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Abstract
Determination of emerging pollutants such as UV-filters in environmental samples is very
important because they have been proven to have harmful effects on human and aquatic life.
In this study, a simple, fast and inexpensive method combining solid phase extraction (SPE)
and UV spectrophotometry was developed for simultaneous preconcentration and determination of benzophenone and sulisobenzone in wastewater samples. The effect of factors
affecting the preconcentration of UV-filters was optimized using univariate and multivariate
approach. Under optimized conditions, the limits of detection (LOD), limits of quantification (LOQ) and preconcetration factors were in the range of 0.15–0.28 and 0.50–0.93 μg L−1,
50–55, respectively. The dynamic linear range was up to 250 μg L−1 for benzophenone and
sulisobenzone. In addition, the intra- and inter-day precisions were 3.1–3.3 and 4.5–5.2%,
respectively. The developed method was successfully applied to determine UV filters in
wastewater samples attaining satisfactory recoveries over the range of 99.3–100.7%. The concentration of the target pollutants in wastewater samples ranged from 6.83 to 85.67 μg L−1.
Keywords: solid phase extraction, emerging organic pollutants, UV-filters, response
surface methodology, UV-Vis spectrophotometry, endocrine disruptors

1. Introduction
Ultraviolet filters are chemical agents that are used in a variety of cosmetics, specifically those
used for sun protection such as sunscreen lotions, creams and sprays [1]. These compounds
often contain single or multiple aromatic structures (Figure 1), sometimes conjugated with
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Figure 1. Chemical structures of (a) benzophenone and (b) sulisobenzone.

carbon-carbon double bonds and carbonyl moieties [2]. The presence of these functional
groups affords UV filters the ability to absorb photons and rapidly return to the ground state
by thermally emitting the energy through vibrational relaxation [3]. This makes the compound to be able to mitigate the deleterious effects of UV radiation [1, 2].
After application, UV-filters are washed off and enter the aquatic environmental directly or
indirectly via wastewater effluent and recreational water systems [4]. They are also used as
sun blocking agents in materials such as plastics, adhesive and rubber, this suggests that
these compounds can also leach into the environmental matrices [5–7]. The amount and type
of UV-filter used depends on the desired degree of protection, however combined concentrations should not exceed 10% with other organic or inorganic UV-filters [8].
The main concern of the presence of these compounds is their potential toxicity and their
effects as xenohormones (effect on reproductive activity) [9, 10]. These effects include estrogenic activity [11], effects on cell proliferation by 4-methylbenzylidene camphor (4-MBC),
benzophenones, and octyl methoxycinnamate (OMC) [12]. Several studies have shown hormonal disruption in both in vivo and in vitro test systems in fish and mammals [13–16]. It has
also been recently shown that besides estrogens, there are other hormonal targets affected by
UV-filters in fish and mammals [17, 18].
A number of detection techniques have been used to quantify UV-filters in environmental water
samples. These include techniques high performance liquid chromatography (HPLC) with UV
or mass spectrometry detection [19, 20], HPLC-MS/MS [21], gas chromatography-mass spectrometry (GC-MS) and GC-MS/MS [22, 23]. However, the levels of these compounds in environmental
waters are usual in the μg L−1 range. Therefore, sample cleanup/preconcentration techniques such
stir-bar sorptive extraction [20], pressurised liquid extraction [1], dispersive liquid-liquid phase
extraction [24], solid phase extraction [25], among others, have been used to improve sensitivity,
LODs and to remove interferences prior to quantification with the different analytical techniques.
Solid phase extraction is one of the most established preconcentration techniques used for
the simultaneous extraction and analysis of organic compounds [26]. Mainly silica bonded
phases such as C18 were formerly used for SPE, however recently modified and tuned solid
phases can be used to achieve more specificity [27]. Advantages of SPE include the potential of
simultaneous extraction, reduced labour and cost. Of the advantages of solid phase extraction,
scientists are mostly attracted to the possibility of using reduced amount of organic solvents
and the fact that SPE is highly tuneable with regards to the adsorbents used [28].
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Thus the aim of this study was to develop a multivariate assisted solid phase extraction
method for the simultaneous preconcentration of UV- filters in wastewater samples prior to
their spectrophotometric quantification. The main advantage of the method relies on the use
of multivariate optimization approach which led to the reduction of the number of experiments and analysis time as well as the use of a simple, fast and cost effective instrumentation.
UV-Vis spectrophotometry was chosen due its simplicity and high availability. The factors
(such as sample pH, flow rates, eluent and adsorbent types) affecting the preconcentration
step method were optimized using univariate and multivariate approach. The developed
SPE/spectrophometric method was applied to the preconcentration and determination of two
UV filters from the wastewater samples collected from Daspoort wastewater treatment plant
(WWTP) in Pretoria, Gauteng, South Africa. According to our literature search there are limited reports on the application of UV-Vis spectrophotometry for quantification of UV filters
[29]. In addition, to the best of our knowledge, the application of SPE/UV-Vis spectrophotometry for simultaneous preconcentration and determination of Benzophenone and sulisobenzone has been reported for the first time.

2. Experimental
2.1. Materials and reagents
Benzophenone (Reagent plus, 99%), sulisobenzone (5-benzoyl-4-hydroxy-2-methoxy-benzenesulfonic acid) (HPLC, ≥97.0%) and acetonitrile (for HPLC Plus) were purchased from
Sigma-Aldrich (St. Louis, MO, USA). Ethyl acetate was purchased from Merck (Merck,
Darmstadt, Germany), ethanol and methanol were purchased from Associated Chemical
Enterprises (Johannesburg, South Africa). Stock solutions of benzophenone and 5-benzoyl4-hydroxy-2-methoxy-benzenesulfonic acid (10 mg L−1) were prepared in ultra-pure water
(Direct-Q® 3UV-R purifier system, Millipore, Merck). Working standards of 100 μg L−1 were
prepared daily by diluting appropriate volumes of the stock solution in ultra-pure water. The
ion exchange resins used in this study as packing materials were Dowex 1x8 (Chloride form)
(Sigma Aldrich).
2.2. Instrumentation
A Shimadzu UV-2450 high performance single monochromator UV-VIS spectrophotometer
(Shimadzu Corporation, Tokyo, Japan) was used for all analysis of the samples. Solid phase
extraction (SPE) was carried out in a VacMaster-24 sample SPE station (VacMaster, Biotage,
Sweden). The latter was used to control the sample loading and elution flow rate in the range
of 1–3.0 mL min−1. An OHAUS starter 2100 pH meter (Pine Brook, NJ, USA) was used for pH
adjustments of the reagents and to measure the pH of samples
2.3. Sampling and sample collection
Influent (after sediment removal) and effluent wastewater samples were collected from
Daspoort wastewater treatment plant (WWTP, Pretoria, Gauteng, south Africa). The samples
were collected in pre-cleaned 500 mL glass bottles. The samples were then refrigerated at 4°C.
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Factors

Low level (−1)

Central point (0)

High level (+1)

Sample pH

4

7

10

Sample flow rate (SFR) (mL min−1)

2

3.5

5

Eluent flow rate (EFR) (mL min−1)

1

2

3

Table 1. Factors and levels used in 23 factorial design for extraction and preconcentration of UV filters.

2.4. Solid phase extraction procedure
The columns were prepared according to [30]. Briefly, polyethylene columns of diameter 1.0 cm
and 6 cm in height were used for preconcentration. Slurries of 0.5 g of Dowex 1x8 in double
distilled deionized water were prepared and packed to columns to heights of about 1 cm. A
porous frit was placed at the bottom of the column and at the top of the packing material to hold
and confine the adsorbent within the designated capacity/volume. The columns were washed
with 6 mL of double distilled deionized water followed by conditioning with 3 mL organic solvent (methanol, ethanol, ethyl acetate or mixture of methanol and acetonitrile) and then 3 mL
of double distilled deionized water. Due to the scarcity of reference materials for UV-filters, a
commercial sunscreen lotion was used as a reference material for the validation of the SPE/UV
method. An appropriate amount of the sunscreen lotion was accurately weighed and dissolved
using a small volume of methanol (2 mL) and made to the mark with double distilled deionized
water and used for validation experiments.
An aliquot (10 mL) of model solution containing benzophenone and sulisobenzone at a concentration of 100 μg L−1 was passed through a packed column at a flow rate of 2–5 mL min−1.
After percolating the synthetic samples through, the cartridges were washed with 3 mL double distilled deionised water. Then retained analytes were eluted with 2 mL organic solvents.
The optimization of the solid phase extraction method was carried out using a 23 full factorial design involving three variables such as pH, sample flow rate (SFR) and eluent flow rate
(EFR). Maximum, central point and minimum levels are presented in Table 1. The second
step of the optimization strategy involved the application of a response surface methodology
(RSM) based on a central composite design. All the experiments were carried out in random
order and the experimental data was processed by using the Minitab 17 software program.

3. Results and discussion
3.1. Optimization of separation and preconcentration method
3.1.1. Selection of adsorbent and eluent type: univariate approach
Selection of the adsorbent and eluent type was achieved by packing columns using the ion
exchange adsorbent (Dowex 1x8). Each experiment was done in triplicates for each solvent
type and adsorbent combination. The flow rates and the sample pH were fixed at 2 mL min−1
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for both the sample loading and elution and 7, respectively. The results obtained are presented
in Figure 2.
Selection of the adsorbent and eluent was done using the absorbance of benzophenone and
sulisobenzone at the wavelengths of 260 and 220 nm, respectively. Since the absorbance is
directly proportional to concentration, a higher absorbance can be related to higher concentration. Thus, from the univariate optimization, the most effective adsorbent and eluent combination was found to be Dowex 1x8 and methanol (Figure 2). This combination was further
used for the optimization of the solid phase extraction procedure for both benzophenone
(UV-01) and sulisobenzone (UV-02).
Due to the overall charge of adsorbents, the extraction and preconcentration of the analytes
was possible by means of ionic interactions. Dowex 1x8 has an overall positive charge, thus
the negatively charged analytes could interact with the positive charges of the adsorbent. This
resulted in higher absorbances and Dowex 1x8 resin was selected as the suitable adsorbent
for further studies.
The polarity of the solvent was the contributing factor on the elution of the analytes, the
more polar solvent resulted in better elution from the SPE column, and hence higher absorbances for methanol were observed when used in combination with Dowex 1x8. This was
a consequence of the methanol having the ability to displace the analytes from the positively charged Dowex 1x8 adsorbent. The 1:1 mixture of acetonitrile and methanol also had
promising results, but did not perform better than the methanol alone. Acetonitrile could
not be used for this study even though it is more polar than methanol, there are dangers
associated with the use of pure acetonitrile like the risk of cyanide poisoning as a result of
its decomposition products.
Experimental conditions; mass of adsorbent 0.5 g, sample volume 10 mL at 100 μg L−1, eluent volume 2 mL, pH 7, flow rates 2 mL min−1. MeOH = methanol, ACN = acetonitrile, EtOH = ethanol.

Figure 2. Selection of suitable adsorbent and eluent combination in model aqueous solution.
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3.1.2. Optimization of the SPE operation parameters: Multivariate approach
In order to achieve quantitative preconcentration of analytes by SPE system, the optimization
of the most influential parameters, such as sample pH, sample and eluent flow rates, was
carried out using 23 full factorial design and response surface methodology (RSM) based on
a central composite design. Two level full factorial design (FFD), involving 11 experiments
was used for screening of the significant factors for the extraction and preconcentration of UV
filters. Table 2 presents the factorial design matrix and the analytical responses (expressed
as average percentage recovery, %R) obtained in each experiment. Analysis of variance
(ANOVA) reproduced in the form of Pareto chart was used to investigate the significance of
the effects SPE procedure. The Pareto chart of main effects and their interactions produced
are shown in Figure 3.
It can be seen from Figure 3 that for simultaneous preconcentration of UV filters, sample pH
and EFR and their interactions were statistically significant. The effect of sample flow rate on
the analytical response (%R) was not significant at 95% confidence level. The overall results
obtained for the screening step indicated that sample pH and EFR required further optimization. Whereas, sample flow rate was fixed at 3.5 mL min−1.
A central composite design matrix consisting of 14 experiments and analytical response
based on each of the experimental runs (Table 3) was used for further optimization of the
SPE method. The analysis of variance (ANOVA) of the predicted response surface quadratic
model for the recoveries of UV filters was obtained. The ANOVA results were analysed using
quadratic equations (not included) for the models to illustrate the dependence of the analytical response with respect to the evaluated main effects [31].
The 3D response surface plots (Figure 4) were used to access the interactive relationship
between individual variables (sample pH and EFR) and analytical response [31]. Based on
Expt.

pH

SFR (mL/min)

EVR (mL/min)

UV-01 (%R)

UV-02 (%R)

1

4

2

1

34.39

33.7

2

10

2

1

39.63

39.1

3

4

5

1

51.01

53.5

4

10

5

1

72.71

75.4

5

4

2

3

12.22

16.0

6

10

2

3

8.84

9.1

7

4

5

3

11.58

10.6

8

10

5

3

10.24

17.6

9

7

3.5

2

83.55

72.8

10

7

3.5

2

78.88

77.5

11

7

3.5

2

81.08

78.6

Table 2. Two level (23) full factorial design matrix and analytical response.
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Figure 3. Pareto charts of standardized effects for variables in the preconcentration of (A) benzophenone and (B)
sulisobenzone.

quadratic equations and 3D surface response plots, the calculation indicated that pH = 7.5
and EFR = 2 mL min−1 provided maximum retention and recovery of the studied analytes.
Therefore, the results obtained from both designs, illustrated that the optimum conditions
that led to quantitative extraction and preconcetration of UV filters were 7.5, 3.5, 2 mL min−1
for sample pH, sample and eluent flow rates, respectively.

Sample

pH

SFR (mL/min)

EFR (mL/min)

UV-01 %R

UV-02 %R

1

4

3.5

1

66.1

63.4

2

10

3.5

1

65.7

44.5

3

4

3.5

3

49.7

16.6

4

10

3.5

3

25.9

19.2

5

7

3.5

2

61.3

51.9

6

7

3.5

2

54.8

59.2

7

7

3.5

2

49.7

49.7

8

2.8

3.5

2

78.8

49.6

9

11.2

3.5

2

42.0

66.0

10

7

3.5

0.5

100.1

103.1

11

7

3.5

3.4

32.2

17.4

12

7

3.5

2

75.0

81.5

13

7

3.5

2

74.8

82.0

14

7

3.5

2

75.1

81.8

Table 3. Central composite design matrix and analytical response.
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Figure 4. Response surfaces obtained for (A) benzophenone and (B) sulisobenzone after extraction and preconcentration
by SPE.

The effect of pH on the extraction and preconcentration of UV filters can be seen from Tables 2
and 3. Acidic pH resulted in lower recoveries. This is because benzophenone and sulisobenzone
have pKa values of 7.5 and 7.6, respectively, meaning that in acidic pH they are more likely to
accept H+ ions resulting in lower recoveries as they end up with an overall positive charge. In
more alkaline conditions (pH 10), the analytes are easily displaced on the adsorbent, resulting in
little or no adsorption.
The central pH (7) showed the highest recoveries for both UV-filters. This is a result of the
interaction of the analytes’ negative charge with the positive charges of the adsorbent prior to
elution with methanol.
The optimum conditions obtained by the multivariate approach were confirmed experimentally. Under these conditions (7.5, 3.5, 2 mL min−1 for sample pH, sample and eluent flow
rates, respectively), quantitative recoveries ranging from 96 to 98.6% were obtained. These
recoveries were compared with the predicted recoveries values (95.6 and 98.1% for benzophenone and sulisobenzone) obtained using the RSM model. It was then concluded that the
results obtained by RSM model were valid since there was no significant difference at a 95%
confidence level between the experimental and predicted values.
3.2. Analytical performance
Under the determined optimum experimental conditions, the analytical performances of
the developed method for preconcentration and determination of UV-filters were investigated. The calibration curves were obtained after a set of standard solutions (0 to 350 μg
L−1) was processed using the described SPE procedure. The concentrations of the analytes
in the eluent solutions were quantified with the aid of a UV spectrophotometer. The limits of detection and quantification were calculated using the expressions: LOD = 3Sd ⁄ b and
LOQ= 10Sd ⁄ b, where Sd is the standard deviation of 10 replicate measurements at lower
concentrations of calibration curves and b is the slope of each calibration curves. Dynamic
linear ranges (DLR), correlation coefficient (R2), enrichment factor (EF), LOD and LOQ for
benzophenone were determined to be LOQ-250 μg L−1, 0.9990, 50, 0.28 μg L−1 and 0.93 μg L−1,
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respectively. Whereas for sulisobenzone, the DLR, R2, LOD, LOQ, and EF were found to be
LOQ-250 μg L−1, 0.9991, 0.15 μg L−1, 0.50 μg L−1 and 55, respectively. Furthermore, the intraday (repeatability; n = 10) and interday (reproducibility; n = 7 working days) precisions of
the SPE method, expressed in terms of relative standard deviation (% RSD), ranged 3.1–3.3
and 4.5–5.2%, respectively. The analytical performance of the proposed method was compared to other methods that reported in the literature Table 4. It can be seen that the performance of the current method was comparable or better that those reported in the literature.
In addition, the LODs obtained using the current method were lower compared to [25, 32].
3.3. Validation and application
The accuracy of the SPE/UV procedure was evaluated using a sunscreen lotion with a sulisobenzone content of 1.75% (w/w). The recovered sulisobenzone was 1.69 ± 0.07% (w/w) meaning that the percentage recovery was 96.6%. Therefore, the determined values by SPE/UV
were in the acceptable range. In addition, the accuracy and matrix effects were investigated
by analysing spiked real waste water samples and the results are shown in Table 5. From
the recoveries shown in Table 4, it can be seen that the SPE/UV procedure described was not
affected by the matrix effects as the recoveries for both benzophenone and sulisobenzone
ranged from 99.3 to 100.7%.
As seen on Tables 5 and 6, there was a significant amount of both UV filters on the influent.
This can be explained by the fact that the Daspoort waste water treatment plant treats domestic waste water. Therefore as explained by [37], personal care products are usually applied to

Analyte(s)

Matrix

Analytical
method

Octicrylene

Wastewater

Benzophenone-3

DLDLR (μg
L−1)

LOD (μg
L−1)

EF

% RSD

Refs.

MEPS-GC-MS 0.25–20

0.081

-

7

[33]

Water

CE-ESI-MS

300–20000

150

3400

1.5–6.5

[25]

Benzophenone-3

Water

SBSE-LC-MS/
MS

0.005–0.5

0.0009

-

3–7

[34]

Benzophenone-2

Human serum

DLLMEUPLC-MS/
MS

0.6–40

0.2

-

1.9–13.1

[35]

Benzophenone-3

Sea water

DLLMEGC-MS

0.1–0.5

0.03

262

<15

[25]

Benzophenone

Tap water

DDA-ILDLLME

0.002–1.5

0.0013

-

3.5–5.3

[32]

Benzophenone

Sunscreen

SPE-GC-MS

10–2000

4.4

25.3

4.6–5.5

[36]

Benzophenone and
sulisobenzone

Wastewater

SPE-UV/vis

0.50–250

0.15-0.28

50 and 55

3.1–5.2

Current
work

MEPS = microextraction in packed syringe, CE-ESI = capillary electrophoresis-electro spray ionisation, SBSE-LC-MS/
MS = stirbar sorptive extraction-liquid chromatography tandem mass spectroscopy, DLLME-UPLC = dispersive liquidliquid microextraction-ultra pressure liquid chromatography, GC-MS = gas chromatography-mass spectroscopy, SPE =
solid phase extraction, DDA-IL =double dispersant assisted-ionic liquid, UV/vis = ultraviolet-visible spectrophotometry.
Table 4. Comparison of the analytical figures of merit of the current method and those reported in the literature.
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Sample

Added (μg/L)

Benzophenone
Found (μg/L)

Influent 1

Effluent 1

Sulisobenzone
%R

Found (μg/L)

%R

0

85.8 ± 1.3

69.4 ± 1.2

50

135.3 ± 2.3

99.3

119.7 ± 3.5

100.7

100

186.3 ± 2.5

100.6

169.4 ± 4.2

100.0

0

6.83 ± 0.92

50

56.7 ± 1.2

99.8

69.6 ± 1.3

99.7

100

106.9 ± 3.1

100.0

119.1 ± 2.7

99.3

19.8 ± 0.9

Table 5. Analysis of wastewater samples (influent and effluent) spiked and unspiked from Daspoort (Pretoria, Gauteng,
South Africa) wastewater treatment plant.

Samples

Influent

Effluent

Months

Benzophenone

Sulisobenzone

SPE/UV

SPE/HPLC

SPE/UV

SPE/HPLC

August

78.6 ± 1.2

79.4 ± 1.5

56.3 ± 2.1

58.0 ± 1.8

September

155.3 ± 2.4

157.2 ± 2.2

171.3 ± 3.1

172.2 ± 2.8

October

327.3 ± 4.3

328.9 ± 4.0

337.3 ± 3.6

337.6 ± 3.6

August

18.5 ± 0.7

19.5 ± 0.5

14.5 ± 0.7

15.1 ± 0.5

September

57.9 ± 1.3

59.0 ± 1.5

23.6 ± 0.9

24.2 ± 0.8

October

134.5 ± 1.5

135.1 ± 1.2

45.3 ± 0.5

46.0 ± 0.2

Table 6. Analysis of influent and effluent over from Daspoort (Pretoria, Gauteng, South Africa) wastewater treatment
plant a period of 3 months.

the skin and later washed off into drains which are connected to wastewater treatment plants.
From wastewater treatment plants, the water is discharged into rivers [3]. This has resulted
in the occurrence of UV-filters in surface waters [22], sediments [38, 39], drinking water and
even fish [4, 12, 40].
The presence of UV-filter in different water bodies does not only have an effect in humans as
suspected endocrine disrupters [18]. Their effects spans into aquatic life, as reported by [3],
benzophenone can cause cell membrane impairments in fresh water protozoa. Benzophenone
was also found in other fresh water species in percentages ranging from 50 to 80% by [41].
The described method was applied in the analysis of real water samples collected over a
period of three months as expressed in Table 6. The influent and effluent samples were collected over two seasons, namely winter (one month) and spring (two months). From Table 6,
it was observed that between the three months, October showed the highest concentrations
for both the influent and effluent. This was because it was significantly warmer during spring
when compared to August. It is also worthy to note that the concentrations of benzophenone
were higher than those of sulisobenzone. This could be the consequence of the degradation
of sulisobenzone during the water treatment process. This is possible because benzophenone
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forms the backbone of sulisobenzone, this means that when the sulisobenzone losses the
methoxy and sulfonic acid side chains, traces of the benzophenone can remain in the water.
The described SPE/UV procedure was compared with a reference method, SPE/HPLC
method using the same extraction conditions. The obtained results from the SPE/UV methods
were comparable with the SPE coupled with HPLC method. According to the paired student
t-test, there was no significant difference between the two methods at 95% confidence level.
Therefore, the SPE/UV procedure can be utilised as a rapid, cheap and effective method for
the determination of UV-filters in water samples.

4. Conclusions
The combination of SPE and UV-Vis spectrophotometry offers a simple, inexpensive and selective procedure for the assessment of UV-filters in wastewater samples. With the aid of multivariate optimisation of key parameters in the solid phase extraction procedure, it was possible
to achieve satisfactory analytical performance. Real sample analysis showed that as explained
by [27], wastewater treatment plant processes are not exhaustive enough to completely remove
emerging organic pollutants. There were still some traces of benzophenone and sulisobenzone
found in the effluent which is released into the nearby river. This means that the flora and
fauna in the river is exposed to these potentially toxic compounds. Thus, the next step would
be to study the distribution of these UV-filters in the river where the effluent is released into.

Acknowledgements
The authors wish to thank National Research Foundation (NRF, South Africa, Grant No.
99270) for financial assistance.

Author details
Anele Mpupa and Philiswa N. Nomngongo*
*Address all correspondence to: pnnomngongo@uj.ac.za
Department of Applied Chemistry, University of Johannesburg, South Africa

References
[1] Nieto A, Borrull F, Marcé RM, Pocurull E. Determination of personal care products in
sewage sludge by pressurized liquid extraction and ultra high performance liquid
chromatography–tandem mass spectrometry. Journal of Chromatography A. 2009;
1216(30):5619-5625

55

56

Emerging Pollutants - Some Strategies for the Quality Preservation of Our Environment

[2] Giokas DL, Salvador A, Chisvert A. UV filters: From sunscreens to human body and the
environment. TrAC Trends in Analytical Chemistry. 2007;26(5):360-374
[3] Gao L, Yuan T, Zhou C, Cheng P, Bai Q, Ao J, Zhang H. Effects of four commonly used
UV filters on the growth, cell viability and oxidative stress responses of the Tetrahymena
thermophila. Chemosphere. 2013;93(10):2507-2513
[4] Fent K, Zenker A, Rapp M. Widespread occurrence of estrogenic UV-filters in aquatic
ecosystems in Switzerland. Environmental Pollution. 2010;158(5):1817-1824
[5] Burns JS, Crookes MJ. Using Science to Create a Better Place: UV-Filters in CosmeticsPrioritisation for Environmental Assessment. Rio House, Waterside Drive, Aztec West,
Almondsbury, Bristol: Environment Agency; 2008
[6] Gackowska A, Przybyłek M, Studziński W, Gaca J. Experimental and theoretical studies
on the photodegradation of 2-ethylhexyl 4-methoxycinnamate in the presence of reactive oxygen and chlorine species. Open Chemistry. 2014;12(5):612-623
[7] Ramos S, Homem V, Alves A, Santos L. A review of organic UV-filters in wastewater
treatment plants. Environment International. 2016;86:24-44
[8] Santos AJM, Crista DM, Miranda MS, Almeida IF, e Silva JPS, Costa PC, Amaral MH,
Lobão PA, Lobo JMS, da Silva JCE. Degradation of UV filters 2-ethylhexyl-4-methoxycinnamate and 4-tert-butyl-4'-methoxydibenzoylmethane in chlorinated water.
Environmental Chemistry. 2013;10(2):127-134
[9] Kaiser D, Sieratowicz A, Zielke H, Oetken M, Hollert H, Oehlmann J. Ecotoxicological
effect characterisation of widely used organic UV filters. Environmental Pollution.
2012;163:84-90
[10] Paredes E, Perez S, Rodil R, Quintana JB, Beiras R. Ecotoxicological evaluation of four
UV filters using marine organisms from different trophic levels Isochrysis galbana, Mytilus
galloprovincialis, Paracentrotus lividus, and Siriella armata. Chemosphere. 2014;104:44-50
[11] Fent K, Kunz PY, Gomez E. UV filters in the aquatic environment induce hormonal
effects and affect fertility and reproduction in fish. Chimia International Journal for
Chemistry. 2008;62(5):368-375
[12] Díaz-Cruz MS, Gago-Ferrero P, Llorca M, Barceló D. Analysis of UV filters in tap water
and other clean waters in Spain. Analytical and Bioanalytical Chemistry. 2012;402(7):
2325-2333
[13] Schlumpf M, Schmid P, Durrer S, Conscience M, Maerkel K, Henseler M, Gruetter M,
Herzog I, Reolon S, Ceccatelli R, Faass O. Endocrine activity and developmental toxicity
of cosmetic UV filters—An update. Toxicology. 2004;205(1):113-122
[14] Søeborg T, Basse LH, Halling-Sørensen B. Risk assessment of topically applied products.
Toxicology. 2007;236(1):140-148
[15] Christen V, Zucchi S, Fent K. Effects of the UV-filter 2-ethyl-hexyl-4-trimethoxycinnamate (EHMC) on expression of genes involved in hormonal pathways in fathead

Multivariate-Assisted Solid Phase Extraction Procedure for Simultaneous Preconcentration…
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.75641

minnows (Pimephales promelas) and link to vitellogenin induction and histology.
Aquatic Toxicology. 2011;102(3):167-176
[16] Kim S, Jung D, Kho Y, Choi K. Effects of benzophenone-3 exposure on endocrine disruption and reproduction of Japanese medaka (Oryzias latipes)—A two generation exposure
study. Aquatic Toxicology. 2014;155:244-252
[17] Ponzo OJ, Silvia C. Evidence of reproductive disruption associated with neuroendocrine
changes induced by UV-B filters, phtalates and nonylphenol during sexual maturation
in rats of both gender. Toxicology. 2013;311(1):41-51
[18] Blüthgen N, Meili N, Chew G, Odermatt A, Fent K. Accumulation and effects of the
UV-filter octocrylene in adult and embryonic zebrafish (Danio rerio). Science of the Total
Environment. 2014;476:207-217
[19] Vidal L, Chisvert A, Canals A, Salvador A. Ionic liquid-based single-drop microextraction followed by liquid chromatography-ultraviolet spectrophotometry detection to
determine typical UV filters in surface water samples. Talanta. 2010;81(1):549-555
[20] Pedrouzo M, Borrull F, Marcé RM, Pocurull E. Stir-bar-sorptive extraction and ultrahigh-performance liquid chromatography–tandem mass spectrometry for simultaneous analysis of UV filters and antimicrobial agents in water samples. Analytical and
Bioanalytical Chemistry. 2010;397(7):2833-2839
[21] Meinerling M, Daniels M. A validated method for the determination of traces of UV filters
in fish using LC–MS/MS. Analytical and Bioanalytical Chemistry. 2006;386(5):1465-1473
[22] Tarazona I, Chisvert A, León Z, Salvador A. Determination of hydroxylated benzophenone UV filters in sea water samples by dispersive liquid–liquid microextraction followed by gas chromatography–mass spectrometry. Journal of Chromatography A. 2010;
1217(29):4771-4778
[23] Zhang Y, Lee HK. Determination of ultraviolet filters in water samples by vortex-assisted
dispersive liquid–liquid microextraction followed by gas chromatography–mass spectrometry. Journal of Chromatography A. 2012;1249:25-31
[24] Benedé JL, Chisvert A, Salvador A, Sánchez-Quiles D, Tovar-Sánchez A. Determination
of UV filters in both soluble and particulate fractions of seawaters by dispersive liquid–
liquid microextraction followed by gas chromatography–mass spectrometry. Analytica
Chimica Acta. 2014;812:50-58
[25] Maijó I, Fontanals N, Borrull F, Neusüß C, Calull M, Aguilar C. Determination of UV
filters in river water samples by in-line SPE-CE-MS. Electrophoresis. 2013;34(3):374-382
[26] Dimpe KM, Nomngongo PN. Current sample preparation methodologies for analysis
of emerging pollutants in different environmental matrices. TrAC, Trends in Analytical
Chemistry. 2016;82:199-207
[27] Bizkarguenaga E, Ros O, Iparraguirre A, Navarro P, Vallejo A, Usobiaga A, Zuloaga O.
Solid-phase extraction combined with large volume injection-programmable temperature vaporization–gas chromatography–mass spectrometry for the multiresidue

57

58

Emerging Pollutants - Some Strategies for the Quality Preservation of Our Environment

determination of priority and emerging organic pollutants in wastewater. Journal of
Chromatography A. 2012;1247:104-117
[28] Wells MJM. Essential guides to method development in solid-phase extraction. In:
Wilson ID, Adlard ER, Cooke M, Poole CF, editors. Encyclopedia of Separation Science.
Vol. 10. London: Academic Press; 2000. pp. 4636-4643
[29] Sobańska AW, Kałębasiak K, Pyzowski J, Brzezińska E. Quantification of sunscreen benzophenone-4 in hair shampoos by hydrophilic interactions thin-layer chromatography/
densitometry or derivative UV spectrophotometry. Journal of Analytical Methods in
Chemistry. 2015;2015:7. Article ID 695658. DOI:10.1155/2015/695658
[30] Nomngongo PN, Ngila JC, Kamau JN, Msagati TA, Moodley B. Preconcentration of
molybdenum, antimony and vanadium in gasolsine samples using Dowex 1-x8 resin
and their determination with inductively coupled plasma–optical emission spectrometry. Talanta. 2013;110:153-159
[31] Nomngongo PN, Ngila JC. Functionalized nanometer-sized alumina supported microsolid phase extraction coupled to inductively coupled plasma mass spectrometry
for preconcentration and determination of trace metal ions in gasoline samples. RSC
Advances. 2014;4(86):46257-46264
[32] Ma T, Li Z, Niu Q, Li Y, Zhou W. Double dispersant-assisted ionic liquid dispersive liquid–liquid microextraction coupled with capillary electrophoresis for the determination
of benzophenone-type ultraviolet filters in sunscreen cosmetic product. Electrophoresis.
2015;36(20):2530-2537
[33] Moeder M, Schrader S, Winkler U, Rodil R. At-line microextraction by packed sorbent-gas chromatography–mass spectrometry for the determination of UV filter and
polycyclic musk compounds in water samples. Journal of Chromatography A. 2010;
1217(17):2925-2932
[34] Magi E, Di Carro M, Scapolla C, Nguyen KT. Stir bar sorptive extraction and LC–MS/
MS for trace analysis of UV filters in different water matrices. Chromatographia. 2012;
75(17-18):973-982
[35] Vela-Soria F, Ballesteros O, Zafra-Gómez A, Ballesteros L, Navalón A. A new method for
the determination of benzophenone-UV filters in human serum samples by dispersive
liquid–liquid microextraction with liquid chromatography–tandem mass spectrometry.
Talanta. 2014;121:97-104
[36] Kotnik K, Kosjek T, Krajnc U, Heath E. Trace analysis of benzophenone-derived compounds in surface waters and sediments using solid-phase extraction and microwaveassisted extraction followed by gas chromatography–mass spectrometry. Analytical and
Bioanalytical Chemistry. 2014;406(13):3179-3190
[37] Liao C, Kannan K. Widespread occurrence of benzophenone-type UV light filters in personal care products from China and the United States: An assessment of human exposure. Environmental Science & Technology. 2014;48(7):4103-4109

Multivariate-Assisted Solid Phase Extraction Procedure for Simultaneous Preconcentration…
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.75641

[38] Kameda Y, Kimura K, Miyazaki M. Occurrence and profiles of organic sun-blocking
agents in surface waters and sediments in Japanese rivers and lakes. Environmental Pollution. 2011;159(6):1570-1576
[39] Amine H, Gomez E, Halwani J, Casellas C, Fenet H. UV filters, ethylhexyl methoxycinnamate, octocrylene and ethylhexyl dimethyl PABA from untreated wastewater in sediment from eastern Mediterranean river transition and coastal zones. Marine Pollution
Bulletin. 2012;64(11):2435-2442
[40] Mottaleb MA, Usenko S, O’Donnell JG, Ramirez AJ, Brooks BW, Chambliss CK. Gas
chromatography–mass spectrometry screening methods for select UV filters, synthetic
musks, alkylphenols, an antimicrobial agent, and an insect repellent in fish. Journal of
Chromatography A. 2009;1216(5):815-823
[41] Langford KH, Reid MJ, Fjeld E, Øxnevad S, Thomas KV. Environmental occurrence and
risk of organic UV filters and stabilizers in multiple matrices in Norway. Environment
International. 2015;80:1-7

59

