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Abstract 

Subretinal transplantation of functioning retinal pigment epithelial (RPE) cells may 

have the potential to preserve or restore vision in patients affected by blinding 

diseases such as age-related macular degeneration (AMD). One of the critical steps 

in achieving this is the ability to grow a functioning retinal pigment epithelium, which 

may need a substrate on which to grow and to aid transplantation. Tailoring the 

physical and chemical properties of the substrate should help the engineered tissue 

to function in the long term. The purpose of the study was to determine whether a 

functioning monolayer of RPE cells could be produced on expanded 

polytetrafluoroethylene substrates modified by either an ammonia plasma treatment 

or an n-Heptylamine coating, and whether the difference in surface chemistries 

altered the extracellular matrix the cells produced. Primary human RPE cells were 

able to form a functional, cobblestone monolayer on both substrates, but the 

formation of an extracellular matrix to exhibit a network structure took months, 

whereas on non-porous substrates with the same surface chemistry, a similar 

appearance was observed after a few weeks. This study suggests that the surface 

chemistry of these materials may not be the most critical factor in the development of 

growth of a functional monolayer of RPE cells as long as the cells can attach and 

proliferate on the surface. This has important implications in the design of strategies 

to optimise the clinical outcomes of subretinal transplant procedures. 

 

Keywords: surface modification; ophthalmology; age-related macular degeneration; 

plasma polymerisation 
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Introduction 

The retinal pigment epithelium (RPE) is a monolayer of cells located between the 

underlying choriocapillaris and the overlying neurosensory retina and is critical for 

the survival and function of both these structures. Degenerative changes in the RPE 

monolayer and its underlying basement membrane (Bruch’s membrane) lead to Age-

related macular degeneration (AMD). AMD is the leading cause of blindness in 

subjects older than 50 years of age in the developed world. There are two types of 

AMD, neovascular (wet) and non-neovascular (dry). Despite substantial progress in 

the development of new therapies for wet AMD, the severe visual impairment 

associated with geographic atrophy in dry AMD remains untreatable [1, 2]. 

Replacement of the diseased RPE cells with healthy transplanted RPE cells is a 

feasible approach for a new AMD therapy [3, 4]. 

Transplantation of a suspension of cells has been demonstrated to be an unsuitable 

approach resulting in disappointing outcomes because aged human Bruch's 

membrane does not support attachment, survival and differentiation of transplanted 

RPE [5], causing serious complications such as proliferative vitreoretinopathy [6]. An 

approach to circumvent this problem is to transplant a RPE sheet intact from the 

outset on an underlying substrate that mimics Bruch’s membrane. A number of 

biostable synthetic membranes that satisfy the physical properties required of a 

suitable transplanting device are currently being advocated [4, 7]. The physical 

properties required include biostability, porosity and suitable mechanical strength for 

surgical handling. It is well known that the surface properties of the underlying 

substrate directly influences the cells ability to form a differentiated monolayer [8]. It 

is highly likely that the production of a stable basement membrane by RPE cells 

grown on a synthetic membrane will be crucial to the long-term behaviour of the 

transplanted construct.  Extracellular matrix (ECM) deposition by the RPE is likely to 

be affected by numerous parameters ranging from the surrounding biological 

environment to the underlying surface chemistry and topography the cells are 

exposed to. 

Expanded polytetrafluoroethylene (ePTFE) is a substrate that has many of the 

required physical properties of a transplanting device. It has a similar architecture to 

Bruch’s membrane, however, it cannot support cells without surface modification due 

to its hydrophobic surface chemistry. The use of plasma technologies presents the 
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opportunity to maintain the porous, fibrous structure of ePTFE while varying surface 

chemistry. Our previous work has investigated the deposition of thin polymer 

coatings via plasma polymerisation and direct modification of surface chemistry via 

ammonia plasma treatment. Both of these methods can be used to modify polymer 

substrates in a way that can support RPE growth and proliferation [9, 10]. Here we 

have investigated the effect of these surface modifications on a commercially-

available, ePTFE-based substrate. The aims of the study were to determine whether 

the functionality conferred by these two modification methods could support a 

differentiated monolayer of RPE cells, and whether the difference in surface 

chemistries resulted in any alteration in the functional behaviour of the cells and the 

ECM that they produce over time. We have demonstrated that, although the surface 

chemistry of the ePTFE resulting from these two processes is very different they 

both support a functional monolayer of primary human RPE cells and that the 

underlying basement membrane produced on both surfaces in the longer term is 

similar. 

Methods 

Substrates 

Substrates were 12 mm diameter Millicell® culture plate inserts (Millicell-CM, 

Millipore (UK) Ltd., Watford). These are ePTFE membranes subjected to a 

proprietary treatment by the manufacturer and were designated UT-ePTFE_M. Virgin 

ePTFE and PTFE sheets (Goodfellow Cambridge Ltd., Huntingdon, UK) were also 

used as control substrates in some studies. 

Ammonia plasma treatment 

Some UT-ePTFE_M, ePTFE and PTFE substrates were subsequently ammonia 

plasma treated with an in-house built helical resonator plasma system. This system 

and its operation have been described previously [11] and the operating conditions 

have been optimised to defluorinate the surface while causing minimal surface 

etching [12]. Immediately after plasma treatment, substrates were immersed in de-

ionised, uv-sterilised water for at least 12 hours to introduce polar groups to the 

surface [13]. These substrates were designated “NH3-ePTFE_M”, “NH3-ePTFE” or 

“NH3-PTFE”. Substrates were air-dried prior to further use. 



 

6 
 

n-Heptylamine coating 

Some UT-ePTFE_M and PTFE substrates were coated with n-Heptylamine (HA). 

The coating procedure was performed as described previously [14]. HA deposition 

was carried out for 40 seconds with power of 40 W. The pressure during deposition 

was 0.2 Torr. These substrates were designated “HA-ePTFE_M” or “HA-PTFE”. 

SEM 

Substrates were sputter coated with chromium using an Emitech K575x with a 

chromium target (125 mA for 4 minutes). These were then imaged using a LEO 1550 

field emission SEM (Zeiss, Welwyn Garden City, UK) using the secondary electron 

or in-lens detector, an accelerating voltage of 5 keV or 10keV and a working distance 

of approximately 8-10 mm. Manual measurements of fibre and node diameters were 

obtained by ImageJ [15].  

Atomic Force Microscopy 

Substrates were mounted on to 15 mm circular glass cover slips, then attached to 

metal specimen support discs using adhesive for positioning in the atomic force 

microscope (AFM). They were imaged with a Bruker Multimode AFM (NanoScope 

VIII, Bruker Nano Inc., Nano Surfaces Division, Santa Barbara, CA) using a 150 × 

150 × 5 μm scanner (J-scanner). All test were conducted with the Peakforce 

Quantitative Nanomechanical Mapping (PFQNM) method [16]. RTESPA-150 silicon 

probes (Bruker) with a nominal spring constant of 5 N/m and a tip radius of 8 nm 

were used. For the nanomechanical property testing, the deflection sensitivity, spring 

constant of the cantilever and the tip radius were calibrated. A photostress polymer 

with a known elastic modulus (PS1, Vishay Precision Group, Heilbronn, Germany) 

was used to calibrate the elastic modulus. At least five areas were scanned on each 

ePTFE substrate and a minimum of three technical replicate samples were tested. 

The size of each image was10 x 10 μm with a resolution of 384 pixels/line. The scan 

rate was 0.606 Hz. Data were analysed using Bruker Nanoscope Analysis software 

vs 1.5. 

Contact angle 

The contact angle measurement was conducted using the static sessile drop 

method. Contact angles were measured using a drop shape analysis system 

(DSA100, Krüss). 3l water droplets of degassed and deionised water were dropped 

onto the surface. Images of the droplet were recorded over 10 seconds at 25 frames 
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per second and the contact angle was determined from the first image in which the 

droplet was complete using the circle method. Contact angle measurements were 

performed on 3 areas on dry substrates. Substrates were tested in triplicate.  

XPS 

ePTFE substrates were analysed using a Scienta ESCA300. This employs a high 

power rotating anode and monochromatised Al K X-ray source (h = 1486.7eV), 

high transmission electron optics and a multichannel detector [17]. Samples were 

covered with a mask and oriented at 45° to the beam to reduce charging. Charge 

compensation, optimised for each sample, was also used. The x-ray source was 

operated at 14 kV, 100 mA (1.4 kW) for survey and region scans. Survey spectra 

were recorded at 150 eV pass energy and 1.9 mm slitwidth, whereas region spectra 

were recorded at 150 eV pass energy, 0.8 mm slitwidth.  

Primary cell culture 

Primary ocular tissue was collected under the host department’s ethical approval for 

the programme “Matricellular and related proteins in anomalous ocular repair and 

related processes; a program of study; LREC 01/066. Primary human RPE cells 

(hRPE) were isolated and expanded as described previously [9] and seeded onto 

substrates at 8.3x104 cells.cm-2. Control substrates were tissue culture plastic 

coverslip (Sarstedt Ltd., Leicester, UK). Cells were seeded in F10 medium (Sigma-

Aldrich Ltd., Dorset, UK) containing 2mM L-glutamine, 50U/ml penicillin G, 50g/ml 

streptomycin, 2.5ug/ml amphotericin B, and supplemented with 20% foetal bovine 

serum (FBS). At day 2, FBS was reduced to 5% and medium was supplemented 

with 5M all-trans retinoic acid (Sigma-Aldrich Ltd). Medium was changed thrice-

weekly. 

Immunocytochemistry  

Confirmation of the epithelial status of isolated RPE cells was demonstrated by 

staining cells using a pan-cytokeratin antibody (details of all antibodies and 

concentrations are found in Table 1).  Only these cells were used in further 

experiments. For investigation of cell morphology and cell-cell junctions, samples 

were fixed with 10% neutral-buffered formalin at days 7, 14, 21 and 28. For pan-

cytokeratin and ECM studies, samples were fixed in 100% ice-cold methanol. 

Samples were permeabilised with Triton X-100 if formalin-fixed. Samples were 

blocked in 10% normal goat serum for 30 minutes at 37°C then incubated overnight 
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at 4°C with the relevant antibody diluted in a 1% BSA: PBS solution. Samples were 

subsequently incubated with the appropriate secondary antibody for 60 minutes at 

37°C. Some formalin-fixed samples were counterstained with Alexa Fluor® 488 

phalloidin (Life Technologies, Paisley, UK). All samples were mounted with 

Vectashield® Mounting Medium with DAPI (Vector Laboratories UK Ltd., 

Peterborough, UK). Samples were visualised using laser scanning confocal 

microscopy and associated Image Explorer software (LSM 500; Carl Zeiss) 

Dextran transport assays 

Fluorescently-conjugated dextran solutions were made up in serum-free F10-HAM 

medium containing all other supplements. 10 kDa (D1976, Invitrogen), 70 kDa 

(FD70, Sigma-Aldrich) and 155 kDa (T1287, Sigma-Aldrich) dextrans were used to 

test a range of molecule sizes. Primary human RPE were seeded onto substrates as 

described above and grown for 28d. Medium was removed and cell culture inserts 

were moved to new 24-well plates. 400 L of dextran solution at a concentration of 

50 g/mL was added to the inner chambers of the inserts. 600 L serum-free 

medium was added to outer chambers. Plates were incubated at 37°C. At 4, 8, and 

24h, 50 L solution from outer chamber was removed and placed in 96-well black 

plates. 50 L fresh medium was added to outer chambers. Plates were read at the 

appropriate wavelength for the fluorescent conjugate. Data were corrected against a 

medium blank. Samples were tested in triplicate.  

Statistical Methods 

Statistical analyses of the data were conducted in SPSS v.21 (IBM Corp., Armonk, 

NY). For AFM data elastic modulus data, a one-way ANOVA, followed by Tukey’s 

HSD post-hoc test, was conducted. For contact angle studies, a one-way ANOVA, 

followed by Tamhane’s T2 post-hoc test. For dextran transport assays a one-way 

ANOVA followed by Dunnett’s T3 post-hoc test was conducted. 

Results 

SEM 

SEM micrographs demonstrated that substrates had a fibrous structure, with fibres 

being connected by nodes and with fibres being aligned in some regions (Figure 1a). 

Nodes measured between 1 and 2 m. Fibre diameter was in the range 100-300 nm. 

NH3-ePTFE_M (Figure 1b) and HA-ePTFE_M (Figure 1c) did not appear to have a 
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different structure, indicating that the two surface treatments had not caused surface 

etching or gross occlusion of the pores (representative image, HA-ePTFE_M, Figure 

1d).  

AFM 

AFM images showed that UT-ePTFE_M, NH3-ePTFE_M and HA-ePTFE_M all had a 

similar fibre and node structure (Figure 1 e-g), supporting the assertion that surface 

modification had not resulted in alteration of the macrostructure or pore occlusion. 

Both ammonia plasma treatment and HA-coating increased the mean elastic 

modulus compared with the untreated substrates (Figure 1h), although this 

difference was only statistically significant (p=0.033) for NH3-ePTFE_M.  

Contact Angle 

Non-porous untreated PTFE substrates had the highest water contact of 95.0 ±4.2°. 

Both ammonia plasma treatment and HA-coating reduced the contact angle (to 68.4 

± 5.4º, p≤0.001 and 83.0 ± 3.9º, p≤0.001), respectively, with the ammonia plasma 

treatment having the greatest effect. 

For porous substrates, untreated ePTFE had the highest water contact angle 

(133.1± 4.7º), with that of UT-ePTFE_M being significantly lower (75.8 ± 4.2º, 

p≤0.001). UT-ePTFE_M samples also allowed the water to penetrate the surface of 

the membrane. Ammonia plasma treatment of ePTFE_M (i.e. NH3-ePTFE_M) 

maintained this water penetration and lead to a significant reduction in contact angle 

(68.5 ± 4.0º, p=0.023), whereas heptylamine deposition lead to a significant increase 

in contact angle (123.5 ± 0.8º, p≤0.001). Untreated ePTFE and HA-ePTFE_M did not 

allow the water droplet to penetrate the surface. These surfaces also had contact 

angles significantly higher than their non-porous equivalents (p≤0.001 in both cases) 

whereas there was no significant difference between porous and non-porous 

ammonia treated surfaces (p=1.0).  

XPS 

The survey spectrum of UT-ePTFE_M (Figure 2a) demonstrated the presence of a 

relatively large (contributing to 23% of the elemental peaks) O1s peak in addition to 

the F1s and C1s peaks (52% and 25% respectively), confirming that the material had 

been subjected to a modification treatment by the manufacturer. Relative atomic 

concentrations for regions identified on survey spectra are shown in Table 2 and 
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those for the C1s region spectra in Table 3. The high resolution C1s spectrum 

(Figure 2b) gave additional information on this surface. In addition to the CF2 peak at 

292.0 eV (approximately 24% of surface species) and broad C1s envelope around 

285 eV, there was a distinct peak around 289 eV, contributing about 11% of surface 

species. The C1s envelope comprised two separate peaks at 285.0 eV (34 % of 

surface species) and 286.4 eV (30% of surface species). The second of these peaks 

is attributed to oxygenated hydrocarbon (C-O) species. 

The survey spectrum for NH3-ePTFE_M (Figure 2c) was similar to that of ePTFE_M 

in terms of peaks and their relative contributions, but with the addition of a small 

nitrogen peak (1.8%), which was expected [13]. The high resolution C1s spectrum 

(Figure 2d) also exhibited similar peaks to ePTFE_M, with the C-C contributing 

around 43.7% of surface species, peaks at 286.4 eV (attributed to various C-O and 

C-N moieties, 26%) and 287.8 eV (attributed to C=O, 0.6%) and the CF2 peak at 

292.0 eV (approximately 24% of surface species). The peak around 289 eV was 

again identified, contributing 9%. 

The HA-ePTFE_M survey spectrum (Figure 2e) was notably different to the UT-

ePTFE_M and NH3-ePTFE_M. The F1s region contributed only around 5% of 

surface species (compared with around 50% for the other surfaces), and the C1s 

region increased to around 72%.The contribution from N1s region increased to 

approximately 11% and the O1s region contribution decreased to approximately 

12%. In the C1s region scan (Figure 2f) the C-C/C-H peak, at 284.9 eV, contributed 

69.1%. Peaks attributed to amine, ether and other C-O and C-N moieties at 286.0 

eV, C=O at 287.6 eV and CF2 at 292.1 eV were exhibited, contributing 26.3%, 5.31% 

and 0.3% to surface species respectively. In contrast to the UT-ePTFE_M and NH3-

ePTFE_M C1s spectra, no peak at 289 eV was identified. 

Cell morphology 

At early time points, cells appeared to conform to the topography of the surface-

modified ePTFE_M substrates, exhibiting an elongated morphology (demonstrated 

by visualisation of F-actin), even when confluent and irrespective of the surface 

treatment, (Figure 3a, b). By 28d, however, cells adopted an epithelial, “cobblestone” 

morphology (Figure 3c, d) with some remaining stress fibres. Tight (Figure 3 e, f), 

occludins (Figure3 g, h) and adherens (Figure 3i, j) junctions were observed. There 
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appeared to be little qualitative difference between the two treated substrates in 

terms of cell morphology and cell-cell junction staining. 

ECM 

For all of the proteins studied, little or no positive staining was observed at time 

points before 28d. At 28d, limited protein deposition was detected for fibronectin, 

collagen I and collagen IV, and, where present, it had a globular or limited fibrillar 

appearance (Figure 4 a-f). No positive staining for laminin alpha 1 was observed at 

28d. Culture periods were extended for up to 84d. Some evidence of a fibronectin 

network was seen on both surfaces at 56d. A well-formed network over the surface 

was found at 84d (Figure 4g, k).  Similar behaviour was observed for collagen 1 (e.g. 

84d Figure 4h, l). A collagen IV network was observed on HA-ePTFE_M surfaces at 

56d but not on NH3-ePTFE_M, although it was at 84d on that surface (Figure 4m). 

Laminin still had a patchy, globular appearance at 56d, and a limited network 

formation even at 84d (Figure 4 j, n). 

In order to separate the effect on protein deposition of culture on porous surfaces 

from the effect of the surface modifications, cells were grown on PTFE (i.e. non-

porous) substrates (NH3-PTFE and HA-PTFE) subjected to the same surface 

treatments. In contrast to the behaviour observed on ePTFE_M, protein networks 

were observed much earlier. For fibronectin, small patches of fibrils were seen on 

HA-PTFE surfaces at 7d (Figure 5d), but on NH3-PTFE, a more fibrous network 

arrangement was seen (Figure 5a). By 28d, a network was observed on both 

surfaces (Figure 5g, k), although appeared to be more well-formed on NH3-PTFE. 

For collagen types I and IV, patches of fibrillar protein were observed at 7d on both 

surfaces (Figure 5 b, c, e, f) , with a more comprehensive network found at 28d 

(collagen 1 Figure 5h, l; collagen IV Figure 5i, m). Notably, a primitive laminin 

network was observed at particularly on HA-PTFE surfaces (Figure 5j, n), which is in 

contrast to that seen on the equivalent ePTFE_M substrate. 

Dextran transport assays 

All sizes of dextran could be transported through the substrates, whether or not cells 

were present. Less dextran passed through substrates when cells were present than 

through their acellular equivalent.  Statistical analysis confirmed this was the case for 

all sizes of dextran at 24h (Figure 6). At earlier time points the statistical significance 

of the results is less clear, but the trend suggests that the presence of cells reduces 
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dextran transport. No difference was found between the amounts of dextran passing 

through acellular substrates at any time point. Similarly, there was no difference in 

the dextran permeability between the two cellular substrates. These data indicate 

that the surface treatment had no effect on dextran transport, either in the presence 

or absence of cells. It appeared that, in every case, the amount of dextran that 

passed through the substrates increased with time, indicating that pores were not 

being occluded; this was not tested statistically due to the small sample size. 

Discussion 

Treating AMD by implantation of a functioning monolayer of RPE, or RPE-like cells, 

delivered on a carrier substrate, offers huge potential. In addition to resolving the 

issue of the best cell source for this application, understanding of the optimal 

substrate properties is required in order to support the cells pre- and post-

implantation. The most important requirements of the substrate are that they support 

the attachment and growth of a monolayer of functional RPE cells and continue to 

support the cells post implantation in the long term. It is well known that the surface 

wettability, chemistry and topography will influence the attachment of cells to a 

substrate. Once the cells have attached they will begin to secrete ECM molecules 

which will become incorporated in to the basement membrane between the substrate 

and the cells. We hypothesise that to achieve the long term stability and functioning 

of the transplanted cells that the basement membrane should mimic the Bruch’s 

membrane of the native retinal pigment epithelium. The question that arises is 

whether the surface properties of the substrate influence the composition of the 

basement membrane produced in the long term and thus the stability of the RPE 

monolayer. 

ePTFE has a similar architecture to Bruch’s membrane but cannot support cell 

attachment without surface modification [9]. The use of plasma technologies allows 

us to maintain the porous, fibrous structure of ePTFE while varying surface 

chemistry by plasma polymerisation or by direct modification of surface chemistry via 

ammonia plasma treatment. Qualitative examination of the surfaces using SEM and 

AFM suggested that neither the ammonia plasma treatment nor the addition of a 

heptylamine coating lead to changes in the surface topography of individual fibres or 

the porosity of the membrane. For the ammonia plasma treatment the conditions 

have previously been optimised and have been reported not to cause surface 
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etching of PTFE [18]. In contrast to a previous report [19], deposition of a plasma 

polymer coating did not occlude the pores. It was important to characterise the as-

received ePTFE membranes (UT-ePTFE_M). The measurement of a water contact 

angle was lower than that of untreated ePTFE and the ability of water to penetrate 

the surface and the presence of oxygen functionalities on the XPS indicated that this 

material had been subjected to a proprietary surface treatment and was not virgin 

ePTFE. The absence of nitrogen functionality suggests that this treatment was not 

ammonia or nitrogen gas plasma treatment [12]. O2 and Ar gas plasma treatment of 

PTFE is reported to result in the incorporation of oxygen functionalities without 

nitrogen functionalities [12, 20]; similar treatments may have been used to produce 

UT-ePTFE_M. Studies investigating the effect of the ammonia plasma treatment on 

PTFE have reported defluorination [11], evidenced by a large reduction in the F1s 

peak. In the current study, when ammonia plasma treatment was used on UT-

ePTFE_M to produce NH3-ePTFE_M, the extent to which defluorination was 

observed was not as great as those previous reports. This reflects the reduction of 

fluorine which had already been caused due to the proprietary treatment.   

For UT-ePTFE_M and NH3-ePTFE_M there was a distinct peak in the high resolution 

C1s spectra around 289 eV assigned to the C-F bond similar to a peak identified by 

Wilson et al. [13]. This is possibly due to the treatment breaking some, but not all, of 

the C-F bonds and the introduction of oxygen functionality or may be due to signal 

from the bulk. This peak was not identified on the HA-ePTFE_M and in conjunction 

with the large increase in C1s and N1s contributions, suggested that the HA coating 

masked the signal from the bulk ePTFE. Furthermore, analysis of the high resolution 

C1s region spectrum for HA-ePTFE_M indicated a larger aliphatic carbon (C-C/C-H) 

contribution, probably due to contributions from the alkyl chain in the surface coating. 

The peaks identified that are attributed to the HA coating are in agreement with 

those reported previously [21]. 

Contact angle analysis was used to give an indication of the effect of the different 

surface treatments on surface wettability. Contact angle experiments were 

conducted on non-porous substrates with the same surface treatments as their 

porous equivalents (with the exception of the proprietary treatment on the 

ePTFE_M), in order to determine the effect of surface chemistry on contact angle 

independently of the effects of the surface topography. Untreated virgin PTFE had 
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the highest contact angle of the non-porous substrates, with NH3 plasma treatment 

leading to a significant reduction, as reported previously [13]. HA_PTFE_M were 

more hydrophobic than NH3-PTFE samples correlating with the hydrocarbon content 

measured by XPS, but not to the same extent as untreated PTFE. The values 

obtained here are in the range reported previously for flat n-heptylamine surfaces 

[22]. As expected, porous ePTFE substrates gave different values to their non-

porous counterparts. The untreated ePTFE exhibited contact angles within the 

reported range [23, 24] and was more hydrophobic than the PTFE. Similarly, HA-

ePTFE_M had a higher contact angle that HA-PTFE.  These materials appear to 

behave according to the Cassie-Baxter model, with air being trapped in the pores, 

and the water droplet being pinned, resulting in a larger contact angle than that of 

the equivalent flat surface [25, 26]. This would also explain why the water droplet did 

not penetrate into the surface. NH3-PTFE and NH3-ePTFE_M surfaces had similar 

contact angles. This suggests that this material is not behaving according to either 

the Cassie-Baxter model or the Wenzel model [25, 27] where the liquid would enter 

the pores and the droplet spread across the surface, resulting in a lower contact 

angle than for an equivalent non-porous substrate. One possible explanation is that 

the surface treatments do not modify the fibres inside the porous substrates to the 

same extent, so once water has entered the pores, it may not continue to infiltrate at 

the same rate, although we did observe that the droplet penetrated into the surface. 

Interestingly, complete wetting of all ePTFE_M substrates was possible, as 

demonstrated by the dextran transport studies, where liquid was applied to the upper 

and lower surfaces and molecules were able to penetrate the membranes.  

Primary human RPE cells were able to form a confluent monolayer on both HA-

ePTFE_M  and NH3-ePTFE_M surfaces, despite their different surface wettabilities. 

This would suggest that the nitrogen and oxygen containing functional groups 

present in the HA-ePTFE_M surface were of sufficient concentration to promote cell 

attachment despite the overall hydrophobic nature of the surface. Cells on both 

surfaces adopted an epithelial phenotype, with the presence of cell-cell junctions and 

the ability to control the passage of dextran molecules through this monolayer 

demonstrating their functionality. Dextran molecules as large as 500 kDa can pass 

through Bruch’s membrane in vitro, although this decreases with age, particularly at 

the macula [28]. As expected, and as reported by others [29], the amount of dextran 
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passing through the RPE-ePTFE_M constructs decreased as molecular weight 

increased. There was no difference in the amount of dextran passing through when 

the substrates were acellular, indicating that the difference is mediated by the cells 

and not the substrate. RPE cells are reported to be the dominant contributor to the 

barrier to molecules passing through the RPE-choroid complex [30]; our study 

demonstrated similar results, with the time taken for dextran molecules to pass 

through the RPE-ePTFE_M constructs being much longer than for the acellular 

substrates. No differences were observed between the behaviour on the HA-

ePTFE_M  and NH3-ePTFE_M surfaces. These data support our previous, 

preliminary, findings where several different surface treatments were able to support 

RPE proliferation [10]. Similarly, Sorkio et al reported that a range of different ECM 

coatings on tissue culture plastic supported the formation of differentiated 

monolayers of embryonic stem cell-derived RPE [31]. This indicates that there may 

not be one optimal surface treatment, although other features such as epithelial 

maturity may be influenced by the surface chemistry [31]. Indeed, given that the 

community is still learning about the level of maturity required from implanted cells 

and the inherent heterogeneity of native RPE [32, 33], it may be difficult to identify a 

single ideal surface chemistry.  

Surface architecture also appears to be important, and, where surface chemistry is 

sufficient to support appropriate cell attachment and growth, may be dominant over 

the effect of the surface chemistry. Studies have suggested that surface topography 

influences many aspects of cellular behaviour, including that of RPE cells [34]. 

These questions are not only relevant for the development of substrates for 

subretinal transplantation, but also for in vitro models. Epithelial cells are frequently 

cultured on substrates described as “transwells”, or “tissue culture inserts”, without 

description, or even consideration, of the surface chemistry and architecture in such 

devices. In the study by Liu et al [35], the authors demonstrated that human foetal 

RPE were able to maintain characteristics of differentiated RPE better on two 200nm 

fibrous substrates of different chemistries than smooth surfaces made from the same 

polymer, and suboptimal growth on 1000 nm diameter fibres, indicating that surface 

chemistry is not always the dominant factor, and that a similar response can be 

obtained on surfaces with different surface chemistries. The fibres in this study were 

of the same order of magnitude. On the other hand, in our study, cell morphology 
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appeared to follow substrate topography when the cells were pre confluent, before 

adopting an epithelial, “cobblestone” morphology. This, coupled with the apparent 

absence of differences in cell behaviour on these surfaces, suggests that the 

influence of the surface architecture is not as significant once the cells have become 

confluent.  

Surface mechanical properties are another important, yet frequently-overlooked 

mediator of cellular response [36]. The in vitro behaviour of RPE has been reported 

to be influenced by substrate stiffness [37], with the data suggesting that increasing 

stiffness leads to undesirable cellular responses. Studies of the mechanical 

properties of Bruch’s membrane are limited in number, study different layers and use 

a range of techniques to obtain data, however the elastic modulus appears to be 

around 2-4 MPa [38]. The substrates used in this study were several orders of 

magnitude higher than that of Bruch’s membrane, although similar to those used in 

other studies [7, 35] and in the same order of magnitude as that reported for non-

porous PTFE [39]. Furthermore, the differences in surface stiffness resulting from the 

different surface treatments were relatively small, even across multiple regions on 

different samples. This may explain the similarity in cellular response that was 

observed. In future, it may be useful to develop substrates for RPE transplantation 

that have surface mechanical properties closer to those of Bruch’s membrane. 

The formation of a stable basement membrane by RPE cells grown on a synthetic 

membrane is likely to be crucial to the long-term behaviour of the transplanted 

construct; extracellular matrix performs a range of roles and forms part of the cellular 

microenvironment.  The apparent absence of ECM deposited on the surface of the 

porous substrates at early time points was a surprising finding. In contrast, ECM 

deposition on non-porous substrates with equivalent surface treatments appeared, 

qualitatively, to be similar to each other and even enhanced compared to that 

observed on control TCP substrates at these early time points. Even after several 

weeks in culture, ECM deposition on porous substrates was patchy and mostly 

disorganised in arrangement, compared to the networks observed on their non-

porous counterparts. Only after many weeks did the distribution of ECM components 

on the porous substrates appear to be similar to that reported by Sorkio et al [31] 

whereas on the non-porous substrates it was similar to that reported for growth on 

tissue culture plastic surfaces [40] from the early time points. The difference in cell 
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behaviour on the porous and non-porous substrates in terms of the time taken to 

deposit ECM seems to be mediated by the porosity rather than surface chemistry in 

our case. We were able to use porous and non-porous surfaces subjected to 

identical surface treatments, although the porous ePTFE_M had been subjected to 

some proprietary pre-treatment. The size and flexibility of the ePTFE substrates 

made it difficult to quantify the deposited proteins, as standard methods require 

significant scraping of the surfaces to ensure the ECM components are removed 

[41]. It may be that at the early time points the deposited ECM becomes distributed 

within the surface pores and thus it takes longer for a structured basement 

membrane to become apparent. It is clearly important that the substrate is porous to 

allow transport of nutrients and waste across the RPE layer in vivo, however, these 

data may suggest that a non-fibrous porous membrane might be advantageous in 

terms of providing a surface for deposition of a structural basement membrane at an 

earlier time point. On the other hand, we demonstrated that a stable functional 

monolayer of primary human RPE cells was present on the porous treated 

membranes long before the deposited ECM had become organised suggesting that 

the organisation is not necessary at the early stage but that the cells continue to 

remodel their basement membrane with time.  

 

Conclusion 

This study investigated two different surface modifications of an ePTFE-based 

substrate and found that they resulted in very different surface chemistry and 

wettability, while not appearing to modify macrostructure or topography. Both 

modifications supported the formation of a functioning monolayer of primary human 

RPE cells and the deposition of extracellular matrix components on each had a 

similar appearance. The time taken for the extracellular matrix to exhibit a network 

structure took months, whereas on non-porous substrates with the same surface 

chemistry, a similar appearance was observed after a few weeks. This study 

suggests that neither the specific surface chemistry, wettability or topography of 

these materials are critical to the growth of a functional monolayer of RPE cells as 

long as the cells can attach and proliferate on the surface initially. This conclusion 

fits with the literature which has demonstrated good in vitro growth of RPE and RPE-

like cells on substrates with a range of very different surface properties. This has 
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important implications on the design of strategies to optimise the clinical outcomes of 

subretinal transplant procedures. 

Funding 

This work was supported by a private local charity (who had no involvement in the 

conduct of the research and/or preparation of the article). 

Conflict of Interest  

The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest. 

References 

1. Kashani AH. Stem Cell Therapy in Nonneovascular Age-Related Macular 
Degeneration. Invest Ophthalmol Vis Sci. 2016;57(5):ORSFm1-9. 
doi:10.1167/iovs.15-17681. 
2. Sarwar S, Clearfield E, Soliman MK, Sadiq MA, Baldwin AJ, Hanout M et al. 
Aflibercept for neovascular age-related macular degeneration. Cochrane Database 
Syst Rev. 2016;2:CD011346. doi:10.1002/14651858.CD011346.pub2. 
3. Hanus J, Zhao F, Wang S. Current therapeutic developments in atrophic age-
related macular degeneration. Br J Ophthalmol. 2016;100(1):122-7. 
doi:10.1136/bjophthalmol-2015-306972. 
4. Pennington BO, Clegg DO. Pluripotent Stem Cell-Based Therapies in 
Combination with Substrate for the Treatment of Age-Related Macular Degeneration. 
J Ocul Pharmacol Ther. 2016. doi:10.1089/jop.2015.0153. 
5. Gullapalli VK, Sugino IK, Van Patten Y, Shah S, Zarbin MA. Impaired RPE 
survival on aged submacular human Bruch's membrane. Experimental Eye 
Research. 2005;80(2):235-48.  
6. Pastor JC, Rojas J, Pastor-Idoate S, Di Lauro S, Gonzalez-Buendia L, Delgado-
Tirado S. Proliferative vitreoretinopathy: A new concept of disease pathogenesis and 
practical consequences. Prog Retin Eye Res. 2016;51:125-55. 
doi:10.1016/j.preteyeres.2015.07.005. 
7. Ilmarinen T, Hiidenmaa H, Kööbi P, Nymark S, Sorkio A, Wang J-H et al. Ultrathin 
Polyimide Membrane as Cell Carrier for Subretinal Transplantation of Human 
Embryonic Stem Cell Derived Retinal Pigment Epithelium. PLoS ONE. 
2015;10(11):e0143669. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0143669. 
8. Guo X, Zhu D, Lian R, Han Y, Guo Y, Li Z et al. Matrigel and Activin A promote 
cell-cell contact and anti-apoptotic activity in cultured human retinal pigment 
epithelium cells. Exp Eye Res. 2016;147:37-49. doi:10.1016/j.exer.2016.04.021. 
9. Krishna Y, Sheridan C, Kent D, Kearns V, Grierson I, Williams R. Expanded 
polytetrafluoroethylene as a substrate for retinal pigment epithelial cell growth and 
transplantation in age-related macular degeneration. British Journal of 
Ophthalmology. 2011;95(4):569-73. doi:10.1136/bjo.2009.169953. 
10. Kearns V, Mistry A, Mason S, Krishna Y, Sheridan C, Short R et al. Plasma 
polymer coatings to aid retinal pigment epithelial growth for transplantation in the 
treatment of age related macular degeneration. Journal of Materials Science: 
Materials in Medicine. 2012;23(8):2013-21. doi:10.1007/s10856-012-4675-6. 
11. Pringle SD, Joss VS, Jones C. Ammonia plasma treatment of PTFE under 
known plasma conditions. Surface and Interface Analysis. 1996;24(12):821-9.  



 

19 
 

12. Wilson DJ, Williams RL, Pond RC. Plasma modification of PTFE surfaces Part I: 
Surfaces immediately following plasma treatment. Surface and Interface Analysis. 
2001;31(5):385-96.  
13. Wilson DJ, Williams RL, Pond RC. Plasma modification of PTFE surfaces Part II: 
Plasma-treated surfaces following storage in air or PBS. Surface and Interface 
Analysis. 2001;31(5):397-408.  
14. Vasilev K, Britcher L, Casanal A, Griesser HJ. Solvent-Induced Porosity in 
Ultrathin Amine Plasma Polymer Coatings. The Journal of Physical Chemistry B. 
2008;112(35):10915-21. doi:10.1021/jp803678w. 
15. Schneider CA, Rasband WS, Eliceiri KW. NIH Image to ImageJ: 25 years of 
image analysis. Nat Meth. 2012;9(7):671-5.  
16. Young TJ, Monclus MA, Burnett TL, Broughton WR, Ogin SL, Smith PA. The use 
of the PeakForce TM quantitative nanomechanical mapping AFM-based method for 
high-resolution Young's modulus measurement of polymers. Measurement Science 
and Technology. 2011;22(12):125703.  
17. Beamson G, Briggs D, Davies SF, Fletcher IW, Clark DT, Howard J et al. 
Performance and application of the Scienta ESCA300 spectrometer. Surf Interface 
Anal. 1990;15(9):541-9.  
18. O'Kell S, Henshaw T, Farrow G, Aindow M, Jones C. Effects of low-power 
plasma treatment on polyethylene surfaces. Surface and Interface Analysis. 
1995;23(5):319-27.  
19. Mohd Hidzir N, Hill DJT, Taran E, Martin D, Grøndahl L. Argon plasma 
treatment-induced grafting of acrylic acid onto expanded poly(tetrafluoroethylene) 
membranes. Polymer. 2013;54(24):6536-46. 
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.polymer.2013.10.003. 
20. Kolská Z, Řezníčková A, Hnatowicz V, Švorčík V. PTFE surface modification by 
Ar plasma and its characterization. Vacuum. 2012;86(6):643-7. 
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.vacuum.2011.07.015. 
21. Dusan L, Martin AC, Björn D, Krasimir V, Hans JG. Surface modification of 
nanoporous alumina membranes by plasma polymerization. Nanotechnology. 
2008;19(24):245704.  
22. Chatelier RC, Drummond CJ, Chan DYC, Vasic ZR, Gengenbach TR, Griesser 
HJ. Theory of Contact Angles and the Free Energy of Formation of Ionizable 
Surfaces: Application to Heptylamine Radio-Frequency Plasma-Deposited Films. 
Langmuir. 1995;11(10):4122-8. doi:10.1021/la00010a078. 
23. Jordan SW, Haller CA, Sallach RE, Apkarian RP, Hanson SR, Chaikof EL. The 
effect of a recombinant elastin-mimetic coating of an ePTFE prosthesis on acute 
thrombogenicity in a baboon arteriovenous shunt. Biomaterials. 2007;28(6):1191-7. 
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2006.09.048. 
24. Zhang Q, Wang C, Babukutty Y, Ohyama T, Kogoma M, Kodama M. 
Biocompatibility evaluation of ePTFE membrane modified with PEG in atmospheric 
pressure glow discharge. Journal of Biomedical Materials Research. 2002;60(3):502-
9. doi:10.1002/jbm.1294. 
25. Murakami D, Jinnai H, Takahara A. Wetting Transition from the Cassie–Baxter 
State to the Wenzel State on Textured Polymer Surfaces. Langmuir. 
2014;30(8):2061-7. doi:10.1021/la4049067. 
26. Cassie ABD, Baxter S. Wettability of porous surfaces. Transactions of the 
Faraday Society. 1944;40(0):546-51. doi:10.1039/tf9444000546. 
27. Wenzel RN. Resistance of Solid Surface to Wetting by Water. Industrial & 
Engineering Chemistry. 1936;28(8):988-94. doi:10.1021/ie50320a024. 



 

20 
 

28. Hussain AA, Starita C, Hodgetts A, Marshall J. Macromolecular diffusion 
characteristics of ageing human Bruch's membrane: Implications for age-related 
macular degeneration (AMD). Experimental Eye Research. 2010;90(6):703-10. 
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.exer.2010.02.013. 
29. Wade J, Desai T. Planar microdevices enhance transport of large molecular 
weight molecules across retinal pigment epithelial cells. Biomed Microdevices. 
2014;16(4):629-38. doi:10.1007/s10544-014-9865-1. 
30. Pitkänen L, Ranta V-P, Moilanen H, Urtti A. Permeability of Retinal Pigment 
Epithelium: Effects of Permeant Molecular Weight and Lipophilicity. Investigative 
Ophthalmology & Visual Science. 2005;46(2):641-6. doi:10.1167/iovs.04-1051. 
31. Sorkio A, Hongisto H, Kaarniranta K, Uusitalo H, Juuti-Uusitalo K, Skottman H. 
Structure and Barrier Properties of Human Embryonic Stem Cell–Derived Retinal 
Pigment Epithelial Cells Are Affected by Extracellular Matrix Protein Coating. Tissue 
Engineering Part A. 2013;20(3-4):622-34. doi:10.1089/ten.tea.2013.0049. 
32. Pan CK, Heilweil G, Lanza R, Schwartz SD. Embryonic stem cells as a treatment 
for macular degeneration. Expert Opinion on Biological Therapy. 2013;13(8):1125-
33. doi:doi:10.1517/14712598.2013.793304. 
33. Burke JM, Hjelmeland LM. Mosaicism of the retinal pigment epithelium: seeing 
the small picture. Molecular Interventions. 2005;5(4):241-9.  
34. Lim J-M, Byun S, Chung S, Park TH, Seo J-M, Joo C-K et al. Retinal Pigment 
Epithelial Cell Behavior is Modulated by Alterations in Focal Cell-Substrate Contacts. 
Invest Ophthalmol Vis Sci. 2004;45(11):4210-6.  
35. Liu Z, Yu N, Holz FG, Yang F, Stanzel BV. Enhancement of retinal pigment 
epithelial culture characteristics and subretinal space tolerance of scaffolds with 
200 nm fiber topography. Biomaterials. 2014;35(9):2837-50. 
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2013.12.069. 
36. Janmey PA, Winer JP, Murray ME, Wen Q. The hard life of soft cells. Cell Motility 
and the Cytoskeleton. 2009;66(8):597-605. doi:10.1002/cm.20382. 
37. Boochoon KS, Manarang JC, Davis JT, McDermott AM, Foster WJ. The 
influence of substrate elastic modulus on retinal pigment epithelial cell phagocytosis. 
Journal of Biomechanics. 2014;47(12):3237-40. 
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2014.06.021. 
38. Candiello JE, Feola AJ, Elyaderani A, Friberg TR, Lin H. Biomechanical 
Properties of the Bruch’s Membrane: An Atomic Force Microscopy Study. 
Investigative Ophthalmology & Visual Science. 2005;46(13):1210-.  
39. Baytekin HT, Baytekin B, Incorvati JT, Grzybowski BA. Material Transfer and 
Polarity Reversal in Contact Charging. Angewandte Chemie International Edition. 
2012;51(20):4843-7. doi:10.1002/anie.201200057. 
40. Campochiaro PA, Jerdon JA, Glaser BM. The extracellular matrix of human 
retinal pigment epithelial cells in vivo and its synthesis in vitro. Invest Ophthalmol Vis 
Sci. 1986;27(11):1615-21.  
41. Hamill KJ, Hopkinson SB, Hoover P, Todorović V, Green KJ, Jones JCR. 
Fibronectin Expression Determines Skin Cell Motile Behavior. Journal of 
Investigative Dermatology. 2012;132(2):448-57. 
doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/jid.2011.297. 

 

  



 

21 
 

Tables 

Table 1 – details and dilutions of antibodies used in this study. 

Antigen Antibody details; supplier Dilution 

Pan-CK, Clone C-11 Cat. # C9231; Sigma 1:200 

ZO-1 Cat. # 40-2200; Invitrogen 1:100 

Occludin Cat. # 71-1500; Invitrogen  1:100 

N-cadherin Cat. # ab18203; Abcam 

(Cambridge, UK) 

1:100 

Fibronectin Cat. # F0916; Sigma 1:100 

Collagen I Cat. # ab34710; Abcam 1:250 

Collagen IV  Cat. # C1926; Sigma 1:100 

Laminin-111 Cat. # L9393; Sigma 1:100 

Alexa Fluor® secondary 

antibodies  

Invitrogen; various  1:500 
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Table 2 – relative atomic concentration in regions identified from survey spectra. UT-

ePTFE_M exhibited a relatively large O1s peak, suggesting that this was not 

untreated ePTFE. NH3-ePTFE_M was similar, but with the addition of a small 

nitrogen peak. HA-ePTFE_M  had a large reduction in the F1s contribution, a 

moderation reduction in the O1s peak and increases in C1s and N1s regions.  

 

 Concentration (atomic %) 

 C1s N1s O1s F1s 

UT-ePTFE_M  25.36 - 23.11 51.53 

NH3-ePTFE_M  26.4 1.75 21.87 49.98 

HA-ePTFE_M  71.71 11.29 12.03 4.97 
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Table 3 – contributions to C1s region spectra. The relatively low CF2 contribution in 

UT-ePTFE_M indicated a prior surface treatment. The spectra for UT-ePTFE_M and 

NH3-ePTFE_M were similar. A distinct peak around 289 eV was assigned to the C-F 

bond may be a result of the surface treatments breaking some of the C-F bonds and 

the introduction of oxygen functionality or from the bulk. HA-ePTFE peak assignment 

suggested that the signal from the bulk had been masked. A larger aliphatic carbon 

(C-C/C-H) contribution is thought to be from the alkyl chain in the surface coating. 

 

 Contribution (%) 

Peak  284.89 286.4 287.6 288.99 292.11 

Assigned 
species C-C/C-H C-O/C-N C=O 289 CF2 

UT-ePTFE_M  34.14 30.6 - 11.24 24.02 

NH3-ePTFE_M  43.69 25.99 0.66 9.00 20.66 

HA_ePTFe_M 68.08 26.27 5.31 - 0.34 
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Figure captions 

Figure 1 – SEM micrographs of a) UT-ePTFE_M, b) NH3-ePTFE_M, and c), d) HA-

ePTFE_M show the node and fibre structure of the substrates. Surface treatment did 

not appear to have altered the macrostructure of the substrates. Atomic force 

microscopy images of e) UT-ePTFE_M, f) NH3-ePTFE_M, and g) HA-ePTFE_M 

show the node and fibre structure of the substrates. Surface treatment did not 

appear to have altered the macrostructure of the substrates. The mean elastic 

modulus (h) increased following surface modification, but was only statistically 

significant (p≤0.05) for NH3-ePTFE_M. Statistically significant differences are 

indicated by horizontal lines, error bars ± 1 standard deviation. 

Figure 2 – XPS survey and C1s region spectra for UT-ePTFE_M (a,b), NH3-

ePTFE_M (c, d), and HA-ePTFE_M (e-f). The relatively small contribution from CF2 

on the UT-ePTFE_M (b) indicates a prior surface treatment. Ammonia plasma 

treatment lead to the introduction of a small N1s peak (c). The n-heptylamine coating 

masked the underlying substrate properties, as demonstrated by the almost 

complete absence of fluorine signals (e and f)    

Figure 3 – Photomicrographs of hRPE grown on NH3-ePTFE_M (a, c, e, g, i), and 

HA-ePTFE_M (b, d, f, h, j). At 7 days (a, b), cells on both substrates adopted an 

elongated morphology (cells were stained for F-actin, green, and counterstained with 

DAPI, blue) and appeared to conform to the underlying substrate topography. On 

both substrates at 28 days a cobblestone morphology was observed (c, d) and the 

formation of tight (e, f), occludens (g, h) and cadherins junctions (i, j) was confirmed 

with florescent immunostaining for ZO-1, occludin and n-cadherin. Scale bars 

represent 50 m. 

Figure 4 – Photomicrographs of ECM expression on NH3-ePTFE_M (a-c, g-j) and 

HA-ePTFE_M (d-f, k-n). Samples were stained for fibronectin (a,d,g,k), collagen type 

I (b,e,h,l), collagen IV (c,f,I,m) and laminin-111 (j,n). A limited amount of ECM was 

observed at 28d (a-f), and the surface topography can be seen in several images 

(e.g. a, c). No positive laminin staining was observed. Following 84 days in culture, 

both substrates demonstrated a fibril expression of fibronectin (g,k), collagen type I 

(h,l), and basement membrane components collagen IV (i,m) and laminin-111 (j,n). 

Scale bars represent 50 m. 

Figure 5 – Photomicrographs of ECM expression on non-porous NH3-PTFE (a-c, g-j) 

and HA-PTFE (d-f, k-n). After 7 day culture of hRPE (a-f), primitive ECM networks 

were observed on both substrates. At 28d (g-n), denser ECM networks were 

detected, with limited laminin deposition at this time point. Scale bars represent 50 

m. 

Figure 6 – concentration of 10 kDa (a), 70 kDa (b) and 155 kDa (c) dextran passing 

through ePTFE_M substrates. Error bars ± 1 standard deviation. Statistically 

significant (p≤0.05) differences are indicated by horizontal lines. In all cases, the 
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amount of dextran that passed through the filters increased with time. There was no 

significant difference between the amount of dextran that passed through substrates 

with cells on them.   
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