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Abstract: We prepared cellulose nanofibrils-based (CNF), alginate-based and single-walled carbon
nanotubes (SWCNT)-based inks for freeform reversible embedding hydrogel (FRESH) 3D bioprinting
of conductive scaffolds. The 3D printability of conductive inks was evaluated in terms of their
rheological properties. The differentiation of human neuroblastoma cells (SH-SY5Y cell line)
was visualized by the confocal microscopy and the scanning electron microscopy techniques.
The expression of TUBB3 and Nestin genes was monitored by the RT-qPCR technique. We have
demonstrated that the conductive guidelines promote the cell differentiation, regardless of using
differentiation factors. It was also shown that the electrical conductivity of the 3D printed scaffolds
could be tuned by calcium–induced crosslinking of alginate, and this plays a significant role
on neural cell differentiation. Our work provides a protocol for the generation of a realistic
in vitro 3D neural model and allows for a better understanding of the pathological mechanisms of
neurodegenerative diseases.

Keywords: 3D bioprinting; cellular models; conductive scaffold; carbon nanotubes; 3D cell cultures

1. Introduction

The discovery of new clinical treatments or drugs for neurodegenerative diseases (NDDs) and
acute traumatic injuries of the neural tissue denotes one of the biggest challenges of modern medicine.
For the most common NDDs, such as Alzheimer’s disease (AD), Parkinson’s disease (PD), amyotrophic
lateral sclerosis (ALS) and Huntington’s disease (HD), few methods of treatment are available, and
they usually provide only symptomatic relief [1,2]. Moreover, the study of the pathophysiology is
complicated due to the lack of realistic cellular models of such diseases. For instance, several transgenic
animal models helped to understand many pathological pathways [3], but they could not completely
recapitulate the human neurodegeneration. The establishment of induced pluripotent stem cells (iPSCs)
is considered one of the most important breakthrough technologies of the last decade, representing a
very important tool in the NDDs research, because a patient-specific model can be easily created [4–7].
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All the mentioned methods lack the possibility of creating a complex structure that composes human
organs, as they generate too simplistic and non-realistic models of human tissues. Thus, there is a need
for innovative reliable in vitro models of human NDDs that can help to understand the mechanisms
underlying these pathologies.

The development of the 3D bioprinting technology has allowed generation of the realistic
models of several human tissues and 3D cell cultures, proposing a connecting bridge with in vivo
studies [8]. While several tissues are easily fabricated by the 3D bioprinting, e.g., the bone tissue [9]
and cartilage [10], the neural tissue is a more complex tissue, which entails the lack of standardized
protocols to obtain a realistic in vitro model of the brain. Moreover, the structure of the neural tissue is
very intricate; therefore, great resolution is needed to print it. A bioprinting method called FRESH has
been introduced recently as a unique methodology that allows the printing of very complex structures,
with an excellent resolution [11]. The FRESH bioprinting relies on printing low-viscosity liquids in a
supporting bath of gelatin that can be easily separated from a printed construct. Printed structures are
rapidly crosslinked upon printing in a supporting bath that consists of one or more viscous polymer
gels. For instance, the gelatin supporting bath has a high viscosity due to its chemical features, allowing
it to print scaffolds with high resolution, using low-viscosity liquids [11–13].

One of the most significant needs in neural tissue engineering (TE) is the development of
the scaffold’s material that is not cytotoxic and supports the neural growth. Moreover, it should
mimic the environment in which cells usually live. In 2016, Kuzmenko et al. have prepared
nanofibrillated cellulose-based conductive guidelines (NFC) functionalized with carbon nanotubes
(CNTs) [14]. It has been demonstrated that the 3D-printed NFC scaffolds have a surface roughness that
enhances attachment of SH-SY5Y cells. Moreover, the functionalization with CNTs provides electrical
conductivity (about 105 times increase compared with pure nanocellulose), which is prerequisite
for cell–cell communication and consequent generation of neural network. The developed bioink
takes advantage from three other materials. Specifically, we used alginate, gelatin and Pluronic F-127.
Alginate is an optimal biomaterial because of its highly biocompatibility and stiffness. Alginate can
be used to model neural tissue, as reported by Fantini and colleagues [15], to implant stem cells or
stimulate the metabolism for regenerative medicine [16,17], and to vehiculate molecules on a specific
site [18]. Gelatin is often used for its high biocompatibility, but also because it can easily mimic the
extracellular matrix [15]. Some groups use it to vehiculate treatments or to enhance healing [18].
Here, we created a gelatin slurry that provided the right stiffness to utilize the FRESH bioprinting
method. [11]. Finally, Pluronic F-127 is usually used for the unique thermosensitive property, and
Chung and colleagues tried to evaluate its effect in cartilage repair [16]. In our study, we exploited the
surfactant feature of Pluronic F-127 that was needed to generate a proper dispersion of CNTs. In the
present work, we printed electrically conductive scaffolds, using the FRESH 3D-printing technique.
We differentiated SH-SY5Y cells seeded on conductive scaffolds and monitored how the electrical
conductivity promotes the establishment of a neural network.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Bioink Preparation

We prepared 1% SWCNTs (P3-SWNT, Carbon Solution, Riverside, CA, USA) water dispersion,
using 0.25% of Pluronic F-127 (Sigma-Aldrich, Stockholm, Sweden). Pluronic F-127 was here used
as a surfactant, in order to have a good CNTs dispersion. The solution was sonicated at 70 ◦C for
8 h, followed by sonication at room temperature, overnight. The dispersion was mixed with an
aqueous 2% NFC dispersion (Innventia, Stockholm, Sweden) and with 2% alginate (Sigma-Aldrich,
Stockholm, Sweden) solution, in order to obtain two conductive bioinks with different CNT content:
NFC/CNT/alginate dry weight ratio of 60/20/20 and 70/10/20. We used alginate not for its biological
properties, but because we needed a chemical that could be simply crosslinked. We prepared two
different types of NFC: an enzymatically degraded noncharged and a carboxymethylated negatively
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charged NFC. The final mixtures were homogenized, using a SpeedMixer (DAC 150.1 FV-K, FlackTek,
Landrum, SC, USA).

2.2. FRESH Bioprinting

We slightly modified the protocol proposed by Hinton and colleagues [11]. Briefly, we prepared
the gelatin slurry support bath by dissolving 10 g of gelatin (Sigma-Aldrich, Stockholm, Sweden) into
250 mL of 11 mM CaSO4 (Sigma-Aldrich, Stockholm, Sweden), at 45 ◦C. The slurry was stored at 4 ◦C,
overnight. We added 350 mL of 11 mM CaSO4 to the gelatin, and, after placing it at −20 ◦C for 45 min,
we blended it for 60 s. We placed 40 mL of blended gelatin into a 50 mL conical tube and centrifuged it
for 7 min, at 4100 rpm; the supernatant was then removed, and new gelatin slurry was added, to get
a volume of 40 mL. This step was repeated three times, to make all the gelatin blended. The tubes
were centrifuged at 225 g for 5 min, at 4 ◦C, prior to 3D printing; the supernatant was removed,
and the slurry was placed into a petri dish. We bioprinted our conductive ink, using Inkredible+

through a 21G needle at a pressure of about 15 kPa. The STL file was created by using Thinkercad
(www.thinkercad.com), and it was converted into G-Code, using Slic3r software (https://slic3r.org/).
After bioprinting, we placed the Petri dish into an incubator, at 37 ◦C, for 60 min. The melted gelatin
was removed, and after drying, printed scaffolds were sterilized by placing them into 70% ethanol.
Finally, the cells were seeded onto the printed scaffolds, for further studies.

2.3. SH-SY5Y Cells Cultivation

The human neuroblastoma cell line SH-SY5Y was obtained from Health Protections Agency
Culture Collections (HPACC). The cells were cultured in Dulbecco’s modified eagle medium DMEM
(Invitrogen, Stockholm, Sweden) with a high glucose level, GlutaMAX™ Supplement (Invitrogen,
Stockholm, Sweden) and sodium pyruvate (Invitrogen, Stockholm, Sweden), supplemented with 1%
penicillin/streptomycin (P/S) solution and 10% heat-inactivated fetal bovine serum (FBS) (Invitrogen,
Sweden). The cells were grown in incubator, under a humidified atmosphere, at 37 ◦C and 5% CO2.
The cells were derived from the same batch at passage 19 and were never cultivated beyond passage
25. We tried to evaluate cells viability but we did not achieve it, because the most commonly used
methods (i.e., Trypan blue, MTT and Thermo Fisher LIVE/DEAD assay) were not compatible with the
scaffold chemical properties.

2.4. SH-SY5Y Cells Differentiation

Cell differentiation was performed by following the protocol proposed by Forster et al. [19]. Briefly,
cells were cultivated in DMEM (Invitrogen, Stockholm, Sweden) with 1% P/S further supplemented with
10 µM all-trans retinoic acid (Sigma Aldrich, Sweden). The medium was changed with Neurobasal-A
medium minus phenol red (Invitrogen, Stockholm, Sweden) with 1% l-glutamine, 1% P/S, 1% N-2
supplement 100× (Invitrogen, Stockholm, Sweden) and human brain derived neurotrophic factor BDNF
(Invitrogen, Stockholm, Sweden), at the concentration of 50 ng/mL, after three days. We cultivated cells
on these differentiation media for 10 days. The cells were cultivated NFC/alginate (80/20) as negative
control and on printed scaffolds with 10% and 20% of CNTs.

2.5. SH-SY5Y Cell Imaging

The cell differentiation was monitored by confocal microscopy. Two drops of NucBlue (Invitrogen,
Stockholm, Sweden) was added to 1 mL of medium containing living cells. The cells were rinsed
three times with PBS 1X and fixed with 4% paraformaldehyde (PFA) in PBS 1X for 15 min. They were
then rinsed again and permeabilized with Triton X-100 0.2% in PBS 1X for 15 min. ActinGreen 488
(Invitrogen, Stockholm, Sweden) was added to the permeabilization solution (2 drops for mL), and
samples were incubated for 30 min. Finally, samples were rinsed three times with PBS 1X and placed
in a microscope slide. Samples were monitored by confocal microscope (LSM 710 NLO, Zeiss, Berlin,
Germany).

www.thinkercad.com
https://slic3r.org/
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2.6. Scanning Electron Microscopy (SEM)

The samples were rinsed three times in PBS 1X and subsequently fixed for 1 h, at room temperature,
in 2% glutaraldehyde dissolved in PBS 1X. Cells were rinsed three times in PBS 1X and dehydrated in
a series of increasing ethanol concentration (60%, 70%, 80%, 90% and 100%), with each step lasting
30 min. After samples were completely dried, they were sputter-coated (Fine Coat Ion Sputter JFC-1100,
JEOL Ltd., Tokyo, Japan) with 10 nm gold layer, for 80 s, at 10 mA. A LEO Ultra 55 FEG SEM Zeiss
scanning electron microscope was operated in secondary electron mode, at an acceleration voltage of
3 kV.

2.7. Electrical Conductivity Measurements

The electrical conductivity was measured on crosslinked and non-crosslinked printed scaffolds in
dry state before cell seeding. The conductivity measurements were performed by using a two-point
probe system (Parameter Analyzer-Keithley 4200-SCS). The working distance between the probes was
kept at 3 mm during the measurements.

2.8. RT-qPCR

Total RNA content from SH-SY5Y cells was extracted with TRIzol® (Invitrogen, Milan, Italy),
following the manufacturer’s instructions. RNA quality and quantity were determined by using
NanoDrop spectrophotometer (Invitrogen, Milan, Italy), and 1 µg was reverse transcribed, using
the iScriptcDNA synthesis kit (BioRad, Milan, Italy), following the manufacturer’s protocol. PCR
amplifications were carried out with the CFX Connect™ Real-Time PCR Detection System (BioRad,
Milan, Italy), using SYBR Green Master Mix (BioRad, Milan, Italy). GAPDH gene was used as a
housekeeping gene, to normalize values. Primer sequences: NESTIN Fw: 5′-GGA AGA GAA CCT
GGG AAA GG-3′, Rv: 5′-GAT TCA GCT CTG CCT CAT CC-3′; TUBB3 Fw: 5′-CAG ATG TTC GAT
GCC AAG AA-3′, Rv: 5′-GGG ATC CAC TCC ACG AAG TA-3′; GAPDH Fw: 5′-CAG CAA GAG
CAC AAG AGG AAG-3′, and Rv: 5′-CAA CTG TGA GGA GGG GAG ATT-3′.

3. Results and Discussion

3.1. FRESH Bioprinting

We bioprinted the cellulose-based bioink, using the Inkredible+ Bioplotter (Cellink AB, Göteborg,
Sweden), into a gelatin supporting bath, and then we released the scaffold, placing the Petri dish at
37 ◦C for 60 min (Figure 1a). As shown in Figure 1b, we FRESH 3D-printed a brain-slice-like construct
with a high resolution, in gelatin support. We obtained a scaffold with the realistic shape of a brain,
maintaining the intricate surface (Figure 1b). We confirmed the very high resolution, which can be
obtained by using the FRESH bioprinting method, which is not useful only for brain-like scaffolds,
but also for many other shapes that have fine details. Such a method is particularly useful when it is
necessary to have a defined shape for the generation of a 3D model.

3.2. Optimization of Scaffold’s Solidification

It is important to have a continuous conductive network of CNTs in order to obtain an efficient
electrical conductivity. We dried the 3D-printed constructs by freeze- and air-drying. Figure 2a
shows the 3D-printed constructs in the gel and dried forms. It is demonstrated that the structures
are maintained for both drying methods; however, the air-dried samples have shrunk in all three
dimensions upon drying. It has been observed that the freeze-dried constructs keep their dimensions,
despite a small portion of shrinkage, and create surface and bulk pores upon freeze-drying. Constructs
result in a scaffold more similar to the original one in respect to the scaffold air-dried. Using the ImageJ
software, we calculated that X and Y dimensions of air-dried samples are reduced by more than half
compared to non-dried samples, while the freeze-dried samples reduced by only 20% (Figure 2b).
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Moreover, the air-dried samples maintain an area of only 20% of the non-dried samples, while the area
of freeze-dried samples is about 60% of the non-dried sample.
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3.3. The Attachment of SH-SY5Y Cells Is Charge-Dependent

The cell adhesion occurs because of the many cell-membrane proteins families, such as the
so-called integrins, that attach to the extracellular matrix, thanks to protein-to-protein interactions.
Therefore, it is critical to fabricate a scaffold that can mimic the extracellular matrix (ECM), allowing
the attachment of specific cell types. As shown in previous studies, the cellulose nanofibrils provide a
network that mimics the physiological features of the neural ECM, such as cell–material interfacial
interaction, optimal stiffness, high surface-to-volume ratio and high porosity [20–22]. We seeded the
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neuroblastoma cells on 3D-printed scaffolds with various compositions, and this provided the different
number of charged functional groups. In order to evaluate the effect of charged functional groups on
cell attachment, two types of the nanofibrils were evaluated: the enzymatically prepared noncharged
NFC, and the negatively charged NFC. The cell-attachment studies have shown that (in Figure 3)
the cells have attached only to the noncharged NFC1 surface. The number of cells attached to the
negatively charged NFC surface is much lower than the number attached to the enzymatic noncharged
NFC surface. This can be attributed to the repulsion between the cells and scaffold surface [23].
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3.4. Functionalization with CNTs Provides Electrical Conductivity to NFC

Neurons are known to be electrically excitable cells, and several reports suggest that the electrical
stimuli in cultivation conditions lead to the improvement of neural characteristics, such as neurites
growth and orientation, and communication between cells [24,25]. The NFC is an electrically insulating
material; thus, it is necessary to functionalize it with conductive additives. We mixed NFC with
SWCNTs that have been classified as biocompatible materials [26] previously.

The conductivity of NFC/SWCNT mixtures with various amounts of CNTs was measured at both
crosslinked and non-crosslinked states. It is a well-known phenomenon that the alginate can form
a strong and stable network via ionic bonding with Ca2+ ions [27] and, thus, successfully crosslink
the hydrogel [28,29]. As shown in Table 1, the ionic crosslinking of the constructs has a significant
effect on the electrical properties of the 3D scaffolds. The non-crosslinked samples showed rather high
electrical conductivity, with a maximum of 2.13 S/cm for the scaffold with 20% of CNTs, which means
that the percolation threshold of CNTs is reached [30]. According to previous studies, this level of
conductivity is relatively suitable to promote neural cell development [30,31]. On the contrary, the
crosslinked scaffold with 10 % of CNTs entirely loses ability to conduct electrons, while the one with
20% of CNTs has very low conductivity. We assume that crosslinked alginate network penetrates
through SWCNTs’ conductive chains and obstructs their interconnectivity, leading to the undesired
effect of low conductivity.
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Table 1. Analysis of the effect of crosslinking on conductivity and evaluation of conductive properties
of scaffolds composed of either 10% or 20% of CNTs. Crosslinking seems to produce loss of conductive
effect of CNTs, while non-crosslinked scaffolds have good conductivity (0.12 and 1.9 S/cm, respectively,
for 10% and 20% of CNTs).

Name NFC CNTs Alginate Crosslinking Conductivity
(S/cm) St. Dev. P-Value

Gel 1 70% 10% 20% 3 0 - -

Gel 2 60% 20% 20% 3 0.007902 0.006475 * <0.026

Gel 3 70% 10% 20% 7 0.205 0.109473 ** <0.0028

Gel 4 60% 20% 20% 7 2.132 0.571376 **** <0.0001

3.5. The Conductive Ink Promotes Differentiation of SH-SY5Y Cells

We have evaluated the influence of the conductive scaffolds on the neural cell differentiation.
As shown in the previous study of Kuzmenko et al. [14], the electrically conductive scaffolds that were
3D printed with NFC/CNT ink facilitate the growth and differentiation of SH-SY5Y cells. Our results
have shown that the most conductive 20% CNTs scaffolds have no attached living cells, while there
were many cells on the 10% CNT constructs. This could be attributed to the cell death or detachment
from the 20% CNT-inks, which could have happened as the result of several factors, such as cytotoxity
promoted by a too-high concentration of CNTs, as shown in the previous studies [32]. The cells
cultivated with differentiation factors on NFC/alginate scaffolds turn into neural cells after 10 days of
differentiation process; however, they fail to generate a realistic neural network (Figure 4a). Moreover,
when they were not exposed to differentiation medium, they did not differentiate, so they maintained
an undifferentiated shape (Figure 4b). On the contrary, when cells were cultivated for 10 days in the
presence of differentiation factors on the 10% CNTs scaffolds, they differentiated significantly and
were organized into an extended neural network, with many connections between cells (Figure 4c).
Surprisingly, when cells were cultivated on 10% CNTs scaffolds without differentiation factors, they
managed to show great progress in differentiation after 10 days (Figure 4d) and started to generate a
neural network presenting synapses (Figure 4e).

The cell differentiation was monitored by the confocal microscopy. The cells were seeded on pure
NFC and on 10% CNTs cellulose scaffolds. After 10 days, we fixed and stained cells, using ActinGreen
488. It is shown in Figure 5a that cells cultivated on pure NFC films present a typical undifferentiated
cancer-cell shape, with immature phenotype; they have sharp edges and tend to generate colonies.
Moreover, they do not have neurites, typical for neural cells. On the contrary, cells on 10% CNTs films
differentiated, with many long neurites (white arrows, Figure 5b). It is even possible to monitor neural
cells with very long neurites (about 150 µm) that seem to contact other cells (Figure 5c,d).

Finally, in order to support the morphology data, we analyzed the expression of differentiation
markers by RT-qPCR. We investigated TUBB3, a marker that increases in differentiated cells, and
Nestin, a marker that decreases during differentiation. In accordance with the results previously
reported here, we observed (Figure 6a) an increase in TUBB3 gene expression in the cells cultivated on
10% CNTs scaffold, compared to the cells cultivated on the pure NFC and to the negative control (cells
not cultivated). Furthermore, the Nestin gene expression decreased in the cells cultivated on both
3D-printed scaffolds, compared to the negative control, especially on the samples cultivated on the 10%
CNTs bioink (Figure 6b). The negligible decrease on the cells cultivated on the pure NFC is probably
due to the time of cultivation. The maturation of SH-SY5Y cells into a more neural phenotype could
be explained with the ability of the scaffold to transfer current between separated neurons29. The
conductive surfaces can promote the cell differentiation significantly and the generation of a neural
network without specific differentiation factors. Our data provided evidence that the conductive
scaffolds could replace the neural differentiation factors in some cell lines.
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Figure 4. (a) Cells cultivated on pure NFC scaffold in presence of differentiation factors started to
differentiate in 10 days, but they seem to not generate a neural network. Scale bar: 5 µm. (b) Cells
cultivated on pure NFC scaffold without differentiation factors did not differentiate. Scale bar: 5 µm.
(c) Cells cultivated on NFC/10% CNTs with differentiation factors highly differentiated and generated a
very complex neural network, with many connections between neurons. Scale bar: 20 µm. (d) Cells
cultivated on NFC/10% CNTs without differentiation factors differentiated and generated a small neural
network. Scale bar: 20 µm. (e) Example of synapse found in the sample of cells cultivated in conductive
scaffold without differentiation factors. Scale bar: 1 µm.
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4. Conclusions

In the present work, we prepared a conductive NFC/CNT-based ink which can be FRESH 3D
printed and offer the possibility to prepare conductive scaffolds that promote the differentiation of
SH-SY5Y cells. Our work suggests that the NFC-based conductive inks could be utilized for 3D printing
of scaffolds for neural cells’ differentiation. It has been demonstrated that 10% wt. CNTs provide
enough conductive properties to allow communication between separated neural cells. Electrical
conductivity promotes the maturation and the differentiation of SH-SY5Y cells into mature neural cells.
Our findings could open up new ways in neural-cell culturing, suggesting that conductive scaffolds
fabricated by using the FRESH bioprinting method could help to generate the model of a realistic
neural network.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization and methodology, M.B., E.K. and V.K.; validation, V.F.; writing—original
draft preparation, M.B.; writing—review and editing, E.K., V.K., O.P., C.C. and P.G.; supervision, C.C. and P.G.;
project administration, P.G.; funding acquisition, P.G. The manuscript was written through contributions of all
authors. All authors have approved of the final version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by The Wallenberg Wood Science Center funded by Knut and Alice Wallenberg
Foundation. This research was funded by the Italian Ministry of Health (Ricerca Corrente 2019–2020).

Acknowledgments: We thank Innventia that kindly supplied the CNFs.

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

References

1. Hsieh, F.Y.; Hsu, S.H. 3D bioprinting: A new insight into the therapeutic strategy of neural tissue regeneration.
Organogenesis 2015, 11, 153–158. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Yoo, J.; Kim, H.S.; Hwang, D.Y. Stem cells as promising therapeutic options for neurological disorders. J. Cell.
Biochem. 2013, 114, 743–753. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

3. Gama Sosa, M.A.; De Gasperi, R.; Elder, G.A. Modeling human neurodegenerative diseases in transgenic
systems. Hum. Genet. 2012, 131, 535–563. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

4. Bahmad, H.; Hadadeh, O.; Chamaa, F.; Cheaito, K.; Darwish, B.; Makkawi, A.K.; Abou-Kheir, W. Modeling
Human Neurological and Neurodegenerative Diseases: From Induced Pluripotent Stem Cells to Neuronal
Differentiation and Its Applications in Neurotrauma. Front. Mol. Neurosci. 2017, 10, 50. [CrossRef]

5. Poon, A.; Zhang, Y.; Chandrasekaran, A.; Phanthong, P.; Schmid, B.; Nielsen, T.T.; Freude, K.K. Modeling
neurodegenerative diseases with patient-derived induced pluripotent cells: Possibilities and challenges.
N. Biotechnol. 2017, 39, 190–198. [CrossRef]

6. Xie, Y.Z.; Zhang, R.X. Neurodegenerative diseases in a dish: The promise of iPSC technology in disease
modeling and therapeutic discovery. Neurol. Sci. 2015, 36, 21–27. [CrossRef]

7. Bordoni, M.; Rey, F.; Fantini, V.; Pansarasa, O.; Di Giulio, A.M.; Carelli, S.; Cereda, C. From Neuronal
Differentiation of iPSCs to 3D Neuro-Organoids: Modelling and Therapy of Neurodegenerative Diseases.
Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2018, 19, 3972. [CrossRef]

8. Khademhosseini, A.; Langer, R.; Borenstein, J.; Vacanti, J.P. Microscale technologies for tissue engineering
and biology. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2006, 103, 2480–2487. [CrossRef]

9. Temple, J.P.; Hutton, D.L.; Hung, B.P.; Huri, P.Y.; Cook, C.A.; Kondragunta, R.; Jia, X.; Grayson, W.L.
Engineering anatomically shaped vascularized bone grafts with hASCs and 3D-printed PCL scaffolds.
J. Biomed. Mater. Res. A 2014, 102, 4317–4325. [CrossRef]

10. Kundu, J.; Shim, J.H.; Jang, J.; Kim, S.W.; Cho, D.W. An additive manufacturing-based PCL-alginate-
chondrocyte bioprinted scaffold for cartilage tissue engineering. J. Tissue Eng. Regen. Med. 2015, 9, 1286–1297.
[CrossRef]

11. Hinton, T.J.; Jallerat, Q.; Palchesko, R.N.; Park, J.H.; Grodzicki, M.S.; Shue, H.J.; Ramadan, M.H.; Hudson, A.R.;
Feinberg, A.W. Three-dimensional printing of complex biological structures by freeform reversible embedding
of suspended hydrogels. Sci. Adv. 2015, 1, e1500758. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Lee, A.; Hudson, A.R.; Shiwarski, D.J.; Tashman, J.W.; Hinton, T.J.; Yerneni, S.; Bliley, J.M.; Campbell, P.G.;
Feinberg, A.W. 3D bioprinting of collagen to rebuild components of the human heart. Science 2019, 365,
482–487. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15476278.2015.1123360
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26709633
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jcb.24427
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23097262
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00439-011-1119-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22167414
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fnmol.2017.00050
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nbt.2017.05.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10072-014-1989-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijms19123972
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0507681102
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jbm.a.35107
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/term.1682
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1500758
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26601312
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aav9051
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31371612


Cells 2020, 9, 682 11 of 11

13. Jeon, O.; Bin Lee, Y.; Hinton, T.J.; Feinberg, A.W.; Alsberg, E. Cryopreserved cell-laden alginate microgel
bioink for 3D bioprinting of living tissues. Mater. Today Chem. 2019, 12, 61–70. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Kuzmenko, V.; Kalogeropoulos, T.; Thunberg, J.; Johannesson, S.; Hägg, D.; Enoksson, P.; Gatenholm, P.
Enhanced growth of neural networks on conductive cellulose-derived nanofibrous scaffolds. Mater. Sci. Eng.
C Mater. Biol. Appl. 2016, 58, 14–23. [CrossRef]

15. Fantini, V.; Bordoni, M.; Scocozza, F.; Conti, M.; Scarian, E.; Carelli, S.; Di Giulio, A.M.; Marconi, S.;
Pansarasa, O.; Auricchio, F.; et al. Bioink Composition and Printing Parameters for 3D Modeling Neural
Tissue. Cells 2019, 8, 830. [CrossRef]

16. Chung, J.Y.; Song, M.; Ha, C.W.; Kim, J.A.; Lee, C.H.; Park, Y.B. Comparison of articular cartilage repair with
different hydrogel-human umbilical cord blood-derived mesenchymal stem cell composites in a rat model.
Stem. Cell Res. Ther. 2014, 5, 39. [CrossRef]

17. Klontzas, M.E.; Reakasame, S.; Silva, R.; Morais, J.C.F.; Vernardis, S.; MacFarlane, R.J.; Heliotis, M.; Tsiridis, E.;
Panoskaltsis, N.; Boccaccini, A.R.; et al. Oxidized alginate hydrogels with the GHK peptide enhance cord
blood mesenchymal stem cell osteogenesis: A paradigm for metabolomics-based evaluation of biomaterial
design. Acta Biomater. 2019, 88, 224–240. [CrossRef]

18. Kyllönen, L.; D’Este, M.; Alini, M.; Eglin, D. Local drug delivery for enhancing fracture healing in osteoporotic
bone. Acta Biomater. 2015, 11, 412–434. [CrossRef]

19. Forster, J.I.; Köglsberger, S.; Trefois, C.; Boyd, O.; Baumuratov, A.S.; Buck, L.; Balling, R.; Antony, P.M.
Characterization of Differentiated SH-SY5Y as Neuronal Screening Model Reveals Increased Oxidative
Vulnerability. J. Biomol. Screen. 2016, 21, 496–509. [CrossRef]

20. Gnavi, S.; Fornasari, B.E.; Tonda-Turo, C.; Ciardelli, G.; Zanetti, M.; Geuna, S.; Perroteau, I. The influence of
electrospun fibre size on Schwann cell behaviour and axonal outgrowth. Mater. Sci. Eng. C Mater. Biol. Appl
2015, 48, 620–631. [CrossRef]

21. Seidlits, S.K.; Lee, J.Y.; Schmidt, C.E. Nanostructured scaffolds for neural applications. Nanomedicine (Lond.)
2008, 3, 183–199. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

22. Tamayol, A.; Akbari, M.; Annabi, N.; Paul, A.; Khademhosseini, A.; Juncker, D. Fiber-based tissue engineering:
Progress, challenges, and opportunities. Biotechnol. Adv. 2013, 31, 669–687. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Hjortso, M.A.; Roos, J.W. Cell Adhesion in Bioprocessing and Biotechnology; CRC Press: Boca Raton, FL, USA,
1995; 288p.

24. Jaffe, L.F.; Poo, M.M. Neurites grow faster towards the cathode than the anode in a steady field. J. Exp. Zool.
1979, 209, 115–128. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Patel, N.; Poo, M.M. Orientation of neurite growth by extracellular electric fields. J. Neurosci. 1982, 2, 483–496.
[CrossRef]

26. Wang, R.; Hughes, T.; Beck, S.; Vakil, S.; Li, S.; Pantano, P.; Draper, R.K. Generation of toxic degradation
products by sonication of Pluronic(R) dispersants: Implications for nanotoxicity testing. Nanotoxicology 2013,
7, 1272–1281. [CrossRef]

27. Borgogna, M.; Skjak-Braek, G.; Paoletti, S.; Donati, I. On the initial binding of alginate by calcium ions.
The tilted egg-box hypothesis. J. Phys. Chem. B 2013, 117, 7277–7282. [CrossRef]

28. Muller, M.; Ozturk, E.; Arlov, O.; Gatenholm, P.; Zenobi-Wong, M. Alginate Sulfate-Nanocellulose Bioinks
for Cartilage Bioprinting Applications. Ann. Biomed. Eng. 2017, 45, 210–223. [CrossRef]

29. Hwang, H.C.; Woo, J.S.; Park, S.Y. Flexible carbonized cellulose/single-walled carbon nanotube films with
high conductivity. Carbohydr. Polym. 2018, 196, 168–175. [CrossRef]

30. Kuzmenko, V.; Karabulut, E.; Pernevik, E.; Enoksson, P.; Gatenholm, P. Tailor-made conductive inks from
cellulose nanofibrils for 3D printing of neural guidelines. Carbohydr. Polym. 2018, 189, 22–30. [CrossRef]

31. Ostrakhovitch, E.A.; Byers, J.C.; O’Neil, K.D.; Semenikhin, O.A. Directed differentiation of embryonic
P19 cells and neural stem cells into neural lineage on conducting PEDOT–PEG and ITO glass substrates.
Arch. Biochem. Biophys. 2012, 528, 21–31. [CrossRef]

32. Sachar, S.; Saxena, R.K. Cytotoxic effect of poly-dispersed single walled carbon nanotubes on erythrocytes
in vitro and in vivo. PLoS ONE 2011, 6, e22032. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

© 2020 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/10.1016/j.mtchem.2018.11.009
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30778400
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.msec.2015.08.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/cells8080830
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/scrt427
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2019.02.017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.actbio.2014.09.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1087057115625190
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.msec.2014.12.055
http://dx.doi.org/10.2217/17435889.3.2.183
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18373425
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biotechadv.2012.11.007
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23195284
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jez.1402090114
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/490126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.02-04-00483.1982
http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/17435390.2012.736547
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/jp4030766
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10439-016-1704-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.carbpol.2018.05.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.carbpol.2018.01.097
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.abb.2012.08.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0022032
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21818289
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Bioink Preparation 
	FRESH Bioprinting 
	SH-SY5Y Cells Cultivation 
	SH-SY5Y Cells Differentiation 
	SH-SY5Y Cell Imaging 
	Scanning Electron Microscopy (SEM) 
	Electrical Conductivity Measurements 
	RT-qPCR 

	Results and Discussion 
	FRESH Bioprinting 
	Optimization of Scaffold’s Solidification 
	The Attachment of SH-SY5Y Cells Is Charge-Dependent 
	Functionalization with CNTs Provides Electrical Conductivity to NFC 
	The Conductive Ink Promotes Differentiation of SH-SY5Y Cells 

	Conclusions 
	References

