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Abstract 
Nanomaterials are becoming widely used in areas such as biomedical applications, food, environmental protection, 

energy production, information technology and agriculture. As such, more research has been conducted on their 

synthesis and manufacturing from a variety of feedstocks. However, concerns regarding their impact on human 

health and the environment leads researchers to conduct a variety of ‘sustainability’ assessments. The purpose of 

this paper was to review the current opinion of sustainability assessments concerning nanomaterials. Major 

assessment tools were reviewed including life cycle assessment, risk assessment and multi-criteria decision analysis, 

along with subcategories. The review found that each assessment tool did positively contribute to sustainability 

assessments, but each also had drawbacks of varying degrees. In particular, multi-criteria decision analysis provides 

the most relevant tool for conducting a sustainability assessment as it is can handle criteria of any typology and 

provide multiple types of decision recommendations, including rankings, scores and classifications.  
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1 Introduction 
The rate at which potential risks are identified to areas such as the environment, society and health have been 

shown to not keep up with progress in the development of nanomaterials [1–6]. Reliance on methods from existing 

industrial processes must change to ensure a successful future of nanotechnology [7]. Research into risk 

assessments, sustainability and development of nanomaterials requires structured decision-making, to yield an 

optimal final strategy [8–10]. 

 

In order to give a complete consideration of both risks and impacts in the rapidly developing area of nanomaterials, 

there is a pressing need to combine current decision-making strategies with current assessment tools [11]. 

Investment in time, detail, a lack of data and no widely acknowledged definition of sustainability regarding 

nanomaterials means that, despite their presence in several sectors, nanomaterial-integrated products are marketed 

without full regulation [1–3,11–13].  

 

The aim of this review is to provide an overview to the current methods used to assess risk and sustainability in 

nanomaterial life cycle and support comprehensive assessments. Using critical analysis of these methods, future 

directions for how these assessment methods should be approached are proposed.  

2 Current tools 
The process of selecting the correct tool for conducting a sustainability assessment could follow three stages as 

presented in Figure 1.[2,5,7,9,14–25] The first one devoted to the identification of the conceptual sustainability 

criteria according to the objective of the study. These criteria can be grouped into six broad groups, as has been 

identified by Cinelli et al. with respect to nanoproducts, including nanomaterials (Figure 2).[9] 

 

Figure 1 – Proposed methodology for holistic sustainability assessment of nanomaterials 

 



 

Figure 2 - Framework of sustainability assessment criteria for nanoproducts (from [9]). Reproduced under a CC BY 4.0 license. 

The second stage consists in the identification of the tools to measure and provide an assessment for the conceptual 

criteria into a measurable format, which can be in different measurement unit, like quantitative, qualitative, fuzzy or 

another one. Generally accepted methodologies for investigating these include life cycle costing (LCC), risk 

assessments (RA), and life cycle assessments (LCA). The latter two of these will be explored in more detail within the 

context of nanomaterials in sections 2.1 & 2.2; whilst economic assessment is important within an industrial setting, 

the tools and techniques to assess LCC are already well established.[26] 

The third level of the decision support is grounded on matching the decision challenge, namely the desired 

recommendation to be provided to the decision makers, being a score, a rank or a class of the alternatives under 

evaluation. According to the decision challenge, the relevant MCDA has to be selected or developed. Section 3 

provides some examples of how our group as well as other researchers have implemented this strategy.  

2.1 Life cycle assessment 
Life Cycle Assessment (LCA) is a methodology that assesses the impact on the environment of product systems [27] 

by considering multiple environmental issues [28]. LCA is standardised according to the ISO 14040 series, using a 

four-stage structure [29]: 

1) Goal and scope definition 

2) Life cycle inventory (LCI) analysis 

3) Life cycle impact assessment (LCIA)  

4) Interpretation 

These sections are highly variable according to the application of the LCA [30]. One opinion is that the very beginning 

of an LCA is the most important factor in obtaining results with the least variability and uncertainty [31]. This 

originates from deciding the goal, scope and boundary conditions of the system, determining the steps following it 

and in particular, the quantity of materials, energy flows and differences in the levels of nanoparticles released.  

Alternatively, it can be argued that the most relevant phases to society of an LCA are use and end-of-life. However, 

LCAs are often conducted within a system boundary only including the manufacturing of the nanoproduct to the 

factory gate, omitting the use and end-of-life stages [27,28,32]. As described by Feijoo et al., the consensus is that 

nanomaterials should be evaluated over their entire lifetime, so that the LCA can identify the risks from 

nanomaterials before they’ve been established [33]. Additionally, in the LCIA, the factors being considered are not 

specific to nanomaterials or their (eco)toxicological effects, making the LCIA inconclusive [27]. 

LCAs for nanoparticles are often missing the points at which nanoparticles are released during the complete life 

cycle, and as such they are not assessing them by ecological relevance [31]. Some reasoning behind leaving out these 



stages in the LCA is due to lack of knowledge of their long-term impact on the environment during use and disposal 

[27], unknown effects on the environment and human health [28], and incomplete data about the use of 

nanoproducts.  

This issue of lack of data also affects LCIs [7]; data is needed to make the LCI as accurate as possible for 

nanomaterials [31]. As such, a key limitation of inventory data is that many studies on LCA of nanomaterials are 

based on generic data since primary data on processes involving ENMs are not openly available [19,34]. However, 

one sector where the LCA of the use phases of nanomaterials has been studied is consumer goods; it is suggested 

that improved performance (specifically durability) gives a lower impact for the overall product [34,35].  

Only for a small number of specific nanomaterials and manufacturing processes associated with nanomaterials does 

there exist quantitative data [27], making LCAs of nanomaterials on the whole difficult to conduct effectively. Hence, 

there is a pressing necessity for data to be made widely available in order to extend LCAs from cradle-to-gate to 

cradle-to-grave [32]. Moreover, data based on industry data is required, not adapted from literature or estimated 

from alternative sources [36]. Nanomaterials do not scale up in the same way that other materials do due to their 

composition, so simple numerical estimates provide an inaccurate environmental impact.  

A detailed study of uncertainty quantification has recently been published [31], looking at the effects that 

uncertainty on the (i) functionality; (ii) LCI data; (iii) releases of nanoparticles and (iv) impact assessment. The 

authors found that the first step of LCA (i.e. goal and scope) which drives the selection of functionality, has the 

widest effect on the variability of the results. 

However, several barriers to conducting a LCA still remain. Information available to individual purchasers can affect 

the success or failure of a NP, as they have the power to choose whether to purchase [37]. In particular, the 

perception of nanotechnology is susceptible to manipulation from both those for and against the use of NPs, and 

therefore to avoid a backlash, data can be difficult to obtain. Conversely, companies should be as transparent as 

possible on their activities involving NPs, ensuring good information flow to the public and relevant institutions in 

order to develop safe and responsible products [38]. These research findings indicate that only the engagement of all 

interested parties, including universities, industry, governmental organizations and the general public can effectively 

contribute to a widespread and agreed deployment of nanotechnology. 

2.2 Risk assessments 
An important area of nanoparticle assessments is understanding the impact on human health and the surrounding 

environment. Risk Assessment (RA) is one method used to focus on the toxicity of specific chemicals [28]. RA is based 

on hazards, effects and exposure assessment. In terms of evaluating the effects, alternative testing strategies are still 

under development, which indicates that quantitative and reliable effects data are still some way off. There is also 

the issue of exposure assessment which is still at a premature stage. There are not yet reliable measurements of 

nanomaterials concentration levels in working settings. This indicates that semi-quantitative RAs are going to be 

common for industry-wide NPs.  

In any event, conventional approaches to assessing the hazard and suggesting alternatives are unable to differentiate 

for the different outcomes in toxicity due to slight variances in physical properties.  General assessments can be 

conducted for individual endpoints, but cannot be transferred across to multiple endpoints. Whilst useful, this 

significant limitation should be noted [25]. Combined with the lack of information on economic and environmental 

impacts, risk assessments alone are not thorough enough but they can be effective when combined with LCA and Life 

Cycle Costing (LCC) to produce Life Cycle Sustainability Assessments.  

3 Integrated sustainability assessments 
One of the drawbacks of focusing purely on LCA is that the oft-discussed midpoint indicators are simply estimates of 

potential impacts, frequently carried out in a retrospective manner. More comprehensive frameworks have 



previously been proposed [9,39–41]. In addition, LCA, RA and other tools have each been advanced for a specific 

scope. Consequently, merging methods that are not designed for the same scope is irrelevant [42]. By integrating the 

results of the assessments using multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA), the scope can remain consistent across all of 

the tools. The emphasis is on the importance of the decision challenge in driving the selection/development of the 

relevant MCDA.  

3.1 Multi-criteria decision analysis 
MCDA has been suggested as an ideal process for conducting sustainability assessments, particularly in the area of 

NPs [9,43]. All the studies conducted so far using MCDA for sustainability assessment of NPs integrate the 

performance of NPs expressed as evaluation criteria to provide decision support for the user. Depending on the type 

of decision problem, an MCDA model is developed to provide the most relevant recommendation, usually in the 

form of a performance score, a ranking or classification [2,43,44] (see also Level 3 in Figure 1). Criteria of various 

sustainability pillars are characterised by different type and scale, such as qualitative, quantitative, fuzzy, continuous 

or discrete. Such heterogeneous parameters have been aggregated through MCDA approaches as a result of their 

unique capacities of accepting this typology of input. 

MCDA processes identify potential alternatives (usually from experts) and decision criteria (usually from 

DMs/stakeholders), examine the performance of each alternative with respect to those criteria, and hence 

investigate priorities (from both the DMs and stakeholders) within the (possibly incomparable) criteria [1].  

Following this idea, Cinelli et al. considered instead life cycle sustainability assessments (LCSA) [45].  The authors 

identified a comprehensive set of 68 criteria to assess the sustainability of nanoproducts (including NPs) by covering 

six main areas developed from the three pillars of sustainability thinking. These include environmental impacts, 

environmental risk assessment, human health risk assessment, social implications, economic performance as well as 

technical performance. According to the decision challenge, analysts can select the criteria that fit with their 

problem, moving from a single-domain to a multi-domain evaluation.   

This idea has also been presented by Hicks, where textiles with different nanosilver concentrations and loss rates 

were assessed by aggregating the environmental costs (i.e. LCA) and the benefits (i.e. their antimicrobial efficiency) 

[23]. A score was derived through a simple weighted average and it was used to score and rank the textiles. 

LCC methods quantify economic factors, by looking at a product’s life cycle and noting the costs at each point whilst 

moderating the viewpoints of the stakeholders [30,46]. It was also noted how the social aspects of this method are 

hard to assess, as quantifying methods and data are lacking in this area [45]. One way of combining these 

assessments is MCDA, where methods can be categorised into three main theories; a utility function, an outranking 

relation and sets of decision rules [47,48].  

3.1.1 Dominance-based Rough Set Approach (DRSA)  
DRSA was used to devise a classification model based on decision rules [7,49], classifying synthesis protocols used for 

nanoparticles into green chemistry-based performance classes, through the combination of expert’s knowledge and 

available information in peer-reviewed literature; these classifications result from a set of logical statements in the 

form of “if … , then …” rules [7]. DRSA can identify potential trade-offs that are being considered subconsciously by 

the DM based on the criteria used [50]. It does not require any data transformation, which is particularly useful when 

the data comes in both qualitative and quantitative form and it does not require any laborious weights elicitation 

from the DMs [43]. The drawback of DRSA is that the general software used in this area can only process one 

decision at a time so comparisons or alterations to classifications and rankings must be run independently [43]. 

3.1.2 Elimination and Choice Expressing the Reality (ELECTRE) 
From outranking relation theory [43], ELECTRE are methods based on preference aggregation which operate by 

comparing alternatives pairwise using four binary relations; indifference, preference, weak preference and 

incomparability, with aims to establish whether one option is at least as good as another [43]. Cinelli et al. [21] 



developed ELECTRE models for the green chemistry-based synthesis of silver nanoparticles by providing uncertainty-

characterised performance classes. The paper looked specifically at comparing the results of ELECTRE with DRSA to 

assess their concordance. The comparison provided assurance that these methods aid decision making in an easy-to-

understand manner and also provide consistent classifications [21]. Whilst this paper is specific to silver 

nanoparticles, the idea is easily adaptable to comparing other methods for other nanoparticles. However, ELECTRE 

methods have the drawback that they exploit only the ordinal character of the data, hence they are not capable of 

accounting for the extent in the difference of performance. 

3.1.3 Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP)  
AHP is an MCDA method based on pairwise comparisons providing a single score for each alternative and it takes all 

the factors of a decision problem into account by means of a criteria hierarchy [22,43]. Topuz et al. [22] investigated 

the environmental risk assessment of nanomaterials using AHP and fuzzy intereference rules. This assessment 

involved looking into the life-cycle of the product from production to end-of-life so that all potential release 

pathways of nanoparticles into the environment can be identified and categorized by experts. The pairwise 

comparison means that AHP can be limited as a stand-alone technique, but it can be combined with fuzzy set theory 

or mathematical programming, yielding decisions that are more realistic [51]. There is also no possibility of using 

thresholds in the AHP methodology [43].  

4 Conclusion 
The contributions of LCA, RA and MCDA tools vary depending on which pillar is being considered, with MCDA being 

the only methodology capable of covering all aspects of sustainability. This is in part due to the flexibility of MCDA 

allowing to include any type of criteria depending on the product/process, and the limited set of criteria that can be 

analysed by LCA and RA. LCA studies are data intensive and they have mostly not covered the end-of-life phase of a 

NP life cycle. RA only covers environmental and human toxicity effects. MCDA-based assessments can include 

economic, social and environmental impacts and also integrate them in a comprehensive, transparent and easy to 

understand evaluation for each alternative (e.g., NP) under study.  

However, in order for these tools to become effective at producing a reliable and informative analysis, data is 

required from practitioners that is ideally based on real observations.  In the industrial setting, it should cover both 

technological effectiveness as well as economic suitability rather than assumptions based on potentially unrelated 

literature or prior knowledge. A combined focus across all three pillars of sustainability is required as all too often 

there is a bias from academia towards the environmental benefits and impacts which reduces the overall impact 

when trying to reach industry. Strong collaborations will need to be forged across sectors in order for this goal to be 

realised.  

Acknowledgements 
The authors would like to thank WMG for providing a research-based internship (RW) to complete this work.  

References 

[1] I. Linkov, M.E. Bates, B.D. Trump, T.P. Seager, M.A. Chappell, J.M. Keisler, For nanotechnology decisions, use decision 
analysis, Nano Today. 8 (2013) 5–10. doi:10.1016/j.nantod.2012.10.002. 

[2] *M. Kadziński, M. Cinelli, K. Ciomek, S.R. Coles, M.N. Nadagouda, R.S. Varma, K. Kirwan, Co-constructive development of 
a green chemistry-based model for the assessment of nanoparticles synthesis, Eur. J. Oper. Res. 264 (2018) 472–490. 
doi:10.1016/j.ejor.2016.10.019. 

This paper proposes a robust system for classifying nanoparticles synthesis processes in preference-ordered classes, 
according to the principles of green chemistry. It is the first application of an ordinal regression method implementing 
value theory in the area of nanosynthesis 

 



[3] I. Iavicoli, V. Leso, W. Ricciardi, L.L. Hodson, M.D. Hoover, Opportunities and challenges of nanotechnology in the green 
economy, Environ. Heal. 13 (2014) 78. doi:10.1186/1476-069X-13-78. 

[4] D.P. Martin, N.L. Melby, S.M. Jordan, A.J. Bednar, A.J. Kennedy, M.E. Negrete, M.A. Chappell, A.R. Poda, Nanosilver 
conductive ink: A case study for evaluating the potential risk of nanotechnology under hypothetical use scenarios, 
Chemosphere. 162 (2016) 222–227. doi:10.1016/j.chemosphere.2016.07.082. 

[5] D. Hristozov, S. Gottardo, E. Semenzin, A. Oomen, P. Bos, W. Peijnenburg, M. van Tongeren, B. Nowack, N. Hunt, A. 
Brunelli, J.J. Scott-Fordsmand, L. Tran, A. Marcomini, Frameworks and tools for risk assessment of manufactured 
nanomaterials, Environ. Int. 95 (2016) 36–53. doi:10.1016/j.envint.2016.07.016. 

[6] M. Romero-Franco, H.A. Godwin, M. Bilal, Y. Cohen, Needs and challenges for assessing the environmental impacts of 
engineered nanomaterials (ENMs), Beilstein J. Nanotechnol. 8 (2017) 989–1014. doi:10.3762/bjnano.8.101. 

[7] M. Cinelli, S.R. Coles, M.N. Nadagouda, J. Błaszczyński, R. Słowiński, R.S. Varma, K. Kirwan, A green chemistry-based 
classification model for the synthesis of silver nanoparticles, Green Chem. 17 (2015) 2825–2839. 
doi:10.1039/C4GC02088J. 

[8] C.M. Powers, K.D. Grieger, C. Beaudrie, C.O. Hendren, J. Michael Davis, A. Wang, C.M. Sayes, M. MacDonell, J.S. Gift, 
Data dialogues: critical connections for designing and implementing future nanomaterial research, Environ. Syst. Decis. 
35 (2015) 76–87. doi:10.1007/s10669-014-9518-1. 

[9] **M. Cinelli, S.R. Coles, O. Sadik, B. Karn, K. Kirwan, A framework of criteria for the sustainability assessment of 
nanoproducts, J. Clean. Prod. 126 (2016) 277–287. doi:10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.02.118. 

This paper provides the building blocks for sustainability assessments of nanoproducts in real life case studies, something 
previously missing from the literature. Building upon a structured knowledge elicitation protocol (i.e. two-stage experts’ 
survey), the authors propose a reliable and comprehensive framework of 68 criteria to assess the sustainability of 
nanoproductsby covering environment-, economy- and social- related implications. 

[10] **J.B. Guinée, R. Heijungs, M.G. Vijver, W.J.G.M. Peijnenburg, Setting the stage for debating the roles of risk assessment 
and life-cycle assessment of engineered nanomaterials, Nat. Nanotechnol. 12 (2017) 727. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nnano.2017.135. 

It discusses the fundamental differences between LCA and RA and provides four schools of thought to combine and 
integrate these methods. The one focusing on combining results of RA and LCA to enable trade-offs management and 
more holistic assessment seems to be one of the most promising options. 

[11] I. Linkov, E. Anklam, Z.A. Collier, D. DiMase, O. Renn, Risk-based standards: integrating top--down and bottom--up 
approaches, Environ. Syst. Decis. 34 (2014) 134–137. doi:10.1007/s10669-014-9488-3. 

[12] V. Subramanian, E. Semenzin, D. Hristozov, A. Marcomini, I. Linkov, Sustainable nanotechnology: Defining, measuring 
and teaching, Nano Today. 9 (2014) 6–9. doi:10.1016/j.nantod.2014.01.001. 

[13] V. Subramanian, J. Youtie, A.L. Porter, P. Shapira, Is there a shift to ``active nanostructures’’?, J. Nanoparticle Res. 12 
(2010) 1–10. doi:10.1007/s11051-009-9729-4. 

[14] M.M. Falinski, D.L. Plata, S.S. Chopra, T.L. Theis, L.M. Gilbertson, J.B. Zimmerman, A framework for sustainable 
nanomaterial selection and design based on performance, hazard, and economic considerations, Nat. Nanotechnol. 
(2018). doi:10.1038/s41565-018-0120-4. 

[15] T. van Harmelen, E.K. Zondervan-van den Beuken, D.H. Brouwer, E. Kuijpers, W. Fransman, H.B. Buist, T.N. Ligthart, I. 
Hincapi?, R. Hischier, I. Linkov, B. Nowack, J. Studer, L. Hilty, C. Som, LICARA nanoSCAN - A tool for the self-assessment of 
benefits and risks of nanoproducts, Environ. Int. 91 (2016) 150–160. doi:10.1016/j.envint.2016.02.021. 

[16] B. Giese, F. Klaessig, B. Park, R. Kaegi, M. Steinfeldt, H. Wigger, A. von Gleich, F. Gottschalk, Risks, Release and 
Concentrations of Engineered Nanomaterial in the Environment, Sci. Rep. 8 (2018) 1565. doi:10.1038/s41598-018-
19275-4. 

[17] P.A. Schulte, E.D. Kuempel, N.M. Drew, Characterizing risk assessments for the development of occupational exposure 
limits for engineered nanomaterials, Regul. Toxicol. Pharmacol. 95 (2018) 207–219. doi:10.1016/J.YRTPH.2018.03.018. 

[18] M.J. Gallagher, C. Allen, J.T. Buchman, T.A. Qiu, P.L. Clement, M.O.P. Krause, L.M. Gilbertson, Research highlights: 
applications of life-cycle assessment as a tool for characterizing environmental impacts of engineered nanomaterials, 
Environ. Sci. Nano. 4 (2017) 276–281. doi:10.1039/C7EN90005H. 

[19] B. Salieri, D.A. Turner, B. Nowack, R. Hischier, Life cycle assessment of manufactured nanomaterials: Where are we?, 



NanoImpact. 10 (2018) 108–120. doi:10.1016/J.IMPACT.2017.12.003. 

[20] V. Subramanian, E. Semenzin, A. Zabeo, P. Saling, T. Ligthart, T. van Harmelen, I. Malsch, D. Hristozov, A. Marcomini, 
Assessing the social impacts of nano-enabled products through the life cycle: the case of nano-enabled biocidal paint, 
Int. J. Life Cycle Assess. 23 (2018) 348–356. doi:10.1007/s11367-017-1324-9. 

[21] *M. Cinelli, S.R. Coles, M.N. Nadagouda, J. Błaszczyński, R. Słowiński, R.S. Varma, K. Kirwan, Robustness analysis of a 
green chemistry-based model for the classification of silver nanoparticles synthesis processes, J. Clean. Prod. (2017). 
doi:10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.06.113. 

Using a stochastic version of an MCDA classification method, the authors demonstrate that a robust green chemistry-
based performance class can be assigned to synthesis processes for silver nanoparticles. This is the first study to combine 
experts’ judgement with peer-reviewed literature to assess the “greennes” of nanosynthesis processes 

[22] E. Topuz, C.A.M. van Gestel, An approach for environmental risk assessment of engineered nanomaterials using 
Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) and fuzzy inference rules, Environ. Int. 92–93 (2016) 334–347. 
doi:10.1016/j.envint.2016.04.022. 

[23] A.L. Hicks, Using multi criteria decision analysis to evaluate nanotechnology: nAg enabled textiles as a case study, 
Environ. Sci. Nano. 4 (2017) 1647–1655. doi:10.1039/C7EN00429J. 

[24] B. Sheehan, F. Murphy, M. Mullins, I. Furxhi, L.A. Costa, C.F. Simeone, P. Mantecca, Hazard Screening Methods for 
Nanomaterials: A Comparative Study, Int. J. Mol. Sci. . 19 (2018). doi:10.3390/ijms19030649. 

[25] *R. Hjorth, H.S. Foss, J. Molly, T. Joel, E. Michael, B. Anders, The applicability of chemical alternatives assessment for 
engineered nanomaterials, Integr. Environ. Assess. Manag. 13 (2016) 177–187. doi:10.1002/ieam.1762.  

A demonstration of the applicability of a decision support framework for the safe and responsible development of 
nanomaterials, inspired by the MCDA process. It accounts for problem structuring, criteria identification that cover risks, 
environmental impacts, technical performance and costs. The framework concludes with an overall assessment in the 
form of a ranking or a classification of the nanomaterials, a specialty of MCDA. 

[26] J.H. Miah, S.C.L. Koh, D. Stone, A hybridised framework combining integrated methods for environmental Life Cycle 
Assessment and Life Cycle Costing, J. Clean. Prod. 168 (2017) 846–866. doi:10.1016/J.JCLEPRO.2017.08.187. 

[27] *H. Wigger, M. Steinfeldt, A. Bianchin, Environmental benefits of coatings based on nano-tungsten-carbide cobalt 
ceramics, J. Clean. Prod. 148 (2017) 212–222. doi:10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.01.179. 

The authors have provided a thorough example of a (cradle-to-grave) Life Cycle Assessment into the environmental 
performance of two alternative engineered nanomaterials; nano-tungsten-carbide cobalt and hard chromium. The paper 
provides original data and a comprehensive evaluation allowing up to a 98% reduction in selected environmental impact 
categories. 

[28] G. Barberio, S. Scalbi, P. Buttol, P. Masoni, S. Righi, Combining life cycle assessment and qualitative risk assessment: The 
case study of alumina nanofluid production, Sci. Total Environ. 496 (2014) 122–131. doi:10.1016/j.scitotenv.2014.06.135. 

[29] M. Finkbeiner, A. Inaba, R. Tan, K. Christiansen, H.-J. Klüppel, The New International Standards for Life Cycle Assessment: 
ISO 14040 and ISO 14044, Int. J. Life Cycle Assess. 11 (2006) 80–85. doi:10.1065/lca2006.02.002. 

[30] D.E. Meyer, V.K.K. Upadhyayula, The use of life cycle tools to support decision making for sustainable nanotechnologies, 
Clean Technol. Environ. Policy. 16 (2014) 757–772. doi:10.1007/s10098-013-0686-3. 

[31] R. Hischier, B. Salieri, M. Pini, Most important factors of variability and uncertainty in an LCA study of nanomaterials – 
Findings from a case study with nano titanium dioxide, NanoImpact. 7 (2017) 17–26. doi:10.1016/j.impact.2017.05.001. 

[32] M. Slotte, R. Zevenhoven, Energy requirements and life cycle assessment of production and product integration of silver, 
copper and zinc nanoparticles, J. Clean. Prod. 148 (2017) 948–957. doi:10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.01.083. 

[33] S. Feijoo, S. González-García, Y. Moldes-Diz, C. Vazquez-Vazquez, G. Feijoo, M.T. Moreira, Comparative life cycle 
assessment of different synthesis routes of magnetic nanoparticles, J. Clean. Prod. 143 (2017) 528–538. 
doi:10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.12.079. 

[34] M. Miseljic, S.I. Olsen, Life-cycle assessment of engineered nanomaterials: a literature review of assessment status, J. 
Nanoparticle Res. 16 (2014) 2427. doi:10.1007/s11051-014-2427-x. 

[35] G. Upreti, R. Dhingra, S. Naidu, I. Atuahene, R. Sawhney, Life Cycle Assessment of Nanomaterials, in: V.A. Basiuk, E. V. 
Basiuk (Eds.), Green Process. Nanotechnol., Springer International Publising, 2015: pp. 393–408. 



[36] S. Bobba, F.A. Deorsola, G.A. Blengini, D. Fino, LCA of tungsten disulphide (WS2) nano-particles synthesis: state of art and 
from-cradle-to-gate LCA, J. Clean. Prod. 139 (2016) 1478–1484. doi:10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.07.091. 

[37] N. Gupta, A.R. Fischier, L.J. Frewer, Ethics, Risk and Benefits Associated with Different Applications of Nanotechnology: a 
Comparison of Expert and Consumer Perceptions of Drivers of Societal Acceptance, Nanoethics. 9 (2015) 93–108. 

[38] S. Dalton-Brown, Global Ethics and Nanotechnology: A Comparison of the Nanoethics Environments of the EU and China, 
Nanoethics. 6 (2012) 137–150. doi:10.1007/s11569-012-0146-2. 

[39] M. Moller, R. Gros, K. Moch, S. Prakash, A. Hermann, C. Pistner, P. Kuppers, A. Spieth-Achtnich-Spieth, Analysis and 
Strategic Management of Nanoproducts with Regard to their Sustainability Potential, (2012). 
http://www.oeko.de/en/research-consultancy/issues/chemicals-management-and-technology-assessment/identifying-
and-grasping-opportunities/ (accessed September 16, 2016). 

[40] B. Karn, S.S. Wong, Ten Years of Green Nanotechnology, in: Sustain. Nanotechnol. Environ. Adv. Achiev., American 
Chemical Society, 2013: p. 1. doi:doi:10.1021/bk-2013-1124.ch001. 

[41] V. Subramanian, E. Semenzin, D. Hristozov, A. Zabeo, I. Malsch, E. McAlea, F. Murphy, M. Mullins, T. van Harmelen, T. 
Ligthart, I. Linkov, A. Marcomini, Sustainable nanotechnology decision support system: bridging risk management, 
sustainable innovation and risk governance, J. Nanoparticle Res. 18 (2016) 89. doi:10.1007/s11051-016-3375-4. 

[42] I. Linkov, B.D. Trump, B.A. Wender, T.P. Seager, A.J. Kennedy, J.M. Keisler, Integrate life-cycle assessment and risk 
analysis results, not methods, Nat. Nanotechnol. 12 (2017) 740. http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nnano.2017.152. 

[43] M. Cinelli, S.R. Coles, K. Kirwan, Analysis of the potentials of multi criteria decision analysis methods to conduct 
sustainability assessment, Ecol. Indic. 46 (2014) 138–148. doi:10.1016/j.ecolind.2014.06.011. 

[44] **C. Thies, K. Kieckhäfer, T.S. Spengler, M.S. Sodhi, Operations research for sustainability assessment of products: A 
review, Eur. J. Oper. Res. (2018). doi:10.1016/J.EJOR.2018.04.039. 

A key review paper that shows the increasing use of MCDA methods to conduct sustainability-related research, including 
several evaluations of nanomaterials. It discusses the distribution of articles by product category, MCDA method and 
presents their use to enable, complement and sometimes substitute LCA or RA. 

[45] M. Cinelli, S.R. Coles, A. Jørgensen, A. Zamagni, C. Fernando, K. Kirwan, Workshop on life cycle sustainability assessment: 
the state of the art and research needs—November 26, 2012, Copenhagen, Denmark, Int. J. Life Cycle Assess. (2013). 
doi:10.1007/s11367-013-0573-5. 

[46] D. Hunkeler, T. Swarr, W. Klöpffer, H.L. Pesonen, A. Ciroth, A. Brent, B. Pagan, Environmental life-cycle costing: a SETAC 
code of practice, (2011). 

[47] S. Greco, B. Matarazzo, R. Słowiński, Axiomatic characterization of a general utility function and its particular cases in 
terms of conjoint measurement and rough-set decision rules, Eur. J. Oper. Res. 158 (2004) 271–292. 
doi:10.1016/j.ejor.2003.06.004. 

[48] M. Cinelli, The Art of Supporting Decision-Making, Exch. Warwick Res. Journal; Vol 4 No 2 April. (2017). 
http://exchanges.warwick.ac.uk/article/view/166. 

[49] S. Greco, B. Matarazzo, R. Slowinski, Rough sets theory for multicriteria decision analysis, Eur. J. Oper. Res. 129 (2001) 1–
47. doi:10.1016/S0377-2217(00)00167-3. 

[50] R. Slowinski, S. Greco, B. Matarazzo, Rough set and rule-based multicriteria decision aiding, Pesqui. Operacional. 32 
(2012) 213–270. 

[51] S.H. Zyoud, D. Fuchs-Hanusch, A bibliometric-based survey on AHP and TOPSIS techniques, Expert Syst. Appl. 78 (2017) 
158–181. doi:10.1016/j.eswa.2017.02.016. 

 


