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FE:  RAEILSTTEE X R UBUR Y HBURL (PMyo_2.5)« 40M0KL (PMa.s5—o.1) AU (PMo.1), 43 0K
X AT E R4 (human lung epithelial cell, A549) FIABFi# kP9 2 400 (human umbilical vein endothelial cell,
HUVEQ) §J3 R8Pk K& AL REEPES B i3 (reactive oxygen species, ROS) A HIHLE]. 2GR I: PMio—2.5,
PMa.5—o.1 1 PMo.1 XF 2 P4 M3 W2 (0 A DM a3 0k, I 2 A5 20N DG 3R 40 FIEE 41 Uk Jl i) DNA 87405 sl 35 1wy
TR, HUVEC 4121 DNA iR T A549 4 il; PMas—o.1 Al PMoa 5T 2 RN ROS /K- 2%
Fhi, M PMio—o.s ANBE. FULANI DNA #1457 i85 ROS AR — B R,

KEBIA : KAUBRAY; NI B R (A549); ARk e A K 4h il (HUVEC); DNA $i455; i&PE4 B Ak
hESHES: R994.6 MERERERS: A XEHS : 1007-2861(2013)04-0411-06

Genotoxicity of Size-Fractionated Ambient Particulate
Matter in A549 and HUVEC Cell Lines

SHANG Yu, ZHANG Ling, FAN Lan-lan, JIANG Yu-ting

(Institute of Environmental Pollution and Health, School of Environmental and Chemical Engineering,
Shanghai University, Shanghai 200444, China)

Abstract: Ambient particulate matter has become one of the most harmful pollutants in the air. The geno-
toxic effects and generationmechanism of reactive oxygen species (ROS) were studied in A549 and HUVEC
cells treated with three sizes of ambient particles, PMip—_2.5, PM25_0.1 and PMg.1. The results from comet
assay show that PMio—2.5, PMa25_0.1 and PMg.; caused significant DNA damages in both A549 and HUVEC
cells in a dose-dependent manner. In both types of cells, the DNA damage caused by PM2 5_0.1 and PMg 1 are
significantly higher than that caused by PMig_2.5, and PMs cause higher DNA damage in HUVEC cells than
that in A549 cells. PMs5_0.1 and PMy.1 can significantly increase the intracellular ROS level, but PMig_2.5
cannot. DNA damage in cells induced by particles may be related to the generation of ROS, which deserves
further investigations.

Key words: ambient particulate matter; human umbilical vein endothelial cell (HUVEC); human lung epithe-
lial cell (A549); DNA damage; ROS generation
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Jiti 8 0 2 RELT-O) 7= A T 4 L S R AR T R, SRAE
JOC (Y 0 R AR RURE) AT DA 2E T 2 (R A

(reactive oxygen species, ROS)[10-12],

PMa 5 1 PMg ; HARAR/N EERTHIAUR BOKIE
Fe D B T S R A i« LR R 5 (13141,
H PMo.y T 582 3 N L8006 28 I T 43 A 4 5 1150 2%
XP N AAAGE SR 7 A 71 ) 401 5, R T A B 5 A R 4
WS AL AT S T ORI, KSR %)
N AR TR RO ML A 2R G AT 5% ), RIURE 49 1) Ak e fe 7
HA A5 vEBSL Hal, [y A5 T 50k 4 5 fek e 5%
W) (R AT 58 e L BT PMy o B # 3 T PMas
M PMo.q, 2 0t TR PMa 5 A IR R 481
SEMA, T PMo s A1 PMo g %0 L5 2R 48 56 Wi (1 0F 50
DA o) e 2 (V6T TR e ASHIF 5T SR A A 5 7 NI
Jok IfiL 7 N 52 40 Hd (human umbilical vein endothelial
cell, HUVEC) M AJifi F 241 ] (human lung epithe-
lial cell, A549) 73 Al %% 5% T 3 Bl A [\ ki 42 B (1) BUkL
Y (PMig—2.5, PMas_o.1 1 PMg1), A DNA 4534 Al
ROS AE 5 95 7 TR AR IF AN [R] R A% RIORE 490 %) 240 JH ) 457
P, F H PGS P Rz 4 B RH G R 4 B e T S0k 4
e e UKL

1 #RENEE

1.1 FEMRFIRT

413G (PAA, Laboratories GmbH 24 ], 5 Hh
F1), RPMI-1640 X7 725 (P sl A PR K A B
AHE]), HAM'S/F-1285 72 5 (FRER R A=) 4k 2 31
i (A6 AR 2 A]), PR EM: R (MTT, Life Sci-
ence A, M), BEWE (Sigma-Aldrich A 7], £ [H), 6
FLEFFEM S 35 mm K7 FRMLLL K 75 em? 5573 (Corning
AT, FE), LA (HAral) Wil B i E254E H
e S il N
1.2 FEMHE

CO, fH i 4 JfL 5% 75 4 (Lingde 2 ], £ [H),
Alpha2-4 ¥ % T8 Ml (Christ 24 &), 7% &), iMark-
680 75 ity 1% Ho % A AL (Bio-Rad A, &),
(B RIS A IR A ], thE), B %0 R ME
(BX512%, Olympus A, HA).

2 LWHE

2.1  FRME R EFNALIE

KWK PMyg—2.5, PMas_g1 Al PMg, K%
TAE T VE X PG DY IR AL ROR R I (b BUR S 3 R
R 5 TR BRI B R A L), R
RV A DR EDE R BT B 3 emx 3 em K/, BT/
7 70% M CREEN G, BN K I 1) 25 B oK ol s

P IANVKERL, fRFFEE 5 KIRAS = T 25 °C; BRKHE
730 min, T 3 PO AT IR IR ORI 78 45 e i
A8 FH 57 I HH SRR S S B SR T, B G
(1) PBS ¥ BT (AW 20 mg/mL), & TIKAH
—20°C PRAF& . Gergmy, F& 2% I (145 37 350
TR PR E, 75 3 (S R AT ).
2.2 YAREIEFRINLES

A549 T B b E R B4 A, HUVEC 16
H e RIS R R A BR 2 /). HUVEC b AR
TR0 M bk, W S 28 3 AR A, AR SEa Hh Af A
10 A LA 40 . 4 MIAE 5% CO,, 37 °C H IR THWE 4
PERRE R, JapEK 2~3 d, 241k %] 80% LA
i, 4% 103 LRI R R 2R, HUVEC Al A549 435
% 10% 2= 1035 i) RPMI-1640 Al HAM'S/F-12
P SE

IO B0 K T 4 e, AL 5 10% AN 41 i 43 51
AT 6 FLEEFEMOM 35 mm 5 55 M it 5 550 A
ROS Wl H; #A 5T 5% CO,, 37 °C fHILIHIE 4
ER TR 12 h, AR K, NSRS, TR
55, A D-hanks {596 2 4k, A0 FH AN [F) 94 2 350k 4 4
7 24 h.
2.3 HEXW(Comet assay)

AL SIS ORR LN S FEL UK 2 BT (single cell
gel electrophoresis, SCGE), & — it Pt 3 A I #. 4
JUDNAS A I EEAR. R BE A 0 40 e ) DNA Kk
ZA0 7, HLVK HR% DNA PR 43 7 o K 457 B A i 3
i, 9t E RILATE M9, T RIS
PP DNA 2451, 76 H ik i DNA Wi olre A6 1a BH
Wi, R, 41i% DNA $ifh @, 7= 28 i
TR 2 AR 1y Bogi i 2, JLbr i el s, A1
HIAEH NIEBMDNARZ, TN K, RILK
K IR R SR g 5. Rk, @k P DNA
IERE IR 2 106 %% Bl A K R gt vl e 1 2 A 4 i
DNA [ FERE. A5 R Tice ZE17HE H £ 42
Jiid, RGPy @ Hig. B 100 pL AT 56 °C
IRATH) 1% 15 W R BB e 40 ST IR AT B b 4 3
e G 56 B ST R, VKA 4 °C CE 8 min,
H R BRI RSO, 15 pL 3x10° 4> /mL 41
WL B 70 WLAR s B IR IR VR &) A TR AR B
R Lt BRI, UKAS 4 °C ICE 15 min, N 2
. @ 2. BRBmIER, INNIE BRI, BT KA
4 °C Z4f# 60 min, H PBS J&¥E 2 X, 5min/Ik. @ H
UK. B BT K B BB FUK 22 PR
600 mL, B A#E 40 min, PLE DNA XUEAE BRI 45 1F
R REE, 4 °C FHLYK 20 min(25 V, 300 mA £
A7), HIKEE RS, PBS 15 UE 2 7K, 5 min/WK. @ 1. ¥
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MG, A RSN A549 Fl HUVEC [ DNA $i5G 8L 413

PG PR BAE TR, AT 15 min, © Yefa. AEREERL
R _E3# 50 pL 2 pg/mL [ PI, %465 15 min. ®
WL 96 BAEE DLAR R OCBUR, WL Ha . A
o Bk AF CASP AT £ AL 5 04T, iR K (tail
length). ki (head) FIRHE (tail) DNA [1)5% J6 3k,
AHFFAE ] R DNA & it (B MDNATE L FE /(2
i DNA 926580 FE+3k 38 DNA %¢ 658 ) x 100%, Rl
tail DNA%) 1E h#i EDNAG B I & S35 halts) 4
FEAR G HTAN T 80 A4 M, HUIL A7, PR 3~4 A
SPATREAR T 3A.
2.4 ROSMNE

AR 20, 7- &R E LR (2,7
dichloro fluorescein diacetate, DCFH-DA) 1F 4 ¢t
PRET, K gn iy 2E sl ROS. 5 HE 2. DCFH-DA
KRB BAT I, 0T E R, BEN AN S,
B 40 M Py 1) T K AR A2 % DCFH, 1ff DCFH A fE il
AN, IR B BB AN . 41 R P ) ROS AT B
AL HRIEH) DCFH 4 %A %¢ 61 DCF. Kt i
I DCF 1% 6 5 5 v 5 75 40 M PN 3% 12k 280 I 7K. B
PR UN: @ e, Qg ol G, LR IR,
F D-Hanks 359 2 K, I F I3 (55 2 000 B 1)
DCFH-DA (3% 10 uM), 1 mL/lL, F 37 °C, 5%
CO, B ZRMIEE 30 min. @ 35 E3H W, H D-Hanks
TEVE 3 K, # M1 mL /I, i\ D-Hanks ZZ 0. @ fif
5 e BB ML I, B PATRRE 5~10 7K
W F, Al ] Image-pro plus 6.0 73 #9248 i, B H:
SPIMY, bk D SRR T B A A S A
ROS /K- G2 FEAE R KR, B 15 45 -5 0 FL41 4%
5 b Ab .
2.5 HEE

Heim B Ab B K2 1145t Microsoft Office Excel 2007
HEAT, s DL bR 22 (X 4+ SD) RoR, %465
Y1) 2 SR ¢ RSV AT S

3 HRIMWE

3.1 3 MAEBRMIXM DNA R {58980
3.1.1 X} A549 [f) DNA 45 (13m0

R R R =S 58 1, 10, 50, 100, 200 pg/mL,
TEH R IR0 g 6 4L, 100 uM ¥ tBHP (4 1 h)
VER BRI A, R 5050 DNA # R w1
Fios, VEAN AR S 4k 1.

2 1 A 0L, 3 AR A 3 AT %) A549 ) DNA
IR, JF LA Qe a3 ) B GO, R H DNA &
i (Tail DNA%) AW ETF, 5825 1 7 -2 5% &
(p <0.01). PMyg_2.5 M PMa5_o.1 G750 A Tail
DNA% 435 4 5.2% 1 5.1%, 7F 10 ug/mL J& 8 2

10 ug/mL PMy ;

tBHP FH 5

400 pg/mL PM ;

B 1 HESRE A

Fig.1 Pictures from Comet assay

T A (p<0.05), 7EH A 200 pg/mL K, 43
B4 7.4% M110.1%; PMo.q He75 X 4] Tail DNA%
A 5.1%, 1E 50 pg/mL J5 I %2 T (p <0.05), 1E
TR YedE57 & 200 pg/mL i, Tail DNA% KX 12.4%.
[l — FUs AT, PMo.q 448i (1) Tail DNA% &K, 7
200 pg/mL 29 k56 AL 2.4 fif; HK2E PMas_o.1
T PMig o5, 205 KAL) 2 A1 1.4 £, X600
PMg 1 X} A549 i i) DNA 145 755 T PMa.s_q.1, 1M
PMy s g1 it PMig_a5 (p<0.05).

% 1 PMio_25, PMas_o.1 Il PMo.1 % A549 DNA 4545311
AU
Table 1 DNA damage in A549 induced by PMig—2.5,
PMs2.5_0.1, and PMo 1

PMs #K[E/ Tail DNA %k %
(MgmL™")  PMy_as  PMas_o1 PMo.1
AL 5.240.1 5.140.6 5.140.6
1 5.240.2 5.340.2 5.740.4
10 6.1+0.3" 6.040.4" 6.940.6
50 6.6+0.3** 7.140.4** 8.340.8"
100 6.84+0.3** 8.1+0.3"**  9.640.3*
200 7.440.4"  10.140.3***  12.4+0.5**
tBHP 52.940.7**  53.841.8"**  50.1+1.8***

W HRPRAMLE, *p <0.05, **p <0.01, ***p <0.001.

3.1.2 %I HUVEC (1) DNA #5475 (5%

* 2 4 3 MECRL % HUVEC 40 il DNA (145
Bitd . wTLAE H, 3 BB ¥4 HUVEC 41 g5
W1 Y DNA # 1, i Tail DNA% &2 7F v, B
B A g 5 50 B 3 OK, B ROV G R (p <0.01).
PMig_25 A PMy s o1 JeaE X B4 Tail DNA% 43
W0 4.3% Rl 4.6%, 5 50 pg/mL i34 L 2 M T s
(p <0.05), 7E5 KFHE 200 ng/mL 4 58 4 17.2%
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M1 17.1%; PMo.y %35 A% B2 Tail DNA% 4 4.9%,
7t 10 pug/mL I H B2 T 5 (p <0.05), 75 K
200 wg/mL B4 22.3%. 3 Fhif2 BRI 435 24 h
JG, [ — W E T, PMg 5] Tail DNA% %
K, 1E 200 wg/mL B4 XF A1) 4.6 £%; PMas_o.1 F
PMio_25 411 Tail DNA% %A W8 2 51 (p >0.05).
XU PMo, X HUVEC #5 i ) DNA #4525 1
PMa.5_0.1 A1 PM1g_2.5(p<0.05).

% 2 PMio—2.5, PMas_o.1 Al PMo.1 X HUVEC DNA i3
A
Table 2 DNA damage in HUVEC induced by PMig_2 5,
PM2‘570_1, and PMo,l

PMs W/ Tail DNA %=1k 7
(ugmL™t) PMig-2.5 PMa25-0.1 PMo.1
X He 2 4.3+0.4 4.6+0.9 4.940.4
1 4.710.4 4.440.3 5.3+0.5
10 5.5+0.9 6.6+1.0 6.9+1.0"
50 9.840.6™" 9.4+0.4** 14.14£0.7°**
100 12.04+1.3"**  13.242.1** 16.6+0.6"**
200 17.2+1. 7" 17.14+0.7*** 22.3+1.8***
tBHP 64.24+3.5"*  62.9+2.5*** 61.24+4.6**

W GXHRA L, *p <0.05, **p <0.01, ***p <0.001.

%38 3 XY PM19-2.5 R PMa s 0.1 = PMy,

RS
N

BR385854

55

ROSZK P/t #E/ (100%)
)
(=]
1
.

FLEE 1A 2 n 4, Foki Yt A549 fl HUVEC %)
Aeiti W] A2 1K DNA 565, JF 52500 B- B OC 3R 7R L
KT 50 ug/mL I, [A]—Fioki4 () 0K 4 %) HUVEC
HE R DNA #052205 KT A549.

3.2 3 MRIIZFRYIXTE ROS KFERIF NG
3.2.1 X} A549 ROS [ 540

2(3«) %%Z: ﬁ//&gﬂg PM1072,5, PM 55 01
F PMo.1 20 WIAE T A549 24 h J5 %) 40 il i ROS
ACE. 3 BB LR A549 11 ROS 7K1 34 bl 4 ki 4
TS TR 3 R AS R R M T, (H S ) AL B A
PMig o5 G241 iy ROS %A H BT (p >
0.05); PMy 5_0.1 Z7EHR RHEE 400 pug/mL i I &
FETHE (p<0.01), L XS ALK 2.5 £, PMo., 414E
WL 2] 200 pg/mL 5 H LB WA T+ & (p <0.05),
75 B K BE 400 wg/mL B, 29 24 X B 2.0 6%
(p <0.01). AH[FIW LN, LhAE 3 Fioki 42 (1) ks 4 %t
A549 ROS /KI5, PMas_o.1 F1 PMg A3%ET
PMio—_2.5(p <0.05), 2 PMy 5_o.1 1 PMg 1 Z A%
HH R 2R
3.2.2 X} HUVEC ROS {5

FEAFIA L) PMyg_2.5, PMas_o.1 1 PMo 1 5
SERT HUVEC 24 h, HXF40 M0 ROS 7K - 520
E2(b) 7K. 5% A549 ROSHIFZ S, HUVEC ROS

100

BRI ST B B (ug-mL )

(a) AS549

kk

== == EININI DN WD

DB NROON B NOOIBNOD

ROSKF/%t #&/ (100%)

QRS

KKK

“““3“““‘vv,v.‘
XS

R RRRRRK:

KKK,

RS
e, XS
tatateleletetetetototetetetete et tetete et

oFoe

%%%%%"

SOOI

100

UKL E‘]}ﬁﬁﬂ{z/ﬁ/mg'mL‘l)

(b) HUVEC

2 PMio_2.5, PMa2s_o.1 #1 PMg1 % A549 fil HUVEC ROS 7KK
Fig.2 ROS levels in A549 and HUVEC induced by PMio—2.5, PM25-0.1 and PMy.1
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W, KARERIIRT A549 A1 HUVEC ) DNA #4581 415

[ 7K ST A B G R 42 R R 1 14 KT AN () A% B2 Hh T
. PMyg_os A& WE T ROS /K& A W& T+
(p >0.05); PMay5_o.1 ZH7F 200 wg/mL I H BLEH & 7+
w1, SR AL 1.6 fi5 (p<0.05), 400 pg/mL I 524
XA 2.4 i 1 PMo .1 4UANAE B KR EE 400 pg/mL
I I 2 T, 290 BRI 2,54 (p<0.01). AH
[FVREE T, bhis 3 ki % HUVEC ROS 7K V152
M, [F)JURE 0 ABA9 54 I 45 FAHEL, B PMa 504
A PMo.1 A3 T PMig_25(p <0.05), fH PMa 5 0.1
A PMo 1 Z [A1FF 5 B k2 57

Eb i ok ) % A549 it HUVEC ROS /K 13
W, B2 )L, AN BRI A6 2 Fh 4l L P ROS 7K
TR AFEARFAL. PMyg_o5 X A549 F1 HU-
VEC ROS 7K-F-3%A 8] {2 72w, FL4x % 41 3 bt A5 ks
WA () 38 DR MG DR 6 T R — R AR Uk 4], AB49 Fil
HUVEC 4l g 5] ROS /K76 . 3% 2 7.

4 HRIE

ATAEBS T 3 Bk i KR 6 A549 Fl
HUVEC DNA #it5 2 mi, 35208 1 BOki 4 %5 5 4l
=4 ROS IBE . T ses g vl LG 1, 3 i
FEAR BRI AT LA 2 Bl e DNA 3& Bedi 4, Tail
DNA % 3] bifi 25 BR3P () 38 T 35K, I S 770 -2k
MR FR. PMas_o.1 Fl PMo  3& 8 DNA $ifh 2 T
PMig_2.5, 7 H PMs %} HUVEC 40 Jfid () DNA #5474
T AB49 . — e R B ULEH, 40 AR 40 Uk 4 1)
B RO B i TR URE A, I HLCo L8 40 i 0] 0k 4
1) 25 i LU it b Rz 4 P o R sk, R, AR R IR
PMg.1 Fl PMa5_q.1 A LA A549 Fl HUVEC 41l
W ROS 7KV Tt mr, - HLBifi 5 B0k 40 9% 15 1 185 K ifg 33
K, (EAAE R (200~400 ug/mL) I 7778 5 E 2=
ST A, PMas_o.1 Al PMo.y 75 3400~
4 ROS MIHE 158 T PMyg_o.5.

TEARZE AR ZE R G DL R, KR N A
R ERE LT 3 N EER E e O PRy
FERAH IR, @ BRI 2441 0 (F ok 2 K
P RN R AE ); @ BURLARLAR K /N, RORL I
FEAZ PR 5 FLAE PR (PG ORR AN, R AR /N () ORE 3T
U BRI, il R A B 4 R 0 R T S AR
BN X, B WS AR e 57, kAR
FRVRIORE L 2 i AR BOK, 28 10 B () A 54 5 4 o A
%, Lv 20OVt 1 g viv 3 DKL 410 RS 40 U0k ) B2 Ak
PR B FEXT A549 140 M B vk EAT T 0TS, Jl 40 e
T SE U6 A T, 40 R EE 40 UK A0 1 440 R KR
Wik, Hsiao ZEROVRIHIF 97 45 B R, PMay.s H 40 i 25
KT PMyg, H PMa 5 R DNA )58 T PMo.

Wessele 25 RURFST T 9 [E 3 ANk i H X A [7)67 42 B 1)
KABRLYIRT A549 (M4 g1k, WFFT gl R EoR, Rifs
7E 1.5~3.0 pm 36 [ P 1 RORLA) 1) 40 2 2K 1kt
KT 3.0 wm (TR (R 35 1

AN FRHUAR I AL S B T A
SR AS, RIA: DL ALY R T A AT B
WRE, HE 4= A KR ROS, M & S8 Ko
TH5. WORL 2 5 RN & A A AN 755 ROS
AR, I VT 9206 SR A A SIZ56 o A3 ) T AR U A IE
S AR, ARAHRST AN AR S A N R 1 R
WORLA) I B0 76 H, A IR ) A 5 7= A2 10 ROS,
TR RSP SIS KRBT ROS B Jle e ki 4 B0 i
PR PEAE EEAEH. WK, BBk Nk, $E
755 ROS A RIT B8 s, 18 B U343 N 98 0E
N 50 223X 5 A 9 4 R AR — B A 5T W 4%
FFRLY A A549 A HUVEC ) DNA %A #5145 Al
HEANML PN ROS R4, F HLAHRTER 40 50k 40 1) 25 1o Bt
ST SO, PR, HED DNA H3455 5 40 i 4 A S oK

P ERR, AR A e — P
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