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Washed Spent Coffee Grounds
-> obtained through a washing step
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* The washing step for spent coffee grounds did not improve conditions for long-term exposure.

* Untreated spent coffee grounds appear to be a viable alternative to LUFA 2.2 as substrate for OECD no. 222
guideline.

= Studies at lower biological levels and a full phyisical-chemical characterization of the substrate should provide further
support to these findings.
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