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Abstract: Tissue engineering is a rapidly advancing field in regenerative medicine, with much
research directed towards the production of new biomaterial scaffolds with tailored properties to
generate functional tissue for specific applications. Recently, principles of sustainability, eco-efficiency
and green chemistry have begun to guide the development of a new generation of materials, such as
cellulose, as an alternative to conventional polymers based on conversion of fossil carbon (e.g., oil) and
finding technologies to reduce the use of animal and human derived biomolecules (e.g., foetal bovine
serum). Much of this focus on cellulose is due to it possessing the necessary properties for tissue
engineering scaffolds, including biocompatibility, and the relative ease with which its characteristics
can be tuned through chemical modification to adjust mechanical properties and to introduce various
surface modifications. In addition, the sustainability of producing and manufacturing materials from
cellulose, as well as its modest cost, makes cellulose an economically viable feedstock. This review
focusses specifically on the use of modified cellulose materials for tissue culturing applications.
We will investigate recent techniques used to promote scaffold function through physical, biochemical
and chemical scaffold modifications, and describe how these have been utilised to reduce reliance on
the addition of matrix ligands such as foetal bovine serum.

Keywords: tissue engineering; sustainable chemistry; cellulose; biomaterials; surface modifications;
cell culturing; regenerative medicine

1. Introduction

Organ failure is one of the most frequent, devastating and costly problems in human healthcare.
Tissue engineering is an interdisciplinary field, enlisting expertise from engineering and life sciences
towards the development of new biological substituents, through the regeneration of human cells,
tissues or organs, in order to repair or replace and restore function to damaged tissue or organs [1,2].
This desire to heal those ill or wounded is a concept recounted in literature and religion throughout
history [3], and pioneering practical research is now making tissue engineering a reality [4].

The first attempts to repair damaged organs often relied upon primitive biomaterials, such as
ceramics, wood and metals used as implants or prosthetics [5]. Modern surgery and the scientific
understanding of germ theory, sterilisation and anaesthesia, catalysed technical advancements leading
to the introduction of skin grafts and reconstructive surgery founded in an understanding of cellular
biology [3,4].

By the 20th century advances in science and medical practices made whole organ transplants
feasible and the first human heart transplantation was conducted in 1967 by the South African surgeon
Christian Bernard. Receiving much media interest at the time, it also sparked controversy over the
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ethical issues of transplantation. One major concern is that the host immune system might reject the
transplant, thus voiding the purpose of the procedure [4].

Pioneering research by Green in 1977 investigated seeding a chondrocyte culture onto bone
scaffolds and implanting these into mice to generate new cartilage [6,7]. Despite being unsuccessful,
this work identified the process of culturing tissue by seeding cells onto an appropriate scaffold.
Building on this, Burke and Constant, in 1982, attempted to generate a tissue engineered skin substitute
using a collagen matrix to support the growth of dermal fibroblasts [8]. Others used sheets of
keratinocytes to treat burn patents [9] and developed scaffolds from a collagen gel [10].

Limitations of using naturally sourced biomaterials (such as collagen) include their limited
range of physical and chemical properties as well as source variability. To overcome these limitations,
researchers turned to synthetic polymeric scaffold materials. The first synthetically produced polymeric
scaffolds were used by Vacanti and Langer in 1993, who generated new tissue that could be implanted
back into the body [11]. Their findings catapulted tissue engineering into the forefront of the public
awareness after they published the image showing the now infamous “Auriculosaurus”—a mouse
with a human ear. This demonstrated that tissue constructs could be further grown in vivo [11].

The first human to receive a tissue engineered implant was a young patient with Poland Syndrome
in 1991. The implant was composed of a synthetic PLGA polymer scaffold seeded with chondrocytes
and was intended to replace the patients absent sternum [7]. In 2008, the first transplantation of a
tissue engineered trachea was conducted. This novel procedure used a decellularised trachea, from a
human donor, which was seeded with cartilage cells derived from the patient’s own stem cells, as well
as epithelial cells taken from a healthy part of their trachea [12]. Whether the scaffold functioned
largely as a support for the airways, or actually induced regeneration of the epithelial lining within the
tracheal implant, has been debated [13]. In 2014, to treat a patient with a severed spinal cord, surgeons
seeded cells taken from the patient’s olfactory bulb onto strips of nerve fibres from the patient’s ankle,
to form a bridge for the cells to grow across [14].

1.1. Principles of Tissue Engineering

The basic principles of cell culture for tissue engineering commonly involve the use of living
cells to repair or regrow tissue or an organ damaged by disease, or trauma, as described below and
illustrated in Figure 1. The steps involved may include:

1. Desired cells are extracted from the patient;
2. The isolated cells are cultured and expanded in vitro on a 2D scaffold;
3. The cell culture is seeded into a 3D scaffold support and additional biomolecules, such as matrix

ligands, are added to promote growth;
4. A bioreactor is often used to develop the cell/scaffold construct into functioning tissue; and
5. Once the functional tissue graft is generated, this is implanted onto the damaged site where it

becomes integrated into the surrounding tissue, restoring tissue function [1,15].
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Figure 1. The key steps of tissue engineering: (a) cell isolation, (b) cultivation in 2D, (c) seeding in 3D 
porous scaffold, (d) tissue organisation and (e) engineering tissue transplantation. Figure reproduced 
from Dvir et al., 2011, Copyright © 2010, Springer Nature [16]. 
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Different cell lines can be used depending on where they are isolated from and the end application. 
Both allogenic and autologous cells can be used, but the later are obtained from the patient itself and 
therefore do not elicit an immune response from the recipient, thus mitigating the risk of implant 
rejection [15]. Stem cells may also be used as these can differentiate into various cell lines. Stem cells 
isolated from adult or embryonic tissues are the main types of human stem cells used for tissue 
engineering. Embryonic stem cells are pluripotent in nature, i.e., show unlimited proliferative 
capacity and potentially differentiate into all body cells, which is beneficial for culturing new tissue 
[17,18]. However, there are some ethical concerns associated with the use of embryonic stem cells, 
which are harvested from “excess” human embryos created for implantation following in vitro 
fertilisation. Adult stem cells are becoming more commonly used and are harvested from umbilical 
cord blood, bone marrow and even discarded fat tissue from liposuction procedures, which will 
reduce the need to use embryonic stem cells. However, the major limitations of adult stem cells are: 
(i) that they are multipotent, not pluripotent (there are fewer cell types that can be differentiated from 
adult stem cells than from embryonic stem cells) [19] and (ii) fewer population doublings occur in 
adult stem cells with fewer numbers of cell passages possible, leading to a slower doubling rate [20]. 

Biological molecules, including proteins, matrix ligands and growth factors, are often added to 
cell cultures to facilitate adhesion and enhance cell proliferation and differentiation, thus promoting 
tissue formation [15]. Growth factors are large biomolecules that consist of smaller proteins that act 
as signalling molecules for the cell. A common reagent used in cell culture is foetal bovine serum 
(FBS) derived from the blood of bovine foetuses, which contains bovine serum albumin, numerous 
adhesion proteins and a cocktail of other components [21]. However, despite its widespread use, 
there are serious concerns about the use of FBS in clinical applications, due to its high cost, batch 
reproducibility and issues associated with animal welfare. Therefore, there is currently a drive to 
reduce the reliance on FBS in tissue engineering through achieving the effect of FBS via scaffold 
modifications or serum substitutes, Figure 2 [22]. 

Figure 1. The key steps of tissue engineering: (a) cell isolation, (b) cultivation in 2D, (c) seeding in 3D
porous scaffold, (d) tissue organisation and (e) engineering tissue transplantation. Figure reproduced
from Dvir et al., 2011, Copyright © 2010, Springer Nature [16].

To engineer tissue, there are traditionally three components: Cells, biomolecules, and a scaffold.
Different cell lines can be used depending on where they are isolated from and the end application.
Both allogenic and autologous cells can be used, but the later are obtained from the patient itself and
therefore do not elicit an immune response from the recipient, thus mitigating the risk of implant
rejection [15]. Stem cells may also be used as these can differentiate into various cell lines. Stem cells
isolated from adult or embryonic tissues are the main types of human stem cells used for tissue
engineering. Embryonic stem cells are pluripotent in nature, i.e., show unlimited proliferative capacity
and potentially differentiate into all body cells, which is beneficial for culturing new tissue [17,18].
However, there are some ethical concerns associated with the use of embryonic stem cells, which
are harvested from “excess” human embryos created for implantation following in vitro fertilisation.
Adult stem cells are becoming more commonly used and are harvested from umbilical cord blood,
bone marrow and even discarded fat tissue from liposuction procedures, which will reduce the need
to use embryonic stem cells. However, the major limitations of adult stem cells are: (i) that they are
multipotent, not pluripotent (there are fewer cell types that can be differentiated from adult stem cells
than from embryonic stem cells) [19] and (ii) fewer population doublings occur in adult stem cells with
fewer numbers of cell passages possible, leading to a slower doubling rate [20].

Biological molecules, including proteins, matrix ligands and growth factors, are often added to
cell cultures to facilitate adhesion and enhance cell proliferation and differentiation, thus promoting
tissue formation [15]. Growth factors are large biomolecules that consist of smaller proteins that act as
signalling molecules for the cell. A common reagent used in cell culture is foetal bovine serum (FBS)
derived from the blood of bovine foetuses, which contains bovine serum albumin, numerous adhesion
proteins and a cocktail of other components [21]. However, despite its widespread use, there are
serious concerns about the use of FBS in clinical applications, due to its high cost, batch reproducibility
and issues associated with animal welfare. Therefore, there is currently a drive to reduce the reliance
on FBS in tissue engineering through achieving the effect of FBS via scaffold modifications or serum
substitutes, Figure 2 [22].
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Figure 2. The traditional three-component system of tissue engineering vs. a two-component system,
whereby the scaffolds have been functionalised to reduce the reliance on additional biomolecules
such as FBS.

Scaffolds provide the 3D framework and support for seeded cells to attach, spread, proliferate and
eventually form into tissue [23]. The porous nature of the scaffold allows for high mass transfer and
waste removal [16]. A wide range of scaffolds have been produced from synthetic materials, such as
polymers and composites, as well as naturally sourced materials and decellularised human/animal
tissue [24,25]. Scaffolds fabricated from natural biomaterials possess the chemical structures that can
mimic native tissue, aiding biocompatibility, and can be recognised by the body, however they often
lack the requisite mechanical strength and their origin can lead to complications such as premature
scaffold degradation, particularly production in large quantities at a commercial scale from limitations
due to raw material availability or lot-to-lot (or batch-to-batch) variations [26,27]. In contrast, synthetic
materials have well-defined chemical compositions which allows for precise control over mechanical
properties and degradation rates, as well as production in almost unlimited quantities [28]. However,
these may require addition of growth factors to initiate cell adhesion and may have issues around
biocompatibility as they often lack the necessary binding site for cell recognition [29,30]. Hence,
the type of scaffold used in culturing tissue is not only paramount for the successful generation of
tissue, but can also govern the applications accessible.

Recent advances in cell culture include applications other than regenerative medicine, such
as “cellular agriculture”, whereby cells are cultured in a scaffold to form meat fit for human
consumption—an alternative to livestock meat production [31]. This emerging application of tissue
engineering has potentially beneficial environmental implications, as a more efficient, non-methane
producing means to produce meat [32]. Another application of tissue culture is the production of
functional tissue analogues used in the pharmaceutical industry for drug screening to reduce this
industry’s reliance on vivisection (particularly early in the drug screening process) [33].

1.2. Cellulose as a Sustainable Scaffold for Tissue Engineering

Recently, principles of sustainability, eco-efficiency and green chemistry have begun to guide the
development of a new generation of materials as an alternative to conventional polymers based on
conversion of fossil carbon (e.g., oil) [34,35]. There are a wide range of biomaterials currently used
in tissue engineering such as proteins, polysaccharides and biodegradable polymers. Protein and
polysaccharide based biomaterials have been reviewed previously as nanoparticle scaffolds for tissue
engineering [36]. Biodegradable and biocompatible polymer scaffolds have been reviewed [37] and an
overview of hydrogels based on natural polymers and their various applications in the field of tissue
engineering was published in 2011 [38]. For completeness, the reader is also referred to the review of
decellularised whole-organ scaffolds by Peloso et al. [26], although, as such scaffolds are derived from
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(deceased) human donors, supply is limited and some of the concerns associated with animal derived
scaffolds apply.

The most common natural biomaterials are polymeric in nature and either protein-based, such as
collagen, elastin, gelatin and silk, or polysaccharide-based, such as chitosan, alginate, hyaluronic acid
and cellulose [39]. One of the most promising of these natural biomaterials, which has received much
attention, is the polysaccharide cellulose. Much of this focus on cellulose is due to it possessing the
necessary scaffold properties for tissue engineering, such as its biocompatibility, and relative readiness
to be tuned through chemical modification to adjust mechanical properties and introduce various
surface modifications. In addition, the sustainability of producing and manufacturing materials
from cellulose, as well as its modest cost, makes cellulose an economically viable feedstock [40–44].
Cellulose can be sourced from a range of natural materials, most commonly from the cell wall of plants,
where it is the major component. Other sources include tunicates and cellulose synthesised by bacteria,
such as Gluconacetobacter xylinum (Figure 3). As the most abundant biopolymer on the planet [45],
cellulose is considered an almost inexhaustible source of raw sustainable material, with an estimated
28.2 billion tonnes produced via biomass annually [40].
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Figure 3. Cellulose can be obtained from various sources: (a) beech tree; (b) bamboo; (c) cotton; (d) sisal;
(e) tunicine; and (f) Gluconacetobacter xylinus.

Regardless of origin, the chemical structure of cellulose is the same: Anhydroglucose units
connected by β-1,4 glycosidic bonds between the C1 and C4 positions [39]. Unlike its monomer,
glucose, cellulose is insoluble in water and many organic solvents. The lack of solubility arises due
to the presence of intramolecular bonding and strong hydrogen-bonding between cellulose polymer
chains, which extend to interfibril interactions. This lack of solubility makes solution processing
challenging and, as cellulose is not a thermoplastic material (it does not melt), it cannot be formed
using typical melt extrusion techniques. This can result in processing challenges, but recently it
has been demonstrated that cellulose dissolved in ionic liquid solutions may be processed into the
desired structure and form by: Electrospinning, casting or moulding, before being regenerated in an
anti-solvent, such as water and ethanol [46]. The degree of polymerisation (number of monomeric units
in the polymer chain, DP) of the cellulose backbone is dependent on where it is sourced from, as well
as how it is processed, which, in turn, affects its material properties. For example, bacterial cellulose
has a DP of 800–10,000 repeat units, whilst the DP of cellulose from wood pulp is only 300–1700 [40].
Differences in the DP can affect the viscosity of cellulose solutions, as well as the mechanical properties
of the final processed product.



Molecules 2018, 23, 654 6 of 20

Table 1. A summary of the different types of nanocellulose, origin, formation and sizes. The table
was reproduced from Klemm et al., 2011 [47]. Copyright © 2011 WILEY-VCH Verlag GmbH & Co.
KGaA, Weinheim.

Type of Nanocellulose Selected References and
Synonyms Typical Sources Formation and Average Size

Microfibrillated
cellulose (MFC)

Microfibrillated
cellulose [48], nanofibrils
and microfibrils [35],
nanofibrillated cellulose [49]

Wood, sugar beet, potato
tuber, hemp, flax
delamination

Delamination of wood pulp by
mechanical pressure before and/or after
chemical or enzymatic treatment
Diameter: 5–60 nm Length:
several micrometres

Nanocrystalline
cellulose (NCC)

Cellulose nanocrystals,
crystallites [50],
whiskers [51], rod-like
cellulose microcrystals [52]

Wood, cotton, hemp, flax,
wheat straw, mulberry bark,
ramie, Avicel, tunicin,
cellulose from algae and
bacteria

Acid hydrolysis of cellulose from many
sources Diameter: 5–70 nm Length:
100–250 nm (from plant celluloses);
100 nm to several micrometres (from
celluloses of tunicates, algae, bacteria)

Bacterial
nanocellulose (BNC)

Bacterial cellulose [40],
microbial cellulose [53],
biocellulose [54]

Low-molecular-weight
sugars and alcohols

Bacterial synthesis Diameter: 20–100 nm;
different types of nanofiber networks

There are many different types of cellulose particles that can be obtained (summarised in Table 1),
including bacterial cellulose (BNC), microfibrillated cellulose (MFC), nanocrystalline cellulose (NCC),
regenerated cellulose and decellularised plant tissue [55]. These have been widely investigated as
potential materials for tissue engineering, due to their biocompatibility, biodegradability, and low
cytotoxicity as well as tuneable chemical and physical properties [53,56]. Bacterial cellulose is formed
as the Acetobacter bacterium extrudes pellicles of very pure cellulose fibrils and can be produced
sustainably on scale using bioreactors [57]. When growing bacterial cellulose, the pellicles rise to the
surface of the reactor and agglomerate, forming a membrane. Due to the high purity of cellulose these
can be used as dense hydrogels, processed into nanofibrils, or solubilised or dispersed for further
processing into formed materials. Membranes of bacterial cellulose are already used clinically as
dressings to treat burn wounds as they have a high water content, do not adhere to healing skin and
can be sterilised [58].

Other forms of cellulose nanofibres include MFC fibres, mainly sourced from wood pulp [48].
The wood pulp is delaminated by mechanical pressure before being treated chemically, or enzymatically,
to produce nanofibres 5–60 nm wide and several microns long. NCC is produced by treating wood pulp
(or other cellulose sources) with concentrated sulfuric acid, to dissolve the non-crystalline domains
of the fibres, followed by high pressure homogenisation to fully disintegrate the nanoparticles [59].
These nanocrystals are the smallest type of cellulose particle, have a cross-sectional diameter as low
as 5 nm and are 100 s of nm in length, whereas MFC and BNC are several microns in length [55].
Although cellulose is considered to be a highly sustainable material it is important to note that the
mechanical disintegration of the wood pulp fibres can be very energy intensive at scale [60]. However,
a more environmentally friendly process to produce cellulose nanofibrils (CNF) has been identified.
This relies on an oxidative chemical modification using 2,2,6,6-tetramethylpiperidine-1-oxyl (TEMPO)
and an oxidant after the acid hydrolysis step, which significantly reduces the energy requirement of
the homogenisation process from 20,000—30,000 kWh/tonne to 1000 kWh/tonne [61].

Another key advantage with using cellulose is that it can be processed into an array of materials.
Cellulose nanocrystals can be dispersed to form delicate hydrogels [62], cellulose solutions can
be electrospun into nanofibres [63] or regenerated as films [44] as well as formed into porous 3D
structures [64]. Each of these has different mechanical and physical properties beneficial for specific
tissue culture applications. Complex tissue formation requires a level of vascularity in scaffolds to
allow mass transfer of nutrients and waste. Some plant tissue has vascular structures similar to human
tissue and scaffolds can be prepared by decellularising the plant tissue [65]. This process is a convenient
way to obtain complex structures without the need for multiple processing stages [66].
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Scheme 1. The chemical structure of the anhydroglucose unit in cellulose and examples of some
chemical modifications possible by reaction of the hydroxyl groups exposed on the surface of
CNF: (a) sulfonation; (b) 2,2,6,6-tetramethylpiperidine-1-oxyl (TEMPO) mediated oxidation; (c) ester
formation by reaction with acid chlorides; (d) grafting of tetra-alkylammonium groups by reaction
with glycidyltrimethylammonium chloride (GTMAC); (e) grafting via ester linkages generated
by reaction with acid anhydrides; (f) formation of urethanes by reaction with isocyanates; and
(g) silylation. Reproduced with permission from Courtenay et al., 2018, published by The Royal
Society of Chemistry [67].

Not only does cellulose have tuneable mechanical and structural properties, but it also can be
readily functionalised due to the exposed hydroxyl groups on the surface of the fibrils, summarised in
Scheme 1. Common modifications include the TEMPO oxidation of the hydroxyl group to a carboxylic
acid [68], cationisation by grafting of glycidyl trimethylammonium chloride to the surface to introduce
a positive charge [67], sulfuric acid hydrolysis leading to sulfate half esters [69] and derivitisation
to produce a range of cellulose esters and ethers [70]. Although different modifications of cellulose
materials have been widely reviewed [45,71,72] and exploited for other applications such as water
purification [73], drug delivery [74] and rheology modification [75], reports of use in tissue engineering
applications are more recent. This review focusses specifically on the use of modified cellulose materials
for tissue culturing applications, including modifications and tissue culture applications summarised
in Table 2.

Table 2. A summary of the recent literature on modified cellulose for tissue culture applications.

Cellulose Type Modification Scaffold Form Tissue Culture Application

Bacterial
Cellulose

Mannosylated Membranes Enhanced fibroblast growth [76]

Cationisation and oxidation Membranes Protein free cell attachment [76]

Silanisation Lyophilised membranes Wound dressing [77]

TEMPO-mediated oxidation
Hydrogel with hydroxyapatite

and crosslinked by
glutaraldehyde

Bone tissue [78]

RGD and
xyloglucan-peptide grafting Membranes Engineering blood vessels [79]

Modified with heparin
3D porous scaffold loaded
with vascular endothelial

growth factor (VEGF)
Tissue regeneration [80]

Peptides fused to a
carbohydrate-binding module

(CBM3)
Membranes

Promoting neuronal and
mesenchymal stem cell (MSC)

adhesion [81]

Tri-calcium phosphate and
hydroxyapatite blend Hydrogel Bone tissue implants [82]



Molecules 2018, 23, 654 8 of 20

Table 2. Cont.

Cellulose Type Modification Scaffold Form Tissue Culture Application

Collagen and
hydroxyapatite blend

Hydrogel crosslinked
by procyanidins Bone tissue [83]

Hydroxyapatite and
glycosaminoglycan blends Layered scaffolds Repair of osteochondral

defects [84]

Alginate blend Porous scaffold crosslinked
with Ca2+

Biocompatibility and
porous [85]

Nanocrystalline
Cellulose

Dialdehyde cellulose
crosslinked with collagen 3D porous scaffold Dielectric behaviour relevant to

neural tissue engineering [86]

Acetate esterification Interconnected highly
porous scaffold

Hydrophobic and
lipophilic scaffolds [87]

Phosphorylation Thin films In vitro cell culture and in vivo
tissue regeneration [88]

Oxidised cellulose grafted
with soybean protein isolate

Scaffold soaked in doubly
concentrated simulated

body fluid

Biomimetic calcium
phosphate mineralisation [89]

Copolymer dispersed with
cellulose nanocrystals 3D nanocomposites Biomedical and tissue

engineering applications [90]

CNC and reduced graphene
oxide blended in PLA matrix Nanocomposite film Antibacterial activity [91]

Nanocellulose blended
with nanochitin

CAD generated
porous structure

Biomimetic tissue
engineering [64]

Microfibrillated
Cellulose

Cationisation and
glyoxalation

Regenerated modified
cellulose films

Tailoring scaffold properties to
regulate cell response [92]

Cellulose-chitosan infusions Hydrogels Cell attachment [93]

Oxidation followed
by sulfonation Electrospun fibre meshes Bone tissue [94]

Decellularisation followed by
glutaraldehyde crosslinking 3D cellulose scaffolds In vitro culture of mammalian

cells in a 3D environment [66]

Dopamine coated Electrospun PLA/CNF
composite nanofibres

Enhance cell
biocompatibility [95]

Polyurethane coated in a
CNF dispersion Electrospun nanofibres Tissue engineering [96]

Cellulose
Derivatives

Hydroxypropyl cellulose
(HPC) crosslinked by

methyl acrylate

Biocompatible and
hydrolytically

degradable scaffold
Long term cell culture [97]

Ethyl hydroxyethyl cellulose
(EHEC) crosslinked with

citric acid
Electrospun nanofibres Drug delivery and as scaffolds

in tissue engineering [98]

HPC modified with
methacrylic anhydride

3D hydrogel constructed with
interconnecting pores Adipose tissue [99]

Crosslinked
gelatin/carboxymethyl
cellulose (CMC) blend

Hydrogel with perfusable
vascular networks

Engineering vascularised and
cell-dense 3D tissues and

organs [100]

CMC/MFC/pectin blend Lyophilised hydrogels Biocompatible composite
scaffolds [101]

Cellulose acetate with
polymer graft and

polydopamine (PDA) coating
Electrospun nanofibre mats Antifouling surface [102]

Cellulose acetate blended with
PLA or PDO Electrospun nanofibre mats Biomineralisation [103]

2. Methods of Scaffold Modification

Modifications applied to cellulose materials to be used as tissue scaffolds can be divided into
three main categories following trends in the recent literature:



Molecules 2018, 23, 654 9 of 20

1. Physical modifications—composites and blends;
2. Biochemical modifications—grafting of biomolecules onto the surface;
3. Chemical modifications—introducing new functional groups.

2.1. Physical Modifications

Composite scaffolds can be prepared through blending a cellulose powder, dispersion or solution
which another material, often a polymer or an inorganic component. The benefits of blending cellulose
with other materials are the ability to modulate or introduce new properties beneficial to the application
in question, for instance introducing a charge [64], altering topography [104], or varying the mechanical
properties [105,106]. This allows the creation of a family of cellulose composites.

Bacterial cellulose offers certain advantages for tissue engineering as it possesses high purity
and an ultrafine fibrous network structure with variable porosity. Furthermore, it can be produced
into different shapes and moulded into 3D structures during in vitro cultures [107]. Hydroxyapatite
is commonly added to cellulose scaffolds as it is biocompatible, increases the tensile properties
and promotes calcium phosphate mineralisation, which is valuable for bone tissue generation [108].
Scaffolds with pores in the micrometre and nanometre range have been prepared by blending
bacterial cellulose with tri-calcium phosphate and hydroxyapatite and such scaffolds could be used
to form implants for bone tissue engineering as mineralisation occurs on the hydroxyapatite [82].
By forming layers of bacterial cellulose, harvested from the floating pellicles at the air-liquid interface,
with hydroxyapatite or glycosaminoglycans, a nanocomposite scaffold could be fabricated that was
biocompatible and mimicked the nanoscale fibrous structure of bone and cartilage ECM, respectively,
resulting in tissue constructs that could regenerate osteochondral defects when implanted into the
body [84]. Furthermore, hydrogels have been formed by gelation of bacterial cellulose nanofibres,
stabilised by procyanidins, and blended with collagen and hydroxyapatite. Once lyophilised,
these scaffolds supported the growth of human bone marrow stromal cells and osteoblastic
differentiation was observed after 10 days by detecting the level of alkaline phosphatase expressed [83].
Compared with pure bacterial cellulose, the addition of both gelatin and hydroxyapatite improved the
osteoinductivity of the scaffolds, vital for application for the culturing of bone tissue.

Cellulose can also be blended with other polysaccharides such as chitin, chitosan and alginate, to
produce novel biomaterials. Chitin and chitosan are similar in structure to cellulose, being comprised
of anhydroglucosamine units—N-acetylated in the case of chitin. Chitosan is not as robust as cellulose,
as it is solubilised in weak acidic solutions, however it does exhibit a slightly positive charge when
protonated and will absorb to cellulose surfaces, which are weakly negatively charged in aqueous
media [109]. Chitosan-cellulose scaffolds have been developed by regenerating cellulose in an
anti-solvent solution of chitosan and used to support MG-63 cell attachment and spreading [93].

Complex 3D scaffolds made from a gel composed of nanocellulose and nanochitin were fabricated
using sacrificial templating of a methacrylate and acrylamide resin. Computer aided design enabled a
3D template to be printed with features of ~50 µm, which was filled with the nanocellulose-nanochitin
gel. The scaffold template was removed in an alkaline solution leaving a highly porous interconnected
biomimetic scaffold, which provided a stiff microenvironment necessary to facilitate the differentiation
of human mesenchymal stem cells (hMSCs) [64]. Alginate, in comparison, is an anionic polysaccharide
and can be easily fabricated by crosslinking with Ca2+ ions [85]. Scaffolds have been produced by
mixing bacterial cellulose with alginate hydrogels and directionally freeze-drying to create a composite
material with an open porous structure that supports the growth of L929 mouse fibroblast cells [85].
The advantage of blending chitin, chitosan or alginate into the scaffolds is they are all degradable
in vivo [110], whereas cellulosic materials are biodurable and are absorbed into the tissue, but can be
degraded into glucose in the presence of added cellulase enzymes in vivo [111].

Cellulose is often used as a matrix to support other materials beneficial for cell culture. Pectin is
used in tissue engineering as cells can be embedded into the structure, however, it has poor mechanical
properties. To overcome this, pectin has been blended with a water soluble cellulose derivative,
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Carboxymethyl cellulose (CMC) and further reinforced with MFC. Lyophilised CMC/MFC/pectin
composite hydrogels have been shown to support viable cells of the NIH3T3 fibroblast cell line [101].
The solubility of CMC in water means that it can be easily mixed with gelatin to form hydrogels.
To improve the stability, hydrazide-modified gelatin and aldehyde-modified CMC, which readily
crosslink to form stronger hydrogels, have been used. The fabrication of micro-channels in the hydrogel
mimic the vascular networks in healthy tissue and cells can be embedded within these channels as a
step towards engineering vascularised and cell-dense 3D tissues [100].

Other popular scaffolds produced from cellulose include electrospun nanofibres. This is a relatively
simple technique to produce mats of entangled nanofibres with a high surface area, open porous
structure and high tensile strength. This method requires the dissolution of cellulose and it is
often first converted to cellulose acetate via a mercerisation-acetylation method, to improve its
electrospinnability [103]. Once in solution other polymer additives are commonly added; for example
poly(lactic acid) (PLA) and poly(dioxanone) (PDO) are both biodegradable polymers which will
influence mechanics and degradation rate of the scaffold in vivo [103]. The electrospun mats formed
supported L929 mouse fibroblast proliferation and cell infiltration into the scaffold, as well as
biomineralisation of nano-hydroxyapatite deposits on the fibres [103].

Cellulose nanocrystals have been added to polymer solutions to reinforce the resultant extruded
fibres. A copolymer of maleic anhydride modified poly(butylene adipate-co-terephthalate) was
dispersed with cellulose nanocrystals by extruding the copolymer solution into the cellulose
dispersion [90]. The addition of cellulose nanocrystals increased the elastic modulus and tensile
strength of the fibres, as well as improving the low thermal stability and raising the glass transition
temperature, Tg, of the composite. As little as 9% cellulose nanocrystals in the composite significantly
enhanced L929 mouse fibroblast cell adhesion [90]. Nanocrystal cellulose has been used as a nanofiller
additive, along with reduced graphene oxide, to make thin films of PLA [91]. The presence of cellulose
nanocrystals significantly increased the tensile strength of the film up to 23% and improved the ductile
properties. The nanocomposite films produced by this method showed antibacterial activity and
in vitro cell based cytotoxicity assays confirmed biocompatibility with the fibroblast cell line NIH-3T3.

Fabricating composite scaffolds from blends of cellulose nanofibres can be considered more
environmentally friendly than scaffolds made from regenerated cellulose because this removes the need
for using ionic liquids in manufacturing. Solubilising cellulose in ionic liquids can add to the processing
costs and ionic liquids can be toxic to cells if left in the material, so rigorous cleaning procedures need
to be included to ensure that no ionic liquid remains [112]. Nonetheless, ionic liquid aided processing
facilitates formation of a range of materials by solution casting and phase inversion methods [113] and
use of a range of co-solvents can facilitate co-dissolution of other components [114,115]. Variation of
anti-solvents in phase inversion directly impacts on the porous nature of the materials [116].

2.2. Biochemical Modifications

Despite having many beneficial properties for a tissue scaffold, one potential limitation of using
cellulose is its hydrophilic nature and low non-specific protein binding affinity, which means that
mammalian cells do not readily absorb onto cellulose surfaces [117–119]. This can be overcome by the
introduction of biomolecules, such as matrix ligands, growth factors, or FBS either contained in the
cell growth media, or functionalised onto the scaffold surface, to facilitate initial cell attachment [120].

RGD (Arg-Gly-Asp) is commonly used to facilitate cellular adhesion onto scaffolds as it is the
minimal fragment of the active site of cell adhesive proteins such as fibronectin [121]. Bacterial
cellulose hydrogels have been modified with xyloglucan-RGD conjugates to enhance the attachment
and proliferation of human endothelial cells [79]. Carbohydrate-binding modules (CBM) are protein
domains present in cellulose-degrading enzymes and have an affinity to cellulose surfaces. These have
been used as intermediaries to attach biological molecules, which would not readily bind to native
cellulose, onto cellulose surfaces [116]. The recombinant protein IKVAV (Ile-Lys-Val-Ala-Val), is another
cell adhesion motif found in the ECM which has been attached onto the surface of a bacterial
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cellulose scaffold using CBM3, resulting in an appropriate environment for promoting neural and
MSC adhesion [81].

To direct the development of vascularised structures, angiogenesis, growth factors such as VEGF
are required. However, it is necessary to incorporate VEGF into the scaffold matrix as it has a short
half-life and can readily diffuse into the media in vivo [122]. 3D porous scaffolds from bacterial
cellulose/gelatin composites were surface modified with heparin, via a condensation reaction, in order
to bind VEGF onto the surface through electrostatic interactions between negatively charged N- and
O-sulfated groups of heparin and the basic lysine and arginine residues of VEGF. By fixing VEGF onto
the scaffold surfaces, the sustained delivery of VEGF, required to facilitate the production of new blood
vessels in the tissue construct, was enabled [80].

The addition of biological molecules onto the scaffold surface can also enhance the biocompatibility
of the biomaterial. Biomimetic scaffolds have been produced from electrospun PLA/CNF composite
nanofibres coated in a dopamine solution, to form a layer of poly(dopamine) (PDA) on the
surface [95]. The addition of PDA onto the surface of the scaffold increases the adhesion of
hMSCs, due to the large amount of amine and hydroxyl groups present. CNF have also been
electrospun with poly(2-methacryloyloxyethyl phosphorylcholine) before being coated with PDA [102].
This formed a zwitterionic polymer coating, limiting the fouling on the nanofibre membranes
necessary for biomaterials for wound healing or tissue engineering, where antibacterial scaffolds
are required. However, a disadvantage to the technique is the deposition of dopamine, which is a very
time-consuming process, taking up to several days [95].

Along with animal based proteins, there are several types of proteins derived from plants that
can be used to enhance the biomimetic nature of the scaffold [123]. In particular, soy protein isolates
(SPI) have been grafted onto oxidised cellulose in order to absorb growth factors necessary for in vitro
biomineralisation. When the scaffolds were soaked in a doubly concentrated simulated body fluid
solution, biomimetic calcium phosphate mineralisation was initiated, producing hydroxyapatite
rod-like nanocrystals, a perquisite for bone tissue engineering [89]. However, a disadvantage of using
SPI is its solubility in acidic or basic media.

2.3. Chemical Modifications

The three primary alcohol groups present in the anhydroglucose unit makes cellulose very
amenable to functionalisation as these are exposed at surfaces, e.g., of nanofibrils, sheets, or nanocrystals.
This enables new chemical and physical scaffold properties to be introduced or further tuned.
Oxidation of CNF is an attractive modification method as it changes the behaviour of the nanofibrils,
rendering these readily dispersible in water. This allows for cellulose to be processed in a viscous
liquid form without requiring ionic liquid solvents [75]. Surface hydroxyl groups on bacterial CNF
were oxidised by TEMPO to carboxylic acid groups and used to disperse hydroxyapatite nanoparticles.
Upon addition of gelatin, a hydrogel was formed and crosslinked by glutaraldehyde, producing a
scaffold which showed potential for engineering bone tissue [78]. Oxidation using acidified sodium
periodate forms dialdehyde cellulose (DAC) and scaffolds have been fabricated by blending DAC with
collagen, followed by crosslinking to form a 3D porous sponge that demonstrated dielectric behaviour,
indicating a material that could be suitable for neural tissue engineering focused on the regeneration
of the nervous system [86].

Cellulose nanocrystals can also be modified to become water dispersible (often described as
“water-soluble”, although clearly the crystals are not dissolved). Scaffolds of highly esterified
acetate cellulose nanocrystals (ACNC) were prepared through an environmental friendly single
step esterification method resulting in materials with a degree of substitution of 2.18, making these
hydrophobic, oleophilic and lipophilic. Ice-templating and freeze drying yielded interconnected,
highly porous scaffolds, creating a microenvironment suitable for tissue engineering [87].

Furthermore, the chemical modification of microcrystalline cellulose by phosphorylation, using
a molten phosphorous acid-urea reaction mixture, resulted in a water soluble material which could
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be cast into pellets. Normal human dermal fibroblast were viable on the phosphorylated surface,
which was said to mimic the glucosaminoglycans of in vivo cartilage tissue [88]. Cellulose phosphate
is more hydrophilic than native cellulose, but it is beneficial for bone tissue generation as calcium can
easily be mineralised [124].

Electrospun scaffolds are often used due to their good tensile mechanical strength and as
mimics of the fibrous structure of the ECM. However, native cellulose is a poor candidate for
electrospinning due to its poor solubility on most organic solvents. Cellulose is often converted to
cellulose acetate to be electrospun into fibres. Further modifications have been applied to the nanofibres
including oxidation followed by sulfonation to form water-stable sulfated cellulose [94]. These fibrous
meshes have demonstrated potential for bone tissue engineering as the sulfate groups are able to
retain the osteogenic growth factor, human recombinant bone morphogenetic protein-2 (rhBMP-2),
which supports the growth of bone marrow stromal cells on a bone tissue scaffold [94].

Attempts have been made to utilise the existing structure of plants for tissue engineering.
Given that cellulose is a major component of the plant cell wall, plant tissues can be decellularised and
used as scaffolds. The mechanical structure of cellulose can be modified using chemical cross-linkers
such as glyoxal or glutaraldehyde to stiffen the scaffold [125]. Scaffolds derived from apple hypanthium
tissue were decellularised, coated with collagen and crosslinked with glutaraldehyde to stiffen the
material [66]. Apple tissue was used as a promising candidate for in vitro culture of mammalian cells in
a 3D environment because its internal structure consists of connected pores and air pockets needed to
transfer nutrients and waste produced in 3D tissue [66]. These scaffolds supported a range of cell lines
as well as being easily produced, inexpensive and originating from a renewable, sustainable source.

It has been reported that the contractility of fibroblast cells on a native bacterial cellulose
scaffold surface is much lower than between other fibroblast cells [126]. This is detrimental for
cell attachment and proliferation on these scaffolds, as the seeded cells would tend to round up
instead of elongate [126]. Bacterial cellulose has been functionalised with organosilanes, by grafting
methyl terminated octadecyltrichlorosilane or amine terminated 3-aminopropyltriethoxysilane [77].
These modifications increased both hydrophobic and electrostatic interactions with fibroblast cells,
beneficial to promote cell growth for wound dressing applications [77]. The growth of fibroblast cells
was enhanced on the mannosylated surface of bacterial cellulose membranes, achieved by grafting aryl
monosaccharides into succinylated bacterial cellulose [76]. The covalent attachment of carbohydrates
onto the surface was made viable through the succinic crosslink and was reported to be beneficial
to the stimulation of fibroblast growth, as it is a monosaccharide motif used in cellular recognition.
Furthermore, the cells have a higher affinity for the succinylated bacterial cellulose due to a higher
charge on the carboxylated surface.

Cellulose surfaces bear a slight negative charge in aqueous media [109] and, to overcome this,
the epoxide, glycidyltrimethylammonium chloride (GTMAC), has been used to introduce a positive
charge onto the surface via introduction of quaternary ammonium moieties. Unlike chitosan,
these cationised CNF have a permanent charge and can be dispersed in water to form stable hydrogels
if the degree of GTMAC substitution along the nanofibril is high enough to charge stabilise the
dispersed particles [67]. Bacterial cellulose films were chemically modified with GTMAC facilitating
the attachment of MG-63 osteoblast cells through electrostatic interactions between the phosphate-lipid
bilayer of the cell membrane and the positively charged quaternary ammonium group (Figure 4 [22]).
Importantly, this was achieved in the absence of matrix ligands needed for cell attachment—no FBS
was present in the culture medium during attachment. Reducing the reliance on growth factors,
or proteins, for cell culture is important for industrial application as these are very costly, can exhibit
batch variability and are derived from animals or humans. In addition to modification of the surface
charge, the structural properties of the scaffolds could be tuned by crosslinking with glyoxal to
increase stiffness and further regulate cellular response [92]. These modifications use simple yet
robust chemistries that can be applied to any form of cellulose and are amenable to scaling up for
industrial applications.
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Figure 4. Cationisation of cellulose film by GTMAC introduced a positive charge to the surface
facilitating MG-63 cell attachment, in a matrix ligand free system, whereas only minimal attachment
was observed on unmodified cellulose surfaces. Electric force microscopy revealed the cationic cellulose
had a positive surface charge compared to the negatively charged native cellulose. Interestingly only
a low level of ~1.4% degree of substitution was required to induce this effect. After 24 h incubation
at 37 ◦C in 5% CO2 greater cell elongation occurred in on the cationic scaffolds compared to the
unmodified cellulose. Reproduced with permission from Courtenay et al., 2017 [92], Copyright © 2016,
Springer Nature.

Other derivatives of cellulose have been chemically modified to produce novel scaffolds and
are often used as biomaterials due to their solubility in water and most organic solvents, low cost
and commercial availability in a range of molecular weights [99]. HPC was photo crosslinked with
methyl methacrylate to form a photo-patterned and biodegradable hybrid paper substrate which could
be used for cell culture. Using lithographic techniques enables patterns of modified cellulose to be
produced, which could be used to form arrays of discrete cell clusters for cell assays such as toxicity or
population dynamics [97]. EHEC and hydrophobically modified EHEC were blended with PVA and
electrospun into fibres. These fibres were cross-linked with citric acid and supported the growth of
L929 mouse fibroblast cells, showing potential for cell culture applications [98]. Soft, interconnected
microporous scaffolds were prepared by modifying HPC with methacrylic anhydride, improving the
biodegradability [99]. These 3D hydrogel scaffolds were used to culture human adipose-derived stem
cells (ASCs) due to the interconnecting pores aiding nutrient transfer [99].

2.4. Cellulose Bioresorbability and Biodegradability In Vivo

An important factor when considering cellulose as a scaffold material for tissue engineering
applications is its biodegradation in vivo. Cellulose is commonly referred to as biodegradable,
as it is degraded by microorganisms, however the resorption of cellulose in vivo does not occur
as animals and humans do not synthesise cellulases [74]. A long-term study by Martson et al. [127],
described cellulose-based implants as biodurable as cellulose sponge scaffolds only underwent very
slow degradation in rat subcutaneous tissue after 60 days [127]. Whilst this may be a potential
limitation for the success of cellulose scaffolds to be used for in vivo tissue engineering; it is not the
case for in vitro culture or cellular agriculture applications.

Regenerated cellulose fibres when treated with N2O4 to produce oxidised cellulose have been
shown to bioresorb in vivo [128,129]. Several Johnson and Johnson Medical Inc. patents exist, covering
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the preparation and use of oxidised cellulose for use as surgical haemostats and gauzes (SURGICEL®)
to prevent post-operative adhesions [130,131]. Periodate oxidation to introduce aldehyde groups on the
cellulose chain has been shown to promote degradation of the cellulose at physiological pH [42,74,132].
However limited advancements have been made since. Another more recent approach involved
dosing cellulosic scaffolds with cellulase prior to implantation to stimulate in vivo degradation [42,111].
Moreover, including hyaluronic acid into cellulose structures introduces area of the scaffold that are
enzyme degradable [42]. Sannino et al. demonstrated that carbodiimide could be used as a crosslinker
between hyaluronic acid and cellulose derivatives [133]. This process introduces ester bonds amongst
the cellulose networks, which can be digested via hydrolysis [42,133]. Furthermore, cellulose can be
functionalised with several biomolecules, through carbodiimide crosslinking, such as cell function
promoting polypeptides [134,135]. Despite limited progress in the last decade to make cellulose
degrade in vivo, this has not deterred the breadth of recent literature investigating modified cellulose
scaffolds for cell culture.

3. Conclusions

It is clearly apparent that there is much potential for cellulose based materials as scaffolds in
tissue engineering. These are attractive from both a sustainability point of view as well as industrial
applications as there are a range of readily accessed fabrication methods possible. Cellulose is a cost
effective and sustainably source biomaterial amenable to an array of modifications that unlock new
properties and applications. Whilst there are a vast range of chemistries at hand that can be applied
to cellulose, only those that are robust, scalable and amenable to manufacturing are likely to have
longevity in tissue engineering beyond the laboratory.

It is very beneficial for the scaffold modifications, either chemical or biochemical, to reduce the
reliance of matrix ligands for cell attachment, which is important as currently the majority of matrix
ligands are provided by foetal bovine serum, which is not a sustainable source for industrial scale due
to high cost, batch variation and ethical considerations arising from to its origin. Moreover, developing
scaffolds with complex vascular-like structural features will be important for transitioning cell culture
from simple constructs to functional tissues. Sourcing cellulose from decellularised plant tissue can
reduce the cost and complexity of processing of the scaffold whilst introducing vascularity onto the
scaffold. Furthermore, there are many opportunities to blend cellulose with other biomaterials to
obtain a scaffold with the desired properties for specific applications.

Thus, modified cellulose meets the demand for a new biomaterial with suitable properties for
tissue engineering: Derived from a sustainable source and requiring minimal chemical processing,
or added growth factors, to culture cells for industrial applications.

Acknowledgments: J.C.C. acknowledges funding support from the EPSRC Centre for Doctoral Training in
Sustainable Chemical Technology (EP/L016354/1).

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

References

1. Salgado, A.J.; Oliveira, J.M.; Martins, A.; Teixeira, F.G.; Silva, N.A.; Neves, N.M.; Sousa, N.; Reis, R.L. Tissue
engineering and regenerative medicine: Past, present, and future. Int. Rev. Neurobiol. 2013, 108, 1–33.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Mason, C.; Dunnill, P. A brief definition of regenerative medicine. Regen. Med. 2008, 3, 1–5. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

3. Lanza, R.; Langer, R.; Vacanti, J. Principles of Tissue Engineering, 3rd ed.; Academic Press: Cambridge, MA,
USA, 2011.

4. Meyer, U.; Meyer, T.; Handschel, J.; Wiesmann, H.P. The History of Tissue Engineering and Regenerative Medicine
in Perspective; Meyer, U., Meyer, T., Handschel, J., Wiesmann, H.P., Eds.; Springer: Berlin, Germany, 2009;
ISBN 978-3-540-77754-0.

5. Murail, P.; Girard, L. False teeth of the Roman world. Nature 1998, 391, 7–8. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-12-410499-0.00001-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24083429
http://dx.doi.org/10.2217/17460751.3.1.1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18154457
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/34067


Molecules 2018, 23, 654 15 of 20

6. Green, W.T.J. Articular cartilage repair. Behavior of rabbit chondrocytes during tissue culture and subsequent
allografting. Clin. Orthop. Relat. Res. 1977, 124, 237–250.

7. Vacanti, C. The history of tissue engineering. J. Cell. Mol. Med. 2006, 1, 569–576. [CrossRef]
8. Constant, E.; Burke, J.F. Successful use of a physiologically acceptable artificial skin in the treatment of

extensive burn injury. Plast. Reconstr. Surg. 1982, 70, 784. [CrossRef]
9. Phillips, T.J.; Kehinde, O.; Green, H.; Gilchrest, B.A. Treatment of skin ulcers with cultured epidermal

allografts. J. Am. Acad. Dermatol. 1989, 21, 191–199. [CrossRef]
10. Coulomb, B.; Friteau, L.; Baruch, J.; Guilbaud, J.; Chretien-Marquet, B.; Glicenstein, J.; Lebreton-Decoster, C.;

Bell, E.; Dubertret, L. Advantage of the Presence of Living Dermal Fibroblasts within in Vitro Reconstructed
Skin for Grafting in Humans. Plast. Reconstr. Surg. 1998, 101, 1891–1903. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

11. Langer, R.; Vacanti, J.P. Tissue Engineering. Science 1993, 260, 920–926. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
12. Gonfiotti, A.; Jaus, M.O.; Barale, D.; Baiguera, S.; Comin, C.; Lavorini, F.; Fontana, G.; Sibila, O.; Rombolà, G.;

Jungebluth, P.; et al. The first tissue-engineered airway transplantation: 5-year follow-up results. Lancet 2014,
383, 238–244. [CrossRef]

13. Delaere, P.R.; Van Raemdonck, D. The trachea: The first tissue-engineered organ? J. Thorac. Cardiovasc. Surg.
2014, 147, 1128–1132. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Quinn, B. Paralysed Man Darek Fidyka Walks again after Pioneering Surgery. 2004. Available online: http:
//www.theguardian.com/science/2014/oct/21/paralysed-darek-fidyka-pioneering-surgery (accessed on
21 October 2014).

15. Agrawal, C.M.; Ong, J.L.; Appleford, M.R.; Mani, G. Tissue Engineering. In Introduction to Biomaterials—Basic
Theory with Engineering Applications; Saltzman, M.W., Chien, S., Eds.; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge,
UK, 2014; pp. 341–374.

16. Dvir, T.; Timko, B.P.; Kohane, D.S.; Langer, R. Nanotechnological strategies for engineering complex tissues.
Nat. Nanotechnol. 2011, 6, 13–22. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

17. Keller, G. Embryonic stem cell differentiation: Emergence of a new era in biology and medicine. Genes Dev.
2005, 19, 1129–1155. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

18. Heath, C.A. Cells for tissue engineering. Trends Biotechnol. 2000, 18, 17–19. [CrossRef]
19. Gupta, R.; Enver, T.; Medvinsky, A. Cord Blood Stem Cells: Current Uses and Future Challenges. 2015.

Available online: http://www.eurostemcell.org/factsheet/cord-blood-stem-cells-current-uses-and-future-
challenges (accessed on 5 April 2015).

20. Hass, R.; Kasper, C.; Böhm, S.; Jacobs, R. Different populations and sources of human mesenchymal stem
cells (MSC): A comparison of adult and neonatal tissue-derived MSC. Cell Commun. Signal. 2011, 9, 12.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

21. Van der Valk, J. Fetal Bovine Serum (FBS): Past—Present—Future. ALTEX 2017, 35, 99–118. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

22. Courtenay, J.C.; Johns, M.A.; Galembeck, F.; Deneke, C.; Lanzoni, E.M.; Costa, C.A.; Scott, J.L.; Sharma, R.I.
Surface modified cellulose scaffolds for tissue engineering. Cellulose 2017, 24, 253–267. [CrossRef]

23. Kular, J.K.; Basu, S.; Sharma, R.I. The extracellular matrix: Structure, composition, age-related differences,
tools for analysis and applications for tissue engineering. J. Tissue Eng. 2014, 5, 1–17. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Hollister, S.J.; Maddox, R.D.; Taboas, J.M. Optimal design and fabrication of scaffolds to mimic tissue
properties and satisfy biological constraints. Biomaterials 2002, 23, 4095–4103. [CrossRef]

25. Agrawal, C.M.; Ray, R.B. Biodegradable polymeric scaffolds for musculoskeletal tissue engineering. J. Biomed.
Mater. Res. Part A 2001, 55, 141–150. [CrossRef]

26. Peloso, A.; Dhal, A.; Zambon, J.P.; Li, P.; Orlando, G.; Atala, A.; Soker, S. Current achievements and future
perspectives in whole-organ bioengineering. Stem Cell Res. Ther. 2015, 6, 107. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

27. Abouna, G.M. Organ Shortage Crisis: Problems and Possible Solutions. Transplant. Proc. 2008, 40, 34–38.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

28. Okamoto, M.; John, B. Synthetic biopolymer nanocomposites for tissue engineering scaffolds. Prog. Polym. Sci.
2013, 38, 1487–1503. [CrossRef]

29. Patterson, J.; Martino, M.M.; Hubbell, J.A. Biomimetic materials in tissue engineering. Mater. Today 2010, 13,
14–22. [CrossRef]

30. Benoit, D.S.W.; Anseth, K.S. Heparin functionalized PEG gels that modulate protein adsorption for hMSC
adhesion and differentiation. Acta Biomater. 2005, 1, 461–470. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.2755/jcmm010.003.20
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00006534-198212000-00092
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0190-9622(89)70160-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/00006534-199806000-00018
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9623833
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.8493529
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8493529
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(13)62033-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jtcvs.2013.12.024
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24503324
http://www.theguardian.com/science/2014/oct/21/paralysed-darek-fidyka-pioneering-surgery
http://www.theguardian.com/science/2014/oct/21/paralysed-darek-fidyka-pioneering-surgery
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nnano.2010.246
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21151110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1101/gad.1303605
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15905405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0167-7799(99)01396-7
http://www.eurostemcell.org/factsheet/cord-blood-stem-cells-current-uses-and-future-challenges
http://www.eurostemcell.org/factsheet/cord-blood-stem-cells-current-uses-and-future-challenges
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1478-811X-9-12
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21569606
http://dx.doi.org/10.14573/altex.1705101
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28800376
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10570-016-1111-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/2041731414557112
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25610589
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0142-9612(02)00148-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1097-4636(200105)55:2&lt;141::AID-JBM1000&gt;3.0.CO;2-J
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s13287-015-0089-y
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26028404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.transproceed.2007.11.067
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18261540
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.progpolymsci.2013.06.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1369-7021(10)70013-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2005.03.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16701827


Molecules 2018, 23, 654 16 of 20

31. Post, M.J. Cultured meat from stem cells: Challenges and prospects. Meat Sci. 2012, 92, 297–301. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

32. Tuomisto, H.L.; De Mattos, M.J.T. Environmental impacts of cultured meat production. Environ. Sci. Technol.
2011, 45, 6117–6123. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. Pampaloni, F.; Reynaud, E.G.; Stelzer, E.H.K. The third dimension bridges the gap between cell culture and
live tissue. Nat. Rev. Mol. Cell Biol. 2007, 8, 839–845. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Lustri, W.R.; de Oliveira Barud, H.G.; Da Silva Barud, H.; Peres, M.F.S.; Gutierrez, J.; Tercjak, A.;
de Oliveira Junior, O.B.; José Lima Ribeiro, S. Microbial Cellulose—Biosynthesis Mechanisms and Medical
Applications, In Cellulose—Fundamental Aspects and Current Trends; Poletto, D.M., Ed.; INTECH Open Access
Publisher: Rijeka, Croatia, 2015.

35. Potulski, D.C.; De Muniz, G.I.B.; Klock, U.; De Andrade, A.S. Green composites from sustainable cellulose
nanofibrils: A review. Sci. For. Sci. 2014, 40, 345–351. [CrossRef]

36. Nitta, S.K.; Numata, K. Biopolymer-based nanoparticles for drug/gene delivery and tissue engineering.
Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2013, 14, 1629–1654. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Armentano, I.; Dottori, M.; Fortunati, E.; Mattioli, S.; Kenny, J.M. Biodegradable polymer matrix
nanocomposites for tissue engineering: A review. Polym. Degrad. Stab. 2010, 95, 2126–2146. [CrossRef]

38. Van Vlierberghe, S.; Dubruel, P.; Schacht, E. Biopolymer-based hydrogels as scaffolds for tissue engineering
applications: A review. Biomacromolecules 2011, 12, 1387–1408. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

39. Agrawal, C.M.; Ong, J.L.; Appleford, M.R.; Mani, G. Natural biomaterials. In Introduction to Biomaterials—Basic
Theory with Engineering Applications; Cambrigde University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2014; pp. 198–232.

40. Klemm, D.; Heublein, B.; Fink, H.-P.P.; Bohn, A. Cellulose: Fascinating biopolymer and sustainable raw
material. Angew. Chem. Int. Ed. 2005, 44, 3358–3393. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

41. Modulevsky, D.J.; Cuerrier, C.M.; Pelling, A.E. Biocompatibility of Subcutaneously Implanted Plant-Derived
Cellulose Biomaterials. PLoS ONE 2016, 11, 1–19. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

42. Sannino, A.; Demitri, C.; Madaghiele, M. Biodegradable cellulose-based hydrogels: Design and applications.
Materials 2009, 2, 353–373. [CrossRef]

43. Svensson, A.; Nicklasson, E.; Harrah, T.; Panilaitis, B.; Kaplan, D.L.; Brittberg, M.; Gatenholm, P. Bacterial
cellulose as a potential scaffold for tissue engineering of cartilage. Biomaterials 2005, 26, 419–431. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

44. Torres, F.G.; Commeaux, S.; Troncoso, O.P. Biocompatibility of bacterial cellulose based biomaterials.
J. Funct. Biomater. 2012, 3, 864–878. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Eyley, S.; Thielemans, W. Surface modification of cellulose nanocrystals. Nanoscale 2014, 6, 7764–7779.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Jedvert, K.; Heinze, T. Cellulose modification and shaping—A review. J. Polym. Eng. 2017, 37, 845–860.
[CrossRef]

47. Klemm, D.; Kramer, F.; Moritz, S.; Lindström, T.; Ankerfors, M.; Gray, D.; Dorris, A. Nanocelluloses: A new
family of nature-based materials. Angew. Chem. Int. Ed. 2011, 50, 5438–5466. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

48. Siró, I.; Plackett, D. Microfibrillated cellulose and new nanocomposite materials: A review. Cellulose 2010, 17,
459–494. [CrossRef]

49. Henriksson, M.; Berglund, L.A.; Isaksson, P.; Lindstro, T.; Nishino, T. Nanopaper Structures of High
Toughness. Biomacromolecules 2008, 9, 1579–1585. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

50. Habibi, Y.; Lucia, L.A.; Rojas, O.J. Cellulose nanocrystals: Chemistry, self-assembly, and applications.
Chem. Rev. 2010, 110, 3479–3500. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

51. Samir, M.A.S.A.; Alloin, F.; Sanchez, J.Y.; Dufresne, A. POE-based nanocomposite polymer electrolytes
reinforced with cellulose whiskers. Macromolecules 2004, 37, 4839–4844. [CrossRef]

52. De Souza Lima, M.M.; Borsali, R. Rodlike Cellulose Microcrystals: Structure, Properties, and Applications.
Macromolecules 2004, 25, 771–787. [CrossRef]

53. Czaja, W.K.; Young, D.J.; Kawecki, M.; Brown, R.M. The future prospects of microbial cellulose in biomedical
applications. Biomacromolecules 2007, 8, 1–12. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

54. Sani, A.; Dahman, Y. Improvements in the production of bacterial synthesized biocellulose nanofibres using
different culture methods. J. Chem. Technol. Biotechnol. 2010, 85, 151–164. [CrossRef]

55. Moon, R.J.; Martini, A.; Nairn, J.; Simonsen, J.; Youngblood, J. Cellulose nanomaterials review: Structure,
properties and nanocomposites. Chem. Soc. Rev. 2011, 40, 3941–3994. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.meatsci.2012.04.008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22543115
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/es200130u
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21682287
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrm2236
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17684528
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.carbpol.2011.08.078
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijms14011629
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23344060
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.polymdegradstab.2010.06.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/bm200083n
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21388145
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/anie.200460587
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15861454
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0157894
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27328066
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ma2020353
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2004.02.049
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15275816
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/jfb3040864
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24955750
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C4NR01756K
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24937092
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/polyeng-2016-0272
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/anie.201001273
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21598362
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10570-010-9405-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/bm800038n
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18498189
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/cr900339w
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20201500
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ma049504y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/marc.200300268
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/bm060620d
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17206781
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jctb.2300
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/c0cs00108b
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21566801


Molecules 2018, 23, 654 17 of 20

56. Jorfi, M.; Foster, E.J. Recent advances in nanocellulose for biomedical applications. J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 2015,
132, 1–19. [CrossRef]

57. Chao, Y.; Ishida, T.; Sugano, Y.; Shoda, M. Bacterial cellulose production by Acetobacter xylinum in a 50-L
internal-loop airlift reactor. Biotechnol. Bioeng. 2000, 68, 345–352. [CrossRef]

58. Fu, L.; Zhang, J.; Yang, G. Present status and applications of bacterial cellulose-based materials for skin tissue
repair. Carbohydr. Polym. 2013, 92, 1432–1442. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

59. Abdul Khalil, H.P.S.; Davoudpour, Y.; Nazrul Islam, M.; Mustapha, A.; Sudesh, K.; Dungania, R.; Jawaid, M.
Production and modification of nanofibrillated cellulose using various mechanical processes: A review.
Carbohydr. Polym. 2014, 99, 649–655. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

60. Afewerki, S.; Alimohammadzadeh, R.; Osong, S.H.; Tai, C.-W.; Engstrand, P.; Córdova, A.; Afewerki, S.;
Alimohammadzadeh, R.; Córdova, A.; Osong, S.H.; et al. Sustainable Design for the Direct Fabrication and
Highly Versatile Functionalization of Nanocelluloses. Glob. Chall. 2017, 1, 1–6. [CrossRef]

61. Li, Q.; McGinnis, S.; Sydnor, C.; Wong, A.; Renneckar, S. Nanocellulose life cycle assessment. ACS Sustain.
Chem. Eng. 2013, 1, 919–928. [CrossRef]

62. Bhattacharya, M.; Malinen, M.M.; Lauren, P.; Lou, Y.-R.; Kuisma, S.W.; Kanninen, L.; Lille, M.; Corlu, A.;
GuGuen-Guillouzo, C.; Ikkala, O.; et al. Nanofibrillar cellulose hydrogel promotes three-dimensional liver
cell culture. J. Control. Release 2012, 164, 291–298. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

63. Ma, Z.; Ramakrishna, S. Electrospun regenerated cellulose nanofiber affinity membrane functionalized with
protein A/G for IgG purification. J. Membr. Sci. 2008, 319, 23–28. [CrossRef]

64. Torres-Rendon, J.G.; Femmer, T.; De Laporte, L.; Tigges, T.; Rahimi, K.; Gremse, F.; Zafarnia, S.; Lederle, W.;
Ifuku, S.; Wessling, M.; et al. Bioactive Gyroid Scaffolds Formed by Sacrificial Templating of Nanocellulose
and Nanochitin Hydrogels as Instructive Platforms for Biomimetic Tissue Engineering. Adv. Mater. 2015, 27,
2989–2995. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

65. Gershlak, J.R.; Hernandez, S.; Fontana, G.; Perreault, L.R.; Hansen, K.J.; Larson, S.A.; Binder, B.Y.K.;
Dolivo, D.M.; Yang, T.; Dominko, T.; et al. Crossing kingdoms: Using decellularized plants as perfusable
tissue engineering scaffolds. Biomaterials 2017, 125, 13–22. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

66. Modulevsky, D.J.; Lefebvre, C.; Haase, K.; Al-Rekabi, Z.; Pelling, A.E. Apple Derived Cellulose Scaffolds for
3D Mammalian Cell Culture. PLoS ONE 2014, 9, e97835. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

67. Courtenay, J.C.; Ramalhete, S.M.; Skuze, W.J.; Soni, R.; Khimyak, Y.Z.; Edler, K.J.; Scott, J.L. Unravelling
cationic cellulose nanofibril hydrogel structure: NMR spectroscopy and small angle neutron scattering
analyses. Soft Matter 2018, 14, 255–263. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

68. Isogai, A.; Saito, T.; Fukuzumi, H. TEMPO-oxidized cellulose nanofibers. Nanoscale 2011, 3, 71–85. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

69. Capron, I.; Cathala, B. Surfactant-free high internal phase emulsions stabilized by cellulose nanocrystals.
Biomacromolecules 2013, 14, 291–296. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

70. Braun, B.; Dorgan, J.R. Single-Step Method for the Isolation and Surface Functionalization of Cellulosic
Nanowhiskers. Biomacromolecules 2009, 10, 334–341. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

71. Missoum, K.; Belgacem, M.N.; Bras, J. Nanofibrillated cellulose surface modification: A review. Materials
2013, 6, 1745–1766. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

72. Habibi, Y. Key advances in the chemical modification of nanocelluloses. Chem. Soc. Rev. 2014, 43, 1519–1542.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

73. Kono, H.; Ogasawara, K.; Kusumoto, R.; Oshima, K.; Hashimoto, H.; Shimizu, Y. Cationic cellulose hydrogels
cross-linked by poly(ethylene glycol): Preparation, molecular dynamics, and adsorption of anionic dyes.
Carbohydr. Polym. 2016, 152, 170–180. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

74. Lam, E.; Male, K.B.; Chong, J.H.; Leung, A.C.W.; Luong, J.H.T. Applications of functionalized and
nanoparticle-modified nanocrystalline cellulose. Trends Biotechnol. 2012, 30, 283–290. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

75. Crawford, R.J.; Edler, K.J.; Lindhoud, S.; Scott, J.L.; Unali, G. Formation of shear thinning gels from partially
oxidised cellulose nanofibrils. Green Chem. 2012, 14, 300–303. [CrossRef]

76. Birkheur, S.; de Sousa Faria-Tischer, P.C.; Tischer, C.A.; Pimentel, E.F.; Fronza, M.; Endringer, D.C.;
Butera, A.P.; Ribeiro-Viana, R.M. Enhancement of fibroblast growing on the mannosylated surface of
cellulose membranes. Mater. Sci. Eng. C 2017, 77, 672–679. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

77. Taokaew, S.; Phisalaphong, M.; Newby, B.Z. Modification of bacterial cellulose with organosilanes to improve
attachment and spreading of human fibroblasts. Cellulose 2015, 22, 2311–2324. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/app.41719
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0290(20000505)68:3&lt;345::AID-BIT13&gt;3.0.CO;2-M
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.carbpol.2012.10.071
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23399174
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.carbpol.2013.08.069
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24274556
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/gch2.201700045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/sc4000225
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jconrel.2012.06.039
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22776290
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.memsci.2008.03.045
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/adma.201405873
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25833165
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2017.02.011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28222326
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0097835
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24842603
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C7SM02113E
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29238786
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C0NR00583E
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20957280
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/bm301871k
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23289355
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/bm8011117
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19102697
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ma6051745
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28809240
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C3CS60204D
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24316693
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.carbpol.2016.07.011
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27516262
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tibtech.2012.02.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22405283
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C2GC16302K
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.msec.2017.04.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28532078
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10570-015-0651-x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26478661


Molecules 2018, 23, 654 18 of 20

78. Park, M.; Lee, D.; Shin, S.; Hyun, J. Effect of negatively charged cellulose nanofibers on the dispersion of
hydroxyapatite nanoparticles for scaffolds in bone tissue engineering. Colloids Surf. B Biointerfaces 2015, 130,
222–228. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

79. Bodin, A.; Ahrenstedt, L.; Fink, H.; Brumer, H.; Risberg, B.; Gatenholm, P. Modification of Nanocellulose
with a Xyloglucan—RGD Conjugate Enhances Adhesion and Proliferation of Endothelial Cells: Implications
for Tissue Engineering. Biomacromolecules 2007, 8, 3697–3704. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

80. Wang, B.; Lv, X.; Chen, S.; Li, Z.; Yao, J.; Peng, X.; Feng, C.; Xu, Y.; Wang, H. Use of heparinized bacterial
cellulose based scaffold for improving angiogenesis in tissue regeneration. Carbohydr. Polym. 2018, 181,
948–956. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

81. Pertile, R.; Moreira, S.; Andrade, F.; Domingues, L.; Gama, M. Bacterial cellulose modified using recombinant
proteins to improve neuronal and mesenchymal cell adhesion. Biotechnol. Prog. 2012, 28, 526–532. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

82. Basu, P.; Saha, N.; Bandyopadhyay, S.; Saha, P. Rheological performance of bacterial cellulose based
nonmineralized and mineralized hydrogel scaffolds. AIP Conf. Proc. 2017, 1843, 050008. [CrossRef]

83. Huang, Y.; Wang, J.; Yang, F.; Shao, Y.; Zhang, X.; Dai, K. Modification and evaluation of micro-nano
structured porous bacterial cellulose scaffold for bone tissue engineering. Mater. Sci. Eng. C 2017, 75,
1034–1041. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

84. Kumbhar, J.V.; Jadhav, S.H.; Bodas, D.S.; Barhanpurkar-Naik, A.; Wani, M.R.; Paknikar, K.M.; Rrajwade, J.M.
In vitro and in vivo studies of a novel bacterial cellulose-based acellular bilayer nanocomposite scaffold for
the repair of osteochondral defects. Int. J. Nanomed. 2017, 12, 6437–6459. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

85. Kirdponpattara, S.; Khamkeaw, A.; Sanchavanakit, N.; Pavasant, P.; Phisalaphong, M. Structural
modification and characterization of bacterial cellulose-alginate composite scaffolds for tissue engineering.
Carbohydr. Polym. 2015, 132, 146–155. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

86. Pietrucha, K.; Marzec, E.; Kudzin, M. Pore structure and dielectric behaviour of the 3D collagen-DAC
scaffolds designed for nerve tissue repair. Int. J. Biol. Macromol. 2016, 92, 1298–1306. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

87. Abraham, E.; Weber, D.E.; Sharon, S.; Lapidot, S.; Shoseyov, O. Multifunctional cellulosic scaffolds from
modified cellulose nanocrystals. ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces 2017, 9, 2010–2015. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

88. Petreus, T.; Stoica, B.A.; Petreus, O.; Goriuc, A.; Cotrutz, C.E.; Antoniac, I.V.; Barbu-Tudoran, L. Preparation
and cytocompatibility evaluation for hydrosoluble phosphorous acid-derivatized cellulose as tissue
engineering scaffold material. J. Mater. Sci. Mater. Med. 2014, 25, 1115–1127. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

89. Salama, A.; Shukry, N.; El-Gendy, A.; El-Sakhawy, M. Bioactive cellulose grafted soy protein isolate towards
biomimetic calcium phosphate mineralization. Ind. Crops Prod. 2017, 95, 170–174. [CrossRef]

90. Kashani Rahimi, S.; Aeinehvand, R.; Kim, K.; Otaigbe, J.U. Structure and Biocompatibility of Bioabsorbable
Nanocomposites of Aliphatic-Aromatic Copolyester and Cellulose Nanocrystals. Biomacromolecules 2017, 18,
2179–2194. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

91. Pal, N.; Dubey, P.; Gopinath, P.; Pal, K. Combined effect of cellulose nanocrystal and reduced graphene oxide
into poly-lactic acid matrix nanocomposite as a scaffold and its anti-bacterial activity. Int. J. Biol. Macromol.
2017, 95, 94–105. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

92. Courtenay, J.C.; Deneke, C.; Lanzoni, E.M.; Costa, C.A.; Bae, Y.; Scott, J.L.; Sharma, R.I. Modulating cell
response on cellulose surfaces; tuneable attachment and scaffold mechanics. Cellulose 2017, 1–16. [CrossRef]

93. Johns, M.A.; Bae, Y.; Guimarães, F.E.G.; Lanzoni, E.M.; Costa, C.A.R.; Murray, P.M.; Deneke, C.; Galembeck, F.;
Scott, J.L.; Sharma, R.I. Predicting Ligand-Free Cell Attachment on Next-Generation Cellulose–Chitosan
Hydrogels. ACS Omega 2018, 3, 937–945. [CrossRef]

94. Filion, T.M.; Kutikov, A.; Song, J. Chemically modified cellulose fibrous meshes for use as tissue engineering
scaffolds. Bioorg. Med. Chem. Lett. 2011, 21, 5067–5070. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

95. Yang, Z.; Si, J.; Cui, Z.; Ye, J.; Wang, X.; Wang, Q.; Peng, K.; Chen, W.; Chen, S.C. Biomimetic composite
scaffolds based on surface modification of polydopamine on electrospun poly(lactic acid)/cellulose
nanofibrils. Carbohydr. Polym. 2017, 174, 750–759. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

96. Ye, J.; Si, J.; Cui, Z.; Wang, Q.; Peng, K.; Chen, W.; Peng, X.; Chen, S.-C. Surface Modification of Electrospun
TPU Nanofiber Scaffold with CNF Particles by Ultrasound-Assisted Technique for Tissue Engineering.
Macromol. Mater. Eng. 2017, 302, 1–9. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.colsurfb.2015.04.014
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25910635
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/bm070343q
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18031014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.carbpol.2017.11.055
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29254059
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/btpr.1501
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22271600
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.4983000
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.msec.2017.02.174
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28415386
http://dx.doi.org/10.2147/IJN.S137361
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28919746
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.carbpol.2015.06.059
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26256335
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijbiomac.2016.08.029
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27519295
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acsami.6b13528
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28051293
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10856-014-5146-z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24481532
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.indcrop.2016.10.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.biomac.7b00578
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28616970
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijbiomac.2016.11.041
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27856322
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10570-017-1612-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acsomega.7b01583
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.bmcl.2011.04.032
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21536439
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.carbpol.2017.07.010
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28821128
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/mame.201700277


Molecules 2018, 23, 654 19 of 20

97. Qi, A.; Hoo, S.P.; Friend, J.; Yeo, L.; Yue, Z.; Chan, P.P.Y. Hydroxypropyl cellulose methacrylate as a
photo-patternable and biodegradable hybrid paper substrate for cell culture and other bioapplications.
Adv. Healthc. Mater. 2014, 3, 543–554. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

98. Wali, A.; Zhang, Y.; Sengupta, P.; Higaki, Y.; Takahara, A.; Badiger, M.V. Electrospinning of non-ionic cellulose
ethers/polyvinyl alcohol nanofibers: Characterization and applications. Carbohydr. Polym. 2018, 181, 175–182.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

99. Hoo, S.P.; Loh, Q.L.; Yue, Z.; Fu, J.; Tan, T.T.Y.; Choong, C.; Chan, P.P.Y. Preparation of a soft and
interconnected macroporous hydroxypropyl cellulose methacrylate scaffold for adipose tissue engineering.
J. Mater. Chem. B 2013, 1, 3107. [CrossRef]

100. Kageyama, T.; Osaki, T.; Enomoto, J.; Myasnikova, D.; Nittami, T.; Hozumi, T.; Ito, T.; Fukuda, J. In Situ
Cross-Linkable Gelatin-CMC Hydrogels Designed for Rapid Engineering of Perfusable Vasculatures.
ACS Biomater. Sci. Eng. 2016, 2, 1059–1066. [CrossRef]

101. Ninan, N.; Muthiah, M.; Park, I.K.; Elain, A.; Thomas, S.; Grohens, Y. Pectin/carboxymethyl
cellulose/microfibrillated cellulose composite scaffolds for tissue engineering. Carbohydr. Polym. 2013,
98, 877–885. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

102. Kolewe, K.W.; Dobosz, K.M.; Rieger, K.A.; Chang, C.C.; Emrick, T.; Schiffman, J.D. Antifouling Electrospun
Nanofiber Mats Functionalized with Polymer Zwitterions. ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces 2016, 8, 27585–27593.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

103. Ramphul, H.; Bhaw-Luximon, A.; Jhurry, D. Sugar-cane bagasse derived cellulose enhances performance
of polylactide and polydioxanone electrospun scaffold for tissue engineering. Carbohydr. Polym. 2017, 178,
238–250. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

104. Han, D.; Gouma, P.I. Electrospun bioscaffolds that mimic the topology of extracellular matrix.
Nanomed. Nanotechnol. Biol. Med. 2006, 2, 37–41. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

105. Chau, M.; De France, K.J.; Kopera, B.; Machado, V.R.; Rosenfeldt, S.; Reyes, L.; Chan, K.J.W.; Förster, S.;
Cranston, E.D.; Hoare, T.; et al. Composite Hydrogels with Tunable Anisotropic Morphologies and
Mechanical Properties. Chem. Mater. 2016, 28, 3406–3415. [CrossRef]

106. Kumar, A.; Rao, K.M.; Han, S.S. Synthesis of mechanically stiff and bioactive hybrid hydrogels for bone
tissue engineering applications. Chem. Eng. J. 2017, 317, 119–131. [CrossRef]

107. Stumpf, T.R.; Yang, X.; Zhang, J.; Cao, X. In situ and ex situ modifications of bacterial cellulose for applications
in tissue engineering. Mater. Sci. Eng. C 2016, 82, 372–383. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

108. Saska, S.; Barud, H.S.; Gaspar, A.M.M.; Marchetto, R.; Ribeiro, S.J.L.; Messaddeq, Y. Bacterial
cellulose-hydroxyapatite nanocomposites for bone regeneration. Int. J. Biomater. 2011, 2011, 175362.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

109. Orelma, H.; Filpponen, I.; Johansson, L.S.; Laine, J.; Rojas, O.J. Modification of cellulose films by adsorption
of cmc and chitosan for controlled attachment of biomolecules. Biomacromolecules 2011, 12, 4311–4318.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

110. Tomihata, K.; Ikada, Y. In vitro and in vivo degradation of films of chitin and its deacetylated derivatives.
Biomaterials 1997, 18, 567–575. [CrossRef]

111. Entcheva, E.; Bien, H.; Yin, L.; Chung, C.-Y.; Farrell, M.; Kostov, Y. Functional cardiac cell constructs on
cellulose-based scaffolding. Biomaterials 2004, 25, 5753–5762. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

112. Laus, G.; Bentivoglio, G.; Schottenberger, H.; Kahlenberg, V.; Kopacha, H.; Röder, T.; Sixta, H. Ionic liquids:
Current developments, potential and drawbacks for industrial applications. Lenzing. Ber. 2005, 84, 71–85.
[CrossRef]

113. Coombs Obrien, J.; Torrente-Murciano, L.; Mattia, D.; Scott, J.L. Continuous Production of Cellulose
Microbeads via Membrane Emulsification. ACS Sustain. Chem. Eng. 2017, 5, 5931–5939. [CrossRef]

114. Gale, E.; Wirawan, R.H.; Silveira, R.L.; Pereira, C.S.; Johns, M.A.; Skaf, M.S.; Scott, J.L. Directed Discovery
of Greener Cosolvents: New Cosolvents for Use in Ionic Liquid Based Organic Electrolyte Solutions for
Cellulose Dissolution. ACS Sustain. Chem. Eng. 2016, 4, 6200–6207. [CrossRef]

115. Gale, E.M.; Johns, M.A.; Wirawan, R.H.; Scott, J.L. Combining random walk and regression models to
understand solvation in multi-component solvent systems. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2017, 19, 17805–17815.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/adhm.201300155
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24039172
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.carbpol.2017.10.070
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29253960
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/c3tb00446e
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acsbiomaterials.6b00203
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.carbpol.2013.06.067
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23987424
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acsami.6b09839
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27669057
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.carbpol.2017.09.046
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29050590
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nano.2006.01.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17292114
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemmater.6b00792
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2017.02.065
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.msec.2016.11.121
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29025671
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2011/175362
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21961004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/bm201236a
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22035370
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0142-9612(96)00167-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2004.01.024
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15147821
http://dx.doi.org/10.2174/157017905774322640
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acssuschemeng.7b00662
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acssuschemeng.6b02020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C7CP02873C
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28657079


Molecules 2018, 23, 654 20 of 20

116. Johns, M.A.; Bernardes, A.; De Azevêdo, E.R.; Guimarães, F.E.G.; Lowe, J.P.; Gale, E.M.; Polikarpov, I.;
Scott, J.L.; Sharma, R.I. On the subtle tuneability of cellulose hydrogels: Implications for binding of
biomolecules demonstrated for CBM 1. J. Mater. Chem. B 2017, 5, 3879–3887. [CrossRef]

117. Zou, H.; Luo, Q.; Zhou, D. Affinity membrane chromatography for the analysis and purification of proteins.
J. Biochem. Biophys. Methods 2001, 49, 199–240. [CrossRef]

118. Pelton, R. Bioactive paper provides a low-cost platform for diagnostics. Trends Anal. Chem. 2009, 28, 925–942.
[CrossRef]

119. Brash, J.L.; Ten Hove, P. Protein adsorption studies on “standard” polymeric materials. J. Biomater. Sci.
Polym. Ed. 1993, 4, 591–599. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

120. Watanabe, K.; Eto, Y.; Takano, S.; Nakamori, S.; Shibai, H.; Yamanaka, S. A new bacterial cellulose substrate
for mammalian cell culture—A new bacterial cellulose substrate. Cytotechnology 1993, 13, 107–114. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

121. Hersel, U.; Dahmen, C.; Kessler, H. RGD modified polymers: Biomaterials for stimulated cell adhesion and
beyond. Biomaterials 2003, 24, 4385–4415. [CrossRef]

122. Perets, A.; Baruch, Y.; Weisbuch, F.; Shoshany, G.; Neufeld, G.; Cohen, S. Enhancing the vascularization
of three-dimensional porous alginate scaffolds by incorporating controlled release basic fibroblast growth
factor microspheres. J. Biomed. Mater. Res. 2003, 65, 489–497. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

123. Merle, C.; Perret, S.; Lacour, T.; Jonval, V.; Hudaverdian, S.; Garrone, R.; Ruggiero, F.; Theisen, M.
Hydroxylated human homotrimeric collagen I in Agrobacterium tumefaciens-mediated transient expression
and in transgenic tobacco plant. FEBS Lett. 2002, 515, 114–118. [CrossRef]

124. Granja, P.L.; De Jéso, B.; Bareille, R.; Rouais, F.; Baquey, C.; Barbosa, M.A. Cellulose phosphates as
biomaterials. In vitro biocompatibility studies. React. Funct. Polym. 2006, 66, 728–739. [CrossRef]

125. Quero, F.; Nogi, M.; Lee, K.Y.; Vanden Poel, G.; Bismarck, A.; Mantalaris, A.; Yano, H.; Eichhorn, S.J.
Cross-linked bacterial cellulose networks using glyoxalization. ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces 2011, 3, 490–499.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

126. Sanchavanakit, N.; Sangrungraungroj, W.; Kaomongkolgit, R.; Banaprasert, T.; Pavasant, P.; Phisalaphong, M.
Growth of human keratinocytes and fibroblasts on bacterial cellulose film. Biotechnol. Prog. 2006, 22,
1194–1199. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

127. Märtson, M.; Viljanto, J.; Hurme, T.; Laippala, P.; Saukko, P. Is cellulose sponge degradable or stable as
implantation material? An in vivo subcutaneous study in the rat. Biomaterials 1999, 20, 1989–1995. [CrossRef]

128. Ashton, W.H.; Moser, C.E. Oxidized Cellulose Product and Method for Preparing the Same. U.S. Patent No.
3364200A, 16 January 1968.

129. Petty, J.D.; Huckins, J.N.; David, A.U.S. Preparation Method of Bioresorbable Oxidized Cellulose. U.S. Patent
No. 2009/0306363 A1, 28 February 2007.

130. Linsky, C.B.; Cunningham, T.J. Methods and Materials for Prevention of Surgical Adhesions. U.S. Patent No.
5002551A, 22 August 1985.

131. Broadnax, C.H., Jr. Surgical Hemostat Comprising Oxidized Cellulose. U.S. Patent No. 4626253A,
5 October 1984.

132. Domingues, R.M.A.; Gomes, M.E.; Reis, R.L. The Potential of Cellulose Nanocrystals in Tissue Engineering
Strategies. Biomacromolecules 2014, 15, 2327–2346. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

133. Sannino, A.; Pappadà, S.; Madaghiele, M.; Maffezzoli, A.; Ambrosio, L.; Nicolais, L. Crosslinking of cellulose
derivatives and hyaluronic acid with water-soluble carbodiimide. Polymer 2005, 46, 11206–11212. [CrossRef]

134. Nakajima, N.; Ikada, Y. Mechanism of Amide Formation by Carbodiimide for Bioconjugation in Aqueous
Media. Bioconjug. Chem. 1995, 6, 123–130. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

135. Olde Damink, L.H.H.; Dijkstra, P.J.; Van Luyn, M.J.A.; Van Wachem, P.B.; Nieuwenhuis, P.; Feijen, J.
Cross-linking of dermal sheep collagen using a water-soluble carbodiimide. Biomaterials 1996, 17, 765–773.
[CrossRef]

© 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/C7TB00176B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0165-022X(01)00200-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.trac.2009.05.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/156856293X00230
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8280673
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF00749937
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7764575
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0142-9612(03)00343-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jbm.a.10542
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12761840
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0014-5793(02)02452-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.reactfunctpolym.2005.10.027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/am101065p
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21186815
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/bp060035o
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16889398
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0142-9612(99)00094-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/bm500524s
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24914454
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.polymer.2005.10.048
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/bc00031a015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7711098
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0142-9612(96)81413-X
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Principles of Tissue Engineering 
	Cellulose as a Sustainable Scaffold for Tissue Engineering 

	Methods of Scaffold Modification 
	Physical Modifications 
	Biochemical Modifications 
	Chemical Modifications 
	Cellulose Bioresorbability and Biodegradability In Vivo 

	Conclusions 
	References

