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ABSTRACT

An underemphasized aspect of sampling strategies in effect-based in vitro testing is to determine suitable collection and preparation
techniques. In the current study, the impact of sample acidification on bioactivities was assessed using in vitro bioassays for hormone recep-
tor-mediated effects (estrogen receptor [ER] and androgen receptor [AR]) and the oxidative stress response (Nrf2 activity). Sampling was
conducted at a recently upgraded Swedish wastewater treatment plant. Future plans for the treated wastewater include reuse for irrigation
or as a potential drinking water source. In the AR and Nrf2 assays, acidification decreased bioactivities in the wastewater influent sample
extracts, whereas acidification increased bioactivities following further treatment (disc filtration). In the ER assay, acidification had no
impact on the observed bioactivities in the sample extracts. A secondary objective of the study was to assess the stability of the sample
extracts over time. Lower activities were detected in the ER and AR assays in all extracts after storage for approximately 1 year. Nrf2 activities
did not decrease over time, but rather increased in some of the acidified sample extracts. Overall, the findings suggest that sampling strat-
egies involving acidification may need to be tailored depending on the selected bioassay(s) and the type of wastewater treatments being
assessed.
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HIGHLIGHTS

® Sample acidification impacted in vitro bioactivities of wastewater extracts.

® |mpact of acidification differed before versus after disc filtration treatment.

® Storage time of approximately 1 year reduced hormone receptor-mediated bioactivities.

® Findings suggest against a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach involving sample acidification and storage.
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redistribution for non-commercial purposes with no derivatives, provided the original work is properly cited (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
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GRAPHICAL ABSTRACT
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INTRODUCTION

Effect-based methods (EBMs) using in vitro bioassays have been increasingly utilized in water quality monitoring (Escher
et al. 2012; Altenburger et al. 2015; Busch et al. 2016; Neale et al. 2017; Tousova et al. 2017; Brack et al. 2019; Lundqvist
et al. 2019) and to assess various water treatment schemes for wastewater, recycled water, and drinking water (Macova et al.
2011; Schenck ef al. 2011; Conley et al. 2017; Leusch et al. 2018; Rosenmai et al. 2018; Barcel6 et al. 2020; Xu et al. 2020;
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Oskarsson ef al. 2021; Yu ef al. 2021). EBMs are a complementary tool to chemical analysis in water quality monitoring as
they can detect the biological effects of unknown chemicals and complex chemical mixtures in a given sample (Dingemans
et al. 2019). An important but often overlooked aspect of water sampling strategies in EBMs is to develop a proper sampling
design that includes the use of appropriate sample collection and preparation techniques (GWRC 2020). Sample collection
and preparation are important to maintain the sample integrity and ensure accurate results in the subsequent bioanalyses
such that the observed effects resulted from those compounds that were present in the water at the time of collection,
which might otherwise become lost due to degradation of the bioactive compounds.

Sample acidification at the time of collection is one such sample preparation technique that can, among other purposes,
limit the microbial activity in the sample, which can otherwise potentially cause the biodegradation or biotransformation
of organic micropollutants (OMPs) (GWRC 2020). OMPs, by general definition, are anthropogenic-sourced compounds pre-
sent in the environment in trace amounts (i.e., concentrations ranging from ug/L to less than ng/L) (Bacci & Campo 2022).
The pH of a sample can be adjusted to a target pH at the time of collection by adding an acidifying agent to the sample
volume. From an analytical chemistry perspective, the importance of proper collection and sample acidification techniques
has already been emphasized (Ort ef al. 2010; Vanderford ef al. 2011). pH adjustments, for instance, are considered one of the
critical factors in controlling the retention and elution of target analytes and can impact the recovery of some chemicals
during the extraction process (Vulliet ef al. 2008; Kuster ef al. 2010). The process of reducing the pH of a sample via acid-
ification can improve the extraction of certain weak acids, which in turn can improve the recovery of certain classes of
pharmaceuticals (Escher ef al. 2005). In addition, the removal of interfering compounds, such as dissolved organic matter,
at different pHs may impact the extraction efficiency differently (Han et al. 2022). While sample acidification techniques
have been utilized in certain studies involving in vitro bioassays, as summarized recently by Robitaille ef al. 2022, only a
few studies have specifically assessed the impact of sample acidification on bioactivities (Sauer et al. 2018; Abbas et al. 2019).

Other important aspects of study designs in EBMs are sample storage time and the effect storage has on bioactivities.
Chemical analysis of certain pharmaceuticals and illicit drugs in aqueous environmental samples and solid-phase extracts,
for instance, found that certain compounds do degrade over time and that stability was influenced by acidification (Castiglioni
et al. 2006; Baker & Kasprzyk-Hordern 2011; Vanderford et al. 2011). Some studies that tested stored wastewater samples
with in vitro bioassays reported storing the samples prior to extractions (Aerni et al. 2004; Cargouét et al. 2004; Fang et al.
2012; Kolkman et al. 2013; Konemann et al. 2018). Elsewhere, it has been reported that estrogenicities of wastewater effluent
extracts remained similar in most of the samples extracted within 48 h versus 45 days after collection (JaroSova et al. 2014).
However, to the best of our knowledge, there have been no studies that investigated the impact of storage time on bioactivities
in solid-phase extraction (SPE)-extracted water samples.

In general, there remains a lack of standardized protocols for sample preparation techniques when using EBMs to assess
water quality. Developing standardized protocols to harmonize not only the bioassay test methods themselves but also the
associated sampling strategies is particularly important for the validation and acceptance of EBMs for regulatory testing
purposes. In the current study, in vitro bioassays measuring hormonal receptor activity (estrogen receptor [ER] androgen
receptor [AR]) and the oxidative stress response (Nrf2 activity) were used to assess the impact of sample acidification as
well as long-term storage of water extracts on bioactivities in samples collected from a small-scale wastewater treatment
plant (WWTP).

MATERIALS AND METHODS
Site description

The Kivik WWTP is located in southern Sweden in the Simrishamn municipality and services the town of Kivik. The WWTP
was originally constructed over 50 years ago but was reconstructed and expanded in 2019/20 to meet future higher demands
on wastewater treatment. The treatment process at this WWTP consists of pretreatment with cleaning grates, grease separ-
ation, and sand capture, followed by chemical precipitation and disc filtration. Disc filters are designed for solid removals
and can separate solids as small as 30 um up to 350 um. This is then followed by a membrane bioreactor with two parallel
ultrafilters and a mixing reservoir, followed by two parallel granular activated carbon filters. The treated water is then
pumped into the adjacent Han6 Bay on the east coast of Skane, South Sweden. This WWTP is designed for a flow of
180 m>/h. An important consideration in the treatment design of the reconstructed plant was to implement new technologies
to clean the wastewater from environmental micropollutants such as pharmaceutical residues. The aim of the facility’s new
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design is to be able to reuse the water for irrigation, swimming pools, and re-infiltration, and even potentially as a drinking
water source, without unnecessary discharges to the sea.

sample collection

Samples were collected in December 2021 and transported immediately to the laboratory where they were stored at —20 °C
until sample extraction within 7 days. At the WWTP, samples were collected before the disc filtration unit (DF-in), after the
disc filtration unit (DF-out), and at the outlet of the WWTP (TP-out) before the water is discharged into Hano Bay. For each
sampling point, grab samples were collected using a 12-L polyethylene bucket. From this bucket, two 1-L sterile PET bottles
(VWR® collection) were filled. The pH of all sample volumes was recorded using pH test indicator strips. All samples were in
the pH range of 6. To one of these bottles, approximately 3-4 mL of 1 M HCI was immediately added to a target pH range of
2-3. It should be mentioned that this specific type of sample bottle has previously been demonstrated not to contaminate
water samples with any activity in the assays assessed in this study (Lundqvist ef al. 2021). The bucket was rinsed three
times with 99% ethanol (EtOH) and then three times with sample water prior to each sample collection. Two 1-L bottles
of ultrapure water (Milli-Q"™) sourced from the laboratory were also included as field controls, and one of these bottles
was acidified with 1 M HCI onsite at the time of sample collection. Samples were also collected from a water tap located
within the WWTP but not connected to the treatment process at this facility. This tap water is connected to the distribution
network of the local potable water utility.

Sample preparation and storage

At the laboratory, all samples were first filtered using 0.45 um polyethersulfone (PES) filters under vacuum. Following that,
the samples (1-L volumes) were extracted via SPE using a SPE-03 8-Channel Automated SPE System (PromoChrom Technol-
ogies) and 6-mL HLB cartridges (6cc Oasis Prime HLB cartridge, sorbent weight 200 mg, Waters Corporation). The sample
extraction process consisted of the following steps: preconditioning the cartridges with EtOH, loading of the samples, rinsing
the sample bottles, then elution with EtOH, followed by evaporation. All sample extracts were resuspended with EtOH to
obtain a final extract volume of 0.20 mL. Each water sample was thus enriched by a factor of 5,000. Additional information
regarding the sample preparations is provided in the supplementary information (Section SI-1.1). A procedural control of
ultrapure water (Milli-Q®) sourced from the laboratory was also included during the sample extractions. All concentrated
water samples were transferred to 0.30 mL amber screw top fused insert vials and stored at —20 °C until bioanalysis
(described further in the next subsection). Bioanalyses were conducted in 2022 soon after the completion of the sample
extractions. The sample extracts were then stored in their original vials at —20 °C for approximately 1 year and reanalyzed
in the same bioassays.

In vitro bioassays

The sample extracts along with the field and procedural (Milli-Q®) controls, vehicle (1% EtOH) controls, positive controls,
and reference compounds were tested in luciferase reporter gene assays. Detailed descriptions of the cell lines tested are pro-
vided in the supplementary information (Section SI-1.2). The bioassays were selected based on their relevance to compounds
commonly detected in wastewater extracts and represent different cellular toxicity pathways important to human health. The
following endpoints were thus assessed: ER agonism, AR agonism and antagonism, and the oxidative stress response (Nrf2
activation). Cytotoxicity was initially assessed in all cell lines with cell viability assays (MTS for all assays except ER activity,
where the ATP assay was used) and defined as <0.80 fold induction compared to the vehicle control. The main purpose of the
cell viability testing was to ensure that the bioanalyses were performed under non-cytotoxic conditions.

For all bioassays, the sample extracts and controls were analyzed in quadruplicate, and all bioassays were repeated at least
once to prove biological reproducibility. Detailed descriptions of the bioassays are provided in the supplementary information
(Sections SI-1.3-1.5). In brief, all experiments were conducted in white 384-well cell culture plates with transparent bottoms
(Corning Inc.). Cells were seeded in the plates and incubated for 24 h. The cells were then exposed to dilution series of the
sample extracts and incubated for another 24 h. On the third day, bioactivities (i.e., luminescence signal) were measured on a
TECAN Spark® Multimode Microplate Reader using the Luciferase®™ Reporter Assay System (Promega), according to the
manufacturer’s instructions. Vehicle controls and dilution series of the reference compounds were included on every exper-
imental plate for each assay. For the ER assay, a weak positive control (p,p’-methoxychlor) was also included. Details of the
bioassays, cell lines, and concentration ranges of the reference compounds are provided in Table 1. In all bioassays, the 5,000-
fold enriched samples and controls were diluted 100-fold with cell medium to attain a final well concentration of 1% EtOH
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Table 1 | Summary details of the selected bioassays and associated cell lines tested along with the reference compounds

Cellular endpoint cell line tested Reference compound and conc. range

ER agonism VM7Luc4E2 17RB-estradiol (E2) (0.36-370 pM)

AR agonism AR-EcoScreen GR KO M1 Dihydrotestosterone (DHT) (0.001-1,000 pM)
AR antagonism AR-EcoScreen GR KO M1 Hydroxyflutamide (OHF) (0.10-10,000 nM)
Oxidative stress response (Nrf2 activity) MCF7AREc32 Tert-butylhydroquinone (tBHQ) (0.78-25 uM)

when incubated with the cells. The concentrations tested for the sample extracts were expressed in units of relative enrich-
ment factor (REF). The enrichment and dilution of the samples together constitute the REF (Escher et al. 2014). For all
bioassays, sample extracts were analyzed in two-fold dilution series from REF 6.25 to 50.

Data evaluation

Concentration-effect curves (CECs) were generated from the datasets for the sample extracts in all assays. To generate CECs
of the datasets for the ER and AR agonism assays, the mean activities of the vehicle controls were first subtracted from all
sample replicates; all adjusted values were then normalized to the mean activities of the vehicle controls and then to the maxi-
mum mean activities of the highest concentration of the respective reference compound (assay maximum, set to 100%). The
normalized datasets were then fitted to a four-parameter sigmoidal nonlinear regression model. The concentrations causing a
10% effect (EC,q), expressed as REF, were then extrapolated from the CECs. For the AR antagonism assay: the mean activi-
ties of the unspiked vehicle control were first subtracted from the sample replicates; all adjusted values were then normalized
to the mean activities of the unspiked vehicle control and then to the mean activities of the spiked vehicle control. The con-
centration causing a 30% inhibitory effect (ICs), expressed as REF, was then interpolated from the CEC. For the Nrf2 assay
where no maximum effect can be reached, fold inductions at each test concentration were normalized to that of the vehicle
control and then fitted to a linear regression model. The concentration causing a 1.5-fold induction (ECjgr;.5) was estimated
from the model. For some samples tested in 2022, their CECs did not follow an increasing REF concentration-effect pattern
(i.e., bioactivities were lower at the highest REF) in the ER and AR agonist assays. Thus for the sake of consistency, CECs for
all samples in the 2022 analysis were obtained based on the next highest REF of 25 and subsequent lower dilutions down to
REF 6.25. For the 2023 analysis, as activities were assumed to decrease over time, CECs for all samples included the highest
REF of 50.

The EC/IC values obtained from the CECs were further translated into bioanalytical equivalent concentrations (BEQ) in
units of ng/L or ug/L, using the EC,/1C5, values of the samples (EC;0/ICz, sample) and the respective reference compounds
(EC10/IC30, rer) of the particular assay using Equation (1). All data analyses as well as graphical presentations were performed
using GraphPad Prism (v. 10.0.0).

(EC, or ch)ref

BEQ - (EC% or ICx)sample

1)

RESULTS

Cell viabilities

Results of the cell viability assays conducted in 2022 are provided in Figure SI-1 in the supplementary information. With the
exception of the highest REF in the unacidified DF-in sample in the AR-EcoScreen cells, no other samples were cytotoxic. To
confirm that the dose of the acidifying agent itself (HCI) did not cause any effect on cytotoxicity, the cell viabilities between
the unacidified and acidified samples for each sampling point were assessed via pair-wise comparison tests for each REF
concentration. HCI had no effect on the cell viabilities in any of the samples.

Treatment process

As the primary purpose of this study was to investigate the impact of sample acidification on bioactivities, the removal effects
of the various treatment steps at the WWTP were not assessed in detail. However, some general comments are presented
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herein. Treatment with disc filtration reduced the ER activities of the incoming pre-treated wastewater, as demonstrated in the
2022 samples both with and without HCI. The TP-out samples (i.e., finished water) had reduced activities in all bioassays
compared to the samples taken at the start of the treatment process before and after disc filtration (Table 2). As such, the
fact that the activities in the sample collected from the outlet of the WWTP were low or below the limit of detection
(LOD) and similar to the activities in the tap water sample (TAP) demonstrates the efficient treatment process at this facility.
A recent study evaluated the water reuse potential of this WWTP for irrigation or as a drinking water source (Takman et al.
2023). That study concluded that while drinking water quality could not be achieved, based on concentrations of Escherichia
coli and total coliforms, the treated wastewater generally achieved quality criteria for irrigation.

Bioactivities

A summary of the BEQ values for all sample extracts in each of the assays in both the 2022 and 2023 analyses is presented in
Table 2. No AR antagonist activities were detected in any samples in either the 2022 or 2023 analyses; as such, this endpoint
is not included in Table 2. The CECs of the sample datasets are presented in Figures 1-3. In cases where the samples did not
cause effects above the LODs, no BEQ values were calculated. A summary table of the LODs for each assay is provided in the
supplementary information (Table SI-1).

Effect of sample acidification

Acidification resulted in lower AR and Nrf2 activities in DF-inlet samples and higher activities in DF-outlet samples. Acidi-
fication had little effect in the ER assay. Observations for each of the assays are described in further detail in the following
sections.

AR activity

Interestingly, the most prominent finding in the AR assay was that acidification resulted in considerably higher AR activities
in the DF-out samples compared to the unacidifed samples in both 2022 and 2023 (Figure 1(b) and 1(d)). In contrast, acid-
ification reduced AR activities (i.e., below LOD) in the DF-in samples in both analyses. For the TP-out samples, AR activities
were approximately the same in the acidified versus unacidified samples in the 2022 analysis. For the tap water samples, AR
activities were detected in the acidified sample but not in the unacidified sample in 2022. No AR activities were detected in
either the TP-out or tap water samples in the 2023 analysis. In this assay, in the absence of acidification, the DF-inlet samples
exhibited the highest % of the maximum response in both 2022 and 2023. However, in the presence of acidification, the DF-
outlet samples exhibited the highest % of the maximum response in both analyses.

Nrf2 activity

Similar to what was observed for AR activities, acidification resulted in higher Nrf2 activities in the DF-out samples in the
initial 2022 analysis as well as in the later 2023 analysis (Figure 2(b) and 2(d)). For the DF-in samples, on the other hand,
acidification reduced Nrf2 activities (i.e., below LOD) in both analyses. For the TP-out and tap water samples, no Nrf2 activi-
ties were detected in either 2022 or 2023. As observed in the ER assay, the acidified DF-outlet sample exhibited the highest
fold induction in both the 2022 and 2023 analyses.

ER activity

The ER activities were similar in the acidified versus unacidified samples in the initial 2022 analysis at all sampling points
(Table 2). However, the acidified DF-outlet sample in the 2022 analysis reached a higher degree of the assay’s maximum
response (90%) compared to the other samples, wherein responses were less than 40% of the maximum response. The
same pattern was observed in the 2023 analysis wherein the acidified DF-outlet sample exhibited the highest percent of maxi-
mum response, albeit lower than in 2022, compared to the responses in other samples (Figure 3(a) and 3(b)).

Detection of bioactivities in extracts after storage

A secondary objective of the current study was to assess the detectability of bioactivities in stored extracts over time. As pre-
viously mentioned, following the initial analysis in 2022, all sample extracts were stored in their original vials at —20 °C and
re-tested in 2023. Interestingly, the Nrf2 activities in the unacidified DF-out and DF-in samples remained fairly stable and a
higher Nrf2 activity was even detected in the acidified DF-out sample in 2023 versus in 2022. In the ER and AR agonist
assays, the bioactivities were either lower or no longer detectable in the 2023 analyses compared to the initial 2022 results
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Table 2 | Summary of bioanalytical equivalent concentrations (BEQ) of the samples

DF-in DF-out TP-out Reference sample (TAP)
2022 2023 2022 2023 2022 2023 2022 2023
Without Without Without Without Without Without With Without Without With
Assay HCI With HCI HCI With HCI HCI With HCI HCI With HCI HCI With HCI HCI HCI HCI With HCI HCI HCI
ER activity 2.14 2.62 0.019 0.013 0.71 0.81 <0.010 0.044 0.11 0.11 <0.010 <0.010 0.17 0.22 <0.010 <0.010
(ng E2eq/L) (1.25, 5.53) (1.87, 12.1) (0.01, 0.03) (0.01, 0.02) (0.003, 1.41) (0.28, 1.90) (0.03, 0.06) (0.01, 0.24) (0.02, 0.23) (0.01, 0.35) (0.01, 0.46)
AR agonist activity 4.85 <0.97 0.06 <0.061 443 16.7 <0.061 0.23 2.82 3.36 <0.061 <0.061 <0.97 3.52 <0.061 <0.061
(ng DHTeg/L)  (2.75, 6.95) (0.03, 0.09) (3.20, 5.66) (5.15, 28.3) (0.10, 0.60) (0.65, 4.98) (1.33, 5.38) (0.31,11.4)
Nrf2 activity 16.2 <6.57 12.1 <6.98 10.4 159 9.30 25.6 <6.57 <6.57 <6.98 <6.98 <6.57 <6.57 <698 <6.98
(ug tBHQeq/L) (11.9, 20.5) (10.4, 13.8) (9.04,11.7) (14.1,17.6) (3.52,15.1) (23.5,27.8)

Note: For each sampling point, presented are the BEQ values for the unacidified (without HCI) and acidified (with HCI) samples from the 2022 and 2023 analyses. Presented below each BEQ value are the respective 95% confidence

intervals (LL, UL) in parentheses.
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Figure 1 | CECs for AR agonist-active samples without and with acidification in the 2022 analysis (a, b) and the 2023 analysis (c, d). Treatment
groups (n = 4) were normalized to the vehicle control (n = 8), and then to the maximum experimental response of the highest concentration
of the reference compound (DHT) set to 100%. Data were fitted to a four-parameter sigmoidal regression model. The dotted line indicates
10% activity of the maximum response. In cases where the samples did not cause effects above the cut-off levels, no effect concentration
values were calculated. Data are presented as mean + SD.

in all samples. This demonstrated that, for these two particular assays, the activities had decreased considerably after storage
for 1 year, regardless of acidification.

DISCUSSION

The most prominent results in the 2022 analysis were that acidification resulted in lower AR and Nrf2 activities in DF-inlet
samples and higher activities in DF-outlet samples. In comparison to the findings of our study, another similar study that
assessed the impacts of sample preparation techniques (e.g., acidification, filtration, and SPE) on the outcomes of multiple
in vitro bioassays reported that sample acidification (with sulphuric acid [H,SO4]) significantly altered the endocrine activities
(and mutagenicity) of their aqueous samples (Abbas et al. 2019). Samples were collected from various locations representing
the water cycle, including from the influents and effluents of several municipal WWTPs. They utilized several different recom-
binant yeast-based reporter gene assays for endocrine activities (ER, anti-ER, AR, and anti-AR). In their study, androgenic
activity was detected in the neutral (i.e., unacidified) untreated wastewater influent sample, while a significantly lower andro-
genic activity was detected in the acidified influent sample in comparison. Interestingly, while no androgenic activities were
detected in any of the neutral wastewater effluent samples, significant androgenic activities were observed in all of the acid-
ified wastewater effluent samples. These patterns of changes due to acidification are similar to our findings for the DF-inlet
and DF-outlet samples in the AR (and Nrf2) assays. A possible explanation in the case of our study may be the higher presence
of suspended solids in water before the disc filtration (DF-inlet) compared to after the disc filtration (DF-out) treatment.
Further to this, it has been reported that acidification of water samples may influence partitioning between the aqueous
phase and suspended matter for different bioactive compounds (Baker & Kasprzyk-Hordern 2011). Hence, the decrease
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Figure 2 | CECs for Nrf2-active samples without and with acidification in the 2022 trial (a, b) and the 2023 trial (c, d). Data were fitted to a
linear regression model using a REF range from 6.25 to 50. tBHQ was used as a reference compound. The dotted line represents the cut-off
level of 1.5-fold induction. Treatment groups (n = 4) were normalized to the vehicle control (n = 8). In cases where the samples did not cause
effects above the cut-off level, no effect concentration values were calculated. Data are presented as mean + SD.

in AR and Nrf2 activity in the DF-inlet sample following acidification could be that the compounds causing these activities are
partitioning toward the suspended matter phase due to the acidification and then removed from the sample in the later
0.45 um PES filtering step. In the downstream sample (DF-out), where the level of suspended solids can be expected to be
lower, this effect was not seen. Instead, an increase in activity following acidification was observed, which might be due
to increased recovery of weak acids in the SPE procedure (discussed further below) and/or inhibited microbial degradation
of the compounds causing these activities.

In contrast to AR and Nrf2 activities, the ER activity was not affected by acidification, which may be because the estrogenic
compounds did not bind significantly to suspended matter and thus were not affected by the disc filtration. Elsewhere, estro-
genic activity has been reported to be influenced by the suspended solids concentrations in WWTP influent and on the plant’s
suspended solid removal efficiency (Dagnino ef al. 2010). Another aspect to consider is the influence of conjugation/decon-
jugation on the occurrence and fate of certain pharmaceuticals and hormones (Gewurtz et al. 2022). Conjugated forms
present in the untreated influent to WWTPs, which can be identified by chemical analysis but not by in vitro bioassays,
can become deconjugated to their free forms by enzymes and/or microbially mediated during the biological processes in
the WWTP, thereby becoming detectable (Ting & Praveena 2017). Further, it has been reported that acidification with
HCI or H,SO, may cleave conjugated steroids, whereas microbial degradation of deconjugated steroids occurred in unpre-
served samples (Havens ef al. 2010). In our study, there was no main difference in estrogenic activity due to acidification, and
the estrogenic compounds in the samples may not have been conjugated steroids but rather other estrogenic chemicals.

In another study involving analytical chemistry and iz vitro bioassays, sodium azide (NaAz) adequately preserved the pro-
gestogens and most of the estrogens spiked into surface water runoff samples from cattle manure-amended fields in terms of
analyte recoveries; however, it did not adequately preserve many of the spiked androgens (Havens ef al. 2010). In that same
study, the estrogenic and androgenic activities, as measured by the E-screen and A-screen assays, respectively, were stable in
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Figure 3 | CECs for estrogenic activities in samples without and with acidification in the 2022 analysis (a, b) and the 2023 analysis (c, d).
Treatment groups (n = 4) were normalized to the vehicle control (n = 8) and then to the maximum experimental response for the highest
concentration of the reference compound (E2), set to 100%. Data were fitted to a four-parameter sigmoidal regression model. The dotted line
indicates 10% activity of the maximum response. Data are presented as mean + SD.

H,SO,-preserved samples after 14 days of storage; however, the estrogenic and androgenic activities in the unpreserved and,
to a lesser extent, NaAz-preserved samples were significantly decreased after 14 days (Havens ef al. 2010).

It should also be mentioned that the ER activity observed at the WWTP outlet sample in the current study does not exceed
the benchmark value of 1 ng E2/L proposed under the first watch list of the European Commission’s (EC) 2022 Drinking
Water Directive (European Commission 2022). As the treated wastewater at this facility is currently discharging into
Han6 Bay, but potentially will be used in the future for irrigation purposes, the results can also be compared to the
Annual Average Quality Standards (AA-QS) for 17p-estradiol of 0.18 ng/L for inland surface waters and 0.009 ng/L for
other surface waters, proposed by the European Commission (SCHEER 2022). The estrogenic activity in the WWTP
outlet sample detected in the 2022 analysis (0.11 ng E2 eq/L) would exceed the proposed AA-QS for other surface waters.
A recent study evaluated the removals of 12 detected OMPs over the entire treatment process at this WWTP to assess the
potential production of source water for drinking from the facility. One of these OMPs, estrone, was detected at a concen-
tration of 7.1 ng/L in the influent but not in the effluent samples collected from the WWTP on the same day as the
sample collection of the current study (Takman et al. 2023). Estrone has an approximate relative estrogenic activity of
0.01 compared to 1 for estradiol (Gutendorf & Westendorf 2001), which means that estrone only contributes a few % of
the estrogenic activity observed in the inlet samples. The estrogenic activities thus detected in the inlet and outlet samples
in the current study are likely attributed to additional estrogenic compounds, most probably mainly estradiol, that were
not detected by the chemical analyses. It is well known that the detection limit for estradiol by chemical analysis is one to
two orders of magnitude higher than what can be detected in in vitro bioassays as estrogenic activity from estradiol
(Konemann et al. 2018).

The effects of acidification involving in vitro bioassays appear to be otherwise understudied, as there remains a lack of
studies that purposely addressed this factor. The highlight of our study would be that acidification decreased certain
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bioactivities in wastewater before disc filtration but increased activities following this treatment. The considerable increases in
bioactivities in the acidified samples following disc treatment are also quite striking. As such, our findings suggest that in
addition to microbial degradation of compounds, the water treatment process itself should be considered concerning
sample acidification as this may affect the outcome of certain bioassays. Still, others have suggested to not employ sample
acidification to better simulate real environmental conditions (Sauer et al. 2018). Given that OMPs, such as endocrine-dis-
rupting compounds, are composed of various classes of compounds, the effects of acidification on the recovery of
extraction eluates should also be studied further with bioassays.

With respect to the effect of storage time of SPE-extracted samples on the observed bioactivities, bioactivities were either
lower or no longer detectable (i.e., below LOD) in the ER and AR assays in 2023 versus 2022. Other studies have demonstrated,
mainly by chemical analyses, that endocrine compounds degrade over time, particularly in unpreserved samples. The recoveries
of certain androgens (e.g., androstenedione, testosterone, progesterone) spiked into unpreserved extracts of surface waters, for
instance, have been shown to decline quickly over time (14 days) (Vanderford ef al. 2003). Elsewhere, severe losses were also
reported in the recoveries of certain estrogens (e.g., estriol, estrone, and estradiol) stored for 7 days in unpreserved river water
extracts (Baronti et al. 2000). The degradation of certain compounds over time can also depend on temperatures and the acid-
ifying agents used (Baronti ef al. 2000; Vanderford et al. 2003, 2011; Labadie & Budzinski 2005; Havens et al. 2010). In one
study, a dramatic loss in progestogens to 14% of the initial concentration was observed in the dissolved phase of WWTP effluent
extracts stored in the dark at 4 °C even after only 24 h, whereas concentrations were markedly higher at around 73% of the
initial concentration after the same time period in samples preserved with either HCI or formaldehyde (Labadie & Budzinski
2005). In another study, testosterone and progesterone spiked into unpreserved aqueous surface water samples were partially
degraded after storage at —20 °C for 28-35 days and completely degraded after storage at 25 and 4 °C experiments for 28-35
days, which the authors attributed to bacterial degradation (Vanderford ef al. 2011). Regarding the results in our study from
the Nrf2 assay, on the other hand, the increased activities over time may be because the Nrf2-inducing compounds did not
degrade over time, while evaporation of the vehicle solvent (EtOH) may have occurred, which resulted in the increases.
This evaporation of EtOH has been reported in another iz vitro-based study that investigated sample preparation and storage
of environmental extracts with a focus on estrogenic potency (Murk ef al. 2002).

CONCLUSIONS

In the current study, the incorporation of sample acidification with HCI was assessed in samples collected from a small-scale
WWTP using in vitro bioassays measuring hormonal receptor activity and oxidative stress response. The main finding of this
study was that the incorporation of acidification decreased bioactivities in certain bioassays in wastewater influent (following
pretreatment only), whereas acidification increased bioactivities following further treatment (e.g., disc filtration) for solids
removal. The impact of acidification may thus be related to (1) a pH-dependent increase in the partitioning of bioactive com-
pounds to solids in the influent water samples (which were subsequently removed in the SPE process before bioanalysis)
before the disc filtration treatment; and (2) inhibition of microbial degradation of bioactive compounds in samples following
disc filtration treatment. Another finding was the limited stability of hormonal effects and the increased activity of oxidative
stress in some of the stored water extracts after approximately 1 year. It would thus seem preferable to conduct the bioassay
testing as soon as possible after sample extraction, rather than storing extracts for prolonged periods of time (in EtOH
solvent). All these findings suggest against a ‘one-size-fits-all’ approach involving acidification and sample storage. Rather,
sampling strategies may need to consider that certain treatment processes may impact the resulting chemical compositions
and the outcomes of certain bioassays.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The research was supported by the Swedish Research Council Formas (grants number 2018-00386, 2018-02256, and 2019-
02043).

DECLARATIONS

The authors declare the following financial interests/personal relationships which may be considered as potential competing
interests: J.L. and A.O. are co-founders and owners of BioCell Analytica Uppsala AB, a company providing effect-based test-
ing services to the water sector. E.L. and G.M. are employed by BioCell Analytica Uppsala AB.

Downloaded from http://iwaponline.com/jwh/article-pdf/22/1/169/1357754/jwh0220169.pdf

bv auest



Journal of Water and Health Vol 22 No 1, 180

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

All relevant data are included in the paper or its Supplementary Information.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST

Agneta Oskarsson, Elin Lavonen, Geeta Mandava, and Johan Lundqvist are affiliated with a company providing effect-based
testing services to the water sector (BioCell Analytica Uppsala AB).

REFERENCES

Abbas, A., Schneider, 1., Bollmann, A., Funke, J., Oehlmann, J., Prasse, C., Schulte-Oehlmann, U., Seitz, W., Ternes, T., Weber, M., Wesely, H.
& Wagner, M. 2019 What you extract is what you see: Optimising the preparation of water and wastewater samples for in vitro
bioassays. Water Research 152, 47-60. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2018.12.049.

Aerni, H.-R., Kobler, B., Rutishauser, B. V., Wettstein, F. E., Fischer, R., Giger, W., Hungerbiihler, A., Marazuela, M. D., Peter, A.,
Schonenberger, R., Vogeli, A. C., Suter, M. ]J.-F. & Eggen, R. I. L. 2004 Combined biological and chemical assessment of estrogenic
activities in wastewater treatment plant effluents. Analytical and Bioanalytical Chemistry 378 (3), 688-696. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$00216-003-2276-4.

Altenburger, R, Ait-Aissa, S., Antczak, P., Backhaus, T., Barcel6, D., Seiler, T.-B., Brion, F., Busch, W., Chipman, K., de Alda, M. L., de Aragéo
Umbuzeiro, G., Escher, B. I, Falciani, F., Faust, M., Focks, A., Hilscherova, K., Hollender, J., Hollert, H., Jéger, F. & Brack, W. 2015
Future water quality monitoring - Adapting tools to deal with mixtures of pollutants in water resource management. Science of tThe
Total Environment 512-513, 540-551. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2014.12.057

Bacci, F. & Campo, P. 2022 Emerging and Less Commonly Recognized Chemical Contaminants: Organic Micropollutants (T. Mehner &
K. B. T.-E. of I. W. (Second E. Tockner (eds.); pp. 247-259). Elsevier. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-819166-8.00038-4.

Baker, D. R. & Kasprzyk-Hordern, B. 2011 Critical evaluation of methodology commonly used in sample collection, storage and preparation
for the analysis of pharmaceuticals and illicit drugs in surface water and wastewater by solid phase extraction and liquid
chromatography-mass spectrometry. Journal of Chromatography A 1218 (44), 8036-8059. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chroma.
2011.09.012.

Barcel6, D., Zonja, B. & Ginebreda, A. 2020 Toxicity tests in wastewater and drinking water treatment processes: A complementary
assessment tool to be on your radar. Journal of Environmental Chemical Engineering 8 (5), 104262. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jece.2020.
104262.

Baronti, C., Curini, R., D’Ascenzo, G., Di Corcia, A., Gentili, A. & Samperi, R. 2000 Monitoring natural and synthetic estrogens at activated
sludge sewage treatment plants and in a receiving river water. Environmental Science & Technology 34 (24), 5059-5066. https://doi.org/
10.1021/es001359q.

Brack, W., Aissa, S. A., Backhaus, T., Dulio, V., Escher, B. L., Faust, M., Hilscherova, K., Hollender, J., Hollert, H., Miiller, C., Munthe, J.,
Posthuma, L., Seiler, T.-B., Slobodnik, J., Teodorovic, 1., Tindall, A. J., de Aragdo Umbuzeiro, G., Zhang, X. & Altenburger, R. 2019
Effect-based methods are key. The European Collaborative Project solutions recommends integrating effect-based methods for diagnosis
and monitoring of water quality. Environmental Sciences Europe 31 (1), 10. https://doi.org/10.1186/5s12302-019-0192-2.

Busch, W., Schmidt, S., Kiihne, R., Schulze, T., Krauss, M. & Altenburger, R. 2016 Micropollutants in European rivers: A mode of action
survey to support the development of effect-based tools for water monitoring. Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry 35 (8),
1887-1899. https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.3460.

Cargouét, M., Perdiz, D., Mouatassim-Souali, A., Tamisier-Karolak, S. & Levi, Y. 2004 Assessment of river contamination by estrogenic
compounds in Paris area (France). Science of the Total Environment 324 (1), 55-66. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2003.10.035.

Castiglioni, S., Zuccato, E., Crisci, E., Chiabrando, C., Fanelli, R. & Bagnati, R. 2006 Identification and measurement of illicit drugs and their
metabolites in urban wastewater by liquid chromatography — tandem mass spectrometry. Analytical Chemistry 78 (24), 8421-8429.
https://doi.org/10.1021/ac061095b.

Conley, J. M., Evans, N., Mash, H., Rosenblum, L., Schenck, K., Glassmeyer, S., Furlong, E. T., Kolpin, D. W. & Wilson, V. S. 2017
Comparison of in vitro estrogenic activity and estrogen concentrations in source and treated waters from 25 U.S. drinking water
treatment plants. Science of the Total Environment 579, 1610-1617. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.02.093.

Dagnino, S., Gomez, E., Picot, B., Cavailles, V., Casellas, C., Balaguer, P. & Fenet, H. 2010 Estrogenic and AhR activities in dissolved phase
and suspended solids from wastewater treatment plants. Science of the Total Environment 408 (12), 2608-2615. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j-scitotenv.2010.02.034.

Dingemans, M. M. L., Baken, K. A., van der Oost, R., Schriks, M. & van Wezel, A. P. 2019 Risk-based approach in the revised European
Union drinking water legislation: Opportunities for bioanalytical tools. Integrated Environmental Assessment and Management 15 (1),
126-134. https://doi.org/10.1002/ieam.4096.

Escher, B. L., Bramaz, N., Maurer, M., Richter, M., Sutter, D., von Kénel, C. & Zschokke, M. 2005 Screening test battery for pharmaceuticals
in urine and wastewater. Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry 24 (3), 750-758. https://doi.org/10.1897/04-091R.1.

Escher, B. 1., Dutt, M., Maylin, E., Tang, ]. Y. M., Toze, S., Wolf, C. R. & Lang, M. 2012 Water quality assessment using the AREc32 reporter gene assay
indicative of the oxidative stress response pathway. Journal of Environmental Monitoring 14 (11), 2877. https://doi.org/10.1039/c2em30506b.

Downloaded from http://iwaponline.com/jwh/article-pdf/22/1/169/1357754/jwh0220169.pdf

bv auest


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2018.12.049
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2018.12.049
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00216-003-2276-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00216-003-2276-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2014.12.057
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chroma.2011.09.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chroma.2011.09.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chroma.2011.09.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jece.2020.104262
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jece.2020.104262
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es001359q
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es001359q
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12302-019-0192-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12302-019-0192-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/etc.3460
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/etc.3460
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2003.10.035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2003.10.035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ac061095b
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ac061095b
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ac061095b
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.02.093
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2016.02.093
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2010.02.034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2010.02.034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ieam.4096
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ieam.4096
http://dx.doi.org/10.1897/04-091R.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1897/04-091R.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/c2em30506b
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/c2em30506b

Journal of Water and Health Vol 22 No 1, 181

Escher, B. 1., Allinson, M., Altenburger, R, Bain, P. A, Balaguer, P., Busch, W., Crago, J., Denslow, N. D., Dopp, E., Hilscherova, K.,
Humpage, A. R., Kumar, A., Grimaldi, M., Jayasinghe, B. S., Jarosova, B., Jia, A., Makarov, S., Maruya, K. A., Medvedev, A. & Leusch,
F. D. L. 2014 Benchmarking organic micropollutants in wastewater, recycled water and drinking water with iIn vitro bioassays.
Environmental Science & Technology 48 (3), 1940-1956. https://doi.org/10.1021/es403899t.

European Commission 2022 Comission implementing decision of 19.1.2022 establishing a watch list of substances and compounds of
concern for water intended for human consumption as provided for in Directive (EU) 2020/2184 of the European parliament and of the
council. Official Journal of the European Union 2020-2022.

Fang, Y.-X,, Ying, G.-G., Zhao, J.-L., Chen, F,, Liu, S., Zhang, L.J. & Yang, B. 2012 Assessment of hormonal activities and genotoxicity of
industrial effluents using in vitro bioassays combined with chemical analysis. Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry 31 (6),
1273-1282. https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.1811.

Gewurtz, S. B., Teslic, S., Hamilton, M. C. & Smyth, S. A. 2022 Influence of conjugation on the fate of pharmaceuticals and hormones in
Canadian wastewater treatment plants. ACS ES&T Water 2 (2), 329-338. https://doi.org/10.1021/acsestwater.1c00376.

Global Water Research Coalition (GWRC). 2020 Effect based monitoring in water safety planning. WP3.3: Sampling strategies and sample
pre-treatment options and decision-making tool for selection of sampling methods. In: Global Water Research Coalition.

Gutendorf, B. & Westendorf, J. 2001 Comparison of an array of in vitro assays for the assessment of the estrogenic potential of natural and
synthetic estrogens, phytoestrogens and xenoestrogens. Toxicology 166 (1-2), 79-89. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0300-483X(01)00437-1.

Han, H,, Feng, Y., Chen, J., Xie, Q., Chen, S., Sheng, M., Zhong, S., Wei, W., Su, S. & Fu, P. 2022 Acidification impacts on the molecular
composition of dissolved organic matter revealed by FT-ICR MS. Science of the Total Environment 805, 150284. https://doi.org/10.
1016/j.scitotenv.2021.150284.

Havens, S. M., Hedman, C. J., Hemming, J. D. C., Mieritz, M. G., Shafer, M. M. & Schauer, J. J. 2010 Stability, preservation, and quantification
of hormones and estrogenic and androgenic activities in surface water runoff. Environmental Toxicology and Chemistry 29 (11),
2481-2490. https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.307.

JaroSova, B., Ersekova, A., Hilscherova, K., Loos, R., Gawlik, B. M., Giesy, J. P. & Bldha, L. 2014 Europe-wide survey of estrogenicity in
wastewater treatment plant effluents: The need for the effect-based monitoring. Environmental Science and Pollution Research 21 (18),
10970-10982. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-014-3056-8.

Kolkman, A., Schriks, M., Brand, W., Bduerlein, P. S., van der Kooi, M. M. E., van Doorn, R. H., Emke, E., Reus, A. A, van der Linden, S. C., de
Voogt, P. & Heringa, M. B. 2013 Sample preparation for combined chemical analysis and in vitro bioassay application in water quality
assessment. Environmental Toxicology and Pharmacology 36 (3), 1291-1303. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.etap.2013.10.009.

Konemann, S., Kase, R., Simon, E., Swart, K., Buchinger, S., Schliisener, M., Hollert, H., Escher, B. I., Werner, 1., Ait-Aissa, S., Vermeirssen,
E., Dulio, V., Valsecchi, S., Polesello, S., Behnisch, P., Javurkova, B., Perceval, O., Di Paolo, C., Olbrich, D. & Carere, M. 2018 Effect-
based and chemical analytical methods to monitor estrogens under the European Water Framework Directive. TrAC Trends in
Analytical Chemistry 102, 225-235. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trac.2018.02.008.

Kuster, M., Dfaz-Cruz, S., Rosell, M., Lépez de Alda, M. & Barcel6, D. 2010 Fate of selected pesticides, estrogens, progestogens and volatile
organic compounds during artificial aquifer recharge using surface waters. Chemosphere 79 (8), 880-886. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
chemosphere.2010.02.026.

Labadie, P. & Budzinski, H. 2005 Development of an analytical procedure for determination of selected estrogens and progestagens in water
samples. Analytical and Bioanalytical Chemistry 381 (6), 1199-1205. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00216-005-3055-1.

Leusch, F. D. L., Neale, P. A, Arnal, C., Aneck-Hahn, N. H., Balaguer, P., Bruchet, A., Escher, B. L., Esperanza, M., Grimaldi, M., Leroy, G.,
Scheurer, M., Schlichting, R., Schriks, M. & Hebert, A. 2018 Analysis of endocrine activity in drinking water, surface water and treated
wastewater from six countries. Water Research 139, 10-18. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2018.03.056.

Lundqvist, J., von Brémssen, C., Rosenmai, A. K., Ohlsson, A., Le Godec, T., Jonsson, O., Kreuger, J. & Oskarsson, A. 2019 Assessment of
pesticides in surface water samples from Swedish agricultural areas by integrated bioanalysis and chemical analysis. Environmental
Sciences Europe 31 (1), 53. https://doi.org/10.1186/5s12302-019-0241-x.

Lundgqvist, J., Persson, K. M. & Oskarsson, A. 2021 Glass-bottled drinking water: A time capsule to study the historic presence of hazardous
chemicals using effect-based methods. Environmental Sciences Europe 33 (1), 34. https://doi.org/10.1186/512302-021-00476-0.

Macova, M., Toze, S., Hodgers, L., Mueller, J. F., Bartkow, M. & Escher, B. I. 2011 Bioanalytical tools for the evaluation of organic
micropollutants during sewage treatment, water recycling and drinking water generation. Water Research 45 (14), 4238-4247. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2011.05.032.

Murk, A. J., Legler, J., van Lipzig, M. M. H., Meerman, J. H. N., Belfroid, A. C., Spenkelink, A., van der Burg, B., Rijs, G. B. J. & Vethaak, D.
2002 Detection of estrogenic potency in wastewater and surface water with three in vitro bioassays. Environmental Toxicology and
Chemistry 21 (1), 16-23. https://doi.org/10.1002/etc.5620210103.

Neale, P. A., Altenburger, R., Ait-Aissa, S., Brion, F., Busch, W., de Aragdo Umbuzeiro, G., Denison, M. S., Du Pasquier, D., Hilscherova, K.,
Hollert, H., Morales, D. A., Novak, J., Schlichting, R., Seiler, T.-B., Serra, H., Shao, Y., Tindall, A. J., Tollefsen, K. E., Williams, T. D. &
Escher, B. 1. 2017 Development of a bioanalytical test battery for water quality monitoring: Fingerprinting identified micropollutants and
their contribution to effects in surface water. Water Research 123, 734-750. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2017.07.016.

Ort, C., Lawrence, M. G., Rieckermann, J. & Joss, A. 2010 Sampling for pharmaceuticals and personal care products (PPCPs) and illicit drugs
in wastewater systems: Are your conclusions valid? A critical review. Environmental Science & Technology 44 (16), 6024-6035. https://
doi.org/10.1021/es100779n.

Downloaded from http://iwaponline.com/jwh/article-pdf/22/1/169/1357754/jwh0220169.pdf

bv auest


http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es403899t
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/etc.1811
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/etc.1811
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acsestwater.1c00376
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acsestwater.1c00376
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0300-483X(01)00437-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0300-483X(01)00437-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.150284
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2021.150284
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/etc.307
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/etc.307
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11356-014-3056-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11356-014-3056-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.etap.2013.10.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.etap.2013.10.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.trac.2018.02.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.trac.2018.02.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2010.02.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chemosphere.2010.02.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00216-005-3055-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00216-005-3055-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2018.03.056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2018.03.056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12302-019-0241-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12302-019-0241-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12302-021-00476-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12302-021-00476-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2011.05.032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2011.05.032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/etc.5620210103
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2017.07.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2017.07.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es100779n
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es100779n

Journal of Water and Health Vol 22 No 1, 182

Oskarsson, A., Rosenmai, A. K., Mandava, G., Johannisson, A., Holmes, A., Troger, R. & Lundqpvist, J. 2021 Assessment of source and treated
water quality in seven drinking water treatment plants by in vitro bioassays — Oxidative stress and antiandrogenic effects after artificial
infiltration. Science of the Total Environment 758, 144001. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.144001.

Robitaille, J., Denslow, N. D., Escher, B. L., Kurita-Oyamada, H. G., Marlatt, V., Martyniuk, C. J., Navarro-Martin, L., Prosser, R., Sanderson,
T., Yargeau, V. & Langlois, V. S. 2022 Towards regulation of endocrine disrupting chemicals (EDCs) in water resources using bioassays —
A guide to developing a testing strategy. Environmental Research 205, 112483. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2021.112483.

Rosenmai, A. K., Lundgvist, J., le Godec, T., Ohlsson, A., Troger, R., Hellman, B. & Oskarsson, A. 2018 In vitro bioanalysis of drinking water
from source to tap. Water Research 139, 272-280. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2018.04.009.

Sauer, P., Boiik, A., Golovko, O., Grabic, R., Stafiovd, A. V., Valentova, O., Stara, A., Sandovd, M. & Kocour Kroupovd, H. 2018 Do
progestins contribute to (anti-)androgenic activities in aquatic environments? Environmental Pollution 242, 417-425. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.envpol.2018.06.104.

SCHEER 2022 Scientific Committee on Health, Environmental and Emerging Risks SCHEER Scientific Opinion on ‘Draft Environmental
Quality Standards for Priority Substances under the Water Framework Directive’ 17-Alpha-Ethinylestradiol (EE2), Beta-Estradiol (E2)
and Estr. March, 1-16. Available from: http://ec.europa.eu/health/scientific_committees/policy/index_en.htm.

Schenck, K., Rosenblum, L., Wiese, T. E., Wymer, L., Dugan, N., Williams, D., Mash, H., Merriman, B. & Speth, T. 2011 Removal of estrogens
and estrogenicity through drinking water treatment. Journal of Water and Health 10 (1), 43-55. https://doi.org/10.2166/wh.2011.135.

Takman, M., Svahn, O., Paul, C., Cimbritz, M., Blomgyist, S., Struckmann Poulsen, J., Lund Nielsen, J. & Davidsson, A. 2023 Assessing the
potential of a membrane bioreactor and granular activated carbon process for wastewater reuse — A full-scale WWTP operated over one
year in Scania, Sweden. Science of the Total Environment 895, 165185. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2023.165185.

Ting, Y. F. & Praveena, S. M. 2017 Sources, mechanisms, and fate of steroid estrogens in wastewater treatment plants: A mini review.
Environmental Monitoring and Assessment 189 (4), 178. https://doi.org/10.1007/5s10661-017-5890-x.

Tousova, Z., Oswald, P., Slobodnik, J., Blaha, L., Muz, M., Hu, M., Brack, W., Krauss, M., Di Paolo, C., Tarcai, Z., Seiler, T.-B., Hollert, H.,
Koprivica, S., Ahel, M., Schollée, J. E., Hollender, J., Suter, M. J.-F.,, Hidasi, A. O., Schirmer, K. & Schulze, T. 2017 European
demonstration program on the effect-based and chemical identification and monitoring of organic pollutants in European surface
waters. Science of the Total Environment 601-602, 1849-1868. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.06.032

Vanderford, B. J., Pearson, R. A., Rexing, D. J. & Snyder, S. A. 2003 Analysis of endocrine disruptors, pharmaceuticals, and personal care
products in water using liquid chromatography/tandem mass spectrometry. Analytical Chemistry 75 (22), 6265-6274. https://doi.org/
10.1021/ac034210g.

Vanderford, B. J., Mawhinney, D. B., Trenholm, R. A., Zeigler-Holady, J. C. & Snyder, S. A. 2011 Assessment of sample preservation
techniques for pharmaceuticals, personal care products, and steroids in surface and drinking water. Analytical and Bioanalytical
Chemistry 399 (6), 2227-2234. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00216-010-4608-5.

Vulliet, E., Wiest, L., Baudot, R. & Grenier-Loustalot, M.-F. 2008 Multi-residue analysis of steroids at sub-ng/L levels in surface and ground-
waters using liquid chromatography coupled to tandem mass spectrometry. Journal of Chromatography A 1210 (1), 84-91. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.chroma.2008.09.034.

Xu, J., Wei, D., Wang, F., Bai, C. & Du, Y. 2020 Bioassay: A useful tool for evaluating reclaimed water safety. Journal of Environmental
Sciences 88, 165-176. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jes.2019.08.014.

Yu, M., Lavonen, E., Oskarsson, A. & Lundqyvist, J. 2021 Removal of oxidative stress and genotoxic activities during drinking water
production by ozonation and granular activated carbon filtration. Environmental Sciences Europe 33 (1), 124. https://doi.org/10.1186/
§12302-021-00567-y.

First received 28 August 2023; accepted in revised form 14 November 2023. Available online 16 December 2023

Downloaded from http://iwaponline.com/jwh/article-pdf/22/1/169/1357754/jwh0220169.pdf

bv auest


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.144001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.144001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2020.144001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2021.112483
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envres.2021.112483
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2018.04.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.watres.2018.04.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2018.06.104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2018.06.104
http://ec.europa.eu/health/scientific_committees/policy/index_en.htm
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wh.2011.135
http://dx.doi.org/10.2166/wh.2011.135
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2023.165185
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2023.165185
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2023.165185
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10661-017-5890-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.06.032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.06.032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2017.06.032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ac034210g
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ac034210g
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00216-010-4608-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00216-010-4608-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chroma.2008.09.034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chroma.2008.09.034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jes.2019.08.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12302-021-00567-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12302-021-00567-y

	Impact of sample acidification and extract storage on hormone receptor-mediated and oxidative stress activities in wastewater
	INTRODUCTION
	MATERIALS AND METHODS
	Site description
	Sample collection
	Sample preparation and storage
	In vitro bioassays
	Data evaluation

	RESULTS
	Cell viabilities
	Treatment process
	Bioactivities
	Effect of sample acidification
	AR activity
	Nrf2 activity
	ER activity

	Detection of bioactivities in extracts after storage

	DISCUSSION
	CONCLUSIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	DECLARATIONS
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	REFERENCES


