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Abstract: The assessment of nanoparticle cytotoxicity is challenging due to the lack of customized
and standardized guidelines for nanoparticle testing. Nanoparticles, with their unique properties,
can interfere with biochemical test methods, so multiple tests are required to fully assess their cellular
effects. For a more reliable and comprehensive assessment, it is therefore imperative to include
methods in nanoparticle testing routines that are not affected by particles and allow for the efficient
integration of additional molecular techniques into the workflow. Digital holographic microscopy
(DHM), an interferometric variant of quantitative phase imaging (QPI), has been demonstrated as
a promising method for the label-free assessment of the cytotoxic potential of nanoparticles. Due
to minimal interactions with the sample, DHM allows for further downstream analyses. In this
study, we investigated the capabilities of DHM in a multimodal approach to assess cytotoxicity
by directly comparing DHM-detected effects on the same cell population with two downstream
biochemical assays. Therefore, the dry mass increase in RAW 264.7 macrophages and NIH-3T3
fibroblast populations measured by quantitative DHM phase contrast after incubation with poly(alkyl
cyanoacrylate) nanoparticles for 24 h was compared to the cytotoxic control digitonin, and cell culture
medium control. Viability was then determined using a metabolic activity assay (WST-8). Moreover, to
determine cell death, supernatants were analyzed for the release of the enzyme lactate dehydrogenase
(LDH assay). In a comparative analysis, in which the average half-maximal effective concentration
(EC5) of the nanocarriers on the cells was determined, DHM was more sensitive to the effect of the
nanoparticles on the used cell lines compared to the biochemical assays.

Keywords: quantitative phase imaging; digital holographic microscopy; label-free cytotoxicity testing;
nanoparticles; in vitro

1. Introduction

Driven by their unique physical and chemical properties, the number of newly de-
signed nanoparticles with different shapes, sizes, materials and surface coatings is con-
stantly increasing, as their use in commercial and medical applications [1-3]. However,
this development has also led to concerns about their environmental and human health
impacts [3]. As the demand for alternatives to animal testing is growing, suitable in vitro
methods for the risk assessment of nanomaterials are of great importance [4]. The health
effects of chemicals are assessed by various in vitro tests, which are partly standardized
and suggested by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
test guidelines [5]. Their small size but larger surface area compared to bulk materi-
als, their high catalytic reactivity and their optical properties often make it complicated
to apply established in vitro approaches for nanomaterial risk assessment [6]. This is
reflected by a large number of nanotoxicological studies with often varying results [7].
One reason for the discrepancies arises from the often incompatibility of assay types
with the tested nanomaterials, which is caused by the nanoparticles interference with the
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test system [8]. Commonly used cytotoxicity assays assess the number of metabolically
active cells by enzymatically converting (tetrazolium) salts into colored (formazan) vari-
ants (MTT (3-(4,5-dimethylthiazol-2-yl)-2,5-diphenyltetrazolium bromide) [9], MTS (3-(4,5-
dimethylthiazol-2-yl)-5-(3-carboxymethoxyphenyl)-2-(4-sulfophenyl)-2H-tetrazolium) [10],
WST-1 and WST-8 ((2-(2-methoxy-4-nitrophenyl)-3-(4-nitrophenyl)-5-(2,4-disulfophenyl)-
2H-tetrazolium)) [11], alamar blue assay [12]). Other common test methods are based on
the integrity of the cell membrane, as its damage is a characteristic feature of apoptotic
and necrotic cells. Neutral red [13], calcein-acetomethoxy (calcein AM) [14] and Trypan
blue [15] assays detect membrane damage by observing alterations in the dye uptake of the
cells [16]. Lactate dehydrogenase (LDH) assays [17] are based on the enzyme LDH being
released into the cell culture supernatant when the cell membrane is damaged, and the
activity of the enzyme is quantified by the reduction of a tetrazolium salt [18]. Other widely
used test methods include DNA content assays, which are based on DNA staining and
provide information about the number of cells [8] and DNA damage in individual cells [19].
In addition, reactive oxidative species (ROS) are measured to determine the cytotoxicity of
nanoparticles in order to determine oxidative stress [15]. For ROS detection, fluorescent
dyes such as dichlorofluorescein (DCF) are often used [20]. Finally, pro-inflammatory
reactions are also measured for toxicity analysis using enzyme-linked immunosorbent
assays (ELISA), where, usually, absorption and fluorescence are measured [15]. Many of
the aforementioned commonly used test systems are based on colorimetric or fluorescence-
based optical readouts of converted substrates. Nanomaterials with a high adsorption
capacity and reactivity and optical properties, such as light absorption, can interfere with
the readout system and, thus, cause misleading results [21]. Therefore, it is essential to
establish new methods that are not sensitive to interactions with the tested nanomaterial
and to find robust test procedures that combine and integrate different toxicity endpoints
in a single workflow to enable the reliable and fast screening of nanoparticles [6].

Digital holographic microscopy (DHM), [22] an interferometric variant of quantitative
phase imaging (QPI) [23], has been demonstrated as a feasible label-free method for the
toxicity testing of, e.g., HgCly [24], cadmium [25], ricin and abrin [26], the anti-cancer
drug etoposide [27] and for the assessment of the cytotoxic potential of nanoparticles
by determining the cellular dry mass of native cell populations [28]. Compared with
colorimetric in vitro toxicity assays that can interfere with nanomaterials, label- and dye-
free DHM minimizes interactions with the sample. Moreover, due to low intensities of the
illuminating laser light, the analyzed cell cultures remain in a native state, which makes
the samples available for further downstream analysis.

In this context, we investigated the capabilities of DHM in a multimodal assessment
approach together with downstream biochemical assays for the cytotoxicity assessment
of medically relevant nanomaterials, focusing exemplarily on polymeric nanoparticles
developed for drug delivery purposes [29-31]. When performing three different cytotoxicity
assays with the same cell populations, it is crucial that two of the assays do not irreversibly
affect the investigated sample. Therefore, after the conduction of the label-free DHM assay;,
the removed supernatant of the cells was used for the LDH assay, while the remaining
cells in the plate were analyzed in parallel by a WST-8 assay. For the reproducible and
comprehensive analysis of both methodological aspects as well as particle effects, in our
study, we used the well characterized commercially available RAW 264.7 macrophages and
NIH-3T3 fibroblasts, as these cell lines are representative of different organs and functions,
uptake and toxicity mechanisms, are frequently utilized in the cytotoxicity testing of
nanomaterials and are highly compatible with DHM QPI measurements [28]. Digitonin
is commonly used as positive control as it causes significant and reproducible damage
due to its lytic effects on cell membranes and also because of its impact on metabolic
activity and cell proliferation [32], which is consistent with the measured endpoints in the
toxicity testing of nanomaterials, and it was thus chosen to validate the proper operation of
the DHM, WST-8 and LDH assays. Figure 1 illustrates an overview of the experimental
study design. Mouse RAW 264.7 macrophages and NIH-3T3 fibroblasts were seeded in 96-
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well plates (Figure 1A), incubated with unloaded and cabazitaxel (cbz)-loaded poly(alkyl
cyanoacrylate) nanoparticles (PACA) (Figure 1B) and analyzed with DHM and then with
the two biochemical assays. First, the cytotoxic potential was assessed with DHM-based
QPI by measuring the dry mass increments of cell populations (Figure 1C). Subsequently,
the viability of the same cell populations was determined with the WST-8 metabolic activity
assay (Figure 1D), and the supernatants were analyzed separately in parallel for the release
of LDH (LDH assay) to detect cell death (Figure 1E). The average half-maximal effective
concentration (ECsq [33,34]) of the polymeric nanocarriers was determined (Figure 1F) to
compare the performance and sensitivity of the label-free DHM with the biochemical assays
and to analyze the correlation of the different methods.
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Figure 1. Experimental design and workflow for comparison of PACA nanoparticle in vitro cytotoxic-
ity assessment by DHM with downstream WST-8 and LDH assays. (A) Seeding of NIH-3T3 and RAW
264.7 cells into 96-well plates. (B) Incubation of cells with PACA, cbz-loaded PACA nanoparticles
and controls. (C) Label-free DHM QPI proliferation assay. (D) WST-8 cell viability assay. (E) LDH cell
death assay. (F) Determination of ECs( values.
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2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Cell Lines and Cell Cultivation

RAW 264.7 mouse macrophages (ATCC® TIB-71TM, American Type Culture Collec-
tion, Manassas, VA, USA) and NIH-3T3 mouse fibroblasts (ATCC® CRL-1658TM) were
cultivated according to standard cell culture procedures in Dulbecco’s Modified Eagle
Medium (DMEM, Sigma Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, USA). The DMEM was supplemented
with 10% fetal calf serum (FCS, PAN Biotech, Aidenbach, Germany), 1 mM pyruvate
(Biochrom, Berlin, Germany), and 2 mM glutamine (Merck, Darmstadt, Germany) with-
out antibiotics [35]. The NIH-3T3 cells were passaged three times a week, and the RAW
264.7 macrophages were passaged twice a week. Mycoplasma contamination was con-
trolled frequently by a commercial gPCR kit (Sartorius, Gottingen, Germany). Cell culture
passages 5-30 were used for experiments.

2.2. Nanomaterials

The tested nanoparticles, provided by SINTEF Industries (Trondheim, Norway), were
PACA particles [29], which were developed for drug delivery, and cabazitaxel (cbz)-loaded
PACA nanoparticles [30,31] for cancer treatment. The average particle diameter determined
by dynamic light scattering (DLS) was 128 nm for the unloaded PACA nanoparticles and
170 nm, with a size distribution (polydispersity index (PDI)) < 0.19, for the cbz-loaded
particles. Both particles displayed a slightly negative charge with a zeta potential of about
—5.19 mV (PACA) and —4.71 mV (PACA cbz). The particles were synthetized by emulsion
polymerization from a water phase containing alkyl cyanoacrylate monomers and an
aqueous phase containing hydrochloric acid and PEG surfactants.

2.3. Cell Preparation for Multimodal Cytotoxicity Assessment Experiments

RAW 264.7 macrophages and NIH-3T3 fibroblasts were cultivated up to 90% conflu-
ence and harvested with trypsin/EDTA (Sigma Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, USA). Afterwards,
the cells were pelleted at 330 g for 5 min and resuspended into sterile filtered cell culture
medium. A total of 50,000 cells/mL of NIH-3T3 fibroblasts and 150,000 cells/mL of RAW
264.7 macrophages were seeded in a volume of 300 pL into black 96-well imaging plates
(u-Plate 96 Well Black, ibidi, Munich, Germany). Cell densities were automatically deter-
mined with a label-free digital holography-based device (Fluidlab R-300, Anvajo, Dresden,
Germany). The cells were incubated for 24 h at 37 °C and with 5% CO, before nanoparti-
cle treatment (Figure 1A). Therefore, different particle concentrations and a cytotoxicity
control, digitonin, were prepared in freshly filtered cell culture medium. Digitonin (Sigma
Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, USA) was applied at a concentration of 75 ng/mL. Unloaded
PACA nanoparticles were tested at concentrations of 2-512 ug/mL for both cell lines, while
cbz-loaded PACA particles were applied at concentrations of 0.002-512 ng/mL (Figure 1B).

2.4. Experimental Workflow of DHM with Downstream WST-8 and LDH Assays

To analyze the nanomaterial-induced effects on cell populations and to directly com-
pare the capabilities of DHM-based QPI with the biochemical assays, DHM was measured
dynamically, and for WST-8 and LDH, endpoints were determined. Initially, 96-well plates
were transferred into a stage-top preheated incubator chamber on the DHM system and to
perform the label-free DHM QPI proliferation assay (Figure 1C). Subsequently the 96-well
plate was removed from the heating chamber, and 50 uL of the supernatant was carefully
transferred to an uncoated 96-well plate with a transparent bottom. The WST-8 assay was
applied to investigate the cell viability of the same cell populations (Figure 1D), while the
transferred supernatant of the cells was analyzed in parallel for LDH enzyme release (LDH
assay, Figure 1E) to determine cell death. Three independent experiments were performed
(n=23).



Cells 2024, 13, 697

50f18

2.5. DHM QPI Cell Proliferation Assay

Cell proliferation was analyzed with DHM-based QPI as described previously [28]
by the utilization of an inverted Nikon Ts2R microscope (Nikon, Tokyo, Japan) with an
attached off-axis DHM module [36], a motorized microscope stage (Marzhduser, Wetzlar,
Germany) and a stage-top incubator chamber with a 5% CO, atmosphere and a physiologi-
cal temperature of 37 °C (K-frame heated chamber H301, Okolab, Ottaviano, NA, Italy).
DHM time-lapse imaging for the quantification of nanoparticle-induced cytotoxicity was
performed with a 20x microscope objective (Nikon Plan 20x /0.4, Nikon, Japan) and a
fiber-coupled solid-state laser (Cobolt 06-DPL, A = 532 nm, Cobolt AB, Solna, Sweden).
Therefore, utilizing custom-built software implemented in Java and Python 3, for each
investigated field of view (FOV), one bright-field image and ten holograms were cap-
tured, while the object illumination wave was modulated by an electrically tunable lens
(ETL) [28] (Figure 1C). For each nanoparticle concentration and control, two FOVs in four
wells (1 = 8) were observed every 30 min over at time frame of 24 h. Time pointt=0h
was the start of the DHM measurement. Depending on the position in the 96-well plate,
the DHM measurement started about 30-60 min after the nanoparticle incubation. As
explained in detail in Eder et al. [28], digitally captured off-axis holograms from the DHM
QPI measurements were reconstructed by a variant of the Fourier transformation method
as described before [37] and, if required, numerically refocused by using a convolution
approach [36]. The obtained QPI images for every position and time point were averaged
to reduce coherence-induced image disturbances [38] and subsequently processed by the
Image]J (version 2.14.0/1.54f) feature “Subtract background” based on the rolling ball al-
gorithm [39] to compensate for irregular spatial phase background fluctuations. From the
QPI images, the dry mass (dm) [40] of the whole cell population within the observed FOV
(Srov =405 pm x 538 um) was calculated at the beginning of the measurement (t = 0) and
after 24 h (t = 24), as described in Equation (1). The dry mass was values were obtained
from the cell-induced mean phase shift Ap [41], using Image] version 2.14.0/1.54f via
custom-built scripts, as described previously [28], from the light wavelength of the utilized
laser (A = 532 nm) and from the specific refractive index increment, which relates the phase
shift to the intracellular protein content (x = 0.19 x 1073 mm?3/ g) [42].

A
dm = 2 AG 1
m = 5 A@Srov (1)
The dry mass values were used to quantify the dry mass increment (DMI) of the cell
populations at each position in relation to the values at t = 0, respectively (Equation (2)),
which was subsequently normalized to the maximal dry mass value.

DMI = dmt:24 — dmt:(] (2)

2.6. WST-8 Cell Viability Assay

The remaining cell populations in the 96-well plate were washed with 200 uL of fresh
cell culture medium. A total of 200 puL of WST-8 working medium (cell culture medium,
0.7 mM WST-8, 1-m PMS 0.04 mM) was added to the cells and incubated for 60 min at 37 °C
and with 5% CO,. Afterwards, the light absorption of the reduced WST8 was detected
with a spectrophotometer (CLARIOstar, BMG Labtech, Ortenberg, Germany) at 450 nm.
For light wavelengths < 600 nm, absorbance measurements can be affected by cell- and
particle-induced light scattering effects. Therefore, reference measurements of the WST-8
and LDH assays were performed in a commonly utilized wavelength range at 620 nm.
Four technical repeats were measured for each nanoparticle concentration and control
(n = 4) (Figure 1D).

The evaluation of cellular metabolic activity was performed as described in detail
before [43]. Therefore, each measured ODysonm value of the wells with cell populations
was corrected with the mean values of the background controls (wells without cells) to
calculate out the spontaneous reactivity of the cell culture medium and WST-8. The ODgpnm
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was subtracted to calculate out any possible turbidity caused by cells or nanoparticles.
Afterwards, the relative cell viability was calculated in comparison to the resulting value of
the negative cell culture medium control, which was set to 100% (Equation (3)).

OD 450—620, sample — OD 450—620, background

Cell Viability(%) = x 100 3)

OD 450—620, neg.control — OD 450—620, background

2.7. LDH Release Cell Death Assay

In each well of the 96-well plate with the supernatant of the cell populations, 100 pL of
INT working solution (lactic acid 56 mM, PMS 0.28 mM, INT 0.66 mM, NAD 1.3 mM) was
added, and the light absorption at 492 nm was immediately measured by a spectropho-
tometer (CLARIOstar, BMG Labtech, Ortenberg, Germany). To obtain kinetic data of the
LDH activity, all the wells were measured every minute for 30 min (Figure 1E).

To determine the release of the LDH enzyme, which increases proportionally with
cell lysis, ODg49p nm values of the LDH reaction were plotted for each time point, and for
the linear range, a regression slope was fitted. The mean ODjyg) nm of the cell culture
medium control was subtracted from the mean ODyg n, of the samples to correct for the
amount of LDH in the supernatant of viable cells. The relative toxicity in comparison
to the cytotoxicity-positive control digitonin was calculated as described previously [43]
(Equation (4)), which was rated as 100% LDH release (100% cell death) and was applied as a
100% scale basis for all the other mean values and standard deviations.

moD492, sample — mQoDp492, neg.control

LDH release(%) = x 100 4)

MQOD492, pos.control — MOD492, neg.control

2.8. Calculation of EC5p Values and Statistical Analysis

Data were obtained from three independently performed experiments (n = 3) and
evaluated with the software Graphpad Prism version 8.4.3. Mean ECs values [33,34] with
standard deviations were calculated by dose-response curves, which were determined
by plotting the relative dry mass increment values determined by DHM, the relative cell
viability data obtained by WST-8 and the relative cytotoxicity values determined with LDH
for each nanoparticle concentration, measurement and fitting of a nonlinear regression with
four parameters to the data points. R? values were used to evaluate the fit and resulting
ECsp values (Figure 1F). ANOVA was performed for the statistical analysis of the assay
results, and significance levels were given as p < 0.001 (***), p < 0.01 (**) and p < 0.05 (*).

3. Results
3.1. Qualitative Analysis of Cell Proliferation and Morphology Alterations in DHM QPI Images
after Incubation with PACA Nanoparticles

Initially, the DHM QPI images of RAW 264.7 and NIH-3T3 cells were qualitatively
evaluated for cell proliferation and changes in cell morphology. Information on the cyto-
toxicity of particles can be obtained by evaluating cell proliferation and morphological
aspects such as cell rounding. As the reasons for rounded cells in a cell population vary
and include dying as well as dividing or migrating cells, only a significantly increased
frequency of rounded cell morphologies can be attributed to cell death. Five concentrations
were analyzed vs. controls for each nanoparticle type at the time pointst =0and t=24h
(Figures 2 and 3). Figure 2 shows representative images of the cells after incubation with
unloaded PACA nanoparticles and controls. Corresponding bright-field images of Figure 2
(Figure S1) are provided in the Supplementary Materials. Enlarged areas of the DHM QPI
and bright-field images of Figure 2, which allow for a more detailed investigation of the
cellular morphology alterations, are provided in the Supplementary Materials (Figure S2).
Within the 24 h observation time frame, for both the RAW 264.7 macrophages and NIH-
3T3 fibroblasts, proliferating viable cells were observed in the culture medium control
(0 pg/mL). After incubation with 0.2 and 2 pg/mL of unloaded PACA nanoparticles, at
t = 24 h, for both cell lines, viable cells and a similar proliferation as in the medium control
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were evident. At 8 pug/mL of unloaded PACA nanoparticles, for the RAW 264.7 and NIH-
3T3 cells, cell debris and cell detachment were already apparent at time point t = 0 (see
orange-colored arrows in Figure S2); however, after 24 h, viable and proliferated NIH-3T3
cells were detected (see blue-colored arrows in Figure S2). The cells incubated with un-
loaded PACA nanoparticle concentrations of 32 and 256 ug/mL showed cell debris in both
cell lines at t = 0 h and after 24 h (see green-colored arrows in Figure S2). Except for the
NIH-3T3 fibroblasts with 32 pug/mL, which proliferated in a reduced manner compared to
the medium control cells and detached cells could be detected after 24 h (see yellow-colored
arrows in Figure S2).

PACA [ug/ mL]
RAW 264.7 NIH-3T3

Oh
e ;'.‘
v

24 h

0.2

-

32

256

0 ) 0] T s

Figure 2. DHM QPI images of RAW 264.7 macrophages and NIH-3T3 fibroblasts incubated with
unloaded PACA nanoparticles in five representatively selected concentrations (0.2, 2, 8, 32 and
256 ug/mL) vs. cell culture medium controls (0 pg/mL) at time points t = 0 and t = 24 h. For both
cell lines, viable proliferated cells were observed after incubation with cell culture medium control
and 0.2 and 2 pg/mL of unloaded PACA nanoparticles. RAW 264.7 cells with 8 pg/mL showed cell
debris at t = 0, and after 24 h; NIH-3T3 cells showed cell detachment at t = 0 and proliferated cells
after 24 h. For 32 and 256 pg/mL of unloaded PACA nanoparticles, cell debris was observed for RAW
264.7 macrophages after 24 h, and proliferated cells, detached cells and cell debris were observed for
NIH-3T3 with 32 ug/mL. Corresponding bright-field images (Figure S1) and enlarged areas of DHM
QPI and bright-field images (Figure S2), which allow for a more detailed investigation of the cellular
morphology alterations, are provided in the Supplementary Materials.
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cbz loaded PACA [ug/ mL]
RAW 264.7 NIH-3T3

R 5 Gao) 1) =

Figure 3. DHM QPI images of RAW 264.7 macrophages and NIH-3T3 fibroblasts after incubation
with cbz-loaded PACA nanoparticles in five representatively selected concentrations (0.002, 0.2, 8, 32
and 256 pg/mL) vs. cell culture medium controls (0 ug/mL) at time points t = 0 and t = 24 h. For both
cell lines, after incubation with cell culture medium control and 0.002 pg/mL of cbz-loaded PACA
nanoparticles, viable cells were detected after 24 h. For 0.2 ug/mL, cell debris could be observed for
RAW 264.7, and detached and swollen cells could be observed for NIH-3T3. Macrophages incubated
with 8 pg/mL of cbz-loaded PACA showed a swollen but viable cell morphology after 24 h, and
for NIH-3T3, detached cells and cell debris were visible at t = 0 24 h, but after 24 h, proliferated
cells were visible. Cell debris was observed in both cell lines with 32 and 256 pg/mL of cbz-loaded
nanoparticles after 24 h. Corresponding bright-field images (Figure S3) and enlarged areas of DHM
QPI and bright-field images (Figure S4), which allow for a more detailed investigation of the cellular
morphology alterations, are provided in the Supplementary Materials.

Figure 3 presents DHM QPI images of the RAW 264.7 and NIH-3T3 cells after incuba-
tion with cbz-loaded PACA nanoparticles and the control. Corresponding bright-field im-
ages of Figure 3 (Figure S3) are provided in the Supplementary Materials. Enlarged areas of
the DHM QPI and bright-field images, which allow for a more detailed investigation of the
cellular morphology alterations, are provided in the Supplementary Materials (Figure 54).
For both cell lines, incubation with 0.002 pg/mL of cbz-loaded PACA nanoparticles did
not cause any obvious morphology alterations, and after 24 h, viable and proliferating
cells, similar to the medium control cells, were detected. For 0.2 pg/mL of cbz-loaded
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PACA nanoparticles, cell debris was observed for the RAW 264.7 macrophages after 24 h
(see orange-colored arrows in Figure S4). At 8 ug/mL of cbz-loaded PACA, after 24 h,
the macrophages showed a swollen but viable cell morphology (see blue colored arrows
in Figure S4). In contrast, at this nanoparticle concentration, the NIH-3T3 cells showed a
detached morphology at t = 0 but proliferated cells after 24 h (see green colored arrows in
Figure S54). At 32 and 256 pg/mL of cbz-loaded nanoparticles, cell debris was observed in
both cell lines after 24 h (see yellow-colored arrows in Figure S4).

In summary, the DHM QPI images allowed for an initial qualitative analysis of the
changes in cell morphology and proliferation, providing first insights into the nanoparticle
cytotoxicity and cellular responses prior to quantitative endpoint determinations with
DHM, WST-8 and LDH. The first effects of the unloaded PACA particles on the RAW
264.7 macrophages and NIH-3T3 fibroblasts could be observed at 8 pg/mL, while those
loaded with cbz already had effects on cell morphology and proliferation at a lower
concentration of 0.2 pg/mL.

3.2. Multimodal Cytotoxicity Assessment by DHM with Downstream WST-8 and LDH

Figure 4 shows the results from the multimodal cytotoxicity assessment approach
with DHM and downstream WST-8 and LDH. Therefore, the dose-response relationships
of unloaded and cbz-loaded PACA nanoparticles on the RAW 264.7 macrophages and
NIH-3T3 fibroblasts were determined for the relative cell proliferation retrieved by DHM
(Figure 4A,D), cell viability detected by the WST-8 assay (Figure 4B,E) and cell death
determined by the LDH assay (Figure 4C,F). ECsy values were obtained by fitting the dose—
response curves to the averaged data of 1 = 3 experiments, and R? values were considered
to assess the reliability of the curves, as described in Section 2.6 “Calculation of EC5j values
and statistical analysis”.

For the RAW 264.7 cells treated with unloaded PACA nanoparticles, no effect on
the relative cell proliferation was observed in the DHM assay for 0.2, 2, 4 and 8 pg/mL
compared to the cell proliferation of the medium control (Figure 4A). Similarly, no effect on
the relative cell viability, determined by the WST-8 assay, as well as on relative cell death as
a result of the LDH assay could be detected for these concentrations (Figure 4B,D). A highly
significantly (*** p < 0.001) reduced relative cell proliferation and viability and relative
increased cell death could be observed with all assay types, with the unloaded PACA NP
concentrations ranging from 32 to 512 pg/mL (Figure 4A—C). Furthermore, a moderately
increasing relative cell proliferation (DHM) was observed again for 128-512 pg/mL of
unloaded PACA nanoparticles (Figure 4A). However, this effect was not observed with the
WST-8 and LDH assays. Dose-response curves (R2 DHM: 0.92 + 0.03 (Figure 4A), WST-8:
0.96 £ 0.01 (Figure 4B), LDH: 0.98 =+ 0.01 (Figure 4C)) with ECs( values of between 9 and
22 pug/mL could be determined (DHM: 9 + 1 ug/mL (Table 1), WST-8: 14 £ 1 pg/mL
(Table 1), LDH: 22 £ 4 pg/mL (Table 1)). The ECs values from the cell proliferation
retrieved by DHM were lower in comparison to those from LDH and WST-8.

Table 1. ECs( values for PACA nanoparticles on cell proliferation (DHM), viability (WST-8) and death
(LDH) of RAW 264.7 macrophages and NIH-3T3 fibroblasts.

ECs0 [ug/mL]

DHM WST-8 LDH
RAW 264.7 9+1 14+1 22 +4
NIH-3T3 15£8 40+ 4 311 £ 116

Similarly to the macrophages, the NIH-3T3 fibroblasts show no altered relative cell
proliferation (DHM, Figure 4A), viability (WST-8 Figure 4B) or cell death (LDH, Figure 4C)
for concentrations of 0.2, 2 and 4 ug/mL of unloaded PACA nanoparticles. Significant
effects (* p < 0.05) on the relative cell proliferation could be determined for 8 ug/mL (DHM,
Figure 4A). In contrast, the calculated relative cell viability was not affected up to 32 pg/mL
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of unloaded PACA nanoparticles (WST-8, Figure 4B), nor was the relative cell death affected
up to 64 ug/mL (LDH, Figure 4C). The maximum effect on cell proliferation (DHM) and on
cell viability (WST-8) was reached for nanoparticle concentrations >64 pg/mL. Significant
effects (** p < 0.01) on the relative cell death were detected starting with 128 pg/mL
(*** p < 0.001 for 256 and 512 ug/mL), and the maximum effect was reached at higher
concentrations with LDH than with the DHM and WST-8 assays (LDH, Figure 4C). Dose—
response curves (R2 DHM: 0.86 + 0.06 (Figure 4A), WST-8: 0.94 & 0.01 (Figure 4B), LDH:
0.97 £ 0.01 (Figure 4C)) with ECs( values were calculated for DHM, with 15+ 8 pg/mL
(Table 1), and WST-8, with 40 & 4 pug/mL (Table 1). For the LDH assay, the calculated ECsg
value was higher, with 311 & 116 ug/mL (Table 1).

CDhzZ loade
A PACA D bz loaded PACA
150 o RAW 264.7 150, * RAW 2647
oy NIH-3T3 =< NIH-3T3
5100] 51001,
® [
DHM 8 50 l_—_ﬂ\\K £ 50
j3 \ I £
o = 7L =
3 0 ] y Y g 0 NN NS
(&) 1 1.0 100 1000 Q,Q Q- N \QQ
50/ Concentration [ug/mL] -50' Concentration [ug/mL]
B E
1507 * RAW 264.7 150 © RAW 264.7
NIH-3T3 NIH-3T3
5100_ /;\K. an = &= I —
> z
wsT-8 3 3
S 50 s
> >
e, : , e 8 of e
1 10 100 1000 SN
Concentration [pg/mL] 50
-50 Concentration [ug/mL]
C F
1501 & RAW 264.7 1501 ¢ RAW 264.7
NIH-3T3 NIH-3T3
gmo 7] § 100 s
£ £
LDH © ©
2 50 g 50
3 °
Q
o 0 ( © 0t -
1" 10 100 1000 S N eSS
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50 lug/ml] -50° Concentration [ug/mL]

Figure 4. Dose-response relationship for unloaded PACA and cbz-loaded PACA nanoparticles
on cell proliferation (DHM, green, (A) unloaded (D) cbz-loaded PACA), viability (WST-8, gray,
(B) unloaded (E) cbz loaded PACA) and death (LDH, red, (C) unloaded (F) cbz loaded PACA) of
RAW 264.7 macrophages and NIH-3T3 fibroblasts. Mouse RAW 264.7 macrophages and NIH-3T3
fibroblasts were seeded in 96-well plates incubated with unloaded and cbz-loaded PACA, and dry
mass increments of cell populations were analyzed with DHM. Subsequently, the viability of the
same cell populations was determined with a WST-8 metabolic activity assay, and the supernatants
were analyzed in parallel for the release of LDH to detect cell death. The mean values + SD from
three independent experiments are shown (n = 3). Significance levels were given as p < 0.001 (***),
p <0.01 (**) and p < 0.05 (*).
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For both cell lines treated with cbz-loaded PACA, no monotonic dose-response curve
could be fitted with all the assay types (Figure 4D,E), except for the NIH-3T3 cells in the LDH
assay (Figure 4F). Therefore, no EC5( values could be determined for this particle type. The
relative cell proliferation (DHM, Figure 1D) and cell viability (WST Figure 1E) of the RAW
264.7 cells were not affected with 0.002 and 0.02 pg/mL of cbz-loaded PACA. However,
the relative cell death was significantly increased for 0.002 (* p < 0.05) and 0.02 pg/mL
(** p < 0.01) of cbz-loaded PACA (LDH, Figure 4F) compared to the medium control cells.
The relative cell proliferation, viability and death of the RAW 264.7 cells were highly
significantly (*** p < 0.001) affected by concentrations starting at 0.2 ug/mL (Figure 4D-F).
A re-increasing relative cell proliferation and cell viability and a decreasing cell death at 4
and 8 pg/mL could be observed in the results of all the assay types (Figure 4D-F), which
nevertheless showed highly significant differences to the medium control (*** p < 0.001).
Even higher concentrations of between 32 and 512 pg/mL again led to the maximum effect
on the relative cell proliferation, viability and cell death of the RAW 264.7 macrophages
(**p < 0.001).

For the NIH-3T3 fibroblasts, highly significant (*** p < 0.001) differences in terms of
the relative cell proliferation compared to the medium control could be detected with all
the tested concentrations of cbz-loaded PACA (DHM, Figure 4D). The results of the WST-8
and LDH biochemical assays showed no effects up to 0.2 ug/mL (Figure 4E,F). While
highly significant (*** p < 0.001) differences in relative cell viability could be detected in
WST-8, starting at 0.2 pg/mL, compared to the medium control, only significant differences
(*p <0.05, ** p < 0.01) could be detected with the LDH assay, and a similar effect to that in
the toxicity control, digitonin (100%), could only be achieved with 512 pug/mL of cbz-loaded
PACA particles (*** p < 0.001, Figure 4F). For the fibroblasts, the same trend was observed
as for the macrophages. With 4 and 8 ug/mL of cbz-loaded PACA, a renewed increase
in cell proliferation and viability was observed, which decreased again with even higher
concentrations (Figure 4D,E). Therefore, the numerical fitting of a monotonic dose-response
curve was not possible. For LDH, however, this observation could not be made for the
NIH-3T3 cells (Figure 4F).

In summary, the dry mass increase obtained by DHM was more sensitive for the
detection of the cytotoxicity of unloaded PACA nanoparticles than the cell viability deter-
mined by WST-8 and the measurement of cell death with LDH. The effects of the particles
loaded with cbz were observed at lower concentrations than those of the unloaded particles.
Furthermore, due to a non-monotonic dose—effect relationship, no ECsg values could be
generated to compare the three methods by one parameter, but the experimental data
showed a similar trend.

4. Discussion

In our study, a label-free digital holographic microscopy QPI cell proliferation assay
was evaluated in comparison to the commonly used biochemical assays WST-8 and LDH
to assess the cytotoxic potential of unloaded and cbz-loaded PACA nanoparticles. The com-
patibility and performance of a marker-free QP]I test system was analyzed in comparison to
common colorimetric in vitro assay methods, which included several staining and washing
steps. A multimodal experimental design was used, in which the same cell populations of
RAW 264.7 macrophages and NIH-3T3 fibroblasts were measured in the same well plate
with each method, and ECs( values were determined for comparability.

A dose-dependent effect of the unloaded PACA nanoparticles on the two cell lines
could be observed in all the experiments, i.e., in the relative cell proliferation quantified
by DHM (Figure 4A), in the relative cell viability retrieved by the WST-8 assay (Figure 4B)
and in the relative cell death measured by the LDH assay (Figure 4C). These relationships
allowed for the determination of the mean ECs values via a sigmoidal dose-response curve.

The particles loaded with the cytostatic drug showed higher toxic effects than the un-
loaded particles (Figure 4A—C). However, in contrast to the unloaded particles (Figure 4A—C),
no monotonic dose-dependent toxicity was observed. With all three assays, DHM as well
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as WST-8 and LDH, a recurring increase in proliferation and viability in combination
with an accompanied decrease in cell death could be observed at concentrations of 4 and
8 ug/mL (Figure 4D-F). This effect prevented the calculation of accurate ECsy values
based on a sigmoidal dose-response curve and, thus, prevented a direct comparison of
the methods. It is striking that no ECs( value could be determined with any of the applied
methods for the cbz-loaded PACA nanoparticles. Nevertheless, the toxicity assessments
of the particles based on the results of the individual methods led to very similar results
(Figure 4D-F). A deeper analysis of the non-monotonic dose—effect relationship of the
cbz-loaded PACA particles used in this study and from the literature is presented in the
Supplementary Materials (Information S1).

Due to the difficulty in obtaining the ECs, values for the cbz-loaded PACA nanoparti-
cles, it is more challenging to compare the DHM QPI results with the results of the WST-8
and LDH assays and to determine its capabilities and sensitivity for cytotoxicity assess-
ment. A qualitative analysis of the DHM QPI images provided further indications of a
non-monotonic dose—effect relationship between the particles loaded with cbz. Three-
dimensional surface plots of the QPI images with superimposed bright-field image textures
were created to provide a more detailed representation of these effects (Figure S5). The RAW
264.7 macrophages treated with 0.2 ug/mL of cbz-loaded PACA showed more cell debris
than the medium control cells and cells incubated with an 8 ug/mL concentration of the
particles, which indicated more viable cells (see black arrows in Figure S5). Consequently,
it can be summarized that if ECsy values cannot be obtained, DHM can provide further
information on effects that are difficult to quantify, in contrast to WST-8 and LDH.

The determined ECsy values in our results showed a cell-line-dependent toxicity
of the unloaded PACA particles (Figure 4A-F), with a higher sensitivity for the RAW
264.7 macrophages compared to the NIH-3T3 fibroblasts. A detected higher sensitivity of
macrophages to PACA particles was also observed in earlier studies by Eder et al. [28,43],
and other studies have described a cell-line-dependent cytotoxicity of nanoparticles as
well [35,44-46]. A possible reason could be that the interactions and uptake of nanomateri-
als can vary for different cell types [47,48]. Macrophages are phagocytotic cells, and they
thus show a different uptake behavior to endocytotic cells such as NIH-3T3 fibroblasts,
resulting in a higher particle load and different toxicity mechanisms. [30]

In addition, our results showed a method-dependent variation, as indicated by the
different EC5 values for each assay type. Variations in assay results have already been
described in the literature [49], explaining that the varying sensitivity of the assays makes
it difficult to obtain consistent dose-response data for different toxicity endpoints and
different readout systems [8]. The EC5( values in our study with the different endpoints
for the unloaded PACA particles with the macrophages were very close to each other
(Figure 4A-C). The values determined with DHM were the lowest (Figure 4A) for both the
RAW 264.7 macrophages and the NIH-3T3 fibroblasts and were closer to the WST-8 results
(Figure 4B) than those of the LDH assay, which provided the highest values (Figure 4C).
This can be explained by the fact that the DHM and WST-8 assays determined more similar
endpoints compared to the LDH assay. While DHM measures cell proliferation and WST-8
measures cellular metabolic activity, both being indicators of cell viability, the LDH assay
detects membrane damage as an indicator for cell death and, thus, it provides a different
endpoint. The different endpoints could explain the different EC5 values obtained with
DHM and LDH on the same cell populations. The lower sensitivity of the LDH test in our
study compared with DHM (Figure 4) can be explained by the membrane damage and
the leakage of the lactate dehydrogenase enzyme from the cells, which are analyzed as
cytotoxic effects in LDH assays. The effects of particles that influence intracellular activities
but do not initially have any influence on membrane integrity are not detected by LDH
release assays [49]. It has already been reviewed in the literature that the LDH test has a
lower sensitivity than other cytotoxicity assays [50]. A lower sensitivity of LDH assays
for testing PACA particles in particular is described in a study by Sulheim et al., in which
the effects of PACA particles on pig kidney cells (LLC-PK1) and human liver cells (Hep
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G2) were observed in an LDH assay at higher concentrations than in an MTT assay [30].
The sensitivity and results of an assay are dependent on optimal conditions. To consider
these in experimental design, it is important to know the critical factors such as the tested
cells and the densities and dosage of the investigated substances as well as their incubation
time [50]. This relevance is reported in a study on human HL-60 promyeloblastic and
HepG2 liver cells by Riss et al., where both the number of seeded cells and the cell density
of the parent stock culture had an influence on the toxic effects of tamoxifen and vinblastine,
as measured by ATP and LDH assays. Furthermore, they showed that the maximum LDH
release in the LDH assay was lower after 24 h of incubation with tamoxifen than after
shorter incubation times, which was likely because of inactivation by proteases released
from the dying cells [51]. These results may provide a further explanation for the lower
sensitivity of the LDH assay in our study. Nevertheless, the integration of LDH assays into
the workflow for testing PACA particles ensures a better understanding of the different
aspects of cell function and integrity and the biological activity of PACA nanoparticles, as
these degradation products can cause a perforation of the cell membrane [52]. Despite this,
the results demonstrate the importance of optimizing the conditions of cytotoxicity assays
in order to obtain the most accurate and sensitive results, and they show that the time
frame should not be extended to 48 h in order to prevent the LDH from being completely
degraded by proteases. At the same time, the results show the challenge of utilizing a
multimodal approach when quantifying the toxicity of nanomaterials. In order to achieve
a fast and comprehensive screening of particles in one workflow, a compromise for cell
densities and incubation times for all assays must be defined and considered.

A further challenge in colorimetric assays for determining the effects of nanoparticles
was mentioned before, as particles can interfere with the assay components, which may
result in misleading results [8]. In contrast, DHM is expected to have minimal interactions
with the biological sample and the nanoparticles due to its robustness against moderate
absorption effects and incoherent fluorescent light. A potential influence on the results
of DHM measurement may be the changes in the cellular dry mass that are induced by
the incorporated particles. However, in our study with DHM-based QPI, we could not
detect such any dry mass alterations within the application-relevant particle concentration
ranges and the measurement uncertainty, but at higher particle doses (256 and 512 pug/mL),
a slight dry mass increment increase was observed. A possible explanation of this effect
could be that the high particle concentrations led to an effect on the optical quality of the
QPIimages due to light scattering effects, which resulted in a higher background noise level
and, consecutively, in a lower signal-to-noise ratio. The increased background noise level
could have led to overestimated dry mass values for the higher particle concentrations,
as indicated in Figure 4A,D by the slightly increased cell proliferation results for the
concentrations of 128, 256 and 512 pug/mL. This optical effect illustrates the limitations of
DHM-based assays at high particle concentrations. However, the measurements of the
unloaded PACA particles with DHM QPI without cell populations showed an increase
in the mean phase contrast for the concentrations of 256 and 512 pug/mL (Figure S6). An
increased background noise level can lead to overestimated dry mass values and thus
has to be considered when measuring high particle concentrations with DHM QPI, and
measurements of the image background should be performed to achieve high-quality and
reliable results. For future prospects, the dry mass values of the cell populations could be
corrected with the dry mass values of the background to obtain only the data of the cell
populations in the FOVs.

Biochemical methods in cytotoxicity assessment provide information about the pres-
ence or absence of a functional mechanism in cells. WST-8 assays, for example, can provide
information on cell viability if there is an effect on metabolic activity, and LDH assays can
mainly provide information if the cell membrane loses its integrity due to necrosis. This
effect is analyzed at a specific endpoint, which is determined before the experiment, thus
averaging the effect of the whole cell population. Complex temporal interactions as well
as individual cell responses are not considered, and one specific mechanism can often be
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determined by each assay type. Microscopy-based screenings, and DHM QPI in particular,
can facilitate proliferation measurements of cell populations and can detecting changes in
the migration and phenotype of individual cells down to the nano scale over a period of
time [23], which could provide detailed information about biological processes [23,53]. The
advantages of microscopy-based methods for the determination of drug effects on cells are
described in the literature. For example, a study using automated fluorescence microscopy
showed that the lowest effective concentration of a drug and its specificity can be efficiently
determined based on the cellular phenotype [54]. Changes in cell morphology that were
specifically induced by an effect of nanoparticles on cell viability and that were quantified
with QPI are presented in a study by Lai et al. [55]. Here, the effects of gold nanorods on
murine macrophages (J774A.1) were measured with a WST-8 assay, and the changes in
morphology were measured with DHM QPI in the form of the dry mass and cell area. The
results showed that, although qualitatively, no changes in cell morphology were visible at
first sight, they could be quantified with DHM QPI [55].

Technological advances can further improve the detection of subpopulations and
phenotypes for the toxicity screening of nanoparticles using microscopy-based methods.
Sophisticated image evaluation algorithms that, e.g., rely on convolutional neural networks
(CNNs) [56] can potentially provide improved biophysical parameter extraction and are
suitable for subsequent advanced analysis with machine learning approaches [57,58]. How-
ever, these advantages of microscopy-based methods are also linked to some challenges.
Image acquisition is crucial for microscopy-based methods, as it determines the image
quality and thus the overall screening results quality. In our study, the DHM image quality
was related to how many images were acquired with the ETL to reduce coherence-induced
image disturbances [38]. As measurements from a 96-well plate can rapidly result in up
to several terabytes of data in one experiment, this also means that there are challenges in
terms of handling and storage [53]. In our study, we used custom-built software for the
DHM measurements. The use of software can streamline the process in a user-friendly
manner and reduce limitations concerning the acquisition time (typically to 20-30 min),
and it can be operated by individuals with basic assay and light microscopy knowledge.
The rapid image acquisition (in milliseconds) allows for measurements in non-vibration
isolated environments. In our study, 192 FOVs from a 96-well plate were imaged within
a 30 min interval. The assay-specific developed software enabled automated QPI image
reconstruction, and optimization at individual positions was only required for exceptional
events like defocusing effects or light scattering caused by serum particles or cell debris.
Moreover, the data management features of the custom-built DHM assay software enabled
the managing of image stacks and metadata, which allowed for an accelerated automated
data evaluation of the QPI images for dry mass determination using the freely available
software Image]J via custom-built scripts. This reduced the duration of the entire evaluation
process in our study, including reducing the time required for the QPI image reconstruction
and dry mass calculation for the measurements with two time points (t=0h, t =24 h) in
the 96-well plate to a few minutes.

In summary, the different sensitivities of DHM, WST-8 and LDH assays due to the
different measured endpoints and the potential for particles to interact with the biochemical
test systems demonstrate that a matrix of different assays is required to assess the toxic-
ity of nanomaterials. Furthermore, these results show that a multimodal assay provides
complementary information about nanoparticle-induced cellular effects. Finally, the results
demonstrate that cell proliferation measurement by DHM is a suitable tool for the cytotoxi-
city screening of nanoparticles, as it can detect early effects of unloaded PACA particles on
cell lines and thus offers a good alternative to biochemical assays with which nanoparticles
may interfere. In the context of research in the emerging field of nanomaterials for medical
applications [1,2], particularly for imaging applications in tumor diagnostics or for drug
delivery for cancer treatment, DHM can be a valuable alternative cytotoxicity assessment
method, and it has a special benefit for testing new nanoparticles from different materials
due to its minimal interactions with various particle properties. Moreover, DHM can also
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be used broadly for assessing engineered nanoparticles and the environmental impacts of
nanoparticles within the life cycle assessment of nanoparticles.

5. Conclusions and Future Perspectives

A multimodal approach was verified in this study, in which the effects of unloaded
and cabazitaxel-loaded poly(alkyl cyanoacrylate) nanoparticles were investigated using
DHM and two downstream biochemical methods. The dry mass increase in the cell
populations was determined over 24 h using DHM, which was followed directly by an
investigation of their cell viability using a WST-8 assay and the detection of their cell death
by analyzing the release of the enzyme lactate dehydrogenase (LDH) in the supernatant
of the cell populations. By determining the half-maximal effective concentration (ECsp),
the sensitivity and performance of DHM was directly compared to the other two methods.
Our results highlight QPI-based DHM as a bioimaging method to monitor and quantify the
effects of polymeric nanoparticles on cells, as it has potential due to its minimally invasive
characteristics that can minimize interferences between the particles and assay components,
which may occur with biochemical assays used in toxicity screening. In addition, the
results show that DHM can be efficiently integrated into experimental routines and existing
workflows for cytotoxicity assessments in a time-efficient manner such that further results
can be obtained for a comprehensive toxicity assessment of particles while limiting the
overall workload. Additionally, our results show that the bioimaging method DHM
provides a higher sensitivity compared to the biochemical assays WST-8 and LDH for the
assessment of the toxicity of polymeric nanoparticles on RAW 264.7 macrophages and
NIH-3T3 fibroblasts. Furthermore, in order to improve the study design and the precise
quantification of EC5y values, more concentrations should be tested in the range of the
inflection point. In addition, comparative measurements on the effects of free cbz could
be performed to gain further insights into the role of cbz in loaded PACA nanoparticles,
and further time points could be determined to assess the time-dependent effect of the
particles and evaluate the performance and sensitivities of the methods at different time
points. Finally, it would be valuable to explore additional parameters, such as the slope
of the dose-response curve (change in response per unit dose), to compare the described
methods and to highlight the advantages and disadvantages of the methods, as they differ
in terms of their endpoints and sensitivity.
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264.7 macrophages and NIH-3T3 fibroblasts after incubation with cbz-loaded PACA nanoparticles;
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and NIH-3T3 fibroblasts after incubation with cbz-loaded PACA nanoparticles, Figure S5: Pseudo-3D
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relationship of cbz-loaded PACA particles in this study and in the literature [59-67].

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, A.M. and K.M.E.; methodology, A.M., KM.E,, A.B.and
B.K,; validation, A.M., BK. and ].S.; formal analysis, A.M.; investigation, A.M.; software AB,;
resources, ].S.; data curation, A.M.; writing—original draft preparation, A.M.; writing—review and
editing, AM., KM.E,, AB., BK. and J.S.; visualization, A.M.; supervision, B.K. and J.S.; project
administration, J.S.; funding acquisition, B.K. and J.S. All authors have read and agreed to the
published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This project was supported by the European Horizon 2020 project REFINE (grant agreement
ID: 761104).

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.


https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/cells13080697/s1

Cells 2024, 13, 697 16 of 18

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Requests for data and materials should be addressed to the correspond-
ing authors.

Acknowledgments: The authors gratefully acknowledge the preparation and supply of the organic
nanoparticles used in this study by the SINTEF industry (Trondheim, Norway). Moreover, we
acknowledge the support from the Open-Access Publication Fund of the University of Muenster.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflicts of interest.

References

1. Sun, L; Liu, H;; Ye, Y.; Lei, Y.; Islam, R; Tan, S.; Tong, R.; Miao, Y.B.; Cai, L. Smart nanoparticles for cancer therapy. Signal
Transduct. Target. Ther. 2023, 8, 418. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Mazzotta, E.; De Santo, M.; Lombardo, D.; Leggio, A.; Pasqua, L. Mesoporous silicas in materials engineering: Nanodevices for
bionanotechnologies. Mater. Today Bio 2022, 17, 100472. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

3. Domingues, C.; Santos, A.; Alvarez-Lorenzo, C.; Concheiro, A.; Jarak, I.; Veiga, F.; Figueiras, A. Where is nano today and where is
it headed? A review of nanomedicine and the dilemma of nanotoxicology. ACS Nano 2022, 16, 9994-10041. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Huang, HJ.; Lee, YH.; Hsu, Y.H,; Liao, C.T.; Lin, Y.E; Chiu, H.W. Current strategies in assessment of nanotoxicity: Alternatives to
in vivo animal testing. Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2021, 22, 4216. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. OECD. OECD Guidelines for the Testing of Chemicals; OECD: Paris, France, 1994.

6. Drasler, B.; Sayre, P; Steinhduser, K.G.; Petri-Fink, A.; Rothen-Rutishauser, B. In vitro approaches to assess the hazard of
nanomaterials. Nanolmpact 2017, 8, 99-116. [CrossRef]

7. Monteiro-Riviere, N.A.; Inman, A.O.; Zhang, L.W. Limitations and relative utility of screening assays to assess engineered
nanoparticle toxicity in a human cell line. Toxicol. Appl. Pharmacol. 2009, 234, 222-235. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

8.  Park, M.V,; Lankveld, D.P; van Loveren, H.; de Jong, W.H. The status of in vitro toxicity studies in the risk assessment of
nanomaterials. Nanomedicine 2009, 4, 669—685. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

9. Armand, L,; Tarantini, A.; Beal, D.; Biola-Clier, M.; Bobyk, L.; Sorieul, S.; Pernet-Gallay, K.; Marie-Desvergne, C.; Lynch, I;
Herlin-Boime, N.; et al. Long-term exposure of A549 cells to titanium dioxide nanoparticles induces DNA damage and sensitizes
cells towards genotoxic agents. Nanotoxicology 2016, 10, 913-923. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

10. Anguissola, S.; Garry, D.; Salvati, A.; O’Brien, PJ.; Dawson, K.A. High content analysis provides mechanistic insights on the
pathways of toxicity induced by amine-modified polystyrene nanoparticles. PLoS ONE 2014, 9, e108025. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

11. Farcal, L.; Torres Andoén, F; Di Cristo, L.; Rotoli, B.M.; Bussolati, O.; Bergamaschi, E.; Mech, A.; Hartmann, N.B.; Rasmussen,
K.; Riego-Sintes, J.; et al. Comprehensive in vitro toxicity testing of a panel of representative oxide nanomaterials: First steps
towards an intelligent testing strategy. PLoS ONE 2015, 10, e0127174. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12.  Rampersad, S.N. Multiple applications of Alamar Blue as an indicator of metabolic function and cellular health in cell viability
bioassays. Sensors 2012, 12, 12347-12360. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Hu, W,; Culloty, S.; Darmody, G.; Lynch, S.; Davenport, J.; Ramirez-Garcia, S.; Dawson, K.; Lynch, I.; Doyle, H.; Sheehan, D.
Neutral red retention time assay in determination of toxicity of nanoparticles. Mar. Environ. Res. 2015, 111, 158-161. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

14. Luo, Y.; Wang, C.; Qiao, Y.; Hossain, M.; Ma, L.; Su, M. In vitro cytotoxicity of surface modified bismuth nanoparticles. J. Mater.
Sci. Mater. Med. 2012, 23, 2563-2573. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Goode, A.E.; Carter, D.A.G.; Motskin, M.; Pienaar, I.S.; Chen, S.; Hu, S.; Ruenraroengsak, P.; Ryan, M.P,; Shaffer, M.S.P.; Dexter,
D.T.; et al. High resolution and dynamic imaging of biopersistence and bioreactivity of extra and intracellular MWNTs exposed
to microglial cells. Biomaterials 2015, 70, 57-70. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

16. Strober, W. Trypan blue exclusion test of cell viability. Curr. Protoc. Immunol. 1997, 21, A-3B. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

17.  Stoehr, L.C.; Gonzalez, E.; Stampfl, A.; Casals, E.; Duschl, A.; Puntes, V.; Oostingh, G.]. Shape matters: Effects of silver nanospheres
and wires on human alveolar epithelial cells. Part. Fibre Toxicol. 2011, 8, 36. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

18. Kumar, P; Nagarajan, A.; Uchil, P.D. Analysis of cell viability by the lactate dehydrogenase assay. Cold Spring Harb. Protoc. 2018,
6,465-468. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

19. Olive, PL.; Banath, ].P. The comet assay: A method to measure DNA damage in individual cells. Nat. Protoc. 2006, 1, 23-29.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

20. Vandeputte, C.; Guizon, I.; Genestie-Denis, I.; Vannier, B.; Lorenzon, G. A microtiter plate assay for total glutathione and
glutathione disulfide contents in cultured/isolated cells: Performance study of a new miniaturized protocol. Cell Biol. Toxicol.
1994, 10, 415-421. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

21. Kocbach, A.; Totlandsdal, A.L; Lag, M.; Refsnes, M.; Schwarze, P.E. Differential binding of cytokines to environmentally relevant
particles: A possible source for misinterpretation of in vitro results? Toxicol. Lett. 2008, 176, 131-137. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

22.  Kemper, B.; Von Bally, G. Digital holographic microscopy for live cell applications and technical inspection. Appl. Opt. 2008, 47,
AB52-A61. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Park, Y.; Depeursinge, C.; Popescu, G. Quantitative phase imaging in biomedicine. Nat. Photonics 2018, 12, 578-589. [CrossRef]


https://doi.org/10.1038/s41392-023-01642-x
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37919282
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mtbio.2022.100472
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36340591
https://doi.org/10.1021/acsnano.2c00128
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35729778
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms22084216
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33921715
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.impact.2017.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.taap.2008.09.030
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18983864
https://doi.org/10.2217/nnm.09.40
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19663595
https://doi.org/10.3109/17435390.2016.1141338
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26785166
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0108025
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25238162
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0127174
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25996496
https://doi.org/10.3390/s120912347
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23112716
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.marenvres.2015.05.007
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26065811
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10856-012-4716-1
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22802106
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2015.08.019
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26298523
https://doi.org/10.1002/0471142735.ima03bs21
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18432654
https://doi.org/10.1186/1743-8977-8-36
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22208550
https://doi.org/10.1101/pdb.prot095497
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29858337
https://doi.org/10.1038/nprot.2006.5
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17406208
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00755791
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7697505
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.toxlet.2007.10.014
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18079072
https://doi.org/10.1364/AO.47.000A52
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18239699
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41566-018-0253-x

Cells 2024, 13, 697 17 of 18

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.
42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

Kiihn, J.; Shaffer, E.; Mena, J.; Breton, B.; Parent, J.; Rappaz, B.; Chambon, M.; Emery, Y.; Magistretti, P.; Depeursinge, C.;
et al. Label-Free Cytotoxicity Screening Assay by Digital Holographic Microscopy. Assay Drug Dev. Technol. 2013, 11, 101-107.
[CrossRef]

Mugnano, M.; Memmolo, P.; Miccio, L.; Grilli, S.; Merola, F.; Calabuig, A.; Bramanti, A.; Mazzon, E.; Ferraro, P. In vitro cytotoxicity
evaluation of cadmium by label-free holographic microscopy. J. Biophotonics 2018, 11, e201800099. [CrossRef]

Makdasi, E.; Laskar, O.; Milrot, E.; Schuster, O.; Shmaya, S.; Yitzhaki, S. Whole-Cell Multiparameter Assay for Ricin and Abrin
Activity-Based Digital Holographic Microscopy. Toxins 2019, 11, 174. [CrossRef]

Janicke, B.; Kéarsnis, A.; Egelberg, P.; Alm, K. Label-Free High Temporal Resolution Assessment of Cell Proliferation Using Digital
Holographic Microscopy. Cytom. Part A 2017, 91, 460-469. [CrossRef]

Eder, KM.; Marzi, A.; Barroso, A.; Ketelhut, S.; Kemper, B.; Schnekenburger, J. Label-free digital holographic microscopy for
in vitro cytotoxic effect quantification of organic nanoparticles. Cells 2022, 11, 644. [CrossRef]

Vauthier, C.; Dubernet, C.; Fattal, E.; Pinto-Alphandary, H.; Couvreur, P. Poly (alkylcyanoacrylates) as biodegradable materials
for biomedical applications. Adv. Drug Deliv. Rev. 2003, 55, 519-548. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Sulheim, E.; Iversen, T.G.; To Nakstad, V.; Klinkenberg, G.; Sletta, H.; Schmid, R.; Hatletveit, A.R.; Wagbo, A.M.; Sundan, A.;
Skotland, T.; et al. Cytotoxicity of poly (alkyl cyanoacrylate) nanoparticles. Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2017, 18, 2454. [CrossRef]

Qverbye, A.; Torgersen, M.L.; Senstevold, T.; Iversen, T.G.; Merch, Y.; Skotland, T.; Sandvig, K. Cabazitaxel-loaded poly (alkyl
cyanoacrylate) nanoparticles: Toxicity and changes in the proteome of breast, colon and prostate cancer cells. Nanotoxicology 2021,
15, 865-884. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Sudji, LR.; Subburaj, Y.; Frenkel, N.; Garcia-Séez, A.J.; Wink, M. Membrane disintegration caused by the steroid saponin digitonin
is related to the presence of cholesterol. Molecules 2015, 20, 20146-20160. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Meibohm, B.; Derendorf, H. Basic concepts of pharmacokinetic/ pharmacodynamic (PK/PD) modelling. Int. J. Clin. Pharmacol.
Ther. 1997, 35, 401-413. [PubMed]

Holford, N.H.; Sheiner, L.B. Kinetics of pharmacologic response. Pharmacol. Ther. 1982, 16, 143-166. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Kroll, A.; Dierker, C.; Rommel, C.; Hahn, D.; Wohlleben, W.; Schulze-Isfort, C.; Gobbert, C.; Voetz, M.; Hardinghaus, F;
Schnekenburger, J. Cytotoxicity screening of 23 engineered nanomaterials using a test matrix of ten cell lines and three different
assays. Part. Fibre Toxicol. 2011, 8, 9. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Kemper, B.; Carl, D.; Schnekenburger, J.; Bredebusch, I.; Schifer, M.; Domschke, W.; von Bally, G. Investigation of living pancreas
tumor cells by digital holographic microscopy. J. Biomed. Opt. 2006, 11, 34005. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Min, J.; Yao, B.; Trendafilova, V.; Ketelhut, S.; Kastl, L.; Greve, B.; Kemper, B. Quantitative phase imaging of cells in a flow
cytometry arrangement utilizing Michelson interferometer-based off-axis digital holographic microscopy. J. Biophotonics 2019,
12, €201900085. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Kemper, B.; Barroso, A.; Eder, K;; Marzi, A.; Ritz, S.; Schnekenburger, J.; Ketelhut, S. Reduction of the influence of parasitic
interferences and coherence induced disturbances in digital holography-based quantitative phase microscopy by modulation of
the object illumination with an electrically focus tunable lens. Proc. SPIE 2021, 11653, 116530A.

Sternberg, S.R. Biomedical image processing. Computer 1983, 16, 22-34. [CrossRef]

Popescu, G.; Park, Y.; Lue, N.; Best-Popescu, C.; Deflores, L.; Dasari, R.R.; Feld, M.S.; Badizadegan, K. Optical imaging of cell
mass and growth dynamics. Am. J. Physiol. -Cell Physiol. 2008, 295, C538—-C544. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Barer, R. Refractometry and interferometry of living cells. JOSA 1957, 47, 545-556. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Barer, R. Determination of dry mass, thickness, solid and water concentration in living cells. Nature 1953, 172, 1097-1098.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

Eder, KM.; Marzi, A.; Wagbga, A.M.; Vermeulen, J.P.; de la Fonteyne-Blankestijn, L.J.; Rosslein, M.; Ossig, R.; Klinkenberg, G.;
Vandebriel, R.J.; Schnekenburger, ]. Standardization of an in vitro assay matrix to assess cytotoxicity of organic nanocarriers: A
pilot interlaboratory comparison. Drug Deliv. Transl. Res. 2022, 12, 2187-2206. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Sohaebuddin, S.K.; Thevenot, P.T.; Baker, D.; Eaton, ].W.; Tang, L. Nanomaterial cytotoxicity is composition, size, and cell type
dependent. Part. Fibre Toxicol. 2010, 7, 22. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Wozniak, A.; Malankowska, A.; Nowaczyk, G.; Grzeskowiak, B.F.; Tusnio, K.; Stomski, R.; Zaleska-Medynska, A.; Jurga, S. Size
and shape-dependent cytotoxicity profile of gold nanoparticles for biomedical applications. ]. Mater. Sci. Mater. Med. 2017, 28, 92.
[CrossRef]

Patra, H.K,; Banerjee, S.; Chaudhuri, U.; Lahiri, P.; Dasgupta, A.K. Cell selective response to gold nanoparticles. Nanomed.
Nanotechnol. Biol. Med. 2007, 3, 111-119. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Kim, J.A.; Aberg, C.; Salvati, A.; Dawson, K.A. Role of cell cycle on the cellular uptake and dilution of nanoparticles in a cell
population. Nat. Nanotechnol. 2012, 7, 62-68. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Jeynes, J.C.; Jeynes, C.; Merchant, M.].; Kirkby, K.J. Measuring and modelling cell-to-cell variation in uptake of gold nanoparticles.
Analyst 2013, 138, 7070-7074. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Weyermann, J.; Lochmann, D.; Zimmer, A. A practical note on the use of cytotoxicity assays. Int. J. Pharm. 2005, 288, 369-376.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

Adan, A ; Kiraz, Y.; Baran, Y. Cell Proliferation and Cytotoxicity Assays. Curr. Pharm. Biotechnol. 2016, 17, 1213-1221. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]


https://doi.org/10.1089/adt.2012.476
https://doi.org/10.1002/jbio.201800099
https://doi.org/10.3390/toxins11030174
https://doi.org/10.1002/cyto.a.23108
https://doi.org/10.3390/cells11040644
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0169-409X(03)00041-3
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12706049
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms18112454
https://doi.org/10.1080/17435390.2021.1924888
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34047629
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules201119682
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26569199
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9352388
https://doi.org/10.1016/0163-7258(82)90051-1
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/6752972
https://doi.org/10.1186/1743-8977-8-9
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21345205
https://doi.org/10.1117/1.2204609
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16822055
https://doi.org/10.1002/jbio.201900085
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31169960
https://doi.org/10.1109/MC.1983.1654163
https://doi.org/10.1152/ajpcell.00121.2008
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18562484
https://doi.org/10.1364/JOSA.47.000545
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/13429433
https://doi.org/10.1038/1721097a0
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/13111263
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13346-022-01203-9
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35794354
https://doi.org/10.1186/1743-8977-7-22
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20727197
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10856-017-5902-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nano.2007.03.005
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17572353
https://doi.org/10.1038/nnano.2011.191
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22056728
https://doi.org/10.1039/c3an01406a
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24102065
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpharm.2004.09.018
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15620877
https://doi.org/10.2174/1389201017666160808160513
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27604355

Cells 2024, 13, 697 18 of 18

51.

52.

53.
54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.
63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

Riss, T.L.; Moravec, R.A. Use of Multiple Assay Endpoints to Investigate the Effects of Incubation Time, Dose of Toxin, and
Plating Density in Cell-Based Cytotoxicity Assays. Assay Drug Dev. Technol. 2004, 2, 51-62. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Kante, B.; Couvreur, P; Dubois-Krack, G.; de Meester, C.; Guiot, P.; Roland, M.; Mercier, M.; Speiser, P. Toxicity of polyalkyl-
cyanoacrylate nanoparticles I: Free nanoparticles. J. Pharm. Sci. 1982, 71, 786-790. [CrossRef]

Boutros, M.; Heigwer, F.; Laufer, C. Microscopy-based high-content screening. Cell 2015, 163, 1314-1325. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Perlman, Z.E.; Slack, M.D.; Feng, Y.; Mitchison, T.J.; Wu, L.E; Altschuler, S.J. Multidimensional drug profiling by automated
microscopy. Science 2004, 306, 1194-1198. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Lai, S.; Centi, S.; Borri, C.; Ratto, F; Cavigli, L.; Michelettia, F.; Kemper, B.; Ketelhut, S.; Kozyreva, T.; Gonnelli, L.; et al. A
multifunctional organosilica cross-linker for the bio-conjugation of gold nanorods. Colloids Surf. B Biointerfaces 2017, 157, 174-181.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

Eder, K.; Kutscher, T.; Marzi, A.; Barroso, A.; Schnekenburger, J.; Kemper, B. Automated Detection of Macrophages in Quantitative
Phase Images by Deep Learning Using a Mask Region-Based Convolutional Neural Network. Proc. SPIE 2021, 116551, 116551K.
Girshovitz, P.; Shaked, N.T. Generalized cell morphological parameters based on interferometric phase microscopy and their
application to cell life cycle characterization. Biomed. Opt. Express 2012, 3, 1757-1773. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Belashov, A.V.; Zhikhoreva, A.A.; Belyaeva, T.N.; Salova, A.V.; Kornilova, E.S.; Semenova, 1.V.; Vasyutinskii, O.S. Learning
Assisted Classification of Cell Lines and Cell States on Quantitative Phase Images. Cells 2021, 10, 2587. [CrossRef]

Vrignaud, P.; Semiond, D.; Lejeune, P.; Bouchard, H.; Calvet, L.; Combeau, C.; Riou, J.F; Commercon, A.; Lavelle, F,; Bissery, M.C.
Preclinical antitumor activity of cabazitaxel, a semisynthetic taxane active in taxane-resistant tumors. Clin. Cancer Res. 2013, 19,
2973-2983. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Fan, E; Wierda, D.; Rozman, K.K. Effects of 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin on humoral and cell-mediated immunity in
Sprague-Dawley rats. Toxicology 1996, 106, 221-228. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Palanza, P.; Parmigiani, S.; vom Saal, F.S. Effects of prenatal exposure to low doses of diethylstilbestrol, o, p‘'DDT, and methoxy-
chlor on postnatal growth and neurobehavioral development in male and female mice. Horm. Behav. 2001, 40, 252-265. [CrossRef]
Vandenberg, L.N. Low-dose effects of hormones and endocrine disruptors. Vitam. Horm. 2014, 94, 129-165. [PubMed]

Chen, R.; Cheng, Q.; Owusu-Ansah, K.G.; Chen, J.; Song, G.; Xie, H.; Zhou, L.; Xu, X,; Jiang, D.; Zheng, S. Cabazitaxel, a novel
chemotherapeutic alternative for drug-resistant hepatocellular carcinoma. Am. J. Cancer Res. 2018, 8, 1297-1306. [PubMed]
Mita, A.C.; Figlin, R.; Mita, M.M. Cabazitaxel: More Than a New Taxane for Metastatic Castrate-Resistant Prostate Cancer? Clin.
Cancer Res. 2012, 18, 6574—6579. [CrossRef]

Dumontet, C.; Jordan, M.A. Microtubule-binding agents: A dynamic field of cancer therapeutics. Nat. Rev. Drug Discov. 2010, 9,
790-803. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Fusser, M.; Overbye, A.; Pandya, A.D.; Morch, Y.; Borgos, S.E.; Kildal, W.; Snipstad, S.; Sulheim, E.; Fleten, K.G.; Askautrud, H.A.;
et al. Cabazitaxel-loaded Poly (2-ethylbutyl cyanoacrylate) nanoparticles improve treatment efficacy in a patient derived breast
cancer xenograft. J. Control. Release 2019, 293, 183-192. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Szwed, M.; Senstevold, T.; Overbye, A.; Engedal, N.; Grallert, B.; Morch, Y.; Sulheim, E.; Iversen, T.G.; Skotland, T; Sandvig,
K.; et al. Small Variations in Nanoparticle Structure Dictate Differential Cellular Stress Responses and Mode of Cell Death.
Nanotoxicology 2019, 13, 1-22. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.


https://doi.org/10.1089/154065804322966315
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15090210
https://doi.org/10.1002/jps.2600710716
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2015.11.007
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26638068
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1100709
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15539606
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.colsurfb.2017.05.068
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28586730
https://doi.org/10.1364/BOE.3.001757
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22876342
https://doi.org/10.3390/cells10102587
https://doi.org/10.1158/1078-0432.CCR-12-3146
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23589177
https://doi.org/10.1016/0300-483X(95)03193-J
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8571394
https://doi.org/10.1006/hbeh.2001.1697
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24388189
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30094102
https://doi.org/10.1158/1078-0432.CCR-12-1584
https://doi.org/10.1038/nrd3253
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20885410
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jconrel.2018.11.029
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30529259
https://doi.org/10.1080/17435390.2019.1576238
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30760074

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Cell Lines and Cell Cultivation 
	Nanomaterials 
	Cell Preparation for Multimodal Cytotoxicity Assessment Experiments 
	Experimental Workflow of DHM with Downstream WST-8 and LDH Assays 
	DHM QPI Cell Proliferation Assay 
	WST-8 Cell Viability Assay 
	LDH Release Cell Death Assay 
	Calculation of EC50 Values and Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Qualitative Analysis of Cell Proliferation and Morphology Alterations in DHM QPI Images after Incubation with PACA Nanoparticles 
	Multimodal Cytotoxicity Assessment by DHM with Downstream WST-8 and LDH 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions and Future Perspectives 
	References

