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Abstract: Industrial environments are frequently composed of potentially toxic and hazardous
compounds. Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are one of the most concerning categories of
analytes commonly existent in the indoor air of factories’ facilities. The sources of VOCs in the
industrial context are abundant and a vast range of human health conditions and pathologies are
known to be caused by both short- and long-term exposures. Hence, accurate and rapid detection,
identification, and quantification of VOCs in industrial environments are mandatory issues. This
work demonstrates that graphene oxide (GO) thin films can be used to distinguish acetic acid,
ethanol, isopropanol, and methanol, major analytes for the field of industrial air quality, using
the electronic nose concept based on impedance spectra measurements. The data were treated by
principal component analysis. The sensor consists of polyethyleneimine (PEI) and GO layer-by-
layer films deposited on ceramic supports coated with gold interdigitated electrodes. The electrical
characterization of this sensor in the presence of the VOCs allows the identification of acetic acid
in the concentration range from 24 to 120 ppm, and of ethanol, isopropanol, and methanol in a
concentration range from 18 to 90 ppm, respectively. Moreover, the results allows the quantification
of acetic acid, ethanol, and isopropanol concentrations with sensitivity values of (3.03 ± 0.12) ∗ 104,
(−1.15 ± 0.19) ∗ 104, and (−1.1 ± 0.50) ∗ 104 mL−1, respectively. The resolution of this sensor to
detect the different analytes is lower than 0.04 ppm, which means it is an interesting sensor for use as
an electronic nose for the detection of VOCs.

Keywords: volatile organic compounds; VOC; industrial environment; indoor air; air quality; acetic
acid; ethanol; methanol; isopropanol; electronic nose; impedance spectroscopy; layer-by-layer films

1. Introduction

The indoor environment of industrial facilities, particularly in production lines and
warehouses, is commonly populated by a large variety of potentially polluting and haz-
ardous compounds [1–3]. Their presence in the air arises from the multitude of emit-
ting sources existent in these kinds of scenarios and leads to well-known and worthy-of-
attention consequences for the employee’s health [4,5]. Volatile organic compounds (VOCs)
are among the most concerning of these potentially hazardous analytes.

Volatile organic compounds correspond to organic compounds whose vapor pressure,
at 293.15 K, equals or exceeds 10 Pa, i.e., they are volatile at room temperature [6]. Consider-
ing their nature, VOC-emitting sources can be arranged into two distinct categories, natural
sources and anthropogenic sources. Natural sources include fauna and flora emissions.
Smoking, cooking, or cleaning, and all the products related to these activities, such as
tobacco, food, perfumes, personal care creams, and detergents, for example, are among the
main anthropogenic sources of VOCs. A vast range of daily-use objects, namely clothes,
furniture, building materials, paints, fuels, sprays, pesticides, glues, writing materials, and
copying devices, are equally relevant anthropogenic sources of VOCs [2,7,8].
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At an industrial level, VOCs are a common element of the indoor air of the facilities
since the activities that are usually undertaken in such locations are conducive to the
emission of these kinds of analytes. For instance, in coating industries and facilities with
painting, printing, or similar activities, it is rather common for the detection of relevant
amounts of alcohol-based VOCs in the atmosphere due to the frequent use of solvents,
paints, and other coating solutions [9–11]. Automotive, electronics, and comparable as-
sembly lines are equally replete with numerous sources of VOCs, namely, the chemicals,
solvents, or rubbers, and the welding, drying, heating, and coating processes often em-
ployed during the production [3,12,13]. The manufacturing facilities of personal care and
cleaning products, due to the intense utilization of VOCs-based chemicals in their formulas,
are major contributors to the presence of VOCs in both indoor and outdoor air [14–16].
Summarizing, independently of the undertaken activities, industrial facilities are often
crowded by sources of VOCs such as acetic acid, ethanol, isopropanol, methanol, and
many others.

Exposure to VOCs in both short- and long-term scenarios is known for causing an
extensive list of pathologies and health conditions that ranges from harmless biological
reactions to health-threatening diseases [17]. In simpler cases, exposure to VOCs leads to
allergic or inflammatory reactions in the respiratory tract, and cutaneous and ocular tissues.
Headaches, nausea, dizziness, visual disorders, memory impairment, emesis, epistaxis,
and fatigue are equally ordinary and well-known reactions of the human organism to the
presence of VOCs [18,19]. A cause–consequence relation between continued exposure to
VOCs and the development of dangerous forms of cancer has equally been studied. Lung,
oral, and even breast cancer are examples of VOC-related carcinogenic pathologies [20,21].

Due to all the aforementioned facts, it is mandatory to study, develop, and implement
analytical tools that enable the accurate and rapid detection, identification, and quantifica-
tion of the presence of VOCs in the indoor air of industrial facilities and, consequently, the
prevention of potential hazards to both the environment and employees’ health.

Several techniques have been scientifically addressed regarding their suitability for
the assessment of VOCs. These techniques include both multisensor array-based proce-
dures and analytical techniques such as chromatographic and spectrometric approaches.
Independently of the designation or the nature of the system, their core purpose is the
detection of specific and potentially dangerous analytes.

Regarding chromatographic and spectrometric systems, their suitability for the detec-
tion of VOCs has been largely investigated in a substantial amount of practical applications
that include air quality assessment, safety conditions, food characterization, drug detection,
clinical scenarios, and many others [1,22–24]. The main advantages of analytical techniques
such as liquid chromatography (LC), gas chromatography (GC), mass spectrometry (MS),
or ion mobility spectrometry (IMS) include their high levels of sensitivity and precision,
wide dynamic concentration ranges, analytical flexibility, and almost real-time monitoring
capability. Notwithstanding these advantages, they also have some limitations, namely,
their lack of portability and high costs, the necessity for sample preparation, and the
requirement for qualified personnel [25–27].

Aiming to circumvent the mentioned limitations, the development of sensor array-
based systems dedicated to specific scenarios has gained relevance as a cheaper and
simpler solution [28,29]. These systems enable an accurate and rapid qualification and
quantification of VOCs through the interactions that occur on the surface of the sensor when
they experience contact with the analyte [30,31]. Due to their flexibility and scientifically
relevant results, sensor array-based systems have proved their suitability for the assessment
of common VOCs such as acetone [32], ethanol [33], butanol [34], formaldehyde [35],
triethylamine [36], methanol [37], isopropanol [38], ethyl acetate [39], benzene [40], or
acetic acid [41], among many others.

The development of electronic tongues [42–44] and noses [30] based on featured or-
ganic thin films of graphene as sensing units have been widely addressed over the past
years; an approach that can also be used for the development of VOC-dedicated elec-



Sensors 2023, 23, 462 3 of 12

tronic noses and tongues. For these cases, a sensor array is normally required. Graphene
molecules and derivatives were shown to be suitable to be used to detect a panoply of
molecules, macromolecules, and even viruses; thus, making them an invaluable tool in
many fields (e.g., medicine, industry, genetics, criminology) [45]. Moreover, graphene
oxide (GO) can be used in both electrical and optical devices [46]. Graphene oxide and poly
(allylamine hydrochloride) (PAH) layer-by-layer thin films (LBL) have been characterized
with respect to their growth with the number of bilayers, morphology, and electrical prop-
erties [47]. The electrical characterization of these PAH/GO films revealed a semiconductor
behaviour that makes these films interesting for the development of sensors by probing
their electrical property changes when submitted to different environments [47]. This
work proposes the development of a graphene oxide thin-film-based sensor using the
layer-by-layer technique, towards the detection, identification, and quantification of indus-
trially relevant VOCs, namely acetic acid, ethanol, isopropanol, and methanol. Impedance
spectroscopy was used as a probe of the sensor response in terms of the analyte and con-
centration and data were processed through principal component analysis (PCA). The
achieved results revealed the potential of the sensor being used not only to discriminate
these compounds in a complex mixture but also to quantify them, which could be a factor
that adds value towards its use for air quality control and public health.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Materials

Polyethyleneimine (PEI) and graphene oxide (GO), utilized for the preparation of thin
films, were purchased from Sigma-Aldrich. Standards of acetone (C3H6O; 58.08 gmol−1;
99.0%) and isopropanol (C3H8O; 60.10 gmol−1; 98.0%) were purchased from Laborspirit-
Labchem. Standards of ethanol (C2H6O; 46.07 gmol−1; 99.8%) and methanol (CH4O;
32.04 gmol−1; 99.8%) were obtained from Honeywell. Standard of acetic acid (C2H4O2;
60.05 gmol−1; 99.8%) was purchased from Fisher Scientific. The ceramic-based sensor
supports with deposited gold interdigitated electrodes (IDE) were acquired from Metrohm
DropSens (length: 22.8 mm; width: 7.6 mm; thickness: 1 mm; electrodes width: 200 µm;
distance between electrodes: 200 µm).

2.2. Preparation of Sensor

Thin films of PEI and GO polyelectrolytes were adsorbed by layer-by-layer (LbL)
technique on ceramic-based sensor supports with deposited gold IDE. This technique
basically settles down on electrostatic forces of the polyelectrolytes that enable the appli-
cation of alternated electrically charged polyelectrolytes [48]. To do so, the supports were
alternatively immersed in the PEI and GO aqueous solutions, positively and negatively
charged polyelectrolyte solutions with concentrations of 2.5 × 10−1 and 3.2 × 10−1 mg/mL,
respectively. Between each immersion, a wash procedure, consisting of the immersion
of the support in ultrapure water to remove eventual excesses of polyelectrolyte, was
undertaken. Once completing each immersion sequence, the support was dried with a
gentle nitrogen air blasting. The described procedure corresponds to the deposition of a
bilayer and was repeated 15 times, leading to the deposition of the multilayer thin films
of polyelectrolyte in the surface of the ceramic-based support, and forming the sensors
denominated as (PEI/GO)15. Detailed information regarding the procedure was previously
described in the literature [49,50].

2.3. Impedance Spectroscopy

Impedance spectroscopy was the analytical technique selected for the characterization
of sensor units’ response to the industrial solvents mentioned above. Detailed information
on experimental setup has been described by Magro et al. [30]. Basically, a custom-made
chamber with a volume of 58 L was employed to create a controlled atmosphere and
assess the electrical impedance response of the thin films. Initially, the chamber was
evacuated to pressure of 10−3 mbar and the previously calibrated sample of the target VOCs
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was introduced into a round-bottom glass flask. The VOC sample was then volatilized
and purged through compressed synthetic air (ALPHAGAZTM 1 AR—Air Liquide). The
sensor units were previously placed in the respective sample holder in the chamber and,
as next step, their electrical response to the VOCs was measured with an impedance
analyzer (Solartron 1260 Impedance/Gain-Phase Analyzer coupled with a 1296A Dielectric
Interface-AMETEK Scientific Instruments) and assessed with a dedicated software (SMaRT
Impedance Measurement Software, version 3.3.1-AMETEK Scientific Instruments). A
frequency range of 1 to 106 Hz and an AC voltage of 25 mV were applied during the
impedance assessment. To ensure that the signal is representative of the sensor’s response,
these measurements were performed in triplicate.

2.4. Data Treatment

Principal component analysis (PCA) was used to reduce the data size and to obtain
a new space of orthogonal components aiming to distinguish the different samples and
respective concentrations [51]. For this analysis, the electrical impedance and impedance
angle spectra were considered. It is relevant to emphasize that these values were both
collected in a frequency range of 1 Hz to 1 MHz for each sample at different concentrations.
Since three replicas were registered, the spectra used in this analysis correspond to the
average of those three measurements.

3. Results
Impedance Results

Figure 1 illustrates the impedance (a) and impedance angle (b) spectra of (PEI/GO)15
films deposited on the surface of gold IDEs when submitted to an atmosphere of different
concentrations of acetic acid (I), ethanol (II), methanol (III), and isopropanol (IV), repre-
sented by the VOCs’ evaporated volume. It should be mentioned that, for better clarity and
interpretation of the plots present in the figure, the error bars measured for these spectra
were not included. Nonetheless, it is relevant to state that both these frequency-dependent
measurements presented error values lower than 1% among the three replicas.
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Figure 1. Impedance (a) and impedance angle (b) spectra of the sensor devices when exposed
to atmospheres with different concentrations of acetic acid (I), ethanol (II), methanol (III), and
isopropanol (IV).

To verify if the PEI/GO thin films can distinguish the different concentrations of the
measured VOCs, the impedance magnitude and impedance angle at fixed frequencies were
analyzed for the different VOCs’ concentrations. The evaporated volume can be directly
related with the concentration levels through the ratio between the mass of the analyte
and the mass of the air in the chamber. The mass of each analyte was calculated for each
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volume through their density. The same approach was employed to calculate the mass of
the air existent in the interior of the 58 L volume chamber. Once both the analyte mass
for each volume and the total mass in the interior of the chamber were calculated, the
corresponding concentrations were estimated by the mentioned ratio. Table 1 summarizes
the evaporated volumes and respective concentration levels for the four analysed analytes.
The concentration levels were converted to ppm scale for easier comprehension.

Table 1. Evaporated volumes (µL) and respective concentration levels (ppm) for the four considered
VOCs; acetic acid, ethanol, methanol, and isopropanol.

Volume
(µL)

Concentration
(ppm)

Acetic Acid Ethanol Methanol Isopropanol

200 24 18 18 18
500 60 45 45 45

1000 120 90 90 90

Figure 2a–d show both the impedance magnitude and impedance angle at 104 Hz,
plotted as a function of the evaporated volume and, consequently, the concentration of acetic
acid, ethanol, methanol, and isopropanol, respectively. These graphs clearly demonstrate
that the electrical measurements can distinguish between the different concentrations since
both the magnitude and angle vary with the concentration if only a VOC type is considered.
However, when analyzing the measured values of magnitude and angle at this chosen
frequency, one cannot distinguish between the different alcohol VOCs, meaning that is
necessary to analyze the data achieved for all the frequencies with mathematical methods
such as the PCA method. This analysis allows conclusions to be made as to whether
the impedance magnitude and impedance angle spectra depend on the different samples
and allows discrimination between the VOCs and their respective concentrations using a
single sensor.
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Figure 2. Impedance magnitude and impedance angle at a fixed frequency of 104 Hz for different
concentrations of acetic acid (a), ethanol (b), methanol (c), and isopropanol (d) in air. The lines
between the experimental points are guidelines.
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4. Discussion

As one intends to distinguish between different VOCs using a single sensor, the PCA
method was applied to both the impedance magnitude and impedance angle spectra data
measured for the different concentrations of acetic acid, ethanol, methanol, and isopropanol.
The PCA score plots of all the measured data for all the four target analytes in air at different
concentrations are shown in Figure 3a. By analyzing this figure, one can observe that well
defined PCA score regions can be defined for each type of measured VOC, allowing
discrimination between the samples in the concentrations measured using a single sensor.
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To analyze if the calculated principal components PC1 and PC2 are concentration-
dependent, the achieved values of PC1 and PC2 were plotted as a function of the VOC’s
volume in Figure 3b,c, respectively. Interestingly, the evolution of PC1 with the solvent
volume shows that, except for the PC1 value associated to samples without VOCs and for
the acetic acid sample with a volume of 200 µL, one can calculate a PC1 average value for
each type of sample. The calculated values and respective error bars are present in Table 2.
Therefore, it is possible to state that the PC1 value can distinguish the ethanol, methanol,
and isopropanol in air samples and the acid acetic for higher concentrations. On the other
hand, Figure 3c clearly demonstrates that the PC2 components can discriminate the VOCs’
concentrations, with methanol being the exception. The sensitivity of the sensor when
submitted to the different VOCs was estimated by fitting the PC2 data versus concentration
with a straight line. The fitting parameters are listed in Table 2, where the sensitivity values
correspond to the slope of the PC2 parameters versus the concentration. Sensitivity values
of 30,300 ± 1200, −11,500 ± 1900, and −11,000 ± 5000 mL−1 were calculated for acetic
acid, ethanol, and isopropanol, respectively. Since the slope calculated for the case of
methanol PC2 data is very low, one decided to calculate the PC2 average. All these values
are displayed in Table 2. From these results, one can conclude that this unique sensor can
distinguish the different target VOCs and, except for methanol, the VOCs’ concentration in
the analyzed range.

Table 2. Summarization of the values achieved from Figure 3b,c. The columns PC1 Average and PC2
Average represent the mean value calculated from data of Figure 3b,c for the case of methanol, not
considering the null concentration data. The sensitivity corresponds to the slope of the straight lines
fitting PC2 data displayed in Figure 3c.

VOC PC1 Average Sensitivity
(mL−1) PC2 Average

Acetic acid (1.98 ± 0.01) × 108 * (3.03 ± 0.12) × 104 -
Ethanol (2.23 ± 0.54) × 107 (−1.15 ± 0.19) × 104 -

Methanol (7.4 ± 0.1) × 107 - (−0.066 ± 2.81) × 106

Isopropanol (4.19 ± 0.23) × 107 (−1.1 ± 0.5) × 104 -
* For concentrations higher than or equal to 60 ppm.
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To compare the achieved data with the results of other sensors existent in the liter-
ature, one presents Table 3 where the values of the resolution and range values of the
developed sensor are compared with the values of different sensors. To calculate the sensor
resolution for this work, the minimum measurable values were considered, as described
elsewhere [52]. As in the present results, the principal component 2 (PC2) values are lin-
early dependent on the concentration in ppm (C). The sensitivity (S) was calculated by the
slope of the straight line, ∆PC2/∆C, used to fit the data. Therefore, ∆PC2/∆C = S ± u(S),
with u(S) being the uncertainty of sensitivity given also by the fitting. The resolution
corresponds to the calculated value of ∆C in which ∆C = u(S)/S. This procedure enabled
the estimation of the resolution values of 0.005, 0.015, and 0.04 ppm for acetic acid, ethanol,
and isopropanol, respectively. As aforementioned, due to the very low slope calculated
for methanol, one opted to not estimate the sensitivity and, consequently, the resolution
values of this case. From the comparison included in Table 3, one can conclude that the
methodology described in this work leads to limited resolution even though the studied
range is of an intermediate level. The achieved values of resolution indicate that this sensor
can be used in the development of an electronic nose for the detection of VOCs.

Table 3. Comparison of the achieved sensors with others available in literature.

Sensor Resolution
(ppm)

Range
(ppm)

Acetic acid [53] 1.2 1–13
Acetic acid [54] 1 10–100
Acetic acid [55] 0.5 0.5–2000
Acetic acid [56] 0.73 1–15
Acetic acid (this work) 0.005 24–240

Ethanol [57] 0.05 1–200
Ethanol [58] 3 30–145
Ethanol [59] 1 1–200
Ethanol [60] 0.15 0.15–5
Ethanol (this work) 0.015 18–180

Methanol [61] 0.015 1.14–11.36
Methanol [62] 10 100–300
Methanol [63] 0.5 0.5–700
Methanol [64] 10 100–500
Methanol (this work) - 18–180

Isopropanol [65] 2 2–100
Isopropanol [66] 1 1–100
Isopropanol [67] 1 1–1000
Isopropanol [68] 1 5–1000
Isopropanol (this work) 0.04 18–180

5. Conclusions

A unique sensor based on GO oxide thin films was used to simultaneously detect
four industrially relevant VOCs, acetic acid, ethanol, methanol, and isopropanol, by mea-
suring the impedance magnitude and impedance angle spectra responses in terms of
concentrations and processing the data through PCA. The results lead to the conclusion
that the impedance data allow both the different VOCs samples and their concentrations
to be distinguished in the range of hundreds of ppm. From the PCA results, one can
conclude that the principal component PC1 values can distinguish the ethanol, methanol,
and isopropanol in air samples and also the acid acetic for higher concentrations, while
from principal component PC2, one can discriminate the VOCs’ concentrations with the
exception of methanol. The sensitivities of the sensor are 30,300 ± 1200, −11,500 ± 1900,
and −11,000 ± 5000 mL−1 for the acetic acid, ethanol, and isopropanol, respectively. The
resolution values for this sensor are lower than 0.04 ppm, which proves the relevancy
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of using this sensor in the sensor array of an electronic nose for the qualification and
quantification of VOCs.
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23. Jońca, J.; Pawnuk, M.; Arsen, A.; Sówka, I. Electronic Noses and Their Applications for Sensory and Analytical Measurements in
the Waste Management Plants—A Review. Sensors 2022, 22, 1510. [CrossRef]

24. Armenta, S.; Alcala, M.; Blanco, M. A review of recent, unconventional applications of ion mobility spectrometry (IMS). Anal.
Chim. Acta 2011, 703, 114–123. [CrossRef]

25. Moura, P.C.; Vassilenko, V. Gas Chromatography—Ion Mobility Spectrometry as a tool for quick detection of hazardous volatile
organic compounds in indoor and ambient air: A university campus case study. Eur. J. Mass Spectrom. 2022, 28, 113–126.
[CrossRef]

26. Moura, P.C.; Vassilenko, V.; Fernandes, J.M.; Santos, P.H. Indoor and Outdoor Air Profiling with GC-IMS. In Technological
Innovation for Life Improvement, IFIP Advances in Information and Communication Technology, DoCEIS 2020, Caparica, Portugal, 20 July
2020; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2020.

27. Günzler, H.; Williams, A. Handbook of Analytical Techniques, 1st ed.; Wiley-VCH Verlag GmbH & Co.: Weinheim, Germany, 2001.
28. Hübschmann, H.J. Handbook of GC-MS: Fundamentals and Applications, 1st ed.; Wiley-VCH Verlag GmbH & Co.: Weinheim,

Germany, 2015.
29. Lundanes, E.; Reubsaet, L.; Greibrokk, T. Chromatography—Basic Principles, Sample Preparations and Related Methods, 1st ed.;

Wiley-VCH Verlag GmbH & Co.: Weinheim, Germany, 2014.
30. Magro, C.; Gonçalves, O.C.; Morais, M.; Ribeiro, P.A.; Sério, S.; Vieira, P.; Raposo, M. Volatile Organic Compound Monitoring

during Extreme Wildfires: Assessing the Potential of Sensors Based on LbL and Sputtering Films. Sensors 2022, 22, 6677. [CrossRef]
31. Shinkai, T.; Masumoto, K.; Iwai, M.; Inomata, Y.; Kida, T. Study on Sensing Mechanism of Volatile Organic Compounds Using

Pt-Loaded ZnO Nanocrystals. Sensors 2022, 22, 6277. [CrossRef]
32. Szkudlarek, A.; Kollbek, K.; Klejna, S.; Rydosz, A. Electronic sensitization of CuO thin films by Cr-doping for enhanced gas sensor

response at low detection limit. Mater. Res. Express 2018, 5, 126406. [CrossRef]
33. Mirzaei, A.; Park, S.; Sun, G.-J.; Kheel, H.; Lee, C.; Lee, S. Fe2O3/Co3O4 composite nanoparticle ethanol sensor. J. Korean Phys.

Soc. 2016, 69, 373–380. [CrossRef]
34. Yang, B.; Liu, J.; Qin, H.; Liu, Q.; Jing, X.; Zhang, H.; Li, R.; Huang, G.; Wang, J. PtO2-nanoparticles functionalized CuO

polyhedrons for n-butanol gas sensor application. Ceram. Int. 2018, 44, 10426–10432. [CrossRef]
35. Chen, H.I.; Hsiao, C.Y.; Chen, W.C.; Chang, C.H.; Liu, I.P.; Chou, T.C.; Liu, W.C. Formaldehyde Sensing Characteristics of

a NiO-Based Sensor Decorated with Pd Nanoparticles and a Pd Thin Film. IEEE Trans. Electron Devices 2018, 65, 1956–1961.
[CrossRef]

36. Shang, Y.; Shi, W.; Zhao, R.; Ahmed, M.; Li, J.; Du, J. Simple self-assembly of 3D laminated CuO/SnO2 hybrid for the detection of
triethylamine. Chin. Chem. Lett. 2020, 31, 2055–2058. [CrossRef]

37. Lee, J.; Kim, D.; Kim, T. Synthesis of Vapochromic Dyes Having Sensing Properties for Vapor Phase of Organic Solvents Used in
Semiconductor Manufacturing Processes and Their Application to Textile-Based Sensors. Sensors 2022, 22, 4487. [CrossRef]

38. Chien, P.-J.; Suzuki, T.; Ye, M.; Toma, K.; Arakawa, T.; Iwasaki, Y.; Mitsubayashi, K. Ultra-Sensitive Isopropanol Biochemical Gas
Sensor (Bio-Sniffer) for Monitoring of Human Volatiles. Sensors 2020, 20, 6827. [CrossRef]

39. Rodríguez-Torres, M.; Altuzar, V.; Mendoza-Barrera, C.; Beltrán-Pérez, G.; Castillo-Mixcóatl, J.; Muñoz-Aguirre, S. Discrimination
Improvement of a Gas Sensors’ Array Using High-Frequency Quartz Crystal Microbalance Coated with Polymeric Films. Sensors
2020, 20, 6972. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

40. Marikutsa, A.; Khmelevsky, N.; Rumyantseva, M. Synergistic Effect of Surface Acidity and PtOx Catalyst on the Sensitivity of
Nanosized Metal–Oxide Semiconductors to Benzene. Sensors 2022, 22, 6520. [CrossRef]

41. Genzardi, D.; Greco, G.; Núñez-Carmona, E.; Sberveglieri, V. Real Time Monitoring of Wine Vinegar Supply Chain through MOX
Sensors. Sensors 2022, 22, 6247. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1039/D0EM00504E
http://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-76073-1_5
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0013-9351(03)00035-5
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2022.118845
http://doi.org/10.1080/15287394.2014.955905
http://doi.org/10.3390/foods11193144
http://doi.org/10.3390/s22041510
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.aca.2011.07.021
http://doi.org/10.1177/14690667221130170
http://doi.org/10.3390/s22176677
http://doi.org/10.3390/s22166277
http://doi.org/10.1088/2053-1591/aae0d8
http://doi.org/10.3938/jkps.69.373
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ceramint.2018.03.059
http://doi.org/10.1109/TED.2018.2819181
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cclet.2020.01.009
http://doi.org/10.3390/s22124487
http://doi.org/10.3390/s20236827
http://doi.org/10.3390/s20236972
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33291314
http://doi.org/10.3390/s22176520
http://doi.org/10.3390/s22166247


Sensors 2023, 23, 462 12 of 12

42. Raposo, M.; Ribeiro, P.A.; Bari, N.E.; Bouchikhi, B. Sensing of Component Traces in Complex Systems. In Electrokinetics Across
Disciplines and Continents, 1st ed.; Ribeiro, A.B., Mateus, E.P., Couto, N., Eds.; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2016; pp. 401–426.

43. Magro, C.; Mateus, E.P.; Raposo, M.; Ribeiro, A. Overview of electronic tongue sensing in environmental aqueous matrices:
Potential for monitoring emerging organic contaminants. Environ. Rev. 2019, 27, 202–214. [CrossRef]

44. Magro, C.; Zagalo, P.; Pereira-Da-Silva, J.; Mateus, E.P.; Ribeiro, A.B.; Ribeiro, P.; Raposo, M. Polyelectrolyte Based Sensors as Key
to Achieve Quantitative Electronic Tongues: Detection of Triclosan on Aqueous Environmental Matrices. Nanomaterials 2020,
10, 640. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Zagalo, P.; Sério, S.; Ribeiro, P.A.; Raposo, M. Graphene-based biosensors. In Recent Advances in Graphene and Graphene-Based
Technologies, 1st ed.; IOP Publishing Ltd. of Temple Circus: Bristol, UK, 2023; in press.

46. Monteiro, C.; Raposo, M.; Ribeiro, P.; Silva, S.; Frazão, O. Acoustic Optical Fiber Sensor Based on Graphene Oxide Membrane.
Sensors 2021, 21, 2336. [CrossRef]

47. Assunção, I.C.C.; Sério, S.; Ferreira, Q.; Jones, N.C.; Hoffmann, S.V.; Ribeiro, P.A.; Raposo, M. Graphene Oxide Layer-by-Layer
Films for Sensors and Devices. Nanomaterials 2021, 11, 1556. [CrossRef]

48. Decher, G.; Schmitt, J. Fine-Tuning of the film thickness of ultrathin multilayer films composed of consecutively alternating layers
of anionic and cationic polyelectrolytes. In Trends in Colloid and Interface Science VI, 1st ed.; Helm, C., Lösche, M., Möhwald, H.,
Eds.; Springer: New York, NY, USA, 1992; pp. 160–164.

49. Zagalo, P.M.; Ribeiro, P.A.; Raposo, M. Effect of Applied Electrical Stimuli to Interdigitated Electrode Sensors While Detecting
17α-Ethinylestradiol in Water Samples. Chemosensors 2022, 10, 114. [CrossRef]

50. Zagalo, P.M.; Ribeiro, A.P.; Raposo, M. Detecting Traces of 17α-Ethinylestradiol in Complex Water Matrices. Sensors 2020, 20, 7324.
[CrossRef]

51. Jackson, J.E. A User’s Guide to Principal Components, 1st ed.; John Wiley & Sons: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2003.
52. Marques, I.; Magalhâes-Mota, G.; Pires, F.; Sério, S.; Ribeiro, P.A.; Raposo, M. Detection of traces of triclosan in water. Appl. Surf.

Sci. 2017, 421, 142–147. [CrossRef]
53. Turemis, M.; Zappi, D.; Giardi, M.T.; Basile, G.; Ramanaviciene, A.; Kapralovs, A.; Ramanavicius, A.; Viter, R. ZnO/polyaniline

composite based photoluminescence sensor for the determination of acetic acid vapor. Talanta 2020, 211, 120658. [CrossRef]
54. Panigrahi, S.; Sankaran, S.; Mallik, S.; Gaddam, B.; Hanson, A.A. Olfactory receptor-based polypeptide sensor for acetic acid VOC

detection. Mater. Sci. Eng. C 2012, 32, 1307–1313. [CrossRef]
55. Wang, Y.-C.; Sun, Z.-S.; Wang, S.-Z.; Wang, S.-Y.; Cai, S.-X.; Huang, X.-Y.; Li, K.; Chi, Z.-T.; Pan, S.-D.; Xie, W.-F. Sub-ppm acetic

acid gas sensor based on In2O3 nanofibers. J. Mater. Sci. 2019, 54, 14055–14063. [CrossRef]
56. Cai, J.; Yan, Y.; Wang, W.; Ma, Y.; Cai, L.; Wu, L.; Zhou, H. Detection of formic acid and acetic acid gases by a QCM sensor coated

with an acidified multi-walled carbon nanotube membrane. Environ. Technol. 2021, 1–11. [CrossRef]
57. Ma, X.; Yuan, Y.; Peng, J.; Sun, M.; Chen, Z.; Yin, R.; Su, P.; Wang, X.; Wang, S. High-performance gas sensor based on GO/In2O3

nanocomposite for ethanol detection. J. Mater. Sci. Mater. Electron. 2022, 33, 15460–15472. [CrossRef]
58. Pienutsa, N.; Roongruangsree, P.; Seedokbuab, V.; Yannawibut, K.; Phatoomvijitwong, C.; Srinives, S. SnO2-graphene composite

gas sensor for a room temperature detection of ethanol. Nanotechnology 2021, 32, 115502. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
59. Liu, T.; Wang, T.; Li, H.; Su, J.; Hao, X.; Liu, F.; Liu, F.; Liang, X. Ethanol sensor using gadolinia-doped ceria solid electrolyte and

double perovskite structure sensing material. Sens. Actuators B Chem. 2021, 349, 130771. [CrossRef]
60. Zhu, Z.; Kao, C.T.; Wu, R.J. A highly sensitive ethanol sensor based on Ag@TiO2 nanoparticles at room temperature. Appl. Surf.

Sci. 2014, 320, 348–355. [CrossRef]
61. Phasuksom, K.; Prissanaroon-Ouajai, W.; Sirivat, A. A highly responsive methanol sensor based on graphene oxide/polyindole

composites. RSC Adv. 2020, 10, 15206–15220. [CrossRef]
62. Singh, S.K.; Azad, P.; Akhtar, M.J.; Kar, K.K. Improved Methanol Detection Using Carbon Nanotube-Coated Carbon Fibers

Integrated with a Split-Ring Resonator-Based Microwave Sensor. ACS Appl. Nano Mater. 2018, 1, 4746–4755. [CrossRef]
63. Acharyya, D.; Huang, K.Y.; Chattopadhyay, P.P.; Ho, M.S.; Fecht, H.-J.; Bhattacharyya, P. Hybrid 3D structures of ZnO nanoflowers

and PdO nanoparticles as a highly selective methanol sensor. Analyst 2016, 141, 2977–2989. [CrossRef]
64. Sahay, P.; Nath, R. Al-doped ZnO thin films as methanol sensors. Sens. Actuators B Chem. 2008, 134, 654–659. [CrossRef]
65. Xu, H.; Xu, J.; Wei, J.; Zhang, Y. Fast Response Isopropanol Sensing Properties with Sintered BiFeO3 Nanocrystals. Materials 2020,

13, 3829. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
66. Jayababu, N.; Poloju, M.; Shruthi, J.; Reddy, M.R. NiO decorated CeO2 nanostructures as room temperature isopropanol gas

sensors. RSC Adv. 2019, 9, 13765–13775. [PubMed]
67. Wang, S.-C.; Wang, X.-H.; Qiao, G.-Q.; Chen, X.-Y.; Wang, X.-Z.; Wu, N.-N.; Tian, J.; Cui, H.-Z. NiO nanoparticles-decorated ZnO

hierarchical structures for isopropanol gas sensing. Rare Met. 2022, 41, 960–971. [CrossRef]
68. Jiang, L.; Wang, C.; Wang, J.; Liu, F.; Lv, S.; You, R.; Yao, D.; Yan, X.; Wang, C.; Sun, P.; et al. Ultrathin BiVO4 nanosheets sensing

electrode for isopropanol sensor based on pyrochlore-Gd2Zr2O7 solid state electrolyte. Sens. Actuators B Chem. 2020, 321, 128478.
[CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

http://doi.org/10.1139/er-2018-0019
http://doi.org/10.3390/nano10040640
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32235407
http://doi.org/10.3390/s21072336
http://doi.org/10.3390/nano11061556
http://doi.org/10.3390/chemosensors10030114
http://doi.org/10.3390/s20247324
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apsusc.2016.12.170
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.talanta.2019.120658
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.msec.2011.11.003
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10853-019-03877-y
http://doi.org/10.1080/09593330.2021.1983025
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10854-022-08452-x
http://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6528/abcfea
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33264752
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.snb.2021.130771
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apsusc.2014.09.108
http://doi.org/10.1039/D0RA00158A
http://doi.org/10.1021/acsanm.8b00965
http://doi.org/10.1039/c6an00326e
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.snb.2008.06.006
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma13173829
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32872593
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35519582
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12598-021-01846-6
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.snb.2020.128478

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Materials 
	Preparation of Sensor 
	Impedance Spectroscopy 
	Data Treatment 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

