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Abstract 

In their article published in Phys. Med. Biol. 60 (2015) 4149–4168, Lin et al studied the 

radiosensitizing effect of gold nanoparticles (GNPs) using radiation transport simulations and 

a biological model for the survival of irradiated cells. This comment points out several 

caveats to the methodlogy used by Lin et al. that may not be evident to readers and may 

contribute to confusion in the literature about the radiation effects of gold nanoparticles. The 

two main caveats are the high mass fraction of gold considered and a potential problem with 

the modified local effect model used to predict cell survival. 
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1. Gold concentration 

In the paper of Lin et al (2015), the main studied nanoparticle size and concentration of GNPs are 50 nm and 1 µM, 

respectively. Assuming that the mass density of gold in the GNPs is that of bulk gold, namely Au = 19.32 g/cm3, a 50 nm GNP 

contains  

 (50×10-7 cm)3×π/6×19.32 g/cm3/(196.97 g/mol)×6.022×1023 mol-1 = 3.81×106  (1) 

gold atoms. Thus, a concentration of 1 µM GNPs corresponds to a concentration of gold atoms of about 3.8 mol/L. This implies 

a mass density of gold in solution of 750 g/L, which corresponds to a mass fraction of gold of about 43%! 

When irradiated with a 50 kVp photon spectrum, most photons have energies in the range where the mass-energy absorption 

coefficients of gold and water differ by two orders of magnitude (Hubbell and Seltzer 2004). Therefore, a photon fluence that 

produces an absorbed dose of 1 Gy in water in the absence of the GNPs results in an average dose of about 40 Gy when the 

GNPs are present. So it is not a big surprise that negligibly small survival rates are predicted for the 50 kVp spectrum!  

For these low-energy photons, Lin et al. (2015) also investigated the dependence on GNP concentration in the range between 

10 nM and 1 μM. From the argument presented above, a GNP concentration of 10 nM corresponds to a mass fraction of gold 

of about 0.75%, which is still high but closer to the range of realistic values. For the linac spectrum and protons, on the other 

hand, the increase in average absorbed dose is much smaller. Here, Lin et al. (2015) studied concentrations between 100 nM 

and 10 μM, corresponding to mass densities of gold in solution between 75 g/L and 7.5 kg/L and mass fractions between 7% 

and 88%! These are definitely unrealistically high values. 
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2. Inconsistencies in the description of the simulation setup  

Apart from the issue of high GNP concentration, the data in the “Materials and Methods” section of the paper appear 

contradictory. The paper states, “A concentration of 1 µM using 50 nm diameter GNPs results in 1.4×105 GNPs for the Nucleus, 

CellHomo and Cytoplasm geometries (based on a cylindrical volume of 13.5 µm diameter and 2 µm thickness).” The three 

geometries refer to the cases where the GNPs are located only in the cell nucleus, uniformly distributed throughout the cell, 

and only in the cytoplasm. It is obviously impossible for the same number of GNPs to correspond to the same concentration in 

all three cases. For a given concentration, the number of GNPs must be different for the cell and for the cell nucleus, simply 

because the cell has a larger volume. 

A cylinder with a diameter of 13.5 μm and a height of 2 µm has a volume Vc of  

 Vc = (13.5 µm)2×π/4×2 µm = 2.86×102 µm3 = 2.86×10-13 L (2) 

At a concentration cGNP of nanoparticles of 1 µM, the number NGNP,c of GNPs in the cell is given by 

NGNP,c = cGNP ×Vc×NA = 1×10-6 mol/L × 2.86×10-13 L × 6.02×1023 mol-1 = 1.72×105. 

Conversely, if the number of GNPs in the nucleus, NGNP,n, is 1.4×105 and cGNP = 1 µM, then the volume Vn of the nucleus is  

 Vn = NGNP,n / (cGNP × NA) = 1.4×105 / (1×10-6 mol/L × 6.022×1023 mol-1) = 2.33×10-13 L = 233 µm3 (3) 

An 8 µm diameter circle has an area of (8 µm)2/4 = 50.3 µm2, so a cylindrical cell nucleus of volume Vn = 233 µm3 has a 

height of 4.64 µm, which exceeds the cell’s assumed thickness of 2 µm. If the nucleus is assumed to be spherical with a diameter 

of 8 µm, its volume Vn is 

 Vn = (8 µm)3×π/6 = 2.68×102 µm3 = 2.68×10-13 L (4) 

and NGNP,n = 1.4×105 corresponds to a GNP concentration of  

 cGNP = NGNP,n/Vn/NA = 1.4×105 / (2.68×10-13 L × 6.022×1023 mol-1) = 0.87 µM. (5) 

It should be noted that a sphere with a diameter of 8 µm will not fit into a cylinder 2 µm high, and that the volumes given in 

Eqs. 2 and 4 are similar but not identical. It therefore remains unclear what geometry and concentration of GNPs was actually 

used. 

3. Local effect model 

Section 2.3 of (Lin et al 2015) describes a variant of the local effect model (LEM), called GNP-LEM, which uses a dose 

distribution composed of the dose contribution from interactions in water and the localized additional dose contribution around 

GNPs. The paper states that the latter dose contribution is obtained “by multiplying the dose from a single ionizing event by 

the number of GNPs, the interaction probability per Gray and the prescribed dose” and that “The GNP-LEM developed in this 

study was implemented in 2D, where the volume integration is reduced to an area integration over the cell nucleus.” 

It is not clear what these two statements actually mean. The first statement suggests that the spatial arrangement of the GNPs 

was not taken into account. The second statement suggests that GNPs are treated in analogy to ion beams in the original LEM, 

where the dose distribution has a cylindrical symmetry around the ion trajectory. If one then performs the integral over a plane 

perpendicular to this trajectory, one obtains the number of lesions produced per pathlength of the ion. For ions with low energy 

loss in the nucleus and a nucleus with cylindrical shape irradiated along the cylinder axis, the total number of lesions is obtained 

by multiplying the cylinder height with the number of lesions produced per pathlength. 

How this can be applied to GNPs is not clear. In this context, it should be mentioned that the formula given in the article of 

Lin et al (2015) for the total number of lethal lesions (second formula on page 4149) is incorrect because the logarithm of the 

survival probability (appearing in the first formula on page 4149) is missing. The correct formula is  
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Since the procedure used calculate the integral is not described in sufficient detail, it is not possible to assess whether or not 

“area integration over the cell nucleus” gives a correct evaluation of the total number of induced lesions. In conjunction with 

the first unclear statement, there is a possibility that Lin et al (2015) implicitly assumed (as did Jones et al (2010)) that a two-

dimensional projection of the dose distributions around GNPs onto a plane and integration over that plane would provide them 

with the same information as a three-dimensional integral. However, as pointed out in (Rabus et al 2021), such an approach 

implies that it does not determine the dose enhancement, or the number of lesions produced by GNPs. Instead, such an approach 
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determines these quantities in the case where the GNPs are replaced by cylindrical rods of gold, that have the same circular 

cross section as the GNPs but a length equal to the thickness of the nucleus. The resulting integration value greatly overestimates 

the number of lethal lesions and therefore leads to an underestimation of cell survival. 

Whether the results of (Lin et al 2015) suffer from this deficiency cannot be judged, as their paper does not include detailed 

information on how they actually proceeded.  

4. Dependence of dose per ionization on GNP size 

In Section 3.2 of (Lin et al 2015), the authors comment on the dependence of the dose contribution from electrons produced 

in ionizations in the GNP on the GNP size, which can be seen in their Fig. 4. Their explanation is, “For the same energy 

absorbed by a single GNP, the secondary electrons generated in a large GNP are more likely to lose their energy before reaching 

the surface. Such self-absorption contributes to the lower dose deposited around the GNP by one ionization event for larger 

GNPs.”  

The main reason for the difference in dose contribution between different GNP sizes is that the mass of a water shell of the 

same thickness around GNPs of different size increases with the square of the GNP radius. Therefore, one would expect the 

dose at the surface of a 2 nm GNP to be 625 times higher than at the surface of a 50 nm GNP. That the authors only find an 

increase by a factor 215 suggests that contrary to the authors’ claim, the higher number of interactions in a larger GNP actually 

increases the dose contribution outside.  

Conclusions 

Most of the results shown in (Lin et al 2015) are for gold concentrations that appear unrealistically high. The trend of 

decreasing survival probability with decreasing GNP size for the same amount of gold in the cells, shown in the left panel of 

Fig. 8 of (Lin et al 2015), should also apply for realistic gold concentrations. If the results shown in the right panel of Fig. 8 for 

2 nm GNPs apply to a concentration of 1 µM of these GNPs, the corresponding concentration of gold atoms is 250 µM or 

50 mg/L, which corresponds to a gold mass fraction of 5×10-5. Therefore, the curve for 2 nm GNPs in the right panel of Fig. 8 

presumably indicates a realistic magnitude of effects from GNPs during proton irradiation, if the authors’ calculations are not 

compromised by the potential problem described in Section 3. It should be noted, however, that even if their calculations of 

cell survival are correct, the 2 nm GNP data shown in the right panel of Fig. 8 only apply to the case that survival is determined 

solely by physical dose enhancement and not by other factors, such as chemical and biological effects of GNPs.  
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Supplement 

This comment was submitted (without this supplement) to Physics in Medicine and Biology in December 2022, where it 

was reviewed by Editorial board members who recommended the comment to be rejected. Since the arguments raised by the 

reviewers suggest in my view that they considered the approach of writing this comment as disrespectful to the authors or even 

may have taken offense themselves my suspecting malevolent intentions on my side, I would like to add here the following 

statements for clarification: 

 

 The intent of this comment is not to blame the authors of the article or the peer-review process 

for this article.  

 In my view, science is a collective learning effort and peer review is the best approach we 

have to assure quality in this process. 
 

I assume that the members of the editorial board were driven by a - very commendable - desire to protect their authors from 

disrespectful attacks, and probably had serious concerns about a mudslinging match might break out between the commentator 

and the authors. The former was not intended, and the latter is not imminent, as I pointed out in my appeal against the first 

rejection notice. I therefore personally feel that the arguments on which the first and the final decision were based were 

disrespectful to me. The interested reader may refer to the attached reproduction of the email correspondence.   
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