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Abstract: Bioanalytical methods, in particular electrochemical biosensors, are increasingly used in
different industrial sectors due to their simplicity, low cost, and fast response. However, to be able to
reliably use this type of device, it is necessary to undertake in-depth evaluation of their fundamental
analytical parameters. In this work, analytical parameters of an amperometric biosensor based on
covalent immobilization of glucose oxidase (GOx) were evaluated. GOx was immobilized using
plasma-grafted pentafluorophenyl methacrylate (pgPFM) as an anchor onto a tailored HEMA-co-
EGDA hydrogel that coats a titanium dioxide nanotubes array (TiO2NTAs). Finally, chitosan was
used to protect the enzyme molecules. The biosensor offered outstanding analytical parameters:
repeatability (RSD = 1.7%), reproducibility (RSD = 1.3%), accuracy (deviation = 4.8%), and robustness
(RSD = 2.4%). In addition, the Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensor
showed good long-term stability; after 20 days, it retained 89% of its initial sensitivity. Finally, glucose
concentrations of different food samples were measured and compared using an official standard
method (HPLC). Deviation was lower than 10% in all measured samples. Therefore, the developed
biosensor can be considered to be a reliable analytical tool for quantification measurements.

Keywords: bioanalytical methods; electrochemical biosensor; hydroxyethyl methacrylate (HEMA);
pentafluorophenyl methacrylate (PFM); glucose oxidase (GOx)

1. Introduction

Biosensors and related bioanalytical tools are increasingly used as complements for
standard analytical methods in a large number of applications, such as environmental
monitoring [1–3], clinical diagnostic [4–6], and food analysis [7–9]. These devices offer
fast and cost-effective measurements that can be made in situ, and are able to provide
real-time measurements. Moreover, they are easy to miniaturize and, in most cases, require
minimum or no sample preparation [10]. In this context, significant efforts have been
recently made to develop wearable and non-invasive biosensors for in vivo monitoring
of complex samples [11–13]. The combination of new communication technologies, such
as smartphones and tablets, with these bioanalytical devices allow the development and
acquisition of easy-to-use devices and easy-to-read measurements [14,15].

The main challenge for commercial bioanalytical devices commonly lies in the material
used as an interface. This material must be biocompatible or able to generate a bio-friendly
environment, have a high surface area, be easy to manufacture, and, for electrochemical
biosensors, have intrinsic conductivity [16]. In addition, when the target analyte is a large
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biomolecule, such as a nucleic acid or protein, additional challenges exist related to surface
fouling and non-specific adsorption of molecules at its interface [17]. Fouling is defined
as spontaneous accumulation of solids on the biosensor surface [18]. These solids result
in blocking, which obstructs the flow of analyte and products from the matrix of the mea-
surement solution to the bioreceptor, and vice versa. Therefore, the biosensor sensitivity
decreases, possibly causing interference, reducing the quantification reliability, and usu-
ally, negatively affecting the operational lifetime. To minimize these problems, different
strategies can be applied, which are classified into passive and active approaches [19].
Active approaches are based on removing already-adsorbed fouling elements, and can
be achieved using temperature-responsive materials [20], acoustic waves [21], or mechan-
ical actuation [22]. By comparison, passive approaches are related to the prevention of
incoming fouling. Passive techniques usually imply the use of polymers or hydrogels
as protective barriers [23–27]. For example, polyhydroxyethyl methacrylate (pHEMA) is
an excellent candidate for generating protective barriers against fouling because it is a
hydrophilic polymer that exhibits resistance to nonspecific adhesion of proteins [28–30].

It is worth mentioning that to effectively manage quality control and perform quality
assurance tests, it is critical to monitor specific targets with accuracy, precision, and robust-
ness [31,32]. Unfortunately, the reliability of biosensors is usually limited. Commercial
biosensors provide accuracy values around ±20% and require recalibration several times
per day using standard solutions [33]. In addition, quantification by direct interpolation to
a calibration curve can lead to matrix effect problems. For this reason, analytical methods
that do not require a calibration curve for operation are an attractive alternative for this
type of sensor. In some cases, the standard additions method is a viable methodology to
mitigate matrix effects and improve accuracy in the quantification process [34–36].

Furthermore, classical analytical techniques, such as HPLC or spectrophotometry,
are usually time consuming, have a high cost, require expert staff, and involve complex
sample preparation methods. For this reason, the development of rapid, low-cost, and
easy-to-perform methods remains an active research area. Electrochemical biosensors are
one of the most attractive options in this field due to their promising characteristics that
fulfil these market demands.

In the present work, the analytical parameters of an electrochemical biosensor were
evaluated following an electrochemical method for glucose quantification. Measurements
were performed using an amperometric configuration based on covalent immobilization of
glucose oxidase (GOx) onto an electrochemical platform. This platform was obtained by
grafting PFM (pentafluorophenyl methacrylate) onto tailored plasma polymerized HEMA-
co-EGDA (ppHEMA-co-EGDA) hydrogel, which coats a titanium dioxide nanotubes array
(TiO2NTAs). The biosensor architecture offers several benefits for its analytical performance,
such as the high surface area of TiO2NTAs, which increases sensitivity; biocompatibility;
covalent immobilization of GOx via amide bond formation, which minimizes leakage of
enzymes from the biosensor structure; and the protective film of chitosan, which increases
the long-term stability.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Materials

Titanium (99.7%), GOx type VII from Aspergillus niger, low molecular weight chitosan,
and hydroxyethyl methacrylate (HEMA) were all supplied by Sigma Aldrich. Pentaflu-
orophenyl methacrylate (PFM) was supplied by Apollo Scientific, and Argon 5.0 was
supplied by Carburos Metaálicos.

2.2. Biosensor Preparation

First, Ti/TiO2NTAs was obtained by anodic oxidation (applied voltage 30 V for 17 h).
The anodization process is explained in more detail in reference [37]. Then, the PFM plasma
grafted surface was performed using an initial film deposition of HEMA-co-EGDA. This
process is described in more detail in a previous work [38]. Briefly, plasma modification
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techniques were applied to the Ti/TiO2NTAs electrode to obtain a polymerized film of
HEMA-co-EGDA and a grafted deposition of PFM. All the plasma modification were
carried out in a stainless-steel vertical plasma reactor (base pressure about 9 × 10−4 mbar).
To obtain the ppHEMA-co-EGDA film, the reactor was fed with approximately twice as
much monomer (HEMA, 3.6 × 10−2 mbar) as cross-linker (EGDA, 1.2 × 10−2 mbar), and
plasma polymerization was performed (20 W, duty cycle 2/22) for 10 min. Then, the
ppHEMA-co-EGDA film was activated by Ar plasma and PFM was grafted at 7.7 × 10−2

mbar for 15 min. Thus, Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM electrodes were ob-
tained. Finally, GOx was immobilized by placing 20 µL of a GOx solution (15 mg/500 µL)
on the modified PFM/grafted film. Figure 1 shows a schematic representation of the
covalent immobilization process applied to attach the glucose oxidase molecules to the
TiO2NTAs.
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Figure 1. Scheme showing the covalent immobilization process. First, a plasma modification technique was used to obtain
ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM film. Then, covalent immobilization of GOx was undertaken via amide bond formation.

When the biosensors were not in use, they were immersed in 0.1 M PBS (pH 7.0)
at 4 ◦C.

2.3. Electrochemical Measurements

Electrochemical measurements were performed using a Autolab 302N potentio-
stat/galvanostat and a standard three-electrode configuration (RE Ag/AgCl/3 M KCl
and CE Pt foil). The working electrode was mounted in an RDE system (EG&G PARC
model 616). The voltage applied to the biosensor was set to −0.4 V vs. Ag/AgCl/3 M
KCl reference electrode, and amperometric measurements were performed at 2000 rpm. A
schematic representation of the experimental setup is shown in Figure 2.

To perform the measurements, 100 mL of PBS 0.1 M (pH 7.0) was added to the
measuring cell and the flowing current was measured continuously.

2.4. Glucose Determination in Food Samples

Glucose was determined using the standard addition method, in a set of different
samples, using the developed biosensor. For this purpose, the current was continuously
measured by applying a constant potential of −0.4 V vs. ref. Under these conditions, a
blank signal corresponding to 100 mL of 0.1 M PBS (pH 7.0) was registered. After 2 min,
the required amount of sample was placed without farther preparation into the measuring
vessel. Finally, two consecutive glucose additions of a standard solution were made.
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HPLC measurements were performed using the procedure described by the AOAC
Official Method [39]. Samples for HPLC measurements were prepared as described in our
previous work [37,38].
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Figure 2. Schematic representation of the experimental setup.

3. Results and Discussion

Glucose biosensors were prepared by covalent immobilization of GOx using PFM as an
enzyme anchor via amide bond formation [40–43]. It was demonstrated in previous work
that when PFM plasma was grafted onto an organic film of plasma polymerized HEMA-
co-EGDA, the immobilized GOx molecules presented conformational active structures [38].
In previous work, the chemical reaction between PFM groups (plasma polymerized and
grafted) was extensively studied, demonstrating the ability of PFM to react with amines,
using IRRAS spectroscopy [44]. Thus, plasma grafting allowed high enzymatic activity of
GOx on the electrode surface to be maintained.

Glucose measurements were indirectly made by reducing hydrogen peroxide to water
at the electrochemical interface (Ti/TiO2NTAs). H2O2 was generated by the enzymatic
conversion of glucose to gluconic acid in the presence of oxygen (see Reactions (1) and (2)):

Glucose + O2 → H2O2 + Gluconic Acid (1)

H2O2 + 2 H+ + 2e− → 2H2 (2)

In previous work, using a similar biosensor architecture, the applied working potential
was determined to be −0.4 V vs. the reference electrode (Ag/AgCl/KCl 3M) [37]. In this
manner, classical reductive interferents, such as ascorbic acid or citric acid, can be avoided.
In the present work, it was assumed that the working potential was not affected by the
PFM plasma grafting. This modification technique generates isolated brushes of PFM in
the electrochemical interface (TiO2NTAs/Ti), which should not alter the electrochemical
capacity of the biosensor following the reduction of H2O2 to H2O [38].

The linear range, limit of detection (LOD), and limit of quantification (LOQ) of the
Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensor were reported in a
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previous work [38]. The obtained values were: linear range from 0.25 to 1.49 mM, sensitivity
9.76 µA·mM−1, LOD 0.10 mM, and LOQ 0.20 mM. In addition, in the present work, the
sensitivity of three different biosensors was measured, in addition to LOD and LOQ in the
same linear range (from 0.25 to 1.49 mM glucose). The data are shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Values of sensitivity, LOD, and LOQ obtained for several Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-
co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensors. The linear range was equal for all of the evalu-
ated sensors.

Biosensors
Sensitivity/µA·mM−1

LOD/mM LOQ/mM
Individual Values Average

[38] 9.76

8.53 ± 2.39

0.10 0.20

Present work
8.63 0.12 0.20
5.15 0.14 0.21
10.58 0.10 0.19

Table 1 shows that differences between replicates were obtained (sensitivity, LOD, and
LOQ). The average sensitivity was 8.53 ± 2.39 µA·mM−1. The variation of the sensitivity
values is attributed to the complex construction process of the biosensor. However, it
should be noted that this variation does not affect the sample quantification because it is
performed using the standard addition method.

In the present work, we undertake in-depth evaluation of the sensor’s analytical
performance.

3.1. Evaluation of the Biosensor Enzymatic Activity

The enzymatic activity of immobilized enzymes is an important parameter for eval-
uating the development processes of new biosensors. The greater the enzymatic activity,
the better the biosensor performance. An indicator of the enzymatic activity exhibited
by enzyme molecules is the Michaelis–Menten constant (KM), which is defined as the
concentration of substrate necessary for the rate of the enzymatic reaction to reach a value
equal to half the maximum rate. The lower the KM value, the greater the ability of the
substrate to bind to the active center of the enzyme and, therefore, the greater the catalytic
activity of the enzyme [45]. By performing amperometric determinations, it is possible to
relate the electrochemical information of the biosensors to the enzyme activity; to do this,
the apparent Michaelis−Menten constant (KM

app) is estimated using the Lineweaver−Burk
equation (Equation (3)) [46].

1
iss

=
1

imax
+

kapp
M

imax
· 1
Cglucose

(3)

where iss (µA) is the steady-state response current after the addition of the substrate,
imax (µA) is the maximum current under saturated substrate conditions, and Cglucose
(mM) is the bulk glucose concentration. Therefore, by plotting the inverse of the substrate
concentration vs. the inverse of the corrected intensity, a straight line with slope KM

app/imax
and with the intercept equal to 1/imax is obtained. A calibration curve obtained with the
Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensor is used to obtain
this information, and is presented in Figure 3.

As shown in Figure 3, the obtained linear regression equation using the data from the
calibration curve was 1/iss (µA−1) = −0.083·1/CGlucose (mM−1) − 0.020. Under the condi-
tions of this study, KM

app of Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan
biosensors was estimated to be 4.20 mM. This determination was repeated using three
different Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensors to mea-
sure its deviation. The resulting average KM

app value was 3.44 ± 0.67 mM with a relative
standard deviation (RSD%) equal to 20%. This variation can be associated with the con-
struction process in which several critical steps, such as the TiO2NTAs synthesis or plasma
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modification steps, can induce slight differences in the GOx immobilization and distribu-
tion. The obtained KM

app value was compared with others reported in the literature for
similar glucose biosensors (see Table 2).
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Table 2. Values of the apparent Michaelis–Menten constant of different glucose biosensors described
in the literature and of the Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensor
developed in the present work. The value shown in the present work is the average value and its
deviation obtained from three different biosensors.

Biosensor KM
app/mM Reference

GCE-CNT/GOx 5.95–14.50 [45]
GCE/CS/CNT/Au-

PtNPs/GOx 5.20 [47]

CNT/Pt/GOx/Nafion 10.11 [48]
Ti/TiO2NT/AuNPs/GOx 7.2 [49]

Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-
EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan 3.44 ± 0.67 Present work

Table 2 shows that the Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan
biosensor yielded a low KM

app value (3.44 ± 0.67 mM) compared with others reported
in the literature. This KM

app value implies a strong ability of substrate binding and high
enzymatic activity of the immobilized enzyme molecules. Hence, the biosensors developed
in the present work offer a greater affinity towards glucose than those listed in Table 2.
This can be related to the enzymatic immobilization process that generates a biocompatible
microenvironment for GOx molecules. This specific microenvironment offers adequate pH
conditions and low hydrophobicity, and allows diffusion of reagents and products to/from
the active center of the enzyme, blocking the passage of interferents. For these reasons,
biosensors developed in the present work can maintain excellent catalyst activity once GOx
molecules are immobilized.

3.2. Evaluation of Accuracy

Accuracy is the ability of the analytical method to provide values close to a given
reference value. One of the simplest approaches to determine accuracy is to calculate the
deviation between the obtained results using the tested method and a reference method.
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In the present work, glucose concentration of a commercial orange soft drink (test
sample) was determined using high-performance liquid chromatography (HPLC) as the ref-
erence method and Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensor
as the tested method.

The standard addition method was used to quantify glucose using the developed
biosensor. The amperometric response of the Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/
GOx/Chitosan biosensor was continuously monitored by applying −0.4 V vs. ref. at
2000 rpm. The blank signal was registered for 2 min (100 mL of PBS). Then, 250 µL of
sample was added to the measuring vessel. Finally, two additions of 0.25 mM glucose
standard were made. Figure 4 shows the measured current over time after each addition.
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Figure 4. Current-time plot of the Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan
biosensor with an applied potential of -0.4 V when 250 mL of sample and two additions of 0.25 mM
glucose injections were made.

As shown in Figure 4, the registered current after the sample addition increased by
approximately 1.3 µA, whereas after each standard injection (0.25 mM glucose) the current
increment was about 2.2 µA. These current increments resulted from the reduction of
H2O2 to H2O, which occurred due to the enzymatic reaction (see Reactions (1) and (2)).
The additions curve was derived by plotting the corrected current vs. the added glucose
concentration. The glucose content in the sample was quantified by extrapolation in this
addition curve.

Glucose concentration in the test sample was initially determined by HPLC. Measure-
ments were performed using two replicates. Glucose determination using the biosensor
was performed using three replicate measurements. The obtained results are shown
in Table 3.

Table 3. Glucose determination using different analytical techniques on the same orange soft drink
sample.

Method [Glucose] ± s/M RSD/% Deviation/%

HPLC 0.251 ± 0.001 0.3
4.8Biosensor 0.263 ± 0.005 1.7

Table 3 shows that the obtained glucose concentration in the test sample determined
by HPLC was 0.251 ± 0.001 M. The glucose content when the biosensor was used was
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0.263 ± 0.005 M. The deviation between the two values was 4.8%. The Food and Drug
Administration (FDA) established that a new bioanalytical method is accurate when the de-
viation between the obtained value and the reference value is below 15% [50]. In this work,
the deviation was 4.8%, lower than the limit specified by the FDA. The obtained results
demonstrate that Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensor
was able to determine glucose concentration with sufficient accuracy.

3.3. Evaluation of Precision

Precision indicates the ability of the analytical method to deliver the same results when
performing different measurements. To evaluate the precision of the method, repeatability
and reproducibility were evaluated. The Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/
Chitosan biosensor was used to determine the glucose content in a soft drink (test sample).
All determinations were carried out using the standard addition method.

The repeatability of the analytical method was evaluated on the same laboratory
session using the same biosensor. Three replicate measurements of the glucose content in
the test sample were performed and results are shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Study of the system repeatability. Measurements were performed on the same day using the
same Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensor.

Replicate [Glucose]/M [Glucose] Average ± s/M RSD/%

1 0.260
0.263 ± 0.005 1.72 0.268

3 0.261

As shown in Table 4, the biosensor yielded an average glucose concentration equal to
0.263 ± 0.005 M with a relative standard deviation (RSD%) lower than the reference value
established by the AOAC (1.9%) [51].

In addition, the method reproducibility was evaluated by measuring the glucose con-
tent of the test sample during three different laboratory sessions using the same biosensor.
The obtained results can be seen in Table 5.

Table 5. Study of the system reproducibility. Measurements were performed on three different days
using the same Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensor.

Day [Glucose]/M [Glucose] Average ± s/M RSD/%

1 0.266
0.262 ± 0.003 1.32 0.261

3 0.260

As shown in Table 5, the biosensor offered an average glucose concentration equal to
0.262± 0.003 M. In this case, the relative standard deviation (RSD%) of these measurements
was lower than the reference value established by AOAC (4.0%) [52].

For the development of bioanalytical methods, the Food and Drug Administration
stablished that the precision determined should not exceed 15% of the RSD [53]. The
results obtained not only meet this criterion, but also the more restrictive criteria stablished
by the AOAC [51,52]. Therefore, it is possible to affirm that Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-
EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensors can be used to determine the glucose concen-
tration with sufficient precision.

3.4. Evaluation of Robustness

Robustness is a measure of the susceptibility of an analytical method to changes that
might occur during routine analysis, and provides an indication of the method’s reliability
during normal use. It also shows the ability to reproduce the analytical method under
different circumstances without the occurrence of unexpected differences [54].
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For the validation of bioanalytical methods, it is not necessary to determine the
robustness; however, this can be helpful to anticipate problems that may occur during
the measurements [53]. In the present work, robustness was tested to anticipate po-
tential problems related to the construction process of the biosensor that can affect the
final glucose quantification. In this context, three different Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-
EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensors were constructed and then used to quantify the
glucose content in the test sample on three different days. The obtained results are shown
in Table 6.

Table 6. Study of the system robustness. Measurements were performed on three different days
using three different Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensors.

Day Biosensor [Glucose]/M [Glucose] Average ±
s/M RSD/%

1 1 0.258
0.266 ± 0.006 2.42 2 0.270

3 3 0.268

Table 6 shows that the average glucose concentration obtained in the robustness test
was 0.266 ± 0.006 M with an RSD of 2.4%. Because the RSD does not exceed 15% [53], it is
possible to affirm that the quantification method is robust. Consequently, the manufactur-
ing steps of Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensors do not
have an influence on the glucose quantification process.

3.5. Evaluation of Long-Term Stability

Long-term stability is a pivotal requirement of a biosensor. This parameter defines the
period during which the biosensor can be used with sufficient reliability. The long-term
stability of the biosensors was evaluated by measuring its performance every few days; the
slopes of calibration curves (related to sensitivity) obtained on several days were compared.
Figure 5 shows the evolution over time of the sensitivity for three Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-
co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensors.
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Figure 4 shows that sensitivity decreases over time. During the first 20 days following
the construction of the biosensors, sensitivity showed slightly deviations for each biosensor.
After 20 days, the developed biosensors conserved 89% of their initial sensitivity. However,
after 20 days, the decrease in sensitivity became more pronounced. Finally, after 30 days
the decrease in sensitivity was greater than 80% compared with the initial value in all cases.

A decrease in sensitivity is caused by enzyme deactivation, which can occur for several
reasons. First, it should be noted that hydrogen peroxide generated during the enzymatic
reaction can damage the enzyme molecules. H2O2 is a highly oxidizing compound that
can react with some of the amino acids present in the structure of glucose oxidase [55,56],
causing modifications to its structure and affecting its catalytic activity. Second, pH can also
alter the structural conformation of the immobilized enzymes. Even maintaining pH 7.0
using a 0.1 M PBS solution, local significant pH variations may occur inside the nanotubes
because of the reduction of H2O2 to H2O. These local pH alterations can affect the inter-
and intramolecular bonds that generate the active structure of the enzyme, causing its
deactivation [57]. Finally, the degradation of chitosan is another factor to be considered.
Chitosan acts as a protective film. As time passes, this film is degraded. Consequently,
enzyme molecules are more exposed to the measurement medium. Thus, as chitosan
degrades, GOx can more easily lose its biologically active conformation. It is reported
that chitosan films are stable for a period of four weeks stored at 4 ◦C [58], which is in
concordance with the long-term stability of the developed biosensors. It must be noted
that, in the present work, biosensors were immersed in 0.1 M PBS (pH 7.0) at 4 ◦C when
were not in use.

It should also be noted that the three evaluated Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/
pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensors showed different sensitivities. This difference is associ-
ated with the construction process; the anodization process to obtain the electrochemical
interface and surface plasma modification involves several steps that can influence the final
active area of the electrochemical interface. Equally, it is possible that the population of
enzymes in their biologically active conformation differs slightly between biosensors. Thus,
a certain variation between sensitivity values can be obtained. It should be noted that,
despite the differences observed between biosensors, the glucose quantification is not com-
promised because the quantification is carried out by the standard addition method, and
not by direct interpolation of a calibration curve. This fact was previously demonstrated in
the robustness study (RDS 2.4%).

3.6. Food Sample Quantification

It was demonstrated that the Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan
biosensors developed in the present work met the quality standards required to quantify glu-
cose with reliability. All analytical parameters tested were in good agreement with the highly
demanding AOAC and FDA quality standards. To demonstrate the versality of the proposed
bioanalytical method, the developed biosensors were used to quantify glucose in six different
samples: two soft drinks, one soya sauce, one tomato sauce, one yoghurt, and one sweetened
nuts beverage (Spanish horchata). These complex sample matrices were selected because
they show classical quantification problems. For example, lactose and galactose present in
dairy products are common interferents in glucose quantification by HPLC. Moreover, high
protein and fat content can cause unspecific adhesion on the electrode surface that can lead
to quantification errors. Soy and tomato sauces present high fat and protein concentrations.
Other classical interferents for amperometric glucose quantification are ascorbic and citric
acids, which are both usually present in soft drinks [59].

Samples were also analyzed using HPLC and the obtained glucose concentrations were
considered to be reference values. Samples were analyzed using two replicate measure-
ments by both techniques, HPLC and amperometric biosensors. Glucose concentrations
in each sample and their standard deviations (s), in addition to the deviation between the
two methods, are shown in Table 7.
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Table 7. Glucose concentration values obtained using the Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-
EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensor and HPLC values. Standard deviation (s) and deviation of
both methods are also shown.

Sample [Glucose]biosensor ± s/M [Glucose]HPLC ± s/M Deviation %

Orange Soft Drink 0.263 ± 0.005 0.251 ± 0.001 4.8
Lemon Soft Drink 0.164 ± 0.001 0.150 ± 0.001 9.1

Soya Sauce 0.087 ± 0.002 0.096 ± 0.001 −9.7
Tomato Sauce 0.559 ± 0.009 0.515 ± 0.005 8.4

Yoghurt 0.188 ± 0.002 0.174 ± 0.001 8.1
Horchata 0.038 ± 0.002 0.035 ± 0.001 8.5

The results obtained by amperometric measurements using the biosensors were in
good agreement with HPLC reference values (see Table 7) because the deviation from the
reference value was lower than 15% in all cases (the standard established for bioanalytical
methods [53]). Therefore, the constructed biosensors showed excellent analytical properties
and the proposed quantification method allowed glucose to be determined in complex
samples with adequate sensitivity, accuracy, precision, and robustness. Moreover, the
described biosensor system offers the advantages of short analysis time, and the capability
to be repeated due to long-term stability.

Furthermore, it should be noted that the intrinsic structure of the Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppH
EMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensors developed in this work can be of
special interest for clinical diagnostic and in vivo/real time measurements:

• Electrochemical interfaces based on titanium and titanium (IV) oxide promote the
biocompatibility of the system; titanium is a pharmacologically inert metal that does
not cause allergic reactions in the immune system and the human body does not reject
it. Moreover, TiO2NTAs offers a high surface area and the ability to promote charge
transfer processes. Thus, Ti/TiO2NTAs is an excellent electrochemical interface for
implantable biosensors.

• Chitosan acts as a protective barrier for the immobilized enzyme and provides confor-
mational stability to the measurement device. Chitosan is a biocompatible hydrogel
obtained from natural sources that prevents enzyme denaturalization because of its
high affinity for proteins [60]. Moreover, chitosan preserves its structure under adverse
conditions due to its high mechanical stability. For this reason, using chitosan, the
long-term stability of the biosensors is improved. The use of chitosan also improves
the biosensor’s sensitivity because this polymeric matrix blocks possible interfering
macromolecules.

• Poly-HEMA protects the electrochemical interface from adhesion of molecules that can
interfere with the analytical measurement and/or cause damage to the human body,
generating a foreign body response [61]. Therefore, the risk of rejection of implantable
devices is reduced by using this polymer in the biosensor’ architecture. Furthermore,
by using plasma techniques for HEMA polymerization, the obtained films follow the
shape of the electrochemical interface [62]. Thus, ppHEMA-co-EGDA films follow the
architecture of the TiO2NTAs, and both high specific surface area and high sensitivity
are maintained.

• Covalent immobilization of enzyme molecules provides several benefits. First, it
decreases the probability of enzyme leakage from the biosensor architecture. Second,
covalent configuration ensures that enzymes are located close enough to the transducer
to avoid the loss of the electrons produced from the enzymatic reaction. In addition,
the pgPFM surface shows high covalency, which is the ability of the surface to retain
the attached molecules after vigorous washing [63]. Hence, the developed biosensors
are likely to retain their sensitivity under milder conditions, such as those found in
the human bloodstream. Finally, the PFM plasma-grafting modification minimizes
enzyme deactivation during the immobilization process [38].
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It should also be noted that in our previous work [37] we used polymer entrapment
as an enzyme immobilization method in the sensor architecture. In contrast, in the present
work the enzyme immobilization process was changed to covalent binding (pgPFM and
HEMA-co-EGDA). An advantage of this method is that, because of the stable nature of the
bonds formed between the enzyme and matrix, the enzyme is not released into the solution
upon use. In addition, when covalent binding is used, the enzyme is strongly bound
to the matrix and is also stabilized [64]. Furthermore, GOx molecules adopt biological
active conformations (native and molten globule structures) when immobilized in the
pgPFM and HEMA-co-EGDA layer. This was demonstrated using QCM-D [38]. For this
reason, it was possible to increase the enzymatic capacity of the biosensor and, as a result,
a higher sensitivity than that of our previous work [37] (5.46 µA·mM−1) was obtained
(9.76 µA·mM−1).

Therefore, Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensors
showed outstanding analytical properties due to the synergy of the electrochemical in-
terface, the immobilization technique, and the protection matrix. In addition, because of
this synergy, the proposed biosensors have significant potential for the development of
implantable devices for biomedical applications.

4. Conclusions

The analytical parameters of Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan
biosensors were evaluated using a commercial soft drink as a test sample. The immobilized
enzyme molecules on the biosensor showed a strong ability of substrate binding and high
enzymatic activity, as indicated by the KM

app value of 3.44 ± 0.67 mM. In addition, measure-
ments undertaken with this biosensor showed high accuracy, with a deviation from HPLC
results equal to 4.8%. This biosensor offered excellent analytical parameters: high repeatability
(RSD = 1.7%), high reproducibility (RSD = 1.3%), and high robustness (RSD = 2.4%). Finally,
the long-term stability was further examined and after 20 days, the Ti/TiO2NTAs/ppHEMA-
co-EGDA/pgPFM/GOx/Chitosan biosensors retained 89% of their initial sensitivity.

Moreover, glucose quantification was performed in complex samples, in which sample
preparation only required dilution. For all of the studied samples, the obtained results
were in good agreement with the HPLC reference values. In addition, the proposed
biosensor was able to overcome typical sources of interference in glucose quantification,
such us galactose, ascorbic acid, fats, and proteins. Therefore, the proposed biosensor
can be considered to be an inexpensive, fast, and simple alternative to classical analytical
quantification methods.

The exceptional analytical properties of this biosensor can be attributed to its in-
trinsic architecture. The unique electrochemical platform is a versatile interface that is
biocompatible and promotes charge transfer processes, leading to increase sensitivity. The
immobilization process, which consists of the formation of an amide bond, minimizes the
loss of enzyme molecules. In conjunction with the use of chitosan as a protective barrier,
this improves long-term stability. Finally, the presence of polyHEMA, which prevents
nonspecific adhesion of proteins, ensures the biosensor has significant versatility. Due
to the synergy of these features, the proposed biosensor is a good candidate for future
applications in diagnostic, food, and environmental analysis.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, J.A., S.B. and S.C.; methodology, J.A., J.G.-P., M.A., R.T.,
S.B. and S.C.; validation, J.A., M.A. and S.C.; formal analysis, J.A., J.G.-P., M.A., R.T., S.B. and S.C.;
investigation, J.A., J.G.-P., M.A., R.T., S.B. and S.C.; resources, J.A., S.B. and S.C.; data curation, M.A.;
writing—original draft preparation, M.A.; writing—review and editing, J.A., J.G.-P., M.A., R.T., S.B.
and S.C.; supervision, J.A., S.B. and S.C.; project administration, J.A. and S.C.; funding acquisition,
J.A., S.B. and S.C. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.



Sensors 2021, 21, 4185 13 of 15

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

Acknowledgments: The authors wish to thank Francesc Broto from Institut Quimic de Sarria for the
HPLC analysis.

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

References
1. Campuzano, S.; Yáñez-Sedeño, P.; Pingarrón, J.M. Electrochemical Affinity Biosensors Based on Selected Nanostructures for Food

and Environmental Monitoring. Sensors 2020, 20, 5125. [CrossRef]
2. McConnell, E.M.; Nguyen, J.; Li, Y. Aptamer-Based Biosensors for Environmental Monitoring. Front. Chem. 2020, 8, 434.

[CrossRef]
3. Liu, B.; Zhuang, J.; Wei, G. Recent advances in the design of colorimetric sensors for environmental monitoring. Environ. Sci.

Nano 2020, 7, 2195–2213. [CrossRef]
4. Wang, H.; He, D.; Wan, K.; Sheng, X.; Cheng, H.; Huang, J.; Zhou, X.; He, X.; Wang, K. In situ multiplex detection of serum

exosomal microRNAs using an all-in-one biosensor for breast cancer diagnosis. Analyst 2020, 145, 3289–3296. [CrossRef]
5. Sun, Z.; Wang, L.; Wu, S.; Pan, Y.; Dong, Y.; Zhu, S.; Yang, J.; Yin, Y.; Li, G. An Electrochemical Biosensor Designed by Using

Zr-Based Metal–Organic Frameworks for the Detection of Glioblastoma-Derived Exosomes with Practical Application. Anal.
Chem. 2020, 92, 3819–3826. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

6. Kou, X.; Tong, L.; Shen, Y.; Zhu, W.; Yin, L.; Huang, S.; Zhu, F.; Chen, G.; Ouyang, G. Smartphone-assisted robust enzymes@MOFs-
based paper biosensor for point-of-care detection. Biosens. Bioelectron. 2020, 156, 112095. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

7. Bougadi, E.T.; Kalogianni, D.P. Paper-based DNA biosensor for food authenticity testing. Food Chem. 2020, 322, 126758. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

8. Ye, Y.; Ji, J.; Sun, Z.; Shen, P.; Sun, X. Recent advances in electrochemical biosensors for antioxidant analysis in foodstuff. TrAC
Trends Anal. Chem. 2020, 122, 115718. [CrossRef]

9. Zhou, Q.; Tang, D. Recent advances in photoelectrochemical biosensors for analysis of mycotoxins in food. TrAC Trends Anal.
Chem. 2020, 124, 115814. [CrossRef]

10. Bettazzi, F.; Marrazza, G.; Minunni, M.; Palchetti, I.; Scarano, S. Biosensors and Related Bioanalytical Tools. In Comprehensive
Analytical Chemistry; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2017; pp. 1–33.

11. Lee, H.-B.; Meeseepong, M.; Trung, T.Q.; Kim, B.-Y.; Lee, N.-E. A wearable lab-on-a-patch platform with stretchable nanostructured
biosensor for non-invasive immunodetection of biomarker in sweat. Biosens. Bioelectron. 2020, 156, 112133. [CrossRef]

12. Su, Y.; Yang, T.; Zhao, X.; Cai, Z.; Chen, G.; Yao, M.; Chen, K.; Bick, M.; Wang, J.; Li, S.; et al. A wireless energy transmission
enabled wearable active acetone biosensor for non-invasive prediabetes diagnosis. Nano Energy 2020, 74, 104941. [CrossRef]

13. Karpova, E.V.; Karyakina, E.E.; Karyakin, A.A. Wearable non-invasive monitors of diabetes and hypoxia through continuous
analysis of sweat. Talanta 2020, 215, 120922. [CrossRef]

14. Huang, L.; Xiao, W.; Xu, T.; Chen, H.; Jin, Z.; Zhang, Z.; Song, Q.; Tang, Y. Miniaturized Paper-Based Smartphone Biosensor for
Differential Diagnosis of Wild-type Pseudorabies Virus Infection versus Vaccination Immunization. Sens. Actuators B Chem. 2021,
327, 128893. [CrossRef]

15. Zhang, M.; Zhang, Y.; Yang, C.; Ma, C.; Tang, J. A smartphone-assisted portable biosensor using laccase-mineral hybrid
microflowers for colorimetric determination of epinephrine. Talanta 2021, 224, 121840. [CrossRef]

16. Otero, F.; Magner, E. Biosensors—Recent Advances and Future Challenges in Electrode Materials. Sensors 2020, 20, 3561.
[CrossRef]

17. Labib, M.; Sargent, E.H.; Kelley, S.O. Electrochemical Methods for the Analysis of Clinically Relevant Biomolecules. Chem. Rev.
2016, 116, 9001–9090. [CrossRef]

18. Schoenitz, M.; Grundemann, L.; Augustin, W.; Scholl, S. Fouling in microstructured devices: A review. Chem. Commun. 2015, 51,
8213–8228. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

19. Xu, J.; Lee, H. Anti-Biofouling Strategies for Long-Term Continuous Use of Implantable Biosensors. Chemosensors 2020, 8, 66.
[CrossRef]

20. Abraham, A.A.; Means, A.K.; Clubb, F.J.; Fei, R.; Locke, A.K.; Gacasan, E.G.; Coté, G.L.; Grunlan, M.A. Foreign Body Reaction to
a Subcutaneously Implanted Self-Cleaning, Thermoresponsive Hydrogel Membrane for Glucose Biosensors. ACS Biomater. Sci.
Eng. 2018, 4, 4104–4111. [CrossRef]

21. Pan, S.; Zhang, H.; Liu, W.; Wang, Y.; Pang, W.; Duan, X. Biofouling Removal and Protein Detection Using a Hypersonic Resonator.
ACS Sens. 2017, 2, 1175–1183. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

22. Park, H.; Raffiee, A.H.; John, S.W.M.; Ardekani, A.M.; Lee, H. Towards smart self-clearing glaucoma drainage device. Microsyst.
Nanoeng. 2018, 4, 35. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Wang, Y.; Cui, M.; Jiao, M.; Luo, X. Antifouling and ultrasensitive biosensing interface based on self-assembled peptide and
aptamer on macroporous gold for electrochemical detection of immunoglobulin E in serum. Anal. Bioanal. Chem. 2018, 410,
5871–5878. [CrossRef]

24. Yu, B.; Wang, C.; Ju, Y.M.; West, L.; Harmon, J.; Moussy, Y.; Moussy, F. Use of hydrogel coating to improve the performance of
implanted glucose sensors. Biosens. Bioelectron. 2008, 23, 1278–1284. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.3390/s20185125
http://doi.org/10.3389/fchem.2020.00434
http://doi.org/10.1039/D0EN00449A
http://doi.org/10.1039/D0AN00393J
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.analchem.9b05241
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32024367
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bios.2020.112095
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32174563
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodchem.2020.126758
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32283372
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.trac.2019.115718
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.trac.2020.115814
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bios.2020.112133
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.nanoen.2020.104941
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.talanta.2020.120922
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.snb.2020.128893
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.talanta.2020.121840
http://doi.org/10.3390/s20123561
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemrev.6b00220
http://doi.org/10.1039/C4CC07849G
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25750979
http://doi.org/10.3390/chemosensors8030066
http://doi.org/10.1021/acsbiomaterials.8b01061
http://doi.org/10.1021/acssensors.7b00298
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28730815
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41378-018-0032-3
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31057923
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00216-018-1201-9
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bios.2007.11.010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18182283


Sensors 2021, 21, 4185 14 of 15

25. Wu, H.; Lee, C.-J.; Wang, H.; Hu, Y.; Young, M.; Han, Y.; Xu, F.-J.; Cong, H.; Cheng, G. Highly sensitive and stable zwitterionic
poly(sulfobetaine-3,4-ethylenedioxythiophene) (PSBEDOT) glucose biosensor. Chem. Sci. 2018, 9, 2540–2546. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Sun, C.; Miao, J.; Yan, J.; Yang, K.; Mao, C.; Ju, J.; Shen, J. Applications of antibiofouling PEG-coating in electrochemical biosensors
for determination of glucose in whole blood. Electrochim. Acta 2013, 89, 549–554. [CrossRef]

27. Chan, D.; Chien, J.-C.; Axpe, E.; Blankemeier, L.; Baker, S.; Swaminathan, S.; Piunova, V.; Zubarev, D.Y.; Maikawa, C.; Soh, H.T.;
et al. Combinatorial Polyacrylamide Hydrogels for Preventing Biofouling on Implantable Biosensors. bioRxiv 2020. [CrossRef]

28. Tanaka, M.; Mochizuki, A.; Ishii, N.; Motomura, T.; Hatakeyama, T. Study of blood compatibility with poly(2-methoxyethyl acrylate).
Relationship between water structure and platelet compatibility in poly(2-methoxyethylacrylate-co-2-hydroxyethylmethacrylate).
Biomacromolecules 2002, 3, 36–41. [CrossRef]

29. Iwasaki, Y.; Ishihara, K. Phosphorylcholine-containing polymers for biomedical applications. Anal. Bioanal. Chem. 2005, 381,
534–546. [CrossRef]

30. Morra, M.; Cassinelli, C. Surface field of forces and protein adsorption behavior of poly(hydroxyethylmethacrylate) films
deposited from plasma. J. Biomed. Mater. Res. 1995, 29, 39–45. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Malone-Povolny, M.J.; Merricks, E.P.; Wimsey, L.E.; Nichols, T.C.; Schoenfisch, M.H. Long-Term Accurate Continuous Glucose
Biosensors via Extended Nitric Oxide Release. ACS Sens. 2019, 4, 3257–3264. [CrossRef]

32. Li, P.; Lee, G.-H.; Kim, S.Y.; Kwon, S.Y.; Kim, H.-R.; Park, S. From Diagnosis to Treatment: Recent Advances in Patient-Friendly
Biosensors and Implantable Devices. ACS Nano 2021, 15, 1960–2004. [CrossRef]

33. Li, H.; Dauphin-Ducharme, P.; Ortega, G.; Plaxco, K.W. Calibration-Free Electrochemical Biosensors Supporting Accurate
Molecular Measurements Directly in Undiluted Whole Blood. J. Am. Chem. Soc. 2017, 139, 11207–11213. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Tran, T.-T.; Clark, K.; Ma, W.; Mulchandani, A. Detection of a secreted protein biomarker for citrus Huanglongbing using a
single-walled carbon nanotubes-based chemiresistive biosensor. Biosens. Bioelectron. 2020, 147, 111766. [CrossRef]

35. Muñoz-San Martín, C.; Pedrero, M.; Gamella, M.; Montero-Calle, A.; Barderas, R.; Campuzano, S.; Pingarrón, J.M. A novel
peptide-based electrochemical biosensor for the determination of a metastasis-linked protease in pancreatic cancer cells. Anal.
Bioanal. Chem. 2020, 412, 6177–6188. [CrossRef]

36. Bilgi, M.; Ayranci, E. Development of amperometric biosensors using screen-printed carbon electrodes modified with conducting
polymer and nanomaterials for the analysis of ethanol, methanol and their mixtures. J. Electroanal. Chem. 2018, 823, 588–592.
[CrossRef]

37. Artigues, M.; Abellà, J.; Colominas, S. Analytical Parameters of an Amperometric Glucose Biosensor for Fast Analysis in Food
Samples. Sensors 2017, 17, 2620. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

38. Artigues, M.; Oh, S.; Gilabert-Porres, J.; Abellà, J.; Borrós, S.; Colominas, S. Novel grafted electrochemical interface for covalent
glucose oxidase immobilization using reactive pentafluorophenyl methacrylate. Colloids Surf. B Biointerfaces 2019, 175. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

39. AOAC Official Method. AOAC 977.20-1977, Separation of Sugars in Honey, Liquid Chromatographic Method. JAOAC 1977,
60, 838.

40. Francesch, L.; Borros, S.; Knoll, W.; Förch, R. Surface reactivity of pulsed-plasma polymerized pentafluorophenyl methacrylate
(PFM) toward amines and proteins in solution. Langmuir 2007, 23, 3927–3931. [CrossRef]

41. Duque, L.; Queralto, N.; Francesch, L.; Bumbu, G.G.; Borros, S.; Berger, R.; Förch, R. Reactions of plasma-polymerised pentafluo-
rophenyl methacrylate with simple amines. Plasma Process. Polym. 2010, 7, 915–925. [CrossRef]

42. Duque, L.; Menges, B.; Borros, S.; Förch, R. Immobilization of biomolecules to plasma polymerized pentafluorophenyl methacry-
late. Biomacromolecules 2010, 11, 2818–2823. [CrossRef]

43. Montero, L.; Baxamusa, S.H.; Borros, S.; Gleason, K.K. Thin hydrogel films with nanoconfined surface reactivity by photoinitiated
chemical vapor deposition. Chem. Mater. 2009, 21, 399–403. [CrossRef]

44. Queralto, N.; Bumbu, G.G.; Francesch, L.; Knoll, W.; Borros, S.; Berger, R.; Förch, R. Investigation into the Chemical Reactivity
of Plasma-Deposited Perfluorophenyl Methacrylate Using Infrared Reflection Absorption Spectroscopy and Microcantilever
Studies. Plasma Process. Polym. 2007, 4, S790–S793. [CrossRef]

45. Liu, Y.; Zhang, J.; Cheng, Y.; Jiang, S.P. Effect of Carbon Nanotubes on Direct Electron Transfer and Electrocatalytic Activity of
Immobilized Glucose Oxidase. ACS Omega 2018, 3, 667–676. [CrossRef]

46. Krishnan, S.K.; Prokhorov, E.; Bahena, D.; Esparza, R.; Meyyappan, M. Chitosan-Covered Pd@Pt Core–Shell Nanocubes for Direct
Electron Transfer in Electrochemical Enzymatic Glucose Biosensor. ACS Omega 2017, 2, 1896–1904. [CrossRef]

47. Kang, X.; Mai, Z.; Zou, X.; Cai, P.; Mo, J. A novel glucose biosensor based on immobilization of glucose oxidase in chitosan on a
glassy carbon electrode modified with gold-platinum alloy nanoparticles/multiwall carbon nanotubes. Anal. Biochem. 2007, 369,
71–79. [CrossRef]

48. Tang, H.; Chen, J.; Yao, S.; Nie, L.; Deng, G.; Kuang, Y. Amperometric glucose biosensor based on adsorption of glucose oxidase
at platinum nanoparticle-modified carbon nanotube electrode. Anal. Biochem. 2004, 331, 89–97. [CrossRef]

49. Zhang, Z.; Xie, Y.; Liu, Z.; Rong, F.; Wang, Y.; Fu, D. Covalently immobilized biosensor based on gold nanoparticles modified
TiO2 nanotube arrays. J. Electroanal. Chem. 2011, 650, 241–247. [CrossRef]

50. Center for Drug Evaluation and Research (CDER); Center for Veterinary Medicine (CVM) Bioanalytical Method Validation.
Guidance for Industry; The Food and Drug Administration: White Oak Campus, MD, USA, 2018; pp. 1–41.

http://doi.org/10.1039/C7SC05104B
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29732132
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.electacta.2012.11.005
http://doi.org/10.1101/2020.05.25.115675
http://doi.org/10.1021/bm010072y
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00216-004-2805-9
http://doi.org/10.1002/jbm.820290107
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7713957
http://doi.org/10.1021/acssensors.9b01779
http://doi.org/10.1021/acsnano.0c06688
http://doi.org/10.1021/jacs.7b05412
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28712286
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bios.2019.111766
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00216-020-02418-w
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jelechem.2018.07.009
http://doi.org/10.3390/s17112620
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29135931
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.colsurfb.2018.11.076
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30508760
http://doi.org/10.1021/la062422d
http://doi.org/10.1002/ppap.201000058
http://doi.org/10.1021/bm100910q
http://doi.org/10.1021/cm802737m
http://doi.org/10.1002/ppap.200731906
http://doi.org/10.1021/acsomega.7b01633
http://doi.org/10.1021/acsomega.7b00060
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ab.2007.07.005
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0003-2697(04)00411-7
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jelechem.2010.10.016


Sensors 2021, 21, 4185 15 of 15

51. AOAC International. AOAC Peer-Verified Methods Program, Manual on Policies and Procedures; AOAC International: Rockville, MD,
USA, 1998.

52. AOAC International. AOAC Definitions and Calculations of Horrat Values from Intralaboratory Data; AOAC International: Rockville,
MD, USA, 2004.

53. Tiwari, G.; Tiwari, R. Bioanalytical method validation: An updated review. Pharm. Methods 2010, 1, 25–38. [CrossRef]
54. Vander Heyden, Y.; Nijhuis, A.; Smeyers-Verbeke, J.; Vandeginste, B.G.; Massart, D. Guidance for robustness/ruggedness tests in

method validation. J. Pharm. Biomed. Anal. 2001, 24, 723–753. [CrossRef]
55. Drozdz, R.; Naskalski, J.W.; Sznajd, J. Oxidation of amino acids and peptides in reaction with myeloperoxidase, chloride and

hydrogen peroxide. Biochim. Biophys. Acta 1988, 957, 47–52. [CrossRef]
56. Harris, J.M.; Reyes, C.; Lopez, G.P. Common Causes of Glucose Oxidase Instability in In Vivo Biosensing: A Brief Review. J.

Diabetes Sci. Technol. 2013, 7, 1030–1038. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
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