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Figure S1. The effect of CA concentration in the polymerization mixture on 2.00 × 10-5 mol/L DIP 
oxidation peak current (Ip) recorded by DPV in PBS pH = 7.00 using MIP_PGE; Polymerization con-
ditions: CDIP = 4.00 × 10-5 mol/L; PBS pH = 7.00; HB_PGE; 5 voltammetric cycles between 0.000 and 
2.000 V; scan rate 0.100 V/s. 

 
Figure S2. The effect of the template (DIP) concentration in the polymerization mixture containing 
2.00 × 10-4 mol/L CA (monomer) on 2.00 × 10-5 mol/L DIP oxidation peak current recorded by DPV 
in PBS pH = 7.00 using MIP_PGE; Polymerization conditions: CCA = 2.00 × 10-4 mol/L; PBS pH = 7.00; 
HB_PGE; 5 voltammetric cycles between 0.000 and 2.000 V; scan rate 0.100 V/s. 
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Figure S3. Comparison of the DIP responses on 7.50 ×10-6 mol/L DIP in PBS pH = 7.00 at PGE mod-
ified with MIP prepared by electropolymerization at different numbers of voltametric cycles. 
Polymerization conditions: CCA = 2.00 ×10-4 mol/L; CDIP = 4.00 ×10-5 mol/L; PBS pH = 7.00; HB_PGE; 
potential scanned between 0.000 and 2.000 V; scan rate 0.100 V/s. 

 
Figure S4. Comparison of the DIP responses on 7.50 ×10-6 mol/L DIP in PBS pH = 7.00 at PGE mod-
ified with MIP prepared by electropolymerization at different scan rates (v). Polymerization condi-
tions: CCA = 2.00 ×10-4 mol/L; CDIP = 4.00 ×10-5 mol/L; PBS pH = 7.00; HB_PGE; potential scanned 
between 0.000 and 2.000 V; 5 voltammetric cycles. 
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Figure S5. Cyclic (scan rate 0.100 V/s) (a) and differential pulse voltammograms (b) recorded at 
MIP_PGE for electrolyte solutions of BRB with different pH values. 
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Figure S6. Variation of DPV peak current recorded at MIP_PGE for a 1.00 × 10-7mol/L DIP in PBS 
pH = 7.00 with the accumulation potential (a) and time (b). 
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