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Abstract: Modifications of virus-like nanoparticles (VLNPs) using chemical conjugation techniques have
brought the field of virology closer to nanotechnology. The huge surface area to volume ratio of VLNPs
permits multiple copies of a targeting ligand and drugs to be attached per nanoparticle. By exploring the
chemistry of truncated hepatitis B core antigen (tHBcAg) VLNPs, doxorubicin (DOX) was coupled
covalently to the external surface of these nanoparticles via carboxylate groups. About 1600 DOX
molecules were conjugated on each tHBcAg VLNP. Then, folic acid (FA) was conjugated to lysine
residues of tHBcAg VLNPs to target the nanoparticles to cancer cells over-expressing folic acid
receptor (FR). The result demonstrated that the dual bioconjugated tHBcAg VLNPs increased the
accumulation and uptake of DOX in the human cervical and colorectal cancer cell lines compared
with free DOX, resulting in enhanced cytotoxicity of DOX towards these cells. The fabrication of these
dual bioconjugated nanoparticles is simple, and drugs can be easily conjugated with a high coupling
efficacy to the VLNPs without any limitation with respect to the cargo’s size or charge, as compared
with the pH-responsive system based on tHBcAg VLNPs. These dual bioconjugated nanoparticles
also have the potential to be modified for other combinatorial drug deliveries.
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1. Introduction

Over the last decade, nanomedicine has been studied intensively due to its potential applications
in cancer treatments. Currently, nanoscale drug delivery systems are heavily studied to specifically
target drugs into cancer cells in the interest of improving therapeutic efficacy while minimizing
undesirable side effects [1–6]. As a result, various inorganic and organic nanocarriers have been
developed including quantum dots, carbon nanotubes, liposomes, micelles, dendrimers, hydrogels,
and biological nanocarriers. Some of these nanocarrier-based drug delivery products are in preclinical
and clinical stages [7–17]. For instance, Doxil® and Abraxane® have been approved by the US
Food and Drug Administration (FDA) for clinical applications [18,19]. Despite attempts to use these
nanocarriers in clinical applications, their usage as a drug delivery system is limited by several
issues [20]. They suffer from structural heterogeneity, particle instability, manufacturing difficulties,
limited drug loading capacity, poor permeability, difficulty in preserving stability and, shelf-life,
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potential immunogenicity, clearance mediated by phagocytes and dendritic cells, and difficulty in
controlling surface functionalization [21,22].

As an alternative, virus-like nanoparticles (VLNPs) provide an ideal basis for developing
specific drug delivery systems for cancer treatments, owing to their biocompatible and biodegradable
properties, monodispersity, and symmetrical structures [21,23]. One of the intensively characterised
VLNPs is the hepatitis B VLNP. It is made of 180 or 240 subunits of the viral core antigen
(HBcAg). A truncated HBcAg mutant (tHBcAg), lacking the arginine rich domain at its C-terminus,
also self-assembles into icosahedral VLNPs [24–26]. tHBcAg VLNPs are very robust and stable at 70 ◦C
for at least 1 h [27]. In addition, tHBcAg VLNPs have a large surface area, exposing a series of amino
acid residues with different functional groups. As a result, different moieties can be attached and
presented on the exterior surfaces of tHBcAg VLNPs. Here, we describe dual covalent modification of
tHBcAg VLNPs with an anticancer drug, doxorubicin (DOX), and a tumour-targeting ligand, folic acid
(FA), for specific drug delivery to the human cervical and colorectal cancer cell lines, HeLa and HT29
cells. In the present study, about 1600 DOX molecules were conjugated to tHBcAg nanoparticles via
amide bonds. Then, FA molecules were conjugated to the tHBcAg VLNPs in order to specifically target
the particles to the cancer cells expressing the folate receptor (FR). These dual conjugated tHBcAg
VLNPs successfully delivered DOX to the HeLa and HT29 cancer cells with a higher drug payload and
minimum side effects.

In a previous study, we developed a pH-responsive drug delivery system based on tHBcAg
VLNPs for controlled drug delivery [28]. Polyacrylic acid (PAA) was mixed with DOX and loaded
into tHBcAg VLNPs during the reassociation of the particles. In this manner, PAA retained DOX
within the tHBcAg VLNPs and prevented it from diffusing out of the VLNPs. The PAA further acted
as a pH-responsive nanovalve for controlled release of DOX from the nanoparticles. Then, FA was
conjugated to a pentadecapeptide containing the nanoglue bound to tHBcAg VLNPs to increase the
specificity of the VLNPs. In the present study, we also compared this pH-responsive system with the
newly-established dual conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs.

2. Results

2.1. Conjugation of tHBcAg VLNPs with FA

tHBcAg VLNPs were conjugated with FA via Lys residues using the 2-step carbodiimide method.
The absorbance spectrum of the conjugated product, with wavelengths from 240 to 700 nm, is shown
in Figure 1a. Unlike the native tHBcAg, folic acid-conjugated tHBcAg (FA-tHBcAg) exhibited a
significantly higher absorbance at 360 nm (Figure 1a). A comparison with the spectrum of FA suggested
that the difference in absorbance profiles is attributed to the conjugation of tHBcAg VLNPs with FA.
The FA conjugation efficiency (CEFA) was 6.30 ± 0.40%, amounting to approximately 470 FA molecules
conjugated to each VLNP or approximately 2 FA molecules conjugated to one tHBcAg subunit.

The tHBcAg VLNPs were stable throughout the FA conjugation process, and the VLNPs remained
in icosahedral structure as confirmed by transmission electron microscopy (Figure 1b).

2.2. Internalisation of FA-Conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs into HeLa Cells

The internalisation property of FA-conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs into cancer HeLa cells was
evaluated by immuno-fluorescence microscopy. The rabbit anti-tHBcAg antibody and the anti-rabbit
Immunoglobulin (IgG) conjugated to Alexa Fluor 488 were used to detect internalised tHBcAg VLNPs.
The results showed that the FA-conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs internalised into HeLa cells and emitted
green fluorescence (Figure 2).
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Figure 1. Conjugation of truncated HBcAg mutant (tHBcAg) virus-like nanoparticles (VLNPs) with
folic acid. (a) Spectra of folic acid (FA), tHBcAg VLNPs (tHBcAg), and FA-conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs
(FA-tHBcAg); (b) Transmission electron micrographs of tHBcAg VLNPs. tHBcAg VLNPs (tHBcAg) and
FA-conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs (FA-tHBcAg) were examined using transmission electron microscopy
(TEM). The white bars indicate 50 nm.

Figure 2. Translocation of tHBcAg VLNPs conjugated with folic acid into HeLa cells. The cancer
cells were incubated with 25 µg of tHBcAg VLNPs (tHBcAg), and folic acid (FA)-conjugated tHBcAg
VLNPs (FA-tHBcAg). The internalised tHBcAg VLNPs were examined using an immuno-fluorescence
microscope. Non-treated HeLa cells were used as a negative control.

HeLa cells treated with FA-tHBcAg VLNPs showed an intense green fluorescent signal in the
cytoplasm (Figure 2). The accumulation of FA-tHBcAg VLNPs in the cytoplasm of the cells indicates
the FR-mediated internalisation of these VLNPs into the HeLa cells. In this experiment, tHBcAg VLNPs
were used as a negative control. These VLNPs did not internalise HeLa cells as they did not produce
any green fluorescent signal. Also, the fluorescent signal was not detected in the untreated HeLa cells
(Figure 2).
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2.3. Conjugation of Doxorubicin and Folic Acid to tHBcAg VLNPs

The surface-exposed carboxylate groups of tHBcAg VLNPs were conjugated with DOX
using the EDC/Sulfo-NHS method and studied with sucrose density gradient ultracentrifugation.
tHBcAg VLNPs conjugated with DOX (tHBcAg-DOX) migrated in the sucrose gradient and showed a
peak in fractions 11–23, whereas non-conjugated VLNPs stayed in fractions 8–18 (Figure 3). The faster
migration of tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs in the sucrose gradient was due to the presence of denser particles,
indicating that DOX was conjugated to the tHBcAg VLNPs.

The tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs were then conjugated with FA, to produce FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs.
The result obtained from sucrose density gradient ultracentrifugation indicated that FA-tHBcAg-DOX
VLNPs migrated into the gradient and accumulated in fractions 13–25 (Figure 3). The sedimentation
rate of the FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs was higher compared with that of the tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs,
demonstrating that FA was successfully conjugated to the tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs.

Figure 3. Migration profile of the tHBcAg VLNPs conjugated with doxorubicin (DOX) and folic
acid (FA) in the sucrose gradient. tHBcAg VLNPs (tHBcAg), tHBcAg VLNPs conjugated with DOX
(tHBcAg-DOX), and tHBcAg VLNPs conjugated with DOX and FA (FA-tHBcA-DOX) were separated
on sucrose gradients, and the total amount of protein in each fraction was measured using the Bradford
assay. tHBcAg served as a negative control.

To detect the DOX conjugated to tHBcAg VLNPs, the absorbance at 495 nm (A495) of samples was
measured using a spectrophotometer. The results showed that the DOX alone, and DOX from tHBcAg
+ DOX (DOX added to tHBcAg without conjugation) stayed on top of the sucrose gradients (Figure 4a).
The tHBcAg VLNPs did not exhibit any noticeable absorbance at A495. In contrast, DOX-conjugated
samples were detected in fractions 12–22 and 14–25, of the tHBcAg-DOX and FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs,
respectively (Figure 4b). This suggests that the conjugation of DOX and FA to the tHBcAg VLNPs
increased the density of the VLNPs, resulting in shifted migration towards denser fractions.

The sucrose fractions containing tHBcAg-DOX and FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs were pooled and
characterised with a spectrophotometer from wavelengths 240 nm to 700 nm (Figure 5a). tHBcAg-DOX
VLNPs exhibited two absorbance peaks at 280 nm and 495 nm. The former peak indicates the presence
of tHBcAg VLNPs, and the latter peak indicates that DOX was conjugated to the nanoparticles.
For FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs, three peaks were observed at A280, A360 and A495. The second peak
indicates that FA was successfully conjugated to tHBcAg VLNPs, while the third peak indicates that
the nanoparticles were conjugated with DOX (Figure 5a).

Approximately 1600 DOX molecules were conjugated to each FA-tHBcAg VLNP with a
conjugation efficiency (CEDOX) of 21.75 ± 0.80%. Transmission electron micrographs revealed that
tHBcAg VLNPs were stable during the conjugation process and formed spherical nanoparticles
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(Figure 5b). The structures of tHBcAg-DOX and FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs were similar to that of
tHBcAg VLNPs.

Figure 4. Detection of doxorubicin conjugated to tHBcAg VLNPs separated on sucrose gradients.
The absorbance at 495 nm (A495) of samples was measured with a spectrophotometer. (a) Doxorubicin
(DOX), and the DOX added to tHBcAg without the conjugation procedure (tHBcAg + DOX) stayed
on top of the sucrose gradients. tHBcAg VLNPs (tHBcAg), which served as a negative control, were
not detected at A495; (b) DOX-conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs (tHBcAg-DOX), as well as tHBcAg VLNPs
conjugated with folic acid (FA) and DOX (FA-tHBcAg-DOX) migrated into the sucrose gradients,
and the conjugated DOX was detected at A495.

Figure 5. Conjugation of tHBcAg VLNPs with doxorubicin and folic acid. (a) Spectra of doxorubicin
(DOX), tHBcAg VLNPs (tHBcAg), tHBcAg VLNPs conjugated with DOX (tHBcAg-DOX), and tHBcAg
VLNPs conjugated with folic acid (FA) and DOX (FA-tHBcAg-DOX); (b) Transmission electron
micrographs of tHBcAg VLNPs conjugated with DOX and FA. Nanoparticles formed by tHBcAg VLNPs
(tHBcAg), tHBcAg VLNPs conjugated with DOX (tHBcAg-DOX), and tHBcAg VLNPs conjugated with
DOX and FA (FA-tHBcAg-DOX). The white bars indicate 50 nm.
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2.4. Migration Profile of tHBcAg VLNPs Conjugated with Doxorubicin and Folic Acid in a Native Agarose Gel

Figure 6 shows the migration profile of DOX-conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs and free DOX in
an agarose gel. Free DOX and DOX-conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs could be observed in the native
agarose gel under UV light because of the inherent fluorescence of the DOX. The gel exposed to
UV light showed that free DOX migrated towards the negative electrode (cathode) and fluoresced,
while tHBcAg VLNPs did not fluoresce (Figure 6a). When DOX was conjugated to tHBcAg VLNPs,
the tHBcAg-DOX and FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs migrated towards the positive electrode (anode)
and fluoresced, indicating co-migration of DOX with tHBcAg VLNPs (Figure 6a). When proteins
were stained with Coomassie brilliant blue (CBB), the conjugated and native tHBcAg VLNPs were
observed. The native tHBcAg VLNPs migrated to the anode (Figure 6b). Conjugation of DOX and FA
to tHBcAg VLNPs slowed down the migration profiles of the carriers (Figure 6b). These migration
profiles were consistent with those of the gel exposed to UV light. Co-incubation of tHBcAg VLNPs
and DOX without the conjugation steps (tHBcAg + DOX) resulted in migration of DOX and tHBcAg
nanoparticles to the cathode and anode, respectively. This demonstrates that DOX did not attach to
the surfaces of tHBcAg VLNPs (Figure 6).

Figure 6. Migration profile of the tHBcAg VLNPs conjugated with folic acid and doxorubicin in a
native agarose gel. The same gel was (a) visualised under ultraviolet (UV) illumination and (b) stained
with Coomassie brilliant blue (CBB). Samples labelled on top of the gel images are tHBcAg VLNPs
(tHBcAg), tHBcAg VLNPs incubated with doxorubicin (DOX) without the conjugation steps (tHBcAg +
DOX), tHBcAg VLNPs conjugated with DOX (tHBcAg-DOX), tHBcAg VLNPs conjugated with folic
acid (FA) and DOX (FA-tHBcAg-DOX), and free DOX.

2.5. DOX Uptake by Cancer and Normal Cells

DOX uptake by cancer and normal cells from free DOX, tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs, and FA-tHBcAg-DOX
VLNPs was quantified spectrophotometrically and monitored using live cell imaging microscopy.
The quantitative data revealed a significantly higher cellular uptake of DOX from FA-tHBcAg-DOX
VLNPs by HeLa and HT29 cells compared to free DOX and tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs (Figure 7a,b).
This indicates a FR-mediated uptake mechanism by the HeLa and HT29 cells. By contrast, the cellular
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uptake of FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs by normal 3T3 and CCD-112 cells was significantly lower compared
to free DOX (Figure 7c,d).

Figure 7. Doxorubicin (DOX) uptake by cancer and normal cells. DOX uptake by cancer (a) HeLa and
(b) HT29 cells, and normal (c) 3T3 and (d) CCD-112 cells incubated with DOX alone, DOX-conjugated
tHBcAg VLNPs (tHBcAg-DOX), dual-conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs with folic acid (FA) and DOX
(FA-tHBcAg-DOX). Data represent means ± standard deviations (SD) of triplicate determinations.

Live cell imaging micrographs also provided supporting evidence for the FR-mediated preferential
uptake of FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs by HeLa and HT29 cells. Figure 8a,c show that FA-tHBcAg-DOX
VLNPs internalised the HeLa and HT29 cells, respectively. Intense red fluorescence was observed
in the cytoplasm of these cells, indicating the presence of DOX in these compartments (Figure 8a,c).
By contrast, the normal 3T3 and CCD-112 cells incubated with tHBcAg-DOX and FA-tHBcAg-DOX
VLNPs did not exhibit intense red fluorescence. The fluorescent intensity of free DOX in these cells
was higher than that of tHBcAg-DOX and FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs (Figure 8b,d).

2.6. Cytotoxicity of tHBcAg VLNPs Conjugated with Doxorubicin and Folic Acid

To evaluate the toxicity of the dual conjugation of DOX and FA to tHBcAg VLNPs, an MTT [3-
(4,5-dimethylthiazol-2-yl)-2,5-diphenyltetrazolium bromide] assay was carried out by incubating cancer
(HeLa, HT29), and normal (3T3, CCD-112) cells with different concentrations of FA-tHBcAg-DOX
VLNPs, tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs, and free DOX. FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs showed a higher toxicity
against both cancer HeLa and HT29 cells. The IC50DOX of FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs against HeLa
cells was 0.93 ± 0.09 µM, while the IC50DOX of free DOX was 1.98 ± 0.10 µM (Figure 9a). The
IC50DOX of FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs and free DOX against HT29 cells was 0.44 ± 0.04 µM and 0.90
± 0.08 µM, respectively (Figure 9b). The IC50DOX of FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs and free DOX against
normal 3T3 cells was 6.82 ± 0.39 µM and 3.10 ± 0.29 µM, respectively (Figure 9c). The IC50DOX of
FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs and free DOX against CCD-112 cells was 3.01 ± 0.25 µM and 1.22 ± 0.11 µM,
respectively (Figure 9d).
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Figure 8. Cont.
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Figure 8. Delivery of doxorubicin by dual conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs into cancer (HeLa, HT29) and
normal (3T3, CCD-112) cells. (a) Human cervical cancer HeLa; (b) normal 3T3; (c) human colorectal
cancer HT29; and (d) normal CCD-112 cells were treated with equivalent DOX concentration (5 µg/mL)
of doxorubicin (DOX) alone, DOX-conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs (tHBcAg-DOX), and tHBcAg VLNPs
conjugated with folic acid (FA) and DOX (FA-tHBcAg-DOX) for 1 h. The cells without treatment served
as negative controls. DOX was detected at 480 nm. Scale bars indicate 20 µm.
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Figure 9. Viability of cancer and normal cells after being treated with tHBcAg VLNPs conjugated with
doxorubicin and folic acid at equal DOX concentrations. Viability of cancer (a) HeLa; (b) HT29 cells;
and normal (c) 3T3; (d) CCD-112 cells. tHBcAg VLNPs conjugated with folic acid (FA) and doxorubicin
(DOX) (FA-tHBcAg-DOX) were more efficient in inhibiting the growth of cancer HeLa and HT29 cells
than other formulations. By contrast, conjugation of DOX to the FA-conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs led to
a decrease in cytotoxicity on normal 3T3 and CCD-112 cells, resulting in protection of the normal cells
against DOX. Data represent means ± SDs of triplicate determinations. The small graphs on the right
show that tHBcAg VLNPs (tHBcAg) are not toxic to the tested cancer and normal cells.



Nanomaterials 2018, 8, 236 11 of 20

3. Discussion

In this study, a dual conjugated drug delivery system was developed by taking advantage of
the reactive surface groups of tHBcAg VLNPs (Scheme 1a). Approximately 1600 DOX and 470 FA
molecules were successfully conjugated to the external surface of each tHBcAg VLNP via carboxylate
and primary amine groups, respectively, using the EDC/Sulfo-NHS method. The TEM analysis showed
that the tHBcAg VLNPs preserved their icosahedral structure when DOX and FA were conjugated
to them.

Scheme 1. Schematic representation of two different drug delivery systems based on VLNPs.
(a) Dual conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs. tHBcAg VLNPs possess several accessible Glu, Asp and Lys
residues for the conjugation of drug and cancer targeting ligands. The carboxylate groups of Glu
and Asp are used to conjugate doxorubicin (DOX). DOX-conjugated VLNPs are then conjugated with
folic acid (FA) at Lys residues; (b) pH-responsive tHBcAg VLNPs. tHBcAg VLNPs are dissociated
into tHBcAg dimers using urea. DOX is mixed with polyacrylic acid (PAA) and added into the
mixture containing dissociated tHBcAg dimers. When the urea is removed by dialysis, tHBcAg dimers
reassemble into nanoparticles and package PAA-DOX. tHBcAg VLNPs loaded with PAA-DOX
are then cross-linked with a pentadecapeptide containing the nanoglue. Cross-linked VLNPs
are then conjugated with FA via the three Lys residues located at the N-terminal end of the
pentadecapeptide using EDC [1-ethyl-3-(3-dimethyl-aminopropyl)-carbodiimide hydrochloride] and
Sulfo-NHS (N-hydroxysulfosuccinimide).



Nanomaterials 2018, 8, 236 12 of 20

Live cell imaging revealed that the cellular uptake of dual conjugated FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs
by the cancer cells (HeLa and HT29) was much higher compared with free DOX. This indicates that
the uptake of these nanoparticles by the cancer cells was via FR-mediated endocytosis. On the other
hand, the cellular uptake of these dual conjugated VLNPs by the normal cells (3T3 and CCD-112) was
much lower compared with the cancer cells. This can be explained by the fact that the FR is highly
expressed in HeLa and HT29 cancer cells [29,30], but it is lowly expressed in normal cells [28,31].
In addition, cancer cells overexpress the α-FR which has a high affinity to the free R-carboxylic acid
of the conjugated FA molecules, whereas, normal cells mostly express the β-FR which has a higher
binding affinity for 5-methyltetrahydrofolate, the reduced form of FA [32]. This is in line with our
finding in which FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs were taken up at much higher rates by the cancer cells
(HeLa and HT29) than the normal cells (CCD-112 and 3T3).

The dual conjugated FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs were more cytotoxic to cancer HeLa and HT29 cells
compared with free DOX. The IC50DOX of FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs was about two-fold lower compared
with that of free DOX. This decrement could be explained by the uptake mechanism of FA-tHBcAg-DOX
VLNPs and free DOX. Free DOX molecules diffuse through HeLa and HT29 cell membranes and
target the nucleus, while FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs can enter the cells via FR-mediated endocytosis
by binding to FR which is highly expressed in HeLa and HT29 cells. Therefore, FA-tHBcAg-DOX
VLNPs enhance the cellular uptake of DOX and increase its efficiency at low drug concentrations.
By contrast, both the normal 3T3 and CCD-112 cells incubated with FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs showed
a conferred protection against DOX, as the IC50DOX of this formulation increased by approximately
2.20 and 2.47-fold, respectively, compared with that of free DOX. Bredehorst et al. [33] demonstrated
that HBcAg VLNPs were stable in serum for 10 days at room temperature without any degradation,
but Yap et al. [34] reported that these nanoparticles are highly immunogenic and elicit strong B-cell and
T-cell immune responses. The immunogenicity of HBcAg VLNPs can be reduced by deleting the major
immunodominant region (residues 79–81) of the HBcAg monomer [35]. These mutated HBcAg VLNPs
can be conjugated with DOX and FA, and their immunogenicity and stability in the bloodstream can
be studied in an animal model.

In a previous study, we established a pH-responsive drug delivery system. FA was conjugated to a
pentadecapeptide containing nanoglue bound to tHBcAg VLNPs, and DOX was loaded into the VLNPs
during the reassociation of the particles (Scheme 1b). Table 1 summarizes the differences between
the pH-responsive and dual conjugated drug delivery systems. In the former system, conjugation of
FA onto tHBcAg VLNPs using the nanoglue (FA-N-tHBcAg-PAA-DOX) significantly enhanced the
number of FA molecules conjugated to the VLNPs and the cellular uptake and accumulation of DOX in
cancer cells, leading to enhanced anti-tumour effects. The expression of FR has been shown to increase
considerably with the stage of cancer [36], thus this system could be used as a potential therapy for
advanced cancers.

For the dual conjugated drug delivery system, the number of DOX molecules conjugated to
tHBcAg VLNPs was significantly higher compared to DOX loaded in the pH-responsive tHBcAg
VLNPs. Approximately 1600 DOX molecules were conjugated to each FA-tHBcAg VLNP with a
conjugation efficiency (CEDOX) of 21.75 ± 0.80%, while 946 DOX molecules were packaged in each
FA-N-tHBcAg VLNP with a loading efficiency (LEDOX) of 12.90 ± 0.50%. Technically, conjugation is
simpler and can be performed more easily with a high coupling efficacy. However, the cytotoxicity
of the dual conjugated VLNPs was lower than that of the pH-responsive VLNPs. This could be due
to the fact that FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs enter the cancer cells via FR-mediated endocytosis, and the
drug can be released when the particles enter endosomes and are degraded. Therefore, these dual
conjugated VLNPs are not pH-responsive. On the other hand, the pH-responsive VLNPs enter the
cancer cells via FR-mediated endocytosis, and the encapsulated drug is released at tumour sites in a
controlled manner, resulting in a higher therapeutic efficiency.
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Table 1. Comparisons of different drug delivery systems based on HBcAg VLNPs.

Parameters

Drug Delivery System

Dual Conjugation
(FA-tHBcAg-DOX)

pH-Responsive
(FA-N-tHBcAg-PAA-DOX)

NFA 470 953

NDOX 1600 946

Cellular uptake by cancer cells
compared to free DOX

HT29 3.29-fold higher 4-fold higher

HeLa 3.62-fold higher -

Cellular uptake by normal cells
compared to free DOX

CCD-112 2.27-fold lower 1.64-fold lower

3T3 2.12-fold lower -

Cytotoxicity towards cancer cells
compared to free DOX

HT29 2.04-fold higher 7.21-fold higher

HeLa 2.13-fold higher -

Cytotoxicity towards normal cells
compared to free DOX

CCD-112 2.47-fold lower 1.84-fold lower

3T3 2.20-fold lower -

Note: (FA-tHBcAg-DOX) tHBcAg VLNPs conjugated covalently with folic acid (FA) and DOX; (FA-N-
tHBcAg-PAA-DOX) FA-conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs using the nanoglue and loaded with PAA-DOX; NFA = number
of FA molecules conjugated to each nanoparticle; NDOX = number of DOX molecules conjugated to or packaged
within each nanoparticle; HT29 = human colorectal cancer cell line; HeLa = human cervical cancer cell line;
3T3 = normal fibroblast cells; CCD-112 = colorectal normal cell line.

In the dual conjugated drug delivery system, molecules of interest, such as drugs or tumour targeting
ligands can be coupled covalently to amine or carboxyl groups of nanoparticles. This method increases
the stability of the nanoparticles compared to the passive absorption approach. Covalent conjugation
employs chemical linkers which react specifically with certain chemical groups exposed on the surface
of nanoparticles. Thus, the conjugation approach is more specific and controllable than the passive
absorption approach. To date, conjugation of anti-cancer drugs such as DOX to nanocarriers is
one of the most common approaches for developing drug delivery systems [37,38]. Conjugation of
anti-cancer drugs such as DOX on the surface of nanoparticles enhances the therapeutic efficacy
and biological specificity of the drugs and minimizes systemic toxicity [37,39,40]. The covalent
conjugation of drugs is mainly used for targeting and achieving a higher drug payload [41,42].
Cross-linkers are commercially available for the cross-linking of drugs and ligands with different
sizes and charges to VLNPs. Covalent coupling through a linker could minimize steric hindrance
and impact on the tertiary structures of conjugated VLNPs, resulting in less deleterious effects on
the properties of the nanoparticles. However, chemical conjugation may have limited control over
the number of VLNP modifications, leading to heterogeneous and incomplete VLNPs conjugation
with drugs [43]. In addition, conjugation using EDC/Sulfo-NHS may cross-link two or more
VLNPs together if these particles have carboxylate and primary amine groups on their surfaces.
In the present study, tHBcAg VLNPs possess a series of carboxylate and amine groups which
can be cross-linked to each other during the conjugation. To overcome this issue, the carboxylate
groups of tHBcAg VLNPs were first activated by Sulfo-NHS (N-hydroxysulfosuccinimide) and EDC
[1-ethyl-3-(3-dimethyl-aminopropyl)-carbodiimide hydrochloride] at pH 6. Then the pH of solution
was raised to 7.4 to cross-link DOX to tHBcAg VLNPs. This resulted in a higher conjugation efficiency
between DOX and VLNPs and prevented cross-linking among the VLNPs. In addition, the conjugation
of drugs to VLNPs may affect the solubility of conjugated products, thus it is important to study their
zeta potentials which provide insight into the causes of aggregation and dispersion.

Loading drugs into VLNPs improves the solubility of insoluble drugs [41,42,44] and protects
labile drugs from degradation in biological environments [44,45]. However, a drug must possess
a certain charge and size in order to be packaged in a VLNP. In this study, DOX did not fulfill the
criteria to be packaged inside tHBcAg VLNPs. Therefore, DOX was mixed with PAA and packaged
inside the VLNPs during the reassociation of the nanoparticles. The pKas of PAA and DOX are 4.8
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and 8.6, respectively [28]; thus an electrostatic interaction takes place between negatively charged
PAA and positively charged DOX at pH 7.4, and this interaction is reversible at low pH. At the
physiological pH of normal tissues, DOX is retained in tHBcAg nanoparticles and it is only released
when the nanoparticles reach extracellular tissues of tumours or intracellular endosomes with a pH of
around 5–5.5. Consequently, DOX can be loaded inside the VLNPs without any modification, and the
pharmacological activity of the loaded DOX will be preserved. The solubility of the drug increases,
and it is protected from enzymatic degradation in the human body.

In the present study, the dual conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs successfully delivered DOX to HeLa
and HT29 cancer cells with a higher drug payload and lowered the drug’s cytotoxicity. To date,
different organic and inorganic nanoparticles have been employed for cancer therapy which specifically
deliver chemotherapeutics to cancer cells [8,17,46–48]. Although these nanoparticles offer several
advantages as drug delivery systems, they have some drawbacks [16]. Liposomal nanoparticles
suffer from particle instability, spontaneous membrane fusion to non-target cells, and rapid clearance
in the bloodstream [49,50]. Polymer-based nanoparticles are limited by structural heterogeneity,
slow drug release, particle instability, and potential immunogenicity when the particles are tested
in vivo [21,51,52]. The metal-based nanoparticles with a higher stability are still limited by high toxicity
and lack of specificity [53]. In addition, most of these nanoparticles suffer from phagocytic clearance by
Kupffer and dendritic cells in the liver. Although the coating of nanoparticles with polyethylene glycol
(PEG) could extend the blood circulation time and avoid phagocytes [54,55], PEGylation could reduce
the uptake of nanoparticles by the targeted cells because they are potentially immunogenic [21,51,52].
In addition, surface functionalization of these nanoparticles is difficult to control, which results in
non-uniform particles [22]. Layer-by-layer (LbL) films have been introduced to address most of these
challenges [56]. By using LbL techniques, various parameters can be precisely controlled, such as
chemistry, thickness, and mechanical properties, which improve the stability of LbL carriers [57,58].
In addition, LbL-assembled nanoparticles can control the quantity of anti-cancer drug entrapped
inside the particles, and its subsequent release at targeted sites [57,59]. Despite the many advantages
of LbL nanoparticles, many challenges remain to be addressed, including the following: (i) The size
of LbL nanoparticles needs to be improved in order to escape phagocytosis in the bloodstream and
accumulate in tumour cells through the enhanced permeability and retention (EPR) effect; (ii) the
mechanical properties need to be improved to allow a longer period of circulation in the bloodstream;
(iii) the downstream cellular responses and signaling pathways during the interactions of LbL-based
nanoparticles with targeted cells or organs require more investigation [57]; (iv) the ability to form
coatings in a time- and cost-effective manner; and (v) the ability to control interlayer diffusion [56].

As an alternative, VLNPs have received attention as a smart drug delivery system which could
overcome the limitations of other nanoparticles [21]. VLNPs offer many advantages over synthetic
nanomaterials: (i) VLNPs have highly-ordered architecture with structural stability on the nanosize
scale, which is essential for tumour permeability and retention [60]; (ii) the homogeneity in size and
shape as well as the ease of production compared to those of other drug delivery nanoparticles, such
as lipids and polymers which are prepared through random aggregation [61]; (iii) biocompatibility
and biodegradability; (iv) three distinct interfaces (external, internal and inter-subunits) are available
for functionalization; (v) both genetic and chemical modifications may be used; and (vi) repetitive
structure which means one modification aligns the whole particle in a constant manner [62].

VLNPs are much less toxic during parenteral administration than metal nanoparticles, more stable
than liposomes, and more uniform than polymer nanoparticles [21,63,64]. However, VLNPs do
have drawbacks. Like other nanoparticles, the major challenge of VLNPs is phagocytic clearance,
even with PEGylated VLNPs [65]. In addition, recent research has shown that ellipsoid nanoparticles
are able to extravasate more effectively from the blood vessel than spherical nanoparticles [66].
Polymeric nanoparticles can be fabricated to adopt an ellipsoid shape, but this is not feasible for
icosahedral VLNPs. However, by displaying multiple ligands with high affinity for the tight junctions
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between endothelial cells, VLNPs may be able to efficiently extravasate from the vasculature of the
blood vessels [21].

4. Materials and Methods

4.1. Expression and Purification of tHBcAg VLNPs

The E. coli strain, W3110IQ, carrying pR1–11E plasmid was used to produce tHBcAg (residues
3–148), as described by Tan et al. [25]. The tHBcAg VLNPs were purified by a high-performance liquid
chromatography (HPLC) system (Agilent 1100 Series, Agilent, Santa Clara, CA, USA) as described
by Tang et al. [67] with some modifications. The tHBcAg in bacteria lysate was purified with a
Zorbax Bio Series GF-450 column (Agilent, Santa Clara, CA, USA), using TBS buffer (50 mM Tris-HCl,
100 mM NaCl, pH 8.0) at a flow rate of 1.0 mL/min. The purity of the tHBcAg was analysed with
SDS-PAGE, and the protein concentration was determined using the Bradford assay [68].

4.2. Conjugation of tHBcAg VLNPs with Folic Acid

The carboxylic acid groups of FA were activated by Sulfo-NHS and EDC, according to the method
described by Biabanikhankahdani et al. [32]. Then, the activated FA molecules were added to the
solution of tHBcAg VLNPs in sodium phosphate buffer (100 mM Na2HPO4/NaH2PO4, pH 7.4),
and the FA conjugated VLNPs were separated by sucrose density gradient (8%–40%, w/v) as explained
by Biabanikhankahdani et al. [28]. The fractions containing the highest amount of FA-conjugated
nanoparticles were collected and dialysed against sodium phosphate buffer (1 L, 4 ◦C) using 12 kDa
cut-off membranes (Sigma-Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, USA) and concentrated with VIVASPIN 20 (30 kDa
cut-off, Sigma-Aldrich, St. Louis, MO, USA).

4.3. UV-Visible Spectroscopy

Absorbance at 360 nm (A360) of FA-conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs was measured using a
NanoDropTM 1000 spectrophotometer (Thermo Scientific, Rockford, IL, USA) at room temperature.
The conjugated FA was quantified using an extinction coefficient of 5312 mol−1 cm−1, as described
by Ren et al. [69]. The conjugation efficiency of FA (CEFA) and the number of FA (NFA) molecules
conjugated to each nanoparticle were calculated using Equations (1) and (2), respectively.

CEFA% = weightFA/weighttHBcAg particle × 100% (1)

NFA = CEFA × (MwtHBcAg particle/MwFA) (2)

4.4. Cancer and Normal Cell Lines

The human cervical cancer cell line (HeLa), colorectal cancer cell line (HT29), and normal cell
lines (3T3 and CCD-112) were obtained from the American Type Culture Collection (ATCC). HeLa and
HT29 cell lines were grown in FA-deficient GIBCO RPMI1640 medium (Life Technology, Grand Island,
NY, USA) while the 3T3 and CCD-112 cells were cultured continuously in DMEM and EMEM media,
respectively (Sigma, St. Louis, MO, USA), containing heat-inactivated fetal bovine serum (FBS, 10%;
Sigma, St. Louis, MO, USA) as a monolayer. The cells were kept in a humidified atmosphere of 95% air
and 5% CO2 at 37 ◦C and were passaged twice weekly.

4.5. Immuno-Fluorescence Microscopy

In order to evaluate the internalisation property of FA-conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs into HeLa cells,
anti-tHBcAg serum was used to detect the internalised tHBcAg particles. The cells (1.0 × 105 cell/mL)
were sub-cultured in a six-well plate as described by Biabanikhankahdani et al. [28]. After washing the
cells with FA-depleted RPMI1640 medium, FA-conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs (25 µg/mL in 1 mL medium)
were added to each well. The cells were kept at 37 ◦C as described by Biabanikhankahdani et al. [28].
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In this experiment, the rabbit anti-tHBcAg serum (1:200 dilution) and the Alexa Fluor 488 conjugated
goat anti-rabbit IgG antibody (1:1000 dilution) were used as the primary and secondary antibodies,
respectively. The cells were viewed under an Olympus fluorescence microscope (Live Cell Imaging,
Center Valley, PA, USA). Untreated cells and cells treated with tHBcAg VLNPs served as controls.

4.6. Conjugation of DOX to tHBcAg VLNPs

The carboxylate groups of the tHBcAg VLNPs were activated by EDC and Sulfo-NHS; then,
the activated tHBcAg VLNPs were combined with DOX. tHBcAg VLNPs in 100 mM sodium phosphate
buffer (pH 6.0) were incubated with freshly prepared solution of Sulfo-NHS (2000 M in excess) and
EDC (1000 M in excess) at room temperature for 3 h with gentle stirring. After adjusting the pH of
solution to 7.4, DOX•HCl (2000 M in excess) and DMSO (20% v/v) were then added. The mixture
was stirred for further 16 h at 4 ◦C and then applied on a sucrose density gradient (8%–40%) to purify
DOX-conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs. The amount of DOX in each fraction (400 µL per fraction) was
measured at A495, and the amount of protein was determined with the Bradford assay [68].

Protein fractions containing the highest amount of DOX-conjugated VLNPs were dialysed against
25 mM sodium phosphate buffer (pH 7.4) containing 150 mM NaCl (1 L, three times) at 4 ◦C,
and concentrated with VIVASPIN 6. The amount of DOX was quantified based on its extinction
coefficient (8030 cm−1 M−1) and A495 value, as described by Zeng et al. [70]. The conjugation efficiency
of DOX (CEDOX), and the number of conjugated DOX molecules to each nanoparticle (NDOX) were
calculated with Equations (3) and (4) as follows:

CEDOX% = weightDOX/weighttHBcAg particle × 100% (3)

NDOX = CEDOX × (MwtHBcAg particle/MwDOX) (4)

where Mw represents the molecular weight.
DOX-conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs were then further conjugated with FA as described above.

The morphology of all tHBcAg samples was examined with TEM.

4.7. Native Agarose Gel Electrophoresis (NAGE)

NAGE was used to study the migration profiles of the DOX-conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs according
to the method described by Yoon et al. [71]. Proteins were stained with CBB, while DOX bands
were observed by ultraviolet (UV) illumination using the Bio-Rad GelDoc 2000 imaging system
(Philadelphia, PA, USA).

4.8. Transmission Electron Microscopy

tHBcAg VLNPs and derivatives were absorbed onto carbon-coated grids. Then, the grids were
negatively stained with 2% (w/v) uranyl acetate at room temperature for 5 min and viewed under a
Hitachi transmission electron microscope (H7700, Hitachi, Ltd., Tokyo, Japan).

4.9. Cellular Uptake of DOX-Conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs

Cancer and normal cells were cultured in six-well plates (1.0 × 105 cells per well), as described by
Biabanikhankahdani et al. [28]. Then, free DOX, tHBcAg VLNPs conjugated with DOX (tHBcAg-DOX),
and tHBcAg VLNPs conjugated with DOX and FA (FA-tHBcAg-DOX) were added at equivalent DOX
concentrations (5 µg/mL). Internalised DOX was measured at A490 using a microplate reader (ELX 800;
BioTeck Instruments, Winooski, VT, USA).

4.10. Live-Cell Imaging

Cellular uptake of FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs, tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs, and free DOX was evaluated using
live cell imaging. HeLa (2.0× 105 cell/mL), HT29 (2.0× 105 cell/mL), 3T3 (1.0× 105 cell/mL) and CCD-112



Nanomaterials 2018, 8, 236 17 of 20

(1.0 × 105 cell/mL) cells were sub-cultured in six well plates. The old medium was then exchanged
with 1 mL fresh medium containing FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs, tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs, and free DOX
with the equal DOX concentration (5 µg/mL), as described by Biabanikhankahdani et al. [32]. The cells
were fixed and imaged using the Olympus Live Cell Imaging (EX480 nm and Em535 nm).

4.11. Cytotoxicity of DOX-Conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs

The cytotoxicity of FA-tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs, tHBcAg-DOX VLNPs, and free DOX towards cancer
and normal cells was evaluated using the MTT cell viability assay. Cancer cells (HeLa, HT29) and
normal cells (3T3, CCD-112) were cultured in 96-well plates (10,000 and 7000 cells/well, respectively).
Then, different concentrations of DOX formulations and free DOX (0.01–10 µM) in fresh medium
were added to the cells. UV-absorbance at 570 nm was measured using the Uquant Elisa plate reader
(BioTeck Instruments, Winooski, VT, USA). The cytotoxicity of tHBcAg VLNPs towards these cells
served as a negative control.

5. Conclusions

In summary, this study demonstrated the in vitro efficacy of a dual conjugated drug delivery
system derived from tHBcAg VLNPs for anticancer therapy. The tHBcAg VLNPs conjugated with DOX
and FA significantly enhanced the cellular uptake and the amount of DOX in cancer HeLa and HT29
cells, leading to enhanced anti-tumour effects. The fabrication of this system is simple, and it has the
potential to be easily modified for other combinatorial drug deliveries. Then, these dual bioconjugated
VLNPs were compared with pH-responsive VLNPs. Both drug delivery systems have their advantages
and limitations, depending on different factors such as the size, charge, molecular weight and solubility
of the desired drug.

Acknowledgments: This study was supported by the Ministry of Higher Education of Malaysia (MOHE;
Grant No: 04-01-16-1764FR) and the Ministry of Science, Technology & Innovation of Malaysia (MOSTI; Grant No:
02-01-04-SF2115).

Author Contributions: R.B. and W.S.T. designed the research and wrote the manuscript. R.B. performed all the
experiments. R.B., K.L.H., N.B.A., and W.S.T. analysed the data and reviewed the manuscript. All authors read
and approved the final manuscript.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Misra, R.; Acharya, S.; Sahoo, S.K. Cancer nanotechnology: Application of nanotechnology in cancer therapy.
Drug Discov. Today 2010, 15, 842–850. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Liu, Y.; Wang, W.; Yang, J.; Zhou, C.; Sun, J. pH-sensitive polymeric micelles triggered drug release for
extracellular and intracellular drug targeting delivery. Asian J. Pharm. Sci. 2013, 8, 159–167. [CrossRef]

3. Markman, J.L.; Rekechenetskiy, A.; Holler, E.; Ljubimova, J.Y. Nanomedicine therapeutic approaches to
overcome cancer drug resistance. Adv. Drug Deliv. Rev. 2013, 65, 1866–1879. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Bertrand, N.; Wu, J.; Xu, X.; Kamaly, N.; Farokhzad, O.C. Cancer nanotechnology: The impact of passive
and active targeting in the era of modern cancer biology. Adv. Drug Deliv. Rev. 2014, 66, 2–25. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

5. Mustafa, R.; Luo, Y.; Wu, Y.; Guo, R.; Shi, X. Dendrimer-functionalized laponite nanodisks as a platform for
anticancer drug delivery. Nanomaterials 2015, 5, 1716–1731. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

6. Kydd, J.; Jadia, R.; Velpurisiva, P.; Gad, A.; Paliwal, S.; Rai, P. Targeting strategies for the combination
treatment of cancer using drug delivery systems. Pharmaceutics 2017, 9, 46. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

7. Kamaly, N.; Yameen, B.; Wu, J.; Farokhzad, O.C. Degradable controlled-release polymers and polymeric
nanoparticles: Mechanisms of controlling drug release. Chem. Rev. 2016, 116, 2602–2663. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

8. Riaz, M.K.; Riaz, M.A.; Zhang, X.; Lin, C.; Wong, K.H.; Chen, X.; Zhang, G.; Lu, A.; Yang, Z. Surface
functionalization and targeting strategies of liposomes in solid tumor therapy: A review. Int. J. Mol. Sci.
2018, 19, 195. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.drudis.2010.08.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20727417
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ajps.2013.07.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.addr.2013.09.019
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24120656
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.addr.2013.11.009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24270007
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/nano5041716
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28347091
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/pharmaceutics9040046
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29036899
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemrev.5b00346
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26854975
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijms19010195
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29315231


Nanomaterials 2018, 8, 236 18 of 20

9. Kamaly, N.; Xiao, Z.; Valencia, P.M.; Radovic-Moreno, A.F.; Farokhzad, O.C. Targeted polymeric therapeutic
nanoparticles: Design, development and clinical translation. Chem. Soc. Rev. 2012, 41, 2971–3010. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

10. Xu, X.; Saw, P.E.; Tao, W.; Li, Y.; Ji, X.; Bhasin, S.; Liu, Y.; Ayyash, D.; Rasmussen, J.; Huo, M. Ros-responsive
polyprodrug nanoparticles for triggered drug delivery and effective cancer therapy. Adv. Mater. 2017, 29.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

11. Zhang, Z.; Zhou, Y.; Zhou, Z.; Piao, Y.; Kalva, N.; Liu, X.; Tang, J.; Shen, Y. Synthesis of enzyme-responsive
phosphoramidate dendrimers for cancer drug delivery. Polym. Chem. 2018, 9, 438–449. [CrossRef]

12. Srinivasan, M.; Rajabi, M.; Mousa, S.A. Multifunctional nanomaterials and their applications in drug delivery
and cancer therapy. Nanomaterials 2015, 5, 1690–1703. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Rodriguez-Torres, M.d.P.; Acosta-Torres, L.S.; Diaz-Torres, L.A. Heparin-based nanoparticles: An overview
of their applications. J. Nanomaterials 2018, 2018, 9780489. [CrossRef]

14. Díaz, M.R.; Vivas-Mejia, P.E. Nanoparticles as drug delivery systems in cancer medicine: Emphasis on
RNAi-containing nanoliposomes. Pharmaceuticals 2013, 6, 1361–1380. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Watermann, A.; Brieger, J. Mesoporous silica nanoparticles as drug delivery vehicles in cancer. Nanomaterials
2017, 7, 189. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

16. Senapati, S.; Mahanta, A.K.; Kumar, S.; Maiti, P. Controlled drug delivery vehicles for cancer treatment and
their performance. Signal Transduct. Targ. Ther. 2018, 3, 7. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

17. Pardo, J.; Peng, Z.; Leblanc, R.M. Cancer targeting and drug delivery using carbon-based quantum dots and
nanotubes. Molecules 2018, 23, 378. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

18. Du, J.-Z.; Mao, C.-Q.; Yuan, Y.-Y.; Yang, X.-Z.; Wang, J. Tumor extracellular acidity-activated nanoparticles as
drug delivery systems for enhanced cancer therapy. Biotechnol. Adv. 2014, 32, 789–803. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

19. Pérez-Medina, C.; Abdel-Atti, D.; Tang, J.; Zhao, Y.; Fayad, Z.A.; Lewis, J.S.; Mulder, W.J.M.; Reiner, T.
Nanoreporter pet predicts the efficacy of anti-cancer nanotherapy. Nat. Commun. 2016, 7, 11838. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

20. Sanna, V.; Pala, N.; Sechi, M. Targeted therapy using nanotechnology: Focus on cancer. Int. J. Nanomed. 2014, 9,
467–483.

21. Rohovie, M.J.; Nagasawa, M.; Swartz, J.R. Virus-like particles: Next-generation nanoparticles for targeted
therapeutic delivery. Bioeng. Transl. Med. 2016, 2, 43–57. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

22. Vabbilisetty, P.; Sun, X.-L. Liposome surface functionalization based on different anchoring lipids via
staudinger ligation. Org. Biomol. Chem. 2014, 12, 1237–1244. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Zdanowicz, M.; Chroboczek, J. Virus-like particles as drug delivery vectors. Acta Biochim. Pol. 2016, 63, 469–473.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Böttcher, B.; Tsuji, N.; Takahashi, H.; Dyson, M.R.; Zhao, S.; Crowther, R.A.; Murray, K. Peptides that block
hepatitis B virus assembly: Analysis by cryomicroscopy, mutagenesis and transfection. EMBO J. 1998, 17,
6839–6845. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Tan, W.S.; Dyson, M.R.; Murray, K. Hepatitis B virus core antigen: Enhancement of its production in
Escherichia coli, and interaction of the core particles with the viral surface antigen. Biol. Chem. 2003, 384,
363–371. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Tan, W.S.; McNae, I.W.; Ho, K.L.; Walkinshaw, M.D. Crystallization and X-ray analysis of the T = 4 particle of
hepatitis B capsid protein with an N-terminal extension. Acta Crystallogr. Sect. F Struct. Biol. Cryst. Commun.
2007, 63, 642–647. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

27. Lee, K.W.; Tan, W.S. Recombinant hepatitis B virus core particles: Association, dissociation and encapsidation
of green fluorescent protein. J. Virol. Methods 2008, 151, 172–180. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

28. Biabanikhankahdani, R.; Alitheen, N.B.M.; Ho, K.L.; Tan, W.S. pH-responsive virus-like nanoparticles with
enhanced tumour-targeting ligands for cancer drug delivery. Sci. Rep. 2016, 6, 37891. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

29. Yang, S.-J.; Lin, F.-H.; Tsai, K.-C.; Wei, M.-F.; Tsai, H.-M.; Wong, J.-M.; Shieh, M.-J. Folic acid-conjugated
chitosan nanoparticles enhanced protoporphyrin IX accumulation in colorectal cancer cells. Bioconjug. Chem.
2010, 21, 679–689. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

30. Siwowska, K.; Schmid, R.M.; Cohrs, S.; Schibli, R.; Müller, C. Folate receptor-positive gynecological cancer
cells: In vitro and in vivo characterization. Pharmaceuticals 2017, 10, 72. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/c2cs15344k
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22388185
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/adma.201700141
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28681981
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C7PY01492A
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/nano5041690
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28347089
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2018/9780489
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ph6111361
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24287462
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/nano7070189
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28737672
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41392-017-0004-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29560283
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/molecules23020378
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29439409
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biotechadv.2013.08.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23933109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/ncomms11838
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27319780
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/btm2.10049
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29313023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/c3ob41721b
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24413731
http://dx.doi.org/10.18388/abp.2016_1275
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27474402
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/emboj/17.23.6839
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9843489
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/BC.2003.042
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12715887
http://dx.doi.org/10.1107/S1744309107033726
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17671358
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jviromet.2008.05.025
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18584885
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep37891
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27883070
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/bc9004798
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20222677
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ph10030072
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28809784


Nanomaterials 2018, 8, 236 19 of 20

31. Liu, C.; Qi, Y.; Qiao, R.; Hou, Y.; Chan, K.; Li, Z.; Huang, J.; Jing, L.; Du, J.; Gao, M. Detection of early primary
colorectal cancer with upconversion luminescent NP-based molecular probes. Nanoscale 2016, 8, 12579–12587.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

32. Biabanikhankahdani, R.; Bayat, S.; Ho, K.L.; Alitheen, N.B.M.; Tan, W.S. A simple add-and-display method
for immobilisation of cancer drug on his-tagged virus-like nanoparticles for controlled drug delivery. Sci. Rep.
2017, 7, 5303. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. Bredehorst, R.; Von Wulffen, H.; Granato, C. Quantitation of hepatitis B virus (HBV) core antigen in
serum in the presence of antibodies to HBV core antigen: Comparison with assays of serum HBV DNA,
DNA polymerase, and HBV e antigen. J. Clin. Microbiol. 1985, 21, 593–598. [PubMed]

34. Yap, W.B.; Tey, B.T.; Ng, M.Y.T.; Ong, S.T.; Tan, W.S. N-terminally His-tagged hepatitis B core antigens:
Construction, expression, purification and antigenicity. J. Virol. Methods 2009, 160, 125–131. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

35. Yin, Y.; Zhang, S.; Cai, C.; Zhang, J.; Dong, D.; Guo, Q.; Fu, L.; Xu, J.; Chen, W. Deletion modification enhances
anthrax specific immunity and protective efficacy of a hepatitis B core particle-based anthrax epitope vaccine.
Immunobiology 2014, 219, 97–103. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

36. Toffoli, G.; Cernigoi, C.; Russo, A.; Gallo, A.; Bagnoli, M.; Boiocchi, M. Overexpression of folate binding
protein in ovarian cancers. Int. J. Cancer 1997, 74, 193–198. [CrossRef]

37. Cui, T.; Liang, J.-J.; Chen, H.; Geng, D.-D.; Jiao, L.; Yang, J.-Y.; Qian, H.; Zhang, C.; Ding, Y. Performance of
doxorubicin-conjugated gold nanoparticles: Regulation of drug location. ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces 2017, 9,
8569–8580. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

38. Aljabali, A.A.A.; Shukla, S.; Lomonossoff, G.P.; Steinmetz, N.F.; Evans, D.J. CPMV-DOX delivers. Mol. Pharm.
2012, 10, 3–10. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

39. Bao, Q.-Y.; Geng, D.-D.; Xue, J.-W.; Zhou, G.; Gu, S.-Y.; Ding, Y.; Zhang, C. Glutathione-mediated drug
release from tiopronin-conjugated gold nanoparticles for acute liver injury therapy. Int. J. Pharm. 2013, 446,
112–118. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

40. Ding, Y.; Liang, J.J.; Geng, D.D.; Wu, D.; Dong, L.; Shen, W.B.; Xia, X.H.; Zhang, C. Development of a liver-
targeting gold-PEG-galactose nanoparticle platform and a structure-function study. Part. Part. Syst. Charact.
2014, 31, 347–356. [CrossRef]

41. Gillies, E.R.; Frechet, J.M.J. Dendrimers and dendritic polymers in drug delivery. Drug Discov. Today 2005, 10,
35–43. [CrossRef]

42. Jain, N.K.; Gupta, U. Application of dendrimer–drug complexation in the enhancement of drug solubility
and bioavailability. Expert Opin. Drug Metab. Toxicol. 2008, 4, 1035–1052. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

43. Brune, K.D.; Leneghan, D.B.; Brian, I.J.; Ishizuka, A.S.; Bachmann, M.F.; Draper, S.J.; Biswas, S.; Howarth, M.
Plug-and-display: Decoration of virus-like particles via isopeptide bonds for modular immunization. Sci. Rep.
2016, 6, 19234. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Chuang, S.-Y.; Lin, C.-H.; Huang, T.-H.; Fang, J.-Y. Lipid-based nanoparticles as a potential delivery approach
in the treatment of rheumatoid arthritis. Nanomaterials 2018, 8, 42. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Derakhshandeh, K.; Azandaryani, A.H. Active-targeted nanotherapy as smart cancer treatment. In Smart
Drug Delivery System; InTech: New York, NY, USA, 2016.

46. Lu, J.; Zhao, W.; Huang, Y.; Liu, H.; Marquez, R.; Gibbs, R.B.; Li, J.; Venkataramanan, R.; Xu, L.; Li, S.
Targeted delivery of doxorubicin by folic acid-decorated dual functional nanocarrier. Mol. Pharm. 2014, 11,
4164–4178. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

47. Jaimes-Aguirre, L.; Morales-Avila, E.; Ocampo-García, B.E.; Medina, L.A.; López-Téllez, G.; Gibbens-Bandala, B.V.;
Izquierdo-Sánchez, V. Biodegradable poly (D,L-lactide-co-glycolide)/poly (l-γ-glutamic acid) nanoparticles
conjugated to folic acid for targeted delivery of doxorubicin. Mater. Sci. Eng. C 2017, 76, 743–751. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

48. Norouzi, P.; Mottaghitalab, F.; Mirzazadeh Tekie, F.S.; Dinarvand, R.; Mirzaie, Z.H.; Atyabi, F. Design and
fabrication of dual-targeted delivery system based on gemcitabine conjugated human serum albumin
nanoparticles. Chem. Biol. Drug Des. 2017. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

49. Pattni, B.S.; Chupin, V.V.; Torchilin, V.P. New developments in liposomal drug delivery. Chem. Rev. 2015, 115,
10938–10966. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

50. Allen, T.M.; Cullis, P.R. Liposomal drug delivery systems: From concept to clinical applications. Adv. Drug
Deliv. Rev. 2013, 65, 36–48. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C5NR07858J
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26662173
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-05525-4
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28706267
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3988901
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jviromet.2009.04.038
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19433111
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.imbio.2013.08.008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24054942
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0215(19970422)74:2&lt;193::AID-IJC10&gt;3.0.CO;2-F
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acsami.6b16669
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28218512
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/mp3002057
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22827473
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpharm.2013.01.073
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23416166
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/ppsc.201300120
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1359-6446(04)03276-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1517/17425255.4.8.1035
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18680439
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/srep19234
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26781591
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/nano8010042
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29342965
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/mp500389v
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25265550
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.msec.2017.03.145
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28482586
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cbdd.13044
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28640541
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemrev.5b00046
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26010257
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.addr.2012.09.037
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23036225


Nanomaterials 2018, 8, 236 20 of 20

51. Elsabahy, M.; Wooley, K.L. Design of polymeric nanoparticles for biomedical delivery applications. Chem. Soc. Rev.
2012, 41, 2545–2561. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

52. Brewer, E.; Coleman, J.; Lowman, A. Emerging technologies of polymeric nanoparticles in cancer drug
delivery. J. Nanomater. 2011, 2011, 408675. [CrossRef]

53. Wang, A.Z.; Langer, R.; Farokhzad, O.C. Nanoparticle delivery of cancer drugs. Annu. Rev. Med. 2012, 63, 185–198.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

54. Hong, R.-L.; Huang, C.-J.; Tseng, Y.-L.; Pang, V.F.; Chen, S.-T.; Liu, J.-J.; Chang, F.-H. Direct comparison of
liposomal doxorubicin with or without polyethylene glycol coating in C-26 tumor-bearing mice. Clin. Cancer Res.
1999, 5, 3645–3652. [PubMed]

55. Armstrong, J.K.; Hempel, G.; Koling, S.; Chan, L.S.; Fisher, T.; Meiselman, H.J.; Garratty, G. Antibody against
poly(ethylene glycol) adversely affects PEG-asparaginase therapy in acute lymphoblastic leukemia patients.
Cancer 2007, 110, 103–111. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

56. Keeney, M.; Jiang, X.Y.; Yamane, M.; Lee, M.; Goodman, S.; Yang, F. Nanocoating for biomolecule delivery
using layer-by-layer self-assembly. J. Mater. Chem. B 2015, 3, 8757–8770. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

57. Liu, X.Q.; Picart, C. Layer-by-layer assemblies for cancer treatment and diagnosis. Adv. Mater. 2016, 28,
1295–1301. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

58. Thompson, M.T.; Berg, M.C.; Tobias, I.S.; Rubner, M.F.; Van Vliet, K.J. Tuning compliance of nanoscale
polyelectrolyte multilayers to modulate cell adhesion. Biomaterials 2005, 26, 6836–6845. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

59. Hammond, P.T. Building biomedical materials layer-by-layer. Mater. Today 2012, 15, 196–206. [CrossRef]
60. Nagayasu, A.; Uchiyama, K.; Kiwada, H. The size of liposomes: A factor which affects their targeting efficiency

to tumors and therapeutic activity of liposomal antitumor drugs. Adv. Drug Deliv. Rev. 1999, 40, 75–87.
[CrossRef]

61. Huang, Y.-Z.; Gao, J.-Q.; Liang, W.-Q.; Nakagawa, S. Preparation and characterization of liposomes
encapsulating chitosan nanoparticles. Biol. Pharm. Bull. 2005, 28, 387–390. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

62. Lee, L.A.; Wang, Q. Adaptations of nanoscale viruses and other protein cages for medical applications.
Nanomed. Nanotechnol. Biol. Med. 2006, 2, 137–149. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

63. Narang, A.; Chang, R.-K.; Hussain, M.A. Pharmaceutical development and regulatory considerations for
nanoparticles and nanoparticulate drug delivery systems. J. Pharm. Sci. 2013, 102, 3867–3882. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

64. Makadia, H.K.; Siegel, S.J. Poly lactic-co-glycolic acid (PLGA) as biodegradable controlled drug delivery
carrier. Polymers 2011, 3, 1377–1397. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

65. Hovlid, M.L.; Lau, J.L.; Breitenkamp, K.; Higginson, C.J.; Laufer, B.; Manchester, M.; Finn, M.G. Encapsidated
atom-transfer radical polymerization in Qβ virus-like nanoparticles. ACS Nano 2014, 8, 8003–8014. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

66. Champion, J.A.; Katare, Y.K.; Mitragotri, S. Particle shape: A new design parameter for micro-and nanoscale
drug delivery carriers. J. Control. Release 2007, 121, 3–9. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

67. Tang, K.F.; Abdullah, M.P.; Yusoff, K.; Tan, W.S. Interactions of hepatitis B core antigen and peptide inhibitors.
J. Med. Chem. 2007, 50, 5620–5626. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

68. Bradford, M.M. A rapid and sensitive method for the quantitation of microgram quantities of protein
utilizing the principle of protein-dye binding. Anal. Biochem. 1976, 72, 248–254. [CrossRef]

69. Ren, Y.; Wong, S.M.; Lim, L.-Y. Folic acid-conjugated protein cages of a plant virus: A novel delivery platform
for doxorubicin. Bioconjug. Chem. 2007, 18, 836–843. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

70. Zeng, Q.; Wen, H.; Wen, Q.; Chen, X.; Wang, Y.; Xuan, W.; Liang, J.; Wan, S. Cucumber mosaic virus as drug
delivery vehicle for doxorubicin. Biomaterials 2013, 34, 4632–4642. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

71. Yoon, K.Y.; Tan, W.S.; Tey, B.T.; Lee, K.W.; Ho, K.L. Native agarose gel electrophoresis and electroelution:
A fast and cost-effective method to separate the small and large hepatitis B capsids. Electrophoresis 2013, 34,
244–253. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

© 2018 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/c2cs15327k
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22334259
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2011/408675
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-med-040210-162544
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21888516
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10589782
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cncr.22739
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17516438
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C5TB00450K
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27099754
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/adma.201502660
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26390356
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2005.05.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15972236
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1369-7021(12)70090-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0169-409X(99)00041-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1248/bpb.28.387
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15684508
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nano.2006.07.009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17292136
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jps.23691
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24037829
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/polym3031377
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22577513
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/nn502043d
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25073013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jconrel.2007.03.022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17544538
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jm070468d
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17918821
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0003-2697(76)90527-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/bc060361p
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17407258
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2013.03.017
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23528229
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/elps.201200257
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23161478
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Results 
	Conjugation of tHBcAg VLNPs with FA 
	Internalisation of FA-Conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs into HeLa Cells 
	Conjugation of Doxorubicin and Folic Acid to tHBcAg VLNPs 
	Migration Profile of tHBcAg VLNPs Conjugated with Doxorubicin and Folic Acid in a Native Agarose Gel 
	DOX Uptake by Cancer and Normal Cells 
	Cytotoxicity of tHBcAg VLNPs Conjugated with Doxorubicin and Folic Acid 

	Discussion 
	Materials and Methods 
	Expression and Purification of tHBcAg VLNPs 
	Conjugation of tHBcAg VLNPs with Folic Acid 
	UV-Visible Spectroscopy 
	Cancer and Normal Cell Lines 
	Immuno-Fluorescence Microscopy 
	Conjugation of DOX to tHBcAg VLNPs 
	Native Agarose Gel Electrophoresis (NAGE) 
	Transmission Electron Microscopy 
	Cellular Uptake of DOX-Conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs 
	Live-Cell Imaging 
	Cytotoxicity of DOX-Conjugated tHBcAg VLNPs 

	Conclusions 
	References

