Bredoux, C.; Compan, D.; Zucchi, H.; Lombard, D.; Fourtanier, A.; Young, A.R. A broad-spectrum sunscreen prevents cumulative damage from repeated exposure to sub-erythemal solar ultraviolet radiation representative of temperate latitudes. J. Eur. Acad. Dermatol. Venereol. 2010, 24, 219–222. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	16. 
The European Cosmetic and Toiletry Association (Colipa). Sun Protection Factor Test Method. 1994. Available online: http://www.colipa.com (accessed on 18 November 2014). [Google Scholar]

	17. 
Diffey, B.; Robson, J. A new substrate to measure sunscreen protection factors throughout the ultraviolet spectrum. J. Soc. Cosmet. Chem. 1989, 40, 127–133. [Google Scholar]

	18. 
Commission Internationale de l’Éclairage (CIE). Spectral Weighting of Solar Ultraviolet Radiation. 2003. Available online: http://www.cie.co.at/cie/ (accessed on 18 November 2014). [Google Scholar]

	19. 
Cosmetic Toiletry & Fragrance Association of South Africa (CTFA-SA); The European Cosmetic and Toiletry Association (Colipa); Japan Cosmetic Industry Association (JCIA). International Sun Protection Factor (SPF) Test Method. 2003. Available online: http://www.cie.co.at/cie/ (accessed on 18 November 2014). [Google Scholar]

	20. 
Deutsches Institut für Normung e.V. (DIN). Experimentelle Bewertung des Erythemschutzes von externen Sonnenschutzmitteln. für Die Menschliche Haut (Experimental evaluation of the protection from erythema by external sunscreen products for the human skin). 1999. Available online: http://www.en.din.de (accessed 18 November 2014). [Google Scholar]

	21. 
Sklar, L.R.; Almutawa, F.; Lim, H.W.; Hamzavi, I. Effects of ultraviolet radiation, visible light, and infrared radiation on erythema and pigmentation: A review. Photochem. Photobiol. Sci. 2013, 12, 54–64. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	22. 
Sayre, R.M.; Cole, C.A.; Billhimer, W.L.; Stanfield, J.; Ley, R.D. Spectral comparison of solar simulators and sunlight. Photodermatol. Photoimmunol. Photomed. 1990, 7, 159–165. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	23. 
Seite, S.; Fourtanier, A.; Moyal, D.; Young, A.R. Photodamage to human skin by suberythemal exposure to solar ultraviolet radiation can be attenuated by sunscreens: a review. Br. J. Dermatol. 2010, 163, 903–914. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	24. 
Grothmann, K.; Kaase, H. Testung von Lichtschutzmitteln—Vorschlag zur Definition einer Referenz-Spektralverteilung für UV-Sonnensimulatoren (Sun protection measurement—Proposal for a definition of a UV solar simulator standard spectrum). Dermatol. Monatsschr. 1993, 179, 108–111. [Google Scholar]

	25. 
Christiaens, F.J.; Chardon, A.; Fourtanier, A.; Frederick, J.E. Standard ultraviolet daylight for nonextreme exposure conditions. Photochem. Photobiol. 2005, 81, 874–878. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	26. 
Pearse, A.D.; Gaskell, S.A.; Marks, R. Epidermal changes in human skin following irradiation with either UVB or UVA. J. Investig. Dermatol. 1987, 88, 83–87. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	27. 
Lavker, R.M.; Veres, D.A.; Irwin, C.J.; Kaidbey, K.H. Quantitative assessment of cumulative damage from repetitive exposures to suberythemogenic doses of UVA in human skin. Photochem. Photobiol. 1995, 62, 348–352. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	28. 
Séité, S.; Moyal, D.; Richard, S.; de Rigal, J.; Léveque, J.L.; Hourseau, C.; Fourtanier, A. Mexoryl SX: A broad absorption UVA filter protects human skin from the effects of repeated suberthemal doses of UVA. J. Photochem. Photobiol. B 1998, 44, 69–76. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	29. 
Liardet, S.; Scaletta, C.; Panizzon, R.; Hohlfeld, P.; Laurent-Applegate, L. Protection against pyrimidine dimers, p53, and 8-hydroxy-2'-deoxyguanosine expression in ultraviolet-irradiated human skin by sunscreens: Difference between UVB + UVA and UVB alone sunscreens. J. Investig. Dermatol. 2001, 117, 1437–1441. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	30. 
Sander, C.S.; Chang, H.; Salzmann, S.; Muller, C.S.; Ekanayake-Mudiyanselage, S.; Elsner, P.; Thiele, J.J. Photoaging is associated with protein oxidation in human skin in vivo. J. Investig. Dermatol. 2002, 118, 618–625. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	31. 
Sheehan, J.M.; Cragg, N.; Chadwick, C.A.; Potten, C.S.; Young, A.R. Repeated ultraviolet exposure affords the same protection against DNA photodamage and erythema in human skin types II and IV but is associated with faster DNA repair in skin type IV. J. Investig. Dermatol. 2002, 118, 825–829. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	32. 
Norval, M.; McLoone, P.; Lesiak, A.; Narbutt, J. The effect of chronic ultraviolet radiation on the human immune system. Photochem. Photobiol. 2008, 84, 19–28. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	33. 
Holloway, L. Atmospheric sun protection factor on clear days: Its observed dependence on solar zenith angle and its relevance to the shadow rule for sun protection. Photochem. Photobiol. 1992, 56, 229–234. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	34. 
Frederick, J.E.; Lubin, D. The budget of biologically active ultraviolet radiation in the Earth-atmosphere system. J. Geophys. Res. 1988, 93, 3825–3832. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	35. 
Christiaens, F.; Chardon, A. Ultraviolet Radiation for non-Extreme Exposure Conditions: Definition and indoor reproduction. In the Official Newsletter of the Thematic Network for Ultraviolet Measurements, Davos, Switzerland, 20–21 October 2005; pp. 11–13.

	36. 
Seite, S.; Medaisko, C.; Christiaens, F.; Bredoux, C.; Compan, D.; Zucchi, H.; Lombard, D.; Fourtanier, A. Biological effects of simulated ultraviolet daylight: A new approach to investigate daily photoprotection. Photodermatol. Photoimmunol. Photomed. 2006, 22, 67–77. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	37. 
Krutmann, J. The interaction of UVA and UVB wavebands with particular emphasis on signalling. Prog. Biophys. Mol. Biol. 2006, 92, 105–107. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	38. 
Muthusamy, V.; Piva, T.J. A comparative study of UV-induced cell signalling pathways in human keratinocyte-derived cell lines. Arch. Dermatol. Res. 2013, 305, 817–833. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	39. 
Chardon, A.M.; Crétois, I.; Hourseau, C. Skin colour typology and suntanning pathways. Int. J. Cosm. Sci. 1991, 13, 191–208. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	40. 
Bernerd, F.; Asselineau, D. An organotypic model of skin to study photodamage and photoprotection in vitro. J. Am. Acad. Dermatol. 2008, 58, S155–S159. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	41. 
Vioux-Chagnoleau, C.; Lejeune, F.; Sok, J.; Pierrard, C.; Marionnet, C.; Bernerd, F. Reconstructed human skin: From photodamage to sunscreen photoprotection and anti-aging molecules. J. Dermatol. Sci. Suppl. 2006, 2, S1–S12. [Google Scholar]

	42. 
Bernerd, F.; Asselineau, D. Successive alteration and recovery of epidermal differentiation and morphogenesis after specific UVB-damages in skin reconstructed in vitro. Dev. Biol. 1997, 183, 123–138. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	43. 
Bernerd, F.; Asselineau, D. UVA exposure of human skin reconstructed in vitro induces apoptosis of dermal fibroblasts: subsequent connective tissue repair and implications in photoaging. Cell. Death Differ. 1998, 5, 792–802. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	44. 
Lejeune, F.; Christiaens, F.; Bernerd, F. Evaluation of sunscreen products using a reconstructed skin model exposed to simulated daily ultraviolet radiation: Relevance of filtration profile and SPF value for daily photoprotection. Photodermatol. Photoimmunol. Photomed. 2008, 24, 249–255. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	45. 
Marionnet, C.; Pierrard, C.; Lejeune, F.; Sok, J.; Thomas, M.; Bernerd, F. Different oxidative stress response in keratinocytes and fibroblasts of reconstructed skin exposed to non extreme daily-ultraviolet radiation. PLoS One 2010, 5, e12059. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	46. 
Bernerd, F.; Vioux, C.; Lejeune, F.; Asselineau, D. The sun protection factor (SPF) inadequately defines broad spectrum photoprotection: Demonstration using skin reconstructed in vitro exposed to UVA, UVBor UV-solar simulated radiation. Eur. J. Dermatol. 2003, 13, 242–249. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	47. 
Marionnet, C.; Lejeune, F.; Pierrard, C.; Vioux-Chagnoleau, C.; Bernerd, F. Biological contribution of UVA wavelengths in non extreme daily UV exposure. J. Dermatol. Sci. 2012, 66, 238–240. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	48. 
Marionnet, C.; Pierrard, C.; Lejeune, F.; Bernerd, F. Modulations of gene expression induced by daily ultraviolet light can be prevented by a broad spectrum sunscreen. J. Photochem. Photobiol. B 2012, 116, 37–47. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	49. 
Wlaschek, M.; Tantcheva-Poor, I.; Naderi, L.; Ma, W.; Schneider, L.A.; Razi-Wolf, Z.; Schuller, J.; Scharffetter-Kochanek, K. Solar UV irradiation and dermal photoaging. J. Photochem. Photobiol. B 2001, 63, 41–51. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	50. 
Quan, T.; Qin, Z.; Xia, W.; Shao, Y.; Voorhees, J.J.; Fisher, G.J. Matrix-degrading metalloproteinases in photoaging. J. Investig. Dermatol. Symp. Proc. 2009, 14, 20–24. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	51. 
Fisher, G.J.; Datta, S.; Wang, Z.; Li, X.Y.; Quan, T.; Chung, J.H.; Kang, S.; Voorhees, J.J. c-Jun-dependent inhibition of cutaneous procollagen transcription following ultraviolet irradiation is reversed by all-trans retinoic acid. J. Clin. Investig. 2000, 106, 663–670. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	52. 
Castanet, J.; Ortonne, J.P. Pigmentary changes in aged and photoaged skin. Arch. Dermatol. 1997, 133, 1296–1299. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	53. 
Kovacs, D.; Cardinali, G.; Aspite, N.; Cota, C.; Luzi, F.; Bellei, B.; Briganti, S.; Amantea, A.; Torrisi, M.R.; Picardo, M. Role of fibroblast-derived growth factors in regulating hyperpigmentation of solar lentigo. Br. J. Dermatol. 2010, 163, 1020–1027. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	54. 
Chen, N.; Hu, Y.; Li, W.H.; Eisinger, M.; Seiberg, M.; Lin, C.B. The role of keratinocyte growth factor in melanogenesis: A possible mechanism for the initiation of solar lentigines. Exp. Dermatol. 2010, 19, 865–872. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	55. 
Hirobe, T. Role of keratinocyte-derived factors involved in regulating the proliferation and differentiation of mammalian epidermal melanocytes. Pigment. Cell. Res. 2005, 18, 2–12. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	56. 
Norval, M.; Halliday, G.M. The consequences of UV-induced immunosuppression for human health. Photochem. Photobiol. 2011, 87, 965–977. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	57. 
Nasti, T.H.; Timares, L. Inflammasome activation of IL-1 family mediators in response to cutaneous photodamage. Photochem. Photobiol. 2012, 88, 1111–1125. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	58. 
Trautinger, F. Heat shock proteins in the photobiology of human skin. J. Photochem. Photobiol. B 2001, 63, 70–77. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	59. 
Jonak, C.; Klosner, G.; Trautinger, F. Significance of heat shock proteins in the skin upon UV exposure. Front. Biosci. (Landmark Ed.) 2009, 14, 4758–4768. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	60. 
Brunet, S.; Giacomoni, P.U. Heat shock mRNA in mouse epidermis after UV irradiation. Mutat. Res. 1989, 219, 217–224. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	61. 
Trautinger, F.; Kokesch, C.; Klosner, G.; Knobler, R.M.; Kindas-Mugge, I. Expression of the 72-kD heat shock protein is induced by ultraviolet A radiation in a human fibrosarcoma cell line. Exp. Dermatol. 1999, 8, 187–192. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	62. 
Marionnet, C.; Pierrard, C.; Golebiewski, C.; Bernerd, F. Diversity of Biological Effects Induced by Longwave UVA Rays (UVA1) in Reconstructed Skin. PLoS One 2014, 9, e105263. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	63. 
Matsuda, M.; Hoshino, T.; Yamashita, Y.; Tanaka, K.; Maji, D.; Sato, K.; Adachi, H.; Sobue, G.; Ihn, H.; Funasaka, Y.; et al. Prevention of UVB radiation-induced epidermal damage by expression of heat shock protein 70. J. Biol. Chem. 2010, 285, 5848–5858. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	64. 
Matsuda, M.; Hoshino, T.; Yamakawa, N.; Tahara, K.; Adachi, H.; Sobue, G.; Maji, D.; Ihn, H.; Mizushima, T. Suppression of UV-induced wrinkle formation by induction of HSP70 expression in mice. J. Investig. Dermatol. 2013, 133, 919–928. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	65. 
Gordon, J.R.; Brieva, J.C. Images in clinical medicine. Unilateral dermatoheliosis. N. Engl. J. Med. 2012, 366. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	66. 
Moskovitz, J.; Bar-Noy, S.; Williams, W.M.; Requena, J.; Berlett, B.S.; Stadtman, E.R. Methionine sulfoxide reductase (MsrA) is a regulator of antioxidant defense and lifespan in mammals. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2001, 98, 12920–12925. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	67. 
Picot, C.R.; Moreau, M.; Juan, M.; Noblesse, E.; Nizard, C.; Petropoulos, I.; Friguet, B. Impairment of methionine sulfoxide reductase during UV irradiation and photoaging. Exp. Gerontol. 2007, 42, 859–863. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	68. 
Salmon, A.B.; Perez, V.I.; Bokov, A.; Jernigan, A.; Kim, G.; Zhao, H.; Levine, R.L.; Richardson, A. Lack of methionine sulfoxide reductase A in mice increases sensitivity to oxidative stress but does not diminish life span. FASEB J. 2009, 23, 3601–3608. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	69. 
Cosmetic Toiletry & Fragrance Association of South Africa (CTFA–SA); The European Cosmetic and Toiletry Association (COLIPA); Japan Cosmetic Industry Association (JCIA); Cosmetic Toiletry & Fragrance Association (CTFA). International Sun Protection factor (SPF) test method. 2006. Available online: http://www.colipa.com (accessed on 18 November 2014). [Google Scholar]

	70. 
Moyal, D.; Chardon, A.; Kollias, N. Determination of UVA protection factors using the persistent pigment darkening (PPD) as the end point. (Part 1). Calibration of the method. Photodermatol. Photoimmunol. Photomed. 2000, 16, 245–249. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	71. 
Japan Cosmetic Industry Association (JCIA). Measurement Standards for UVA Efficacy; Tokyo, Japan; 21; November; 1995. [Google Scholar]

	72. 
Young, A.R.; Boles, J.; Herzog, B.; Osterwalder, U.; Baschong, W. A sunscreen’s labeled sun protection factor may overestimate protection at temperate latitudes: A human in vivo study. J. Investig. Dermatol. 2010, 130, 2457–2462. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	73. 
Moyal, D. Need for a well-balanced sunscreen to protect human skin from both Ultraviolet A and Ultraviolet B damage. Indian J. Dermatol. Venereol. Leprol. 2012, 78, S24–S30. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	74. 
Moyal, D.; Battie, C.; Tricaud, C. Prevention of Skin Pigmentation in Darker Skin: Experimental Evidence in India, Proceedings of Poster International Congress of Dermatology, New Delhi, India, 24–26 January 2013.

	75. 
Bernerd, F.; Moyal, D.; Pai, S.B.; Srinivas, C.R. Ultraviolet-induced skin damage and its prevention with sunscreen. In Basic Science for Modern Cosmetic Dermatology; Srinivas, C.R., Verschoore, M., Eds.; Jaypee Brothers Medical Publishers: New Dehli, India, 2014; p. 91. [Google Scholar]

	76. 
Diffey, B. Sunscreens: Expectation and realization. Photodermatol. Photoimmunol. Photomed. 2009, 25, 233–236. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	77. 
Damour, O.; Augustin, C.; Black, A.F. Applications of reconstructed skin models in pharmaco-toxicological trials. Med. Biol. Eng. Comput. 1998, 36, 825–832. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]





© 2014 by the authors; licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).







media/file4.png
o

u oo

wow s

[[] Down-regulation

Up-regulation

m? DUVR

13

Number of mod
fle

2
3
e

S

13 J/em?

MIIE





nav.xhtml


  ijms-16-00068


  
    		
      ijms-16-00068
    


  




  





media/file5.png
Luminance L*

€ Fibroblasts Keratinocytes

Luminance L* 7 days after exposure

A~ = e )

—+— SPF 15, UVA-PF 15

—#— SPF 15, UVA-PF 3

;B o
DUVR dose (J/em?)

VI V3 VZSIS3 s2 203 C1 VIVZVISI |2 oSGzl

Absorbance

C=control V= vehicletDUVR S = sunscreem DUVR

30 J/em? 50 J/cm?
S

==+ Sunscreen A
Sunscreen B

Sunscreen A

29 300 310 320 330 310 35 360 370 380 390 400

Sunscreen B

Wavelength (nm)





media/file3.png
control DUVR UVA UV-SSR





media/file0.png
Spectral irradiance

(W.m-2.nm-1)

——DIN 67501
——Standard UV daylight

‘Wavelength (nm)

Spectral irradiance
(W m-2 nm-1)

——UV-SSR
——DUVR

0 300 310 320 330 340 350 360 370 380 390 400
‘Wavelength (nm)





media/file1.png





media/file2.png
AL*,AE

L* and AE in Asian and Caucasian skin exposed to DUVR

15

10 * *
A

5 -

0

4 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32
Days —a

—o—AL* Asian —#—AL* Caucasian —¢—AE Asian —#—AE Caucasian





