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Abstract: Nowadays, various industries using nanomaterials are growing rapidly, and in particular,
as the commercialization and use of nanomaterials increase in the cosmetic field, the possibility of
exposure of nanomaterials to the skin of product producers and consumers is increasing. Due to
the unique properties of nanomaterials with a very small size, they can act as hapten and induce
immune responses and skin sensitization, so accurate identification of toxicity is required. Therefore,
we selected silica nanomaterials used in various fields such as cosmetics and biomaterials and
evaluated the skin sensitization potential step-by-step according to in-vitro and in-vivo alternative
test methods. KeratinoSensTM cells of modified keratinocyte and THP-1 cells mimicking dendritic-
cells were treated with silica nanoparticles, and their potential for skin sensitization and cytotoxicity
were evaluated, respectively. We also confirmed the sensitizing ability of silica nanoparticles in the
auricle-lymph nodes of BALB/C mice by in-vivo analysis. As a result, silica nanoparticles showed
high protein binding and reactive oxygen species (ROS) mediated cytotoxicity, but no significant
observation of skin sensitization indicators was observed. Although more studies are needed to
elucidate the mechanism of skin sensitization by nanomaterials, the results of this study showed that
silica nanoparticles did not induce skin sensitization.
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1. Introduction

Manufactured nanomaterials refer to materials that are created to have at least one
cross-section of a size of 100 nm or less. The unique properties of nanomaterials are in-
creasing their use value in various industries, including food and biomedical science fields.
Silica nanomaterials are one of the major types of nanomaterials which are particularly
used in the industrial and cosmetics fields [1]. Therefore, it is pivotal for the manufacturers
and consumers who consume these substances to identify the silica nanotoxicity due to its
potential for human exposure through various routes.

In recent years, to evaluate substances used in cosmetics, animal substitution test
methods have been applied by reflecting the 3R (Replacement, Reduction and Refinement)
principles for animals [2,3]. Specifically, the chemical and biological mechanisms related
to skin sensitization such as allergic contact dermatitis have been summarized as the
adverse outcome pathway (AOP) of skin sensitization [4]. The Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD) skin sensitization guidelines classify four key
events: (1) molecular initiation event, (2), (3) cellular response (keratinocyte and dendritic
cells) and (4) organ-level response based on the AOP-induced skin sensitization. However,
since these alternative test methods are chemical-based test guidelines (TG), various studies
are needed to apply them to nanomaterials.
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Nanomaterials possess unique physicochemical properties that differ from other chem-
icals that form a major determinant of their toxicity potential [5,6]. Although nanoparticles
(NPs) are minimally soluble under normal physiological conditions, some are soluble in
certain media, such as lysosomal fluids and cause toxicity [7,8]. Fiber formal nanomaterials
such as Carbon nanotubes (CNTs) induce cytotoxicity due to the piercing effect according
to the shape of the particles [9,10]. In addition, due to their very small size, nanomaterials
can bind to carrier proteins and induce an immunological response [11,12]. An accurate
analysis of the physicochemical properties of nanomaterials is very important in identifying
the major factors of toxicity caused by nanomaterials.

Traditional toxicity tests such as oral/inhalation have studied the toxicity of relatively
various silica nanomaterials; however, relatively little information is known about their
influences on the skin. Recently, several nanomaterials have been explored on the induction
of skin sensitization. Moreover, the applicability of alternative animal testing methods has
been evaluated for these analyses [13–15]. However, there is still a lack of toxicological
information on skin sensitization induced by NPs. Therefore, this study aims to evaluate
the skin sensitization potential of silica nanomaterials, which have high potential in the
cosmetic field, by using animal alternative test methods based on the AOP in accordance
with skin sensitization step by step.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Silica Nanoparticles

Silica (Silicon dioxide; SiO2, 10–20 nm) (NPs) was purchased from Sigma-Aldrich
(St. Louis, MO, USA). Their primary size was confirmed by transmission electron mi-
croscopy (TEM; JEM-1200EX II, JEOL, Tokyo, Japan) and TEM average size was calculated
by counting more than 30 individual NPs using the inbuilt software program. The hydro-
dynamic size and zeta potentials of the silica NP were measured by a Zetasizer-Nano ZS
(Malvern, Malvern Hills, UK). In addition, to verify that the NPs were not contaminated
with endotoxins, the Endpoint Chromogenic Limulus Amoebocyte Lysate (LAL) assay
(Cambrex, Walkersville, MD, USA) was performed. The solubility of silica NPs was mea-
sured in artificial lysosomal fluid (ALF, pH 5.5) as previously described [15,16]. Briefly,
silica NPs were dispersed in each medium at 100 µg/mL and incubated for 48 h at room
temperature. Centrifugation was performed thrice at 15,000× g for 60 min to collect the
NP-free supernatant, and the absence of NPs was confirmed by dynamic light scattering
(DLS) analysis using the Zetasizer Nano ZS. The concentration of ions in the supernatant
was measured using the inductively coupled plasma optical emission spectroscopy (ICP-
OES, 700-ES) (Varian, Palo Alto, CA, USA). Solubility was calculated into percentage of
dissolved ion concentration regarding the initial mass of silica in the NP suspension.

2.2. Serum Protein Binding Affinity Test

Since there is a possibility that ‘haptenization’ of small molecules can act as a sensitizer,
the binding ability of silica NPs with serum proteins was evaluated. Briefly, Silica NPs was
dispersed in distilled water (DW) solution at concentration 1 mg/mL and incubated with
100 µg/mL bovine serum albumin (BSA) for 0, 4 and 24 h at room temperature. The samples
reached at each time point were removed from the pellet by centrifugation at 15,000× g for
10 min, 3 times and the levels of protein in the supernatant were measured by using the
bicinchoninic acid (BCA) assay (Thermo Fischer Scientific, Rockford, IL, USA). After the
absorbance measurement, the amount of adsorbed BSA was calculated by subtracting the
protein measurement value from the measurement value in the vehicle control group.

2.3. Preparation of Silica NPs Suspensions

Silica NPs suspensions were prepared by slightly modifying a formerly described
method [15,17]. Briefly, silica NPs stock solutions were dispersed in DW and sonicated
at 40 kHz with 100 W output power for 15 min in a bath-type sonicator (Saehan-Sonic,
Seoul, Korea). Thereafter, fresh Dulbecco’s Modified Eagle’s Medium (DMEM) medium
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supplemented with 1% FBS was added to different working concentrations (0.98–2000 µM).
In the human Cell Line Activation Test (h-CLAT) assay, silica NPs stock solution was
dispersed in phosphate buffered saline (PBS) (pH 7.4) and sonicated at the same procedure.
Fresh complete Roswell Park Memorial Institute-1640 (RPMI) medium supplemented
with 10% FBS was added to different working concentrations (0–1200 µg/mL). Since the
re-aggregation of silica NPs might be induced when the cell culture medium was added,
ultrasonic dispersion was performed for additional 10 min. In the local lymph node assay
(LLNA): 5-bromo-2′-deoxyuridine (BrdU)-flow cytometry (FCM) assay, silica NPs stock
solution was dispersed in DW and sonicated at the same procedure. After that, 3% of the
serum in the final volume was added to the dispersed stock solution and further dispersed
for 10 min. Finally, as the re-aggregation of NPs might be induced when the DMF solution
(working concentration: 25, 50, and 100% v/v) was added, ultrasonic dispersion was
performed for additional 10 min.

2.4. KeratinoSensTM Assay Test Methods

A transgenic human keratinocyte cell line with a stable insertion of the Luciferase
reporter gene under the control of the Antioxidant Response Element (ARE)-element
KeratinoSensTM cells was provided by Givaudan Suisse SA (Vernier, Switzerland). The cells
were cultured in DMEM media supplemented with 10% FBS, 0.5 mg/mL Geneticin (Sigma-
Aldrich). The cells were sub-cultured every 2–4 days at 80–90% confluence for a maximum
of 25 passages. The culture medium was replaced to a fresh medium and incubated
in a humidified atmosphere condition of 5% CO2 at 37 ◦C. Stabilized KeratinoSensTM

cells were seeded into a 96-well cell culture plate at a density of 1 × 104 cells/well and
incubated overnight. The prepared cells were washed once with pre-warmed pH 7.4
Dulbecco’s phosphate buffered saline (DPBS), followed by the addition of dispersed silica
NPs suspension (0.98–2000 µM), and the culture plates were then incubated for 48 h.
Positive control, cinnamic aldehyde (CASRN. 14371-10-9, Sigma-Aldrich), was tested in
parallel (concentration: 4–64 µM). The viability of KeratinoSensTM cells was measured
using the thiazolyl blue tetrazolium bromide (3-(4,5-dimethylthiazo-2-yl)-2,5-diphenyl-
tetrazolium bromide (MTT) assay reduction test (Promega, Madison, WI, USA). To exclude
the colorimetric interference from silica NP present in the cells, the supernatant was
transferred into clear 96-well plates, and the absorbance was measured at 570 nm with a
multi-microplate reader (Synergy HTX, BioTek, Winooski, VT, USA). The cell viability (%)
was calculated based on the optical density (OD) of the vehicle control and blank control.
Then, to measure the luciferase activity of silica NP, we used the One-GloTM Luciferase
assay kit (Promega). The luciferase assay was conducted under the same conditions as
the MTT assay. The luminescence intensity of each sample was measured using a multi-
microplate reader. Levels of luciferase intensity were calculated based on the luminescence
values of the vehicle control and blank control.

2.5. h-CLAT Assay Test Methods

The human monocytic leukemia cell line (THP-1) was purchased from American
Type Culture Collection (ATCC) (Manassas, VA, USA). The THP-1 cells were cultured in
RPMI-1640 containing 10% fetal bovine serum (FBS), 2 mM L-glutamine (Life Technolo-
gies, Grand Island, NY, USA), 100 IU/mL penicillin (Life Technologies), and 100 U/mL
streptomycin (Life Technologies). The cells were sub-cultured every 3–4 days at 80–90%
confluence. Then, culture medium was replaced to a fresh medium and incubated in
humidified atmosphere condition of 5% CO2 at 37 ◦C. Stabilized THP-1 cells were seeded
and dispersed to 1 × 106 cells/well/0.5 mL in a 24-well culture plate and prepared by
dispersing the prepared nanoparticle working solution (334.9–1200 µg/mL) and vehicle
control. Additionally, positive control (2,4-dinitrochlorobenzene; DNCB 4 µg/mL) was
treated in 0.5 mL volume. After incubation for 24 h in an incubator, they were transferred to
Fluorescence-activated cell sorting (FACS) tubes and washed three times. Then, FITC-CD86
Ab (CAT#555657, BD Biosciences), FITC-CD54 Ab (CAT#353108, BioLegend), and mouse
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IgG1 (isotype control) (CAT#555748, BD Biosciences) were added and stained. Finally,
FACS buffer 200 µL and propidium iodide (PI) (CAT#P4864, Sigma) 10 µL were added to
the cells and analyzed using a BD FACS Calibur™ flow cytometer (BD Biosciences). The
geometric mean fluorescence intensity (MFI) of CD86 and CD54 was calculated according
to the OECD TG 442E, and the relative fluorescence intensity (RFI) was calculated based on
the following formula presented in the guideline. According to the guidelines, the criteria
for determining a skin sensitizer (at least twice in 3 tests, at any test concentration) are
CD86 RFI ≥ 150% and cell viability ≥ 50% or CD54 RFI ≥ 200%, and cell viability ≥ 50%.
It is classified as a sensitizing substance.

RFI =
MFI of chemical − treated cells − MFI of chemical − treated isotype control cells × 100

MFI of solvent/vehicle − treated ctrl cells − MFI of solvent/vehicle − treated isotype ctrl cells

2.6. Intracellular Reactive Oxygen Species (ROS) Assay

To confirm the intracellular ROS generation in the KeratinoSensTM and THP-1 cells ex-
posed to silica NPs, the assay was performed according to the modified DCFDA/H2DCFDA-
Cellular ROS Assay Kit (Abcam, Cambridge, MA, USA) protocol. Briefly, KeratinoSensTM

and THP-1 cells were prepared in a dark-96-well culture microplate with 1 × 104 cells/well
and 3 × 105 cells/well, respectively. These cells were incubated with 1× DCFDA solu-
tion for 45 min at 37 ◦C in the dark and washed with pre-warmed DPBS to remove the
DCFDA solution. Then, the dispersed silica NPs were treated for 24 h at 0.98–2000 µM (in
KeratinoSensTM) and 334.9–1200 µg/mL (in THP-1). The fluorescence intensity induced by
silica NPs was measured at 485/535 nm wavelength (λ) using a multi-microplate reader
(Synergy HTX, BioTek, Seoul, Korea).

2.7. LLNA: BrdU-FCM Assay Test Methods

LLNA: BrdU-FCM assay was performed as previously described in Han et al.’s
study [18] and based on recently revised OECD TG 442B (LLNA: BrdU-FCM) protocol.
Female BALB/C mice (7 weeks old, Specific Pathogen Free; SPF) were purchased from
KOATECH CO. (Pyoung-taek, Gyeonggi-do, Korea) and acclimated for at least 7 days
before experiments. The animals were kept at an animal facility in the Korea Ministry of
Food and Drug Safety (MFDS). The studies were approved by the Institutional Animal Care
and Use Committee (IACUC) (Approval number: MFDS-20-013c2; Approval date: 23 April
2020). The animals were housed at a temperature of 22 ± 3 ◦C and relative humidity of
30–70%. The room was lit with artificial light for 12 h per day. Solid diets and sterilized
drinking water were supplied ad libitum. Animals were randomly selected with body
weight measurements.

During the first three days, dispersed silica NPs suspension (working concentration:
25, 50, and 100% v/v, respectively), vehicle control (DMF contained 3% mouse serum)
and positive control (25% hexyl cinnamic aldehyde, HCA) were applied to the dorsal
skin of each ear of the mouse at the same time-point (group per four). Acetone: olive oil
(4:1 v/v, AOO) solvent was used to prepare the positive control based on the OECD TG
442B. Silica NPs suspension was prepared fresh daily before application. On day 5, all mice
were intraperitoneally (i.p.) injected with 100 µL of BrdU solution (20 mg/mL). On day
6, mice were sacrificed, and their auricular lymph nodes were isolated. Excised lymph
nodes were mashed using a spatula to prepare lymph node cells (LNCs). LNCs were
counted using a hemocytometer after staining with trypan blue (Sigma). The quantitated
LNCs (1.5 × 106 cells/mL) were prepared for the LLNA: BrdU-FCM assay, via the protocol
provided in the BD PharmingenTM FITC BrdU Flow Kit (BD Biosciences, San Jose, CA,
USA). Viable LNCs were counted using a BD FACS CaliburTM flow cytometer (BD Bio-
sciences), and a total of 1 × 104 gated cells were analyzed, as previously described [16,17].
The stimulation index (SI) was calculated using the formula described in the OECD TG
442B [12]. If the SI was 2.7 or greater, the test materials were classified as sensitizers.

Stimulation Index (SI) =
Number of BrdU − positive LNCs/mouse exposed to a test material
Mean number of BrdU − positive LNCs in the vehicle control group
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2.8. Statistical Analysis

All data were analyzed with GraphPad Prism software ver. 5.0 (La Jolla, CA, USA)
and expressed as mean ± standard error of the mean (SEM). Statistical analysis was
performed by one-way ANOVA and each group was compared by post-hoc Turkey’s
pairwise comparisons. Results with p values < 0.05 were considered statistically significant.

3. Results
3.1. Physicochemical Properties of the Silica NPs

Figure 1 shows the TEM images of silica NPs used in this study. TEM analysis results
showed that silica NPs had a size of 15.56 ± 1.78 nm. The physicochemical characteristic of
silica NPs is summarized in Table 1. The hydrodynamic size was observed to increase than
the primary size when suspended in all types of medium. In particular, silica NPs showed
a larger size in PBS solution than DW, and lower values were observed when prepared
and dispersed as final working solutions for each test. Measurement of the zeta potential
indicated that silica NPs were negatively charged in DW, PBS and final working solution.
The solubility of nanomaterials in artificial lysosomal fluid (pH 5.5), the solubility was
0.02%. The silica NPs used in the test did not demonstrate contamination by endotoxin
due to the LAL assay. In addition, since the reactivity between nanomaterials and proteins
is crucial in the generation of hapten that can cause sensitization, the affinity between silica
NPs and BSA protein was confirmed (Figure 2). After reacting the NPs with BSA (about
23%), it was bound to a level of 37% from 4 h and about 41% at 24 h.
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Table 1. Physicochemical properties of silica NP.

Silica Nanoparticle (SiO2)
In Vitro Assay In Vivo Assay

In KeratinoSensTM In h-CLAT LLNA: BrdU-FCM

Primary size (nm) 10–20

TEM average size (nm) 15.56 ± 1.78

Hydrodynamic size (nm)

in vehicle solution a 432.9 ± 27.7 781.9 ± 118.5 306.0 ± 5.67

in working solution b 467.8 ± 68.2 295.5 ± 4.3 304.0 ± 16.53

Polydispersity (PDI)

in vehicle solution a 0.47 ± 0.09 0.51 ± 0.11 0.31 ± 0.04

in working solution b 0.54 ± 0.18 0.62 ± 0.03 0.37 ± 0.08

Zeta potential (mV)

in vehicle solution a −0.43 ± 1.82 −35.50 ± 2.24 −0.16 ± 1.05

in working solution b −25.82 ± 1.20 −23.35 ± 2.03 −46.0 ± 1.62

Solubility (%) in ALF 0.02

Molecular weight (g/mol) 60.1

Purity (%) 99.5

Endotoxin (EU/mL) ND ND ND
a DW (KeratinoSensTM assay and LLNA:BrdU-FCM assay) and PBS (h-CLAT assay) were used as vehicle solutions.
b Working solution (KeratinoSensTM assay) were prepared with DW stock (1%) + DMEM, containing 1% FBS.
Working solution (h-CLAT assay) was prepared with PBS stock (2%) + RPMI, containing 10% FBS. Working
solution (LLNA: BrdU-FCM assay) was prepared using DW stock (10%) + DMF, containing 3% mouse serum.
Data are expressed as mean ± SD, n = 6; DW = distilled water, DMEM = Dulbecco’s Modified Eagle’s Medium,
FBS = Fetal bovine serum, RPMI = Roswell Park Memorial Institute-1640, DMF = N,N-Dimethylformamide, TEM
= transmission electron microscopy, ALF = artificial lysosomal fluid, EU = endotoxin unit, ND = not determined.
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BSA, (A) Absorbed BSA protein amount, (B) protein absorption rate. Data are expressed as mean± SEM (n = 8). *** p < 0.0001
compared to 0 h time-point.

3.2. Evaluation of Silica NPs in the KeratinoSensTM Assay; Key Event II

The silica NPs were assessed for their skin sensitization potential using the KeratinoSensTM

assay (Figure 3). The cytotoxicity by the treatment of silica NPs showed a tendency to in-
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crease in a dose-dependent manner, and approximately 20–30% of cytotoxicity was induced
at a high concentration of >500 µM or more among the treated silica NPs concentration
group. IC50 values were found to be >2000 µM. Treatment with silica NPs did not induce
luciferase activity in recombinant cells. The EC1.5 (interpolated concentration for a 1.5-
fold luciferase induction) value for the silica NPs was >2000 µM, thus being classified as
a non-sensitizer.
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3.3. Evaluation of Silica NPs in the h-CLAT Assay; Key Event III

The silica NPs were assessed for skin sensitization potential using the h-CLAT as-
say, which mimics the sensitizer response in dendritic cells (Figure 4). This test method
quantifies the changes in surface proteins as markers of monocyte maturation. The cell via-
bility was about 85–90% compared to the control group in the total concentration group of
334.9–1200 µg/mL, and dose dependence was not observed. Silica NPs did not induce the
activity above the baseline in both CD86 (RFI = 150%) and CD54 (RFI = 200%), which were
sensitive markers of the h-CLAT assay. Finally, silica NPs were judged as non-sensitizers
because they did not meet the criteria for positive skin sensitizers of the h-CLAT guidelines.
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3.4. Induction of Intracellular Reactive Oxygen Species (ROS) Following the Treatment of
Silica NPs

To elucidate the mechanism of silica NPs induced cytotoxicity, we assessed the in-
tracellular ROS levels (Figure 5). Compared to vehicle control, treatment with silica NPs
induced ROS production in KeratinoSensTM cells and THP-1 cells 24 h after exposure. In
addition, ROS generation in each cell was increased in a dose-dependent manner with
silica NPs concentration, and statistical significance was observed especially at the highest
concentration in KeratinoSensTM cells.
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3.5. Evaluation of Silica NPs in the LLNA: BrdU-FCM Assay; Key Event IV

The silica NPs were assessed for their skin sensitization potential using the LLNA:
BrdU-FCM, in vivo assay (Figure 6). No significant results were found at any concentration
of silica NPs except for the positive control (25% hexyl cinnamic aldehyde) group for a
total of 6 parameters: body weight, ear thickness and weight, lymph weight, number of
lymph cell count, and stimulation index (SI) used for sensitization evaluation. Finally, the
SI value was found to be less than 2.7, as calculated by flow cytometry, and was judged as
a non-sensitizer through criteria of OECD TG 442B.
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(working concentration: 25, 50, and 100% v/v, respectively), vehicle control (DMF contained 3% mouse serum) and positive
control (25% HCA) were applied to the dorsal skin of each ear of the mouse. The evaluation parameters were as follows:
(A) Body weight (g), (B) Ear thickness (mm), (C) Ear weight (mg), (D) Lymph node weight (mg), (E) Number of lymph
node cell (×107 cells), and (F) Stimulation Index (SI). Data are expressed as mean ± SEM (n = 4). * p < 0.05, *** p < 0.0001
compared to vehicle control group (The ear thickness values were compared on days 1–3 and 3–6 after administration,
** p < 0.001). VEH = vehicle control, P.C = positive control, HCA = hexyl cinnamic aldehyde.

4. Discussion

Silica nanomaterials are promising materials for potential environmental and biomed-
ical applications [19]. In particular, silica nanoparticles are attracting attention in the
cosmetic field due to their low production cost and the characteristics of hydrophilic
surface favoring protracted circulation [20]. However, the safety of human exposure to
production workers (workplace) and product users can be ensured only by accurately
identifying the toxicity of silica nanomaterials. The properties and cytotoxic effects of
silica NPs have not been fully defined, and there is still controversy over their safety [21].
Therefore, it is crucial to identify the safety of the substance through various studies.

Recently, as the importance of the 3R test principle increases in the field of non-clinical
toxicity testing related to cosmetics, the use of test methods that substitute animals has
emerged as a major issue in the international community. Alternative test methods that do
not involve the use of animals have been proposed by various countries and institutions,
including the European Union Reference Laboratory for Alternatives to Animal Testing
(EURL ECVAM), the Interagency Coordinating Committee on the Validation of Alterna-
tive Methods (ICCVAM), the Korea (KoCVAM) and the Japanese Center for Alternative
Validation (JaCVAM). Research on this topic is currently underway and the OECD has
approved, formulated and disseminated guidelines for alternative test methods. The OECD
Skin Sensitization Alternative Testing Guidelines classify four major events: Key Event
(1) Molecular initiation (protein reactivity), Key Event (2) and Key Event (3) Skin related
cellular response (keratinocytes and dendritic cells), and Key Event (4) Lymph node level
response (lymph node cell-differentiation) [22–25]. However, the AOP for skin sensitization
as above has been applied based on soluble chemicals only.

Although nanomaterials are not soluble materials, their tiny size acts as a hapten and
has a very high potential to become a sensitinogen. It is the initiation step of the sensitizer
following haptenization that has a noticeable influence on the immunogenicity that induces
sensitization [26,27]. We evaluated the affinity with the BSA protein as previously reported
to confirm the hapten ability of the silica nanomaterial [28]. In addition to the methods we
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have measured, test methods for sensitive protein detection have been recently reported
and can be used as a test method for protein adsorption of nanomaterials [29,30]. In this
study, the results of the protein binding affinity of silica NPs were observed to easily
react with the albumin protein present in a large number in the body, showing almost
maximum reactivity in 4 h. This protein binding ability is a very important factor in
the haptenization of sensitinogen [31]. Previous studies suggested that nanomaterials
complexed with proteins can induce immune responses [32]. In addition, it has been
reported that metal-based nanomaterials, including nickel, cobalt, copper and chromium,
can also facilitate immune responses [33–35].

In our study, silica NPs were poorly soluble in vehicle solutions and characterized
to be easily agglomerated. Since the dispersion process was important to predict the
nanotoxicity accurately, we performed the task of uniformly dispersing the nanomaterials
in the solutions. We used different serum proteins to disperse silica NPs in both the in-vitro
KeratinoSensTM test, the h-CLAT, and the in-vivo LLNA: BrdU-FCM assay. In the in-vitro
test, the dispersion was induced by including FBS in the medium. Meanwhile, in the
in-vivo test, inactivated mouse serum obtained in advance was used as a dispersing agent
for nanomaterials [36]. This was chosen based on previous reports that inactivated sera
obtained from the same species reduced hard aggregation and had no sera-induced side
effects [37,38].

The size of nanomaterials in the final working solution of silica NPs for each test
showed a soft-agglomerated hydrodynamic size compared to the primary size and ranged
from approximately 295–467 nm (Figure 1 and Table 1). Approximately 0.5 µm in size
is endocytosed through receptor independent endocytosis [39]. After endocytosis, it is
hydrolyzed in lysosomes and then antigen can be presented by Antigen-presenting cells
(APCs), so size is a very important factor [40]. In our study, the silica NP’s physical size
in the working solution is considered to be the size that allows endocytosis. In general,
phagocytosis by macrophages and dendritic cells can be strongly enhanced by cationic
surface-charged particles of nanomaterials [41,42]. It is also known that, after endocy-
tosis, small electron affinity substances such as sensitizers can act on the sensor protein
keap-1 to activate the ARE- nuclear factor-erythroid 2-related factor 2 (Nrf2) signaling
pathway [23]. In this study, it was observed that the surface charge was changed as the
protein was adsorbed on the NPs surface. However, despite the induction of dispersion
by the formation of the NPs-protein corona complex, the final immune response due to
the immunogenicity and haptenization of the nanomaterials was not observed. These
results indicate that silica NPs can adsorb proteins on the surface, but do not act as an
immunogen after being phagocytosed by actual immune cells. Although further research
is needed, in the current test, the effects on ions were excluded because silica NPs have
very low solubility after intracellular phagocytosis. There was no close correlation between
immunogenicity/sensitization and physicochemical effects of NPs themselves.

After confirming the high protein binding the ability of the silica NPs, the test out-
comes for expression of the sensitization index in KeratinoSensTM cells and THP-1 cells
according to the AOP of skin sensitization procedure showed that the silica NPs were neg-
ative (non-sensitized). Although it was reported that the surface-modified silica nanomate-
rial promoted the expression of CD86, an activation marker, in h-CLAT, it was confirmed
that the silica NPs used in our test did not show more than the standard value for the
activation marker such as CD86 [43]. Although each cell treatment of silica nanomaterials
induced some cytotoxicity, no significant increase in sensitization index was found.

In this study, no evidence for the skin sensitization of silica NPs was observed.
Nonetheless, we found that the silica nanomaterials penetrated into cells and endoge-
nous ROS generated, as in the results of intracellular ROS. Previous studies, including ours,
have suggested that ROS generation by NPs was highly correlated with inflammatory or
cytotoxic potential in vivo [44–46]. Specifically, silica nanomaterials have been reported to
have ROS generating potential [47,48]. Therefore, based on these studies, it is suggested
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that silica-induced cytotoxicity in this study is one of the major factors by induction of
endogenous ROS generated after phagocytosis.

The outcomes of in-vivo testing using silica NPs also showed negative (non-sensitizing)
reactions. These findings were similar to a previous study evaluating silica NPs by LLNA
testing [49]. Perhaps the aggregate formation of nanomaterials might not penetrate the
barrier of the normal stratum corneum of animals [50]. Although further studies on skin
permeation are likely to be needed, the treatment of silica nanomaterials in this study did
not induce toxicological effects or skin sensitization on the skin of mouse ears.

The research findings we reported dealt with only one type of silica-derived nano-
material. Since commercially available silica NPs can be manufactured in various sizes
and shapes, to secure the safety of the Silica nanomaterials, it is suggested that additional
toxicological data acquisition is necessary through more research. Moreover, it is necessary
to protect workers in the workplace and establish guidelines for the skin sensitization
specifically in terms of nanomaterials for use in various studies.

5. Conclusions

In conclusion, we reported the sensitization test results of silica NPs using the in-vitro
and in-vivo alternative tests in the current study. We found that silica nanomaterials could
induce some cytotoxicity upon ROS generation but did not induce skin sensitization in
both in-vivo and in-vitro assays.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, S.-H.K. and K.J.; experiments and analysis, S.-H.K.,
S.C., D.H.L. and J.H.L.; formal analysis, S.-H.K.; investigation, J.-Y.Y. and K.J.; writing—original
draft preparation: J.H.L. and S.-H.K.; writing—review & editing: J.H.L., K.J. and S.-H.K.; project
administration and supervision: J.J. and J.H.O. All authors have read and agreed to the published
version of the manuscript.

Funding: This work was supported by the Korean Ministry of Food and Drug Safety [grant numbers
20181MFDS401].

Institutional Review Board Statement: This study was approved by the Institutional Animal Care
and Use Committee (IACUC) of Ministry of Food and Drug Safety (Approval number: MFDS-20-
013c2; date: 23 April 2020).

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The original contributions presented in the study are included in the
article, further inquiries can be directed to the corresponding authors.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare that they have no known competing financial interests or
personal relationships that could have appeared to influence the work reported in this paper.

References
1. Is It Safe to Use Cosmetics Containing Silica in Nanoform? Available online: https://ec.europa.eu/health/sites/health/files/

scientific_committees/docs/citizens_nanosilica_en.pdf (accessed on 14 April 2020).
2. Rusche, B. The 3Rs and animal welfare—Conflict or the way forward? Altern. Anim. Exp. 2003, 20, 63–76.
3. Kaluzhny, Y.; Kandárová, H.; Hayden, P.; Kubilus, J.; D’Argembeau-Thornton, L.; Klausner, M. Development of the EpiOcular™

Eye Irritation Test for Hazard Identification and Labelling of Eye Irritating Chemicals in Response to the Requirements of the EU
Cosmetics Directive and REACH Legislation. Altern. Lab. Anim. 2011, 39, 339–364. [CrossRef]

4. OECD. The Adverse Outcome Pathway for Skin Sensitisation Initiated by Covalent Binding to Proteins; OECD Series on Testing and
Assessment, No. 168; OECD Publishing: Paris, France, 2014.

5. Donaldson, K.; Schinwald, A.; Murphy, F.; Cho, W.-S.; Duffin, R.; Tran, L.; Poland, C. The Biologically Effective Dose in Inhalation
Nanotoxicology. Acc. Chem. Res. 2013, 46, 723–732. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

6. Braakhuis, H.M.; Park, M.V.D.Z.; Gosens, I.; De Jong, W.H.; Cassee, F.R. Physicochemical characteristics of nanomaterials that
affect pulmonary inflammation. Part. Fibre Toxicol. 2014, 11, 18. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

7. Cho, W.-S.; Duffin, R.; Thielbeer, F.; Bradley, M.; Megson, I.; MacNee, W.; Poland, C.; Tran, C.L.; Donaldson, K. Zeta Potential and
Solubility to Toxic Ions as Mechanisms of Lung Inflammation Caused by Metal/Metal Oxide Nanoparticles. Toxicol. Sci. 2012,
126, 469–477. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

https://ec.europa.eu/health/sites/health/files/scientific_committees/docs/citizens_nanosilica_en.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/health/sites/health/files/scientific_committees/docs/citizens_nanosilica_en.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1177/026119291103900409
http://doi.org/10.1021/ar300092y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23003923
http://doi.org/10.1186/1743-8977-11-18
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24725891
http://doi.org/10.1093/toxsci/kfs006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22240982


Nanomaterials 2021, 11, 2140 12 of 13

8. Cho, W.-S.; Kang, B.-C.; Lee, J.K.; Jeong, J.; Che, J.-H.; Seok, S.H. Comparative absorption, distribution, and excretion of titanium
dioxide and zinc oxide nanoparticles after repeated oral administration. Part. Fibre Toxicol. 2013, 10, 9. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

9. Lanone, S.; Andujar, P.; Kermanizadeh, A.; Boczkowski, J. Determinants of carbon nanotube toxicity. Adv. Drug Deliv. Rev. 2013,
65, 2063–2069. [CrossRef]

10. Simeonova, P.P. Update on carbon nanotube toxicity. Nanomedicine 2009, 4, 373–375. [CrossRef]
11. Dwivedi, P.; Tripathi, A.; Ansari, K.; Shanker, R.; Das, M. Impact of Nanoparticles on the Immune System. J. Biomed. Nanotechnol.

2011, 7, 193–194. [CrossRef]
12. Dykman, L.A.; Khlebtsov, N.G. Immunological properties of gold nanoparticles. Chem. Sci. 2017, 8, 1719–1735. [CrossRef]
13. Yoshioka, Y.; Kuroda, E.; Hirai, T.; Tsutsumi, Y.; Ishii, K.J. Allergic Responses Induced by the Immunomodulatory Effects of

Nanomaterials upon Skin Exposure. Front. Immunol. 2017, 8, 169. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
14. Park, Y.-H.; Jeong, S.H.; Yi, S.M.; Choi, B.H.; Kim, Y.-R.; Kim, I.-K.; Kim, M.-K.; Son, S.W. Analysis for the potential of polystyrene

and TiO2 nanoparticles to induce skin irritation, phototoxicity, and sensitization. Toxicol. In Vitro 2011, 25, 1863–1869. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

15. Kim, S.-H.; Lee, J.H.; Jung, K.; Yang, J.-Y.; Shin, H.-S.; Lee, J.P.; Jeong, J.; Oh, J.-H.; Lee, J.K. Copper and Cobalt Ions Released from
Metal Oxide Nanoparticles Trigger Skin Sensitization. Front. Pharmacol. 2021, 12, 126. [CrossRef]

16. Jeong, J.; Lee, S.; Kim, S.-H.; Han, Y.; Lee, D.-K.; Yang, J.-Y.; Roh, C.; Huh, Y.S.; Cho, W.-S. Evaluation of the dose metric for acute
lung inflammogenicity of fast-dissolving metal oxide nanoparticles. Nanotoxicology 2016, 10, 1448–1457. [CrossRef]

17. Jeong, J.; Kim, S.-H.; Lee, S.; Lee, D.-K.; Han, Y.; Jeon, S.; Cho, W.-S. Differential Contribution of Constituent Metal Ions to the
Cytotoxic Effects of Fast-Dissolving Metal-Oxide Nanoparticles. Front. Pharmacol. 2018, 9, 15. [CrossRef]

18. Han, B.-I.; Yi, J.-S.; Seo, S.J.; Kim, T.S.; Ahn, I.; Ko, K.; Kim, J.H.; Bae, S.; Lee, J.K. Evaluation of skin sensitization potential of
chemicals by local lymph node assay using 5-bromo-2-deoxyuridine with flow cytometry. Regul. Toxicol. Pharmacol. 2019, 107,
104401. [CrossRef]

19. Lehman, S.; Larsen, S.C. Zeolite and mesoporous silica nanomaterials: Greener syntheses, environmental applications and
biological toxicity. Environ. Sci. Nano 2014, 1, 200–213. [CrossRef]

20. Fytianos, G.; Rahdar, A.; Kyzas, G.Z. Nanomaterials in Cosmetics: Recent Updates. Nanomaterials 2020, 10, 979. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

21. Mebert, A.M.; Baglole, C.J.; Desimone, M.; Maysinger, D. Nanoengineered silica: Properties, applications and toxicity. Food Chem.
Toxicol. 2017, 109, 753–770. [CrossRef]

22. OECD. Test No. 442C: In Chemico Skin Sensitization: Assays Addressing the Adverse Outcome Pathway Key Event on Covalent
Binding to Proteins, OECD Guidelines for the Testing of Chemicals Section 4. 2020. Available online: https://www.oecd-ilibrary.
org/environment/test-no-442c-in-chemico-skin-sensitisation_9789264229709-en (accessed on 26 June 2020).

23. OECD. Test No. 442D: In Vitro Skin Sensitisation: ARE-Nrf2 Luciferase Test Method. Organisation for Economic Co-Operation
and Development (OECD), Paris 10. 2018. Available online: https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/test-no-442d-invitro-
skin-sensitisation_9789264229822-en (accessed on 25 June 2018).

24. OECD. Test No 442E: In Vitro Skin Sensitisation: In Vitro Skin Sensitisation Assays Addressing the Key Event on Ac-Tivation of
Dendritic Cells on the Adverse Outcome Pathway for Skin Sensitisation. OECD Guidelines for the Testing of Chemicals, Section
4: 21. 2018. Available online: https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/test-no-442e-in-vitro-skin-sensitisation_9789264264
359-en (accessed on 25 June 2018).

25. OECD. Test No. 442B: Skin Sensitization: Local Lymph Node Assay: BrdU-Elisa or-Fcm. OECD Guidelines for the Testing of
Chemicals, Section 4. 2018. Available online: https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/test-no-442bskin-sensitization_9789
264090996-en (accessed on 25 June 2018).

26. Singh, K.V.; Kaur, J.; Varshney, G.C.; Raje, A.M.; Suri, C.R. Synthesis and Characterization of Hapten−Protein Conjugates for
Antibody Production against Small Molecules. Bioconjugate Chem. 2004, 15, 168–173. [CrossRef]

27. Divkovic, M.; Pease, C.K.; Gerberick, G.F.; Basketter, D.A. Hapten-protein binding: From theory to practical application in the
in vitro prediction of skin sensitization. Contact Dermat. 2005, 53, 189–200. [CrossRef]

28. Lee, I.; Kim, S.-H.; Rethinasabapathy, M.; Haldorai, Y.; Lee, G.-W.; Choe, S.R.; Jang, S.-C.; Kang, S.-M.; Han, Y.-K.; Roh, C.; et al.
Porous 3D Prussian blue/cellulose aerogel as a decorporation agent for removal of ingested cesium from the gastrointestinal
tract. Sci. Rep. 2018, 8, 1–14. [CrossRef]

29. Grel, H.; Ratajczak, K.; Jakiela, S.; Stobiecka, M. Gated Resonance Energy Transfer (gRET) Controlled by Programmed Death
Protein Ligand 1. Nanomaterials 2020, 10, 1592. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

30. Stobiecka, M. Novel plasmonic field-enhanced nanoassay for trace detection of proteins. Biosens. Bioelectron. 2014, 55, 379–385.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Chipinda, I.; Hettick, J.M.; Siegel, P.D. Haptenation: Chemical Reactivity and Protein Binding. J. Allergy 2011, 2011, 1–11.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

32. Chattopadhyay, S.; Dash, S.K.; Ghosh, T.; Das, S.; Tripathy, S.; Mandal, D.; Das, D.; Pramanik, P.; Roy, S. Anticancer and
immunostimulatory role of encapsulated tumor antigen containing cobalt oxide nanoparticles. J. Biol. Inorg. Chem. 2013, 18, 8.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. Cho, W.-S.; Duffin, R.; Bradley, M.; Megson, I.L.; MacNee, W.; Howie, S.E.M.; Donaldson, K. NiO and Co3O4 nanoparticles induce
lung DTH-like responses and alveolar lipoproteinosis. Eur. Respir. J. 2011, 39, 546–557. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1186/1743-8977-10-9
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23531334
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.addr.2013.07.019
http://doi.org/10.2217/nnm.09.25
http://doi.org/10.1166/jbn.2011.1264
http://doi.org/10.1039/C6SC03631G
http://doi.org/10.3389/fimmu.2017.00169
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28261221
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tiv.2011.05.022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21664450
http://doi.org/10.3389/fphar.2021.627781
http://doi.org/10.1080/17435390.2016.1229518
http://doi.org/10.3389/fphar.2018.00015
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.yrtph.2019.05.026
http://doi.org/10.1039/C4EN00031E
http://doi.org/10.3390/nano10050979
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32443655
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fct.2017.05.054
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/test-no-442c-in-chemico-skin-sensitisation_9789264229709-en
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/test-no-442c-in-chemico-skin-sensitisation_9789264229709-en
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/test-no-442d-invitro-skin-sensitisation_9789264229822-en
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/test-no-442d-invitro-skin-sensitisation_9789264229822-en
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/test-no-442e-in-vitro-skin-sensitisation_9789264264359-en
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/test-no-442e-in-vitro-skin-sensitisation_9789264264359-en
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/test-no-442bskin-sensitization_9789264090996-en
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/environment/test-no-442bskin-sensitization_9789264090996-en
http://doi.org/10.1021/bc034158v
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.0105-1873.2005.00683.x
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-018-22715-w
http://doi.org/10.3390/nano10081592
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32823551
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bios.2013.11.073
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24434492
http://doi.org/10.1155/2011/839682
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21785613
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00775-013-1044-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24043470
http://doi.org/10.1183/09031936.00047111


Nanomaterials 2021, 11, 2140 13 of 13

34. Roach, K.A.; Stefaniak, A.B.; Roberts, J.R. Metal nanomaterials: Immune effects and implications of physicochemical properties
on sensitization, elicitation, and exacerbation of allergic disease. J. Immunotoxicol. 2019, 16, 87–124. [CrossRef]

35. Büdinger, L.; Hertl, M. Immunologic mechanisms in hypersensitivity reactions to metal ions: An overview. Allergy 2000, 55,
108–115. [CrossRef]

36. Bihari, P.; Vippola, M.; Schultes, S.; Praetner, M.; Khandoga, A.G.; Reichel, C.A.; Coester, C.; Tuomi, T.; Rehberg, M.; Krombach, F.
Optimized dispersion of nanoparticles for biological in vitro and in vivo studies. Part. Fibre Toxicol. 2008, 5, 14. [CrossRef]

37. Cho, W.-S.; Thielbeer, F.; Duffin, R.; Johansson, E.M.V.; Megson, I.L.; MacNee, W.; Bradley, M.; Donaldson, K. Surface functional-
ization affects the zeta potential, coronal stability and membranolytic activity of polymeric nanoparticles. Nanotoxicology 2013, 8,
202–211. [CrossRef]

38. Lee, S.; Hwang, S.-H.; Jeong, J.; Han, Y.; Kim, S.-H.; Lee, D.-K.; Lee, H.-S.; Chung, S.-T.; Jeong, J.; Roh, C.; et al. Nickel oxide
nanoparticles can recruit eosinophils in the lungs of rats by the direct release of intracellular eotaxin. Part. Fibre Toxicol. 2015, 13,
30. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

39. Xiang, S.; Scholzen, A.; Minigo, G.; David, C.; Apostolopoulos, V.; Mottram, P.L.; Plebanski, M. Pathogen recognition and
development of particulate vaccines: Does size matter? Methods 2006, 40, 1–9. [CrossRef]

40. Savina, A.; Amigorena, S. Phagocytosis and antigen presentation in dendritic cells. Immunol. Rev. 2007, 219, 143–156. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

41. Thiele, L.; Rothen-Rutishauser, B.; Jilek, S.; Wunderli-Allenspach, H.; Merkle, H.P.; Walter, E. Evaluation of particle uptake in
human blood monocyte-derived cells in vitro. Does phagocytosis activity of dendritic cells measure up with macrophages? J.
Control. Release 2001, 76, 59–71. [CrossRef]

42. Foged, C.; Brodin, B.; Frokjaer, S.; Sundblad, A. Particle size and surface charge affect particle uptake by human dendritic cells in
an in vitro model. Int. J. Pharm. 2005, 298, 315–322. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

43. Liu, Y.X.; Huang, J.Y.; Wang, D.L.; Wang, J.K. Identification of DMSA-Coated Fe3O4 Nanoparticles Induced-Apoptosis Response
Genes in Human Monocytes by cDNA Microarrays. Adv. Mater. Res. 2013, 749, 377–383. [CrossRef]

44. Han, Y.; Lee, D.-K.; Kim, S.-H.; Lee, S.; Jeon, S.; Cho, W.-S. High inflammogenic potential of rare earth oxide nanoparticles: The
New Hazardous Entity. Nanotoxicology 2018, 12, 712–728. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Lee, D.-K.; Ha, S.; Jeon, S.; Jeong, J.; Kim, D.-J.; Lee, S.W.; Cho, W.-S. The sp3/sp2 carbon ratio as a modulator of in vivo and
in vitro toxicity of the chemically purified detonation-synthesized nanodiamond via the reactive oxygen species generation.
Nanotoxicology 2020, 14, 1213–1226. [CrossRef]

46. Rushton, E.K.; Jiang, J.; Leonard, S.S.; Eberly, S.; Castranova, V.; Biswas, P.; Elder, A.; Han, X.; Gelein, R.; Finkelstein, J.; et al.
Concept of Assessing Nanoparticle Hazards Considering Nanoparticle Dosemetric and Chemical/Biological Response Metrics. J.
Toxicol. Environ. Health Part A 2010, 73, 445–461. [CrossRef]

47. Fubini, B.; Hubbard, A. Reactive oxygen species (ROS) and reactive nitrogen species (RNS) generation by silica in inflammation
and fibrosis. Free Radic. Biol. Med. 2003, 34, 1507–1516. [CrossRef]

48. Morishige, T.; Yoshioka, Y.; Inakura, H.; Tanabe, A.; Yao, X.; Narimatsu, S.; Monobe, Y.; Imazawa, T.; Tsunoda, S.-I.; Tsutsumi,
Y. The effect of surface modification of amorphous silica particles on NLRP3 inflammasome mediated IL-1β production, ROS
production and endosomal rupture. Biomaterials 2010, 31, 6833–6842. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

49. Park, Y.-H.; Bae, H.C.; Jang, Y.; Jeong, S.H.; Na Lee, H.; Ryu, W.-I.; Yoo, M.G.; Kim, Y.-R.; Kim, M.-K.; Lee, J.K.; et al. Effect of the
size and surface charge of silica nanoparticles on cutaneous toxicity. Mol. Cell. Toxicol. 2013, 9, 67–74. [CrossRef]

50. Try, C.; Moulari, B.; Béduneau, A.; Fantini, O.; Pin, D.; Pellequer, Y.; Lamprecht, A. Size dependent skin penetration of
nanoparticles in murine and porcine dermatitis models. Eur. J. Pharm. Biopharm. 2016, 100, 101–108. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1080/1547691X.2019.1605553
http://doi.org/10.1034/j.1398-9995.2000.00107.x
http://doi.org/10.1186/1743-8977-5-14
http://doi.org/10.3109/17435390.2013.773465
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12989-016-0142-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27283431
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ymeth.2006.05.016
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-065X.2007.00552.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17850487
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0168-3659(01)00412-6
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpharm.2005.03.035
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15961266
http://doi.org/10.4028/www.scientific.net/AMR.749.377
http://doi.org/10.1080/17435390.2018.1472311
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29848123
http://doi.org/10.1080/17435390.2020.1813825
http://doi.org/10.1080/15287390903489422
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0891-5849(03)00149-7
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2010.05.036
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20561679
http://doi.org/10.1007/s13273-013-0010-7
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejpb.2016.01.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26792104

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Silica Nanoparticles 
	Serum Protein Binding Affinity Test 
	Preparation of Silica NPs Suspensions 
	KeratinoSensTM Assay Test Methods 
	h-CLAT Assay Test Methods 
	Intracellular Reactive Oxygen Species (ROS) Assay 
	LLNA: BrdU-FCM Assay Test Methods 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Physicochemical Properties of the Silica NPs 
	Evaluation of Silica NPs in the KeratinoSensTM Assay; Key Event II 
	Evaluation of Silica NPs in the h-CLAT Assay; Key Event III 
	Induction of Intracellular Reactive Oxygen Species (ROS) Following the Treatment of Silica NPs 
	Evaluation of Silica NPs in the LLNA: BrdU-FCM Assay; Key Event IV 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

